
 
Orange County 

Board of Commissioners 
 

Agenda 
 
Regular Meeting 
September 1, 2015 
7:00 p.m. 
Richard Whitted Meeting Facility 
300 West Tryon Street 
Hillsborough, NC  27278 

Note: Background Material 
on all abstracts 
available in the 
Clerk’s Office 

 
Compliance with the “Americans with Disabilities Act” - Interpreter services and/or special sound 
equipment are available on request.  Call the County Clerk’s Office at (919) 245-2130.  If you are 
disabled and need assistance with reasonable accommodations, contact the ADA Coordinator in the 
County Manager’s Office at (919) 245-2300 or TDD# 644-3045. 

 
1.

  
Additions or Changes to the Agenda  
 
PUBLIC CHARGE 
 

The Board of Commissioners pledges to the residents of Orange County its respect. The Board asks its 
residents to conduct themselves in a respectful, courteous manner, both with the Board and with fellow 
residents.  At any time should any member of the Board or any resident fail to observe this public charge, 
the Chair will ask the offending person to leave the meeting until that individual regains personal control. 
Should decorum fail to be restored, the Chair will recess the meeting until such time that a genuine 
commitment to this public charge is observed.  All electronic devices such as cell phones, pagers, and 
computers should please be turned off or set to silent/vibrate. 

 
2.
  

Public Comments (Limited to One Hour)  
 
(We would appreciate you signing the pad ahead of time so that you are not overlooked.) 
 
a. Matters not on the Printed Agenda (Limited to One Hour – THREE MINUTE LIMIT PER 

SPEAKER – Written comments may be submitted to the Clerk to the Board.) 
 

Petitions/Resolutions/Proclamations and other similar requests submitted by the public will not be acted 
upon by the Board of Commissioners at the time presented.  All such requests will be referred for 
Chair/Vice Chair/Manager review and for recommendations to the full Board at a later date regarding a) 
consideration of the request at a future regular Board meeting; or b) receipt of the request as information 
only.  Submittal of information to the Board or receipt of information by the Board does not constitute 
approval, endorsement, or consent.  

 
b. Matters on the Printed Agenda 

(These matters will be considered when the Board addresses that item on the agenda below.) 
 

3. Announcements and Petitions by Board Members (Three Minute Limit Per Commissioner)  
 

4.
  

Proclamations/ Resolutions/ Special Presentations 
 
a. Orange County Long Term Care Quality Service Awards 
b. “The Nature of Orange” Photography Contest 
c. Resolution Supporting Stepping Up Initiative to Reduce the Number of People with Mental 

Illnesses in Jails 



 
 
d. Resolution in Opposition To Offshore Exploration, Drilling Activities and Seismic Blast 

Activities Off the Coast of North Carolina 
 

5. Public Hearings 
 
a. Unified Development Ordinance Text Amendment Related to Temporary Health Care Structures 

– Public Hearing Closure and Action (No Additional Comments Accepted) 
b. Class A Special Use Permit – Solar Array off White Cross Road in Bingham Township (Receipt 

of Planning Board Recommendation – No Additional Public Comment or Testimony Allowed) 
c. Zoning Atlas Amendment – Conditional Zoning – Master Plan Development Conditional Zoning 

District (MPD-CZ) Hart's Mill – Extension of Public Hearing 
 

6.
  
Consent Agenda  

• Removal of Any Items from Consent Agenda 
• Approval of Remaining Consent Agenda 
• Discussion and Approval of the Items Removed from the Consent Agenda 

 
a. Minutes 
b. Motor Vehicle Property Tax Releases/Refunds 
c. Property Tax Releases/Refunds 
d. Applications for Property Tax Exemption/Exclusion 
e. Tax Collector’s Annual Settlement for Fiscal Year 2014-15 
f. Fiscal Year 2015-16 Budget Amendment #1 
g. Application for North Carolina Education Lottery Proceeds for Chapel Hill – Carrboro City 

Schools (CHCCS) and Contingent Approval of Budget Amendment #1-A Related to CHCCS 
Capital Project Ordinances 

h. Performance Agreement Between the Town of Chapel Hill and Visitors Bureau 
i. Marketing Communications Management Agreement Renewal with Clean Design 
j. Bid Award – Cedar Grove Community Center Library Kiosk 
k. Dedication of Right-of-Way and Permanent Water and Sewage Easement for Eubanks Road 

Solid Waste Center Project 
l. Bid Award – Front-End Loader Truck for Solid Waste 
m. Approval of Revised Resolutions for the Orange County FY 2014-2015 HOME Program Design 

and Orange County FY 2015-2016 HOME Program Design for Habitat for Humanity 
Homeownership Assisted Projects 

n. Orange Public Transportation Proposed Fixed-Route Fare Structure 
 

7.
  
Regular Agenda 
 
a. Jail Alternatives Work Group Report 
 

8.
  
Reports 
 
a. Fairview Park – Parking Lot Project 
 

9.
  
County Manager’s Report 
 

Projected September 10, 2015 Regular Work Session Items 
Additional Discussion Regarding November 2016 Bond Referendum 
Strategic Communications Plan Implementation 



 
Goal Setting 
Draft 2016 BOCC Meeting Calendar 

 
10.

  
County Attorney’s Report  
 

11.
  
Appointments 
 
a. Durham Technical Community College Board of Trustees 
 

12. Board Comments (Three Minute Limit Per Commissioner)  
 

13.
  
Information Items 
 
• June 16, 2015 BOCC Meeting Follow-up Actions List 
• Tax Collector’s Report – Numerical Analysis 
• Tax Collector’s Report – Measure of Enforced Collections 
• Tax Assessor's Report – Releases/Refunds under $100 
• Pesticide Use on County Grounds and Buildings 
• BOCC Follow Up List Item Regarding Internal Pedestrian Systems 
• Orange County Staff Comments on the North Carolina Department of Transportation 

Environmental Assessment (EA) for Proposed Private Crossing Closures 
 

14.
  
Closed Session  
 

15. Adjournment 
 

 
Note: Access the agenda through the County’s web site, www.orangecountync.gov 
 
Orange County Board of Commissioners’ regular meetings and work sessions are available via live streaming 

video at http://www.orangecountync.gov/departments/board_of_county_commissioners/videos.php and 
Orange County Gov-TV on channels 1301 or 97.6 (Time Warner Cable). 

 

http://www.orangecountync.gov/departments/board_of_county_commissioners/videos.php


 

ORANGE COUNTY 
BOARD OF COMMISSIONERS 

 
ACTION AGENDA ITEM ABSTRACT 

 Meeting Date: September 1, 2015  
 Action Agenda 
 Item No.  4-a 

 
SUBJECT:  Orange County Long Term Care Quality Service Awards 
 
DEPARTMENT:  Aging PUBLIC HEARING:  (Y/N) No 
  

 
ATTACHMENT(S): 

 
 
 
 
 
 

INFORMATION CONTACT: 
Janice Tyler, Director, 919-245-4255 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
PURPOSE:  To recognize the winners of the 2015 Orange County Long Term Care Quality 
Service Awards. 
 
BACKGROUND:  As part of the Orange County 2012-17 Master Aging Plan, the Department on 
Aging was asked to develop a mechanism to help increase the quality of care provided in 
Orange County’s long-term care facilities and home care organizations.  In 2013, the Advisory 
Board on Aging created the Orange County Long Term Care (LTC) Learning Collaborative to 
bring administrators and direct-care staff together to learn about and share successful 
approaches to quality care.  This is the second year that the Orange County Advisory Board on 
Aging and the Long Term Care Learning Collaborative have offered to long term care 
organizations the opportunity to apply for a Long Term Care Quality Service Award. 
 
Each year the Advisory Board selects an evidence-based or promising quality program for long 
term care providers to learn about and implement within the year.  This past year the focus was 
on implementation of the Music and Memory program which helps persons with dementia regain 
touch with music that they love, provide avenues for memory recall, and reduce some of the 
more negative behaviors associated with Alzheimer’s disease and other dementias. 
 
Winners of the 2015 Long Term Care Quality Service Awards were able to successfully 
implement a Music in My Mind/Orange County program by working with families and volunteers 
to create a personalized list of songs for their residents and clients with dementia.  The six 
winning organizations are committed to continuing and expanding these programs so that many 
more individuals with dementia living in Orange County will continue to experience the joy of 
music that reminds them of their past and to share that joy with others. 
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Winners of the 2015 Long Term Care Quality Service Award are: 
 
A Helping Hand Companion Agency 
Brookshire Nursing Center 
Carol Woods Retirement Community 
Livewell Assisted Living 
Right At Home  
Florence G. Soltys Adult Day Health Program 
 
FINANCIAL IMPACT:  The cash awards of $200 per organization have been budgeted in the 
Department on Aging’s Master Aging Plan budget. 
 
SOCIAL JUSTICE IMPACT:  The following Social Justice Goal is applicable to this agenda 
item: 
 

• GOAL: Create a Safe Community 
The reduction of risks from vehicle/traffic accidents, childhood and senior injuries, gang 
activity, substance abuse and domestic violence. 

 
Efforts to implement better programming in long term care organizations will hopefully result in 
better quality of care for Orange County residents in long term care facilities and also reduce the 
risk of possible elder abuse.  
 
RECOMMENDATION(S):  The Manager recommends that the Board recognize these 
organizations as winners of the 2015 Orange County Long Term Care Quality Service Awards. 
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ORANGE COUNTY 
BOARD OF COMMISSIONERS 

 
ACTION AGENDA ITEM ABSTRACT 

 Meeting Date: September 1, 2015  
 Action Agenda 
 Item No.  4-b 

 
SUBJECT:  “The Nature of Orange” Photography Contest 
 
DEPARTMENT:  DEAPR PUBLIC HEARING:  (Y/N) No 
  

 
ATTACHMENT(S): 

1) Winning Photos  
2) Contest Brochure  

 

 
 
 
 
 

INFORMATION CONTACT: 
Lynn Hecht, 245-2510 
Rich Shaw, 245-2510 
 
 
 
 

 
PURPOSE:  To recognize the winners and thank all participants of “The Nature of Orange” 2015 
Photography Contest.   
 
BACKGROUND:  The Department of Environment, Agriculture, Parks and Recreation (DEAPR) 
completed its annual “The Nature of Orange” Photography Contest in May 2015.  The goal of 
the contest is to inspire exploration, celebration and appreciation of Orange County’s diverse 
landscapes and outdoor experiences.  Photographers help document the beauty and diversity of 
our natural resources, and our people connecting to their environment. 
 
A total of 116 photographs were submitted in May 2015.  A panel of judges selected first, 
second and third place winners from the Youth and Adult divisions.  In addition, judges identified 
two additional Honorable Mention awards per age group since there were so many high-quality 
submissions.  This year’s judges were photographers Laura Branan, Chris Graebner and David 
Schaub.   
 
Winners received a congratulatory letter, certificate, and a small monetary award.  During the 
month of August, the photographs were displayed at the Orange County Visitors Center in 
Hillsborough; the Orange County Public Library, and the Chapel Hill/Orange County Visitors 
Center.  In addition, winning photographs are displayed on the Orange County DEAPR website 
under the “breaking news” section http://www.orangecountync.gov/deapr/, on the department’s 
Facebook Page, and will be “streaming” around the county on the visual monitors.  
 
The 2015 contest winners are as follows:  
 

Youth: 1st Place – Joseph Mohler; 2nd Place – Kirby Lau; 3rd Place – Cailin Lucero; 
Honorable Mentions: Kees Keiper and Cailin Lucero.  
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Adult: 1st Place – Richie Sheppard; 2nd Place – Barbara Driscoll; 3rd Place – Pat 
French; Honorable Mentions: Jason Pulley and Barbara Driscoll. 

 
FINANCIAL IMPACT:  None 
 
SOCIAL JUSTICE IMPACT:  There is no Orange County Social Justice Goal impact associated 
with this item. 
 
RECOMMENDATION(S):  The Manager recommends that the Board congratulate the 2015 
photography contest winners, and thank the judges and all those who participated in this 
community event.   
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NATURE OF ORANGE PHOTOGRAPHY CONTEST WINNERS, YOUTH 

          1st Place, “Standing Tall,”  

                     Joseph Mohler 

2nd Place “Poise,” Kirby Lau 

3rd Place, “Rat Snake with Attitude,”  Cailin Lucer0 

 

Honorable Mention, “Hanging Out,” Cailin Lucero 

Honorable Mention, “Ayr Mount,”    

                             Kees Keiper 

THANK YOU TO ALL OUR 

JUDGES: 

CHRIS GRAEBNER 

DAVID SCHAUB 

LAURA BRANAN 
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1st Place, “Smooth Flowing Eno,” 

Richie Sheppard 

3rd Place, “Black and White Wisteria,”  

Pat French 

Honorable Mention, “Along the Trail,”  

Jason Pulley 

Honorable Mention, “Who Cooks 

for You?,”  Barbara Driscoll 

NATURE OF ORANGE PHOTOGRAPHY CONTEST WINNERS, ADULTS 

2nd Place,  “Trout Lily Cedar Falls,” 

                      Barbara Driscoll 

THANK YOU TO ALL OUR 

JUDGES: 

CHRIS GRAEBNER 

DAVID SCHAUB 

LAURA BRANAN 
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DEPARTMENT OF 
ENVIRONMENT, 
AGRICULTURE,  PARKS & 
RECREATION 

“The Nature of Orange” “The Nature of Orange” “The Nature of Orange” “The Nature of Orange” 
Photography ContestPhotography ContestPhotography ContestPhotography Contest    

 

1) Photographs  shou ld feature Orange County  
wi ld l i fe ,  natura l resources , landscapes ,  or 
peop le en joy ing  the parks and other      

outdoor env ironments .  

2 ) Al l  photos must be taken in  a  natura l      

sett ing  (no staged photos) .  

3 ) Photos  must  be taken in  Orange County .   

4 ) Orange County  employees are e l ig ib le with 
the except ion of  DEAPR sta f f .   Contest 
judges are ine l ig ib le .  

5 ) Entr ies  per person :  Max imum of  f ive  (5 ) 

tota l photos .  

6 ) Complete  and submit a Contest  Entry Form 
for each  photo entered, form found under  
“Break ing  News” at :   
h ttp :/ /orangecountync .gov/deapr/   Complete  
the Orange County  Photo Re lease form for 
any  th ird party  appear ing  in  your photos . 

 7)   Photos must be high resolution .gif or .jpg   

      files.  Photos may also be submitted on a   

      DVD or CD, in the proper format, and  

      mailed or emailed to: Orange County  

      DEAPR, 306-A Revere Rd., PO Box 8181,  

      Hillsborough, NC 27278;         

      email: lthecht@orangecountync.gov   

8)   DEADLINE TO ENTER: May 15, 2015.  

      Orange County DEAPR, 306-A Revere  

      Rd., PO Box 8181, Hillsborough, NC 27278. 

919-245-2510 
http://orangecountync.gov/deapr/ 

                Contest Rules:Contest Rules:Contest Rules:Contest Rules:    

The Department of Environment,  

Agriculture, Parks & Recreation 

(DEAPR) works to conserve and manage the 

natural and cultural resources of Orange County. 

Included within this “green infrastructure” are 

natural areas and nature preserves, open spaces, 

parks and recreation facilities, water resources, 

and agricultural and cultural resource lands.   

Consistent with the strong environmental ethic of 

the community, DEAPR also strives to bring envi-

ronmental education, recreation, athletics and 

other programs to residents of the County — 

with a goal of promoting cultural, physical and 

natural stewardship and well being.  

2014 3rd Place Adult, Robert Leadbetter 

Phone: 919-245-2510 

Fax: 919-644-3351 

http://orangecountync.gov/deapr 

E-mail: lthecht@orangecountync.gov 

Orange County DEAPR 

306-A Revere Rd. 

PO Box 8181 

Hillsborough, NC 27278 

2014 Adult Winner, Barbara Driscoll 
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The Department of Environment, Agriculture, 

Parks and Recreation (DEAPR) is proud to 

present its 4th annual photography contest.  

The goal is to inspire exploration, celebration 

and appreciation of Orange County’s diverse 

landscapes and outdoor experiences.  Through 

photography we want to document the beauty 

of our wildlife, waterways, natural resources, 

and people connecting with their  

environment. 
 

Deadline: All entries must be received  

                by May 15, 2015 
 

Age Divisions: 

• Youth  
    (age 18 and                                  
younger) 

• Adult 

 

Photographs 

should feature:  

Orange County wildlife, natural resources, 

landscapes, or people enjoying the parks and 

outdoor environments.   
 

How to Submit Your Photo: 

See the Contest Rules on the back panel. 
 

Prizes: $100 First, $75 Second, and $50 Third 

Place cash prizes will be awarded for photos in 

both divisions. Divisions will be judged sepa-

rately.  In addition, participants will receive a 

certificate and winning photographs will be 

displayed in prominent, public locations. 
 

For more information about parks and  

natural settings in Orange County visit:  
http://orangecountync.gov/deapr/ 

 

“The Nature of Orange”“The Nature of Orange”“The Nature of Orange”“The Nature of Orange”    
Photography ContestPhotography ContestPhotography ContestPhotography Contest    

Orange County DEAPR 

306-A Revere Rd. 

Owner/Use Rights: 
Contestants retain the copyright to their photo-

graphs, and all rights thereto, except as follows. 

Orange County and DEAPR shall have the right 

to use the likeness, name, and/or images photo-

graphed by contestants in any and all publica-

tions, including web site entries, without com-

pensation in perpetuity. 

Photos will be credited to the contestant named 

in the entry form. Descriptions or titles, if any, 

used with the photos are in DEAPR’s sole dis-

cretion (see Photo Release and Agreement on 

the required Entry Form under “Breaking News” 

at http://orangecountync.gov/deapr/ ) 

 

DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENT,  
AGRICULTURE,  PARKS & 
RECREATION 

Phone: 919-245-2510 

Fax: 919-644-3351 

http://orangecountync.gov/deapr 

E-mail: lthecht@orangecountync.gov 

 

Judging Criteria: 

Relevancy to Featured Topics - Is the photo an obvious 
illustration of the focus of the contest?  
 
Composition / Arrangement - Are the objects in the 
photo arranged in a meaningful, pleasing manner or are 
they "haphazard"? Did the photographer use the best 
angle or otherwise interesting perspective?  
 
Focus / Sharpness - Is the object of the photo in focus? 
If not in sharp focus, does it appear to be an intention-
al effect to enhance the image in some "artistic" way?  
 
Lighting - Did the photographer use proper lighting of 
the subject matter? Do any extremes of darkness or 
brightness lend to or detract from the image content?  
 
Creativity - Does the photographer show some creative 
thought or original idea in the making of this image?  

Sponsors 
 

• Orange County Department of Environment, 

Agriculture, Parks and Recreation 

 

• Orange County Commission for the        

Environment 

 

• Orange County Parks and Recreation Council 

2014 1st Place Youth,  Kirby Lau 

2014 3rd Place Youth, Caroline Mohler 

2014 2nd Place Adult, 

Catherine Stevens 
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ORANGE COUNTY 
BOARD OF COMMISSIONERS 

 
ACTION AGENDA ITEM ABSTRACT 

 Meeting Date: September 1, 2015  
 Action Agenda 
 Item No.   4-c 

 
SUBJECT:   Resolution Supporting Stepping Up Initiative to Reduce the Number of People 

with Mental Illnesses in Jails 
 
DEPARTMENT:   County Manager PUBLIC HEARING:  (Y/N) No 
  

 
ATTACHMENT(S): 

1) Stepping Up Initiative Summary 
2) Draft Resolution 
 
 
 
 

INFORMATION CONTACT: 
  Bonnie Hammersley, 245-2300 

 
   
   
 
 
 

 
PURPOSE:  To approve a resolution expressing support for the Stepping Up Initiative 
sponsored by the North Carolina Association of County Commissioners (NCACC), the National 
Association of Counties (NACo) and other organizations to help advance counties’ efforts to 
reduce the number of adults with mental and co-occurring substance use disorders in jails. 
 
BACKGROUND:  In May 2015, NACo and partners at the Council of State Governments 
Justice Center and American Psychiatric Foundation launched Stepping Up: A National Initiative 
to Reduce the Number of People with Mental Illnesses in Jails and announced a Call to Action 
demonstrating strong county and state leadership and a shared commitment to a multi-step 
planning process that can achieve concrete results for jails in counties of all sizes.  As part of 
this Call to Action, county elected officials are being asked to adopt resolutions and work with 
other leaders (e.g., the sheriff, judges, district attorney, treatment providers, and state and local 
policymakers), people with mental illnesses and their advocates, and other stakeholders to 
reduce the number of people with mental illnesses in jails. 
 
Additional information on this initiative is provided at Attachment 1 and is also available 
at www.StepUpTogether.org. 
 
Commissioners Renee Price and Bernadette Pelissier proposed that the Board consider 
adopting a resolution in support of this initiative.  A draft resolution, based on a template 
provided by NCACC, is provided at Attachment 2 for Board consideration. 
 
FINANCIAL IMPACT:  There is no financial impact associated with approval of the resolution.  
The Board is asked to express support for the Stepping Up Initiative sponsored by the National 
Association of Counties (NACo) and other organizations. 
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SOCIAL JUSTICE IMPACT:  The following two Orange County Social Justice Goals are 
applicable to this agenda item: 
 

• GOAL: FOSTER A COMMUNITY CULTURE THAT REJECTS OPPRESSION AND 
INEQUITY  
The fair treatment and meaningful involvement of all people regardless of race or color; 
religious or philosophical beliefs; sex, gender or sexual orientation; national origin or 
ethnic background; age; military service; disability; and familial, residential or economic 
status. 

 
• GOAL: ENSURE ECONOMIC SELF-SUFFICIENCY  

The creation and preservation of infrastructure, policies, programs and funding necessary 
for residents to provide shelter, food, clothing and medical care for themselves and their 
dependents. 

 
RECOMMENDATION(S):   The Manager recommends that the Board approve and authorize 
the Chair to sign the attached resolution. 
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STEPPING UP: A National Initiative to Reduce  
the Number of People with Mental Illnesses in Jails
THERE WAS A TIME WHEN NEWS OF JAILS serving more people with mental illnesses than in-patient treatment 
facilities was shocking. Now, it is not surprising to hear that jails across the nation serve an estimated 2 
million people with serious mental illnesses each year1—almost three-quarters of whom also have substance 
use disorders2 —or that the prevalence of people with serious mental illnesses in jails is three to six times 
higher than for the general population.3 Once incarcerated, they tend to stay longer in jail and upon release 
are at a higher risk of returning than individuals without these disorders.

The human toll—and its cost to taxpayers—is staggering. Jails spend two to three times more on adults 
with mental illnesses that require intervention than on people without those needs,4 yet often do not see 
improvements in recidivism or recovery. Despite counties’ tremendous efforts to address this problem, 
they are often thwarted by significant obstacles, such as coordinating multiple systems and operating with 
minimal resources. Without change, large numbers of people with mental illnesses will continue to cycle 
through the criminal justice system, often resulting in missed opportunities to link them to treatment, 
tragic outcomes, inefficient use of funding, and failure to improve public safety. 

The National Initiative
Recognizing the critical role local and state officials play in supporting change, the National Association 
of Counties (NACo), the Council of State Governments (CSG) Justice Center, and the American 
Psychiatric Foundation (APF) have come together to lead a national initiative to help advance counties’ 
efforts to reduce the number of adults with mental and co-occurring substance use disorders in jails. With 
support from the U.S. Justice Department’s Bureau of Justice Assistance, the initiative will build on the 
many innovative and proven practices being implemented across the country. The initiative engages a 
diverse group of organizations with expertise on these issues, including those representing sheriffs, jail 
administrators, judges, community corrections professionals, treatment providers, people with mental 
illnesses and their families, mental health and substance use program directors, and other stakeholders. 

The initiative is about creating a long-term, national movement—not a moment in time—to raise awareness 
of the factors contributing to the over-representation of people with mental illnesses in jails, and then using 
practices and strategies that work to drive those numbers down.  The initiative has two key components:

1. A CALL TO ACTION demonstrating strong county and state leadership and a shared commitment to a 
multi-step planning process that can achieve concrete results for jails in counties of all sizes. 

The Call to Action is more than a vague promise for reform; it focuses on developing an actionable 
plan that can be used to achieve county and state system changes. As part of this Call to Action, county 
elected officials are being asked to pass a resolution and work with other leaders (e.g., the sheriff, 
district attorney, treatment providers, and state policymakers), people with mental illnesses and their 
advocates, and other stakeholders on the following six actions:  

• Convene or draw on a diverse team of leaders and decision makers from multiple agencies committed 
to safely reducing the number of people with mental illnesses in jails. 
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• Collect and review prevalence numbers and assess individuals’ needs to better identify adults entering 
jails with mental illnesses and their recidivism risk, and use that baseline information to guide 
decision making at the system, program, and case levels. 

• Examine treatment and service capacity to determine which programs and services are available in the 
county for people with mental illnesses and co-occurring substance use disorders, and identify state 
and local policy and funding barriers to minimizing contact with the justice system and providing 
treatment and supports in the community.

• Develop a plan with measurable outcomes that draws on the jail assessment and prevalence data and 
the examination of available treatment and service capacity, while considering identified barriers.

• Implement research-based approaches that advance the plan.

• Create a process to track progress using data and information systems, and to report on successes. 

In addition to county leaders, national and state associations, criminal justice and behavioral health 
professionals, state and local policymakers, others with jail authority, and individuals committed to 
reducing the number of people with mental illnesses in jails should sign on to the Call to Action. 
Stepping Up participants will receive an online toolkit keyed to the six actions, with a series of 
exercises and related distance-learning opportunities, peer-to-peer exchanges, and key resources from 
initiative partners.5  The online toolkit will include self-assessment checklists and information to assist 
participants working in counties in identifying how much progress they have already made and a 
planning template to help county teams develop data-driven strategies that are tailored to local needs.  

2. A NATIONAL SUMMIT to advance county-led plans to reduce the number of people with mental illnesses 
in jails. 

Supported by the American Psychiatric Foundation, a summit will be convened in the spring of 2016 
in Washington, DC, that includes counties that have signed on to the Call to Action, as well as state 
officials and community stakeholders such as criminal justice professionals, treatment providers, 
people with mental illnesses and their advocates, and other subject-matter experts. The summit will 
help counties advance their plans and measure progress, and identify a core group of counties that 
are poised to lead others in their regions. Follow-up assistance will be provided to participants to help 
refine strategies that can be used in counties across the nation. After the 2016 summit, participants 
will be notified of potential opportunities for sites to be selected for more intensive assistance through 
federal and private grant programs.  

Although much of the initiative focuses on county efforts, states will be engaged at every step to ensure that their 
legislative mandates, policies, and resource-allocation decisions do not create barriers to plan implementation.  

To learn more about the initiative or to join the Call to Action, go to StepUpTogether.org.

Endnotes   
1. Steadman, Henry, et al., “Prevalence of Serious Mental Illness among Jail Inmates.” Psychiatric Services 60, no. 6 (2009): 761–765.  

These numbers refer to jail admissions. Even greater numbers of individuals have mental illnesses that are not “serious” mental 
illnesses, but still require resource-intensive responses. 

2. Abram, Karen M., and Linda A. Teplin, “Co-occurring Disorders Among Mentally Ill Jail Detainees,” American Psychologist 46, no. 10 
(1991): 1036–1045.

3. Steadman, Henry, et al., “Prevalence of Serious Mental Illness among Jail Inmates.” 
4. See, e.g., Swanson, Jeffery, et al., Costs of Criminal Justice Involvement in Connecticut: Final Report (Durham: Duke University School of Medicine, 2011). 
5. Among the key partners are the National Alliance on Mental Illness; Major County Sheriffs’ Association; National Association of County 

Behavioral Health & Developmental Disability Directors; National Association of State Alcohol and Drug Abuse Directors; National 
Association of State Mental Health Program Directors; National Council for Behavioral Health; National Sheriffs’ Association; and 
Policy Research Associates. 
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Res-2015-038           ORANGE COUNTY BOARD OF COMMISSIONERS 
Attachment 2  Resolution Supporting “Stepping Up Initiative to 

Reduce the Number of People with Mental Illnesses in Jails” 
WHEREAS, counties routinely provide treatment services to the estimated 2 million people with 
serious mental illnesses booked into jails each year; and 
WHEREAS, prevalence rates of serious mental illnesses in confinement facilities are three to six 
times higher than for the general population, with statistics showing that almost 13% of North 
Carolina’s prison population requires some type of intervention due to mental health issues; and 
WHEREAS, almost three-quarters of adults with serious mental illnesses in jails have co-occurring 
substance use disorders; and 
WHEREAS, adults with mental illnesses tend to stay longer in jail and upon release are at a higher 
risk of recidivism than people without these disorders; and 
WHEREAS, county jails spend two to three times more on adults with mental illnesses that require 
interventions compared to those without these treatment needs; and 
WHEREAS, without the appropriate treatment and services, people with mental illnesses can 
continue to cycle through the criminal justice system, often resulting in tragic outcomes for these 
individuals, their families, and their communities; and 
WHEREAS, county jails are generally an unsafe environment for those with mental health 
treatment needs; and 
WHEREAS, the North Carolina Association of County Commissioners has undertaken a serious 
effort to address the local service needs of those with mental illnesses through the appointment of 
a special Task Force; and 
WHEREAS, Orange County, like all counties, takes pride in our responsibility to protect and 
enhance the health, welfare and safety of our residents in efficient, safe, and socially just ways; 
and 
WHEREAS, through the Stepping Up Initiative, the National Association of Counties, the Council of 
State Governments Justice Center and the American Psychiatric Foundation are encouraging 
counties to reduce the number of people with mental illnesses in county jails; 
NOW THEREFORE, be it resolved by the Orange County Board of Commissioners: 

1. That the Board of Commissioners does hereby sign on to the Call to Action to reduce the 
number of people with mental illnesses in our county jail and commits to sharing lessons 
learned with other counties in North Carolina and across the country to support the Stepping 
Up Initiative; and 
2. That the Board of Commissioners will utilize resources available through the Stepping Up 
Initiative and other resources provided by the Council of State Governments Justice Center to 
convene a diverse team of leaders and decision makers from multiple agencies who are 
committed to safely reducing the number of people with mental illnesses in jails, and 
3. That this team will utilize the comprehensive resources available through the Stepping Up 
Initiative to develop a plan to reduce the number of people with mental illness in the county jail 
for 2016-2020, consistent with the Council of State Governments Justice Center report and 
recommendations, to be presented to the Board of Commissioners at its first meeting in 
December 2015. 

 
This the 1st day of September, 2015. 

_____________________________________________________ 
Earl McKee, Chair 
Orange County Board of Commissioners 
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ORANGE COUNTY 
BOARD OF COMMISSIONERS 

 
ACTION AGENDA ITEM ABSTRACT 

 Meeting Date: September 1, 2015  
 Action Agenda 
 Item No.  4-d 

 
SUBJECT:  Resolution in Opposition To Offshore Exploration, Drilling Activities and Seismic 

Blast Activities Off the Coast of North Carolina 
 
DEPARTMENT:  County Commissioners PUBLIC HEARING:  (Y/N) No 
  

 
ATTACHMENT(S): 

 
Proposed Resolution 
 
 
 
 

INFORMATION CONTACT: 
 
County Commissioners Office, 245-2130 
 
 
 
 

 
PURPOSE:  To consider a Resolution in Opposition To Offshore Exploration, Drilling Activities 
and Seismic Blast Activities Off the Coast of North Carolina. 
 
BACKGROUND:  North Carolina State Senator Ellie Kinnaird contacted the Board of 
Commissioners in August requesting that the Board study the issue of off-shore drilling and 
consider approving a resolution opposing off-shore drilling in North Carolina. 
 
FINANCIAL IMPACT:  There is no financial impact associated with considering the reolution. 
 
SOCIAL JUSTICE IMPACT:  The following Orange County Social Justice Goal is applicable to 
this agenda item: 
 

• GOAL: ESTABLISH SUSTAINABLE AND EQUITABLE LAND-USE AND 
ENVIRONMENTAL POLICIES  
The fair treatment and meaningful involvement of people of all races, cultures, incomes 
and educational levels with respect to the development and enforcement of 
environmental laws, regulations, policies, and decisions. Fair treatment means that no 
group of people should bear a disproportionate share of the negative environmental 
consequences resulting from industrial, governmental and commercial operations or 
policies. 

 
RECOMMENDATION(S):  The Manager recommends that the Board approve and authorize the 
Chair to sign the resolution. 
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RES-2015-044 

ORANGE COUNTY BOARD OF COMMISSIONERS 

RESOLUTION IN OPPOSITION TO OFFSHORE EXPLORATION, DRILLING 
ACTIVITIES AND SEISMIC BLAST ACTIVITIES OFF THE COAST OF 

NORTH CAROLINA 

WHEREAS, Orange County is committed to being a sound steward of the 
environment; and 

WHEREAS, Orange County stands with coastal municipalities in their pursuit of 
prudent shoreline protection and preservation; and  

WHEREAS, seismic air guns firing intense blasts of compressed air are among 
the loudest human-made sounds in the ocean; and 

WHEREAS, these seismic blasts can occur as frequently as every ten seconds, 
for days to weeks at a time and are loud enough to harm marine and aquatic life; 
and 

WHEREAS, the full impacts of seismic blasting and offshore drilling in the 
Atlantic are not yet fully understood by scientists, the oil and gas industry, the 
Bureau of Ocean Energy Management, or the Federal Government; and  

WHEREAS, exploratory and commercial drilling, extraction, and the 
transportation of offshore oil and gas resources poses significant economic and 
environmental risks; and 

WHEREAS, offshore drilling activities pose specific threats for the offshore 
marine ecosystems and coastal and river wetlands which are of intrinsic 
ecological value for numerous migratory bird species, serve as essential nursery 
habitats for our recreational and commercially important fisheries, and act as 
natural buffers from storm surge and hurricanes; and 

WHEREAS, commercial and recreational fishing are critical economic and quality 
of life drivers; and 

WHEREAS, tourism is the economic backbone of the North Carolina coast; and 

WHEREAS, one oil spill could devastate the economy, environment and social 
fabric, as demonstrated by the Deepwater Horizon oil spill in the Gulf of Mexico 
in 2010; 

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED, the Board of Orange County 
Commissioners is opposed to offshore oil and gas exploration, offshore drilling 
activities and seismic blast activities on the continental shelf or elsewhere off the 
coast of North Carolina; 
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BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED the Board of Orange County Commissioners 
stands in solidarity with North Carolina coastal communities which may be 
affected by the onshore infrastructure supporting offshore exploration and drilling 
and may suffer adverse long-term social, economic and environmental impacts 
from offshore exploration and production of petroleum resources on the 
continental shelf off the coast of North Carolina; 

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED the Board of Orange County Commissioners calls 
upon all North Carolina municipal and county governing bodies to pass similar 
resolutions to this one and urges the Triangle J Council of Governments, the NC 
Association of County Commissioners and the NC League of Municipalities to 
join in this effort; 

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED the Board of Orange County Commissioners 
urges Governor Pat McCrory and the entire North Carolina General Assembly to 
oppose offshore petroleum production policies that risk the health, safety and 
sound environmental stewardship of North Carolina’s coastline, whose natural 
beauty attracts a proven tourism-driven economy.  

 
ADOPTED this the 1st day of September, 2015. 
 
 

_________________________________ 
Earl McKee, Chair 
Orange County Board of Commissioners 
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ORANGE COUNTY 
BOARD OF COMMISSIONERS 

ACTION AGENDA ITEM ABSTRACT 
 Meeting Date: September 1, 2015  

 Action Agenda 
 Item No.   5-a 

 

SUBJECT: Unified Development Ordinance Text Amendment Related to Temporary Health 
Care Structures – Public Hearing Closure and Action (No Additional Comments 
Accepted) 

 

DEPARTMENT:   Planning and Inspections PUBLIC HEARING:  (Y/N) Yes 
  

 
ATTACHMENT(S): INFORMATION CONTACT: 

1. Comprehensive Plan and Unified 
Development Ordinance (UDO) 
Amendment Outline Form and 
Session Law 2014-94 

2. Statement of Consistency 
3. Proposed Ordinance 
4. Excerpt of Draft May 26, 2015 

Quarterly Public Hearing Minutes 
5. Excerpt of Approved June 3, 2015 

Planning Board Meeting Minutes and 
Statement of Consistency 

Ashley Moncado, Planner II, (919) 245-2589 
Craig Benedict, Director, (919) 245-2575 

 

 
PURPOSE: To receive the Planning Board recommendation, close the public hearing, and 
make a decision on a Planning Director initiated amendment to the Unified Development 
Ordinance (UDO) regarding temporary health care structures.  
 
BACKGROUND: On August 1, 2014, the North Carolina State Legislature adopted 
regulations regarding the permitting of temporary health care structures in the state.  These 
regulations allow for temporary health care structures, 300 square feet or less, to be 
permitted as an a accessory use in any single family residential zoning district on lots zoned 
for single family detached dwellings if all the regulatory provisions outlined in Session Law 
2014-94 are met.  As a result, staff is proposing to modify sections of the UDO to address 
the review and permitting of temporary health care structures in order to be consistent with 
North Carolina General Statutes.   
 
This item was presented for review and comment at the December 3, 2014 Ordinance 
Review Committee (ORC) meeting.  Agenda materials and minutes from that meeting are 
available at http://www.co.orange.nc.us/planning/planningboard.asp.  
 
The proposed amendment was presented at the May 26, 2015 Quarterly Public Hearing. 
Comments made at the public hearing are included in Section C.1 of Attachment 1. 
Additionally, an excerpt from the draft minutes from this meeting are provided in Attachment 
4.  Agenda materials from the hearing can be accessed at the following link: 
http://www.orangecountync.gov/150526QPHKC.pdf.  
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Attachment 1, the Amendment Outline Form approved by the BOCC on November 18, 
2014, provides additional background information on the proposal.  Proposed text 
amendment language can be found in Attachment 3 within a “track changes” format (red text 
for proposed additions and green text for modifications made following the December ORC 
meeting).  
 
Planning Director’s Recommendation:  The Planning Director recommends approval of the 
Statement of Consistency, indicating the amendments are reasonable and in the public 
interest, contained in Attachment 2 and proposed amendment package contained in 
Attachment 3. 
 
Planning Board Recommendation:  At its June 3, 2015 meeting, the Board voted 10 to 2 to 
recommend approval of the Statement of Consistency. The Planning Board’s discussion 
regarding this vote can be found on page 6 of Attachment 5. 
 
The Board voted 9 to 3 to recommend approval of the proposed amendment. The 
Planning Board’s discussion regarding this vote can be found on page 6 of Attachment 5. 
Comments made at this meeting are included in Section C.2 of Attachment 1. 
 
The Planning Board’s signed Statement of Consistency is included within Attachment 2.   
Agenda materials from the June 3, 2015 Planning Board meeting can be viewed at:  
http://www.orangecountync.gov/PB_Agenda_Packet_June_2015.pdf. 
 
Procedural Information:  In accordance with Section 2.8.8 of the UDO, any evidence not 
presented at the public hearing must be submitted in writing prior to the Planning Board’s 
recommendation.  Additional oral evidence may be considered by the Planning Board only if 
it is for the purpose of presenting information also submitted in writing.  The public hearing is 
held open to a date certain for the purpose of the BOCC receiving the Planning Board’s 
recommendation and any submitted written comments. 
 
FINANCIAL IMPACT:  Consideration and approval will not create the need for additional 
funding for the provision of County services. Costs for the required legal advertisement were 
paid from FY2014-15 Departmental funds budgeted for this purpose. Existing planning staff 
included in the Departmental staffing budget have accomplished the work required to 
process this amendment. 
 
SOCIAL JUSTICE IMPACT: The following Orange County Social Justice Goal is applicable 
to this agenda item: 
 

• GOAL: ENSURE ECONOMIC SELF-SUFFICIENCY  
The creation and preservation of infrastructure, policies, programs and funding 
necessary for residents to provide shelter, food, clothing and medical care for 
themselves and their dependents. 

 
The proposed UDO amendment regarding temporary health care structures will allow for 
additional housing and medical care options for mentally and physically impaired individuals 
and families in Orange County.   
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RECOMMENDATION(S):  The Manager recommends the Board: 
1. Receive the Planning Board’s recommendation; 
2. Close the public hearing; 
3. Deliberate as necessary on the proposed amendments; and 
4. Decide accordingly and/or adopt the Statement of Consistency, contained within 

Attachment 2, and the Ordinance amending the UDO contained within Attachment 3, 
as recommended by the Planning Board and staff.  
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COMPREHENSIVE PLAN / FUTURE LAND USE MAP 
AND  

UNIFIED DEVELOPMENT ORDINANCE (UDO) 
AMENDMENT OUTLINE 

 
UDO / Zoning-2014-13 

Temporary Health Care Structures 

A.  AMENDMENT TYPE  

Map Amendments 

 Land Use Element Map:  
From: 
To:    

    Zoning Map:  
From: 
To: 

   Other: 
Text Amendments 

  Comprehensive Plan Text: 
Section(s):   

 UDO Text: 
UDO General Text Changes  
UDO Development Standards  
UDO Development Approval Processes  

Section(s): Section 5.5, Standards for Residential Uses 
Section 10.1, Definitions 

   Other:  

B.  RATIONALE 

1. Purpose/Mission  

In accordance with the provisions of Section 2.8 Zoning Atlas and Unified 
Development Ordinance Amendments of the UDO, the Planning Director has 
initiated a text amendment to incorporate recent changes in State Law, specifically 
Session Law 2014-94, related to the review and permitting of temporary health care 
structures. The proposed amendment will modify sections of the UDO in order to be 
consistent with North Carolina General Statutes.   
 

1. Analysis 

As required under Section 2.8.5 of the UDO, the Planning Director is required to: 
‘cause an analysis to be made of the application and, based upon that analysis, 
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prepare a recommendation for consideration by the Planning Board and the Board of 
County Commissioners’.  
 
The amendments are necessary to ensure the permitting of a temporary health care 
structure is consistent with recent changes in State Law. Session Law 2014-94, 
adopted August 1, 2014, defines a temporary health care structure as a transportable 
residential structure providing an environment facilitating a caregiver's provision of 
care for a mentally or physically impaired person that is primarily assembled at a 
location other than its site of installation, is limited to one occupant who shall be the 
mentally or physically impaired person, has no more than 300 gross square feet, and 
complies with the North Carolina State Building Code.  
 
The Session Law modifies standards related to the placement of a temporary health 
care structure including, but are not limited to, the following: 
 

1. Only one temporary health care structure shall be allowed on a lot or parcel of 
land. 

2. Temporary health care structures shall not require a Special Use Permit or be 
subjected to any other local zoning regulations beyond those imposed upon 
other accessory use structures.   

3. Temporary health care structures shall comply with all setback requirements 
and any maximum floor area ratio limitations that apply to the primary 
structure. 

4. Any person proposing to install a temporary health care structure must obtain 
a permit and may be charged a fee up to $100 and a yearly renewal fee up to 
$50. 

5. A temporary health care structure may be required to connect to water, sewer, 
and electric utilities and comply with all applicable state laws, local ordinances, 
and additional regulations. 

6. No signage shall be permitted onsite or on the exterior of the temporary health 
care structure. 

7. All temporary health care structures shall be removed within 60 days in which 
the physical or mentally impaired person is no longer receiving care or is no 
longer in need of assistance.  

 
Based on regulations set forth in Session Law 2014-94, the proposed amendment 
will incorporate the new use identified in Session Law into the UDO and address the 
review and permitting of temporary health care structures in order to be consistent 
with State Law. A copy of Session Law 2014-94 can be found at the end of this form.   

2. Comprehensive Plan Linkage (i.e. Principles, Goals and Objectives) 

Chapter 4: Housing Element – Section 4.6 Goals 
Housing Goal 2: Housing that is useable by as many people as possible regardless 
of age, ability or circumstance. 

3. New Statutes and Rules 

Session Law 2014-94 An Act Relating To Zoning Provisions For Temporary Health 
Care Structures  
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C.  PROCESS 

1. TIMEFRAME/MILESTONES/DEADLINES 

a. BOCC Authorization to Proceed 
November 18, 2014 

b. Quarterly Public Hearing  
May 26, 2015 

c. BOCC Updates/Checkpoints 
May 26, 2015 Quarterly Public Hearing. This item was reviewed at the hearing 
where the following comments were made: 
 
BOCC Member Comment: The proposed text amendment is too restrictive as 
presented. Additional uses should be explored and discussed to allow more 
options for residents to accommodate mentally or physically impaired individuals 
on their property. 
 

Staff Response: The proposed amendment is based on regulations 
contained in the North Carolina State Legislature’s Session Law 2014-94. 
In order for the Unified Development Ordinance (UDO) to be consistent 
and meet regulations of the Session Law, the amendment is being 
proposed as presented. Though standards may appear limiting, the 
addition of temporary health care structure regulations by the State 
Legislature does help to provide residents with another option to address 
caregiving needs of mentally or physically impaired individuals.  
 
In addition to these standards relating to temporary health care structures, 
other options are currently provided in the UDO that may be viewed as less 
restrictive. Existing standards contained in the UDO allow for additional 
options in caring for mentally or physically impaired individuals on a 
temporary or permanent basis. One option includes efficiency apartments, 
also known as accessory dwelling units, which may be constructed as an 
additional dwelling unit, accessory to a single family residence. The UDO 
also allows for temporary mobile homes for custodial care purposes to be 
placed as an accessory dwelling unit to an existing single family residence. 
Both of these options would allow individuals to provide onsite care to 
impaired relatives. Standards outlined in the UDO provide for the creation 
of Family Care Homes and Group Care Facilities. The UDO also allows for 
up to three unrelated persons to live together in a dwelling unit. This would 
allow residents wanting to provide care to impaired individuals who are 
unrelated to do so. If warranted, planning staff can work with the Planning 
Board to review existing language in the UDO and develop possible 
amendments to address the Board’s comments.  
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Additional options for residential caregiving and temporary health care 
structures can be reviewed in the summary chart below.  

Standards 

Additional  Options for Residential Caregiving 
Temporary 

Health Care 

Structure Single Family 

Dwelling 

Temporary 

Mobile Home – 

Custodial Care 

Efficiency 

Apartment (ADU) 

Family Care 

Facility/Group Care 

Facility 

Status Existing  Existing Existing Existing Proposed  

Permitting 

Process 

Zoning  

Compliance  

Permit 

Class B SUP 
Zoning Compliance 

Permit 

Zoning Compliance 

Permit 

Zoning 

Compliance 

Permit 

Size Regulations No1   No1 
Shall not exceed 

800 square feet 
No1 

Shall not 

exceed 300 

square feet 

Primary or 

Accessory 

Structure 

Primary Accessory Accessory Primary Accessory 

Primary Structure 

Required 
N/A Yes Yes N/A Yes 

Temporary or 

Permanent 

Structure 

Permanent Temporary Permanent Permeant Temporary 

Attached or 

Detached 
N/A Detached 

Attached or 

Detached 
N/A Detached 

Built Onsite or 

Offsite 
Onsite or offsite2 Offsite Onsite or offsite2 Onsite or offsite2 Offsite 

Must Meet UDO 

Standards 
Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes 

Must Meet NC 

State Building 

Code Standards 

Yes  
No3 

 
Yes Yes Yes 

Environmental 

Health Approval 
Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes 

Occupant 

Requirement 

Allow up to 3 

unrelated persons 
No No 

Family Care: Up to 6 

unrelated persons 

Group Care: 7 to 15 

unrelated persons 

1 person 

Relative 

Requirement 
No Yes No No Yes 

Medical 

Certification 

Requirement 

No Yes No No Yes 

Annual Renewal 

Requirement 
No Yes No No Yes 

1
 No specific size regulations are contained in the UDO. However, the size of residential structures may be determined 

and/or limited by lot size, zoning district, zoning regulations, and environmental health standards. 
2 

Onsite includes stick built construction (i.e. individual lumber). Offsite includes modular construction and manufactured 

homes.  
3 

Manufactured homes are built to the standards of the Department of Housing and Urban Development (HUD). A HUD 

Certificate is required by Orange County prior to placement in the county. 

 
September 1, 2015 – Receive Planning Board recommendation 

d. Other 
 

2. PUBLIC INVOLVEMENT PROGRAM 

Mission/Scope:  Public Hearing process consistent with NC State Statutes and 
Orange County ordinance requirements.  
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a. Planning Board Review: 
December 3, 2014 – This item was presented at the December 3, 2014 
Ordinance Review Committee meeting for Planning Board review and comment. 
Following this meeting, staff made one minor revision to the text amendment 
regarding signage pertaining to the advertisement of a temporary health care 
structure.    
 
June 3, 2015 – Recommendation to the BOCC. This item was reviewed and the 
following comments were made: 
 
Planning Board Member Comment: Why is this amendment being proposed? 

Staff Response: Due to the adoption of Session Law 2014-94 in August 
2014, all cities and counties within the state must recognize and allow for 
temporary health care structures. As a result, Planning staff began the 
process to amend the UDO in November 2014 in order to recognize the 
new land use, provide information and access regarding permitting 
regulations to Orange County residents, and to be consistent with State 
Law.  
 

Planning Board Member Comment: Only a small percent of residents will be able 
to utilize a temporary health care structure due to the proposed standards and 
financial costs.  

Staff Response: Due to proposed standards (based on Session Law 2014-
94), environmental health regulations, and potential cost, many residents 
may have a limited opportunity to have a temporary health care structure 
be placed on their property. However, the proposed amendment for 
temporary health care structures is not the only option available, but is 
instead providing an additional option to Orange County residents. These 
standards and financial costs can also limit the opportunity for residents to 
build an efficiency apartment, construct an addition to an existing 
residential structure, or place a temporary mobile home. The purpose of all 
these residential uses, including temporary health care structures, is to 
provide temporary or permanent, more affordable, higher quality, and 
accessible housing options for those in need.  
 
The initial cost of a temporary health care structure can be alarming. A 
temporary health care structure can include a onetime cost up to $125,000 
or a lease cost up to $2,000 a month, both costs depend on added medical 
and/or technology features. When compared to the median monthly and 
yearly cost of a nursing home or assisted living facility in the state of North 
Carolina and the Chapel Hill-Durham area, it can be viewed as a less 
expensive option for Orange County residents.  

Median Cost of Assisted Living or Nursing Home Room Compared to a  

Temporary Health Care Structure 

 

North Carolina Chapel Hill – Durham Area 
Temporary Health 

Care Structure 
Nursing 

Home 

Assisted 

Living 

Nursing 

Home 

Assisted 

Living 

Monthly Cost $5,977 $2,900 $6,388 $3,500 $2,000 

Yearly Cost $71,723 $34,800 $76,650 $42,000 $24,000 
Source: North Carolina State Specific Data from the Genworth Cost of Care Survey 
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b. Advisory Boards: 
   
   
   

c. Local Government Review: 
The proposed text amendments were  comments have been received.  
submitted to the JPA Partners on    
January 14, 2015. To date, no    

d.  Notice Requirements 
Consistent with NC State Statutes – legal ad prior to public hearing  

e. Outreach: 

 

 FISCAL IMPACT 

Consideration and approval will not create the need for additional funding for the 
provision of county services. Costs for the required legal advertisement will be paid 
from FY2014-15 Departmental funds budgeted for this purpose. Existing Planning 
staff included in the Departmental staffing budget will accomplish the work required 
to process this amendment. 

 
D.  AMENDMENT IMPLICATIONS 

Language within the Unified Development Ordinance will be consistent with recent 
modification to State Law. The amendments will classify temporary health care 
structures as an accessory use to single-family dwellings which means they can be 
placed on the same lot as a single-family dwelling, subject to the standards proposed in 
Section 5.5.9.  

E.  SPECIFIC AMENDMENT LANGUAGE 

See Attachment 3 for proposed language. 

Primary Staff Contact: 

Ashley Moncado  

Planning Department 

919-245-2589 

amoncado@orangecountync.gov 

 

 General Public:  

 Small Area Plan Workgroup:  

 Other: Materials were distributed to other County Departments and/or 
Divisions that may be interested or affected, including Building 
Inspections, Aging, Health, Environmental Health, Social Services, 
Emergency Services, and Tax/Land Records 
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STATEMENT OF CONSISTENCY  

OF A PROPOSED UNIFIED DEVELOPMENT ORDINANCE TEXT AMENDMENT 
WITH THE ADOPTED ORANGE COUNTY 2030 COMPREHENSIVE PLAN 

 
   Orange County has initiated an amendment to the Unified Development Ordinance 
(UDO) to allow temporary health care structures, 300 square feet or less, to be permitted as an 
accessory use in any single family residential zoning district on lots zoned for single family 
detached dwellings if all the regulatory provisions outlined in Session Law 2014-94 are met. 
 

The Board of County Commissioners finds: 
a.  The requirements of Section 2.8 of the UDO have been deemed complete; and, 
b.  Pursuant to Sections 1.1.5, and 1.1.7 of the UDO and to Section 153A-341 of the 

North Carolina General Statutes, the Board finds sufficient documentation within 
the record denoting that the amendment is consistent with the adopted 2030 
Comprehensive Plan. 

c. The amendment is consistent with applicable plans because it: 
1. Supports the following 2030 Comprehensive Plan goals and objectives: 

Chapter 4 – Housing Element – Section 4.6 Goals 
Housing Overarching Goal: Opportunity for all citizens of Orange County to 
rent or purchase safe, decent, accessible, and affordable housing.  
Housing Goal 2: Housing that is useable by as many people as possible 
regardless of age, ability or circumstance. 

d. The amendment is reasonable and in the public interest because it: 
1. Provides a temporary, affordable, higher quality, and accessible housing 

option for those in need. 
2. Allows residents with mental or physical impairments to reside with their 

families in order to receive the care they need. 
 
The Board of County Commissioners hereby adopts this Statement of Consistency and 

findings expressed herein. 
 
 

______________________        ________________________ 

Earl McKee, Chair             Date 
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Ordinance #: __     __________________ 

 
AN ORDINANCE AMENDING 

 THE UNIFIED DEVELOPMENT ORDINANCE OF ORANGE COUNTY 
 

Whereas, recent changes in State Law, specifically Session Law 2014-94 signed into law 
on August 1, 2014, adopted new regulations for the permitting of temporary health care 
structures in the state, and 

 
Whereas, the County determined new language needed to be added to the UDO to 
ensure consistency with these changes, and 
 
Whereas, the requirements of Section 2.8 of the Unified Development Ordinance have 
been deemed complete, and 

 
Whereas, the County has held the required public hearing and has found the proposed 
text amendment is consistent with the goals and policies of the adopted Comprehensive 
Plan. 
 
Be it ordained by the Board of Commissioners of Orange County that the Unified 
Development Ordinance of Orange County is hereby amended as depicted in the attached 
pages. 

 
Be it further ordained that this ordinance be placed in the book of published ordinances 
and that this ordinance is effective on September 1, 2015. 
 

Upon motion of Commissioner ________________________, seconded by 

Commissioner ________________________, the foregoing ordinance was adopted this 

________ day of ___________________, 2015. 
 

 I, Donna S. Baker, Clerk to the Board of Commissioners for Orange County, DO 

HEREBY CERTIFY that the foregoing is a true copy of so much of the proceedings of said 

Board at a meeting held on ________________________, 2015 as relates in any way to 

the adoption of the foregoing and that said proceedings are recorded in the minutes of the 

said Board. 

WITNESS my hand and the seal of said County, this ______ day of 

______________, 2015. 
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  SEAL          __________________________________ 
              Clerk to the Board of Commissioners 
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UDO AMENDMENT PACKET NOTES: 
 
The following packet details the proposed text amendment to incorporate recent changes in 
State Law with respect to temporary health care structures. The amendment package will 
modify Sections 5.5 and 10.1 of the UDO to accommodate the new standards. 
 
As the number of affected pages/sections of the existing UDO are being modified with this 
proposal, staff has divided the proposed amendments into the following color coded 
classifications: 
 

 Red Text: Denotes new, proposed text, that staff is suggesting be added to the UDO 
 Green Text: Denotes modifications made following the December 3 ORC meeting. 

 
Only those pages of the UDO impacted by the proposed modification(s) have been included 
within this packet. Some text on the following pages has a large “X” through it to denote that 
these sections are not part of the amendments under consideration. The text is shown only 
because in the full UDO it is on the same page as text proposed for amendment or footnotes 
from previous sections ‘spill over’ onto the included page. Text with a large “X” is not proposed 
for modification. 
 
Please note that the page numbers in this amendment packet may or may not necessarily 
correspond to the page numbers in the adopted UDO because adding text may shift all of 
the text/sections downward. 
 
Users are reminded that these excerpts are part of a much larger document (the UDO) that 
regulates land use and development in Orange County. The full UDO is available online at: 
http://orangecountync.gov/planning/Ordinances.asp 
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  Article 5:  Uses 

 Section 5.5: Standards for Residential Uses 
 
 

 

Orange County, North Carolina – Unified Development Ordinance Page 5-48 
 

In addition to the information required by Section 2.7, the following information 
shall be supplied as part of the application for approval of this use: 

(a) A description of the type facility planned, the number of occupants, and 
the development schedule. 

(b) A site plan showing existing and proposed contours.  Proposed 
buildings, parking, access, service, recreation, landscaped and screened 
areas. 

(c) Other criteria as set forth in sections 6.2.11 and 6.3. 

(d) A statement concerning the provision of public services which shall 
include fire, police and rescue protection. 

(2) Standards of Evaluation –  

(a) Adequate parking, access and service areas are provided for the site. 

(b) Parking, service areas and buildings are adequately screened from 
adjacent residential uses. 

(c) Improved recreational facilities are provided for occupants. 

(d) Other criteria as set forth in sections 6.2.11 and 6.3. 

(e) Letters from public service agencies attesting to the adequacy of the 
provision of public services such as fire, police and rescue. 

5.5.9 Temporary Health Care Structures 

(A) General Standards 

(1) Submittal Requirements 

In addition to the information required in Section 2.4, Zoning Compliance 
Permits, the following information shall be supplied as part of the application for 
approval of this use: 

(a) Documentation as to the relationship between the occupant of the 
temporary health care structure and the occupant(s) of the existing single 
family dwelling. One of the following types of relationships must exist: 

(i) First or second degree relative – a spouse, lineal ascendant, 
lineal descendant, sibling, uncle, aunt, nephew, or niece and 
includes half, step, and in law relationships 

(ii) Relationship by marriage 

(iii) Legal guardian relationship designated by Court of Law. 

(b) Certification in writing from a North Carolina licensed physician stating 
the necessity of direct care for an mentally or physically impaired 
individual.  

(2) Standards of Evaluation 

(a) An existing single family residential dwelling must be located on the 
same parcel as the temporary health care structure. Temporary health 
care structures are classified as an accessory use to single family 
detached dwellings.  

(b) No more than one temporary health care structure per lot shall be 
permitted.  

(c) Temporary health care structures must meet all standards contained in 
Section 5.5.1, Accessory Structures and Uses. 
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  Article 5:  Uses 

 Section 5.6: Standards for Commercial Uses 
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(d) Occupancy of a temporary health care structure shall be limited to one 
mentally or physically impaired individual, who is a North Carolina 
resident and requires assistance with two or more activities of daily 
living.  

(e) No signage or advertisement promoting the temporary health care 
structure shall be permitted on the exterior of the temporary health care 
structure or on the property 

(f) A temporary health care structure shall be required to connect to water, 
wastewater, and electric utilities serving the principal structure on the 
property. 

(g) The Orange County Health Department, or the agency that provides 
sanitary sewer and water services, shall approve water and wastewater 
disposal facilities.  

(h) All applicable state and local approvals and permits shall be procured 
including, but not limited to, a zoning compliance permit, building 
permits, and health department approval.  

(i) Approval of the application shall not exceed one year. Annual renewal 
shall require a new application and recertification from a licensed 
physician stating the necessity of direct care.  

(j) Any approved temporary health care structure shall be removed no later 
than 60 days after the time the mentally or physically impaired person is 
no longer receiving care or is in need of assistance. If the structure is 
needed for a different impaired individual, the temporary health care 
structure may continue to be used or be reinstated on the property within 
60 days of its removal, subject to the requirements of this Ordinance.  

(k) The caregiver shall allow inspections of the property by the County at 
times convenient to the caregiver, during reasonable hours, and upon 
prior notice for compliance purposes. 

(l) A permit for a temporary health care structure shall be revoked by the 
Planning Director due to failure of the applicant to comply with any of the 
above provisions.  

SECTION 5.6: STANDARDS FOR COMMERCIAL USES 

5.6.1 Nightclubs, Bars and Pubs 

(A) General Standards for Evaluation 

(1) Buildings for nightclubs, bars and pubs shall not be located within 200 feet of a 
residence. 

5.6.2 Massage Business 

(A) General Standards for Evaluation 

(1) Must comply with the Ordinance for the Control of Massage and Massage 
Establishments 

(2) The submittal of construction plans for all existing and proposed buildings 
housing the massage business.  The construction plans shall include floor plans 
and cross sections showing the proposed use of all portions of such buildings. 

(3) For existing buildings, certification by the Orange County Building Inspector that 
the structure(s) complies with the North Carolina Building Code and all related 
construction codes. 
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  Article 10:  Definitions 

 Section 10.1: Definitions 
 

Orange County, North Carolina – Unified Development Ordinance Page 10-56 
 

Telecommunication Facilities, Wireless facility Stealth 
A wireless support structure designed using stealth technology such that its primary purpose is, or 
visually appears to be, something other than the support of telecommunications equipment, the apparent 
purpose of the wireless support structure is customarily considered as accessory to a use that is allowed 
in the zoning district, and the structure and its primary use comply with this Ordinance. 

Telecommunication Facilities, Wireless support structure 
A new or existing structure, such as a monopole, lattice, or guyed tower that is designed to support or 
capable of supporting wireless facilities.  A utility pole is not a wireless support structure.   

Telecommunication Facilities, Wireless Telecommunications Facility (WTF), 
Includes both Telecommunications Site and Personal Wireless Facility 
A structure, facility or location designed, or intended to be used as, or used to support antennas or other 
transmitting or receiving devises.  This includes without limit wireless support structures of all types, kinds 
and structures, including, but not limited to buildings, church steeples, silos, water towers, signs or other 
structures that can be used as a support structure for antennas or the functional equivalent of such.  If 
further includes all related facilities and equipment such as cabling, equipment shelters and other 
structures associated with the facility.  It is a structure and facility intended for transmitting and/or 
receiving radio, television, cellular, SMR, paging, 911, personal communications services (PCS), 
commercial satellite services, microwave services, and any commercial wireless telecommunication 
service not licensed by the FCC.   
 
Temporary Health Care Structure 
A transportable residential structure facilitating a caregiver’s provision of care for a mentally or physically 
impaired person that is primarily assembled offsite, is limited to one occupant, has no more than 300 
gross square feet, and complies with applicable standards of the North Carolina State Building Code. 
Temporary health care structures shall not be installed on a permanent foundation. Temporary health 
care structures are classified as an accessory use to single family detached dwellings.  

Temporary Residential Mobile Home 
A mobile home, intended for residential use for a limited period of time, for purposes of providing for 
custodial care under a Class B Special Use Permit or providing temporary residential space during the 
installation of a replacement mobile home or construction of a stick-built or modular residential unit on the 
same lot, and for 30 days after the issuance of Certificate of Occupancy for the permanent unit.  The 
temporary mobile home is not attached to a permanent or semi-permanent foundation. 

Temporary Use Building 
A building, not intended for residential use, consisting of one or more modules constructed off the ultimate 
site of use.  The building is also not attached to a permanent or semi-permanent foundation. 

Ten-Year Transition Land 
Land located in areas that are in the process of changing from rural to urban densities and/or intensities, 
that are suitable for higher densities and/or intensities and could be provided with public utilities and 
services within the first 10-year phase of the Comprehensive Plan update or where such utilities and 
services are already present or planned.  Non-residential uses implemented in accordance with small 
area plans and/or overlay districts may be appropriate. 

Tourist Home 
A building or group of attached or detached buildings containing, in combination, three to nine lodging 
units for occupancy for daily or weekly periods, with or without board, and primarily for occupancy by 
transients, as distinguished from rooming houses, in which occupancy is primarily by residents rather than 
transients. 

Traffic Generation: Low  
Uses which generate an average of less than 200 vehicle trips per day. 
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A. OPENING REMARKS FROM THE CHAIR-Chair McKee and PB Chair Pete Hallenbeck 
 
B. PUBLIC CHARGE 
 Chair McKee dispensed with the reading of the Public Charge 

 
C. PUBLIC HEARING ITEMS 

                                 
5. Unified Development Ordinance (UDO) Text Amendment - To review government-

initiated amendments to the text of the UDO to incorporate recent changes in State law with 
respect to the review and permitting of temporary health care structures.   
 

 Ashley Moncado, Orange County Planning Inspections, presented the following 
PowerPoint slides: 
 
Unified Development Ordinance  
Text Amendment 
Temporary Health Care Structures 
Quarterly Public Hearing 
May 26, 2015 
Item C5 
 
Purpose 
To hold a public hearing on a Planning Director initiated Unified Development Ordinance (UDO) 
text amendment regarding proposed standards for temporary health care structures to be added 
into Sections 5.5 Standards for Residential Uses and 10.1 Definitions of the UDO.  
 
Background 
What is a Temporary Health Care Structure (THCS)? 

 General Definition 
o A mobile, modular unit, which may include health care amenities, designed to be 

temporarily placed on a caregiver's property for rehabilitation and extended care 
of an impaired relative. 

 Purpose 
o Provide a temporary, affordable, higher quality, and accessible housing option for 

those in need, and for families in place of a nursing home facility.  
 Similar to a state of the art hospital room 
 Also known as: 

o MEDCottages 
o Granny Pods 

 
Session Law 2014-94 

 Background 
o Concerns with existing zoning regulations limiting temporary health care 

structures 
o Adopted (August 1, 2014) to accommodate use and limit permitting obstacles 

statewide 
o Modeled after 2010 Virginia State Legislation 

 Purpose 
o Allow people with mental or physical impairments to live and reside with their 

families in order to receive the care they need.  
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 Outlined Definition and Regulations  
 
Proposed Amendments 

 Proposed Revisions to: 
o Section 5.5, Standards for Residential Uses  
o Article 10, Definitions  

 Packet includes the proposed amendments in “track changes” format  
 Renumbering and reformatting of identified Sections 

 
Proposed Amendments 
Definition  

 A transportable residential structure facilitating a caregiver’s provision of care for a 
mentally or physically impaired person that is primarily assembled offsite, is limited to 
one occupant, has no more than 300 gross square feet, and complies with applicable 
standards of the North Carolina State Building Code. Temporary health care structures 
shall not be installed on a permanent foundation. Temporary health care structures are 
classified as an accessory use to single family detached dwellings.  

 
Proposed Amendments 
Submittal Requirements 

 Must meet Section 2.4, Zoning Compliance Permits 
 Documentation identifying the relationship of the occupant of the THCS and 

occupant of the single family dwelling 
 Physician’s certification   

 
Proposed Amendments 
Standards of Evaluation  

 Existing single family residential dwelling unit must be located on the same 
parcel as the THCS 

 No more than one THCS per lot 
 Must meet setback standards contained in Section 5.5.1, Accessory Structures 

and Uses 
 Occupancy shall be limited to one mentally or physically impaired individual 
 No signage or advertisement promoting the THCS shall be permitted 
 Shall be required to connect to water, wastewater, and electric utilities serving 

the principal structure  
 All applicable state and local approvals and permits shall be acquired  

 
Proposed Amendments 
Standards of Evaluation 

 Approval of the application shall not exceed one year and require annual renewal 
 Must be removed 60 days after the mentally or physically impaired person is no 

longer receiving care or is in a need of assistance 
 Caregiver shall allow inspections of the property by the County 

 
 
Public Notification  

 Completed in accordance with Section 2.8.7 of the UDO 
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o Newspaper legal ads for two successive weeks 
 

Joint Planning Area Partners 

 Proposed amendments provided on January 14, 2015 
o No comments have been received 

 
Recommendation 
The Planning Director recommends the Board: 

 Receive the proposed amendments to the UDO as detailed in this abstract and 
attachments. 

 Conduct the public hearing and accept public, BOCC, and Planning Board 
comment on the proposed amendments. 

 Refer the matter to the Planning Board with a request that a recommendation be 
returned to the BOCC in time for the September 1, 2015 BOCC regular meeting.  

 Adjourn the public hearing until September 1, 2015 in order to receive and 
accept the Planning Board’s recommendation and any submitted written 
comments. 

 
 Commissioner Dorosin asked if the building of a THCS is permissible, only if the 
recipient of the care is related to the landowner.   
 Ashley Moncado said that is correct. 
 Commissioner Dorosin asked if the THCS must be removed from the property, once the 
relative improves or moves on to a different living situation. 
 Ashley Moncado said currently only one company makes this type of THCS, and they 
are built to be temporary.   She said the THCS are built out of Virginia, where there are almost 
the same state regulations as North Carolina.  She said the TCHS cost about $100,000, and 
there is no restriction on the word “temporary,” so it could be on a property long term. 
 Commissioner Rich asked if the TCHS remains on a property for many years, must it 
always be inhabited by the ailing relative. 
 Ashley Moncado said yes. 
 Commissioner Rich asked if there appears to be a need for the TCHS in Orange County. 
 Ashley Moncado she said no one has gone through the process to be permitted, but 
there have been inquiries. 
 Commissioner Price asked if a domestic partner would fall under the category of relative, 
and be able to reside in a TCHS. 
 Ashley said that would apply for the family relationship. 
 Commissioner Price asked for clarification regarding how water and sewer would work. 
 Ashley said the applicant would have to go through Environmental Health to make sure 
that their present system has the capacity to accommodate this usage. 
 Commissioner Price asked if this would also pertain to the Rural Buffer, and would 
Orange Water and Sewer Authority (OWASA) be involved. 
 Ashley said yes, but properties in the rural buffer on mostly well and septic systems. 
 
 A motion was made by Commissioner Rich, seconded by Commissioner Pelissier for the 
Board:  To refer the matter to the Planning Board, with a request that a recommendation be 
returned to the BOCC in time for the September 1, 2015 BOCC regular meeting. 
 

VOTE:  Ayes, 5; Nays, 1 (Commissioner Dorosin)  
Motion Passes 
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 Commissioner Dorosin said he likes the idea of the THCS, but he would like for the 
Board to consider amending the UDO, making such structures more accessible and the 
regulations less onerous.   
 Commissioner Pelissier said the BOCC could direct the Planning Board to deliberate on 
this issue, and to consider other options before returning to the Board of County Commissioners 
with their recommendation. 
 
 A motion was made by Commissioner Price seconded by Commissioner Pelissier to 
adjourn the public hearing until September 1, 2015 in order to receive and accept the Planning 
Board’s recommendation and any submitted written comments. 
 
VOTE:  UNANIMOUS 
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MINUTES 1 

PLANNING BOARD 2 

JUNE 3, 2015 3 

REGULAR MEETING 4 

 5 
MEMBERS PRESENT:  Peter Hallenbeck (Chair), Cheeks Township Representative; Lydia Wegman-At-Large Chapel 6 
Hill Township (Vice Chair); Tony Blake, Bingham Township Representative; Paul Guthrie, At-Large Chapel Hill 7 
Township; Buddy Hartley, Little River Township Representative; Bryant Warren, Hillsborough Township 8 
Representative; Laura Nicholson, Eno Township Representative; Lisa Stuckey, Chapel Hill Township Representative; 9 
Maxecine Mitchell, At-Large Bingham Township; Herman Staats, At-Large, Cedar Grove Township; James Lea, 10 
Cedar Grove Township Representative; Andrea Rohrbacher, At-Large Chapel Hill Township; 11 
 12 
MEMBERS ABSENT:  None  13 
 14 
STAFF PRESENT: Craig Benedict, Planning Director; Michael Harvey, Current Planning Supervisor; Ashley Moncado, 15 
Special Projects Planner; Rachel McCook, Planning Technician; Erica Gray Administrative Assistant II; 16 
 17 

****** 18 

 19 

AGENDA ITEM 9: UNIFIED DEVELOPMENT ORDINANCE (UDO) TEXT\ AMENDMENTS:  To make a 20 

recommendation to the BOCC on government-initiated amendments regarding the 21 

review and permitting of temporary health care structures.  This item was heard at 22 

the May 26, 2015 quarterly public hearing.   23 

 24 

 Presenter:  Ashley Moncado, Special Projects Planner 25 

 26 

Ashley Moncado:  Reviewed abstract. 27 

 28 

Herman Staats:  The building and efficiency or some other addition to a structure.  I could do that anyway 29 

as long as my lot size allows me so nothing in what we discussed about this temporary health care 30 

structure prevented someone from using those if they wanted to? 31 

 32 

Ashley Moncado:  Correct. There are other options provided in the UDO. 33 

 34 

Herman Staats:  I didn’t understand why it’s so restrictive.   35 

 36 

Craig Benedict:  When you bring it back to the BOCC, we will explain that more. 37 

 38 

Lisa Stuckey:  If I go to page 73, 5-48 under 5.9 (a) 1, if I wanted to do one of these things and hire this 39 

company that would put one up, at that point, does it have to be a first or second degree relative? 40 

 41 

Ashley Moncado:  Yes.  All those options, a relationship by marriage or a legal guardian. 42 

 43 

Lisa Stuckey:  If I want to use one of these things, then I am restructured. 44 

 45 

Pete Hallenbeck:  This is a state issue. 46 

 47 

Michael Harvey:  We are doing this amendment because the state recognizes this specific unit.  Previously, 48 

our ordinance allowed for a mobile home to be on a property every year.  We had to recognize it because 49 
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the state said we had to allow this and it was a compromise to what was really and unreasonable process 50 

to allow for a temporary custodial mobile home that imposes an additional cost.   51 

 52 

Ashley Moncado:  We have had previous staff discussion about aging in place, having an accessory 53 

dwelling unit to live together in a dwelling unit, etc. 54 

 55 

Pete Hallenbeck:  You are putting this in because there is a person with healthcare issues that you want to 56 

take care of on your property. 57 

 58 

Lisa Stuckey:  Could we recommend losing that limitation? 59 

 60 

Ashley Moncado:  I would feel that if you are not more restrictive statute we could recommend it tonight and 61 

present it to the BOCC. 62 

 63 

Laura Rohrbacher:  I have an issue regarding aging in place and if you have two aging parents, the 64 

temporary health care structure does not address that. 65 

 66 

Pete Hallenbeck:  If we are going to get rid of the relationship thing.  I would like to put something in there 67 

that says you care for the people without charging them. 68 

 69 

Tony Blake:  How does this differ from a trailer?  This sounds like a high end solution for people.  This 70 

sounds to be a specific company to corner the market on a high end solution and exclude everything else.  71 

 72 

Pete Hallenbeck:  The state’s going to do it.  Did you want to take the funny thing being rammed down our 73 

throat or take the rest of the UDO and try to solve the problem?  If we are getting rid of the family thing, put 74 

something in there that says don’t charge. 75 

 76 

Ashley Moncado: Reconstructed NC State building codes, a manufactured or mobile home would not 77 

qualify as a temporary health care structure. 78 

 79 

Tony Blake: So there’s a different building code for a temporary health care structure? 80 

 81 

Ashley Moncado:  Temporary health care structures are to be built to NC State building code as the same 82 

as a modular unit so there are standards that are similar to a modular unit. 83 

 84 

Tony Blake: Trying to prevent people from putting mobile in? 85 

 86 

Ashley: Possibly, but we still have the option of that. You can go through the option of having a temporary 87 

mobile home brought on a piece of property. 88 

 89 

Tony Blake: this seems to be almost legislation for a specific company to try and corner the market on a 90 

high end solution and exclude everything else. That’s what worries me and I think that’s what worries 91 

commissioner Dorosin as well.  92 

 93 

Pete Hallenbeck: All that’s true, the states going to do it, they’ve been quietly whacking away at everything. 94 

The only think I would say on amending this is do you want to take this one funny thing being rammed 95 

down our throats and try and solve a problem or do you want to take the rest of the UDO and really really 96 

solve a problem. I don’t have a strong feeling about it, the only thing I would say is if you’re taking out the 97 

family thing don’t charge them. 98 
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 99 

James Lea: Does this amendment require a special use permit? 100 

 101 

Michael Harvey: No, because state law says you have to allow it. 102 

 103 

James Lea: You have to allow this? 104 

 105 

Michael Harvey: Yes. 106 

 107 

Paul Guthrie: That’s why it’s really touchy if we take this and say oh here’s  this problem and get rid of 108 

something and now’s there’s this thing that we have to allow and what’s that going to bring to it. 109 

 110 

Tony Blake: General standards aids submittal requirements 1 a & b are really there to do what you are 111 

talking about which is say it’s harder to judge a family than someone else. 112 

 113 

Pete Hallenbeck: That’s a good point it’s harder and charge is also nebulous right 114 

 115 

Tony Blake: Right. 116 

 117 

Pete Hallenbeck: Grandma you can live here I got this little thing you need to sign in regards to your estate 118 

first. 119 

 120 

Paul Guthrie: If the state requires this to why do we have to put it in the UDO? 121 

 122 

Tony Blake: Because the state has to come in and inspect them and do all of that right  123 

 124 

Paul: The 2nd thing is if it is possible to basically do this under existing UDO provisions why get us into this 125 

business of degree of relationship? 126 

 127 

Ashley: Currently this type of use has no way to permit it under the UDO because it is specific to new use. 128 

There’s nothing that qualifies for it to be permitted to the UDO and we are going through this process to be 129 

consistent with state regulations to identify new UDO. Now that you’re looking at doing all these types of 130 

amendments if we weren’t going through this process then it would be permitted as state statue. Currently it 131 

is allowed to be permitted and we are trumping the state statue if you’re removing this regulation regarding 132 

the relationship. If someone came in without this in the UDO we would have to require that relationship. 133 

 134 

Paul Guthrie: The state doesn’t require a facility to be built but does the state specify who can use it? 135 

 136 

Ashley Moncado: Yes 137 

 138 

Paul Guthrie: Anybody? 139 

 140 

Ashley Moncado: Well do they specify it has to be a physically or mentally impaired individual NC resident. 141 

 142 

Lydia Wegman: And a relative 143 

 144 

Ashley Moncado: Yes 145 

 146 

Paul Guthrie: And a NC resident on top of that? 147 
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 148 

Pete Hallenbeck: That’s where your submittal requirements came from the state law? 149 

 150 

Ashley Moncado: Yes, all of this is the state law. We cannot change it if it’s not identical it’s very similar. 151 

 152 

Paul Guthrie: The owner of the property has to be a NC resident and the recipient of the housing has to be 153 

a NC resident. 154 

 155 

Ashley Moncado: Yes 156 

 157 

Paul Guthrie: The lawyers are going to have a field day with this one. 158 

 159 

Pete Hallenbeck: And it’s going to cost you about $100,000. 160 

 161 

Craig Benedict: Whey you get a mandate from the state and you start trying to tweak it it’s a slippery slope. 162 

So we can resolve some of the options about having people not related by blood living in these accessory 163 

structures. I would suggest let’s get this statue, preemption of a lot of our other rules, put in and address 164 

the other issues about being more flexible and not having the relationship stuff addressed by other portions 165 

of the code. Right now how many people do we allow unrelated by blood in the house? 166 

 167 

Ashley Moncado: 3 168 

 169 

Craig Benedict: Some places allow more than that so I mean there could be a case where you want to go 170 

up to 4 or 5 so we would be suggesting other amendments to the code to allow housing opportunities that’s 171 

the new trend. I think we could make an amendment to this and the state says are you adhering to us and 172 

we say yes and made it even better and they are like Orange County did something again to our 173 

minimums. That’s just an idea I think we can address other sections of the code and since the state is 174 

asking for this almost verbatim it would be better to let this fly. 175 

 176 

Pete Hallenbeck: I don’t want to take a bad idea and say we combed it’s hair and put lipstick on it and now 177 

it’s good. 178 

 179 

Lydia Wegman: Craig, when you say address it in the code you would have to develop new amendments to 180 

the code 181 

 182 

Craig Benedict: Yes 183 

 184 

Lydia Wegman: Added to the long list already 185 

 186 

Lisa Stuckey: You could do a completely identical parallel amendment to the code and just change the 187 

things we like. We could have 2 of them sitting there. 188 

 189 

Pete Hallenbeck: I’ll remind everybody that we have this dinner with the commissioners every year and 190 

that’s an opportunity to say here are areas that we think would be interesting to look at this might be a very 191 

good thing to look at and now you’re going to go through the right process instead of tweaking it and if this 192 

goes away, we could still have our solution. 193 

 194 

Laura Nicholson: I withdraw my amendment request however this is a solution without a problem. It’s a 195 

unaffordable ridiculous thing but I am all for complying with state regulations. 196 
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 197 

Tony: 1 question for Mike, this temporary structure does this count against your impervious surface? 198 

 199 

Michael Harvey: Everything counts against your impervious surface if it meets the definition. 200 

 201 

Paul Guthrie: Between the septic laws and the impervious surface, I think there can be lots of decisions 202 

made on the process. 203 

 204 

Lydia Wegman: Craig & Michael you mentioned co-housing and it sounds like some discussion is going on, 205 

is that something this could incude addressing this problem that we’re talking about? 206 

 207 

Craig Benedict: Yes. I think this could go true we have new initiatives about affordable housing about small 208 

housing but we’ve been trying to describe these new housing opportunities out there. Are they mobile 209 

homes, are they RVs, are they micro houses, we will be presenting to the commissioners probably in 210 

September of this year. These other type of housing options would address bringing the parents back in the 211 

house. We’re into that process, we would expect getting a green light to address some of those issues in 212 

September or October and bringing forward later this year. 213 

 214 

Lydia Wegman: And would that kind of thing come to the planning board fi the commissioners said go? 215 

 216 

Craig Benedict: Yes, definitely. 217 

 218 

Lydia Wegman: Thank you. 219 

 220 

Pete Hallenbeck: We have a statement of consistency to vote on and it says this isn’t against what’s in the 221 

comprehensive plan. It addresses a .25% improvement on that plan. We’ll need a motion to vote on that 222 

and then vote on the specific amendment items here. We’ll make a recommendation to the BOCC on the 223 

statement of consistency that yes we think it is consistent. 224 

 225 

MOTION made by: Buddy Hartley. Seconded by: Bryant Warren 226 

 227 

Lydia Wegman: Housing goal #2 – Housing that is useable by as many people as possible regardless of 228 

age, ability or circumstances but this is only useable by one person 229 

 230 

Tony Blake: 1 income 231 

 232 

Laura Nicholson: it also says affordable housing earlier in that. 233 

 234 

Lydia Wegman: I don’t think it’s consistent so ia m going to vote No. 235 

 236 

Pete Hallenbeck: The comprehensive plan and the UDO are often in conflict with each other. 237 

 238 

Lydia Wegman: I know that. 239 

 240 

Pete Hallenbeck: We want affordable housing and we want sidewalks. 241 

 242 

Lydia Wegman: I realize that I will just note this requirement to vote on consistency is an empty 243 

requirement because as you say Pete, there’s always a lot of inconsistent things in the comprehensive plan 244 

and you could find something to support almost any position in the plan. 245 
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 246 

Paul Guthrie: Are you going to call the vote. 247 

 248 

Vote 10 to 2 (Paul Guthrie/Lydia Wegman*) 249 

 250 

Paul Guthrie: I didn’t like it. 251 

 252 

Pete Hallenbeck: Motion to approve the amendment as in the packet UDO amendments. 253 

 254 

James Lea: What page is that on? 255 

 256 

Pete Hallenbeck: 73 attachement 3. 257 

 258 

Motion by Buddy Hartley. Seconded by Bryant Warren. 259 

 260 

Pete Hallenbeck: This is the section in red we discussed where it says the submittal requirements and so 261 

forth. This document is very much driven by the state law. 262 

 263 

Ashley Moncado: Yes 264 

 265 

Vote: 9 to 3 (Lydia Wegman, Lisa Stuckey and Paul Guthrie) 266 

 267 

Pete Hallenbeck: Paul would you like to say anything. 268 

 269 

Paul Guthrie: Bad law, we can deal with the issue without it. 270 

 271 

Lisa Stuckey: I’m voting no simply because I don’t think we have all the facts. This is something worth 272 

asking the attorney whether it could be made less restrictive to include nonrelatives to be in compliance 273 

with other areas of our UDO to allow husband and wife to be in there together so I just feel like I would 274 

rather let the attorney guide us, something for county commissioners to ask the attorney. 275 

 276 

Lydia Wegman: I agree with Lisa. I’m concerned about approving just this piece without having the other 277 

pieces. We’ve talked about going forward with it so it’s clear that we are presenting a whole package of 278 

options to people who are facing this situation. We may need to follow up on Lisa’s suggestion and we 279 

many need to approve this but I would like to see if there is a way at the same time to approve something 280 

that is broader and meets the needs of many more people in the county. 281 

 282 

****** 283 
 
 * Red text was added to the June 3, 2015 minutes to accurately present the vote regarding this item on July 2, 2015 following Planning Board adoption.  
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ORANGE COUNTY 
BOARD OF COMMISSIONERS 

ACTION AGENDA ITEM ABSTRACT 
 Meeting Date: September 1, 2015  

 Action Agenda 
 Item No.   5-b 

 
SUBJECT:  Class A Special Use Permit – Solar Array off White Cross Road in Bingham 

Township (Receipt of Planning Board Recommendation – No Additional Public 
Comment or Testimony Allowed) 

 
DEPARTMENT:   Planning and Inspections PUBLIC HEARING:  (Y/N) Yes 
  

 
ATTACHMENTS: INFORMATION CONTACT: 

1. Vicinity Map 
2. July 1, 2015 Planning Board Abstract 
3. Excerpt of Draft Minutes from the May 26, 

2015 Quarterly Public Hearing 
4. Excerpt of Approved Minutes from the 

July 1, 2015 Planning Board Meeting 
5. Planning Board Recommended Findings 

of Fact and Conditions of Approval 
6. Letter from Applicant Accepting 

Imposition of Recommended Conditions 
7. Script for Acting on Findings of Fact 

Patrick Mallett, Planner II, (919) 245-2577 
Michael D. Harvey, Planner III, (919) 245-2597 
Craig Benedict, Director, (919) 245-2592 

 
PURPOSE:  To receive the Planning Board recommendation, close the public hearing, and make a 
decision on a Class A Special Use Permit (hereafter ‘SUP’) application submitted by White Cross 
Solar LLC and the property owners, Mr. and Mrs. William and Carol Byron, proposing the 
development of a solar array in accordance with Section 2.7 Special Use Permits and Section 5.9.6 
(C) Solar Array-Public Utility of the Orange County Unified Development Ordinance (UDO).   
 
The reconvening of this hearing is solely to receive the Planning Board recommendation and 
any additional written evidence submitted since the May 26, 2015 Quarterly Public Hearing.  
This hearing is not intended to solicit additional input from the public or the applicant.  While the 
BOCC may ask staff questions related to the review of a given item, comments from the public 
or the applicant shall not be solicited.   
 
As a reminder the review of this item is carried out in a quasi-judicial format.  Decisions relating 
to the approval or denial of SUP applications are based solely on the sworn testimony of all 
parties involved with the case, both those for and against, as well as the review of competent 
material and substantial evidence submitted during the public hearing.  Hearsay or 
unsubstantiated opinions are not sufficient testimony.   
 
BACKGROUND:  This item was presented at the May 26, 2015 Quarterly Public Hearing and 
the July 1, 2015 Planning Board meetings.  Agenda materials for the Quarterly Public Hearing 
can be viewed at: http://www.orangecountync.gov/150526QPHKC.pdf     
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STAFF COMMENT:  The following testimony/evidence was entered into the record at the 
public hearing: 

i. Staff abstract and attachments, including the SUP application and site plan, 
presented at the May 26, 2015 Quarterly Public Hearing. 

ii. Staff testimony on the project and its compliance with various provisions of the 
UDO. 

iii. Applicant sworn testimony from Ms. Beth Trahos, Mr. George Retschle, Mr. 
Thomas Hester, Mr. Richard Kirkland, Mr. Richard Moretz, and Mr. Thomas 
Cleveland, on how the project complies with the UDO.   

 The applicant entered copies of affidavits and a real estate report, completed 
by Mr. Hester, into the record providing additional information on the project’s 
compliance with applicable standards. 

iv. Comments from the BOCC, Planning Board, and the general public. 
During the hearing, the following comments/questions were posed concerning the application: 

• Several BOCC members requested clarification on the proposed land use 
buffer modifications: 
RESPONSE: The applicant testified there would be an additional 15 feet of 
buffer along the northern property line.  This would include the preservation 
of approximately 20 feet of existing foliage along the common property line 
with the property to the north, which would be included within the proposed 
land use buffer. 

• A Planning Board member asked the applicant to clarify testimony related 
to the fiscal impact analysis.  Specifically to review the methodology used in 
determining how the project would ‘maintain or enhance’ the value of 
contiguous property. 
RESPONSE:  Mr. Thomas Hester outlined the methodology and indicated 
his report provided an assessment of existing property values near a 
previously constructed solar facility within Orange County.  Mr. Hester 
indicated it was his professional opinion there was no evidence indicating 
the development of this facility would impact adjacent property value. 

It should be noted there was no competent material evidence or expert testimony entered 
into the record demonstrating the project did not comply with the UDO.  Minutes from the 
public hearing are contained within Attachment 3.   

 
Agenda materials from the July 1, 2015 Planning Board meeting can be viewed at: 
http://www.orangecountync.gov/Planning_Board_Agenda_Packet_July_2015.pdf.  The abstract 
and handouts from this meeting are contained in Attachment 2.  Minutes from this meeting are 
contained within Attachment 4. 
 
Additional information, as contained within this abstract, will be entered into the record at the 
September 1, 2015 regular meeting. 
 
As testified to at the public hearing, the applicant is proposing to develop a solar facility on a 20 
acre portion of the subject property with the remaining 15 acres being retained by the current 
property owner.  Proposed individual arrays shall be approximately 7 to 9 feet in height, with 
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approximately 2 to 3 feet of ground clearance, and 47 feet in length.  Approximately 20 acres of the 
site will be initially disturbed with 11.5 acres containing the actual solar facility.  A 6 foot high 
chain link security fence, topped with 3 strand barbed wire, shall enclose the perimeter of the array to 
prevent access and the array shall be surrounded by a Type D 50 foot wide landscaped buffer.   
 
There shall be no business or other occupied office located on the property and vehicular access is 
off of White Cross Road and shall be restricted via a 24 foot access gate.   
 
Analysis:  As required under Section 2.7.4 of the UDO, the Planning Director is required to: 
‘cause an analysis to be made of the application’ and pass that analysis on to the reviewing 
body. In analyzing this request, the Planning Director offers the following: 

a. Application submittal requirements detailed within Section 2.7 of the UDO have been 
satisfied. 

b. The applicant has demonstrated compliance with respect to landscaping and buffering 
requirements as detailed within Section 6.8 of the UDO. 

c. Staff has made the determination that a formal Environmental Impact Statement would 
not be required per Section 6.16 of the UDO. 

d. The applicant has complied with specific development standards associated with the 
development of a solar facility as detailed within Section 5.9.6 (C) of the UDO. 

e. Comments received from various County agencies (i.e. Sheriff, Fire Marshal, 
Environment, Agriculture, Parks and Recreation, Orange County Health) indicate there 
are no concerns associated with the request.   
Please refer to Attachment 3 of the May 26, 2015 Quarterly Public Hearing packet 
(http://www.orangecountync.gov/150526QPHKC.pdf) for additional information. 

f. Staff finds the proposal is consistent with the various goals outlined within the 
Comprehensive Plan concerning development, including: 

a. Natural and Cultural Systems Goal 1:  Energy conservation, sustainable use of 
non-polluting renewable energy resources, efficient use of non-renewable energy 
resources and clean air. 

b. Objective AE-15:  Foster participation in green energy programs such as 
installation incentives for solar hot water/solar generation/solar tempering in 
residential or commercial construction.  The County should develop programs that 
will link citizens and businesses with options for alternative and sustainable energy 
sources. 

c. Objective AG-8:  Encourage the use and production of natural fuel alternatives to 
petroleum based products and pursue new types of energy sources. 

 
Planning Board Review:  The Planning Board reviewed this item at its July 1, 2015 regular 
meeting(s) and voted unanimously to recommend approval of the SUP as well as the 
imposition of several conditions associated with the development of the project.   
 
Please refer to Attachment 5 for the Board’s recommendations.  Attachment 6 contains a letter 
from the applicant accepting the imposition of the recommended conditions. 
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Planning Director’s Recommendation:  In accordance with the provisions of Section 2.7.4 of the 
UDO, the Planning Director recommends approval of the application subject to:  

• Approval of the recommended Findings of Fact as detailed within Attachment 5,  

• The imposition of the recommended conditions detailed within Attachment 5, and 

• The BOCC’s ability to make an affirmative finding on the general standards outlined 
within Section 5.3.2 of the UDO.   

 
Staff has provided a script denoting the cadence of review and action on the recommended 
findings in Attachment 7. 
 
Public Hearing Procedural Information:  In accordance with Section 2.7.8 (A) (3) of the UDO, 
evidence not presented at the public hearing must be submitted in writing prior to the Planning 
Board’s recommendation.  Additional oral evidence may be considered by the Planning Board 
only if it is for the purpose of presenting information also submitted in writing.  The public 
hearing is held open to a date certain for the purpose of the BOCC receiving the Planning 
Board’s recommendation and any submitted written comments. 
 
FINANCIAL IMPACT:   Staff has determined the project would not require augmentation of 
County budgetary outlays to support services and that anticipated revenues from property taxes 
should supplement any increases in cost. 
 
SOCIAL JUSTICE IMPACT:    There is no specific Orange County Social Justice Goal impact 
associated with this item.   
 
Please note the review and required findings of fact associated with special use permits is 
detailed within State law and the UDO.  A finding that a project supports or in some way 
contributes to the concept of Social Justice is not a required finding and cannot be a basis of 
approval or denial.   
 
RECOMMENDATION(S):   The Manager recommends the Board: 

1. Receive the Planning Board’s recommendation; 
2. Close the public hearing; 
3. Approve the Findings of Fact, and impose the recommended conditions, as detailed 

within Attachment 5; and 
4. Make a motion approving the Special Use Permit. 

As a reminder there is a script to aid Board members in their deliberations of this request in 
Attachment 7. 
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ORANGE COUNTY 
PLANNING BOARD 

ACTION AGENDA ITEM ABSTRACT 
 Meeting Date: July 1, 2015  

 Action Agenda 
 Item No.  

 
SUBJECT:  Class A Special Use Permit – Solar Array off White Cross Road  in Bingham 
Township 
 
DEPARTMENT:   Planning and Inspections PUBLIC HEARING:  (Y/N) Yes 
  

 
ATTACHMENTS:   INFORMATION CONTACT: 

1. Vicinity Map 
2. Additional Correspondence/Evidence 

Submitted since May 26, 2015 Public 
Hearing 

Patrick Mallett, Planner II          (919) 245-2577 
Michael D. Harvey, Planner III  (919) 245-2597 
Craig Benedict, Director            (919) 245-2592 

3. Special Use Permit Findings of Fact 
 
Under Separate Cover – Full Scale Copy of 
Revised Site Plan 

 

 
PURPOSE:  To complete review of, and make a recommendation on, a Class A Special Use 
Permit (hereafter ‘SUP’) application proposing the development of a solar array in accordance 
with Section 2.7 Special Use Permits and Section 5.9.6 (C) Solar Array-Public Utility of the 
Orange County Unified Development Ordinance (UDO). 
 
As a reminder the review of this item is carried out in a quasi-judicial format.  Decisions relating 
to the approval or denial of SUP applications are based solely on the sworn testimony of all 
parties involved with the case, both those for and against, as well as the review of competent 
material and substantial evidence submitted during the public hearing.  Hearsay or 
unsubstantiated opinions are not sufficient testimony. 
 
CADENCE OF REVIEW:  The review of a SUP is as follows: 
  

• STEP ONE – NEIGHBORHOOD INFORMATION MEETING (NIM):  The first step in the 
review of an SUP application is a holding of a NIM to allow the applicant to meet with 
local property owners to review the project. 

STAFF COMMENT:  The required NIM was held on April 9, 2015 from 5:30 p.m. to 
7:30 p.m. in accordance with the UDO.  The applicant held a second 
neighborhood meeting on Thursday May 7, 2015 at the White Cross Recreation 
Center.   

• STEP TWO – PUBLIC HEARING:  The next step in the review of an SUP application is 
the holding of a public hearing to allow the applicant and other interested parties to 
provide sworn testimony related to the proposal. 
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STAFF COMMENT:  The required public hearing was held at the May 26, 2015 
Quarterly Public Hearing where the following testimony/evidence was entered into 
the record: 

i. Staff abstract and attachments, including the actual SUP application, 
Master Plan site plan, staff comments on the project, and copies of the 
UDO and Comprehensive Plan. 

ii. Staff testimony on the project and its compliance with various 
provisions of the UDO. 

iii. Applicant sworn testimony from Mrs. Beth Trahos, Mr. George Retschle, 
Mr. Thomas Hester, Mr. Richard Kirkland, Mr. Richard Moretz, and Mr. 
Thomas Cleveland, on how the project complied with the UDO.   

 The applicant entered copies of affidavits and a real estate report, 
completed by Mr. Hester, into the record providing additional information 
on the project’s compliance with applicable standards. 

 The applicant further testified they had been working to address an 
adjacent property owner’s questions and concerns as they relate to the 
preservation of existing vegetation along a common property line.   

 During the hearing the applicant testified a private agreement had been 
made with the adjacent property owner to the north for an additional buffer 
width of 15’ and the provision for an undisturbed area along the common 
property line. 

 It should be noted this will become a requirement if the SUP is approved. 
iv. Comments from the BOCC, Planning Board, and the general public. 

• STEP THREE – PLANNING BOARD REVIEW:  The Planning Board reviews the request 
and makes a recommendation on the project’s compliance with specific development 
standards (Section 5.9.6) and the general standards (Section 5.3.2 Special Uses) of the 
UDO.  Staff prepares a script to aid the Board in making required findings and denoting 
the ‘evidence’ utilized in rendering a decision as contained in Attachment 3. 

STAFF COMMENT:  This review will begin at the July 1, 2015 regular meeting 
where the Board will be asked to make a recommendation.   

• STEP FOUR – DECISION:  The BOCC will receive the Planning Board recommendation 
as well as any other written evidence, deliberate, certify the record, close the public 
hearing, and then render a final decision. 

 
BACKGROUND:  This item was presented at the May 26, 2015 Quarterly Public Hearing where 
staff indicated the applicant is proposing to develop a solar facility on a 20 acre portion of the subject 
property with the remaining 15 acres being retained by the current property owner.   
 
Proposed individual arrays shall be approximately 7 to 9 feet in height, with approximately 2 to 3 feet 
of ground clearance, and 47 feet in length.  Approximately 20 acres of the site will be initially 
disturbed with 11.5 acres containing the actual solar facility.  A 6 foot high chain link security 
fence, topped with 3 strand barbed wire, shall enclose the perimeter of the array to prevent access 
and the array shall be surrounded by a Type D 50 foot wide landscaped buffer.   
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There shall be no business or other occupied office located on the property and vehicular access is 
off of White Cross Road and shall be restricted via a 24 foot access gate.   
 
Agenda materials from the Quarterly Public Hearing can be viewed at:  
http://www.orangecountync.gov/150526QPHKC.pdf  
 
During the hearing, the following comments/questions were posed concerning the application: 

• Several BOCC members requested clarification on the proposed land use buffer 
modifications: 

RESPONSE: The applicant indicated there would be an additional 15 feet of buffer 
width along the northern property line.  This would include the preservation of 
approximately 20 ft. of the exterior of the proposed land use buffer. 

• A Planning Board member asked the applicant to clarify testimony related to the fiscal 
impact analysis.  Specifically to review the methodology used in determining how the 
project would ‘maintain or enhance’ the value of contiguous property. 

RESPONSE:  Mr. Thomas Hester outlined the methodology and indicated his 
report even provided an assessment of existing property values near a previously 
constructed solar facility within Orange County. 
Mr. Hester indicated it was his professional opinion there was no evidence 
indicating the development of this facility would impact adjacent property value. 

• There were general comments from the BOCC and Planning Board members over the 
construction of solar facilities in Orange County. 

It should be noted no one from the public spoke at the hearing. 
 
Analysis:  As required under Section 2.7.4 of the UDO, the Planning Director is required to: 
‘cause an analysis to be made of the application’ and pass that analysis on to the reviewing 
body. In analyzing this request, the Planning Director offers the following: 

a. Application submittal requirements detailed within Section 2.7 of the UDO have been 
satisfied. 

b. The applicant has demonstrated compliance with respect to landscaping and buffering 
requirements as detailed within Section 6.8 of the UDO. 

c. Staff has made the determination that a formal Environmental Impact Statement would 
not be required per Section 6.16 of the UDO. 

d. The applicant has complied with specific development standards associated with the 
development of a solar facility as detailed within Section 5.9.6 (C) of the UDO. 

e. Comments received from various County agencies (i.e. Sheriff, Fire Marshal, DEAPR, 
Orange County Health) indicate there are no concerns associated with the request.   
Please refer to Attachment 3 of the May 26, 2015 Quarterly Public Hearing packet for 
additional information. 

f. Staff finds the proposal is consistent with the various goals outlined within the 
Comprehensive Plan concerning development, including: 

8

http://www.orangecountync.gov/150526QPHKC.pdf


 

a. Natural and Cultural Systems Goal 1:  Energy conservation, sustainable use of 
non-polluting renewable energy resources, efficient use of non-renewable energy 
resources and clean air. 

b. Objective AE-15:  Foster participation in green energy programs such as 
installation incentives for solar hot water/solar generation/solar tempering in 
residential or commercial construction.  The County should develop programs that 
will link citizens and businesses with options for alternative and sustainable energy 
sources. 

c. Objective AG-8:  Encourage the use and production of natural fuel alternatives to 
petroleum based products and pursue new types of energy sources. 

 
Planning Director’s Recommendation:  In accordance with the provisions of Section 2.7.4 of the 
UDO, the Planning Director recommends approval of the application subject to:  

• Approval of the recommended Findings of Fact as detailed within Attachment 3,  

• The imposition of the recommended conditions detailed within Attachment 3, and 

• The Planning Board’s and BOCC’s ability to make an affirmative finding on the general 
standards outlined within Section 5.3.2 of the UDO. 

 
Public Hearing Procedural Information:  In accordance with Section 2.7.8 (A) (3) of the UDO, the 
BOCC has requested that the Planning Board recommendation be made available in time for 
the September 1, 2015 BOCC regular meeting.  As a procedural note, additional comments on 
the application must be submitted in writing to the Planning Board in order to become part of the 
official record of these proceedings.   
 
FINANCIAL IMPACT:   Staff has determined the project would not require augmentation of 
County budgetary outlays to support services and that anticipated revenues from property taxes 
should supplement increases in cost. 
 
RECOMMENDATION:   The Planning Director recommends the Board: 
 

1. Deliberate as necessary, 

2. Review the Findings of Fact and Conditions of Approval as contained in Attachment 3, 
3. If deemed necessary, suggest additional conditions or modifications to the site plan, and 
4. Make an affirmative recommendation to the BOCC regarding the Findings of Fact and 

Conditions of Approval as detailed within Attachment 3 in time for the BOCC’s September 
1, 2015 regular meeting. 
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FINDINGS OF THE ORANGE COUNTY PLANNING BOARD 

PERTAINING TO A REQUEST SUBMITTED BY  
WHITE CROSS SOLAR LLC AND MR. WILLIAM AND CAROL BYRON 

REQUESTING A CLASS A SPECIAL USE PERMIT  
TO CONSTRUCT A SOLAR ARRAY-PUBLIC UTILITY 

ON A PARCEL OF PROPERTY OFF OF WHITE CROSS ROAD AND OLD GREENSBORO ROAD 
FURTHER IDENTIFIED UTILIZING ORANGE COUNTY PARCEL IDENTIFICATION NUMBER (PIN) 

9748-32-0786. 
 

As required under Section 5.2 Table of Permitted Uses of the Orange County Unified Development 
Ordinance (UDO), a Class A Special Use Permit is required for the development of a solar facility.  Such 
permits shall comply with general and specific standards as set forth in Section(s) 5.3.2 and 5.9.6 of the 
UDO.   
 
Section 5.3.2 (A) (2) of the UDO requires written findings certifying compliance with the following: 
 

(1) The use will maintain or promote the public health, safety and general welfare, if located 
where proposed and developed and operated according to the plan as submitted; 

 
(2) The use will maintain or enhance the value of contiguous property (unless the use is a 

public necessity, in which case the use need not maintain or enhance the value of 
contiguous property); and 

 
(3) The location and character of the use, if developed according to the plan submitted, will 

be in harmony with the area in which it is to be located and the use is in compliance with 
the plan for the physical development of the County as embodied in these regulations or 
in the Comprehensive Plan, or portion thereof, adopted by the Board of County 
Commissioners; 

 
In addition, the Board shall make findings certifying that the application is complaint with the following 
specific standards: 
 

(1) Specific standards for the submission of Special Use Permit applications as outlined 
within Section(s) 2.2 and 2.7 of the UDO,  

(2) Section 5.3.2 (B) relating to the method and adequacy of the provision of: 

a. Sewage disposal facilities, 
b. The adequacy of police, fire, and rescue squad protection, and 
c. The adequacy of vehicular access to the site and traffic conditions around the site 

(3) Specific regulations governing the development of school as set forth in Section 5.9.6 of 
the UDO, 

(4) The general findings outlined within Section 5.3.2 (A) (2). 
 
Listed below are the findings of the Orange Planning staff regarding the application in question.  The 
findings have been presented by Article and requirement to assist the Planning Board in its 
deliberations. 
 

Attachment 3 
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REQUIREMENT UDO SUPPORTING EVIDENCE Staff Planning 

Board 
APPLICATION COMPONENTS 

Proper forms 2.2 Application (Attachment 1 of May 
26, 2015 quarterly public hearing 
packet), Staff testimony 
 

Yes  

Fees paid 2.2.4(D) Staff Testimony/Application   
Yes 

 

Full description of use 
• Location 
• Appearance 
• Operational characteristics 

 

2.7.3(B)(1) Application   
Yes 

 

Owner Information 2.7.3(B)(2) Application  
 

Yes  

Information needed for Use 
Standards 
 

2.7.3(B)(3) Application and site plan 
  

 
Yes 

 

Site Plans 
(26 for Class A) 
 

2.7.3(B)(4) Application/Staff Testimony (Site 
plan) 

 
Yes 

 

Preliminary Subdivision Plat (if 
necessary) 
 

2.7.3(B)(5) [No subdivision proposed.] N/A  

List of parcels within 500 feet 
 

2.7.3(B)(6) Application  Yes  

Elevations of all structures 2.7.3(B)(7) Application and site plan provide 
elevation of proposed arrays; staff 
testimony and pictures as part of 
power point presentation.  No 
structures (i.e. buildings) are 
being proposed. 
 

Yes  

Environmental Assessment  (or 
EIS) 
• Topography 
• Drainage issues 
• Natural or Cultural 

resources 
• Mining 
• Hazardous Wastes 
• Wastewater treatment 
• Water usage 

 

2.7.3(B)(8) Application and site plan, 
applicant testimony, staff 
testimony,  State Clearing House 
comments (Attachment 2 July 1, 
2015 Planning Board packet) 

 

Yes  

Method of Debris Disposal 
 

2.7.3(B)(9) Application and site plan Yes  

Development Schedule 
 

2.7.3(B)(10) Application and site plan Yes  

Extended Vesting Request 
 

2.7.3(B)(11) Not requested N/A  
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REQUIREMENT UDO SUPPORTING EVIDENCE Staff Planning 

Board 
NOTIFICATION REQUIREMENTS 

Public Notice 
• Date 
• Time 
• Place  

 

2.7.5(a) May 26, 2015 Quarterly Public 
Hearing Abstract (Attachment 5) 
and staff testimony 

Yes  

Published in Newspaper 
• Two successive weeks 
• First notice at least ten days 

prior but no more than twenty-
five days prior 
 

2.7.5(b) May 26, 2015 Quarterly Public 
Hearing Abstract (Attachment 5) 
and staff testimony  

Yes  

Sign Posting on Property (at least 
10 days prior) 
 

2.7.5(c) Staff Testimony 
posted sign on May 14, 2015 

Yes  

Mailed Notice 
• Certified mail 
• All adjacent property owners 

(within 500 ft.) 
• Not less than fifteen days prior 
 
 

2.7.5(d) May 26, 2015 Quarterly Public 
Hearing Abstract (Attachment 5) 
and staff testimony 

Yes  
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REQUIREMENT UDO SUPPORTING EVIDENCE Staff Planning 

Board 
SPECIFIC STANDARDS  

Waste Disposal 
Method and adequacy of provision 
for sewage disposal facilities, solid 
waste and water service. 

5.3.2(B)(1) May 26, 2015 Quarterly Public 
Hearing Abstract (Attachment 3) 
and staff testimony. 

Both Environmental Health and 
Solid Waste have indicated they 
have no concerns.  As there are 
no structures (i.e. office) there 
will be no septic system on the 
property. 

Conditions are recommended to 
require Solid Waste Permit as 
part of development process. 
 

Yes  

Safety 
Method and adequacy of police, 
fire and rescue squad protection. 

5.3.2(B)(2) May 26, 2015 Quarterly Public 
Hearing Abstract (Attachment 3) 
and staff testimony. 

Orange County Emergency 
Service staff and the Sheriff’s 
office have indicated the project 
can be served. 
 
Fire protection will be provided 
by the White Cross volunteer 
fire department and rescue 
services by Orange County. 
 

Yes 
 
 
 
 

 

Vehicle Access 
Method and adequacy of vehicle 
access to the site and traffic 
conditions around the site. 

5.3.2(B)(3) May 26, 2015 Quarterly Public 
Hearing Abstract (Attachment 
3), applicant testimony, and staff 
testimony. 

There will not be an appreciable 
traffic increase in the area 
associated with the development 
of the solar array. 

The applicant shall be required 
to obtain a driveway permit 
through NC DOT. 
 

Yes  
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REQUIREMENT UDO SUPPORTING EVIDENCE Staff Planning 

Board 
STANDARDS  for Solar Array – Public Utility  

Site Plan 
A site plan prepared in accordance 
with Section 2.5 of and 5.9.6 (C) (1) 
inclusive of UDO 
 

5.9.6 (C) (1) 
(a) through 
(d) 

Application, Applicant Testimony, 
Staff Testimony, and Site plan. 
 
Site plan provides elevations for 
proposed arrays, detailed 
landscape plans (Sheet(s) C1001 
and 1002).  The application 
contains required soils report 
(Attachment 1 of May 26, 2015 
quarterly public hearing package). 
 

Yes  

 
Standards of Evaluation 
 
 
On-site utility and transmission 
lines placed underground when 
feasible 
 

5.9.6 (C) (2) 
(a) 
 

Application, Applicant Testimony, 
Staff Testimony, and Site plan 
(Sheet C1001 – Note 19) 
 

Yes  

 
Height of array shall not exceed 40 
ft. 
 

5.9.6 (C) (2) 
(b) 
 

Application, Applicant Testimony, 
Staff Testimony, and Site plan 
(Sheet C1001) 
 

Yes  

 
Individual arrays shall be designed 
and located to prevent reflective 
glare toward inhabited buildings on 
adjacent property and rights-of-
way. 
 

5.9.6 (C) (2) 
(c) 
 

Application, Applicant Testimony, 
Staff Testimony, and Site plan 
(Sheet C1001 – Note 20) 
 

Yes  

Warning signs concerning voltage. 5.9.6 (C) (2) 
(d) 
 

Application, Applicant Testimony, 
Staff Testimony, and Site plan 
(Sheet C1001 – Note 15) 
 

Yes  

Mechanical equipment and arrays 
shall be enclosed by a minimum 8 
ft. high fence and screening per 
Section 6.8 of UDO. 
 

5.9.6 (C) (2) 
(e) 
 

Application, Applicant Testimony, 
Staff Testimony, and Site plan 
(Sheets C1001 and 1002) 
 

Yes  

Proof of liability insurance – 
minimum of $500,000.00 per 
occurrence. 
 

5.9.6 (C) (2) 
(f) 
 

Application and Applicant 
Testimony 
 

Yes  

Type D land use buffer around 
perimeter of project 
 

5.9.6 (C) (2) 
(g) 
 

Application, Applicant Testimony, 
Staff Testimony, and Site plan 
(Sheets C1001 and 1002) 
 
 

Yes  
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REQUIREMENT UDO SUPPORTING EVIDENCE Staff Planning 

Board 
STANDARDS  for Solar Array – Public Utility (continued) 

Decommissioning of solar facility  5.9.6 (C) (3) 
(a) through 
(f) inclusive  

Application, Applicant Testimony, 
Staff Testimony, and Site plan 
(Sheet C1001 – Note 21). 
 
Applicant acknowledges 
requirement and agreed to the 
condition in the event the use of 
the site as a solar array – public 
utility is ceased. 
 

Yes  
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REQUIREMENT UDO SUPPORTING EVIDENCE Staff Planning 

Board 
SPECIFIC STANDARDS  

In accordance with Section 5.3.2 (A) (2), the Planning Board shall also consider the following general 
conditions before the application for a Special Use can be approved. 
 
NOTE:  Planning Staff does not provide a recommendation on these items as the Board is expected to provide 
a recommendation based on the sworn testimony provided at the hearing.  Staff is providing a brief synopsis of 
the information contained within the submittal the applicant argues demonstrates compliance for reference 
purposes only. 

 
The use (will / will not) maintain or 
promote the public health, safety and 
general welfare, if located where 
proposed and developed and 
operated according to the plan as 
submitted. 
 

Section 5.3.2 
(A) (2) (a) 
 

Application package and 
testimony including: 

• Mr. George Retschle a 
licensed professional 
engineer,  

• Mr. Thomas Hester a 
licensed real estate 
appraiser,  

• Mr. Richard Kirkland a 
licensed real estate 
appraiser,  

• Mr. Richard Moretz a site 
developer with Cypress 
Creek Renewables LLC and 
its subsidiary White Cross 
Solar LLC, and Mr.  

• Thomas Cleveland a 
licensed professional 
engineer,  

on how the project complied 
with the UDO.   

Staff testimony and abstract 
package from May 26, 2015 
quarterly public hearing. 
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REQUIREMENT UDO SUPPORTING EVIDENCE Staff Planning 

Board 
 
The use (will / will not) maintain or 
enhance the value of contiguous 
property (unless the use is a public 
necessity, in which case the use 
need not maintain or enhance the 
value of contiguous property). 
 

Section 5.3.2 
(A) (2) (b) 
 

Application package and 
testimony including: 

• Mr. Thomas Hester a 
licensed real estate 
appraiser,  

• Mr. Richard Kirkland a 
licensed real estate 
appraiser,  

Staff testimony and abstract 
package from May 26, 2015 
quarterly public hearing. 
 

 
 
 
 

 

 
The location and character of the 
use, if developed according to the 
plan submitted, (will / will not) be in 
harmony with the area in which it is 
to be located and the use is in 
compliance with the plan for the 
physical development of the County 
as embodied in these regulations or 
in the Comprehensive Plan, or 
portion thereof, adopted by the Board 
of County Commissioners. 
 

Section 5.3.2 
(A) (2) (c) 
 

Application package and 
testimony including: 

• Mr. George Retschle a 
licensed professional 
engineer,  

• Mr. Thomas Hester a 
licensed real estate 
appraiser,  

• Mr. Richard Kirkland a 
licensed real estate 
appraiser,  

• Mr. Richard Moretz a site 
developer with Cypress 
Creek Renewables LLC and 
its subsidiary White Cross 
Solar LLC, and Mr.  

• Thomas Cleveland a 
licensed professional 
engineer,  

on how the project complied 
with the UDO as well as the 
submitted site plan. 

Staff testimony and abstract 
package from May 26, 2015 
quarterly public hearing. 
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1. The applicant shall cause a formal and detailed landscape and tree preservation plan to 

be submitted and approved by the Orange County Planning Department within 180 days 
from the approval of the Special Use Permit.  This plan shall incorporate the additional 
15 ft. land use buffer along the northern property line as testified to during the public 
hearing.   

2. A revised site plan shall be submitted denoting the required development ratios, required 
under Section 3.3 of the UDO, as part of the staff review and final approval of the site 
plan in accordance with Section 2.5 of the UDO.   
This revised sheet shall be submitted within 180 days from the approval of the Special 
Use Permit.   

3. The applicant shall cause a subdivision plat shall be submitted creating the individual lots 
as testified to during the public hearing prior to the issuance of a building permit 
authorizing land disturbing activities. 

4. That the applicant complete and submit a formal application to the Orange County 
Inspections Department requesting authorization to commence construction of the 
proposed solar array.  The application, including all applicable fees, shall be submitted 
within 180 days from the approval of the Special Use Permit.   

5. That the Orange County Fire Marshal’s office shall review and approve the final site plan, 
as part of the normal building permit review process, and that any and all modifications 
be made to address fire code issues and access prior to the issuance of the permit 
authorizing the commencement of land disturbing activities. 

6. The applicant shall provide a detailed, scaled, map to the Orange County Fire Marshal’s 
office and the White Cross Volunteer Fire Department denoting the location of all storage 
areas for batteries, master cut-off switches, and other similar devices to ensure the 

 
RECOMMENDATION: 

        

 
Staff has not received any comments from local residents and property owners indicating they do not believe the 
proposed facility complies with the provisions of Section 5.3.2 (A) (2) inclusive.  These standards include 
maintaining or promoting the public health, safety, and general welfare, maintaining or enhancing the value of 
contiguous property, the use is in harmony with the area in which it is to be located, and the use being in 
compliance with the general plan for the physical development of the County. 
 
Staff has reviewed the application, the site plan, and all supporting documentation and has found that the 
applicant complies with the specific standards and required regulations as outlined within the UDO with respect 
to the submittal of required information for the project.  
 
Provided the Planning Board finds in the affirmative on the specific and general standards as detailed herein, and 
no evidence is entered into the record demonstrating the applicant has either:  

a. Failed to meet their burden of proof that the project complies with the specific development standards for a 
school, or  

b. Fails to comply with the general standards detailed within Section 5.3.2 (A) (2) 
of the UDO, the Board could make an affirmative recommendation on this application to the BOCC.   

In the event that the Board makes an affirmative finding, staff recommends the attachment of the following 
conditions: 
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protection of emergency responders in the event of a catastrophic incident on the 
property.  This map shall be submitted prior to the issuance of a Certificate of Occupancy 
by the County allowing for operation of the facility to commence. 

7. The applicant shall submit a Solid Waste Management application for the project within 
180 days from the approval of the Special Use Permit. 

8. That prior to the commencement of land disturbing activity the applicant shall submit all 
necessary stormwater, grading plans, and erosion control applications to the Orange 
County Erosion Control Department for review and processing.  These applications shall 
be submitted within 180 days from the issuance of the SUP. 

9. That the applicant shall submit the approved site plan to NC DOT for review and 
comment.  In the event it is determined that the applicant is required to apply for, and 
receive a, driveway permit from NC DOT to allow for the project to be developed, the 
applicant shall submit all necessary applications as required by NC DOT within 180 days 
from the issuance of the SUP and provide planning staff with a copy of the issued permit. 

10. The Special Use Permit will automatically expire within 12 months from the date of 
approval if the use has not commenced or construction has not commenced or 
proceeded unless a timely application for extension of this time limit is approved by the 
Board of Adjustment. 

11. If any condition of this Special Use Permit shall be held invalid or void, then this Special 
Use Permit shall be void in its entirety and of no effect. 
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DRAFT           MINUTES 1 
ORANGE COUNTY BOARD OF COMMISSIONERS 2 

QUARTERLY PUBLIC HEARING 3 
May 26, 2015 4 

7:00 P.M. 5 
 6 

 The Orange County Board of Commissioners met with the Orange County Planning 7 
Board for a Quarterly Public Hearing on May 26, 2015 at 7:00 p.m. at the Whitted Building, in 8 
Hillsborough, N.C.   9 

 10 
COUNTY COMMISSIONERS PRESENT: Chair Earl McKee and Commissioners Mia 11 
Burroughs, Mark Dorosin, Bernadette Pelissier, Renee Price and Penny Rich 12 
COUNTY COMMISSIONERS ABSENT: Barry Jacobs 13 
COUNTY ATTORNEY PRESENT:  James Bryan (Staff Attorney) 14 
COUNTY STAFF PRESENT:  County Manager Bonnie Hammersley and Clerk to the Board 15 
Donna Baker (All other staff members will be identified appropriately below) 16 
PLANNING BOARD MEMBERS PRESENT: Chair Pete Hallenbeck and Planning Board 17 
members Lisa Stuckey, Herman Staats, Paul Guthrie, Tony Blake, Laura Nicholson, and Lydia 18 
Wegman, Andrea Rohrbacher, Maxecine Mitchell, H.T. “Buddy” Hartley 19 
PLANNING BOARD MEMBERS ABSENT:  James Lea and Bryant Warren 20 

 21 
 Chair McKee called the meeting to order at 7:05 p.m. 22 
 Chair McKee said that Commissioner Jacobs would be unable to attend the meeting 23 
tonight. 24 
 Chair McKee noted the following items at their places: 25 
- White sheets: PowerPoint slides for Items C1-5 26 
- Notebook for Item C-3- Request for Special Use Permit - solar array/public utility station 27 
 28 
 Chair McKee said staff requested that the Board of County Commissioners (BOCC) 29 
consider moving Item 5 - Unified Development Ordinance (UDO) Text Amendment – forward to 30 
the beginning of the agenda, as it is a short presentation. 31 
 32 
 A motion was made by Commissioner Rich, seconded by Commissioner Pelissier to 33 
move Item 5 - Unified Development Ordinance (UDO) Text Amendment - forward on the agenda 34 
to the beginning of the agenda. 35 
 36 
VOTE:  UNANIMOUS 37 
 38 
A. OPENING REMARKS FROM THE CHAIR-Chair McKee and PB Chair Pete Hallenbeck 39 

 40 
B. PUBLIC CHARGE 41 
 Chair McKee dispensed with the reading of the Public Charge 42 

 43 
C. PUBLIC HEARING ITEMS 44 

                                 45 
3.   Application for a Class A Special Use Permit – To review and receive sworn testimony 46 

on a Special Use Permit application seeking to develop a solar array/public utility station on 47 
a portion of a 35.8 acre parcel of property located at 1612 White Cross Road within the 48 
Bingham Township. 49 

 50 
THIS IS VERBATIM. 51 

Attachment 3 
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 1 
Michael Harvey:   Good evening.   2 
 3 
Chair McKee:  Good evening, again. 4 
 5 
Michael Harvey:  At this juncture, I’d like to ask everyone intending to offer testimony on this 6 
item, to come up and please be sworn. 7 
 8 
Those who were planning to speak were sworn in. 9 
 10 
Patrick Mallet:  Good evening Commissioners.  I’m still Pat Mallet with the Planning 11 
Department and I’ve been duly sworn. I’m going to skip through a few of these slides because 12 
for the sake of avoiding redundancy and repetition.  But the same rules apply, obviously, as 13 
we’ve just discussed.  But I did want to call your attention to this slide.  This sort of highlights the 14 
property in blue.  The area and the limits of the Special Use Permit are defined roughly in red on 15 
the aerial photo.  The site is at the intersection northwest quadrant of White Cross Road and 16 
Old Greensboro Road.  The area here is the – just to orient you – this is the White Cross 17 
Recreational Facility, which has been in existence for quite some time.  The zoning is 18 
agricultural-residential.  It’s in the Haw River protected watershed.  Future land use calls for 19 
agricultural-residential.  Gross management system designation is rural.   20 
 21 
 Patrick Mallet made the following PowerPoint presentation:  22 
 23 
MAY 26, 2015 24 
AGENDA ITEM: C-3 25 
QUARTERLY PUBLIC HEARING 26 
CLASS A SPECIAL USE PERMIT 27 
DEVELOPMENT OF A  28 
SOLAR ARRAY - PUBLIC UTILITY 29 
 30 
PROPERTY INFORMATION 31 

• PIN(s):   9748-32-0786. 32 
• Size:  Approximately 35.8 acres.  33 
• Zoning : Agricultural Residential (AR) Haw River Protected Watershed Protection 34 

Overlay District. 35 
• Future Land Use Map Designation: Agricultural Residential. 36 
• Growth Management System Designation:  Rural. 37 

 38 
REQUIRED REVIEW 39 
Project involves the review of a Class A Special Use Permit in accordance with the provisions of 40 
Section 2.7 of the UDO. 41 

• Held in a quasi-judicial format meaning all parties, for and against the application, 42 
provide sworn testimony as well as competent material and substantial evidence on the 43 
merits of the proposal. 44 

• Applicant has burden of demonstrating project complies with the provisions of the UDO. 45 
• Anyone opposing the application is required to demonstrate through sworn testimony as 46 

well as competent material and substantial evidence that the project does not comply 47 
with the provisions of the Ordinance.   48 

• Hearsay and/or unsubstantiated opinions are not considered sufficient testimony. 49 
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• If applicant proves compliance with applicable standards, and there is no evidence in the 1 
record the project does not comply, the SUP must be issued. 2 
 3 

REQUEST 4 
• Erect individual solar array panels on approximately 20 acres of property.   5 
• Typical array is between 7 and 9 feet in height, with approximately 2 to 3 feet of ground. 6 

clearance, and approximately 63 feet in length.   7 
• Arrays will be screened by an installed 50 ft. wide Type D Land Use Buffer. 8 
• An 8 foot high chain link security fence shall surround the perimeter of the 11.5 solar 9 

array field, outside of the proposed land use buffer, to prevent access.  10 
• Gravel paths/drives will be installed around these arrays in order to permit access by 11 

technicians to service the panels.  Depending on the soil and topography, areas around 12 
the solar panels will be a combination of natural groundcover, grassed, and/or paths. 13 

• Vehicular access to the site is restricted by a 24 foot wide drive with gated access via 14 
White Cross Road. 15 
 16 

SITE PLAN 17 
• Cross Section of Northern Property Line  18 

 19 
SITE PHOTO – NORTHERN PROPERTY 20 
 21 
SITE PHOTO – WHITE CROSS REC PROPERTY 22 
 23 
SITE PHOTO – UTILITY SUBSTATION 24 
 25 
SITE PHOTO – PROPERTY FROM OLD GREENSBORO ROAD 26 

 27 
NEIGHBORHOOD INFORMATION MEETING 28 

• Held on April 9, 2015, 29 
• Adjacent property owners expressed concern over impacts on their property values, 30 
• The northern property owner expressed concern required land use buffers were 31 

insufficient, 32 
• Adjacent property owners expressed concerns over traffic and access to the facility, 33 
• There were concerns over what was going to happen the rest of the property (i.e. how 34 

would it be developed/redeveloped). 35 
 36 

REVIEW PROCESS 37 
• Step One:  Review of application at a joint Quarterly Public Hearing by BOCC and 38 

Planning Board.  BOCC adjourns the public hearing to a date/time certain to receive the 39 
Planning Board recommendation. 40 

• Step Two:  Review of application by Planning Board who make a recommendation on 41 
the application based on the evidence and testimony offered into evidence during the 42 
public hearing. 43 

– STAFF COMMENT: The Planning Board is currently scheduled to meet and 44 
review this item at their July 1, 2015 regular meeting 7:00 p.m. held in the 45 
lower level conference room of the West Campus Office Building at 131 46 
West Margaret Lane in downtown Hillsborough. 47 

• Step Three:  BOCC reconvenes public hearing to receive Planning Board 48 
recommendation.  No additional public comment/testimony is accepted.   49 
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• BOCC takes action on the proposal. 1 
 2 

STAFF INITIAL REVIEW 3 
• Applicant has submitted documentation required for the review of the project 4 
• Applicant has submitted required documentation for a Class A Special Use Permit (i.e. 5 

required by Section 2.7.3) 6 
• There are goals/objectives/policies within the Comprehensive Plan lending credence to 7 

the viability of the proposal 8 
 9 

RECOMMENDATION 10 
1. Receive the application, 11 
2. Conduct the Public Hearing and accept public, BOCC, and Planning Board comments. 12 
3. Refer the matter to the Planning Board with a request that a recommendation be 13 

returned to the County Board of Commissioners in time for the September 1, 2015 14 
BOCC regular meeting. 15 

4. Adjourn the public hearing until September 1, 2015 in order to receive and accept the 16 
Planning Board’s recommendation and any submitted written comments.   17 

 18 
Patrick Mallet:  I am going to note at this point that the Applicants, and I’ll let them get into the 19 
details, but I believe that they’ve been into extensive discussions with some of the adjacent 20 
property owners.  Namely one property owner, in particular, to the North.  And have revised the 21 
buffer that they would be providing on the northern side, and the chain – the type of fencing, I 22 
believe, is another element to their request.  The Applicants’ submitted today some revised 23 
plans which I believe you have copies of those revised plans.  And we’ll let them speak to the 24 
specifics of those revisions.   25 
 26 
The request includes the treatment around the solar array system.  Essentially, they’re 27 
proposing gravel paths and natural areas.  That will vary depending on the type of soil and 28 
topography.  Vehicular access would be restricted to White Cross Road.  As you may have 29 
noticed the parcel is 35.88 acres and it does have some access on to Old Greensboro Road.  30 
But they’re proposing access essentially right next to the White Cross Recreational Facility.  31 
  32 
This is the site plan.  The square areas are obviously the solar arrays.  This is White Cross 33 
Road here.  This is the staging area for construction.  This red perimeter is the fenced in area.  34 
This is the northern property line.  As I mentioned that buffer, I believe, has been revised.  And 35 
the southern portion of the property is being retained by the property owner.  This area is 36 
approximately 20 acres.  This shows the typical cross section of the solar array system and a 37 
typical section of the 50 foot wide type B buffer around the perimeter.   38 
 39 
This shows the cross section of the northern property line.  As I stated, that buffer has been 40 
revised so I’ll let the Applicant go into further details regarding the treatment of that buffer.  This 41 
shows a series of photos around the property.  This is a view of the house to the north.  New 42 
construction – there’s a pasture that’s been cleared in front of the house that goes to the 43 
property line.  And then the picture in the lower left hand corner shows the existing vegetation 44 
on the subject property. 45 
 46 
This is a view of the White Cross Ball Field area, which is facing north in the general direction of 47 
the of that home and through the midsection of the property.  In the lower right hand corner 48 
you’ve got a picture that shows the topography change from White Cross Road.  There is 49 
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probably a good 15-20 foot change in elevation from the White Cross Facility to the actual road.  1 
And in the lower left hand corner around that curve would be the proposed entrance.   2 
 3 
This is a view of the utilities substation that the solar array would connect to theoretically and is 4 
adjacent to the property to the north.  This is a view of Old Greensboro Road.  As I stated, the 5 
property technically has frontage roughly where that crossing sign – intersection of 35 mile an 6 
hour speed limit sign is.  But they are not proposing access and that area would be retained by 7 
the owner.   8 
 9 
Neighborhood Information Meeting was held on April 9th.  Adjacent property owners expressed 10 
a variety of concerns including impact on their property values, the treatment of the buffer, traffic 11 
access, and concerns over what was going to happen with the remainder of the property.  I 12 
would also note that the applicant did have one additional meeting above and beyond what was 13 
required with the neighborhood information meeting at the White Cross Recreational Facility.  14 
Much of the same was discussed but there was more attention to the treatment of the buffer to 15 
the north.  This just goes through the same process that I reiterated at the beginning with the 16 
first Special Use Permit – where step one: the public hearing, step two:  you would refer the 17 
application to the Planning Board and they would make a recommendation on the application, 18 
based on the evidence and testimony offered.   The Planning Board Meeting would hopefully be 19 
set for July the first, 2015 at 7:00 p.m.  Step three:  the Board of Commissioners reconvenes the 20 
Public Hearing to receive the Planning Board recommendation, no additional comment or 21 
testimony is accepted.  The Board of Commissioners takes action on the proposal.   22 
 23 
Staff initial review:  the Applicant has submitted the documentation required for the review of the 24 
project.  The Applicant has submitted the required documentation for a Class A Special Use 25 
Permit as required in the UDO section 2.7.3.  And there are goals, objectives and policies which 26 
are consistent with the comprehensive plan, leading credence to the viability of the proposal.   27 
 28 
The recommendation is to receive the application, conduct the public hearing, accept the public, 29 
the Board of Commissioners and the Planning Board comments.  Refer the matter to the 30 
Planning Board, with a request that a recommendation be returned to the Board of 31 
Commissioners in time for the September 1, 2015 BOCC regular meeting.  Adjourn the Public 32 
Hearing until September 1, 2015 in order to receive and accept the Planning Board’s 33 
recommendation and any submitted written comments. 34 
 35 
And with that, I will turn it over to the Applicant’s attorney, Beth Trahos.   36 
 37 
Pete Hallenbeck:  Before we turn it to the Applicant, are there any questions so far from the 38 
Commissioners?   39 
 40 
Commissioner Dorosin:  Just one quick question:  it is going to still be one parcel, or was that 41 
picture that you showed with the… 42 
   43 
Patrick Mallet:  I believe the intent is to subdivide the property.  Which could be done with an 44 
exempt subdivision, both parcels would be greater than 10 acres.  This area, roughly in red – 45 
roughly depicts the area that would be subdivided.   46 
 47 
Beth Trahos:  Good evening, Mr. Chairman and Commissioners, and Chair Person and 48 
Planning Board Members.  My name is Beth Trahos.  I’m an attorney with Smith Moore 49 
Leatherwood, and I’m here tonight on behalf of White Cross Solar, with our application to allow 50 
a solar farm on White Cross Road.  Mr. Chairman, you mentioned that there are a number folks 51 
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signed up to speak on this and I think I’m responsible for many of them.  In our expert group, we 1 
have Engineer George Retschle, Appraiser Tom Hester,  Appraiser Rich Kirkland, Cypress 2 
Creek Renewables Employee Rich Moretz, and Mechanical Engineer Tommy Cleveland.  They 3 
are all on that list and are all a part of our presentation.  And I handed out to you a notebook 4 
that you will find at your seat that includes sworn Affidavits, copies of the site plan, and of the 5 
prospective that were provided as a part of our submittal packet.  And I would ask you to move 6 
into the record the staff report and associated documents and that you also include in the record 7 
the notebook that we have handed to you.   8 
 9 
We’re going to attempt to be efficient with your time and rely largely on those Affidavits.  All of 10 
those folks are here today and available for cross examination.  We’ll call a few of them up to 11 
talk with you and we’ll bring others, as needed, to answer questions that you, or others, may ask 12 
of us.  We recognize you’ve been here for a long time, and we’ll try to get you out – get our part 13 
done as quickly as we can.  As staff indicated, we have been working hard with neighbors in the 14 
area.  We had first the staff sponsored community meeting in April.  We had our own meeting in 15 
May and we have continued our dialogue with adjacent property owners.  And our belief is that 16 
our neighbors are comfortable with what it is that we’re proposing.   Staff indicated the property 17 
is zoned AR and a solar farm is permitted as a Special Use in that district.  The solar farm site 18 
plan meets all of the criteria that are set out in your ordinance for approval of a Special Use 19 
Permit.  And I’m going to ask folks to come forward and confirm for you that all those 20 
requirements have been met.   21 
 22 
I’ll start with Mr. Retschle, who is the Project Engineer.  I ask him to talk with you briefly.  And of 23 
course at any time please feel free to ask questions. 24 
 25 
George Retschle:  Good evening.  My name is George Retschle, I’m the President of 26 
Ballentine Associates in Chapel Hill.  I have been duly sworn.  I do appreciate your time this 27 
evening.  I am a Licensed Professional Engineer in the State of North Carolina and in Virginia.  I 28 
have been involved with a little over hundred solar farms in the past three years.  I was 29 
responsible for the preparation of the site plan that you have before you tonight.  Pat (Mallet) did 30 
mention a few modifications that have been made to the site plan since the original submittal.  31 
One of those modifications involves a buffer along the northern property line.  As a result of 32 
some negotiations between our client and the adjacent neighbor, we have widened that buffer 33 
from the minimum 50 foot required to a 65 foot buffer.  So there’s a substantial amount of 34 
existing vegetation that’s going to remain on that northern property line.  And with solar farm we 35 
need to be careful of shading on the west, east and south portions of the array, so that we don’t 36 
have inefficient panels.  But along the northern property line, we were able to to provide a much 37 
wider buffer than what was required and what we had originally anticipated.  That’s one of the 38 
major changes.   39 
 40 
Another change was that we pulled the southern property line up to reduce the amount of 41 
overall property within the property that’s going to be subdivided out.  I think it went from 23 42 
acres down to 19.8, so it’s gotten a little bit smaller.  The size of the array within the fence is 43 
somewhere around 10.5 acres.  And that final acreage and size will be determined by the final 44 
electrical design.  What you see on the plan now, is a preliminary layout of the panels, and 45 
some of that will gyrate a little bit as the final electrical design is done.  That won’t happen until 46 
after we receive approval from the County Commissioners and just before the permitting 47 
process.   48 
 49 
I know that you’ve been handed an Affidavit that’s got my full testimony on it.  But I wanted to 50 
just kind of summarize a couple of the major points.  In my professional opinion, this project, as 51 
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it is shown currently on the latest plan that it meets all the applicable portions of the UDO.  And I 1 
believe, in my professional opinion, that if the project’s built as designed it will be harmonious 2 
with the area  given the buffering that we’ve provided.  And it will not be injurious in any way to 3 
the public’s health, safety or welfare.   4 
  5 
And I’m here to answer any questions that you have. 6 
 7 
Chair McKee:  Seeing none. 8 
 9 
Beth Trahos:  Mr. Chairman, just one note.  I would be remiss if I didn’t tell you that as a part of 10 
our discussions with adjacent property owners, we’re going to be tweaking the plan and we will 11 
be resubmitting a new plan that will require that along the northern property line, thirty feet of the 12 
buffer, closest to the property line remain, be undisturbed.  Closest to the property line, to the 13 
north, remain undisturbed.  And that there be a green screen installed on the fence facing the 14 
northern property line.  And we will add that to our site plan so that it is available to you in the 15 
record. 16 
 17 
I would ask, ah, Mr. Hester to come forward.  Mr. Hester is a North Carolina Real Estate 18 
Appraiser.   19 
 20 
Tom Hester:   Hello.  My name is Tom Hester.  I’m a State Certified Real Estate Appraiser in 21 
North Carolina.  I have a North Carolina Broker’s License, and I’m a designated member of the 22 
Appraisal Institute, which is a National Professional Organization.  I have the MAI designation.  23 
I’ve been active in appraising properties in central North Carolina for about 33 years.  My 24 
assignment in this case was to make a determination of whether this proposed use would have 25 
a negative effect on adjacent property values.  To make that determination I at first am looking 26 
at what  types of properties – or what characteristics – would have an effect on adjacent 27 
properties.  And so I’m considering traffic, noise, lighting, dust, hazardous materials, and visual 28 
effect.  And for this proposed use – for the Solar Farm-it’s a very passive use.  So there’s really 29 
no traffic, there’s no noise, there’s no lighting, there’s no dust.  The only effect on adjacent 30 
properties is visual:  can you see it?  And my determination is to look at other existing farms and 31 
make a determination.  If you can see the solar farm, does it have an effect on values?  So to 32 
make that determination, I looked just – not just at this property but at about 30 other, existing 33 
solar farms.  All put into service since 2011.  And I used an analysis called paired sale analysis.  34 
I’m looking at transactions, sales of real estate, sales of properties – generally residential 35 
properties –that are potentially effected by solar farms.  I looked at sales of properties that 36 
occurred before the solar farm was built.  And then similar properties after it was built.  And I 37 
also looked at properties that have close proximity to existing solar farms versus transactions of 38 
properties that are further away but in the same general vicinity.   39 
 40 
My finding, using that paired sale analysis, before and after – and also inside and outside the 41 
ring surrounding the solar farms – is that the existing solar farms that I investigated have had no 42 
effect on actual transaction prices.  Sales generally the same price – the same price range – 43 
before and after, and close in versus further out.  So my conclusion is that this proposed farm 44 
would not have any effect on the adjacent properties or the nearby community.  And then, just to 45 
continue, this site plan has got a really lower density than most of the existing solar farms that 46 
have been built in the last two or three years.  That’s fewer solar – a smaller array – versus the 47 
total land area.  It’s got significantly more set back and buffer and screening.  I think the visibility 48 
of this – of the solar panels on this property – will be very limited.  I just don’t think that you’ll be 49 
able to see with the natural vegetation that will surround the array.   50 
 51 
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My finding says that being adjacent or being able to see those solar arrays doesn’t have an 1 
effect on the value.  In this case, you won’t be able to see it or very, very limited visibility.  My 2 
conclusion is this will have no effect on the values of the adjacent properties. 3 
 4 
Pete Hallenbeck:  Are there any questions from the Commissioners? 5 
 6 
Beth Trahos:   Mr. Chairman, I would tell you that with those experts, in combination with the 7 
testimony of your staff, we believe meets the prima facia burden of proof under your Ordinance.  8 
We would point out to you also that you have previously approved a solar farm just up the road. 9 
There is an existing one in operation today, a five megawatt solar farm just up the road, and you 10 
made all of the same findings of fact relative to that solar farm that you would be required to 11 
make with regard to this solar farm.  And so we would say to you that nothing has changed 12 
since you made those findings except that you have amended your Ordinance to require 13 
additional buffers and screenings.  And we are, of course, complying with that.  I would tell you 14 
that, again, we do have a variety of experts that would be available to come and talk with you.  15 
We have a Mechanical Engineer, we have someone very knowledgeable about solar  and we 16 
have another appraiser.  If there are any questions that you have we would be happy to bring 17 
those folks forward.  We would reserve time for rebuttal and we would thank you very much for 18 
your time and ask for your support of this green and renewable energy project.  Thank you.  19 
 20 
Pete Hallenbeck:  Are there any questions from the Commissioners?  Are there any questions 21 
from the Planning Board members? 22 
 23 
Lydia Wegman:  question… 24 
 25 
Pete Hallenbeck:  I’m sorry, go ahead.   26 
 27 
Chair McKee:  Could you step to the microphone, please? 28 
 29 
Lydia Wegman:  My name is Lydia Wegman.  I’m a member of the Planning Board.  I haven’t 30 
had a chance to look yet through this document and the appraisal that was just discussed by 31 
Mr. Hester, and I’d like a chance to do that – and we’ll have a chance to talk about that, in our 32 
next Planning Board meeting.  But I do want to get a sense for whether the situation that he 33 
examined in his paired analysis are, in fact, comparable to the situation in White Cross, where 34 
there’s already an existing solar farm.  And, I haven’t had a chance to look through this yet since 35 
I just received it.  So I just wanted to flag a concern, and that I want to better understand the 36 
kind of appraisal that he did.   37 
 38 
Chair McKee:   I think you may be getting ready to get an answer. 39 
 40 
Lydia Wegman:  Okay. Great. 41 
 42 
Tom Hester:  Tom Hester again and I have two answers, I guess.  One is that the communities 43 
that I’ve investigated are very similar to this location.  Where you have a of a combination of 44 
agricultural uses, wooded land, and residential uses.  So, very similar in surrounding counties in 45 
central North Carolina.  I’ve also investigated in Catawba County and further west and I went 46 
there because I think there’s five or six, farms there and a couple of the largest farms in the 47 
State.  And so I really wanted to look at the communities around where they are more prevalent 48 
and more has been developed and where they are larger.  And really the same finding’s there.  49 
Even surrounding the larger farms there is no effect on the sales prices.  When the properties 50 
sell, when the house sells – and I really try to focus on residential uses rather than large land 51 
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tracks.  I think if the houses aren’t affected, I think the bigger tracks of land are not going to be 1 
affected.  So I was really focusing on the residential uses. 2 
 3 
Pete Hallenbeck:  And, of course, your report is entered as evidence.  So the Planning Board 4 
will be able to review that, correct.   5 
 6 
Tom Hester:  Good. Thank you.  7 
 8 
Pete Hallenbeck:  And I think we have a question from a Commissioner. 9 
 10 
Commissioner Rich:  I have a question.  I think this is possibly for Mr. Harvey.  Can you just 11 
run through the process so we’re talking about a portion of this property that’s as Commissioner 12 
Dorosin asked, is staying one property, it’s not being broken down into any or into two parcels.  13 
What is the process for development of the other part of the property?  14 
 15 
Chair McKee:  We have to follow the procedure.  I’m sorry.  You’ll get a chance to speak. 16 
 17 
Michael Harvey:  One of the conditions that’ll be associated with the Special Use Permit is, 18 
obviously, it’ll have to go through a subdivision process.  As this will be an exempt subdivision – 19 
meaning it’ll be larger than 10 acres – will be exempt.  And what that translates to is that the 20 
County Planning Staff will actually have to verify that the boundaries of the new lot here actually 21 
comply with any approved site plan for the Special Use Permit.  But it will be reviewed and 22 
approved through the exempt process.  Meaning, we’re not going to do anything else other than 23 
verify its compliance with the SUP.  As far as development of the southern parcel of the 24 
property, it will allowed – be allowed to develop consistent with its current zoning.  The issuance 25 
of the SUP has no bearing on this potential parcel of property.  So, for example, if it was an 26 
undeveloped parcel, could they develop a single family residence on it?  The answer is yes.  27 
They would have to go through the site plan review process or the plot plan review process as 28 
spelled out in section 2.4 of the Unified Development Ordinance, consistent with the building 29 
permit application.   30 
 31 
Patrick Mallet:  I would just like to add to that.  The revisions that they submitted today, clarify 32 
that there’s a line that defines the limits of the Special Use Permit. 33 
 34 
Commissioner Rich:  Sorry, I didn’t get a chance to read that until it got set down.   35 
 36 
Patrick Mallet:  Understood.   37 
 38 
Commissioner Rich:  I wasn’t in my easy chair, checking it out. 39 
 40 
Patrick Mallet:  It defines the future lot line and the limits of the Special Use Permits.  So, I 41 
think, in this case, it’s very well specified where they intend to locate the solar arrays.  And I 42 
would add – this is a little bit unique, in the sense that you would typically see a lease 43 
arrangement.  This is a purchase.  And as a result the purchase will create a specifically defined 44 
property boundary area through the subdivision process. 45 
 46 
Commissioner Rich:  Thank you. 47 
 48 
Pete Hallenbeck:  Alright. We have a number of people who signed up to speak on this.  What 49 
I’d like to do at this point is have anyone who wishes to speak on this come up and get sworn in.  50 
And then we’ll listen to what you have to say.  Do we have anyone here who wishes to speak?  51 
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We have people who signed up.  If you signed up and you haven’t been sworn in, this is the 1 
time to come up and get sworn in so we can hear from you. 2 
 3 
Chair McKee:  Call the names. 4 
 5 
Pete Hallenbeck:  Okay. So the names – just to make sure we don’t miss anyone.  Beth Trahos 6 
– 7 
 8 
Beth Trahos:  Yes sir that was me. 9 
 10 
Pete Hallenbeck:  I’m sure I’ll be saying some of the people who were on the team.  That’s ok, 11 
we want to make sure we don’t miss anyone.  Uh, Rich Moretz –  12 
 13 
Rich Moretz:  Yes sir. 14 
 15 
Pete Hallenbeck:  Okay.  Hope Horton – oh, wait a sec, I have item 2 – my mistake.  Moving 16 
on.  Tommy Cleveland? – okay.  Carol Rigsbee?  Carol Bryant? Steve Haggerty?  And to be 17 
absolutely sure, is there anyone else here who wishes to speak on this?  Alright.  In that case, 18 
then I will turn this back over to Commissioner McKee. 19 
 20 
Chair McKee:  Is anyone – because several of these people are on the team, is there anyone 21 
whose name was called that wishes to speak to this assembly?  Okay, I just want to make sure.  22 
Being that several of these people are on the development team and we know they’re not going 23 
to speak, or assuming they’re not going to speak because the presentation’s been made.  I want 24 
to make sure we don’t forget or eliminate anybody from speaking.   25 
 26 
Beth Trahos:  No sir.  We are assuming that this is a part of the record and so their testimonies 27 
(Ms. Trahos held up the notebook with the affidavits) are a part of the record without them 28 
taking up any more of your time. 29 
 30 
Chair McKee:  I am making the assumption that we have no one in the room that wishes to 31 
speak to this item from the public? Then we’ll move on. 32 
 33 
Patrick Mallet:  I will just add the same formality that Michael added with the first Special use 34 
Permit.  That we would enter the abstract and all its contents formally into the record.  And then 35 
the revisions that were handed up, and submitted, today by the Applicant.   36 
 37 
Chair McKee:  Prior to making that motion, I do have a couple of questions for our Attorney.  38 
We received new material from the Applicant tonight.  What – from a technical aspect – does 39 
that involve as far as the impact on this application?  Does it impact it, in that we need to delay 40 
because of new information has not been made to the public, or it has no effect, and we can 41 
move forward with it? 42 
 43 
James Bryan: Thank you, Mr. Chair.  It’s fine to proceed.  There was proper notice of this 44 
meeting so that’s the due process notice that is given to the Public that there may be additional 45 
information.  As long as the application was complete at its submittal, amendments can be fine.  46 
There was, however, a mention of an amended site plan to be presented in the future.  And that 47 
would cause some concern, if it’s not clearly proffered and articulated now what those are.  So, 48 
if it’s included in the binder, that’s fine.  If it’s something else that was demonstrated in some 49 
sort of exhibit, that’s fine – if it’s going to be presented in another format.  But anything like that 50 
has to be clearly articulated today. 51 
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 1 
Chair McKee:  Okay that was going to be my second question.  There was a new site plan 2 
submission for a buffer – moving the buffer from 50 to 65 feet.  That, I believe, is part of this 3 
abstract so does that therefore generate any concern on your part? 4 
 5 
James Bryan:  If we could just get the attorney just to confirm on the record, “yes”.  6 
 7 
Beth Trahos:  Yes.  It is included on the site plan as I am told, that the green screen as well is 8 
indicated on the site plan.  So those changes are a part of the plan that was submitted today. 9 
 10 
Chair McKee:  So, again, to the attorney, you are comfortable that the late submissions, for 11 
lack of a better word – or the submissions at the meeting tonight – are acceptable. 12 
 13 
James Bryan:  Yes, if I may – just to take just a second longer to describe the process –, so, a 14 
Special Use Permit says that you’ve got a general right to the use of this property – for this 15 
intended use, if you meet these conditions.  If there is some area where there’s a lack of 16 
meeting any of this – that’s where these conditions get put on.  It’s very common for these 17 
conditions to be changed throughout this Public Hearing process.  It’s evidence that there’s a 18 
need – that there was an awareness of this need prior to – and a solution – prior to this meeting.  19 
It’s just a benefit provided by the Applicant and the neighbors.  They did good work beforehand 20 
and the staff as well.  So everything should be good. 21 
 22 
Chair McKee:  Okay.  Very good.  Then I – then I will assume we will move forward with this… 23 
 24 
James Bryan:  Yes 25 
 26 
Beth Trahos:  Mr. Chairman, I apologize.  Let me just add one more thing as we were talking.  I 27 
do want to confirm that a condition also is that 30 feet of the 65 foot buffer along the northern 28 
property line will be an undisturbed area.  And that is not particularly or specifically laid out on 29 
the site plan itself but we would offer that as a condition.  30 
 31 
Chair McKee:  And I believe you had mentioned that in your your previous testimony. 32 
 33 
Beth Trahos:  Yes sir.   34 
 35 
Chair McKee:  Very good.  Are there any other questions, specifically on this project from the 36 
Board, or for the Planning Board? 37 
 38 
Chair McKee:  Seeing none.  Yes….? 39 
 40 
Commissioner Dorosin:  Just to clarify…it’s going to be subdivided into two parcels, or there’s 41 
just a line that’s delineating… 42 
 43 
Beth Trahos:  The property will be formally subdivided via your exempt subdivision process.  44 
 45 
Commissioner Dorosin:  Okay. 46 
 47 
Chair McKee:  Any further questions?  If not, we’ll move forward.  And I guess the first thing is a 48 
motion to accept all relevant material that has been submitted by the Applicant, as well any 49 
other relevant document, as part of the record. 50 
 51 
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Commissioner Price:  So moved.  1 
 2 
Commissioners Burroughs:  Second. 3 
 4 
Chair McKee:  It’s been moved, and seconded to include all relevant documents as part of the 5 
record.  All in favor say, aye.  Opposed, no.  Motion passes unanimously.   6 
 7 
VOTE:  UNANIMOUS 8 
 9 
Chair McKee:  And then as before, the only two points that we really need to decide tonight are 10 
items 3 and 4.  Item 3 being:  to Refer the matter to the Planning Board with a request that a 11 
recommendation be returned to the County Board of Commissioners in time for the September 12 
1, 2015 BOCC regular meeting.  Do I hear a motion? 13 
 14 
Commissioner Price:  So moved. 15 
 16 
Commissioner Dorosin:  Second.   17 
 18 
Chair McKee:  Moved, and seconded.  All in favor say, aye.  Opposed, no.  Motion passes 19 
unanimously. 20 
 21 
VOTE:  UNANIMOUS 22 

 23 
Chair McKee:  And then I need a motion to adjourn the public hearing until September 1, 2015 24 
in order to receive and accept the Planning Board’s recommendation and any submitted written 25 
comments.   26 
 27 
Commissioner Dorosin:  So moved. 28 
 29 
Commissioner Rich:  Second. 30 
 31 
Chair McKee:  Got the motion, and a second.  All in favor say, aye.  Opposed, no.  That motion 32 
also passes unanimously. 33 
 34 
VOTE: UNANIMOUS 35 

 36 
Chair McKee:  Thank you very much.  We will see you on a very busy September 1st.   37 
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MINUTES 1 
ORANGE COUNTY PLANNING BOARD 2 

JULY 1, 2015 3 
REGULAR MEETING 4 

 5 
 6 
MEMBERS PRESENT:  Peter Hallenbeck (Chair), Cheeks Township Representative; Lydia Wegman-At-Large Chapel 7 
Hill Township (Vice Chair); Tony Blake, Bingham Township Representative; Paul Guthrie, At-Large Chapel Hill 8 
Township; Buddy Hartley, Little River Township Representative; Laura Nicholson, Eno Township Representative; 9 
Lisa Stuckey, Chapel Hill Township Representative; Maxecine Mitchell, At-Large Bingham Township; Herman Staats, 10 
At-Large, Cedar Grove Township; Andrea Rohrbacher, At-Large Chapel Hill Township; 11 
 12 
MEMBERS ABSENT: Bryant Warren, Hillsborough Township Representative; James Lea, Cedar Grove Township 13 
Representative; Andrea Rohrbacher, At-Large Chapel Hill Township; 14 
 15 
STAFF PRESENT: Craig Benedict, Planning Director; Michael Harvey, Current Planning Supervisor; Perdita Holtz, 16 
Planning Systems Coordinator; Ashley Moncado, Special Projects Planner; Patrick Mallett, Planner II. 17 
 18 
AGENDA ITEM 1:  CALL TO ORDER AND ROLL CALL 19 
 20 
Pete Hallenbeck:  Called meeting to order 21 
 22 
AGENDA ITEM 2:  INFORMATIONAL ITEMS 23 

a) Planning Calendar for July and August 24 
 25 
AGENDA ITEM 3:  APPROVAL OF MINUTES 26 

a) APRIL 1, 2015 REGULAR MEETING 27 
b) JUNE 3, 2015 REGULAR MEETING 28 

 29 
Pete Hallenbeck:  Andrea Rohrbacher’s name was listed at Laura Rohrbacher.  Tony supplied an email that 30 
should be attached to the minutes. 31 
 32 
Perdita Holtz:  There were also the April 1 ORC notes that I emailed out. 33 
 34 
MOTION by Paul Guthrie to approve the Planning Board minutes with corrections and the attached email. 35 
Seconded by Tony Blake. 36 
 37 
VOTE: UNANIMOUS 38 
 39 
AGENDA ITEM 4:  CONSIDERATION OF ADDITIONS TO AGENDA 40 
 41 
No changes to the agenda. 42 
 43 
AGENDA ITEM 5:  PUBLIC CHARGE 44 
 45 

Introduction to the Public Charge 46 
The Board of County Commissioners, under the authority of North Carolina 47 
General Statute, appoints the Orange County Planning Board (OCPB) to uphold 48 
the written land development laws of the County.  The general purpose of OCPB is 49 
to guide and accomplish coordinated and harmonious development.  OCPB shall 50 
do so in a manner which considers the present and future needs of its residents 51 
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and business through efficient and responsive process that contributes to and 52 
promotes the health, safety, and welfare of the overall County.  The OCPB will 53 
make every effort to uphold a vision of responsive governance and quality public 54 
services during our deliberations, decision, and recommendations. 55 
 56 
Public Charge 57 
The Planning Board pledges to the residents of Orange County its respect.  The 58 
Board asks its residents to conduct themselves in a respectful, courteous manner, 59 
both with the Board and with fellow residents.  At any time, should any member of 60 
the Board or any resident fail to observe this public charge, the Chair will ask the 61 
offending member to leave the meeting until that individual regains personal 62 
control. Should decorum rail to be restored, the Chair will recess the meeting until 63 
such time that a genuine commitment to this public charge is observed. 64 

 65 
AGENDA ITEM 6:  CHAIR COMMENTS 66 
 67 
Pete Hallenbeck:  I have no comments. 68 
 69 
AGENDA ITEM 8: APPLICATION FOR A CLASS A SPECIAL USE PERMIT:  To make a recommendation to 70 

the Board of County Commissioners on a Special Use Permit application seeking 71 
to develop a solar array/public utility station on a portion of a 35.8 acre parcel of 72 
property located at 1612 white Cross Road within the Bingham Township.  This 73 
item was heard at the May 26, 2015 quarterly public hearing. 74 

 75 
 Presenter:  Patrick Mallett, Planner II 76 
 77 
Pat Mallett:  Reviewed abstract and revised site plan. 78 
 79 
Lydia Wegman:  The 65 foot buffer is not reflected in the conditions on page 85?  Should it be reflected 80 
there? 81 
 82 
Pat Mallett:  We are noting that this was provided into the record as evidence; I would believe that it is 83 
covered. 84 
 85 
Lydia Wegman:  So this plan, plus this statement about the 15 foot additional setback… 86 
 87 
Pat Mallett:  I would think you could include that as part of your recommendation. 88 
 89 
Beth Trahos:  I am an attorney with Smith, Moore, Leatherwood and I am here tonight on behalf of the 90 
applicant.  The 65 foot buffer was very carefully designated on the plans which are part of the approval 91 
itself.  We are held to the 65 foot buffer in the conditions that are included in the plans.  We will draft a 92 
written condition for inclusion as well that echoes the requirement of the site plan itself.  93 
 94 
MOTION made by Lydia Wegman to approve the recommendations on page 78-82.  Tony Blake seconded. 95 
VOTE:  Unanimous  96 
 97 
MOTION made by Tony Blake that the use will maintain or promote the public health, safety and general 98 
welfare, if located where proposed and developed and operated according to the plan as submitted and 99 
there is no evidence to the contrary.  Laura Nicholson seconded. 100 
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VOTE:  Unanimous  101 
 102 
MOTION made by Lydia Wegman that the use will maintain or enhance the value of contiguous property 103 
based on the evidence provided on page 84 and there is no counter evidence.  Andrea Rohrbacher 104 
seconded. 105 
VOTE:  Unanimous  106 
 107 
MOTION made by Tony Blake that the location and character of the use if developed according to the plan 108 
submitted will be harmony with the area in which it is to be located with no evidence to the contrary.  109 
Andrea Rohrbacher seconded. 110 
VOTE:  Unanimous  111 
 112 
MOTION made by Lisa Stuckey to recommend the special use permit for approval and all eleven 113 
recommended conditions.  Laura Nicholson seconded. 114 
VOTE:  Unanimous  115 
 116 
AGENDA ITEM 11: ADJOURNMENT 117 

 
___________________________________________ 
Pete Hallenbeck, Chair 
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FINDINGS OF THE ORANGE COUNTY BOARD OF COMMISSIONERS 

PERTAINING TO A REQUEST SUBMITTED BY  
WHITE CROSS SOLAR LLC AND MR. WILLIAM AND CAROL BYRON 

REQUESTING A CLASS A SPECIAL USE PERMIT  
TO CONSTRUCT A SOLAR ARRAY-PUBLIC UTILITY 

ON A PARCEL OF PROPERTY OFF OF WHITE CROSS ROAD AND OLD GREENSBORO ROAD 
FURTHER IDENTIFIED UTILIZING ORANGE COUNTY PARCEL IDENTIFICATION NUMBER (PIN) 

9748-32-0786. 
 

As required under Section 5.2 Table of Permitted Uses of the Orange County Unified Development 
Ordinance (UDO), a Class A Special Use Permit is required for the development of a solar facility.  Such 
permits shall comply with general and specific standards as set forth in Section(s) 5.3.2 and 5.9.6 of the 
UDO.   
 
Section 5.3.2 (A) (2) of the UDO requires written findings certifying compliance with the following: 
 

(1) The use will maintain or promote the public health, safety and general welfare, if located 
where proposed and developed and operated according to the plan as submitted; 

 
(2) The use will maintain or enhance the value of contiguous property (unless the use is a 

public necessity, in which case the use need not maintain or enhance the value of 
contiguous property); and 

 
(3) The location and character of the use, if developed according to the plan submitted, will 

be in harmony with the area in which it is to be located and the use is in compliance with 
the plan for the physical development of the County as embodied in these regulations or 
in the Comprehensive Plan, or portion thereof, adopted by the Board of County 
Commissioners; 

 
In addition, the Board shall make findings certifying that the application is complaint with the following 
specific standards: 
 

(1) Specific standards for the submission of Special Use Permit applications as outlined 
within Section(s) 2.2 and 2.7 of the UDO,  

(2) Section 5.3.2 (B) relating to the method and adequacy of the provision of: 

a. Sewage disposal facilities, 
b. The adequacy of police, fire, and rescue squad protection, and 
c. The adequacy of vehicular access to the site and traffic conditions around the site 

(3) Specific regulations governing the development of school as set forth in Section 5.9.6 of 
the UDO, 

(4) The general findings outlined within Section 5.3.2 (A) (2). 
 
Listed below are the findings of the Orange County Planning Board regarding the application in question. 
 The findings have been presented by Article and requirement to assist the Board of County 
Commissioners in its deliberations. 
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REQUIREMENT UDO SUPPORTING EVIDENCE Planning 

Board 
BOCC 

APPLICATION COMPONENTS 
Proper forms 2.2 Application (Attachment 1 of May 

26, 2015 quarterly public hearing 
packet), Staff testimony 
 

Yes  

Fees paid 2.2.4(D) Staff Testimony/Application   
Yes 

 

Full description of use 
• Location 
• Appearance 
• Operational 

characteristics 
 

2.7.3(B)(1) Application   
Yes 

 

Owner Information 2.7.3(B)(2) Application  
 

Yes  

Information needed for Use 
Standards 
 

2.7.3(B)(3) Application and site plan 
  

 
Yes 

 

Site Plans 
(26 for Class A) 
 

2.7.3(B)(4) Application/Staff Testimony (Site 
plan) 

 
Yes 

 

Preliminary Subdivision Plat (if 
necessary) 
 

2.7.3(B)(5) [No subdivision proposed at this 
time] 

N/A  

List of parcels within 500 feet 
 

2.7.3(B)(6) Application  Yes  

Elevations of all structures 2.7.3(B)(7) Application and site plan provide 
elevation of proposed arrays; 
staff testimony and pictures as 
part of power point presentation. 
 No structures (i.e. buildings) are 
being proposed. 
 

Yes  

Environmental Assessment  (or 
EIS) 
• Topography 
• Drainage issues 
• Natural or Cultural 

resources 
• Mining 
• Hazardous Wastes 
• Wastewater treatment 
• Water usage 

 

2.7.3(B)(8) Application and site plan, 
applicant testimony, staff 
testimony,  State Clearing House 
comments (Attachment 2 July 1, 
2015 Planning Board packet) 

 

Yes  

Method of Debris Disposal 
 

2.7.3(B)(9) Application and site plan Yes  

Development Schedule 
 

2.7.3(B)(10) Application and site plan Yes  

Extended Vesting Request 
 

2.7.3(B)(11) Not requested N/A  
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REQUIREMENT UDO SUPPORTING EVIDENCE Planning 

Board 
BOCC 

NOTIFICATION REQUIREMENTS 
Public Notice 
• Date 
• Time 
• Place  

 

2.7.5(a) May 26, 2015 Quarterly Public 
Hearing Abstract (Attachment 5) 
and staff testimony 

Yes  

Published in Newspaper 
• Two successive weeks 
• First notice at least ten 

days prior but no more than 
twenty-five days prior 
 

2.7.5(b) May 26, 2015 Quarterly Public 
Hearing Abstract (Attachment 5) 
and staff testimony  

Yes  

Sign Posting on Property (at least 
10 days prior) 
 

2.7.5(c) Staff Testimony 
posted sign on May 14, 2015 

Yes  

Mailed Notice 
• Certified mail 
• All adjacent property owners 

(within 500 ft.) 
• Not less than fifteen days 

prior 
 
 

2.7.5(d) May 26, 2015 Quarterly Public 
Hearing Abstract (Attachment 5) 
and staff testimony 

Yes  
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REQUIREMENT UDO SUPPORTING EVIDENCE Planning 

Board 
BOCC 

SPECIFIC STANDARDS  
Waste Disposal 
Method and adequacy of 
provision for sewage disposal 
facilities, solid waste and water 
service. 

5.3.2(B)(1) May 26, 2015 Quarterly Public 
Hearing Abstract (Attachment 3) 
and staff testimony. 

Both Environmental Health and 
Solid Waste have indicated they 
have no concerns.  As there are 
no structures (i.e. office) there 
will be no septic system on the 
property. 

Conditions are recommended to 
require Solid Waste Permit as 
part of development process. 
 

Yes  

Safety 
Method and adequacy of police, 
fire and rescue squad protection. 

5.3.2(B)(2) May 26, 2015 Quarterly Public 
Hearing Abstract (Attachment 3) 
and staff testimony. 

Orange County Emergency 
Service staff and the Sheriff’s 
office have indicated the project 
can be served. 
 
Fire protection will be provided 
by the White Cross volunteer 
fire department and rescue 
services by Orange County. 
 

Yes 
 
 
 
 

 

Vehicle Access 
Method and adequacy of vehicle 
access to the site and traffic 
conditions around the site. 

5.3.2(B)(3) May 26, 2015 Quarterly Public 
Hearing Abstract (Attachment 
3), applicant testimony, and staff 
testimony. 

There will not be an appreciable 
traffic increase in the area 
associated with the development 
of the solar array. 

The applicant shall be required 
to obtain a driveway permit 
through NC DOT. 
 

Yes  
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REQUIREMENT UDO SUPPORTING EVIDENCE Planning 

Board 
BOCC 

STANDARDS  for Solar Array – Public Utility  
Site Plan 
A site plan prepared in 
accordance with Section 2.5 of 
and 5.9.6 (C) (1) inclusive of 
UDO 
 

5.9.6 (C) (1) 
(a) through 
(d) 

Application, Applicant 
Testimony, Staff Testimony, and 
Site plan. 
 
Site plan provides elevations for 
proposed arrays, detailed 
landscape plans (Sheet(s) 
C1001 and 1002).  The 
application contains required 
soils report (Attachment 1 of 
May 26, 2015 quarterly public 
hearing package). 
 

Yes  

 
Standards of Evaluation 
 
 
On-site utility and transmission 
lines placed underground when 
feasible 
 

5.9.6 (C) (2) 
(a) 
 

Application, Applicant 
Testimony, Staff Testimony, and 
Site plan (Sheet C1001 – Note 
19) 
 

Yes  

 
Height of array shall not exceed 
40 ft. 
 

5.9.6 (C) (2) 
(b) 
 

Application, Applicant 
Testimony, Staff Testimony, and 
Site plan (Sheet C1001) 
 

Yes  

 
Individual arrays shall be 
designed and located to prevent 
reflective glare toward inhabited 
buildings on adjacent property 
and rights-of-way. 
 

5.9.6 (C) (2) 
(c) 
 

Application, Applicant 
Testimony, Staff Testimony, and 
Site plan (Sheet C1001 – Note 
20) 
 

Yes  

Warning signs concerning 
voltage. 

5.9.6 (C) (2) 
(d) 
 

Application, Applicant 
Testimony, Staff Testimony, and 
Site plan (Sheet C1001 – Note 
15) 
 

Yes  

Mechanical equipment and 
arrays shall be enclosed by a 
minimum 8 ft. high fence and 
screening per Section 6.8 of 
UDO. 
 

5.9.6 (C) (2) 
(e) 
 

Application, Applicant 
Testimony, Staff Testimony, and 
Site plan (Sheets C1001 and 
1002) 
 

Yes  

Proof of liability insurance – 
minimum of $500,000.00 per 
occurrence. 
 

5.9.6 (C) (2) 
(f) 
 

Application and Applicant 
Testimony 
 

Yes  
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REQUIREMENT UDO SUPPORTING EVIDENCE Planning 
Board 

BOCC 

STANDARDS  for Solar Array – Public Utility (continued) 
Type D land use buffer around 
perimeter of project 
 

5.9.6 (C) (2) 
(g) 
 

Application, Applicant 
Testimony, Staff Testimony, and 
Site plan (Sheets C1001 and 
1002) 
 
 

Yes  

Decommissioning of solar facility  5.9.6 (C) (3) 
(a) through 
(f) inclusive  

Application, Applicant 
Testimony, Staff Testimony, and 
Site plan (Sheet C1001 – Note 
21). 
 
Applicant acknowledges 
requirement and agreed to the 
condition in the event the use of 
the site as a solar array – public 
utility is ceased. 
 

Yes  
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REQUIREMENT UDO SUPPORTING EVIDENCE Planning 

Board 
BOCC 

SPECIFIC STANDARDS  
In accordance with Section 5.3.2 (A) (2), the BOCC shall also consider the following general conditions before 
the application for a Special Use can be approved. 
 
The use (will / will not) maintain 
or promote the public health, safety 
and general welfare, if located 
where proposed and developed 
and operated according to the plan 
as submitted. 
 

Section 5.3.2 
(A) (2) (a) 
 

Application package and 
testimony including: 

• Mr. George Retschle a 
licensed professional 
engineer,  

• Mr. Thomas Hester a 
licensed real estate 
appraiser,  

• Mr. Richard Kirkland a 
licensed real estate 
appraiser,  

• Mr. Richard Moretz a site 
developer with Cypress 
Creek Renewables LLC and 
its subsidiary White Cross 
Solar LLC, and Mr.  

• Thomas Cleveland a 
licensed professional 
engineer,  

on how the project complied 
with the UDO.   

Staff testimony and abstract 
package from May 26, 2015 
quarterly public hearing. 

Planning Board packet from July 
1, 2015 regular meeting. 

A lack of competent material 
evidence in the record 
demonstrating the applicant did 
not comply with the UDO. 

The use 
will 
maintain 
… 
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REQUIREMENT UDO SUPPORTING EVIDENCE Planning 

Board 
BOCC 

 
The use (will / will not) maintain 
or enhance the value of contiguous 
property (unless the use is a public 
necessity, in which case the use 
need not maintain or enhance the 
value of contiguous property). 
 

Section 5.3.2 
(A) (2) (b) 
 

Application package and 
testimony including: 

• Mr. Thomas Hester a 
licensed real estate 
appraiser,  

• Mr. Richard Kirkland a 
licensed real estate 
appraiser,  

Staff testimony and abstract 
package from May 26, 2015 
quarterly public hearing. 

Planning Board packet from July 
1, 2015 regular meeting. 

A lack of competent material 
evidence in the record 
demonstrating the applicant did 
not comply with the UDO. 
 

 
The use 
will 
maintain 
… 
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REQUIREMENT UDO SUPPORTING EVIDENCE Planning 

Board 
BOCC 

 
The location and character of the 
use, if developed according to the 
plan submitted, (will / will not) be 
in harmony with the area in which it 
is to be located and the use is in 
compliance with the plan for the 
physical development of the 
County as embodied in these 
regulations or in the 
Comprehensive Plan, or portion 
thereof, adopted by the Board of 
County Commissioners. 
 

Section 5.3.2 
(A) (2) (c) 
 

Application package and 
testimony including: 

• Mr. George Retschle a 
licensed professional 
engineer,  

• Mr. Thomas Hester a 
licensed real estate 
appraiser,  

• Mr. Richard Kirkland a 
licensed real estate 
appraiser,  

• Mr. Richard Moretz a site 
developer with Cypress 
Creek Renewables LLC and 
its subsidiary White Cross 
Solar LLC, and Mr.  

• Thomas Cleveland a 
licensed professional 
engineer,  

on how the project complied 
with the UDO as well as the 
submitted site plan. 

Staff testimony and abstract 
package from May 26, 2015 
quarterly public hearing. 

Planning Board packet from July 
1, 2015 regular meeting. 

A lack of competent material 
evidence in the record 
demonstrating the applicant did 
not comply with the UDO. 
 
 

The 
location 
and 
character 
of the 
use, if 
develope
d 
according 
to the 
plan 
submitted 
will be in 
harmony 
… 
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1. The applicant shall cause a formal and detailed landscape and tree preservation plan to 

be submitted and approved by the Orange County Planning Department within 180 days 
from the approval of the Special Use Permit.   
This plan shall incorporate a sixty-five foot (65’) wide buffer along the northern boundary 
line of the subject property. The thirty feet (30’) of the buffer closest to the common 
boundary line with properties identified by Orange County Property Identification 
Numbers (PIN): 9748-33-1814 (now or formerly owned by Steven A. Haggerty) and 
9748-33-6770 (now or formerly owned by Julia A. Haggerty) shall remain undisturbed.  
Additional evergreen plant materials will be added within the remaining thirty-five feet 
(35’) of the buffer to meet the requirements of the County’s Type D land use buffer as 
detailed in Section 6.8 of the Unified Development Ordinance (UDO).  To the extent 
practicable, existing trees and shrubs will be preserved to assist in meeting the 
requirements of the Type D land use buffer within this area. 

2. A revised site plan shall be submitted denoting the required development ratios, required 
under Section 3.3 of the UDO, as part of the staff review and final approval of the site 
plan in accordance with Section 2.5 of the UDO.   
This revised sheet shall be submitted within 180 days from the approval of the Special 
Use Permit.   

3. The applicant shall cause a subdivision plat shall be submitted creating the individual lots 
as testified to during the public hearing prior to the issuance of a building permit 
authorizing land disturbing activities. 

4. That the applicant complete and submit a formal application to the Orange County 
Inspections Department requesting authorization to commence construction of the 
proposed solar array.  The application, including all applicable fees, shall be submitted 

 
RECOMMENDATION: 

        

 
Staff has not received any comments from local residents and property owners indicating they do not believe the 
proposed facility complies with the provisions of Section 5.3.2 (A) (2) inclusive.  These standards include 
maintaining or promoting the public health, safety, and general welfare, maintaining or enhancing the value of 
contiguous property, the use is in harmony with the area in which it is to be located, and the use being in 
compliance with the general plan for the physical development of the County. 
 
The Planning Board and Staff have reviewed the application, the site plan, and all supporting documentation and 
has found that the applicant complies with the specific standards and required regulations as outlined within the 
UDO with respect to the submittal of required information for the project.  
 
Provided the BOCC finds in the affirmative on the specific and general standards as detailed herein, and no 
evidence is entered into the record demonstrating the applicant has either:  

a. Failed to meet their burden of proof that the project complies with the specific development standards for a 
school, or  

b. Fails to comply with the general standards detailed within Section 5.3.2 (A) (2) 
of the UDO, the Board could make an affirmative recommendation on this application to the BOCC.   

In the event that the Board makes an affirmative finding, the Planning Board recommends the attachment of the 
following conditions: 
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within 180 days from the approval of the Special Use Permit.   

5. That the Orange County Fire Marshal’s office shall review and approve the final site plan, 
as part of the normal building permit review process, and that any and all modifications 
be made to address fire code issues and access prior to the issuance of the permit 
authorizing the commencement of land disturbing activities. 

6. The applicant shall provide a detailed, scaled, map to the Orange County Fire Marshal’s 
office and the White Cross Volunteer Fire Department denoting the location of all storage 
areas for batteries, master cut-off switches, and other similar devices to ensure the 
protection of emergency responders in the event of a catastrophic incident on the 
property.  This map shall be submitted prior to the issuance of a Certificate of Occupancy 
by the County allowing for operation of the facility to commence. 

7. The applicant shall submit a Solid Waste Management application for the project within 
180 days from the approval of the Special Use Permit. 

8. That prior to the commencement of land disturbing activity the applicant shall submit all 
necessary stormwater, grading plans, and erosion control applications to the Orange 
County Erosion Control Department for review and processing.  These applications shall 
be submitted within 180 days from the issuance of the SUP. 

9. That the applicant shall submit the approved site plan to NC DOT for review and 
comment.  In the event it is determined that the applicant is required to apply for, and 
receive a, driveway permit from NC DOT to allow for the project to be developed, the 
applicant shall submit all necessary applications as required by NC DOT within 180 days 
from the issuance of the SUP and provide planning staff with a copy of the issued permit. 

10. The Special Use Permit will automatically expire within 12 months from the date of 
approval if the use has not commenced or construction has not commenced or 
proceeded unless a timely application for extension of this time limit is approved by the 
Board of Adjustment. 

11. If any condition of this Special Use Permit shall be held invalid or void, then this Special 
Use Permit shall be void in its entirety and of no effect. 
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SCRIPT FOR ACTING ON WHITE CROSS SOLAR LLC FOR SOLAR FACILITY OF 
WHITE CROSS ROAD 

CLASS A SPECIAL USE PERMIT APPLICATION: 

September 1, 2015 BOCC meeting 

NOTE – Blue text denotes BOCC Chair/Member required action 

1. Chair will explain the purpose of the item is to receive the Planning Board 
recommendation.   

For the project, the purpose of the meeting is as follows: 

To receive the Planning Board recommendation, close the public hearing, and make 
a decision on a Class A Special Use Permit (hereafter ‘SUP’) application submitted 
by White Cross Solar LLC and the property owners, Mr. and Mrs. William and Carol 
Byron, proposing the development of a solar array off of White Cross Road in 
accordance with Section 2.7 Special Use Permits and Section 5.9.6 (C) Solar Array-
Public Utility of the Orange County Unified Development Ordinance (UDO).   
 

2. Chair will declare the public hearing re-convened for the purpose of receiving the 
Planning Board recommendation and ask staff to make their presentation.   

NOTE – The re-convening of a hearing is solely for the purpose of receiving the Planning 
Board recommendation and allowing any new information, previously submitted in 
writing, to be entered into the record.  The hearing is not intended to solicit additional 
input from the public or the applicant.   
 
While the BOCC may ask staff questions related to the review of a given item, comments 
from the public or the applicant shall not be solicited.  The accepting additional public 
comments at this stage of the review (i.e. the reconvened hearing) would constitute a 
violation of the UDO. 
 

3. Staff will review the abstract and ask it be entered into the record.   Staff will review the 
Findings of Fact (Attachment 5) for the Special Use component of the project.   
 

4. Questions will be asked of staff. 
 

5. A motion will need to be made to close the public hearing.   
 

NOTE – once this is done, Planning Staff cannot answer 
questions or provide additional detail. 
 

Attachment 7 
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6. The BOCC will first need to take action on the Special Use Permit findings of fact.  The 
findings of fact have been organized per relevant UDO section to aid in making motions 
to approve or deny.  The cadence on taking action should be as follows  
 

a. A motion to either affirm or reject the recommendation of the Planning Board 
concerning the application’s compliance with the provisions of Section(s) 2.2 and 
2.7.3 of the Orange County Unified Development Ordinance as detailed within 
Attachment 7 of the abstract package.  Second.  Vote. 
 
NOTE – if the motion is to reject, meaning the BOCC does not agree the 
applicant has demonstrated compliance with the specific provision of the UDO, 
the individual making the motion will need to provide some explanation justifying 
the finding that the applicant has not established, through competent material and 
substantial evidence, the project is in compliance with the UDO. 
 

b. A motion to either affirm or reject the recommendation of the Planning Board 
concerning the application’s compliance with the provisions of Section 2.7.5 of 
the Orange County Unified Development Ordinance as detailed within 
Attachment 7 of the abstract package.  Second.  Vote. 

 
NOTE – if the motion is to reject, meaning the BOCC does not agree the 
applicant has demonstrated compliance with the specific provision of the UDO, 
the individual making the motion will need to provide some explanation justifying 
the finding that the applicant has not established, through competent material and 
substantial evidence, the project is in compliance with the UDO. 

 
c. A motion to either affirm or reject the recommendation of the Planning Board 

concerning the application’s compliance with the provisions of Section(s) 3.3 and 
6.3 of the Orange County Unified Development Ordinance as detailed within 
Attachment 7 of the abstract package.  Second.  Vote. 

 
NOTE – if the motion is to reject, meaning the BOCC does not agree the 
applicant has demonstrated compliance with the specific provision of the UDO, 
the individual making the motion will need to provide some explanation justifying 
the finding that the applicant has not established, through competent material and 
substantial evidence, the project is in compliance with the UDO. 

 
d. A motion to either affirm or reject the recommendation of the Planning Board 

concerning the application’s compliance with the provisions of 5.9.6 (c) of the 
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Orange County Unified Development Ordinance as detailed within Attachment 7 
of the abstract package.  Second.  Vote. 

 
NOTE – if the motion is to reject, meaning the BOCC does not agree the 
applicant has demonstrated compliance with the specific provision of the UDO, 
the individual making the motion will need to provide some explanation justifying 
the finding that the applicant has not established, through competent material and 
substantial evidence, the project is in compliance with the UDO. 

 
e. A motion to either affirm or reject the recommendation of the Planning Board 

concerning the application’s compliance with the provisions of Section 5.3.2 of 
the Orange County Unified Development Ordinance as detailed within 
Attachment 7 of the abstract package.  Second.  Vote. 

 
NOTE – if the motion is to reject, meaning the BOCC does not agree the 
applicant has demonstrated compliance with the specific provision of the UDO, 
the individual making the motion will need to provide some explanation justifying 
the finding that the applicant has not established, through competent material and 
substantial evidence, the project is in compliance with the UDO. 

 
f. A motion will need to be made regarding compliance with Section 5.3.2 (A) (2) of 

the Ordinance as follows  
 

(NOTE – Whomever makes the motion will have to cite the ‘evidence’ in the 
record utilized justifying the motion to approve or deny.  Attachment 5 contains 
the recommendations of the Planning Board including the evidence utilized to 
reach the conclusion.  This ‘evidence’ must be spelled out explicitly by the 
Commissioner making the motion.   
 
If the motion is to deny then the Commissioner making the motion will have to 
spell out explicitly the evidence within the record utilized to justify a negative 
finding): 

 
i. Motion finding either there is or is not sufficient evidence in the record 

the project complies with Section 5.3.2 (A) (2) (a) of the UDO in that the 
use will maintain and promote the public health, safety and general 
welfare, if located where proposed and developed and operated according 
to the plan as submitted.   
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This motion is based on competent material and evidence entered into the 
record of these proceedings, including: 

 NOTE – the following represents the findings of the Planning Board.  If 
the motion is to find there is sufficient evidence in the record to find 
compliance with Section 5.3.2 (A) (2) (a) this list must be read verbatim 
so it is in the record. 

• Staff abstract and attachments, including the SUP application 
and site plan, presented at the May 26, 2015 Quarterly Public 
Hearing. 

• Staff testimony on the project and its compliance with various 
provisions of the UDO. 

• Applicant sworn testimony from Mrs. Beth Trahos, Mr. George 
Retschle, Mr. Thomas Hester, Mr. Richard Kirkland, Mr. 
Richard Moretz, and Mr. Thomas Cleveland, on how the 
project complied with the UDO.   

• Copies of affidavits and a real estate report, completed by Mr. 
Hester, entered into the record providing additional information 
on the project’s compliance with applicable standards. 

• Comments from the BOCC, Planning Board, and the general 
public. 

And 

• A lack of competent material and substantial evidence entered 
into the record demonstrating the project’s lack of compliance 
with established standards. 

If the motion is to find there is insufficient evidence in the record to find 
the project is in compliance with Section 5.3.2 (A) (2) (a), the 
Commissioner making the motion will have to specifically denote what is 
absent and explain what, if any, evidence is in the record disputing the 
claims of the applicant that they are in compliance with Section 5.3.2 (A) 
(2) (a). 

ii. Motion finding there is or there is not sufficient evidence in the record the 
project complies with Section 5.3.2 (A) (2) (b) of the UDO in that the use 
will maintain the value of contiguous property.   
 
This motion is based on competent material and evidence entered into the 
record of these proceedings, including: 
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NOTE – the following represents the findings of the Planning Board.  If 
the motion is to find there is sufficient evidence in the record to find 
compliance with Section 5.3.2 (A) (2) (b) this list must be read verbatim 
so it is in the record. 

• Staff abstract and attachments, including the SUP application 
and site plan, presented at the May 26, 2015 Quarterly Public 
Hearing. 

• Staff testimony on the project and its compliance with 
various provisions of the UDO. 

• Applicant testimony from Mr. Thomas Hester, a licensed real 
estate appraiser, and Mr. Richard Kirkland, a licensed real 
estate appraiser, on how the project complied with the UDO.  
This included a real estate evaluation indicating the project 
would not have an impact on adjacent property value. 

And 

• A lack of competent material and substantial evidence entered 
into the record demonstrating the project’s lack of compliance 
with established standards. 

If the motion is to find there is insufficient evidence in the record to find 
the project is in compliance with Section 5.3.2 (A) (2) (b), the 
Commissioner making the motion will have to specifically denote what is 
absent and explain what, if any, evidence is in the record disputing the 
claims of the applicant that they are in compliance with Section 5.3.2 (A) 
(2) (b). 

 
iii. Motion finding there is or is not sufficient evidence in the record the 

project complies with Section 5.3.2 (A) (2) (c) of the UDO in that the use 
is in harmony with the area in which it is to be located and the use is in 
compliance with the plan for the physical development of the County as 
embodied in these regulations and in the Comprehensive Plan. 
 
This motion is based on competent material and evidence entered into the 
record of these proceedings, including: 

NOTE – the following represents the findings of the Planning Board.  If 
the motion is to find there is sufficient evidence in the record to find 
compliance with Section 5.3.2 (A) (2) (c) this list must be read verbatim so 
it is in the record. 

• Staff abstract and attachments, including the SUP application 
and site plan, presented at the May 26, 2015 Quarterly Public 
Hearing. 
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• Staff testimony on the project and its compliance with various 
provisions of the UDO. 

• Applicant Testimony, specifically: 

o Mr. George Retschle a licensed professional 
engineer,  

o Mr. Thomas Hester a licensed real estate 
appraiser,  

o Mr. Richard Kirkland a licensed real estate 
appraiser,  

o Mr. Richard Moretz a site developer with Cypress 
Creek Renewables LLC and its subsidiary White 
Cross Solar LLC, and  

o Mr. Thomas Cleveland a licensed professional 
engineer,  

on how the project complied with the UDO as well as the 
submitted site plan 

And 

• A lack of competent material and substantial evidence entered 
into the record demonstrating the project’s lack of compliance 
with established standards. 

If the motion is to find there is insufficient evidence in the record to find 
the project is in compliance with Section 5.3.2 (A) (2) (c), the 
Commissioner making the motion will have to specifically denote what is 
absent and explain what, if any, evidence is in the record disputing the 
claims of the applicant that they are in compliance with Section 5.3.2 (A) 
(2) (c). 

 
7. Motion to either approve or deny the Special Use Permit  

 
If the motion is to approve the Special Use Permit, this motion would also need to 
include language indicating the BOCC imposes the recommended conditions as detailed 
within Attachment 5 of the abstract package.  Second. Vote 
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ORANGE COUNTY 
BOARD OF COMMISSIONERS 

ACTION AGENDA ITEM ABSTRACT 
 Meeting Date: September 1, 2015  

 Action Agenda 
 Item No.   5-c 

 
SUBJECT:   Zoning Atlas Amendment – Conditional Zoning – Master Plan Development 

Conditional Zoning District (MPD-CZ) Hart’s Mill – Extension of Public Hearing 
 
DEPARTMENT:   Planning and Inspections PUBLIC HEARING:  (Y/N) Yes 
  

 
ATTACHMENTS: INFORMATION CONTACT: 

None Michael D. Harvey, Planner III, (919) 245-2597 
Craig Benedict, Director, (919) 245-2575 

   
 
PURPOSE:   To continue a public hearing on a request to rezone a 112 acre parcel of property 
within the Cheeks Township to Master Plan Development – Conditional Zoning (MPD-CZ) 
district in accordance with the provisions of Section 2.9.2 of the Unified Development Ordinance 
(hereafter ‘UDO’).   
    
BACKGROUND:  This item was presented at the May 26, 2015 Quarterly Public Hearing.  Agenda 
materials from this meeting can be viewed at: http://www.orangecountync.gov/150526QPHKC.pdf.  
 
As articulated at the public hearing, the proposed project is a village style development with 
approximately 34 dwelling units and involves the preservation of the majority of the property as 
vegetative open space and farm area (i.e. pasture and crop production). 
 
The applicant needs additional time to respond to questions posed at the May 26, 2015 
Quarterly Public Hearing as well as from the July 1, 2015 regular Planning Board meeting.  Staff 
is recommending the public hearing be continued to November 5, 2015 to allow the applicant 
an opportunity to respond to all questions associated with the project. 
 
FINANCIAL IMPACT:  There is no financial impact to continue this item. 
 
SOCIAL JUSTICE IMPACT:  There is no Orange County Social Justice Goal impact associated 
with this item. 
 
RECOMMENDATION(S):   The Manager recommends the Board: 
 

1. Open the public hearing, and 
2. Defer the hearing by adjourning it to November 5, 2015.  

 
 

1
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ORANGE COUNTY 
BOARD OF COMMISSIONERS 

 
ACTION AGENDA ITEM ABSTRACT 

 Meeting Date: September 1, 2015  
 Action Agenda 
 Item No.   6-a 

 
SUBJECT:  MINUTES 
 
DEPARTMENT:   PUBLIC HEARING:  (Y/N) No 
  

 
ATTACHMENT(S): 

 
Draft Minutes 
 
 
 
 

INFORMATION CONTACT: 
Donna Baker, 245-2130 
 
 
 
 
 

 
PURPOSE:  To correct and/or approve the minutes as submitted by the Clerk to the Board as 
listed below: 
                          
  May 12, 2015 BOCC Work Session 
  May 14, 2015 BOCC Budget Work Session 
  May 19, 2015 BOCC Regular Meeting 
  May 21, 2015 BOCC Budget Public Hearing 
  May 26, 2015 BOCC QPH 
  May 28, 2015 Budget Public Hearing 
 June 2, 2015 BOCC Regular Meeting 
 June 4, 2015 BOCC Budget Work Session 
 June 9, 2015 BOCC Budget Work Session 
 June 11, 2015 BOCC Budget Work Session 
 June 16, 2015 BOCC Regular Meeting 
 
BACKGROUND: In accordance with 153A-42 of the General Statutes, the Governing Board has 
the legal duty to approve all minutes that are entered into the official journal of the Board’s 
proceedings.  
 
FINANCIAL IMPACT:  NONE 
 
SOCIAL JUSTICE IMPACT:  There is no Orange County Social Justice Goal impact associated 
with this item.  
 
RECOMMENDATION(S): The Manager recommends the Board approve minutes as presented 
or as amended.       
 



1 
 

         Attachment 1 1 
 2 
DRAFT           MINUTES 3 

ORANGE COUNTY BOARD OF COMMISSIONERS 4 
Work Session 5 
May 12, 2015 6 

7:00 p.m. 7 
 8 
 The Orange County Board of Commissioners met for a work session on Tuesday, May 9 
12, 2015 at 7:00 p.m. at the Southern Human Services Center in Chapel Hill, N.C. 10 
 11 
COUNTY COMMISSIONERS PRESENT:  Chair McKee and Commissioners Mark Dorosin, 12 
Barry Jacobs, Renee Price and Penny Rich  13 
COUNTY COMMISSIONERS ABSENT: Commissioners Mia Burroughs and Bernadette 14 
Pelissier 15 
COUNTY ATTORNEYS PRESENT:  John Roberts  16 
COUNTY STAFF PRESENT:  County Manager Bonnie Hammersley, Assistant County Manager 17 
Cheryl Young and Deputy Clerk to the Board David Hunt (All other staff members will be 18 
identified appropriately below) 19 
 20 
 Chair McKee called the meeting to order at 7:02 p.m. 21 
 Chair McKee said that Commissioner Burroughs and Commissioner Pelissier would be 22 
absent tonight, due to prior commitments. 23 
 Chair McKee noted the following items at the Commissioners’ places: 24 
 25 
-  PowerPoint slides for item 1- Presentation on Orange County Partnership to End 26 

Homelessness 2015 Plan to End Homelessness 27 
-  White Sheet – Orange County Point-in-Time Counts, for Item 1 28 
-  PowerPoint slides for item 2-Potential Revisions to the Existing Public Hearing Process 29 
-  PowerPoint slides for item 2-Private Road and Access Standards 30 
-  White Sheet – Fire Service Features, for item 3 31 
-  Blue Sheet-Excerpt from the Approved January 30, 2015 Board of County Commissioners’ 32 

Retreat Minutes 33 
 34 
1. Presentation on Orange County Partnership to End Homelessness 2015 Plan to 35 
 End Homelessness      36 
 Jamie Rohe said she spoke to the Board of County Commissioners (BOCC) a few 37 
months ago about the new Memorandum of Understanding (MOU) between the four local 38 
governmental jurisdictions and the Partnership to End Homelessness.  She said the first part of 39 
the MOU was about the new supervisory structure of the Orange County Partnership to End 40 
Homelessness (OCPTEH), and the other main part of the MOU related to a significant change 41 
in the Partnership and their plan to end homelessness.  She said in 2008, a ten year plan to 42 
end chronic homelessness was established between the four local governments.  She said the 43 
MOU changed the ten year plan to end chronic homelessness to a plan to end homelessness. 44 
 She said the abstract contains the OCPTEH 2015 Plan to End Homelessness, the 2015 45 
Calculation of Unmet Need for Housing for People Experiencing Homelessness, the Point in 46 
Time Count Data, and a copy of her PowerPoint presentation.  Jamie Rohe said she welcomed 47 
interruptions and questions throughout the presentation.  Jamie Rohe presented the following 48 
PowerPoint slides:  49 
 50 
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Orange County Partnership to End Homelessness 1 
2015 Plan to End Homelessness 2 

 3 
Orange County Partnership to End Homelessness 4 

• Orange County Ten-Year Plan to End Chronic Homelessness (2007) 5 
• Coalition of housing and service providers, local government and community members 6 

working together to end and prevent homelessness in Orange County 7 
• Leadership Team and workgroups 8 

o Housing 9 
o Employment 10 
o Services 11 

 12 
Overarching Goals 13 
Federal Strategic Plan to Prevent and End Homelessness (2010): 14 

1. Set a path to ending all types of homelessness; 15 
2. Finish the job of ending chronic homelessness by 2017; 16 
3. Prevent and end homelessness among veterans by 2015 (2016 in NC); 17 
4. Prevent and end homelessness for families, youth and children by 2020. 18 

 19 
Best Practices 20 

• 2009 HEARTH Act:  21 
Homeless Emergency Assistance & Rapid Transition to Housing 22 

• Homelessness System: 23 
1. Emergency Shelter 24 
2. Rapid Re-Housing (including services) 25 
3. Permanent Supportive Housing (for disabled, including services) 26 

• Housing First: housing is health care 27 
• ENDING vs. MANAGING homelessness:  trampoline vs. sticky safety net 28 

 29 
 Chair McKee asked if there is an alternative for when residents are unable to comply 30 
with facility rules and regulations, or their own treatment plan. 31 
 Jamie Rohe said people are not required to follow treatment plans, but treatment plans 32 
are available to them.  She said there may be a disabled person with a mental health diagnosis 33 
plus a drug and alcohol addiction.  She said previous thinking followed a “carrot and stick” 34 
approach; where the carrot was the housing and the stick was the treatment plan.  She said it 35 
has been found that when people are in permanent housing, and are offered the option to 36 
choose or deny services, they are more likely to accept services offered.  She said not 37 
everyone takes advantage of such treatment; however, the vast majority show improvements, 38 
such as drinking less.  She added that there are other societal benefits, such as a reduction in 39 
trips to the Emergency room, the involvement of Police, the use of emergency shelters, etc. 40 
 Chair McKee asked if the behavior of a small subset, that does not take advantage of 41 
the treatment offered, is being enabling by the removal of a consequence; such as the loss of 42 
housing. 43 
 Jamie Rohe said she is not a Social Worker, and cannot speak with the authority of a 44 
front line case worker.  She said it is her understanding from those who are experts in the field, 45 
that a person who resists treatment would be more likely to continue abuse drugs and alcohol, 46 
and not seek mental health treatment, while living on the streets; and therefore at much greater 47 
risk of death, than if they were to continue to receive housing.   48 
   49 
Funding and Data 50 
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HUD funding (grants) 1 
• Continuum of Care ≈ $550,000/year 2 

o Permanent Supportive Housing (Cardinal Innovations & UNC) 3 
• Emergency Solutions Grant ≈ $190,000/year 4 

o Emergency Shelter (IFC) 5 
o Rapid Re-Housing (DSS) 6 

 7 
Homeless Management Information System (HMIS) 8 

• All grantees required to enter data in HMIS 9 
• 2015 new NC HMIS administrator = reliable data 10 

 11 
Performance Indicators 12 

1. Reduce the length of time people are homeless (target < 30 days). 13 
2. Reduce returns to homelessness. 14 
3. Reduce the overall number of persons who experience homelessness. 15 
4. Increase job and income growth for persons who are homeless. 16 

 17 
OCPEH 2015 Plan to End Homelessness 18 
HOUSING 19 

1. Increase housing opportunities. 20 
o Rapid Re-Housing 21 
o Permanent Supportive Housing 22 
o Affordable rental housing (esp. < 30% AMI) 23 

2. Increase number of landlords that will rent to people experiencing/at risk of 24 
homelessness. 25 

3. Increase Town of Chapel Hill public housing units and Orange County Housing Choice 26 
Vouchers available to homeless. 27 

4. Implement Coordinated Entry System 28 
 29 
 Commissioner Rich asked if she understood correctly that the Housing Choice Voucher 30 
Program has been closed for five years, and no one is on the list. 31 
 Jamie Rohe said it is actually a very full list, but it is a waiting list that is closed.  She 32 
said the list has about 1,600 people on it, and it takes about ten years to receive a voucher due 33 
to very slow turn over.    34 
 Commissioner Rich asked if the 1,600 people are still in Orange County.   35 
 Jamie Rohe says the list is purged and updated on a regular basis.  36 
 Commissioner Rich asked if the list were to be reopened, to whom it would be targeted.   37 
 Jamie Rohe said neither the County nor the Town of Chapel Hill have been approached 38 
about a collaboration.  She said there is a lot of guidance from the Department of Housing and 39 
Urban Development (HUD) about how local housing authorities and partnerships to end 40 
homelessness can work together.  She said she has only just begun to look into this potential 41 
collaboration and the best practices by which to achieve it.  She said one possibility, that caught 42 
her attention, was the option of opening an additional waiting list that is targeted at a particular 43 
group, such as those experiencing homelessness. 44 
 Chair McKee said he does not understand how starting a new waiting list offers much 45 
help, when there is no housing available for the people on the existing waiting list. 46 
 Jamie Rohe said this is the very reason there must be a Community dialogue between 47 
all stakeholders.  She said if a preference were to be given to those experiencing 48 
homelessness, it may change their rank on the waiting list.   49 
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 Commissioner Dorosin said this conversation highlights a more fundamental issue, 1 
which is the need to prioritize more affordable housing units.  He said the prospect of getting 2 
the private market to be more amenable to renting to those at risk of homelessness is a losing 3 
battle.  He said it would be ideal to have low income housing integrated into regular market 4 
housing, but that goal may have to be sacrificed in order to simply increase the amount of low 5 
income housing available.  6 
 Jamie Rohe said the past Housing Director, Tara Fikes, said if the apartment complexes 7 
are no longer taking vouchers, then individual landlords need to be approached.  She said she 8 
has heard many people say this same message.   9 
 Jamie Rohe said more affordable rental housing must be built, as the current housing 10 
status is in crisis mode.  She said the battle has to be fought on several fronts: increasing 11 
housing, recruiting more landlords, etc.  She said the creation of a Housing Locator Specialist 12 
Position would help greatly.  She said there is a duplication of efforts across the County to find 13 
affordable housing for their clients; and a housing locator position would be able to recruit 14 
landlords, and maintain good relationships with them.  She said this position would help reduce 15 
duplication efforts and would maintain relationships with providers and clients, as they provide 16 
housing for the homeless. 17 
 Commissioner Price asked if Jamie Rohe’s role in this plan could be explained. 18 
 Jamie Rohe said she is not a service provider or a housing provider, but rather she is 19 
the Homeless Programs Coordinator.  She said she is responsible for applying for the funds, 20 
writing the grants, staffing all the work groups, collecting data, and using that data effectively.  21 
She said she brings groups together to work collaboratively, and to implement best practices. 22 
 Commissioner Price asked if homelessness has been reduced. 23 
 Jamie Rohe said that no, homelessness has not been reduced.  She said their data has 24 
not been good enough to know how homelessness is changing in the area.   25 
 Jamie Rohe said the numbers of unsheltered homeless has dropped significantly in the 26 
past several years, due to people getting into permanent supportive housing.  She said the 27 
overall numbers for homelessness have not gone down, and that homelessness is an indicator 28 
of extreme poverty. 29 
 Commissioner Price said the information in the abstract did not mention much about 30 
training and employment. 31 
 Jamie Rohe said the Plan to End Homelessness has three parts to it, and her 32 
presentation this evening is only focusing on the housing component.  She said she would 33 
welcome the opportunity to return and talk about the other parts. 34 
 Bonnie Hammersley said Jamie Rohe’s position is funded by all four government 35 
entities.  She said there is a lot of overlap between governmental entities, and that is why 36 
Jamie’s position was moved from the Housing Department to the Manager’s office. 37 
 Bonnie Hammersley said she has some responses to share in the Budget discussion 38 
next week.   39 
 Commissioner Jacobs said there was a presentation from Affordable Housing Advisory 40 
Board, about a year ago.  He said this Board asked for funding for one of its members to act as 41 
a clearinghouse for affordable housing opportunities in Orange County.  He asked if there was 42 
an update on this topic. 43 
 Jamie Rohe said the proposal for the Orange County Clearinghouse Network has some 44 
good elements to it; however, clearinghouse networks are notoriously hard to maintain.  She 45 
said this process did not work well at the Federal level.  She said it must be considered why 46 
these are not working, and what is needed in order to succeed.  She said there must be a 47 
deliberative process of engaging partners; including relationships with providers, ideally with the 48 
clients themselves and also with the landlords. 49 
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 Bonnie Hammersley said she would provide additional information to the BOCC on this 1 
issue. 2 
 Commissioner Jacobs said more rental units are being built in Chapel Hill.  He asked if 3 
there is any strategy for providing more affordable housing rentals, versus affordable units for 4 
ownership.   5 
 Jamie Rohe said there is an inclusionary zoning ordinance for home ownership.  She 6 
said the Affordable Housing Commission, which is all of the main affordable housing 7 
stakeholders in the County, is focusing on how to encourage private developers to give 8 
affordable rentals in their developments.    9 
 Commissioner Rich said the Town of Chapel Hill is working with a developer on Legion 10 
Road; but the process has been delayed, due to paperwork not being filed in a timely manner.  11 
She said the development is supposed to be largely made up of affordable housing.  She said 12 
she is unsure if this development will include any priority for those who are homeless, or at risk 13 
of being so. 14 
 Commissioner Jacobs said he was thinking more about the Ephesus Fordham area, and 15 
downtown on Rosemary Street. 16 
 Commissioner Rich said the Exchange was at Ephesus Fordham, and it was put on 17 
Legion Road instead.   18 
 Bonnie Hammersley said she will find out the strategy information from the Towns of 19 
Chapel Hill and Hillsborough, and will forward it to the Board. 20 
 Commissioner Jacobs said he agreed with Commissioner Dorosin about incentivizing 21 
the private sector to interface with government, to provide affordable units.  He said an 22 
incentive per unit may not be a financially viable option with a large apartment complex; but it 23 
may be a viable option with an owner of a private home, which is rented out.  He said he would 24 
not want to give up this option entirely.    25 
 Commissioner Rich said the density bonus strategy is not working for the Town of 26 
Chapel Hill.   27 
 Commissioner Rich said her concern is, as transitional housing is built with Inter-Faith 28 
Council Social Services (IFC), there are still homeless on the street, and there are no 29 
emergency shelters available to them.  She said the option of building a shelter must be 30 
considered, as the transitional housing is a non-emergency shelter.  She said there must be a 31 
discussion about what to do when IFC moves out of their current shelter. 32 
 Jamie Rohe continued with the PowerPoint presentation: 33 
 34 
Calculation of Unmet Need for Housing 35 

Homeless street outreach workers and shelter/transitional housing staff estimate that Orange 36 
County’s unmet need for housing to ultimately resolve the homelessness of their clients is 37 
(after new Community House opens): 38 

• Emergency Shelter:  39 
o 18 beds for men 40 
o (surplus of 10 for women) 41 

• Transitional Housing: 42 
o (surplus of 60 beds for men) 43 
o (surplus of 8 beds for women & children) 44 

• Rapid Re-Housing: 49 beds 45 
• Permanent Supportive Housing: 29 beds 46 

 47 
 John Dorward, Executive Director of the Community House in Chapel Hill, reviewed the 48 
new Community House, saying care will be provided to the same homeless people.  He said 49 
Community House will not be an emergency shelter, and will only be able to take in 17 extra 50 
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people on white flag nights.  He added that there are people who do not want to come into 1 
housing.   2 
 John Dorward said the program will be more of an interim program, as opposed to 3 
transitional housing.  He said the program believes strongly in rapid re-housing.  He said there 4 
is not a lot of rapid re-housing, and few people get placed within a year.  He said more 5 
affordable housing options would lead to greater success rates. 6 
 John Dorward said there has been a waiting list at both shelters for over a year, even at 7 
the men’s shelter.  He said both shelters have been full for ages.  He said the new facility will 8 
only have two more beds than the older facility; 52 beds instead of 50. 9 
 John Dorward said having an emergency shelter would be great; however, there is not 10 
one.  He said as a result, these homeless people will still come into their program.  He said if 11 
someone comes into the shelter, there is a chance to get that person into their program and 12 
eventually into permanent housing. 13 
 Commissioner Rich asked if there is any way to pursue an emergency shelter for 14 
Orange County. 15 
 Chair McKee asked John Roberts if he would research any options for affordable rental 16 
properties, outside of rental control.  He said he understands rent control is illegal in North 17 
Carolina.   18 
 Chair McKee said he is not sure that all of the providers in Orange County have been 19 
invited to the table to talk about affordable housing.  He said this conversation must take place 20 
in conjunction with all four Towns and all the providers, from small to large.  He said everyone 21 
needs to be in the same room, on the same page; and he has seen a lack of coordination in 22 
some of the areas. 23 
 Bonnie Hammersley said collaboration and cooperation is the direction that this 24 
conversation is going; and all updates will be shared with the BOCC, as available.  She said the 25 
new Housing Director has some ideas on how to expedite this process with some resources.  26 
She said she will speak further on this topic during budget discussions.   27 
 Commissioner Jacobs said if there was a bond for affordable housing, it would be a 28 
great incentive for all parties to come together to discuss this issue. 29 
 Commissioner Rich said that the Partnership to End Homelessness does have a seat at 30 
the table for all the partners mentioned.  She said it is a well attended group from throughout 31 
the County.   32 
 Jamie Rohe said there is a big overlap between homelessness and housing, and the 33 
Orange County Affordable Housing Coalition is the body that is bringing everyone together.  34 
She said this coalition has been in existence for about two years, and has about 20 35 
stakeholders involved.   36 
 Chair McKee asked if the Manager would please schedule another update in the fall. 37 
 Commissioner Price said as development continues in Chapel Hill, more and more 38 
wooded areas are being cut down.  She said she is aware of many homeless people, who live 39 
in the wooded areas, and are now displaced, as the woods are removed.  She said this only 40 
increases the need for more housing.  41 
                             42 
2.    Potential Revisions to the Existing Public Hearing Process 43 
     44 
 Perdita Holtz, Orange County Planning Department, made the following PowerPoint 45 
presentation:   46 
   47 
Potential Revisions to the Existing Public Hearing Process  48 
(for Unified Development Ordinance (UDO)/Zoning Matters) 49 

 50 
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Purpose of Work Session 1 
• To discuss whether the existing public hearing process for UDO/Zoning matters should 2 

be revised 3 
• If so, give staff direction on what the process should be 4 
• Any revisions must be brought forward as a UDO text amendment at a quarterly public 5 

hearing 6 
 7 
Recent History 8 

• Reviewed in last half of 2014 and discussed extensively by Planning Board and BOCC 9 
• Original impetus: 10 

o Remove the Planning Board as an official board at the public hearing (e.g., do 11 
not require a quorum of Planning Board members) 12 

o Increase the frequency of public hearings (currently held 4 times per year on 13 
dates specifically set aside only for public hearings) 14 

• Other discussion through process: 15 
o Allow the public to make comments at the end of the process, not just at the 16 

formal public hearing 17 
 Will require a text amendment to the UDO which stipulates only written 18 

comments can be made after the formal public hearing 19 
 If pursued, should be allowed only for legislative items, not quasi-judicial 20 

items (e.g., Special Use Permits) 21 
 22 

Legislative vs. Quasi-Judicial 23 
• If revisions are made, staff recommends two slightly different processes given the 24 

different legal requirements 25 
o Legislative decisions can be discussed by decision makers outside of the formal 26 

public hearing with anyone who has an opinion 27 
o Quasi-judicial decisions are not to be discussed outside of the formal hearing (ex 28 

parte communication) and sworn testimony by experts is required   29 
 Non-expert opinions are considered hearsay and cannot be the basis of a 30 

decision 31 
 32 

Possible Process Flow Charts 33 
• Included in agenda materials along with remarks regarding each possible process 34 
• Primary differences from existing process: 35 

 36 
Differences from Existing Process 37 

• Planning Board would make a recommendation prior to the public hearing 38 
o Planning Board could request BOCC send item back to the Planning Board after 39 

the public hearing 40 
o BOCC could choose to send an item back to the Planning Board after the public 41 

hearing 42 
• Public hearing would be closed the night of the hearing 43 

o Written comments after the hearing would no longer be required 44 
o At conclusion of hearing BOCC could: 45 

 Defer a decision to a later BOCC meeting date (items would no longer be 46 
listed on the public hearing portion of the later BOCC agenda and the 47 
public could make oral comments) 48 

 Refer an application back to the Planning Board for further review 49 
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 Make a decision at the conclusion of the hearing (this would allow the  1 
process to move more quickly for items that are not particularly 2 
controversial) 3 

• Planning Board quorum not required to hold public hearing 4 
o Planning Board encouraged to attend public hearings 5 

• More opportunities for public comment and earlier in the process 6 
o Comment at both Planning Board meeting and formal public hearing 7 
o Nearby property owners would receive letter about the Planning Board meeting 8 

and signs would be posted on the property 9 
o For quasi-judicial matters, Planning Board meeting could be considered a “dry 10 

run” for the formal public hearing 11 
 12 
BOCC Discussion 13 

• Should existing process be revised? 14 
• If so, how? 15 

o When Planning Board’s recommendation occurs 16 
 Before or after public hearing 17 

o Require Planning Board quorum in order to hold public hearing?  18 
o Number of public hearings per year 19 

 Could be different for legislative vs. quasi-judicial 20 
o Closure of public hearings so items would no longer appear on the “Public 21 

Hearing” portion of BOCC agendas with no additional comment accepted 22 
 Removal of requirement for written comments will be necessary OR 23 

change heading on BOCC agendas 24 
 25 
 Commissioner Price said is the option of keeping or removing the planning board from 26 
the process at the sole discretion of the BOCC. 27 
 John Roberts said the Planning Board can be given any authority that the BOCC sees 28 
fit.   He said currently the Planning Board is primarily an advisory board.  He said the BOCC 29 
can delegate more or less responsibilities, as it so chooses.  He said the BOCC can remove the 30 
Planning Board from the Quarterly Public Hearing process. 31 
 Chair McKee asked if the requirement of having the Planning Board members to be 32 
present in a quorum at Quarterly Public Hearings was made during Commissioner Jacobs’ 33 
tenure. 34 
 Commissioner Jacobs said this decision predates his tenure.  He said when he was 35 
Planning Board Chair, 30 years ago, it was a requirement to have a quorum and to make a 36 
recommendation after the Public Hearings. 37 
 Commissioner Price referred to the slide titled Differences from Existing Process, asking 38 
if the public would be able to make only oral comments; or would written comments also be 39 
allowed. 40 
 Perdita Holtz said for legislative items, residents can make oral and written comments.  41 
She said for legislative items, the State requires that at least one Public Hearing be held.  She 42 
said there are no constraints on the public’s involvement in such meetings.  She said restraints 43 
on the public’s involvement only exist in quasi-judicial matters.  She said the current Public 44 
Hearing process in Orange County blended the two processes together leaving only one Public 45 
Hearing for both legislative and quasi-judicial matters.  She said this blending of matters into 46 
one meeting can be difficult, as there are times when people are unable to speak at later 47 
meetings.   48 
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 Commissioner Price referred to the second bullet point on the same slide that stated: 1 
“refer an application back to the Planning Board for further review.”  She asked if further 2 
comment would be allowed by the BOCC.  3 
 Perdita Holtz said the Public Hearing would be closed at the hearing.  She said the three 4 
bullet points on this slide are not mutually exclusive, and the Board could choose any of the 5 
three options.  She said the BOCC would be allowed further comment as a regular agenda item 6 
at a BOCC meeting. 7 
 Commissioner Dorosin asked if it comes back as a regular agenda item on the BOCC’s 8 
agenda, can anyone speak on it. 9 
 Perdita Holtz said that is correct. 10 
 Commissioner Dorosin asked if the only reason it is not currently done this way is 11 
because the legislative and quasi-judicial processes are melded together.   12 
 Perdita Holtz said the language in the UDO does not allow for oral comments at a later 13 
stage. 14 
 Commissioner Dorosin said the current problem is that comments are returned the 15 
BOCC, and no one is allowed to comment on them.  He said the goal is not to remove the 16 
Planning Board from the process, but rather to get the public more involved in a smoother and 17 
efficient process. 18 
 Commissioner Dorosin said the process can remain as it is, but add that additional 19 
comment will be welcomed upon the return of the Planning Board’s recommendations.  He said 20 
he likes the idea of what is in the recommendations, to encourage the public to be involved 21 
earlier in the process. 22 
 Commissioner Dorosin said waiving the no comment clause would address a lot of the 23 
concerns he has.  He said it does not remove the Planning Board from the process; but it allows 24 
the public and the Planning Board to be in communication much earlier in the process.  He said 25 
the process for the legislative items, including the ability for further comment, are a good step 26 
forward, and he would endorse it wholeheartedly. 27 
 Commissioner Rich said a public hearing where people are told they cannot comment is 28 
not a public hearing.  She said it would be nice to have members from the Planning Board in 29 
attendance at the end of the Public Hearing, when public comments are going to be allowed.   30 
She said if the Planning Board makes a recommendation and the BOCC discusses it at a 31 
meeting, there needs to be a representative from the Planning Board in attendance in order to 32 
explain why the Planning Board made the recommendation it did.  She asked how comments 33 
from the public to the Planning Board will be evened out at that point. 34 
 Perdita Holtz said one of the duties of the Planning Board Chair/Vice Chair would be to 35 
attend the Board of County Commissioners’ meeting where these legislative items are on the 36 
agenda. 37 
 Commissioner Jacobs agreed that attendance at the BOCC meeting should be a 38 
requirement of the Planning Board Chair/Vice Chair.  He said this is a good compromise, and 39 
he is willing to change the process but would like to re-visit the process in a year to see how 40 
this is working. 41 
 Commissioner Jacobs said that the Planning Board seems more passive in the last few 42 
years.  He said this may be due to the thorough work of the planning staff.  He said he sees the 43 
Planning Board as a fairly inactive group; and there is disconnect between the two Boards.  44 
 Commissioner Jacobs referred to page 4 of the PowerPoint presentation that states “for 45 
quasi-judicial matters, Planning Board meeting could be considered a ‘dry run’ for the formal 46 
public hearing.”  He said it is important that the public know what admissible testimony in a 47 
quasi-judicial hearing is. 48 
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 John Roberts said there are occasions where the public does not understand what 1 
admissible evidence is.  He said it may be helpful to send in advance the definition of what a 2 
quasi-judicial hearing is. 3 
 Craig Benedict said a brochure has been created, with the Attorney’s office, which 4 
explains the differences between legislative and quasi-judicial hearings.  He said it also explains 5 
the process of a quasi-judicial hearing. 6 
 Commissioner Jacobs said it would be nice to put an explanation of the difference 7 
between the Board of Adjustment and the Planning Board on the website. 8 
 Chair McKee said a brochure will likely not be enough to educate the public on this issue 9 
and process.   10 
 Commissioner Price said she is reticent to remove the Planning Board as an official 11 
Board at the Public Hearings.  She said the BOCC and the Planning Board may not always 12 
agree, but having both present helps to flush out the issue. 13 
 Commissioner Jacobs agreed with her, and that is why he would want to re-visit this in a 14 
year.  He said the fact the Planning Board voted to take themselves out of the process, as part 15 
of the Public Hearings, reflects their aforementioned passivity.   16 
 Perdita Holtz said the Planning Board recommended this option IF the Board of County 17 
Commissioners wanted to change the current Public Hearing process.   18 
 Commissioner Rich said all the more reason to include the recommendation to evaluate 19 
the new process after a year.  She said it would send the message to the Planning Board that 20 
the decision is not irreversible, and their input on the changes would be welcomed.  21 
 John Roberts said if the BOCC felt that the Planning Board was not engaged, the BOCC 22 
could designate more responsibility to the Planning Board, in order to get them more involved. 23 
 Commissioner Jacobs said to also make it a requirement for the Chair or Vice Chair of 24 
the Planning Board to attend the public hearings and the Board of County Commissioners 25 
meetings. 26 
 Perdita Holtz asked if the Planning Board Chair or Vice Chair would be required to 27 
attend both the Public Hearing and the BOCC decision meeting.  28 
 Chair McKee said when he served on the Planning Board it was his understanding that 29 
attendance at Public Hearings was mandatory.  He said he supports continuing the requirement 30 
for the Planning Board attend Public Hearings.  He said if there is not a quorum, then 31 
appointments should be made.  He said the privilege of serving on the Planning Board carries 32 
with it responsibilities.  33 
 Commissioner Jacobs said three of the five BOCC members in attendance tonight want 34 
the Planning Board to attend the Public Hearings, as well as the Board of County 35 
Commissioners’ meetings and to require the Chair/Vice Chair of the Planning Board to attend.  36 
He said that sometimes life issues may interfere with attendance but, in general, attendance 37 
should be expected. 38 
 Chair McKee said he understands that life issues come up, but he senses an overall 39 
attitude of apathy. 40 
   Commissioner Dorosin asked if the requirement of a quorum, for a meeting to proceed, 41 
would still be in place; or if the process could continue, and necessary follow up could be done 42 
with the Planning Board after the fact.  He said his main concern is not holding up the process.  43 
He said he would not oppose a general attendance requirement but struggles with any 44 
requirement that would cause the process to halt; especially when the public has been notified 45 
and has shown up.    46 
 Commissioner Jacobs said perhaps staff could come up with a process of how to hold 47 
Planning Board members accountable, while allowing for the issues of life that come up, and 48 
keeps the process moving forward. 49 
 Chair McKee said that sounds like a good compromise. 50 
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 Perdita Holtz said there is a difference between saying you have to be there and 1 
requiring a quorum to move forward.   2 
 Chair McKee agreed when the public, Commissioners, and staff are all present and 3 
ready to proceed, it is frustrating to cancel a meeting simply due to the lack of a quorum.   4 

 5 
3. Private Road and Access Standards  6 
 7 
 Abigaile Pittman, Transportation and Land Use Planner, made the following PowerPoint 8 
presentation  9 
 10 
Private Road and Access Standards 11 
Purpose:  To receive an update and provide guidance on options for addressing various 12 
private road access concerns. 13 
 14 
Background 15 
Addressing Private Road Access Concerns 16 

• Included in 2014 Work Plans 17 
o OUTBoard 18 
o Planning Board 19 

• 05/20/2014 – BOCC authorization  to proceed  20 
• 12/09/2014 –BOCC Info Item summary of input and received approval to return with 21 

possible actions. 22 
 23 

Abstract Includes: 24 
• A review of existing private road standards; and 25 

• A grouping of possible options or action that could be pursued, grouped as follows: 26 

o Possible amendments to the UDO, including some from the Fire Council. 27 
o A report/list of items that cannot be addressed through amendments to the UDO; 28 

and 29 
o Options for addressing emergency access for trail systems, either in or outside 30 

the UDO. 31 
 32 
Current UDO Regulations- Road Development 33 
1) Class A 34 

• Serves 6-12 lots or dwelling units 35 
• 50 ft. right-of-way 36 
• 18 ft. travel-way 37 
• Road maintenance agreement 38 
• Property owners responsible 39 

Class B  40 
• Serves 1-5 lots or dwelling units 41 
• 50 ft. right-of-way 42 
• No standard travel-way width 43 
• Road maintenance agreement 44 
• Property owners responsible 45 

 46 
>13 lots or dwelling units 47 

• Exempt Subdivisions per NC General Statutes 48 
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• Required to be constructed to NCDOT Standards for Subdivision Roads. 1 
• Division of land into parcels > than 10 acres if no street right-of-way dedication.  2 
• Combination/recombination of lots if total number not increased. 3 
• Public acquisition of land for widening streets. 4 
• Lot division < 2 acres and > 3 lots if no right-of-way dedication. 5 

 6 
Primary Concerns 7 

• Vehicle access on private roads and driveways for emergency response. 8 
• Conversion to public road standards and acceptance into the State-maintained system 9 

at some point in future. 10 
• Currently no standards for emergency access for trail systems at Orange County parks 11 

administered by DEAPR. 12 
 13 

Possible Options/Actions within the UDO 14 
 15 

1. Do away with Class B private roads and allow only Class A private roads, which requires 16 
a minimum 18-ft. travel-way. 17 

2. Allow subdivisions with < 3 lots or dwelling units to be served by a shared driveway, 18 
subject to standards to accommodate emergency services vehicles. (UDO currently 19 
allows 2 lots or dwelling units to share a driveway.) 20 

3. Develop a requirement that all newly created lots have access to a complying road 21 
(either private or public).  22 

4. Cul-de-sacs: Increase clearing width to accommodate emergency vehicle 23 
access/staging. There is currently no minimum width. 24 

5. Drainage pipes under driveways:  Establish a minimum width for all drain pipes of 16 25 
feet, to address concern of trucks being ‘hung up’ when accessing property. 26 

6. Gates/Walls:  Require minimum travel widths and stacking areas to accommodate 27 
access concerns. 28 

7. Pull-over Areas:  Standards for requiring pull-over areas to allow two trucks to pass on a 29 
road.  30 

8. Private Bridges: There are currently no existing weight specifications governing the 31 
development of a bridge over a stream crossing.  32 

9. Tree Clearance on Driveways:  A reference to a tree clearing requirement for 33 
subdivision projects may be needed to ensure emergency vehicular access, with a 34 
reference to such a requirement in recorded road maintenance agreements. However, 35 
the UDO may not be the most appropriate location for this County standard.  36 

        37 
Staff Comments 38 
All the aforementioned options for amending the UDO are viable except for option no. 3:  39 
Develop a requirement that all newly created lots have access to a complying road (either 40 
private or public).   41 
 42 
Possible options/actions Outside the UDO 43 

1. Locked gates 44 
2. Tree clearance on driveways 45 
3. Road identification 46 
4. District issues with road conditions 47 

 48 
Possible Options/Actions for Addressing Emergency Access for Trail Systems – In or 49 
Outside UDO 50 
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• There are currently no standards for emergency access for trail systems in the UDO. 1 
• Draft goal and objectives (Attachment 1) could be implemented as a matter of County 2 

policy for the planning and development of future parks or for incorporation into the 3 
UDO. 4 

 5 
Recommendations 6 
The Planning Director recommends the Board: 7 

1. Accept the update; 8 
2. Discuss any concerns or preferences on options; and 9 
3. With feedback, authorize staff to proceed with potential regulatory amendments 10 

 11 
 Chair McKee asked if Emergency Services Director Jim Groves could address the 12 
concerns of the fire departments, with the existing road standards. 13 
 Jim Groves said when they met with the Fire Chiefs Council, getting down the private 14 
roads in a safe manner was one of the main concerns.  He said there has been the same issue 15 
with ambulances, if a road has low hanging trees. 16 
 Jason Shepherd, Orange County Fire Marshal, made reference to Class 10 properties.  17 
He said he attended a community meeting with a development, which ended up making a road 18 
name change, doing maintenance on the road and surrounding trees, making it easier to 19 
ingress and egress.  He said it is difficult to meet with all communities and encourage them to 20 
make the necessary changes. 21 
 Chair McKee asked if there is a definition of a driveway.  He said homes must be 22 
accessible.  23 
 Michael Harvey, Current Planning Supervisor, said the recommendation would involve a 24 
driveway standard being adopted; to provide access, a staging area, and to guarantee a turn 25 
around.  He said to achieve this; a text amendment would have to be done. 26 
 Michael Harvey said any subdivision project, reviewed by staff, must demonstrate 27 
compliance with code.  He said all shared driveway agreements are also reviewed.   28 
 Chair McKee said it would technically be the same as what he dealt with, but with the 29 
cul- de-sacs it says there is no current minimum width.  He said he believed a 60-foot radius to 30 
be required.  31 
 Michael Harvey said there is currently a minimum width; however, there is not a 32 
minimum clearing outside of the travel way, and often vegetation gets in the way of the turn 33 
radius.  He said twelve feet is not acceptable, and the goal is to come up with a standard that is 34 
acceptable. 35 
 Commissioner Price asked if there is an advantage of three lots as opposed to two lots, 36 
and what a shared driveway would be like, since it must be wide enough for vehicles to pass 37 
on. 38 
 Abigaile Pittman said the original purpose of the standard was to call for an affordable 39 
option before people spend monies on a Class A Road, and that is how the number of three lots 40 
was determined. 41 
 Commissioner Price asked how the driveway is built and maintained.  42 
 Chair McKee said in his case he built the road, and when the homeowners bought the 43 
lots they took responsibility for the maintenance.  He said it was a Class B road. 44 
 Commissioner Price asked if there is a difference between a really wide driveway and a 45 
Class B road. 46 
 Michael Harvey said a Class B road must have a minimum travel width of twelve feet.  47 
 Commissioner Price asked if this road would be twelve feet.  48 
 Michael Harvey said a larger road will likely be recommended, based on the 49 
recommendation of First Responders; who say twelve feet is not viable for their needs.  He said 50 
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the recommendation will suggest a shared driveway with a larger cul de sac, than is required, 1 
so that emergency vehicles will be able to operate properly.  He said this would allow smaller 2 
properties seeking a three lot subdivision to avoid the need for a Class A road, but allow access 3 
for emergency vehicles.  He said the recommendation will require larger developers to comply 4 
with the Class A road standards.   5 
 Abigaile Pittman said a Class B road has 15 foot right of way, while a driveway would 6 
not. 7 
 Commissioner Price asked if such a right of way sacrifices clearance area.   8 
 Abigaile Pittman said not necessarily as there are standards to accommodate 9 
Emergency Vehicles. 10 
 Commissioner Dorosin asked if the intention is to apply the recommendation to roads 11 
from this point forward, or if it is to retrofit existing roads.  He asked if there was any sense of 12 
the scope of the problem.  13 
 Abigaile Pittman said if there is an amendment to the UDO, it would be only going 14 
forward; but if the County adopts other policies, then it could affect whatever the BOCC 15 
decided. 16 
 Commissioner Jacobs asked if there are three lots cut out along the road way, must 17 
they all connect on one driveway. 18 
 Michael Harvey said typically joint driveways and shared access roads are required to 19 
avoid multiple curb cuts on the roadway; and thereby lesson traffic congestion. 20 
 Commissioner Jacobs said he understood the sense in two lots sharing a driveway, but 21 
he is specifically asking if three lots must always share a driveway.  He said it makes no sense 22 
to him to cut across three lots, just so there can be a shared driveway. 23 
 Michael Harvey said no.  He said it is incumbent upon the developer to come up with a 24 
solution that avoids that scenario. 25 
 Chair McKee said that current regulations state that one cannot have multiple access 26 
points into a minor subdivision.  He added that a minor subdivision is considered one to five 27 
lots.  28 
 Commissioner Jacobs asked if anyone has spoken to local realtors or members of the 29 
local development community regarding this topic. 30 
 Michael Harvey said no. 31 
 Commissioner Jacobs asked if the 16 foot pipe was 16 feet in length or diameter. 32 
 Abigaile Pittman referred to the drawing graphic that outlined these measurements.  33 
 Jason Shepherd said there is an apron entrance off of the road, and the length of the 34 
pipe would have to be the width of the apron.  He said the length would be 16 feet long, lying 35 
across the width of the driveway.  36 
 Commissioner Jacobs asked David Stancil if he could give some background on the 37 
rural character study.  He said a mixed group of stakeholders came together to discuss ways to 38 
preserve rural character.  39 
 David Stancil said the study was done 22 years ago.  He said the study was done prior 40 
to the existence of cluster subdivisions and open space developments.  He said there was a lot 41 
of emphasis, at that time, on the environment, and the ability of constructing narrower lanes.  42 
He said there were concerns about fire and safety, which were addressed by the placement of 43 
regular pull out areas; allowing drivers room to pull over to let emergency vehicles pass.  He 44 
said the idea of protecting rural character included making sure that roads were not 45 
overdesigned.   46 
 Commissioner Jacobs said there was a great deal of work done to encourage people to 47 
work within the existing landscape, as opposed to changing it.  He said he would like the BOCC 48 
to consider that there may be other possibilities.  He said he understands the issues of safety 49 
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but he would like to pursue the idea of preserving rural character.  He said as most of the 1 
jurisdiction is rural, those would be exceptions, not the rule. 2 
 Commissioner Jacobs said the Department of Transportation’s standards are not 3 
universal, but rather they are North Carolina standards; and he argued that there may be some 4 
middle ground in exceptional cases. 5 
 Commissioner Jacobs said there should be differentiation between natural areas and 6 
parks.  He said he would like to see some sensitivity to the natural environment; all the while 7 
knowing that Emergency Services and Fire Departments know what is in their jurisdictions, and 8 
will respond accordingly.   9 
 Commissioner Rich said she is interested in seeing the old rural character study.  She 10 
said she is concerned that the burden is being put on the landowner or developer, and it is 11 
expensive.  She said the great cost of the roads and driveways may be passed to homeowners. 12 
 Commissioner Dorosin said there is competing interests:  cost for home owners or 13 
developers, versus the obligation to help constituents during emergencies.  He asked if 14 
homeowners with unacceptably small driveways or tree limbs, that bar access, could be 15 
reported to their insurance carrier; as they have an obligation to make the roads function for 16 
public safety. 17 
 Chair McKee asked John Roberts if County services could refuse to approach an 18 
emergency due to inaccessibility.  19 
 John Roberts said Emergency Services would have to find a way to get down the 20 
driveway.  He said he does not know a solution to the problem but there is a reasonable 21 
expectation among citizens that the fire department, funded by their tax dollars, will reach their 22 
house in a time of crisis.   23 
 Commissioner Rich asked if there is an emergency and the roads are inaccessible how 24 
does Emergency Services currently respond. 25 
 Jason Shepherd said each situation is unique and is addressed one case at a time.  He 26 
said each response is created in the moment, often sacrificing precious time that would be 27 
better used fighting the fire. 28 
 Commissioner Dorosin asked if property owners and realtors are required to disclose 29 
the fact that a fire truck cannot get down the driveway. 30 
 Jason Shepherd said no, there is no type of disclosure requirement.  He said in regards 31 
to insurance providers, policy writers should create policies in the field after seeing a property 32 
rather than at their desks.      33 
 Jim Groves said some of the stakeholders are worried about their vehicles, and potential 34 
damage they may incur on unsafe or unstable roadways and bridges. 35 
 Commissioner Dorosin said if people knew of the hazards, like low hanging branches; 36 
they may be more receptive to making the safety changes.  He said many people may be 37 
unaware of their property’s inaccessibility, until it is too late. 38 
 Commissioner Price said firefighters are being put at risk, not just the vehicles.  She 39 
said it is not fair to come up with policies for nice country roads, and not consider the people 40 
doing the work.  She said she will side with the recommendations of the Sheriff, Emergency 41 
Services and the Fire Departments. 42 
 Commissioner Jacobs said information, regarding Emergency Services accessibility, 43 
could be included with the tax notice, in a similar manner to information about pumping septic 44 
tanks. 45 
 Commissioner Jacobs said for the most part the intentions are all good and make sense 46 
to him.  He said part of being in the post 911 world is that there are so many sacrifices of 47 
personal character, versus the greatest possible safety.  He said it is reasonable to educate 48 
people and to suggest that they clear their driveways but to make it a County ordinance takes it 49 
too far. 50 
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 Commissioner Jacobs said there should be some cost benefit analysis.  He said his own 1 
cost analysis tends to be the natural environment versus standards; but others compare their 2 
bottom line to standards.  He said the Development Community, as well as the public, should 3 
be included in the discussion.   4 
 Chair McKee said there is a road off of Route 70, called Poplar Ridge, which fits the 5 
definition of what is being discussed here tonight.  He said driving this road may be helpful in 6 
visualizing the types of issues that fire trucks face.  He said access is the key; if services cannot 7 
get to the fire, houses and people cannot be saved.   8 
 Commissioner Price said she is not in favor of increasing the cost to the developer but 9 
she feels that the safety of the responders must be heavily weighed.  She said a price cannot 10 
be placed on a person’s life. 11 
 Jason Shepherd said Chapter 5 of the fire code allows him to require fire apparatus 12 
access.  He said a solution may be as simple as reviewing development plans prior to 13 
construction, to see if access is possible.  He said there may be many cases where a 12 foot 14 
driveway would allow access, and exorbitant changes and cost would not be necessary.   15 
 Chair McKee said Class B roads could remain available for minor subdivisions.   16 
 Commissioner Jacobs said when this item comes back to change it from standards to 17 
guidelines subject to approval by the Fire Marshal’s office.   18 
 Commissioner Jacobs said he is more in favor of flexibility and would trust the Fire 19 
Marshal to give an honest review.   20 
 Chair McKee said he is not sure the BOCC has given any clear direction with which staff 21 
can proceed.  22 
 Abigaile Pittman said perhaps the Board could authorize staff to outline some 23 
amendment options, and return to the Board for their consideration.  24 
 Chair McKee said this may be the best course of action, as summarizing the evening’s 25 
conversation may prove difficult.    26 
 Commissioner Dorosin asked if the idea of some type of public awareness campaign 27 
could be pursued. 28 
 Commissioner Rich asked if the properties that are already known to be difficult to 29 
access, have been notified of this information. 30 
 Jim Groves said the Fire Marshal has done this on one occasion, and that response was 31 
favorable, and the problem corrected. 32 
 Commissioner Rich said arming people with knowledge about their property may be a 33 
really good place to start.   34 
 Chair McKee said fire departments do proactively engage the public with troublesome 35 
roads. 36 
     37 
4. Educational Facility Impact Fee Ordinance and Age-Restricted Housing 38 
 Craig Benedict said there was a request from a developer in Chapel Hill for Orange 39 
County to review the County’s ordinance and to have an age restrictive housing exception. 40 
He said this developer asked for age restrictive housing to be categorized into a multi-family 41 
impact fee category.  He said the assumption, that the age restrictions for development would 42 
be similar to that of multi-family, may be a lot to ask.  He said the approved age restrictions for  43 
90 percent of the development state that one person within the household must be over the age 44 
of 55.  He said this age restriction does not exclude people under the age of 55 also living in the 45 
properties.  He said the remaining 10 percent of the development does not have age 46 
restrictions.   47 
 He said in the abstract is some background information (below) and some possible 48 
options for the Board’s consideration. He said they looked at some projects throughout the 49 
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United States which gave them enough information to do some research in Orange County and 1 
maybe surrounding counties.  2 
  3 
BACKGROUND: Orange County is one of the few counties in North Carolina that can impose 4 
school impact fees because the County obtained special local enabling legislation from the 5 
State in 1987. In 1993, the County acted upon this authority and, in collaboration with the 6 
Towns and School Districts, began the fee assessment. Since then, the County has 7 
occasionally (every few years) updated the fees based on school costs, categories of housing, 8 
etc. Findings of impact, benefit, and proportionality must be shown to form a good methodology 9 
and legal basis. 10 
 11 
The Ordinance requires impact fees be paid for new residential construction in order to assist 12 
with educational impact costs associated with new students. A developer has recently 13 
approached staff to request that an exception be created for age-restricted housing, i.e. 14 
housing that would be limited by deed or covenant restrictions to housing for persons over a 15 
minimum age (see attached letter). The developer prefers the exception be created as quickly 16 
as possible. If the Board is interested in pursuing an amendment to the Ordinance, Planning 17 
staff recommends that the decision be based on relevant data because of the requirements 18 
necessary to set impact fee levels. There are two possible methods to achieve data needs: 19 
1. Require the developer requesting this exception provide information about other age 20 
restricted projects in a specific geographic area (to be determined) and have staff evaluate the 21 
data to determine probable impacts. 22 
2. Conduct a student generation rate study specifically for age-restricted housing and assess 23 
the fee accordingly. Historically, such studies have been completed by a consultant with data 24 
supplied by the local governments. (This method is preferable due to the enhanced ability to 25 
defend the outcome of the study). 26 
 27 
It should be noted that a new impact fee study (which includes the accompanying student 28 
generation rate analysis) has been requested by Planning in the department’s FY 2015-16 29 
Budget (approximately $70,000) since the last study was completed in 2007. If recommended 30 
by the Manager and approved by the Board, the new impact fee study would disaggregate 31 
housing types by number of bedrooms (similar to the 2014 study which evaluated only housing 32 
that had been constructed in the past 10 years; impact fees must be based on the entire 33 
housing stock). It would be possible to include age-restricted housing as a housing type in this 34 
new study, but the results of the study would likely not be available until early 2016 and would 35 
then have to be adopted. This timeframe may be longer than the developer would prefer.  It 36 
should be noted that the Educational Facilities Impact Fee Ordinance (EFIFO) is independent 37 
from the Schools Adequate Public Facilities Ordinance (SAPFO) with only the student 38 
generation rates having a common data ingredient. Because the special local enabling 39 
legislation for the EFIFO is grounded in land use and zoning authority, any changes to the 40 
Ordinance must be advertised in accordance with statute requirements and must be heard at a 41 
public hearing. The public hearing can be on a regular BOCC meeting agenda (e.g., it is not 42 
restricted to only the quarterly public hearings). 43 
 44 
A student generation rate study specifically for age-restricted housing (Option #2 above) would 45 
likely cost approximately $15,000 and would require staff time from all of the local governments 46 
within Orange County and the school districts to compile raw data.  47 
 48 
Option #1 would require County staff time to evaluate the information provided by the 49 
developer. If the ordinance is amended, there would likely be a reduction in impact fees 50 
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collected (presuming age-restricted housing generates fewer students). The decrease would 1 
correspond to the amount of new housing that qualifies as age restricted housing under that 2 
amendment. Other housing type categories may increase if this type of housing is removed 3 
from the previous aggregated housing totals. 4 
 5 
 Craig Benedict said in the upcoming budget, there is a request to review the student 6 
generation rates based on the previous study, along with a bit of an expansion of that study.  7 
He said an impact fee schedule would be created.  He said the school impact fees do not cover 8 
100 percent of the cost of putting a student in a seat in a public school.  He said the school 9 
impact fee was anticipated to cover about sixty percent of the cost.  He said he anticipates that 10 
these fees could climb again. 11 
 Craig Benedict said if the Board would like an analysis of age restrictive housing to be 12 
done in the short term, and information came out of that analysis, then it could be wrapped into 13 
the school impact fee connection that will updated as soon as there is budget approval.  He 14 
said the developer is present at the meeting this evening and can answer any questions about 15 
their proposal.  He said approval from Chapel Hill has already been given, and time is of the 16 
essence.  He said the payment of impact fees is usually done in the Certificate of Occupancy 17 
phase in Orange County.     18 
 Chair McKee said it is not typical policy to allow anyone but staff to speak at a work 19 
session, but suggested allowing the developer permission to speak, in order to answer 20 
questions.   21 
 Commissioner Rich asked if only age restrictive housing is being discussed tonight; as 22 
she brought up the issue of tiny houses before. 23 
 Craig Benedict said age restrictive housing is the focus of tonight’s discussion, and what 24 
is being proposed, with the reanalysis of the school impact fees, would capture one bedroom 25 
single family homes, which could include tiny houses.  He said in the proposal for next year’s 26 
reanalysis, the single family will be broken down by bedroom number; and there would likely be 27 
a lower fee for smaller houses. 28 
 Commissioner Price asked if the BOCC is meant to make a decision at the next regular 29 
meeting about the proposed project. 30 
 Craig Benedict said the project is not within Orange County’s jurisdiction.  He said it was 31 
approved by the Town of Chapel Hill in the fall of 2014.  He said the product of the impact fee 32 
ordinances, throughout the County, are single family dwellings, and the developer would be 33 
paying about $11,000 per unit.  He said the developer is asking the County to re-categorize age 34 
restrictive housing so that a different fee may be assessed. 35 
 Commissioner Price asked if there is a time line for this to happen. 36 
 Craig Benedict said the proposal to analyze, that he just reviewed, would not get results 37 
until October or November of this year. 38 
 Commissioner Price asked if the developer’s time line would be affected. 39 
 Steve George, EpCon Communities developer and Attorney, said the plan is to break 40 
ground in the next few weeks but they would not have their Certificates of Occupancy (CO) until 41 
the first quarter of 2016. 42 
 Craig Benedict said the Town of Chapel Hill collects at the permit stage, but perhaps the 43 
Town may delay to the time of the CO, which would be consistent with the overall County 44 
Ordinance.  45 
 Steve George said if the impact fees could be collected at the CO, then there would be 46 
time for the study to be conducted. 47 
 Commissioner Jacobs suggested that Bonnie Hammersley speak to the Manager of the 48 
Town of Chapel Hill or ask Chair McKee to send letter to the Mayor, suggesting the delay of the 49 
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fee collection.  He said if the development warrants a different fee, then this study is overdue, 1 
as the fee is based on the student generation rates.    2 
 3 
 Commissioner Dorosin asked for clarification regarding the impact fee, and if it is meant 4 
to be tied to actual student generation numbers, or if it is philosophically based in the value 5 
placed on education in this County.  He said is there an exemption when building a residential 6 
nursing facility. 7 
 John Roberts said there have been several exceptions to the impact fee ordinance and 8 
it is entirely appropriate for the Board to consider school generation information for educational 9 
impact facility fees.  10 
 Craig Benedict said there is a proportionality connection to this, and Orange County is 11 
one of the few counties in the State that has impact fees.  He said staff would suggest having 12 
data to back decisions.  He said as new housing types come forward, new analysis should be 13 
done.   14 
 Commissioner Dorosin said Orange County is not the only county to have impact fees, 15 
and questioned if other counties are further along in this process. 16 
 Craig Benedict said Orange County is much farther ahead than the other counties, and 17 
the leading edge in analyzing to this level. 18 
 Commissioner Jacobs said the other component to consider, besides legal and 19 
philosophical, is political.  He said what can be charged versus what is charged can be two 20 
different things.  He said the full freight of a public school seat is not charged. 21 
 Chair McKee asked the Developer if he could share the anticipated total cost of the 22 
impact fees for all units. 23 
 The Developer said roughly $700,000. 24 
 Chair McKee asked the Board if this, or any other, exemption is made, and the pool of 25 
money is reduced will the Board in turn increase the fees to cover the loss, putting the burden 26 
on those who are not exempt.   27 
 Chair McKee said if this project receives an exemption due to being age-restrictive 28 
housing then why not exempt couples or a single person that have no children and, therefore, 29 
do not impact the schools. 30 
 Craig Benedict said the exception process of alleviating all fees is not being suggested.  31 
He said the suggested route is not for this developer’s project but for age-restricted housing.  32 
He said it cannot be reviewed on a case by case basis, but rather a general category is being 33 
considered.  34 
 Commissioner Rich said if a development project is not generating students it should not 35 
be exempt from fees and the fees should be much lower.   36 
 Commissioner Rich asked if the developers have any affordable housing in the current 37 
project. 38 
 The developer said they chose the payment in lieu option. 39 
 Commissioner Price asked if the price range for the homes is known, and if there is an 40 
effort to make it affordable to seniors. 41 
 The developer said keeping the housing affordable would be desirable, but it is difficult 42 
to achieve in Chapel Hill.  He said the goal is to keep costs as low as possible, likely in the 43 
$300,000s. 44 
 Commissioner Jacobs said this is age restrictive housing, which will likely not have 45 
children, versus a single family home that can be sold to those who may have children.  He said 46 
that the label of age restriction does not mean that there will not be any children, noting that 47 
there is an increasing trend of grandparents raising grandchildren.   48 
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 Chair McKee said he is opposed to impact fees, period.  He said they adversely affect 1 
the affordability of all housing and that with lower-cost housing, the fees can total 10 to 20 2 
percent of the cost of the house. 3 
 Commissioner Rich said it is time to gather data again and see what happens with the 4 
non-generation of students. 5 
 6 
 Commissioner Jacobs said Orange County’s payment in lieu policy for Parks and 7 
Recreation needs to be reviewed. 8 
 The developer said he is confident of what the data will report.  He said the only concern 9 
for them is the timing.  He said he understands from the discussion that Orange County will 10 
help them work with Chapel Hill to allow construction to begin and act on the results of the data 11 
as they are obtained.   12 
 Chair McKee said the Board can indicate to staff to start the study. 13 
 Craig Benedict said the study can be paid for either by the County or the developer. 14 
 Chair McKee said for Orange County to pay for this study.  15 
 Commissioner Rich said the study should be broad. 16 
 Chair McKee said to move forward with the study, to work with Chapel Hill to allow the 17 
project to move forward, and to assess fees at the CO stage versus the permit stage.   18 
 19 
 5.        Follow-up Discussion on Board Rules of Procedures - Petitions Process 20 
  Chair McKee said that Commissioner Jacobs petitioned the Board to review the petition 21 
process.  He said at their places is an excerpt from the January 30, 2015 Retreat Minutes. 22 
 Chair McKee said there have been more petitions in the past 6 to 12 months, and some 23 
of these are requests for information and not petitions, and these should be sent to the 24 
Manager to distribute to staff for responses.  He gave some examples of petitions from Board 25 
members from past meetings in order to see the difference between information requests 26 
versus policy information/requests. 27 
 Chair McKee said he does not know if he, as Chair, or the Manager needed to address 28 
these information requests more proactively at meetings. 29 
 Commissioner Jacobs said having a trusted Manager, who will do what the Board asks, 30 
should be enough.  He suggested Board members still be able to petition for all types of 31 
information, but it should be Manager’s responsibility to determine what she can simply have 32 
staff answer versus what needs to go through the Chair and Vice Chair.  He said it takes the 33 
burden off the Chair of having to respond to so many requests while also relieving Board 34 
members from worrying about the phrasing of their petitions, and allowing each member to 35 
know what the others are considering. 36 
 Commissioner Rich said this process is a good idea but sometimes petitions come to 37 
her while she is talking to others and she adds it to her petition list.  She said, however, most 38 
are not petitions, but rather information requests. 39 
 Bonnie Hammersley said she liked this idea and it would not be a burden as she keeps 40 
notes throughout the meetings of all these requests.  She said she often already has staff 41 
working on many of the requests prior to the Chair/Vice Chair agenda review.  She said there 42 
are sometimes items that require the authority of the Board, and she cannot act without further 43 
communication with the Board.  She said the outcome of all requests, whether true petitions or 44 
just request for information, will always be presented with full responses to the Board.   45 
 Chair McKee said Bonnie Hammersley often takes the lead on petition responses during 46 
the agenda review. 47 
 Bonnie Hammersley said some petitions are complicated and will take more time but 48 
she will make every effort to keep the petitioner updated from here forward.  49 
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 Commissioner Rich said it is important to know that a petition is not lost, but is being 1 
worked on, and for the Board to be updated. 2 
 Chair McKee said Board members do not have to wait until a meeting to make a petition 3 
or information request.  He said there is always the option of sending an email to the Manager 4 
and copying the Board, but not engaging in conversation with the Board members.   He 5 
suggested adding John Roberts to the Board’s single email address, to ensure that the Board is 6 
following the open meetings law at all times.  7 
 Bonnie Hammersley said she is open to receiving phone calls as well. 8 
 Commissioner Jacobs said he hoped this tweak will cause less work for the Chair.  He 9 
said the Manager is knowledgeable and competent enough to navigate what she can handle, 10 
and what may need to follow a different route. 11 
 Commissioner Jacobs asked if there is a way for the Board to act expeditiously on 12 
certain petitions that are time sensitive.  He said he is in favor of establishing a process.  He 13 
said he would support authorizing the Chair to act on the Board’s behalf in those types of 14 
situations.   15 
 John Roberts said a sentence could be included on all abstracts/agendas that, though 16 
decisions are not usually made at work sessions, a decision (s) may be made in special 17 
circumstances.  18 
 Commissioner Dorosin concurs with John Roberts.  He said making decisions at public 19 
meetings, that have been properly noticed, should be allowed.  He said not doing so 20 
unnecessarily hamstrings the Board.  He said there are times when special circumstances or 21 
emergencies arise.  He said the high standards of transparency are not compromised by 22 
making decisions at work sessions, as they are not secret meetings.     23 
 Commissioner Dorosin said he would also like for the Board to be able to act by 24 
consensus by email as long as the open meetings law is not violated. 25 
 Commissioner Price agreed with Commissioner Jacobs and Commissioner Dorosin.  26 
She said the Board can vote to suspend any existing rules at any time. 27 
 Commissioner Dorosin said the Board stands too much on ceremony and process.  He 28 
said he favors action in a timely fashion.  He said there may not always be consensus and that 29 
is alright.    30 
 Chair McKee said there is a place for policies and procedures. 31 
  32 
 A motion was made by Commissioner Jacobs, seconded by Commissioner Price to 33 
adjourn the meeting at 10:56 p.m. 34 

 35 
VOTE: UNANIMOUS  36 
 37 
 38 
          Earl McKee, Chair 39 
 40 
Donna Baker, Clerk to the Board 41 

  42 
    43 

    44 
    45 
    46 

 47 
 48 
 49 
 50 
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         Attachment 2 1 
 2 
DRAFT             MINUTES 3 

ORANGE COUNTY BOARD OF COMMISSIONERS 4 
Budget Work Session 5 

May 14, 2015 6 
7:00 p.m. 7 

 8 
 The Orange County Board of Commissioners met for a work session on Thursday, May 9 
14, 2015 at 7:00 p.m. at the Whitted Building in Hillsborough, N.C. 10 
 11 
COUNTY COMMISSIONERS PRESENT:  Chair McKee and Commissioners Mia Burroughs, 12 
Barry Jacobs, Renee Price and Penny Rich 13 
COUNTY COMMISSIONERS ABSENT:  Mark Dorosin and Bernadette Pelissier 14 
COUNTY ATTORNEYS PRESENT:  15 
COUNTY STAFF PRESENT: County Manager Bonnie Hammersley and Deputy Clerk to the 16 
Board David Hunt (All other staff members will be identified appropriately below) 17 
 18 
 Chair McKee called the meeting to order 7:00 p.m.   19 
 Chair McKee said Commissioner Pelissier and Commissioner Dorosin will be absent 20 
tonight, due to scheduling conflicts. 21 
 22 
1. To Continue Review and Discussion of the Manager’s Recommended FY 2015-20 23 

Capital Investment Plan (CIP)   24 
 Paul Laughton, Interim Director-Finance and Administrative Services, reviewed the 25 
items discussed at the work session on April 9, 2015. He said this evening the focus will be on 26 
County projects not discussed at that meeting, as well as Special Revenue Projects, Proprietary 27 
Projects and Year 1 Recommended CIP Projects.  28 
 29 

a.) County Projects 30 
 HVAC Projects (CIP page 26) 31 
  Paul Laughton said there are minimal HVAC expenses anticipated in the next five 32 
years.  He said that the amount that does exist can fall under the replacement or operating 33 
budget. 34 
 Commissioner Rich asked if HVAC maintenance would be under a regular line item 35 
going forward.  36 
 Paul Laughton said as the HVAC needs did not cross the $100,000 threshold, they were 37 
not included in the CIP.  He said the maintenance and replacement of HVAC will fall under the 38 
operating budget.  He said this is referenced on page 26 of the CIP. 39 
 Chair McKee asked the County Manager if the Board could have more financial 40 
information regarding the Community Geothermal that was put in the Jail and Courthouse 41 
complex, specifically regarding whether the initial cost has been recouped in the energy 42 
savings.   43 
 Bonnie Hammersley said she would gather that information.   44 
 Commissioner Rich asked if any preliminary work would be needed at the Southern 45 
Human Services Center (SHSC), prior to year six, for the geothermal installation.  46 
 Jeff Thompson, Orange County Asset Management Director, said this is a placeholder, 47 
in case the SHSC expansion renovation does not move forward.  He added that if the BOCC 48 
does move forward with the renovations at the SHSC, the geothermal site would be a part of 49 
the design process.   50 
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 Commissioner Price asked if the preceding pages of the CIP, prior to page 26, were 1 
going to be discussed. 2 
 Paul Laughton said the previous pages were discussed at the April 9 meeting; however, 3 
there would be time to go back to those pages at the end of this evening’s meeting.  He said 4 
this will be one of the last detailed work sessions regarding the CIP, and now is the time for the 5 
Board to offer any direction, suggest changes or revisions, and pose questions so staff can get 6 
answers.   7 
 Bonnie Hammersley said the CIP will be part of the process during budget hearings, 8 
with goal of keeping the CIP as a part of the conversation about the operating budget. 9 
 10 
Roofing Projects (CIP page 27) 11 
 Paul Laughton said there are two roofing projects in Year 1, followed by a scattering of 12 
projects over the next four years.  He said Year 1 includes a project at the Jail and the Old 13 
Courthouse.  He said Years 6 through 10 include a lot of projects.  He said roofing needs 14 
consistently change from year to year, and the Roof Asset Management Program (RAMP) 15 
continually reviews the conditions of roofs, along with cost estimates.   16 
 Commissioner Jacobs asked if roof gardens are going to be incorporated. 17 
 Jeff Thompson said yes.  He said there are two considerations: structural and the cost 18 
benefits of those technologies.  He said the idea was considered at Cedar Grove, where solar is 19 
also being considered.  He said the Hillsborough Commons Project was also considered.   20 
 Commissioner Jacobs asked if rooftop gardens will be considered on new construction 21 
projects, such as the Jail or Southern Human Services Center expansion. 22 
 Jeff Thompson said the Jail is a compelling point. 23 
 Commissioner Rich said the Sheriff did mention wanting a garden, in which the inmates 24 
could work and grow food.    25 
 Commissioner Price said the Skills Development Center and the Visitors Bureau at 501 26 
and 503 W. Franklin Street have $51,700 allotted in Year 3 and a $209,800 in Years 6 through 27 
10.  She asked if the purpose of these monies could be explained.   28 
 Jeff Thompson said the monies are for the roof on the Visitor’s Bureau, which has 29 
multiple roofs, and the funding is spread out over time to address the needs. 30 
 Commissioner Rich asked if the monies and plans would shift if the location of the 31 
Visitor’s Bureau changed.  32 
 Jeff Thompson said even if the Visitor’s Bureau moves, the new occupant of the 501 W 33 
Franklin Street property will still need a new roof.  He said if the property is divested, or 34 
changes hands, the needs of the roof will be considered in that transaction. 35 
 Commissioner Jacobs asked if the structural integrity of the old Chapel Hill Town Hall 36 
has been investigated. 37 
 Jeff Thompson said there have been preliminary studies done on both the old Library 38 
and the old Town Hall.  He said he would share this information with the Board prior to the 39 
summer break. 40 
 41 
Information Technology (IT) (CIP page 28)  42 
 Paul Laughton said there is a total of $500,000 put in for infrastructure, with $50,000 of 43 
that total set aside for the Board of County Commissioners’ initiatives.  He said there is ongoing 44 
review of all equipment to assess the need for repair or replacement.  He said the final 45 
financing of the Central Permit item should be added into the IT capital. 46 
 Commissioner Jacobs asked if the County plans to continue using desktop computers, 47 
or will there be a switch to more laptop computers, as previously predicted. 48 
 Jim Northup, Orange County Chief Information Officer, said laptops used to be fairly 49 
expensive; however, the requirements to be able to use a laptop have lightened in recent years.  50 
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He said departments are now given the option to receive a laptop when replacing a desktop, if 1 
they so choose.  He said the cost differential is covered by the department receiving the 2 
computer, and that about 40% of the current fleet of computers are laptops.  He said this 3 
percentage is anticipated to remain the same in the future.   4 
 Commissioner Rich asked if the IT portion of the CIP had any monies budgeted for 5 
cyber security. 6 
 Jim Northup said there have been a few cyber security issues over the years, including 7 
two fairly significant virus outbreaks in the past two years.  He said the monies for these types 8 
of attacks typically come out of contracted services for emergencies at the cost of doing other 9 
previously scheduled projects.  He said network audits are conducted frequently, along with 10 
recommendations from vendors based on their interface with the County’s network.  He said 11 
there is not money specifically dedicated for network security.   12 
 Commissioner Price said the Library had received funding in the past for software but 13 
the CIP shows no future funding.  She asked if this could be explained. 14 
 Jim Northup said the County helped the Library with an ILS system which was budgeted 15 
into the County’s IT budget.  He said there is a small amount of those funds remaining, but he 16 
is unsure for what those funds will be used.  17 
 Commissioner Price asked if the Hillsborough and the Chapel Hill Libraries ever 18 
interoperated, would funds come from the IT budget or the Library budget. 19 
 Bonnie Hammersley said in the coming years support costs will be centralized; for 20 
example, all IT costs would be funded from a centralized appropriation.   21 
 22 
Register of Deeds Automation Project (CIP page 29)  23 
 Paul Laughton said this project is funded with 10% of the fees collected by the Register 24 
of Deeds, as mandated by North Carolina Statute.  He said this amount will remain at $80,000, 25 
as it was last year.   26 
 Commissioner Jacobs asked if the income gathered by the Register of Deeds had risen 27 
as the economy has begun to recover. 28 
 Paul Laughton said there has been a little bit of a decrease in revenue with the Register 29 
of Deeds. 30 
 Commissioner Jacobs said he understood the housing market across the region to be 31 
up, and asked if the decreasing trend in revenue is expected to turn around. 32 
 Paul Laughton said it is hoped that the market will continue to improve, but budgeting 33 
had been done conservatively.  34 
 35 
Government Services Center Annex (CIP page 33)  36 
 Paul Laughton said this project is scheduled in Year 3 at the cost of $350,000.  He said 37 
the majority of this cost is to relocate mechanical and electrical equipment out of the basement 38 
of the annex of the Government Services building.   39 
 40 
Parking Lot Improvements (CIP page 34)  41 
 Paul Laughton said there is only one project in the next 5 years, at 501/503 W. Franklin 42 
Street, at the cost of $120,000. 43 
 Commissioner Rich asked if there is a way to prevent cars from driving into the 501/503 44 
building.   45 
 Jeff Thompson said this is a common occurrence in these types of parking lot designs, 46 
and that bollards could be put up, which then must be balanced against appearance.  47 
 48 
Court Street Annex (CIP page 36)  49 
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 Paul Laughton said there is replacement of electrical circuits scheduled in Years 6 1 
through 10 at a cost of $100,000. 2 
 Jeff Thompson said alternatives are being studied for the existing jail property. 3 
 4 
Generator Projects (CIP page 39)  5 
 Paul Laughton said this is a new project for this year.  He said there are several 6 
locations in the next three years that will be looked at regarding generators, or other sources of 7 
back up energy.  He said grant funded sources are always pursued for these types of needs, as 8 
well. 9 
 Commissioner Rich asked if solar generators and batteries are being considered. 10 
 Jeff Thompson said the cost benefit analysis will be conducted regarding solar energy. 11 
 Commissioner Price asked if the generators at these locations will be replacement ones 12 
or new.  She said the increase in weather related power outages may result in the County’s 13 
buildings being used as shelters for the Community and having power will be vital.   14 
 Jeff Thompson said they will mostly be new.  15 
 Commissioner Jacobs asked if the buildings currently used for emergency shelters 16 
could be identified. 17 
 Jim Groves, Emergency Services Director, said the primary shelters are C. W. Stanford 18 
Middle School, on Orange High School Road; and Smith Middle School, on Seawell School 19 
Road.  He said Smith Middle School has a generator that is always ready for use no matter the 20 
reason.  He said at Stanford Middle School the generator is pre-staged if a bad weather event 21 
is anticipated.  He said if more space is needed, the high schools are the next locations to be 22 
used in emergencies.  He said a new option is to use the buildings belonging to faith based 23 
organizations. 24 
 Commissioner Jacobs said that in previous discussions with Mebane, a request was 25 
raised for a shelter in the western part of the County, perhaps at Gravelly Hill Middle School.  26 
He asked if this discussion, or a plan to address it, had moved forward. 27 
 Jim Groves said the Gravelly Hill site had been reviewed, but currently it does not have 28 
an emergency generator on site.  He said this would have to be addressed prior to Gravelly Hill 29 
being used.  He added the site is appropriate for such use, per Red Cross standards.    30 
 Commissioner Jacobs asked if there is a process of paying a fee to someone in order to 31 
have a reservation on a generator.  He asked if this option would be more cost effective for 32 
somewhere like Gravelly Hill.   33 
 Jeff Thompson said this pre-staged model can work.  He said the strength of this option 34 
is the cost effectiveness; but the weakness is insuring a generator is available during an 35 
emergency when there will be a high demand for generators.  He said this option will be 36 
considered in greater detail looking for the right contract to meet the County’s needs.    37 
 Commissioner Jacobs asked if some of the $400,000 could be directed towards some 38 
pre-staged generators, which would incur an annual fee.  He asked if staff would return to the 39 
Board with more information in the future. 40 
 Jeff Thompson answered yes to both questions. 41 
 Bonnie Hammersley said a discussion arose today regarding generators and the best 42 
approach to take.  She said this budget will most likely approve an investment for generators, 43 
and the discussion outlined the money does not have to go to just one type of generator or one 44 
approach.  She said all options would be researched and brought back to the Board. 45 
 Commissioner Price said Nancy Coston, Director of Department of Social Services 46 
(DSS), may have an idea of how many people could be vulnerable in an emergency.  47 
 Bonnie Hammersley said as these discussions occur, DSS will continue to be included. 48 
 Chair McKee asked Jim Groves if shelters are part of the County emergency plan. 49 
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 Jim Groves said the issue of sheltering is being addressed by the County Emergency 1 
Operations Plan.  He said sheltering involves a wide variety of factors: the weather, the length 2 
of the outage or event, access, etc.  He added sometimes sheltering in place may be a better 3 
option.  4 
 Chair McKee asked if the Emergency Services Plan is available electronically to be sent 5 
to the Board. 6 
  Jim Groves said it is an internal document but he will gladly provide it electronically to 7 
the Board. 8 
 9 
Orange County Radio/Paging Systems Upgrade (CIP page 40) 10 
 Paul Laughton said three radio towers will be looked at, over the next three years.    11 
 12 
Communication System Improvements (CIP page 41)  13 
 Paul Laughton said these are various pieces of equipment and items that have been 14 
replaced.  He said radios have been replaced this year.  15 
 Chair McKee asked if the new software in the 911 Dispatch Center is working properly. 16 
 Jim Groves said the CAD system is working very well, but still not quite 100 percent.  He 17 
said it is a map based system, and if the Center is provided faulty address information, it may 18 
lead to an error.  He said response times have been remarkably reduced.  19 
 20 

b.) Special Revenue Projects (Article 46 Sales Tax Projects) 21 
 The Special Revenue section includes anticipated revenue from the Article 46 (1/4 cent) 22 
Sales Tax, with 50% of the proceeds for Economic Development initiatives and 50% for 23 
Education (allocated by the ADM count of the two school districts).  In FY 2015-16, proceeds 24 
are estimated at $2,814,576, with 1.5% growth assumed in subsequent years.  A summary is 25 
provided within the Special Revenue Projects section of the document listing the recommended 26 
uses of these proceeds.  27 
 Paul Laughton said the Special Revenue Projects starts on page 62 and it breaks down 28 
the initiatives for the Economic Development section, which is estimated to receive $1.4 million. 29 
He said there are there are seven initiatives for Economic Development, with broken down 30 
budgeting, on page 62.  He said 60 percent is marked for Debt Service, especially on water and 31 
sewer projects.    32 
 Commissioner Jacobs said there is a line in the CIP for facility improvements at schools, 33 
and asked if this could be explained. 34 
 Paul Laughton said typically the Article 46 monies are used for technology.  He said the 35 
Chapel Hill-Carrboro City Schools (CHCCS) have decided to put about half of their share of the 36 
monies towards improvements in older schools.  37 
 Chair McKee asked Steve Brantley, Orange County Economic Development Director, if 38 
it is possible to start accepting applications for the Agriculture and Business Grant Programs.   39 
 Steve Brantley said both the Business and Agricultural Investment grants are being 40 
heavily marketed.  He said the response has not met expectations, and the guidelines are being 41 
reviewed and presented to the Orange County Economic Development Advisory Board next 42 
week.   He said the subcommittee for the Agricultural Business Grant Program will also review 43 
the guidelines. 44 
 Steve Brantley said Yvonne Scarlett, Business Retention Manager, has given out almost 45 
200 applications; and 13 people have expressed an interest in applying, while only two have 46 
actually done so.  He said the requirement for applicants to disclose personal financial 47 
information has been off putting for some potential applicants.  48 
 Chair McKee said unfortunately financial disclosure is part of the process to insure that 49 
the grants go to the neediest. 50 
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 Commissioner Rich asked if the One to One initiative, which Orange County uses with 1 
technology for schools, has been expanded to consider getting internet access to students in 2 
their homes versus only at school.   3 
 Jim Northup said the County has spoken with Resource Technology staff at CHCCS to 4 
pursue ways to get the internet in places where it is difficult to attain. 5 
 Commissioner Rich asked if Orange County Schools (OCS) was also being helped by 6 
the County. 7 
 Jim Northrup said Orange County Schools has been approached, but thus far OCS has 8 
not desired the County’s help.  He said the County would like to expand internet awareness and 9 
the schools are a good place to do this. 10 
 Commissioner Price asked if there is a deadline for the Business Grants. 11 
 Steve Brantley said currently there is not a deadline which is part of the problem.   12 
  13 

c.) Proprietary Projects (Water & Sewer, Solid Waste, and Sportsplex Projects) 14 
Water and Sewer 15 

 Paul Laughton provided an overview of this category, which can be found on page 65 of 16 
the CIP.  He said there are also some maps starting on page 76.  17 
 Commissioner Jacobs asked if there could be some standards for how the monies for 18 
the Hillsborough Economic Development District (EDD) are spent.  He expressed concern 19 
about Hillsborough developing too much residential housing instead of commercial or industrial 20 
spaces.  He said once the project is annexed, the County will have no control.  He suggested 21 
prior to allocating funding the Board should have a policy.   22 
 Bonnie Hammersley said she would look into possible options.  23 
 Steve Brantley said he wished Waterstone was a large business park.  He said it is 24 
surrounded by some out parcels; for example, the northwest quadrant of Old Highway 86 and 25 
Interstate 40, which is about 50 acres.  He said the properties on the southeast quadrant of Old 26 
Highway 86 and I-40 are being explored by various real estate companies.  He said the 27 
southwest quadrant was originally shown to Morinaga, but the lack of existing sewer was an 28 
impediment to it moving forward.  He added the entire southwest corner is prime real estate for 29 
commercial and business ventures. 30 
  Commissioner Jacobs said even at the southwest quadrant there is a very preliminary 31 
discussion to go into the Rural Buffer, and possibly move it, for mixed use development. He 32 
said Waterstone is also mixed use, and the percentage of residential versus commercial use 33 
keeps tipping in favor of residential.  He said if money is being set aside for Economic 34 
Development then it should be used for Economic Development.  35 
 Craig Benedict, Orange County Planning Director, said there are two agreements with 36 
the Cities of Durham and Mebane regarding joint utilities and a similar one needs to be brought 37 
to the Board for Hillsborough.  He said the utility service agreement will be brought to the Board 38 
this fall with language pertaining to agreed upon land uses. 39 
 Commissioner Rich asked if the monies allocated for Hillsborough EDD in 2015-2016 40 
are not available for use until such an agreement is signed. 41 
 Craig Benedict said that is correct. 42 
 Commissioner Rich said she felt better knowing that but she sees a lot of the concerns 43 
raised by Commissioner Jacobs happening in Chapel Hill, where mixed use developments often 44 
have more residential space than initially expected. 45 
 Craig Benedict said a consultant will be hired to help draft the agreement and then it will 46 
be brought before the Board. 47 
 Bonnie Hammersley said the interlocal agreement will be completed and approved prior 48 
to financing being secured. 49 
 Commissioner Jacobs asked if these agreements specify percentages of land uses. 50 
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 Craig Benedict said no, the agreements do not specify percentages; rather they give a 1 
general use category.  He said that language can be tailored, or specific categories created, to 2 
better allay concerns.   3 
 Commissioner Rich echoed Commissioner Jacobs stating the public voted for money to 4 
go towards Economic Development not infrastructure to build new houses. 5 
 Chair McKee said he sees no mention of Rogers Road in this section of the CIP. 6 
 Paul Laughton said Rogers Road is in the County’s Capital Project plan, on page 37 of 7 
the CIP. 8 
 Bonnie Hammersley said at the May 19th meeting, the agreement to start Phase 2 will 9 
be brought to the Board. 10 
 Paul Laughton reviewed the following portions of the CIP: 11 

Water & Sewer Utilities:  12 
a.) Buckhorn EDD – Phase 2 Extension (Efland Sewer to Mebane) – includes $240,000 in 13 

Year 1 (FY 2015-16) for project management funds related to the construction of the 14 
project, which will be completed in FY 2015-16; this continues to fit into the long range 15 
strategy to ultimately turn over the operation of the Elfand sewer system to the Town of 16 
Mebane.  17 

b.) Hillsborough EDD - reflects funds of $1,000,000 in Year 1 (FY 2015-16) for construction 18 
of water and sewer infrastructure in this EDD.  19 

c.) Eno EDD - includes $1,050,000 in Year 1 (FY 2015-16) to begin the construction work in 20 
this EDD, as well as an additional $750,000 in Year 2 (FY 2016-17) due to the planned 21 
construction timeline crossing two fiscal years. Note: this project has been moved up 2-3 22 
years from the current CIP, because there is a smaller area in the eastern portion of the 23 
EDD that could be served by gravity sewer and may offer an opportunity to begin 24 
extending infrastructure within the next two years. 25 

d.) Buckhorn-Mebane EDD Phases 3 and 4 - includes $2,500,000 in Year 4 (FY 2018-19) 26 
for the Buckhorn-Mebane Phases 3 and 4 construction projects. Note: this project has 27 
been moved back two years from the current CIP to allow for the operation of Phase 2 28 
for a period of time prior to starting Phases 3 and 4. 29 

e.) Economic Development Utility Extension Project (s) - provides funds of $250,000 in 30 
Year 1 (FY 2015-16) for future economic development projects that are currently being 31 
considered, but have not been finalized.  If no project develops in the coming year, 32 
which requires utility extensions, the funds would be available for future years as 33 
needed. 34 

 Commissioner Jacobs asked Steve Brantley if Duke University could be reengaged as 35 
infrastructure is being put in.  He said he recalled Duke was looking for park and ride lots and 36 
there are great opportunities sitting to the east of the County. 37 
 Steve Brantley said it would behoove the County to reestablish a connection with Scott 38 
Selig, Associate Vice President of Capital Assets and Real Estate at Duke, and that he and his 39 
staff would pull that together.  He said there are other prospects within Durham too. 40 
 Commissioner Rich asked if there are plans in the southern part of the County for Article 41 
46 monies. 42 
 Craig Benedict said there is $250,000 available to be allocated as needed.   43 
 Commissioner Rich said there were discussions with the Town of Chapel Hill regarding 44 
the Ephesus Fordham project and asked if that fits into this part of the CIP.  45 
 Bonnie Hammersley said the Ephesus Fordham project would be an eligible use of 46 
Article 46 funds as it is Economic Development.  She said the Town of Chapel Hill was 47 
requested to show data from the performance evaluation. 48 
 Commissioner Rich asked if the performance evaluation will be available before the end 49 
of the 2015-2016 fiscal year. 50 
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 Bonnie Hammersley said no, the evaluation will come after the development is 1 
performing.   2 
 Chair McKee asked if the Carrboro sewer project received Article 46 funds. 3 
 Commissioner Jacobs said yes for Roberson Street. 4 
 Commissioner Rich said that was a project in the past and she is thinking about the 5 
future.   6 
 Chair McKee said that is correct and acknowledged funds have been used as needs 7 
have arisen.  8 
 Craig Benedict said certain amounts of money are pay as you go funds which can be 9 
used on a case by case basis. 10 
 Chair McKee asked if the water/sewer infrastructure coming out of Durham is smaller, 11 
and if it is only coming down Route 70. 12 
 Craig Benedict said it would parallel I-85, in the far northeast quadrant, north of Route 13 
70 and up to I-85.  He said a consultant, hired by both Durham and Orange Counties, has 14 
shown the overall system is too much for Durham to handle.  He said Orange County is seeking 15 
to avoid overloading Durham’s system with any sewers that are sent there. 16 
 Craig Benedict said there is a 13 acre proposal adjacent to Durham that will hopefully 17 
allow a gravity system into Durham  without a lift station.   18 
 Chair McKee said the properties that front to the southern side of Route 70 are in need 19 
of repairs and upgrades.  He asked if these properties are outside of the service area for this 20 
sewer. 21 
 Craig Benedict said these properties would most likely be outside this service area.  He 22 
said a gravity system cannot work on that side of Route 70.  He said a mobile home park in the 23 
area has an emergency sewer line into Durham. 24 
 Chair McKee said he is referencing the businesses directly across from the old Skyland 25 
Inn.  He said there should be effort made to include these businesses even if it is at the 26 
County’s expense as they are prime properties.   27 
 Craig Benedict said the process thus far has looked at this quadrant of land.  He said 28 
problems arose on the Durham City side with the risk of over capacity.  He said the original 29 
proposal showed the need for a 3-mile forced main costing about $5 million, to go into Durham, 30 
bypassing the over capacity gravity lines.  He said there is a master plan and it is hoped that 31 
Durham will start making improvements near the Orange County border.   32 
 Chair McKee said if large amounts of money are going to be spent it should be insured 33 
that the return is effective.  34 
 Commissioner Jacobs asked if the County assesses once the lines are put in.  35 
 Craig Benedict said the Durham agreement is a bit different than the one with City of 36 
Mebane.  He said when development comes in there is a frontage charge which goes towards 37 
paying down the debt incurred by Orange County for work done in the ground. 38 
 Commissioner Rich said she wanted to bring the discussion back to how the southern 39 
part of the County gets economic development funding.  She asked if the process for Towns 40 
requesting money could be explained. 41 
 Bonnie Hammersley said these funds are open to the entire County and as projects 42 
come forward, it is the Board’s decision where the funding is used. 43 
 Commissioner Rich said there is a proposal for $2.6 million being spent in the northern 44 
part of the County, leaving only $250,000 to be spent in the rest of the County for other needs.  45 
She said these numbers seem unbalanced given that most of the sales tax dollars come from 46 
the southern half of the County.   47 
 Bonnie Hammersley said she would agree with Commissioner Rich.  She added that the 48 
more urgent needs are in the northern part of the County; however, the Manager’s Office 49 
continues to look at the overall countywide system and all development needs. 50 
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 Commissioner Jacobs clarified the water and sewer work being discussed is in the 1 
central portion of Orange County. 2 
 Commissioner Rich said residents in Chapel Hill believe Hillsborough is in the northern 3 
part of the County. 4 
 Paul Laughton said the final portion of this section of the CIP is the Buckhorn-Mebane 5 
EDD.  He referred to pages 75 and 76.  He said this project has been moved back to Year 3 of 6 
the CIP and totals about $2.8 million. 7 
 Craig Benedict said this is the area between I-85, I-40 and the railway area just to the 8 
north.  He said this area is sometimes shown to developers who have interest in rail, but one 9 
difficulty is the need for an access road on Buckhorn Road across from Industrial Drive.  He 10 
added that all projects are being reviewed and refined in order to make things as marketable as 11 
possible.   12 
 13 
 Solid Waste  14 
 Paul Laughton reviewed the following information from the abstract regarding Sanitation: 15 
 The current FY 2014-15 funds of approximately $3.1 million includes improvements to 16 
the Eubanks Road Solid Waste Convenience Center (SWCC), including the relocation of the 17 
main landfill entrance and scales from the south side to the north side of Eubanks Road; funds 18 
of $296,035 in Year 1 (FY 2015-16) for the replacement of a front end loader; Year 2 (FY 2016-19 
17) includes $519,750 for SWCC improvements at the High Rock Road site; and Year 3 (FY 20 
2017-18) includes $393,750 for SWCC improvements at the Ferguson Road site.  21 
 Commissioner Rich asked if the Eubanks SWCC will be closed while it is being up fitted.  22 
 Paul Laughton said yes. 23 
 Commissioner Rich asked where the employees from the Eubanks SWCC will be 24 
moved. 25 
 Gayle Wilson, Solid Waste Management Director, said there will be a temporary site set 26 
up with reduced services.  He said he plans to have an abstract with more details available for 27 
the June 2 BOCC meeting.  28 
 Commissioner Rich said she was at the Eubanks SWCC this week and it was very busy.  29 
She commended the employees and said these upgrades are very important.  30 
 Gayle Wilson said it is helpful to have employees work consistently at the same location, 31 
as they are able to get to know the community members.  He said the new site will be able to 32 
handle a larger number of customers more efficiently and safely. 33 
 Commissioner Jacobs asked if the fees charged to the public cover operating expenses 34 
or operating and capital expenses. 35 
 Gayle Wilson said the new fee covers about 35%of the sanitation budget including 36 
expenses for contribution to the reserve for equipment replacement.   37 
 Commissioner Jacobs asked if the debt incurred for these upgrades will be paid off over 38 
time. 39 
 Gayle Wilson said yes.   40 
 Commissioner Price asked if the statement “modernize the High Rock SWCC” could be 41 
clarified.   42 
 Gayle Wilson said there was a model endorsed by the Board of County Commissioners 43 
where there would be a mix of District Centers and Neighborhood Centers.  He said that Walnut 44 
Grove and Eubanks were proposed as District Centers thus larger, offering a wider array of 45 
services, longer hours, etc.  He said Neighborhood Centers were proposed to be smaller with 46 
more limited services and perhaps more limited hours.  He said having the two larger service 47 
centers and the smaller neighborhood centers allows for costs to be moderated while still 48 
insuring access to services throughout the County.   49 
 Commissioner Price reiterated her question about the High Rock SWCC. 50 
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 Gayle Wilson said it would not be paved but would have compactors that sit on concrete 1 
pads.  2 
 Gayle Wilson said it would reduce the number of containers as the compactor would 3 
hold a lot more refuse and therefore need less frequent servicing.  He said the updates would 4 
phase out the open top garbage containers that are currently open fodder for wildlife, as well as 5 
open to the elements.  He said when garbage gets wet it weighs more which ends up costing 6 
more when it is taken to the scales.   7 
 Commissioner Jacobs asked if bollards will be put in front of the compactor preventing 8 
one from backing up a truck to the bins. 9 
 Gayle Wilson said the changes have yet to be designed but would likely mirror other 10 
updated facilities. 11 
 Commissioner Jacobs said he will raise his opinion during design discussions. 12 
 Commissioner Price said exiting the Walnut Grove SWCC is still dicey and she 13 
suggested that any future upgrades, or new sites, might benefit from further study of traffic flow. 14 
 Gayle Wilson said there are only so many ways to exit large trucks and private cars at 15 
the same time from a single exit.  He said the Eubanks SWCC is designed somewhat similarly, 16 
which he will review it in detail at the June 2 meeting.  He said he is open to suggestions. 17 
 Commissioner Price asked if there could be greater protection from the elements for the 18 
workers.   19 
 Gayle Wilson said he would be happy to meet with workers for their suggestions.  He 20 
said the changes at Walnut Grove have been well received by the employees.  He added that 21 
people who work outside become accustomed to it in ways that others are not. 22 
 Commissioner Price asked if there was an enclosed area, apart from the collection 23 
space, where employees can take their breaks.   24 
 Gayle Wilson said there is a building on the right as one enters the gate. He added that 25 
this space has both heating and air conditioning. 26 
 Chair McKee agreed with Commissioner Price about the traffic flow issues and 27 
acknowledged that the changes made to the exit at Walnut Grove are a great improvement.  He 28 
encouraged further study of this issue for the Eubanks SWCC.   29 
 Chair McKee asked if there was a ballpark figure for the cost of up fitting the Walnut 30 
Grove SWCC.  31 
 Gayle Wilson said $1.3 million.  32 
 Chair McKee said he supported moving the scales at the Eubanks SWCC across the 33 
road as well as the changes to traffic flow; however, he cautioned everyone to not let the cost 34 
escalate out of control.  He said the total cost seems to keep rising.  He acknowledged this 35 
SWCC will be greatly used.   36 
 Chair McKee said he heard Gayle Wilson say that as much as half of the truck traffic will 37 
interact with the vehicle traffic.  He asked if he had heard this correctly. 38 
 Gayle Wilson said the trucks that serve the compactors will have to interact with vehicle 39 
traffic.   40 
 Chair McKee said there will be a lot of things to talk about regarding Solid Waste 41 
between now and June.  He asked if the Eubanks SWCC will take mattresses. 42 
 Gayle Wilson said mattresses are a special waste product, are very difficult to handle, 43 
and none of the Centers are intended to take them.  He said when a new mattress is 44 
purchased, the public is strongly advised to have the delivery company take their old mattress 45 
away when the new one is delivered.  He said currently mattresses are only taken at the landfill. 46 
 Chair McKee said a lot of mattresses end up on the side of the road in a ditch.  He said 47 
he receives many calls from constituents and a solution has to be found.  He said he feels 48 
strongly that the two District Centers should be able to receive mattresses. 49 
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 Gayle Wilson said a great deal of thought has been put into the problem.  He said 1 
mattresses can only be stacked by hand and must be stacked by size, resulting in them taking 2 
up a lot of labor and space. 3 
 Chair McKee acknowledged the difficulty but reiterated his commitment to addressing 4 
the problem. 5 
 Commissioner Jacobs suggested a shred-a-thon type event for mattresses, or assigning 6 
a day once a month specifically for mattress drop off at the Centers.  7 
 Bonnie Hammersley said the University of North Carolina (UNC) could be contacted to 8 
see how mattresses are handled there. 9 
 Gayle Wilson said the University switches out hundreds of mattresses at a time in a 10 
more scheduled manner, which is easier to deal with. 11 
 Commissioner Price said when somebody is moving, disposing of a mattress is often 12 
time sensitive.  She agreed there should be another alternative.  13 
 Chair McKee acknowledged the hard work of all of the Solid Waste staff but he added 14 
that all the citizens of Orange County are owed Convenience Centers that can take as much as 15 
possible.   16 
 Paul Laughton reviewed the following information from the abstract regarding Recycling 17 
Operations: 18 
 The current FY 2014-15 includes the purchase of a replacement roll off truck and a 19 
commercial recycling truck, and the purchase of 7,600 rural recycling carts, at a total cost of 20 
$880,203. Year 1 (FY 2015-16) provides for the purchase of 1,750 additional rural carts, the 21 
purchase of a new rural curbside recycling truck, the replacement of a rural curbside recycling 22 
truck, the replacement of a front end loader, and the construction of a recycling roll cart 23 
distribution and maintenance building, at a total Year 1 costs of $1,177,884. Years 2-5 includes 24 
the replacement of several other trucks and front end loader, as per the Enterprise Fund’s 25 
vehicle/equipment replacement schedule.  26 
 Paul Laughton reviewed the following information from the abstract regarding the 27 
Construction and Demolition (C & D) Landfill: 28 
 The C and D Landfill includes $252,994 in Year 2 (FY 2016-17) to rebuild a compactor, 29 
and $219,475 in Years 6-10 to rebuild two dozers. Note: the Solid Waste Management 30 
Department has instituted a re-build program for its heavy pieces of equipment (not trucks) 31 
rather than being replaced. Re-building, or overhauling, is significantly less expensive than 32 
replacing with new equipment, thereby extending its life and reducing costs.  33 
 Chair McKee asked if one of the larger pieces of equipment had just been rebuilt. 34 
 Gayle Wilson said a good deal of money had been invested into the industrial wood 35 
waste grinder. 36 
 37 
 Sportsplex  38 
 Paul Laughton reviewed the following information from the abstract: 39 
 The current FY 2014-15 includes funding for a Mezzanine addition at the pool area to 40 
include dedicated member change areas and lockers, workout rooms, and a senior/adult cardio 41 
strength center. Year 1 (FY 2015-16) includes $2,800,000 for a new building addition that would 42 
house an indoor turf field for soccer, lacrosse, senior walking, running, Kidsplex functions, and 43 
youth/adult flag football leagues, as well as a basketball court, including bleacher seating, for 44 
youth and adult basketball leagues, court based fitness programs, volleyball, and Kidsplex 45 
activities. Projected revenue from these new projects would generate enough funds to cover the 46 
additional annual debt service needed for these projects. 47 
 Commissioner Rich asked if there has been a marketing campaign to attract UNC 48 
employees working at the Waterstone development to join the Sportsplex.  49 
 John Stock, Sportsplex Manager, said there have been preliminary discussions.   50 
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 Commissioner Rich said having incentives may entice people into the facility. 1 
 John stock said UNC will be holding an Open House at Waterstone in June and the 2 
Sportsplex is seeking to participate.  3 
 Commissioner Rich applauded John Stock for providing more nutritional food and 4 
snacks. 5 
 Commissioner Burroughs asked if the size and scope of the indoor turf fields and 6 
basketball court could be explained. 7 
 John Stock said it is very similar in size to an ice hockey rink which accommodates 8 
lacrosse and indoor soccer.  He said the court will be a standard sized basketball court.  He 9 
said both the turf and the court will serve people of all ages. 10 
 Commissioner Price asked if the parking plan is finalized.   11 
 Jeff Thompson said yes.   12 
 John Stock said there is a lot in the back of the facility.   13 
 Commissioner Price said the facility is so well used and the more parking the better. 14 
 Chair McKee asked if the two lots purchased by the County will give enough room for 15 
parking. 16 
 Jeff Thompson said yes. 17 
 Commissioner Jacobs asked if the Senior Center were ever to be expanded, would 18 
there still be enough room for parking. 19 
 Jeff Thompson said there is a little bit of a buffer for initial parking; as well as a bit of the 20 
pond area that could be moved into, without upsetting the regulations. He said a major 21 
expansion of the Senior Center would not be possible without further parking. 22 
 Chair McKee commended the management and success of the Sportsplex. 23 
 Paul Laughton said on page 86 to 89 there is a summary of the Sportsplex CIP 24 
Investment Opportunities. 25 
 Commissioner Jacobs asked if any documents about the Sportsplex are ever published 26 
for public review. 27 
 Paul Laughton said all of these documents are public records. 28 
 Bonnie Hammersley said when projects begin, the information could be put on the 29 
Sportsplex newsletter so the public can understand the funding. 30 
 Commissioner Jacobs said it would also show the success of the Sportsplex. 31 
 32 
 Paul Laughton referred to page 133, regarding the County Debt Service and Debt 33 
Capacity (General Fund Only).  He said the County will remain under the Debt Service 34 
Capacity, but it will creep up in the coming years which may result in tax increases around 35 
2017-2018.   36 
 Commissioner Burroughs said the numbers on page 133 and 134 refer to a flat budget, 37 
with no increased revenue. 38 
 Commissioner Jacobs said he and Commissioner Dorosin talked about affordable 39 
housing, and the new commercial construction on Martin Luther King Boulevard in Chapel Hill.  40 
He said many of the mobile home communities will most likely be displaced going forward.   He 41 
said Commissioner Rich had talked many times about tiny house developments and the County 42 
should consider setting aside money for land banking for future affordable housing needs.   43 
 Commissioner Burroughs said there are currently mobile homes at the intersection of 44 
Martin Luther King Blvd and Weaver Dairy Road. 45 
  46 

d.) Year 1 (FY 2015-16) Recommended CIP Projects 47 
 Paul Laughton referred to Attachment A in the abstract, which lists Year 1 projects.  He 48 
said funding decisions will only be for Year 1 with each consecutive year being revisited and 49 
adjusted thereafter, based on priorities and available funding.  He said there may not be 50 
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funding for Little River Park next year; which may result in the project being moved to 2016-1 
2017.   2 
 Paul Laughton said the largest project in Year 1 is the Southern Human Services 3 
Campus expansion, possibly including a dental clinic.  He said this may involve spreading out 4 
the allotted $3.6 million over future years.  He said the final financing package will show that 5 
$400,000 has been removed that was dedicated as planning money.    6 
 Commissioner Price asked if the $25,000 this year and $35,000 next year, allocated for 7 
Life Safety and ADA, will bring all the buildings into compliance or above. 8 
 Jeff Thompson said this year’s funds will bring all buildings into compliance and next 9 
year will bring the County above compliance.  He said the County strives for an elevated 10 
standard and one challenge to this is balancing with Historic structures that require 11 
preservation.  12 
 Commissioner Burroughs asked if this is the time to discuss making a recommendation 13 
for splitting the funds for the Southern Orange County campus. 14 
 Bonnie Hammersley said it would be her preference to split the funding, as it is a more 15 
realistic reflection of how the process will work.  She said $3.6 million will not be spent in 2015-16 
2016, and should be removed from the list of Year 1 projects allowing the monies to be more 17 
accurately spread out over the coming years. 18 
 Commissioner Rich said she would still like to explore the idea of a Dental Clinic 19 
 Paul Laughton said the clinic would be covered in the next line item, Southern Human 20 
Services Center (Expansion) in Year 2. 21 
 Commissioner Rich said when the Dental Clinic was removed from the Southern part of 22 
the County, that people stopped going to the Dentist.  She expressed support for reestablishing 23 
a Dental Clinic.   24 
 Commissioner Jacobs said some of the $3.6 million that will not be used in Year 1 could 25 
be carved out for future land banking for affordable housing. 26 
 Bonnie Hammersley said land acquisition can be included in her recommended budget. 27 
 Commissioner Rich asked if setting money aside would start an exploration of potential 28 
land. 29 
 Bonnie Hammersley said yes and it would fall into the planning initiative.  30 
 Chair McKee suggested a million dollars be seeded for this project. 31 
 Commissioner Jacobs agreed. 32 
 Commissioner Rich said at the last Durham-Orange Work Group, Durham said it is 33 
banking land around the proposed light rail. 34 
 Chair McKee asked if it was the City of Durham or Durham County who were present at 35 
the meeting. 36 
 Commissioner Rich said both the City of Durham and Durham County are represented 37 
in the group.  She said she believed the two entities work closely together. 38 
 Chair McKee suggested the BOCC may want to explore this idea in conjunction with the 39 
Town of Chapel Hill.   40 
 Commissioner Burroughs said the schools have a prime piece of property that could 41 
potentially serve for affordable housing and they should be included in the discussion. 42 
 Commissioner Rich said there is also the possibility of the Green Tract. 43 
 Paul Laughton asked if there is any other direction from the Board, especially pertaining 44 
to the Year 1 projects.  45 
 Chair McKee asked if Durham is pulling back on their funding for Little River Park. 46 
 Paul Laughton said uncertainty for funding in 2015-2016 had been mentioned.  He said 47 
staff would try and get a more complete answer from Durham County. 48 
 Chair McKee said it was intended both Durham and Orange Counties would put forth 49 
$50,000.  He said he would not want Orange County to foot the bill for a joint project. 50 
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 Commissioner Jacobs said Durham County does not have a Parks Department. 1 
 Chair McKee said he does not want Orange County to end up being the finance partner 2 
in totality. 3 
 Commissioner Rich asked the Manager if she could clarify item number 3 on the Year 1 4 
projects:  $472,500 for the Southern Branch Library. 5 
 Bonnie Hammersley said that is planning money and it is a placeholder.    6 
 Commissioner Rich asked if the money is not spent if it keeps moving into the following 7 
year. 8 
 Bonnie Hammersley said yes. 9 
 Commissioner Rich asked if the $500,000 for the jail is also planning dollars. 10 
 Bonnie Hammersley said yes.   11 
 Chair McKee asked if there is a firm deadline on when the construction of the jail must 12 
begin. 13 
 Bonnie Hammersley said it must be completed by 2019 and the process is in very good 14 
shape.   15 
 16 
 A motion was made by Commissioner Burroughs, seconded by Commissioner Rich to 17 
adjourn the meeting at 9:32 p.m. 18 
 19 
VOTE: UNANIMOUS 20 
 21 
 22 
         Earl McKee, Chair 23 
 24 
 25 
David Hunt  26 
Deputy Clerk to the Board 27 

    28 
    29 

    30 
    31 

    32 
    33 

    34 
    35 

 36 
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         Attachment 3 1 
 2 
DRAFT           MINUTES 3 

BOARD OF COMMISSIONERS 4 
REGULAR MEETING 5 

May 19, 2015 6 
7:00 p.m. 7 

 8 
 The Orange County Board of Commissioners met in regular session on Tuesday, May 9 
19, 2015 at 7:00 p.m. at the Southern Human Services Center, in Chapel Hill, N.C.  10 
 11 
COUNTY COMMISSIONERS PRESENT:  Chair McKee and Commissioners Mia Burroughs, 12 
Mark Dorosin, Barry Jacobs, Bernadette Pelissier, Renee Price and Penny Rich 13 
COUNTY COMMISSIONERS ABSENT:   14 
COUNTY ATTORNEYS PRESENT:  John Roberts  15 
COUNTY STAFF PRESENT: County Manager Bonnie Hammersley and Clerk to the Board 16 
Donna Baker (All other staff members will be identified appropriately below) 17 
 18 
1.  Additions or Changes to the Agenda  19 
 Chair McKee called the meeting to order at 7:03 p.m. 20 
 He noted the following items at the Commissioners’ places: 21 
 22 

• - Green sheet – Orange County Service Improvements for Item 4b- Presentation of Manager’s 23 
Recommended Fiscal Year 2015-16 Annual Operating Budget and FY 2015-20 Capital 24 
Investment Plan (CIP) 25 

• - PowerPoint slides for item 4b- Presentation of Manager’s Recommended Fiscal Year 2015-16 26 
Annual Operating Budget and FY 2015-20 Capital Investment Plan 27 

• - Lavender Sheet- additional information for Item 6c - Impact Fee Reimbursement Request from 28 
Habitat for Humanity 29 

• - PowerPoint slides for Item 7b- Land Management Central Permitting System (LMCPS) 30 
Software Purchase and Support Agreement 31 
 32 
PUBLIC CHARGE 33 
 Chair McKee dispensed with the reading of the Public Charge 34 
 35 
2.   Public Comments 36 
      37 

a. Matters not on the Printed Agenda 38 
NONE  39 

  40 
b.   Matters on the Printed Agenda 41 

 NONE 42 
 43 
3.   Announcements and Petitions by Board Members  44 
 Commissioner Burroughs had no petitions. 45 
 Commissioner Price asked if there is a deadline for sign off by the Fire Departments, 46 
Sherriff and Emergency Services in regards to the discussion at the last meeting, about 47 
Emergency Services access on private roads.  48 
 Bonnie Hammersley said she would provide this information to the Board. 49 
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 Commissioner Jacobs said he had a request for information.  He said during the Board’s 1 
meetings about the bond referendum, it was discussed that there was enough debt capacity 2 
and funding for other capital projects such as affordable housing, senior centers, parks and 3 
open space, etc.  He asked if staff could please provide the Board with the precise debt 4 
capacity and exactly how much funding is available. 5 
 Bonnie Hammersley said she would provide this information to the Board. 6 
 Commissioner Pelissier had no petitions. 7 
 Commissioner Dorosin said he was unable to attend the meeting where the Board 8 
discussed and voted for intent to move forward regarding the bond referendum.   He said he 9 
had watched the meeting and would like to share his input on the bond referendum.  He 10 
petitioned a further discussion to be added to an agenda item before the summer break. 11 
 Chair McKee said the Board directed the Chair to send a letter to the State, requesting 12 
that North Carolina State Parks reconsider the scoring for Segment 11 of the Mountain to Sea 13 
Trail and perhaps divide this corridor into sub-segments with differing levels of planning priority, 14 
portions of which could be identified as near-term or mid-term.  He said the State responded 15 
today via email saying the scoring on Segment 11 will be re-considered.  He said it was just a 16 
brief email and he will follow up by asking staff to get more details and a timeline on this issue. 17 
 Commissioner Rich expressed thanks to the Chair and staff for writing and sending the 18 
letter. 19 
      20 
4.   Proclamations/ Resolutions/ Special Presentations 21 
 22 

a.  Distinguished Budget Presentation Award 23 
 The Board recognized the Budget Staff of the Finance and Administrative Services 24 
Department for the receipt of the Government Finance Officers Association’s (GFOA) 25 
Distinguished Budget Award and presented the GFOA plaque to them. 26 
  Paul Laughton, Interim Finance Director, recognized the budget staff, saying this is the 27 
23rs year that Orange County had received this award.   28 
 29 

b.  Presentation of Manager’s Recommended Fiscal Year 2015-16 Annual Operating 30 
Budget and FY 2015-20 Capital Investment Plan 31 

 The Board of County Commissioners (BOCC) received the presentation of the 32 
Manager’s Recommended FY 2015-16 Annual Operating Budget, and FY 2015-20 Capital 33 
Investment Plan. 34 
 Bonnie Hammersley presented the Power Point and said the theme of this budget is 35 
creative ways to improve services.  She said in this budget there is slightly more promise for 36 
revenue growth but not enough to make major financial commitments.  She said departments 37 
met and exceeded her expectations for creative budgeting.  She said the budget will show a 38 
long list of services that have been improved, restored, or maintained through reallocations or 39 
efficiency gains.  She said all of this was achieved without a property rate increase. 40 
 Bonnie Hammersley said the County has worked collectively to find creative ways to 41 
improve services.  Bonnie Hammersley presented the following PowerPoint slides: 42 
 43 
ORANGE COUNTY FY 2015-16 COUNTY MANAGER RECOMMENDED BUDGET 44 
 45 
Presentation Outline 46 
• FY2015-16 Budget Goals 47 
• County Manager Recommended Budget 48 

o Compensation Package 49 
o Personnel 50 
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o Schools 1 
o Outside Agencies 2 
o Budget Initiatives 3 
o Capital Investment Plan (CIP) 4 

• Conclusion 5 
 6 

FY2015-16 Budget Goals 7 
• Structurally Balanced Budget 8 
• Implement Team Approach 9 
• Enhance Transparency and  Communication 10 
• Maintain or Improve Service Levels  11 

  12 
General Fund Expenditures 13 
• Budget expenditures – increased by 2.8% from 2015 14 
 15 
General Fund Revenues 16 
• Increased about 3% 17 
 18 
GF Appropriated Fund Balance 19 
• $9.8 million 20 
 21 
Revenue Assumptions 22 
• Property Taxes – 1% increase  23 
• Sales Tax – 3% increase 24 
• FY2015-16 Tax Rate – No Increase 25 
 26 
Recommended Compensation Package 27 
• Wages and Merit 28 

o Wages – 2% Increase 29 
o WPPR – Maintain current funding 30 
o Living Wage – Maintain current rate 31 

• Benefits  32 
o Health Insurance  - No Increase 33 
o Dental Insurance – 15% Increase 34 
o Retirement – No Increase 35 

 36 
Recommended Positions 37 
• Reallocation/Revenue – 12.7 FTE (budget neutral funds) 38 

o Jail Alternatives – 3.0 FTE 39 
o Administrative Assistant – 1.0 FTE 40 
o Revenue Technicians – 2.0 FTE 41 
o Dental Team – 2.5 FTE 42 
o Management Analyst – 1.0 FTE  43 
o OPT Bus Drivers – 3.0 FTE 44 
o Social Worker (Chinese Speaking) – 0.20FTE 45 

 46 
• Enterprise Fund – 4.75 FTE  47 

o Weighmaster  – 1.0 FTE 48 
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o Solid Waste Drivers – 2.0 FTE 1 
o Convenience Center  Operators – 1.75 FTE 2 

     3 
• General Fund – 6.87 FTE   4 

o Administrative Services Supervisor - 0.125 FTE  5 
o Community Center Coordinator – 1.0 FTE 6 
o Court Liaison – 1.0 FTE 7 
o Deputy EMS Manager - 0.50 FTE 8 
o Erosion Control Officer  – 1.0 FTE 9 
o Housing Management Assistant – 1.0 FTE 10 
o Human Resources Assistant Director – 1.0 FTE 11 
o Parks Conservation Tech I – 0.25 FTE 12 
o Register of Deeds Deputy – 1.0 FTE 13 

 14 
 Commissioner Price asked if, in the reorganization of the Manager’s office, any positions 15 
were eliminated. 16 
 Bonnie Hammersley said she changed the model within the office moving a position to 17 
Solid Waste, hiring a Deputy County Manager, and having no assistants within her office.   18 
 Commissioner Price said she understood there would be an Administrative Assistant. 19 
 Bonnie Hammersley said the Administrative Assistant is a support position and she 20 
reduced her budget in order to fund this position. 21 
 Commissioner Price said there used to be a live voice on the switchboard, when 22 
residents called which was far preferable to the present automated system. 23 
 Bonnie Hammersley continued with her PowerPoint presentation: 24 
 25 
Recommended School funding 26 
• Chapel Hill Carrboro City Schools (CHCCS)   27 

o Increase cost per student $81 –  $448,122 28 
o Fund Charter School Students (50) – $182,600 29 
o CIP Planning Funds - $750,000 30 

• Orange County School (OCS)  31 
o Increase cost per student $81 – $6,504 32 
o Fund Charter School Students (110) – $401,720 33 
o CIP Planning Funds – $478,000 34 

 35 
 Commissioner Dorosin asked if there is an obligation to fully fund the charter schools. 36 
 Bonnie Hammersley said yes, but the County is not fully funding the charter schools and 37 
have not for a number of years, though the schools use their funding (per pupil amount) to use 38 
toward payment to the charter schools.  She said now Orange County will account for those 39 
charter school students separately, going forward. 40 
 Bonnie Hammersley said the goal is to recognize these charter students and she is 41 
recommending only funding half of the students this year and in two years funding all of them. 42 
 Commissioner Dorosin clarified that the funds currently go to the schools and are 43 
passed onto the Charter Schools. 44 
 Bonnie Hammersley said the funding goes with the student. 45 
 Commissioner Dorosin said it seems counterintuitive to lay it out this way and asked if 46 
the County could not just fund all of these students going forward.   47 
 Commissioner Price asked if the statement “fund charter school students” means it is an 48 
addition to the per pupil amount. 49 
 Bonnie Hammersley said yes. 50 
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 Paul Laughton said the County has not changed the cap of how many charter school 1 
students have been funded since 2000 or 2001.  He said this part of the budget is a way of 2 
raising the cap and looking at funding the entire Charter School enrollment, over the next two 3 
years. 4 
 Commissioner Price asked if the State required the County to fund all the students. 5 
 Paul Laughton said the school systems are required to pay for the operational costs for 6 
the charter school students although capital costs do not have to be covered.   7 
 Commissioner Burroughs said the money follows the students through the per-pupil 8 
amounts and the money in question makes whole the fixed costs.   9 
 Bonnie Hammersley said the recommendation recognizes there is a cap and making the 10 
cap reflect the actual number of students over a two year period.  She said the projected DPI 11 
for 2015-2016 is a reduction and the County funds based on projections.  12 
 Commissioner Dorosin asked if there was a reason for the existence of the cap given 13 
that every student must still be paid for.   14 
 Commissioner Jacobs said he does not remember the reasoning for the cap. 15 
 Paul Laughton said he does not remember either. 16 
 Bonnie Hammersley said her staff would do some research. 17 
 Commissioner Jacobs said this money supplants what the schools systems would have 18 
to pay for these charter school students.  19 
 Commissioner Rich said she would like to know the history and asked what is the 20 
current cap for Orange County Schools (OCS). 21 
 Paul Laughton said the cap for OCS is 254 students. 22 
 Commissioner Rich said she finds the cap to be ridiculous and it should be eliminated.23 
 Commissioner Pelissier said even when there is not a cap there may still be a shortfall 24 
due to not knowing in May how many students there may be in the fall. 25 
 Commissioner Rich asked if all the students in Orange County are accounted for, 26 
whether in public or charter schools. 27 
 Bonnie Hammersley said the Department of Public Instruction (DPI) does include 28 
charter school students. 29 
 Commissioner Jacobs said this is a boon to both school systems because they are 30 
getting money from the County over and beyond the per pupil amount.  He said Orange County 31 
is being more generous to the school systems to cover these students that would require 32 
funding anyway. 33 
 Commissioner Burroughs said she is looking forward to hearing from the schools on this 34 
proposed funding as the process moves forward. 35 
 Commissioner Dorosin said there was a request made previously by OCS to raise the 36 
school board salaries making them comparable to CHCCS.  He asked if this request is in the 37 
budget. 38 
 Bonnie Hammersley said no.  39 
 Commissioner Dorosin said he is going to suggest this request going forward. 40 
 Chair McKee asked John Roberts if the setting of the school board’s salaries is a 41 
prerogative of the BOCC. 42 
 John Roberts said the BOCC can set the salaries of school boards but does not have to.  43 
He said if the Board chooses not to, then the schools boards can set the salaries themselves. 44 
 Commissioner Jacobs suggested getting a salary study of all elected officials across 45 
Orange County. 46 
 Bonnie Hammersley continued with her PowerPoint presentation: 47 
 48 
Recommended School funding 49 
• Durham Technical College  50 
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o Current Expense Increase  –  $53,778 1 
o Recurring Capital Decrease – ($25,000) 2 
o Debt Service Increase – $0 3 

 4 
Recommended Outside Agency Funding 5 
• Maintain FY2014-15 Funding 6 

o Community Home Trust (Increase) 7 
o Communities in Schools (Decrease by ADM numbers) 8 
o Fairview Community Watch (+) 9 

 10 
Recommended Fire District Rates 11 
• Maintain FY2014-15 Rates 12 

o Damascus & Southern Triangle Fire Districts – +1.5 cents 13 
o Orange Rural Fire District – +1.0 cents 14 

 15 
Recommended Budget Initiatives 16 
• Maintain the Social Justice Fund  17 
• Increase Child Care Funding 18 
• Fund the Family Success Alliance 19 
• Develop an Affordable Housing Plan 20 
• Support the Community Centers  21 
• Improve Voting Equipment  22 
• Eliminate the 6-month Vacant Position Hiring Delay 23 
• Implement Salary Savings Appropriation 24 
• Restructure the Employee Classification and Salary Plan 25 
• Create a Community Relations Department 26 
 27 
Recommended CIP FUNDING 28 
• County Capital Projects  29 

 Southern Orange Campus Infrastructure 30 
o Southern Branch Library Planning  31 
o Cedar Grove Library Kiosk  32 
o Jail – Conceptual Design Phase 33 
o Environmental and Agriculture Center – Design Phase 34 
o Historic Rogers Road Infrastructure – Design Phase 35 
o Upper Eno Nature Preserve – Public Access Area 36 
o Soccer Center Phase II 37 
o New Hope Preserve/Hollow Rock Public Access 38 
o River Park Phase II 39 
o Little River Park 40 
o 911 Back-up Center 41 
 Conservation Easements (+$250,000) 42 
o Facility Infrastructure Upgrades   43 
o Information Technology Upgrades  44 
o Register of Deeds Automation 45 
 Affordable Housing Land Acquisition/Banking and Development Program 46 

 47 
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 Chair McKee asked if the $250,000 for the conservation easements was the County’s 1 
share. 2 
 Bonnie Hammersley said previously the total for the County and the State combined 3 
was $250,000. She said this is an increase, which when combined with the State matching 4 
funds will total $500,000.   5 
 Chair McKee said he spoke with several of the affordable housing providers.  He 6 
encouraged the County staff to work with Chapel Hill, Hillsborough, Carrboro and Mebane 7 
moving forward in order to create an overarching plan as opposed to working in silence. 8 
 Bonnie Hammersley said she met with the Housing Director about a strategy and staff 9 
will go out to meet with all of the providers and comprise the information going forward.  She 10 
said a report will be brought back to the Board, likely in September. 11 
 Commissioner Jacobs said part of the impetus for doing this is to provide a fall back for 12 
those who live in mobile homes.  He said there is little known about the mobile home 13 
developments and their needs. 14 
 Bonnie Hammersley said doing a survey to gather such information is part of the plan.  15 
 Commissioner Jacobs said despite all the good work of the affordable housing 16 
providers, most do not address mobile homes. He said the County needs to bring up the issue 17 
of mobile homes with all groups and providers. 18 
 Chair McKee said that mobile homes were part of his discussion and there should be 19 
some creative, out of the box thinking, in regards to affordable housing. 20 
 Commissioner Dorosin said to be realistic there will not be any new manufactured 21 
housing developed in Chapel Hill or Carrboro. 22 
 Chair McKee said the concern is for the residents of mobile homes and should the 23 
owner of the land be offered a buyout, would this leave the residents without anywhere to go. 24 
 25 
 Bonnie Hammersley continued her PowerPoint presentation: 26 
 27 
Recommended CIP FUNDING 28 
• Special Revenue Projects  29 

o Article 46 Sales Tax 30 
 Economic Development 31 
 Chapel Hill Carrboro City Schools (CHCCS) 32 
 Orange County Schools (OCS) 33 

 34 
Recommended CIP FUNDING 35 
• Proprietary Capital Projects   36 

o Water and Sewer Utilities  37 
 Efland Sewer flow to Mebane 38 
 Utility Extension Projects 39 
 Hillsborough EDD 40 
 Eno EDD 41 

 42 
o Solid Waste  43 
  Sanitation 44 
 Recycling Operation 45 

 46 
o Sportsplex  47 
 Major Expansion Phase 2&3 48 

 49 
Recommended CIP FUNDING 50 
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• School Capital Projects 1 
o Chapel Hill Carrboro City Schools 2 
 Pay-As-You-Go Funds - $2,274,765 3 
 Lottery Proceeds - $835,626 4 
 Preliminary Planning Funds - $750,000 5 

 6 
o Orange County Schools 7 
 Pay-As-You-Go Funds - $1,450,084 8 
 Lottery Proceeds - $520,736 9 
 Preliminary Planning Funds - $478,000 10 

 11 
 Chair McKee asked if there are any surprises with the lottery funds. 12 
 John Roberts said he does not know of any, as yet. 13 
 Commissioner Jacobs said it is worth noting that the preliminary planning funds for both 14 
School Districts are about $2 million and are new this year. 15 
 Paul Laughton said the lottery proceeds are based on the State remaining at about $100 16 
million for the entire State.  He said this budget shows State estimates if the lottery proceeds 17 
stay at $1 million. 18 
 Bonnie Hammersley continued her PowerPoint presentation: 19 
  20 
Public Hearings and Work Sessions  21 
• Public Hearings 22 

o May 21: Richard Whitted Meeting Facility, 300 W Tryon St., Hillsborough 23 
o May 28: Southern Human Services Center (SHSC), Homestead Rd., Chapel Hill 24 

• Work Sessions 25 
o June 4:  SHSC, Homestead Rd., Chapel Hill 26 
o June 9:  Richard Whitted Meeting Facility, 300 W Tryon St., Hillsborough 27 

• Work Session/Intent to Adopt:  June 11, SHSC, Homestead Rd., Chapel Hill 28 
• Final Adoption:  June 16, SHSC, Homestead Rd., Chapel Hill  29 

 30 
Document Availability 31 
• Clerk to Board of Commissioners 32 
• County Finance & Administrative Services Office 33 
• Orange County Library 34 
• Chapel Hill Public Library 35 
• Carrboro/McDougle Branch Library 36 
• Orange County Website – http://orangecountync.gov/ 37 

 38 
Conclusion 39 
Orange County exists to provide governmental services requested by our residents or 40 
mandated by the State of North Carolina. 41 
 42 
To provide these quality services efficiently, we must; 43 
• Serve the Residents of Orange County – Our Residents Come First; 44 
• Depend on the energy, skills, and dedication of all our employees and volunteers; 45 
• Treat all our Residents and Employees with fairness, respect, and understanding. 46 

Orange County Residents Come First 47 
 48 

http://orangecountync.gov/
http://orangecountync.gov/
http://orangecountync.gov/
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 Bonnie Hammersley said there is green sheet at the Commissioners’ places which is a 1 
listing of service improvements that are in the proposed budget. 2 
  3 

c. Orange County Direct Care Worker Awards 4 
 The Board recognized the winners of the Orange County Direct Care Worker Awards. 5 
 Janice Tyler, Department on Aging Director, said they are here to recognize the first 6 
Orange County Direct Care Worker Awards Winners. 7 
 Donna Prather, Advisory Board on Aging member, introduced both the nominees and 8 
winners, as the Board recognized the following individuals as winners of the 2015 Orange 9 
County Direct Care Worker Awards.  10 
 11 
2015 Direct Care Worker Award Winners  12 
 13 
Client Impact:  Frequently recognized or praised for their efforts that make an impact on the 14 
quality of their clients’ lives. 15 
Winners:  There was a tie for this award: 16 
Anita Aiken – Livewell Assisted Living 17 
John Ferris – Charles House Association 18 
 19 
Longevity:  Has performed work as a caregiver each year for the last 10 or more years and 20 
plans to continue working in the field. 21 
Winner:  Deborah Farrington – Carol Woods Retirement Community 22 
 23 
Leadership:  Serves as a role model and demonstrates teamwork & willingness to help other 24 
direct care workers and staff. 25 
Winners:  There was a tie for this award: 26 
Chartie Parrish – Right at Home  27 
Natalie Taylor – A Helping Hand 28 
 29 
Going the Extra Mile:  Passionate about providing extraordinary care to their clients in ways 30 
that exceed expectations. 31 
Winner:  Walter McMiller – A Helping Hand 32 
 33 
Rising Star:  Has been a caregiver for less than two years and demonstrates enormous 34 
promise in the profession. 35 
Winner:  Kathy Bonner – A Helping Hand 36 
 37 
Direct Care Worker of the Year 38 
Winner:  Cassandra Graham – Acorn Home Care Services 39 
 40 

d.   Emergency Medical Services Week Proclamation 41 
 The Board considered approving and authorizing the Chair to sign the proclamation 42 
designating the week of May 17 through 23, 2015, as Emergency Medical Services Week in 43 
Orange County. 44 
 Jim Groves, Director of Emergency Services, asked the medic members in attendance 45 
to please stand. 46 
 Kim Woodard, EMS Supervisor, said they have just been awarded the 2015 American 47 
Heart Association Mission Lifeline Silver Status, for strong recognition of cardiac arrest and 48 
myocardial infarction.   49 
 Kim Woodard read the proclamation: 50 
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     1 
ORANGE COUNTY BOARD OF COMMISSIONERS 2 

PROCLAMATION 3 
EMERGENCY MEDICAL SERVICES WEEK 4 

MAY 17-23, 2015 5 
 6 
WHEREAS, the Orange County Emergency Medical Services System is a vital public service; 7 
and 8 
 9 
WHEREAS, the members of Orange County Emergency Medical Services team are ready to 10 
provide lifesaving care to those in need 24 hours a day, seven days a week; and 11 
 12 
WHEREAS, access to quality pre-hospital emergency care dramatically improves the survival 13 
and recovery rate of those who experience sudden illness or injury; and 14 
 15 
WHEREAS, the Orange County Emergency Medical Services system consists of emergency 16 
physicians, emergency nurses, emergency medical technicians, paramedics, firefighters, 17 
telecommunicators, educators, administrators and others; and 18 
 19 
WHEREAS, the members of Emergency Medical Services teams, whether career or volunteer, 20 
engage in thousands of hours of specialized training and continuing education to enhance their 21 
lifesaving skills; and 22 
 23 
WHEREAS, it is appropriate to recognize the value and the accomplishments of the Emergency 24 
Medical Services providers by designating Emergency Medical Services Week; 25 
 26 
NOW THEREFORE we, the Orange County Board of County Commissioners, in recognition of 27 
this event, do hereby proclaim the week of May 17-23, 2015, as EMERGENCY MEDICAL 28 
SERVICES WEEK, with the theme of “EMS STRONG”, by officially recognizing and 29 
appreciating the Emergency Medical Services Providers that serve our community. 30 
This, the 19th day of May, 2015. 31 
 32 
 A motion was made by Commissioner Jacobs, seconded by Commissioner Pelissier for 33 
the Board to approve and authorize the Chair to sign the proclamation designating the week of 34 
May 17 through 23, 2015, as Emergency Medical Services Week in Orange County. 35 
 36 
VOTE:  UNANIMOUS 37 
 38 
5. Public Hearings 39 
 NONE 40 
 41 
6. Consent Agenda  42 
• Removal of Any Items from Consent Agenda 43 
 Item 6c by Commissioner Jacobs  44 
• Approval of Remaining Consent Agenda 45 
  46 
 A motion was made by Commissioner Burroughs, seconded by Commissioner Rich to 47 
approve the remaining items on the consent agenda. 48 
 49 
VOTE: UNANIMOUS 50 
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 1 
• Discussion and Approval of the Items Removed from the Consent Agenda 2 

• C. Impact Fee Reimbursement Request from Habitat for Humanity 3 
 The Board considered the reimbursement of impact fees for Habitat for Humanity, in the 4 
amount of $97,007 for nine (9) homes recently constructed in the County for low income 5 
persons. 6 
 Commissioner Jacobs said the lavender sheet at their places is information showing the 7 
County’s General Fund Contributions to affordable housing initiatives.  He said there had been 8 
some complaints that the Board does not do enough so he asked staff to put the Board’s 9 
initiatives on paper, as they are sometimes invisible to the public.  He said the amount is 10 
$811,300.  He said these funds may well not be enough but they are a start.   11 
 Commissioner Rich thanked for Commissioner Jacobs for making this request of staff. 12 
 Chair McKee thanked the staff for their quick efforts to pull this information together.   13 
 Commissioner Rich made a request for future meetings asking staff to put handouts on 14 
the projector screen for the public to see when watching via streaming video. 15 
 Commissioner Dorosin suggested doing this with all handouts and to add them to the 16 
website as part of the agenda. 17 
 Chair McKee said during a work session last week there was a proposal from a 18 
developer for exemption of the impact fee for high end senior housing.  He said he does not 19 
mind exempting impact fees for affordable housing but not for high end units. He said the Board 20 
should not be picking and choosing properties. 21 
 22 
 A motion was made by Commissioner Jacobs, seconded by Commissioner Price to 23 
approve the reimbursement of impact fees for Habitat for Humanity in the amount of $97,007 24 
for nine (9) homes recently constructed in the County for low income persons. 25 
 26 
VOTE: UNANIMOUS 27 
 28 
a.  Minutes 29 
The Board approved the minutes for the April 7, 2015, BOCC Regular Meeting; and April 9, 30 
2015, BOCC Work Session, as submitted by the Clerk to the Board. 31 
b.  Morinaga America Foods Temporary Office Lease Extension – Link Government 32 
Services Center, Lower Level 33 
The Board approved Lease Amendment #2 providing a two-month lease extension with 34 
Morinaga America Foods for temporary office space in the Link Government Services Center at 35 
200 West Cameron Street in Hillsborough, and authorized the Chair to sign all necessary 36 
documents upon final review of the County Attorney.  37 
d.  Schools Adequate Public Facilities Ordinance – Approval and Certification of 2015 38 
Report 39 
The Board approved and certified the 2015 Schools Adequate Public Facilities Ordinance 40 
Technical Advisory Committee (SAPFOTAC) Annual Report and certified those aspects of the 41 
Report detailed in the summary table. 42 
e.  Authorization to Declare an Item Surplus 43 
The Board declared a Recycling Division Roll-off Truck/Asset Number 1681 as surplus and 44 
authorized the AMS Director to affect the sale of the item through GovDeals. 45 
f.  Bid Award – Front-End Loader Truck for Solid Waste 46 
The Board awarded the bid to Carolina Environmental Services for the purchase of a Front End 47 
Loader Truck for the Sanitation Division of the Solid Waste Management Department at the 48 
delivered cost of $275,850.92. 49 
g.  Contract Renewal for HDR Engineering, Incorporated of the Carolinas  50 
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The Board approved a contract renewal between the Solid Waste Department and HDR 1 
Engineering, Inc. of the Carolinas for engineering and consulting services for Solid Waste 2 
through June 10, 2017 and authorized the Chair to sign the agreement on behalf of the Board. 3 
h.  Storage Area Network Upgrade 4 
The Board approved the purchase of new equipment to increase the processing capacity and 5 
increase the storage capacity of the County’s storage area network (SAN) while reducing the 6 
annual maintenance costs and authorized the Manager to sign the agreement and any future 7 
amendments.  8 
i.  Interlocal Agreement with OWASA for Design of Wastewater Collection System 9 
Improvements in the Historic Rogers Road Neighborhood 10 
The Board approved the Interlocal Agreement with Orange Water and Sewer Authority 11 
(OWASA) for the design of the wastewater collection system improvements in the Historic 12 
Rogers Road Neighborhood and authorized the Chair to sign. 13 
 14 
7. Regular Agenda 15 
 16 

a.  Family Success Alliance Request for Social Justice Funding and Approval of 17 
Budget Amendment #8-A 18 

 The Board considered approving Budget Amendment #8-A transferring funds from the 19 
Social Justice Fund to the Family Success Alliance to 1) pilot kindergarten readiness and 20 
literacy programs for at least one school in each of the pilot Family Success Alliance (FSA) 21 
zones; and 2) provide initial funds to a zone partner agency for a Family Success Alliance 22 
navigator in each zone. 23 
 Colleen Bridger, Orange County Health Department Director, said the FSA was 24 
established to address a body of research that shows the consequences of children growing up 25 
in poverty and that educational success can buffer these results.  26 
 Colleen Bridger said this Alliance was created to follow the Harlem Children’s Zone and 27 
related Promises Zones Neighborhoods initiative as evidence-based, successful intervention.  28 
She said the FSA was established less than a year ago in Orange County and in this time an 29 
advisory council has been created, service zones established, grant applications submitted, two 30 
priority interventions of kindergarten readiness and literacy, as well as zone navigators to 31 
connect families to the pipeline portals have been determined, and a program coordinator hired. 32 
 Colleen Bridger said a team just returned from the Harlem Kids Zone last week where 33 
three days were spent learning about the programs and services offered there as well as the 34 
philosophy that undergirds the Harlem Children’s Zone.  She said there were two takeaways 35 
from the trip to the Harlem Children’s Zone: 1.) Building trust with the community which is as 36 
important as building the pipeline and will take time.  2.) The philosophy of doing whatever it 37 
takes to both build the pipeline as well as working with each child individually, where they are, in 38 
order to achieve success. 39 
  Colleen Bridger said the FSA Advisory Council is requesting to spend the remaining 40 
$90,000 in the Social Justice fund on a kindergarten readiness program as well as a Zone 41 
Navigator position for each zone.  She thanked the Board for their on-going support and 42 
commitment to insure that this project is successful.   43 
 Chair McKee thanked Dr. Bridger for her leadership and commitment to this effort. 44 
 Commissioner Burroughs said she emailed some questions to Colleen Bridger earlier 45 
today and asked Colleen Bridger if she would share the information she gave in her response 46 
(email below): 47 
 48 
Question: Kick start with literacy: is there evidence from prior research on that model? If not, 49 
will the pilot include a control group? Research that doesn’t include a control group will not 50 
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really provide adequate evidence I’d love for the Kick Start program to work but it is a brief 1 
intervention that starts long after the children have experienced years of deficits of exposure to 2 
spoken words. As such, I think it is really important to look for evidence. 3 
 4 
Colleen Bridger’s response:   5 
• The curriculum we are proposing using is called Second Step, and is a classroom-based 6 

social skills program that focuses on teaching young children to identify and understand 7 
their own and others' emotions, reduce impulsiveness and choose positive goals, and 8 
manage their emotional reactions and decision making process.  SAMHSA estimates that 9 
approximately 32,000 schools across the US have implemented Second Step since the 10 
program started in 1987.  Selection of this type of kindergarten readiness intervention vs. an 11 
“academic model” is also consistent with emerging research showing that children enrolled 12 
in academic-based programs actually fare worse over the long-term than children who focus 13 
on social and emotional issues.  So, we have research that supports the effectiveness of 14 
this specific curriculum and this approach.   15 
 16 

• There is nation-wide data to support the concept of intensive kindergarten-readiness as an 17 
effective intervention.  Similar programs based on the model of a “kick-start” program are 18 
being implemented across the US.  Locally, the Duke Office of Durham & Regional Affairs 19 
has implemented a kindergarten readiness program using the Second Step curriculum 20 
since 2008.  They currently work with three sites in Durham, including EDCI’s target 21 
elementary school (Y.E. Smith Elementary). 22 

 23 
Question: Coordinated support: any gold standard (control group) evidence on this piece? If 24 
not, will there be control group research on it? How does this intervention compare with the 25 
activities of whatever Smart Start/More at Four is now called?  26 
 27 
Colleen Bridger’s response: 28 
• As far as evaluation of the Family Success Alliance’s work: 29 

o Specific to the Kindergarten readiness, each site will conduct a pre and post 30 
kindergarten readiness assessment with children in the intervention. This will allow us to 31 
assess immediate changes.  In addition, the school systems are implementing a 32 
phased-in universal kindergarten readiness assessment starting this fall.  So, we will 33 
compare kindergarten readiness scores on this assessment tool between our 34 
participants and those who did not participate (controlling for things like income and 35 
parental education status).    36 

o  In addition, our control group for the Family Success Alliance pipeline in general will be 37 
kids outside the two zones.  So, for example after a literacy intervention, we’ll be able to 38 
compare 3rd grade reading scores of children in the zone against children not in the 39 
zone.   The challenge will be the fact that we’ll be slowing filling the gaps in our pipeline 40 
so it will take some time to really see the outcomes most important to us.   41 
 42 

• We have asked the United Way to fund a full-time evaluation coordinator and some shared 43 
data-base development.  Hopefully they will fund this request.  If not, we’ll figure something 44 
else out.  We can’t do this project if we can’t evaluate it.  It won’t always be the absolute 45 
gold standard evaluation that I’d love, but I really think we can do a great job with some 46 
elbow grease and ingenuity.   47 

 Commissioner Burroughs said she hoped the United Way would support this initiative; 48 
and if not, she believed Orange County should fund, and support this full-time evaluation 49 
coordinator.  50 

https://community.duke.edu/schools/stepping-stones/


14 
 

 Commissioner Burroughs said some elements of this program sound like Smart Start, 1 
and More and Four.  She asked if these programs compare to the Family Success Alliance. 2 
 Colleen Bridger said there are existing programs and services in the community such as 3 
the two mentioned above and the role of the FSA pipeline is to bring all of these providers 4 
together allowing easier access for families.  She said the Zone Navigators will also help in this 5 
regard.    6 
 Commissioner Price asked if there is a timeline regarding the use of these funds since it 7 
is the end of both the fiscal and school years. 8 
 Colleen said the Zone Navigator position would start as soon as approval is given which 9 
is about 4 weeks from now.  She said the interventions would start over the summer and some 10 
of the funds would be able to be carried forward.   11 
 Commissioner Price asked if there is a reason that existing funds are being requested 12 
as opposed to using new funds in next year’s budget. 13 
 Colleen Bridger said partly because next year’s budget is not enough to cover the 14 
outlined goals and partly because the completion of the necessary analyses this past year took 15 
time and caused a bit of delay in the process. 16 
 Commissioner Price asked if there is a clear purpose for the use of the Social Justice 17 
Funds and if there is an emergency between now and June 30th, and this fund is depleted, what 18 
would be done. 19 
 Bonnie Hammersley said the Social Justice Funds in 2014-2015 was $450,000.  She 20 
said $100,000 was designated towards the FSA and the Board allocated $350,000 to the Social 21 
Services Child Care Fund.  She said the audited fund balance came forward in January and 22 
there were some funds available to replenish the Social Justice Fund, bringing it back to 23 
$450,000.  She added that this total does not include the $90,000 that was designated for the 24 
FSA.  She said the 2015 to 2016 includes her recommendation to maintain the Social Justice 25 
Fund at $450,000. 26 
 Commissioner Price asked if there are any criteria for who is able to draw down on this 27 
money. 28 
 Bonnie Hammersley said this fund and its uses are determined by the Board of County 29 
Commissioners. 30 
 Commissioner Price said the BOCC has not designated criteria for the uses of this fund. 31 
 Chair McKee said the Board did not identify specific uses for the funds other than 32 
childcare and the FSA. 33 
 Commissioner Dorosin asked if the Board were to approve the monies for the FSA, 34 
would there still be $350,000 in the Social Justice Fund. 35 
 Bonnie Hammersley said no but there is $450,000 in the fund now. 36 
 Commissioner Dorosin said at the April 7th Board of County Commissioners meeting, he 37 
petitioned to use some of these funds to support the Rogers Road Community Center.  He also 38 
expressed some confusion about the purpose and uses of these funds. Chair McKee said this 39 
petition is in process. 40 
 Bonnie Hammersley said the Social Justice Funding has been used on a case by case 41 
basis determined by the Board of County Commissioners.  She said staff will bring issues 42 
forward and the Board has the authority to determine the approach and funding to address the 43 
needs. 44 
 Commissioner Dorosin clarified that there is $450,000 currently in this fund.  45 
 Bonnie Hammersley said there is $450,000 right now in this fund and it will be carried 46 
over to 2015-2016.  47 
 Commissioner Dorosin asked if any of the money is spent will it be replenished to keep 48 
the total funds available at $450,000. 49 
 Bonnie Hammersley said that is her recommendation. 50 
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 Commissioner Rich said when the Social Justice Fund was created; it was to be at the 1 
Board of County Commissioners’ discretion as to how these funds were spent.  She said there 2 
were no criteria; but rather as things came up, the money would be spent. 3 
 Commissioner Rich said she is glad that there is a line item for the FSA going forward 4 
because it shows the County’s commitment to this program. 5 
 Commissioner Jacobs said this fund was created for Commissioner Initiatives within 6 
County government.  He said the Rogers Road Community Center should be funded by outside 7 
agencies and not by this fund as these monies are available for projects that no one else would 8 
fund but are important to the welfare of the community. 9 
 Commissioner Dorosin said he would respectfully disagree and that running a County 10 
owned Community Center is a County initiative. 11 
 Commissioner Price clarified that the Social Justice Fund is an intra-departmental 12 
funding mechanism. 13 
 Chair McKee said yes, without specifying exact categories. 14 
 Chair McKee said two zones were chosen in the County for the pilot program only in 15 
order to get this program established, work out the “bugs”, and then be able to spread this 16 
project throughout the County. 17 
 Commissioner Price noted that the FSA hopes to hire staff with deep familiarity in the 18 
zones, ideally a community member, and commended the FSA for this effort. 19 
 Commissioner Pelissier said she attended the FSA trip to visit the Harlem Children’s 20 
Zone.  She said that program started very small and then worked incrementally on the plan to 21 
grow.  She said hiring a community member is vital which she heard from the Harlem project 22 
many times. 23 
 Commissioner Pelissier said every single program that was attended in Harlem had a 24 
data manager, not only for the overall program but to look at each child and their progress, or 25 
lack thereof, in order to adjust planning. 26 
 Commissioner Dorosin said the FSA is an example of how a project can come to fruition 27 
in warp speed with focus and insistence on results. He said he hoped the same effort can be 28 
put into affordable housing. 29 
 30 
 A motion was made by Commissioner Price, seconded by Commissioner Burroughs for 31 
the Board to approve Budget Amendment #8-A transferring funds from the Social Justice Fund 32 
to the Family Success Alliance to 1) pilot kindergarten readiness and literacy programs for at 33 
least one school in each of the pilot Family Success Alliance zones; and 2) provide initial 34 
funding to a zone partner agency for a Family Success Alliance navigator in each zone. 35 
 36 
VOTE:  UNANIMOUS 37 
 38 

b.   Land Management Central Permitting System (LMCPS) Software Purchase and 39 
Support Agreement 40 

 The Board considered the purchase of a new Central Permitting software system that 41 
replaces a 14-year old software system and authorized the Manager to execute the contract 42 
with Tyler Technologies and any amendments thereto for a County-hosted, vendor 43 
implemented system subject final review by the County Attorney. 44 
 Jim Northup, Chief Information Officer for Orange County Information Technologies, 45 
presented the following Power Point presentation: 46 
 47 
 48 
 49 
       50 
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ORANGE COUNTY  1 
LAND MANAGEMENT CENTRAL PERMITTING SYSTEM 2 
 3 
WHY A LAND MANAGEMENT CENTRAL PERMITTING SYSTEM? 4 
• Long range strategic planning 5 
• Replace an aging existing permitting system 6 
• Better systems integration 7 

o GIS 8 
o Land Records 9 
o Environmental Health 10 
o Planning and Inspections 11 

• Service and process improvement 12 
 13 

WHAT’S A LAND MANAGEMENT CENTRAL PERMITTING SYSTEM? 14 
The Land Management Central Permitting System (LMCPS) is a system of processes and data 15 
to support county services for land management planning projects, permits, inspections, code 16 
enforcement and licensing/registrations to be seen by the customer as a one-source solution 17 
for direction and status.  18 
 19 
DEPARTMENTS SERVED  20 
• Health 21 
• Planning and Inspections 22 
• Tax Administration 23 
• Emergency Services/Fire Marshall 24 
• Solid Waste 25 
 26 
WHEN DID WE START? 27 
February 2013 28 
 29 
What have we done? 30 
• An approved multi-department Support Model for pre- and post-implementation of the 31 

system.  32 
• An evaluation of the next generation of product offerings by the parent company of the 33 

current system (Permits Plus) as well as the implementations of similar systems in other 34 
North Carolina counties.  35 

• Contracted with an independent vendor for software selection consulting services in June 36 
2014.   37 

• Meetings with partner jurisdictions regarding our objectives and process to gain feedback 38 
and additional insight, i.e., Carrboro, Chapel Hill, Hillsborough 39 

• Project definition and requirements analysis detailed in RFP 5202 released August, 2014.   40 
 41 
What have we done? 42 
• Careful evaluation of proposals received in September, 2014, with the outcome of a short-43 

list of two vendors for further evaluation. 44 
• Two 2-day vendor demonstrations in December, 2014 45 

o attended by over 40 reviewers,  46 
o staff from 7 departments (Planning & Inspections, Health, IT, Tax Administration, 47 

Finance/Purchasing, Emergency Services, Solid Waste) 48 
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o local home builders 1 
o Representatives from the Towns of Hillsborough and Carrboro.   2 
o Over 250 evaluation feedback forms were collected from the 12 demo sessions for each 3 

vendor. 4 
 5 

What have we done? 6 
• Contact with over 30 general and peer references in 13 jurisdictions between December, 7 

2014 and April, 2015. 8 
• Technical and cost follow-up calls and on-line functionality demos with the vendors for 9 

further clarification. 10 
• A summary decision matrix quantifying the results of the evaluation.  11 
 12 
 Chair McKee asked John Roberts if the Legal Department is involved in any portion of 13 
this process. 14 
 John Roberts said his department has been involved but this project is currently in the 15 
preliminary stages and his department will have more involvement once implemented. 16 
 Commissioner Jacobs said this process was started in 2000 but the costs, and the lack 17 
of departments wanting to work together were two hurdles.  He said it is long overdue and it is 18 
much appreciated. 19 
 Commissioner Pelissier asked if this system will help speed up the permitting process. 20 
 Jim Northup said yes because it will hopefully create a seamless work flow and offer 21 
transparency to the customers. 22 
 Commissioner Pelissier noted the estimated maintenance cost of $100,000, annually 23 
and asked if Jim Northrup could share the current maintenance cost. 24 
 Jim Northrup said it is $36,000 to $40,000, annually. 25 
 Commissioner Rich said this is the right direction in which to go.  She said the hours of 26 
effort the staff have put in will be worth it. 27 
 Jim Northrup said all of the departments have been in the same room hashing out this 28 
process which at times has been difficult. He said resolutions have been reached which can 29 
only insure the ultimate success of the project. 30 
 Commissioner Jacobs said the ultimate goal is to improve customer service in the 31 
permitting process.  He said it improves the accessibility of Orange County Government to the 32 
public. 33 
 34 
 A motion was made by Commissioner Price, seconded by Commissioner Jacobs for the 35 
Board of Commissioners to authorize the Manager to execute the contract with Tyler 36 
Technologies and any amendments thereto for a County-hosted, vendor implemented system 37 
subject to final review by the County Attorney. 38 
 39 
VOTE:  UNANIMOUS 40 
 41 

c.   Adoption of the Final Financing Resolution Authorizing the Issuance of 42 
$15,870,000 in Installment Financing for Various Capital Investment Plan Projects 43 
and Equipment, and the Refinancing of Approximately $10,200,000 from Two 2006 44 
Installment Financing Issuances 45 

 The Board considered approving the final financing resolution authorizing the issuance 46 
of approximately $15,870,000 in installment financing to finance capital investment projects and 47 
equipment for the year, and the refinancing of approximately $10,200,000 from two 2006 48 
installment financing issuances. 49 
 Paul Laughton reviewed the following background. 50 
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 1 
Background: 2 
At its November 6, 2014 meeting, the Board of County Commissioners was given preliminary 3 
information of capital projects and equipment financing for the year. At that meeting, the Board 4 
made a preliminary determination to finance costs of these projects and equipment by the use 5 
of an installment financing, as authorized under Section 160A-20 of the North Carolina General 6 
Statutes. 7 
 8 
Also included is the refinancing of approximately $10,200,000 from a 2006 installment financing 9 
secured by Carrboro High School, and a 2006 Certificates of Participation installment financing 10 
secured by Gravelly Hill Middle School. 11 
 12 
The statutes require that the County conduct a public hearing on the proposed financing and 13 
refinancing contracts. The Board conducted a public hearing at its April 7, 2015 meeting, and 14 
adopted the resolution supporting the application to the Local Government Commission (LGC) 15 
for approval of the financing and refinancing arrangements (Attachment 1). County staff has 16 
been in contact with the LGC staff, and staff expects no obstacles to receiving LGC approval. If 17 
the Board adopts the final financial resolution (Attachment 2 – beginning on page 15 of this 18 
package) giving final approval to the financing and refinancing plans at tonight’s meeting, staff 19 
expects the LGC to approve the financing and refinancing plans at the LGC’s meeting on June 20 
2, 2015. 21 
 22 
Under the current schedule, staff expects to set the final interest rates and other terms of the 23 
financing around June 15, and to close on the financing and refinancing by June 26th, 2015. It 24 
should be noted that the installment financing issuance package has been reduced by 25 
$400,000 with the removal of planning funds for the Southern Orange Campus project.  Due to 26 
the timing of this current financing package, these planning funds can be combined with the 27 
financing of the Southern Human Services Center expansion project scheduled in FY 2016-17.  28 
 29 
The Board is requested to approve a financing amount not to exceed $28,000,000, and a 30 
maximum interest rate of 3.75%. The final financial resolution (Attachment 2) includes as 31 
Exhibit B a list of draft documents. These lengthy documents are available to the Board and the 32 
public for review upon request from the Orange County Finance and Administrative Services 33 
Department. 34 
  35 
There will be a financial impact associated with approval of the financing. At current rates, 36 
preliminary estimates of maximum debt service applicable to the capital investment projects 37 
and equipment financing would require the highest debt service payment of $1,732,695 falling 38 
in FY 2016-17. The tax rate equivalent for the estimated highest debt service payment is 39 
approximately 1.06 cents. However, a portion of this debt financing is related to projects where 40 
the debt service payments will be paid for from Sportsplex and Solid Waste Enterprise funds, 41 
as well as a Water and Sewer project to be paid from the Article 46 quarter-cent Sales Tax 42 
proceeds earmarked for economic development.  The General Fund portion of this annual debt 43 
service is estimated at $1.1 million, or a tax rate equivalent of approximately 0.67 cents.  Based 44 
on current resources and the retirement of some existing debt, no adjustment to the tax rate 45 
associated with this financing is anticipated to occur during the period noted.  Regarding the 46 
refinancing, it is estimated that the County will realize savings of approximately $451,788 over 47 
the life of the refinancing term. 48 
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 Commissioner Rich said she would like further discussion about where the Article 46 1 
quarter-cent Sales Tax proceeds are going, noting that all of it seems to be going to the water 2 
and sewer projects in the County. 3 
 Paul Laughton said 60 percent ($800,000) is set aside for debt service, leaving 40 4 
percent of the Economic Development funds available.  5 
 Commissioner Rich asked the Chair if the discussion regarding the Article 46 quarter-6 
cent Sales Tax proceeds and how they are used could be furthered at another meeting. 7 
 Chair McKee said he thought this would be possible during the budget discussions and 8 
if not, certainly in the early meetings of September. 9 
 Commissioner Dorosin said the numbers from November 2014 are different than those 10 
in this evening’s abstract, specifically regarding the Eubanks SWCC. 11 
 Paul Laughton said there have been on-going changes, looking at the re-design of the 12 
road entry and moving the scale house. He said this has increased the cost of the upfitting of 13 
the Eubanks SWCC.  He said the current estimate for this project is $3.175 million.  He said 14 
there was $3 million financed for Convenience Centers a few years ago.  He said Walnut Grove 15 
SWCC was completed for approximately $1.3 million, leaving $1.7 million for the Eubanks Road 16 
SWCC.   He said the other main differences in numbers relate to the Southern Human Services 17 
Center expansion and to IT and the central permitting project. 18 
 Commissioner Dorosin asked if the Board proceeds tonight is there any flexibility in the 19 
future.  He said the challenge for him is there seemed to be a disconnect between items being 20 
discussed in the abstract and the time for their approval.  He said there should be opportunities 21 
to discuss items again in case changes have occurred in the meantime. 22 
 Bonnie Hammersley said a vertical look at the CIP would be helpful.  She said she will 23 
do a better job of informing them of any changes as they occur in between meetings. 24 
 Bob Jessup, Bond Counsel, said when the financing process is complete, the Board will 25 
have a list of projects in estimated amounts.  He said the Board cannot use the funding for 26 
anything outside of this list.  He added that the Board can move the funding between the 27 
projects on the list, or reallocate funds to other projects on the list.   28 
 Commissioner Jacobs said Gayle Wilson sent the Board an email about the Eubanks 29 
SWCC.  He added that the Solid Waste Advisory Board (SWAB) had also sent an email stating 30 
that the construction at the Eubanks SWCC starts in July.  He said he wanted to make sure the 31 
Board sees the design of the site before going forward.   32 
 Commissioner Jacobs said another document is the Distribution of Funds document that 33 
the Board received after the passing of the ¼ cents sales tax.  He said he would like to see this 34 
document reintroduced to the Board.  He would also like to see a cost analysis of these funds. 35 
 Commissioner Jacobs said he is not keen on giving money to other governments but he 36 
would like to help the Town of Hillsborough with the Colonial Inn.  He asked if this may be an 37 
investment opportunity for Economic Development funds.  He said he would like to hear input 38 
from the Local Government Commission (LGC). 39 
 40 
 A motion was made by Commissioner Jacobs, seconded by Commissioner Rich for the 41 
Board to approve the Final Financing Resolution Authorizing the Issuance of $15,870,000 in 42 
Installment Financing for Various Capital Investment Plan Projects and Equipment, and the 43 
Refinancing of Approximately $10,200,000 from Two 2006 Installment Financing Issuances. 44 
 45 
VOTE:  UNANIMOUS 46 
 47 
8. Reports-NONE 48 
 49 
9. County Manager’s Report 50 
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 NONE  1 
   2 
10. County Attorney’s Report  3 
 John Roberts said the legislature does not have any damaging, or otherwise locally 4 
relevant, legislation scheduled this week, thus far.  He said the recycling bill was sent to the 5 
Rules Committee last week, and he has heard it will not come out intact.  He said the County’s 6 
hope for specific authority to impose mandatory fees for recycling  will likely not succeed.  He 7 
added, however, that this will have no impact on the County for practical purposes.    8 
  9 
11. Appointments 10 
      11 

a. Agricultural Preservation Board – Appointments 12 
 The Board considered making appointments to the Agricultural Preservation Board. 13 
 Commissioner Jacobs referred to email he had sent to the Clerk, seeking clarification on 14 
the Agricultural Preservation Board and the Voluntary Agricultural District Seats.  His email 15 
question is below: 16 
  17 
The Ag Preservation Board used to be the Voluntary Ag District Board. While we clearly 18 
broadened its scope, what is the underlying premise regarding automatic memberships by 19 
VAD? What is guaranteed for VAD adoptees? Are they essentially zoned by area (as High 20 
Rock/Efland) in joining this board, or is the definition of that seat simply a function of a previous 21 
VAD application? If the latter is the case, why does past VAD interest define an ongoing seat? 22 
 23 
Dave Stancil’s response: 24 
 25 
The state’s general statutes (NCGS) on Voluntary Ag Districts (VAD) and VAD boards are part 26 
of the complicating factor on the Ag Board, but I’ll try to provide a short version of the situation. 27 
 28 
State law requires that if a county engages in the Voluntary Agricultural District program, it must 29 
have an Agricultural Districts Advisory Board. It also provides that each Voluntary Agricultural 30 
District in a County must have a seat on the board. (Many years ago, we expanded our board 31 
into an Agricultural Preservation Board that has the charges laid out in the statutes, but also an 32 
expanded role to provide advice on agricultural matters to the BOCC, for example.) 33 
 34 
When we first started our VAD program in the early-90’s, each farm was its own VAD district. 35 
But by the early part of last decade, we began to see that farms enrolling in VAD could get 36 
numerous, and if each farm had a seat on the board we could have a board of 40-50 people or 37 
more. We saw a few other ordinances that set up a “Voluntary Agricultural District” as a 38 
geographic sub-region of the county rather than an individual farm, and we changed our 39 
ordinance to that model. Now we have seven geographic area “agricultural districts,” within 40 
which we have participating farms in the VAD program. Owners of the participating farms are 41 
eligible to apply for the VAD seats on the Ag Board. The NCGS “promised” seats on the board 42 
in this manner come from one of the farm owners in the larger district. (I can provide a map of 43 
the seven VAD geographic “districts” if desired – it was part of what was approved back 10 44 
years ago or so). 45 
 46 
Initially, these VAD seats were semi-permanent, as there was no provision in the NCGS 47 
regarding terms, but with the advisory board changes a few years ago, these now conform to 48 
our two three-year term rules. So there are no automatic or permanent seats any more. 49 
 50 
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Some of our geographic VAD districts are filled by farm owners who have an enrolled farm in 1 
that geographic VAD area, but we still have some of the seven that are not filled, because we 2 
have only a few farms participating in the program within that particular VAD boundary, and/or 3 
that particular VAD area has members who served on the Ag Board for many years in that 4 
capacity and no longer wish to serve (Bob Nutter and Bob Strayhorn would be examples of this) 5 
and no other qualifying farm owner has stepped up to apply.  6 
 7 
So the Ag Board now has seven at-large members, and seven more (one slot for each of the 8 
seven “Voluntary Agricultural District “ geographic regions) to be filled only by owners of 9 
participating farms in the VAD program from within that district boundary. When a new VAD 10 
farm is approved, we make the owners aware of that possibility (and if the seat for that VAD is 11 
vacant) and if they apply, they can be considered for appointment using the standard process 12 
(APB recommendation/BOCC approval).  13 
 14 
I should note that the pending APB appointments requests for this time have an unusual 15 
proposal for one of these VAD seats, as Howard McAdams term as an at-large member has 16 
expired but with no current qualifying applicant for his VAD district, the Ag Board has asked if 17 
he can “roll” into that VAD seat.  18 
 19 
 Commissioner Jacobs said he understood Dave Stancil’s response, but felt the Board 20 
still needed more clarification. 21 
 Commissioner Jacobs suggested that tonight the Board nominate for recommended 22 
positions only, and ask staff to come back with more clarification on this board. 23 
 Chair McKee also suggested holding open the vacant positions.  He asked the Clerk if 24 
there were applications specific to Sly/Eno or New Hope/Hillsborough. 25 
 The Clerk said no. 26 
 Chair McKee said he is reluctant to fill those positions until they are re-advertised and 27 
attempts to recruit are made.  He suggested only nominating for the positions 8, 9, and 1. 28 
 Commissioner Rich asked if this suggestion is only for the Agricultural Board. 29 
 Commissioner Jacobs said the Ag Board is a different kind of board, with an incentive to 30 
having a voluntary Ag District.  He said the BOCC redefined the Ag Board to give it a broader 31 
purpose and added additional seats.  He said it is no longer just Voluntary Ag Districts, as they 32 
may not have much parochial interest.  He asked if there are only twelve seats and there is an 33 
incentive to have a Voluntary Ag District, then how should the Board proceed.     34 
 Commissioner Rich said there have been long discussions about board appointments 35 
and she does not want to start making exceptions; however, she better understands 36 
Commissioner Jacobs’ point and finds it acceptable. 37 
  38 
 A motion was made by Commissioner Price, seconded by Commissioner Jacobs to 39 
appoint the following to the Agricultural Preservation Board: 40 
 41 
• Mr. Howard McAdams, Jr. (Change in representative (Position #10) “At-Large” 42 

representative to (Position #1) “High Rock/Efland Vol. Ag. Dist.” With no expiration date. 43 
(Mr. McAdams fitted the criteria for the vacant position) 44 

• Appointment of Mr. Richal Vanhook to a first full term (Position #8) “At-Large” with a term 45 
ending 06/30/2018. 46 

• Appointment of Ms. Amanda Scherle to a first full term (Position #9) “At-Large” with at term 47 
ending 06/30/2018. 48 
 49 

VOTE:  UNANIMOUS 50 
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 1 
b. Orange County Parks and Recreation Council – Appointments 2 

 The Board considered making appointments to the Orange County Parks and 3 
Recreation Council. 4 
 5 
 A motion was made by Commissioner Price, seconded by Commissioner Pelissier to 6 
appoint the following to the Orange County Parks and Recreation Council: 7 
 8 
• Appointment of Ms. Betty Khan to a second full term (Position #3) “Cedar Grove Township” 9 

representative with an expiration date of 03/31/2018. 10 
• Appointment of Mrs. Rachel Massai to a first full term (Position #6) “Cheeks Township” 11 

representative with an expiration date of 03/31/2018. 12 
• Appointment of Mr. Robert Robinson to a first full term (Position #8) “Little River Township” 13 

representative with an expiration date of 03/31/2018. 14 
 15 

 A motion was made by Commissioner Jacobs, seconded by Commissioner Price to 16 
appoint the following to the Orange County Parks and Recreation Council: 17 
 18 
• Evelyn Daniels to Position #5--- “At-Large” position-----expiring 03/31/2016. (position has 19 

been vacant since 03/03/2014) 20 
• Daniel Siler to Position #12--- “At-Large” position----- expiring 03/31/2016. (position has 21 

been vacant since 12/31/2014) 22 
 23 
VOTE: UNANIMOUS 24 
 25 

c. Orange Water and Sewer Authority – Appointment 26 
 The Board considered making an appointment to the Orange Water and Sewer 27 
Authority (OWASA). 28 
 29 
 A motion was made by Commissioner Price, seconded by Commissioner Jacobs to 30 
appoint the following to the Orange Water and Sewer Authority: 31 
 32 
• Appointment of Mr. Michael Hughes to a second full term (Position #1) “BOCC 33 

Appointment” with an expiration of 06/30/2018. 34 
 35 
VOTE:  UNANIMOUS 36 
 37 
12. Board Comments   38 
 Commissioner Dorosin had no comments. 39 
 Commissioner Rich had no comments. 40 
 Commissioner Pelissier had no comments. 41 
 Commissioner Jacobs congratulated the Orange County Health Department on getting 42 
the Komen Grant for Breast Cancer screening. 43 
 Commissioner Jacobs handed out information from the Metropolitan Planning 44 
Organizations (MPO) on Wake County’s pursuit of public transit.  He said Wake County has 45 
shown that bus rapid transit may actually be no cheaper than light rail, in the long run. 46 
 Commissioner Jacobs handed out more information on Alamance County’s Trail 47 
System.  He said there is no dedicated funding source, but Alamance County is excited about it. 48 
He said he spoke with a Department of Transportation representative about the possibility of 49 
giving some funds to the project to extend Orange River Road to the railroad station, under the 50 
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railroad track and to Route 70A.  He said the representative indicated that she would not give 1 
funding to such a project, as Durham and Chapel Hill have more than sufficient resources.  2 
 Commissioner Price said she attended the teacher recognition banquets at both School 3 
Districts.  She said both ceremonies were lovely, and she recognized the hard work of all 4 
involved in the School systems. 5 
 Commissioner Burroughs had no comments. 6 
 Chair McKee said the next time he makes comments on legislative bills he will attempt 7 
to give better context.  He said he was referring to his comments on Senate Bill 513, which had 8 
both good and bad components.  He said one of the bad components was the burning of 9 
plastic, which would cause him to have a problem with this bill unless it is amended. 10 
 Chair McKee said he would follow up with Rich Shaw and David Stancil about the 11 
Mountains to Sea Trail issue in order to ask them to find a timeline from the State and what the 12 
County needs to do going forward with the re-consideration of the scoring of segment 11 of the 13 
trail. 14 
 15 
13. Information Items   16 
     17 

• May 5, 2015 BOCC Meeting Follow-up Actions List 18 
• BOCC Chair Letter Regarding Petitions from May 5, 2015 Regular Meeting 19 

 20 
14. Closed Session 21 
 NONE 22 
 23 
15. Adjournment 24 
  25 
 A motion was made by Commissioner Jacobs, seconded by Commissioner Rich to 26 
adjourn the meeting at 9:49 p.m. 27 
 28 
VOTE:  UNANIMOUS      29 
 30 
 31 
          Earl McKee, Chair 32 
 33 
Donna Baker, Clerk to the Board 34 

 35 
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         Attachment 4 1 
 2 
DRAFT           MINUTES 3 

ORANGE COUNTY BOARD OF COMMISSIONERS 4 
BUDGET PUBLIC HEARING 5 

May 21, 2015 6 
 7 
The Orange County Board of Commissioners held a Budget Public Hearing on Thursday, May 8 
21, 2015 at 7:00 p.m. at the Whitted Building in Hillsborough, N.C. 9 
 10 
COUNTY COMMISSIONERS PRESENT:  Chair McKee and Commissioners Mia Burroughs, 11 
Mark Dorosin, Barry Jacobs, Bernadette Pelissier, Renee Price and Penny Rich  12 
COUNTY COMMISSIONERS ABSENT:  13 
COUNTY ATTORNEYS PRESENT:   14 
COUNTY STAFF PRESENT:  County Manager Bonnie Hammersley and Clerk to the Board 15 
Donna Baker (All other staff members will be identified appropriately below) 16 
 17 
1.  Opening Remarks 18 
 Chair McKee called the meeting to order at 7:01 p.m. 19 
 He noted the following items at the Commissioners’ places: 20 
 21 
- PowerPoint slides for item 2- Presentation of Manager’s Recommended Fiscal Year 2015-16 22 
Annual Operating Budget and FY 2015-20 Capital Investment Plan 23 
-A report and letter from the Orange County Bias Free Policing Coalition.   24 
    25 
 PUBLIC CHARGE  26 
 Chair McKee dispensed with the reading of the Public Charge 27 

 28 
2.   Presentation of County Manager’s Recommended FY 2015-16 Budget/CIP 29 
 (PowerPoint presentation) 30 
    31 
 Bonnie Hammersley presented the following Power Point slides: 32 
 33 
ORANGE COUNTY FY 2015-16 COUNTY MANAGER RECOMMENDED BUDGET 34 
 35 

Presentation Outline 36 
• FY2015-16 Budget Goals 37 
• County Manager Recommended Budget 38 

o  Compensation Package 39 
o  Personnel 40 
o  Schools 41 
o  Outside Agencies 42 
o  Budget Initiatives 43 
o Capital Investment Plan(CIP) 44 

• Conclusion 45 

FY2015-16 Budget Goals 46 
• Structurally Balanced Budget 47 
• Implement Team Approach 48 
• Enhance Transparency and  Communication 49 
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• Maintain or Improve Service Levels  1 
 2 
General Fund Expenditures 3 
Budget expenditures – increased by 2.8% from 2015 4 
 5 
General Fund Revenues 6 
Increased about 3% 7 
 8 
GF Appropriated Fund Balance 9 
$9.8 million 10 

Revenue Assumptions 11 
• Property Taxes – 1% increase  12 
• Sales Tax – 3% increase 13 
• FY2015-16 Tax Rate – No Increase 14 

Recommended Compensation Package 15 
• Wages and Merit 16 

o Wages – 2% Increase 17 
o WPPR – Maintain current funding 18 
o Living Wage – Maintain current rate 19 

• Benefits  20 
o Health Insurance  - No Increase 21 
o Dental Insurance – 15% Increase 22 
o Retirement – No Increase 23 

Recommended Positions 24 
• Reallocation/Revenue – 12.7 FTE (budget neutral funds) 25 

o Jail Alternatives – 3.0 FTE 26 
o Administrative Assistant – 1.0 FTE 27 
o Revenue Technicians – 2.0 FTE 28 
o Dental Team – 2.5 FTE 29 
o Management Analyst – 1.0 FTE  30 
o OPT Bus Drivers – 3.0 FTE 31 
o Social Worker (Chinese Speaking) – 0.20FTE 32 

Recommended positions 33 
• Enterprise Fund – 4.75 FTE  34 

o Weighmaster  – 1.0 FTE 35 
o Solid Waste Drivers – 2.0 FTE 36 
o Convenience Center  Operators – 1.75 FT 37 

 38 
Recommended positions 39 
• General Fund – 6.87 FTE   40 

o Administrative Services Supervisor - 0.125 FTE  41 
o Community Center Coordinator – 1.0 FTE 42 
o Court Liaison – 1.0 FTE 43 
o Deputy EMS Manager - 0.50 FTE 44 
o Erosion Control Officer  – 1.0 FTE 45 
o Housing Management Assistant – 1.0 FTE 46 
o Human Resources Assistant Director – 1.0 FTE 47 
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o Parks Conservation Tech I – 0.25 FTE 1 
o Register of Deeds Deputy – 1.0 FTE 2 

Recommended School funding 3 
• Chapel Hill Carrboro City Schools (CHCCS)   4 

o Increase cost per student $81 –  $448,122 5 
o Fund Charter School Students (50) – $182,600 6 
o CIP Planning Funds - $750,000 7 

 8 
• Orange County School (OCS)  9 

o Increase cost per student $81 – $6,504 10 
o Fund Charter School Students (110) – $401,720 11 
o CIP Planning Funds – $478,000 12 

Recommended School funding 13 
• Durham Technical College  14 

o Current Expense Increase  –  $53,778 15 
o Recurring Capital Decrease – ($25,000) 16 
o Debt Service Increase – $0 17 

Recommended Outside Agency Funding 18 
• Maintain FY2014-15 Funding 19 

o Community Home Trust (Increase) 20 
o Communities in Schools (Decrease by ADM numbers) 21 
o Fairview Community Watch (+) 22 

 23 
Recommended Fire District Rates 24 
• Maintain FY2014-15 Rates 25 

o Damascus & Southern Triangle Fire Districts – +1.5 cents 26 
o Orange Rural Fire District – +1.0 cents 27 

 28 
Recommended Budget Initiatives 29 
• Maintain the Social Justice Fund  30 
• Increase Child Care Funding 31 
• Fund the Family Success Alliance 32 
• Develop an Affordable Housing Plan 33 
• Support the Community Centers  34 
• Improve Voting Equipment  35 
• Eliminate the 6-month Vacant Position Hiring Delay 36 
• Implement Salary Savings Appropriation 37 
• Restructure the Employee Classification and Salary Plan 38 
• Create a Community Relations Department 39 

 40 
Recommended CIP FUNDING 41 
• County Capital Projects  42 
    Southern Orange Campus Infrastructure 43 
o Southern Branch Library Planning  44 
o Cedar Grove Library Kiosk  45 
o Jail – Conceptual Design Phase 46 
o Environmental and Agriculture Center – Design Phase 47 
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o Historic Rogers Road Infrastructure – Design Phase 1 
o Upper Eno Nature Preserve – Public Access Area 2 
o Soccer Center Phase II 3 
o New Hope Preserve/Hollow Rock Public Access 4 
o River Park Phase II 5 
o Little River Park 6 
o 911 Back-up Center 7 
 Conservation Easements (+$250,000) 8 
o Facility Infrastructure Upgrades   9 
o Information Technology Upgrades  10 
o Register of Deeds Automation 11 
 Affordable Housing Land Acquisition/Banking and Development Program 12 

Recommended CIP FUNDING 13 
• Special Revenue Projects  14 

o Article 46 Sales Tax 15 
 Economic Development 16 
 Chapel Hill Carrboro City Schools (CHCCS) 17 
 Orange County Schools (OCS) 18 

 19 
• Proprietary Capital Projects   20 

o Water and Sewer Utilities  21 
 Efland Sewer flow to Mebane 22 
 Utility Extension Projects 23 
 Hillsborough EDD 24 
 Eno EDD 25 

o Solid Waste  26 
 Sanitation 27 
 Recycling Operation 28 

o Sportsplex  29 
 Major Expansion Phase 2&3 30 

 31 
• School Capital Projects 32 

o Chapel Hill Carrboro City Schools 33 
 Pay-As-You-Go Funds - $2,274,765 34 
 Lottery Proceeds - $835,626 35 
 Preliminary Planning Funds - $750,000 36 

o Orange County Schools 37 
 Pay-As-You-Go Funds - $1,450,084 38 
 Lottery Proceeds - $520,736 39 
 Preliminary Planning Funds - $478,000 40 

 41 
Public Hearings and Work Sessions  42 
• Public Hearings 43 

 May 21: Richard Whitted Meeting Facility, 300 W Tryon St., Hillsborough 44 
 May 28: Southern Human Services Center (SHSC), Homestead Rd., Chapel Hill 45 

• Work Sessions 46 
o June 4:  SHSC, Homestead Rd., Chapel Hill 47 
o June 9:  Richard Whitted Meeting Facility, 300 W Tryon St., Hillsborough 48 

• Work Session/Intent to Adopt:  June 11, SHSC, Homestead Rd., Chapel Hill 49 
• Final Adoption:  June 16, SHSC, Homestead Rd., Chapel Hill  50 
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Document Availability 1 
• Clerk to Board of Commissioners 2 
• County Finance & Administrative Services Office 3 
• Orange County Library 4 
• Chapel Hill Public Library 5 
• Carrboro/McDougle Branch Library 6 
• Orange County Website – http://orangecountync.gov/ 7 
 8 
Conclusion 9 
Orange County exists to provide governmental services requested by our residents or 10 
mandated by the State of North Carolina. 11 

To provide these quality services efficiently, we must; 12 
• Serve the Residents of Orange County – Our Residents Come First; 13 
• Depend on the energy, skills, and dedication of all our employees and volunteers; 14 
• Treat all our Residents and Employees with fairness, respect, and understanding. 15 

Orange County Residents Come First 16 

 17 
 Commissioner Rich said will the budgeting be done based on the prior year if the 18 
charters schools are not counted as part of the Department of Public Instruction (DPI). 19 
 Paul Laughton said the DPI numbers received this year are 322 students less than last 20 
year.   He added that the numbers from DPI show the seats that are filled in the schools while 21 
there is a separate number for the Charter Students.  He said the County budgeted according to 22 
the March 2015 numbers and then looked at the enrollment numbers for the Charter Schools.  23 
He added that the Charter Schools must supply their numbers to the DPI.   24 
 Paul Laughton referenced page 145 which showed the enrollment projections.  He said 25 
the chart showed that the total number of projected students for both school districts in 2015-26 
2016 is 19,729.  He said the number of students that are out of district, which is 220, is then 27 
subtracted, and the number of Charter School students, which is 531, is added in for a grand 28 
total of 20,040 students.  He said the charter schools must give enrollment numbers to the 29 
School Districts on a monthly basis and the current number of charter students enrolled in 30 
Orange County Schools (OCS) is 475 and in Chapel Hill-Carrboro City Schools (CHCCS) is 31 
217. 32 
 Commissioner Rich asked if Paul Laughton is comfortable with the numbers and how 33 
they will be achieved.  She asked if there is any concern that the student numbers may be 34 
incorrect resulting in the Charter Schools receiving too little or too much money. 35 
 Paul Laughton said he is very comfortable with the numbers as the numbers are given 36 
by the Charter Schools to the State as well as reported to both school districts on a monthly 37 
basis. 38 
 39 
3. Public Comment 40 
 Chair McKee briefly reviewed the procedures for Public Comment.  He emphasized that 41 
typically the Commissioners do not comment at Public Hearings.  He said this lack of response 42 
does not mean that the Commissioners are not listening but rather it allows the public the 43 
maximum opportunity to speak.   44 
 Commissioner Price asked the public to give a specific explanation of how their 45 
requested funds will be used.  She further requested that staff keep this information available for 46 
future reference in the budget. 47 

http://orangecountync.gov/
http://orangecountync.gov/
http://orangecountync.gov/
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 Dorothy Johnson said she is here on behalf of the Fairview Community Watch 1 
requesting $4000 to support their summer monitoring program at the Fairview County Park.  2 
She said the funds would be used for an adult monitor and a youth assistant to work in the park 3 
for 18 hours a week, for 8 weeks from June to August.  She said the monitors assist in 4 
distribution of games and such to attendees and are a friendly presence to oversee activity and 5 
monitor unwanted behavior.  She said the program was started in 2012 with a grant from the 6 
New Hope Presbyterian Church.  She said the program has been a great success, and it is 7 
hoped that it will continue to grow from year to year.  She added that raising funds has been a 8 
struggle and last year the Board of County Commissioners (BOCC) saved the program.  She 9 
said the neighborhood is of low income and would like for the BOCC to consider making this 10 
program an annual part of the County’s budget. She concluded that Fairview Park is vital to the 11 
success and safety of the neighborhood and she commended the BOCC for all that it does for 12 
Orange County. 13 
 Sharon Freeland is the Executive Director for Orange Congregations in Mission (OCIM), 14 
and she thanked the Board for partnering with OCIM for almost 35 years.  She said there are 15 
hunger issues in Orange County.  She said she is a native of Orange County and she has seen 16 
hunger even with her former classmates.  She said over the last three years, the OCIM food 17 
pantry has seen an increase of over a thousand individuals each year, adding that last year, 18 
8900 individuals were served, of which 4500 were children.  She said it is a privilege to OCIM to 19 
take the gracious bounty, and to share with OCIM clients.  She said notepaper and pencils are 20 
kept in the OCIM reception area, in case clients want to leave their thoughts.  She read one of 21 
those notes to the Board.  She explained that the current OCIM policy states that a household 22 
may receive a week’s worth of groceries six times, in a twelve month period; however, this is 23 
often not enough.  She said OCIM does as much as possible to meet those extra needs.  She is 24 
asking for additional funding to allow households two additional opportunities to visit the food 25 
pantry.  She said OCIM would purchase perishable items and has asked United Way to fund a 26 
part time food pantry manager.  She thanked the BOCC for their efforts in Orange County.   27 
 Marci White is the Executive Director of Mental Health America of the Triangle.  She said 28 
her outside agency request can be found on page 356 of the budget document.  She thanked 29 
the BOCC for their ongoing support of the Advocacy Network program via County matching 30 
funds for State JCPC dollars.  She said tonight she is requesting that the BOCC reconsider the 31 
staff recommendation to not fund a new and different program called Compeer for Seniors.  She 32 
said $21,000 is being requested from the County to go towards a part-time position to develop 33 
this program.  She said this program will target a specific and well documented Orange County 34 
need, especially in the outlying areas of the County.  Compeer for Seniors will address isolation 35 
for seniors at risk of depression and for those in early stage dementia.  She said the program 36 
will use volunteers to provide long term friendship through which trust and intimacy will occur.  37 
She said the Compeer volunteers commit to at least one year.   She said the power of friendship 38 
is compelling and while the volunteers are not trained medical professionals, they are likely to 39 
notice subtle changes in health due to the close friendships established with the seniors.  She 40 
said her agency works closely with the Orange County Department on Aging and are also a 41 
partner agency with the Family Success Alliance, and are the only partner physically located in 42 
Zone 6.  She said her agency carefully considered the request being made to the County 43 
knowing that the County supports many of their other programs.  She added that this particular 44 
program is necessary as the number of individuals with the aforementioned risk factors is 45 
growing.  She said her agency is uniquely equipped and situated to deliver a very cost effective 46 
and meaningful service to Orange County senior citizens. 47 
 Elvira Mebane said she is a parent of a child in the OCS, and she supports the budget 48 
for OCS.  She said she is the President of United Voices of Efland-Cheeks, and is asking for the 49 
Board’s support of the Efland-Cheeks Community Center.  She said United Voices of Efland-50 
Cheeks have been meeting with County staff about upgrades to this Center.  She said this 51 



7 
 

Community Center was the first community center in Orange County but has not had any 1 
improvements in years.  She applauded the Board’s efforts to support other County Community 2 
Centers.  She stressed the Center needs to be upgraded and many community groups are 3 
meeting at the center monthly to talk about issues like emergency preparedness.  She implored 4 
the BOCC to not forget about the Efland-Cheeks Community Center. 5 
 Laura Nicholson said she is here on behalf of the Compass Center for Women and 6 
Families.  She said this organization provides self-efficiency programs, domestic violence 7 
support, court advocacy, a teen pregnancy prevention program, and other services, including 8 
educational outreach.  She thanked the Board for its continued support.  She said the 9 
organization will be celebrating its third anniversary on July 1, 2015.  She said in the three years 10 
since its inception, the organization has seen more integrated, comprehensive and efficient 11 
services that meet client needs.  She said there has been over a 40% increase in demand for 12 
the organization’s domestic violence services since 2012.  She said the Board’s funding is 13 
especially important this year as the State is making funding cuts as well as some changes in 14 
funding from partners like the United Way. 15 
 Manju Rajendran said she works for the Marion Cheeks Jackson Center, and is 16 
requesting an additional $4000 in order to meet the growing demand for Fusion Youth Radio 17 
(FYR).  She said FYR features young people making their voices a part of history through 18 
creative, youth-produced media.  She said FYR is rooted in the idea that all of us deserve 19 
opportunities to tell our stories in our own works and FYR believes young people must work 20 
together to take on active roles in shaping the future of our communities.  She said the name of 21 
FYR honors the legacy of the Fusion movement of North Carolina in the 1890s, a multi-racial 22 
coalition that gained power across the State before coming to a violent end at the hands of 23 
white supremacists in 1898.  She said FYR seeks to bring together youth with many 24 
backgrounds to create the sort of community that not even the “Fusionists” imagined.   25 
She said since FYR was created four years ago, it has developed partnerships with every 26 
school in CHCCS, sustained relationships with Beat Making Lab and Sacrificial Poets to 27 
exchange critical media, poetry and beatmaking workshops for the youth members of the united 28 
organizations.  She said FYR has produced 44 radio shows in partnership with WXYC-Chapel 29 
Hill, broadcasting youth voices that would otherwise go unheard.  She said FYR has co-created 30 
the WUNC Summer Youth Radio Institute. She said this summer there will be a FYR Summer 31 
Audio Immersion in collaboration with Beat Making Lab and Sacrificial Poets.  She said youth 32 
from OCS and CHCCS will be going to the Allied Media Conference in Detroit to meet with 33 
media makers from across the United States.  She said the additional $4000 would allow the 34 
high caliber of work to be sustained.  35 
  Delores Bailey said she is the Executive Director of Empowerment, Inc.  She thanked 36 
the Board for their continued support and partnership with Empowerment’s affordable rental 37 
program.  She said Empowerment, Inc., owns and/or manages 45 affordable rental units, 38 
throughout Orange County.  She said in 2015, Empowerment, Inc., added to its rental inventory 39 
by one, and renovated three rental units.  She said within the 45 units, 70%of the heads of 40 
household are Section 8 or housing voucher holders.  She said Empowerment has the proud 41 
distinction of being the number one landlord in Orange County that accepts housing choice 42 
vouchers and may be the only one that does.  She said with 2015-2016 home funds 43 
Empowerment will be able to purchase a home in the Northside community and will partner with 44 
the Hillsborough Home Depot to renovate a home on Terrell Road in Hillsborough, which will be 45 
designated for a Veteran and their family.  She said, together, Empowerment and Orange 46 
County are doing great things for affordable rentals, for which she is grateful. 47 
 48 
4. Adjournment of Public Hearing 49 
 A motion was made by Commissioner Rich, seconded by Commissioner Price to adjourn 50 
the meeting at 8:07 p.m. 51 
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 1 
VOTE: UNANIMOUS 2 
 3 
 4 
          Earl McKee, Chair 5 
 6 
Donna Baker, Clerk to the Board 7 
 8 
 9 
 10 
 11 
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         Attachment 5 1 
 2 
DRAFT           MINUTES 3 

ORANGE COUNTY BOARD OF COMMISSIONERS 4 
QUARTERLY PUBLIC HEARING 5 

May 26, 2015 6 
7:00 P.M. 7 

 8 
 The Orange County Board of Commissioners met with the Orange County Planning 9 
Board for a Quarterly Public Hearing on May 26, 2015 at 7:00 p.m. at the Whitted Building, in 10 
Hillsborough, N.C.   11 

 12 
COUNTY COMMISSIONERS PRESENT: Chair Earl McKee and Commissioners Mia 13 
Burroughs, Mark Dorosin, Bernadette Pelissier, Renee Price and Penny Rich 14 
COUNTY COMMISSIONERS ABSENT: Barry Jacobs 15 
COUNTY ATTORNEY PRESENT:  James Bryan (Staff Attorney) 16 
COUNTY STAFF PRESENT:  County Manager Bonnie Hammersley and Clerk to the Board 17 
Donna Baker (All other staff members will be identified appropriately below) 18 
PLANNING BOARD MEMBERS PRESENT: Chair Pete Hallenbeck and Planning Board 19 
members Lisa Stuckey, Herman Staats, Paul Guthrie, Tony Blake, Laura Nicholson, and Lydia 20 
Wegman, Andrea Rohrbacher, Maxecine Mitchell, H.T. “Buddy” Hartley 21 
PLANNING BOARD MEMBERS ABSENT:  James Lea and Bryant Warren 22 

 23 
 Chair McKee called the meeting to order at 7:05 p.m. 24 
 Chair McKee said that Commissioner Jacobs would be unable to attend the meeting 25 
tonight. 26 
 Chair McKee noted the following items at their places: 27 
- White sheets: PowerPoint slides for Items C1-5 28 
- Notebook for Item C-3- Request for Special Use Permit - solar array/public utility station 29 
 30 
 Chair McKee said staff requested that the Board of County Commissioners (BOCC) 31 
consider moving Item 5 - Unified Development Ordinance (UDO) Text Amendment – forward to 32 
the beginning of the agenda, as it is a short presentation. 33 
 34 
 A motion was made by Commissioner Rich, seconded by Commissioner Pelissier to 35 
move Item 5 - Unified Development Ordinance (UDO) Text Amendment - forward on the agenda 36 
to the beginning of the agenda. 37 
 38 
VOTE:  UNANIMOUS 39 
 40 
A. OPENING REMARKS FROM THE CHAIR-Chair McKee and PB Chair Pete Hallenbeck 41 

 42 
B. PUBLIC CHARGE 43 
 Chair McKee dispensed with the reading of the Public Charge 44 

 45 
C. PUBLIC HEARING ITEMS 46 

                                 47 
5. Unified Development Ordinance (UDO) Text Amendment - To review government-48 

initiated amendments to the text of the UDO to incorporate recent changes in State law with 49 
respect to the review and permitting of temporary health care structures.   50 
 51 
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 Ashley Moncado, Orange County Planning Inspections, presented the following 1 
PowerPoint slides: 2 
 3 
Unified Development Ordinance  4 
Text Amendment 5 
Temporary Health Care Structures 6 
Quarterly Public Hearing 7 
May 26, 2015 8 
Item C5 9 
 10 
Purpose 11 
To hold a public hearing on a Planning Director initiated Unified Development Ordinance (UDO) 12 
text amendment regarding proposed standards for temporary health care structures to be added 13 
into Sections 5.5 Standards for Residential Uses and 10.1 Definitions of the UDO.  14 
 15 
Background 16 
What is a Temporary Health Care Structure (THCS)? 17 

• General Definition 18 
o A mobile, modular unit, which may include health care amenities, designed to be 19 

temporarily placed on a caregiver's property for rehabilitation and extended care 20 
of an impaired relative. 21 

• Purpose 22 
o Provide a temporary, affordable, higher quality, and accessible housing option for 23 

those in need, and for families in place of a nursing home facility.  24 
• Similar to a state of the art hospital room 25 
• Also known as: 26 

o MEDCottages 27 
o Granny Pods 28 

 29 
Session Law 2014-94 30 

• Background 31 
o Concerns with existing zoning regulations limiting temporary health care 32 

structures 33 
o Adopted (August 1, 2014) to accommodate use and limit permitting obstacles 34 

statewide 35 
o Modeled after 2010 Virginia State Legislation 36 

• Purpose 37 
o Allow people with mental or physical impairments to live and reside with their 38 

families in order to receive the care they need.  39 
• Outlined Definition and Regulations  40 

 41 
Proposed Amendments 42 

• Proposed Revisions to: 43 
o Section 5.5, Standards for Residential Uses  44 
o Article 10, Definitions  45 

• Packet includes the proposed amendments in “track changes” format  46 
• Renumbering and reformatting of identified Sections 47 

 48 
Proposed Amendments 49 
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Definition  1 
• A transportable residential structure facilitating a caregiver’s provision of care for a 2 

mentally or physically impaired person that is primarily assembled offsite, is limited to 3 
one occupant, has no more than 300 gross square feet, and complies with applicable 4 
standards of the North Carolina State Building Code. Temporary health care structures 5 
shall not be installed on a permanent foundation. Temporary health care structures are 6 
classified as an accessory use to single family detached dwellings.  7 

 8 
Proposed Amendments 9 
Submittal Requirements 10 

• Must meet Section 2.4, Zoning Compliance Permits 11 
• Documentation identifying the relationship of the occupant of the THCS and 12 

occupant of the single family dwelling 13 
• Physician’s certification   14 

 15 
Proposed Amendments 16 
Standards of Evaluation  17 

• Existing single family residential dwelling unit must be located on the same 18 
parcel as the THCS 19 

• No more than one THCS per lot 20 
• Must meet setback standards contained in Section 5.5.1, Accessory Structures 21 

and Uses 22 
• Occupancy shall be limited to one mentally or physically impaired individual 23 
• No signage or advertisement promoting the THCS shall be permitted 24 
• Shall be required to connect to water, wastewater, and electric utilities serving 25 

the principal structure  26 
• All applicable state and local approvals and permits shall be acquired  27 

 28 
Proposed Amendments 29 
Standards of Evaluation 30 

• Approval of the application shall not exceed one year and require annual renewal 31 
• Must be removed 60 days after the mentally or physically impaired person is no 32 

longer receiving care or is in a need of assistance 33 
• Caregiver shall allow inspections of the property by the County 34 

 35 
 36 
Public Notification  37 

• Completed in accordance with Section 2.8.7 of the UDO 38 
o Newspaper legal ads for two successive weeks 39 

 40 
Joint Planning Area Partners 41 

• Proposed amendments provided on January 14, 2015 42 
o No comments have been received 43 

 44 
Recommendation 45 
The Planning Director recommends the Board: 46 

• Receive the proposed amendments to the UDO as detailed in this abstract and 47 
attachments. 48 
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• Conduct the public hearing and accept public, BOCC, and Planning Board 1 
comment on the proposed amendments. 2 

• Refer the matter to the Planning Board with a request that a recommendation be 3 
returned to the BOCC in time for the September 1, 2015 BOCC regular meeting.  4 

• Adjourn the public hearing until September 1, 2015 in order to receive and 5 
accept the Planning Board’s recommendation and any submitted written 6 
comments. 7 

 8 
 Commissioner Dorosin asked if the building of a THCS is permissible, only if the 9 
recipient of the care is related to the landowner.   10 
 Ashley Moncado said that is correct. 11 
 Commissioner Dorosin asked if the THCS must be removed from the property, once the 12 
relative improves or moves on to a different living situation. 13 
 Ashley Moncado said currently only one company makes this type of THCS, and they 14 
are built to be temporary.   She said the THCS are built out of Virginia, where there are almost 15 
the same state regulations as North Carolina.  She said the TCHS cost about $100,000, and 16 
there is no restriction on the word “temporary,” so it could be on a property long term. 17 
 Commissioner Rich asked if the TCHS remains on a property for many years, must it 18 
always be inhabited by the ailing relative. 19 
 Ashley Moncado said yes. 20 
 Commissioner Rich asked if there appears to be a need for the TCHS in Orange County. 21 
 Ashley Moncado she said no one has gone through the process to be permitted, but 22 
there have been inquiries. 23 
 Commissioner Price asked if a domestic partner would fall under the category of relative, 24 
and be able to reside in a TCHS. 25 
 Ashley said that would apply for the family relationship. 26 
 Commissioner Price asked for clarification regarding how water and sewer would work. 27 
 Ashley said the applicant would have to go through Environmental Health to make sure 28 
that their present system has the capacity to accommodate this usage. 29 
 Commissioner Price asked if this would also pertain to the Rural Buffer, and would 30 
Orange Water and Sewer Authority (OWASA) be involved. 31 
 Ashley said yes, but properties in the rural buffer on mostly well and septic systems. 32 
 33 
 A motion was made by Commissioner Rich, seconded by Commissioner Pelissier for the 34 
Board:  To refer the matter to the Planning Board, with a request that a recommendation be 35 
returned to the BOCC in time for the September 1, 2015 BOCC regular meeting. 36 
 37 

VOTE:  Ayes, 5; Nays, 1 (Commissioner Dorosin)  38 
Motion Passes 39 
 40 
 Commissioner Dorosin said he likes the idea of the THCS, but he would like for the 41 
Board to consider amending the UDO, making such structures more accessible and the 42 
regulations less onerous.   43 
 Commissioner Pelissier said the BOCC could direct the Planning Board to deliberate on 44 
this issue, and to consider other options before returning to the Board of County Commissioners 45 
with their recommendation. 46 
 47 
 A motion was made by Commissioner Price seconded by Commissioner Pelissier to 48 
adjourn the public hearing until September 1, 2015 in order to receive and accept the Planning 49 
Board’s recommendation and any submitted written comments. 50 
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 1 
VOTE:  UNANIMOUS 2 
 3 
1.  Application for a Class A Special Use Permit – To review and receive sworn testimony on 4 

a Special Use Permit application seeking approval of a school redevelopment/master plan 5 
for Emerson Waldorf School’s existing facility located at 6211 New Jericho Road within the 6 
Chapel Hill Township. 7 

 8 
THIS ITEM IS VERBATIM. 9 
 10 
 Planning Board Chair Pete Hallenbeck opened the public hearing, and introduced this 11 
item. 12 
 13 
Pete Hallenbeck:  We are going to open up the public hearing for an Application for a Class A 14 
Special Use Permit for the Emerson Waldorf School.  I’ll turn it over to Michael Harvey, and we’ll 15 
be bringing up the people who will be providing testimony so they can be sworn in.   16 
 17 
Michael Harvey:  Yes Sir. Michael Harvey, Orange County Current Planning Division.  At this 18 
time, I’d like to ask any individual who is going to be offering sworn testimony, or evidence, with 19 
respect to the Emerson Waldorf Class A Special Use Permit to please come forward, so they 20 
can be sworn in by the Deputy Clerk.  21 
 22 
Those who were planning to speak were sworn in. 23 
 24 
Michael Harvey:  Again, Michael Harvey, and I have been sworn.  As the Chair has already 25 
pointed out we are here to review a Class A Special Use Permit for the Emerson Waldorf 26 
School.  You will note from your packet of information the School actually is on five separate 27 
parcels of property, totaling 54 acres in area.  Or 55 acres in area, excuse me.  These parcels 28 
are all zoned rural buffer, and are located within the rural buffer land use category as 29 
designated in the future land use map in the Comprehensive Plan.  The property is also located 30 
within the rural buffer rural residential area, as defined within the Joint Planning Land Use Plan.   31 
 32 
As the Chair has already alluded to, this is a Class A Special Use Permit and is held in a quasi-33 
judicial format.  Meaning those parties for and against the application have to provide sworn 34 
testimony, as well as competent material and substantial evidence on the merits of the proposal.  35 
The Applicant ultimately, by our Unified Development Ordinance, has the burden of 36 
demonstrating this project complies with the provisions of the UDO.  Anyone opposing the 37 
application is required to demonstrate, also through sworn testimony and competent material 38 
and evidence, how it doesn’t comply and how the Applicant has failed to meet their burden.  As 39 
has already been alluded to, hearsay or unsubstantiated opinions are not sufficient testimony 40 
and are not admissible.  If the applicant proves compliance with the Unified Development 41 
Ordinance, and there is no evidence in the record that the project does not, then we have an 42 
obligation to issue the permit.  So with that brief synopsis, what I would like to do is turn this 43 
over to Mr. Patrick Mallet of my staff, and the Applicant, to present the actual components of the 44 
application package.  Thank you. 45 
 46 
Patrick Mallet:  Good Evening Commissioners.  I’m Pat Mallet, and I’ve been duly sworn.  I’m 47 
going to be fairly brief with my part of the presentation, because my understanding is that 48 
Emerson Waldorf has a presentation that they would like to make. So, for the sake of 49 
redundancy, I’ll go quickly.  The School was formed in 1984.  That predates our requirements 50 
under the section 5.8 of the UDO, to require a Class A Special Use Permit.  And basically, the 51 
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way that the UDO is structured is any expansion of the School would treat it as if it was a new 1 
Class A Special Use Permit application.  So that’s why we’re here tonight.  Reviewing the case 2 
and the essence of, basically, the better part of a year’s worth of work, has been the School’s 3 
effort to develop a Master Plan, get all of their envisions – expansions for the next ten, fifteen, 4 
twenty years approved in one fell swoop, so they can not have to come back to you each and 5 
every time they do a building.    6 
 7 
 Patrick Mallet reviewed the following PowerPoint slides: 8 
 9 
MAY 26, 2015 10 
AGENDA ITEM: C-1 11 
QUARTERLY PUBLIC HEARING 12 
CLASS A SPECIAL USE PERMIT 13 
DEVELOPMENT/RE-DEVELOPMENT 14 
OF THE EMERSON WALDORF SCHOOL 15 
 16 
 17 
 18 
PROPERTY INFORMATION 19 

• PIN(s):   9871- 64-7391; 9871-64-5632; 9871-65-8140; 9871-74-3098; and 9871-72-20 
1935. 21 

• Size:  Approximately 55.27 acres total (total).  22 
• Zoning : Rural Buffer (RB). 23 
• Future Land Use Map Designation: Rural Buffer. 24 
• Growth Management System Designation:  Rural. 25 
• Joint Land Use Plan Designation:  Rural Buffer – Rural Residential Area. 26 

 27 
REQUIRED REVIEW 28 
Project involves the review of a Class A Special Use Permit in accordance with the provisions of 29 
Section 2.7 of the UDO. 30 

• Held in a quasi-judicial format meaning all parties, for and against the application, 31 
provide sworn testimony as well as competent material and substantial evidence on the 32 
merits of the proposal. 33 

• Applicant has burden of demonstrating project complies with the provisions of the UDO. 34 
 35 
REQUIRED REVIEW  36 

• Anyone opposing the application is required to demonstrate through sworn testimony as 37 
well as competent material and substantial evidence that the project does not comply 38 
with the provisions of the Ordinance.   39 

• Hearsay or unsubstantiated opinions are not sufficient testimony. 40 
• If applicant proves compliance with applicable standards, and there is no evidence in the 41 

record the project does not comply, the permit must be issued. 42 
 43 

BACKGROUND 44 
• School opened in 1984 prior to establishment of Orange County’s school development 45 

standards (i.e. Sec 5.8.4 of UDO), and requirement for a Class A SUP for Schools, 46 
• Nature of request requires Staff review the request as if it were a new Class A SUP 47 

application (Sec 8.6 of UDO).   48 
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– STAFF NOTE:  proposal does not alter operational parameters of the school in a 1 
manner making it inconsistent with current regulations. 2 

 3 
PROPOSAL 4 

• Develop new classroom(s), gymnasium, administrative office building, and performing 5 
arts center, 6 

• Develop additional recreational fields (i.e. multi-purpose field.) on property south of 7 
Millhouse Road, 8 

• Additions to existing buildings (i.e. classroom and administrative), 9 
• Expansion of parking and drop-off areas,  10 
• Modify/update infrastructure (i.e. stormwater, septic, and well water distribution, etc.), 11 
• New internal pathways. 12 

 13 
SITE PLAN (PHOTO) 14 
 15 
SITE PLAN (PHOTO) 16 
 17 
NEIGHBORHOOD INFORMATION MEETING (NIM) 18 

• 2 NIMs were held on January 8 and April 10, 2015, 19 
• No member of the general public attended January 8, 2015 meeting, 20 
• During April 10, 2015 meeting an adjacent property owner expressed concern over 21 

athletic field lights.  The applicant informed this individual that no such lights were 22 
proposed. 23 

• No other comments have been received. 24 
 25 

Site Photographs- Existing Facilities  26 
 27 
Site Photographs- Existing Facilities  28 
 29 
Site Photographs- Millhouse RD & New New Jericho RD 30 
 31 
REVIEW PROCESS 32 

• Step One:  Review of application at a joint Quarterly Public Hearing by BOCC and 33 
Planning Board.  BOCC adjourns the public hearing to a date/time certain to receive the 34 
Planning Board recommendation. 35 

• Step Two:  Review of application by Planning Board who make a recommendation on 36 
the application based on the evidence and testimony offered into evidence during the 37 
public hearing. 38 

– STAFF COMMENT: The Planning Board will begin the review of this item at 39 
their July 1, 2015 regular meetings, which convene at 7:00 p.m. in the lower 40 
level conference room of the West Campus Office Building at 131 West 41 
Margaret Lane in downtown Hillsborough. 42 

• Step Three:  BOCC reconvenes public hearing to receive Planning Board 43 
recommendation.  No additional public comment/testimony is accepted.   44 

• BOCC takes action on the proposal. 45 
 46 

STAFF INITIAL REVIEW 47 
• Applicant has submitted documentation required for the review of the project. 48 
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• Applicant has submitted required documentation for a Class A Special Use Permit (i.e. 1 
required by Section 2.7.3). 2 

• There are goals/objectives/policies within the Comprehensive Plan lending credence to 3 
the viability of the proposal. 4 
 5 

RECOMMENDATION 6 
1. Receive the application, 7 
2. Conduct the Public Hearing and accept sworn testimony and evidence. 8 
3. Refer the matter to the Planning Board with a request that a recommendation be 9 

returned to the County Board of Commissioners in time for the October 6, 2015 BOCC 10 
regular meeting. 11 

4. Adjourn the public hearing until October 6, 2015 in order to receive and accept the 12 
Planning Board’s recommendation and any submitted written comments.   13 

 14 
 15 
Patrick Mallet:  And with that I have Charlie Viles, who is going to walk through the different 16 
elements of the school, and give you an overview.   17 
 18 
Pete Hallenbeck:  Do the Commissioners have any questions at this point? Or are we going to 19 
wait until we hear from the applicant? 20 
 21 
The Commissioners had no questions or comments. 22 
 23 
Peter Hallenbeck:  Alright. Go ahead, Sir. 24 
 25 
Charlie Viles:  My name is Charles Viles.  I am duly sworn.  My connection with the School is – 26 
I’ve been on the School’s – Chairman of the School’s Camus Planning Committee for the last 27 
six years.  I was on the School’s board from 2007 to 2014 and was Board President for two of 28 
those years.  I’ve also been a parent at the School for fifteen years.  I want to quickly introduce 29 
the other folks that may come up here to speak.  Rebecca Rogers who is the School’s treasurer, 30 
a member of the Board, and also a practicing attorney, if there is a need for cross examination 31 
and things like that, then she would serve in that capacity.  Chad Abbott is the Consultant that 32 
we’ve hired with Summit Engineering.  He’s a practicing Engineer and he will – anyway, a little 33 
technology issue there – he will address the technical details of the application.  And then we 34 
also enlisted Vick Knight, who is an appraiser, and if needs to get up and speak about the 35 
property value, the maintenance of the property values, or the proposal, then he’s ready to do 36 
that as well.  Although, if that’s not required, we won’t do that.   37 
 38 
So, my job here is really to provide a bit of a human face.  I’m the expert for the School.  I 39 
understand what the School is about.  And to provide you a picture of what goes on at the 40 
School, and so you can better get a feel for what we’re trying to accomplish.  Waldorf Education 41 
is a style of education that has been around for about a hundred years. 42 
 43 
 Charlie Viles presented the following PowerPoint slides: 44 
 45 
Application for Class A Special Use Permit 46 
Orange County Board of County Commissioners 47 
May 26, 2015  Emerson Waldorf School 48 
 49 
Presentation Overview 50 
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Introductions 1 
School Overview, History, and Planning 2 

– Charles Viles – Emerson Waldorf School 3 
Technical Highlights of Application 4 

– Chad Abbott – Summit Engineering 5 
 6 

Waldorf Education  7 
• Early 1900s in Germany. 8 
• 1,000  schools world-wide. 9 
• US ~150 schools. 10 
• NC – 1 EWS!! 11 

 12 
Facets of Waldorf Education 13 

• Arts focused. 14 
• Curriculum delivery based on stage of child dev. 15 
• Connection to the natural world. 16 
• Student-created texts “Main Lesson Book”  17 
• Minimal traditional media. 18 
• “Grades” teacher 19 
• Low testing burden 20 
• Multi-sensory education 21 

 22 
Emerson Waldorf School  23 

• Founded 1984. 24 
• Current site -1987. 25 
• 55 acres. 26 
• 260 students PK-12. 27 
• 80% Orange County residents. 28 

 29 
EWS- Internal Planning Process 30 
2020 Strategic Goal – “World Class!” 31 

• Attract and retain committed teachers. 32 
• Grow enrollment – 300+ students 33 
• Conscious growth of physical campus to support curricular goals, improved safety. 34 

 35 
The External Planning Process 36 
Campus Master Plan Highlights 37 

• Grow 259 → 350 students. 38 
• New buildings to support curriculum. 39 
• Re-engineered parking, traffic flow to provide improved safety, accessibility, and 40 

coherence. 41 
• Develop with environmental ethic - “Walk our Talk” 42 

 43 
Supporting Evidence 44 

• Biological Inventory – Catena Group 45 
• Tree and Forest Survey – NC Dept of Forestry 46 
• Property Value Assessment – Everett V. Knight 47 
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• Traffic Management Plan – NCDOT/Summit 1 
• Traffic Impact Analysis – SEPI 2 
• Comments – DEAPR, Solid Waste, Stormwater, Fire, NCDOT, Town of CH, Health 3 

Dept. 4 
 5 

General Standards - 5.3.2(A)(2)  6 
 7 

Standard Support 

Maintain Public Health. Physical plan, NCDOT recommendations, comments from 
Fire, Solid Waste, OC Health. 

Maintain Property Value. Market and impact analysis, existing use as school, physical 
plan. 

Harmony of existing area and 
comprehensive plan. 

Physical plan, Biological Inventory, tree survey, existing use 
as school, comments from Parks 

 8 
Charlie Viles:  And, I think I’m going stop there.  And, I’ll turn it over to Chad.   9 
 10 
Chair McKee:  And before you start, I might note for our Board members, that we have extra 11 
paper copies of the plats, if you find that this is hard to read.   12 
 13 
Chad Abbot:   Good evening.  My name is Chad Abbott.  I have been duly sworn.  14 
Commissioners, I’d like to thank you for your time tonight.  And I hope by the end of this you will 15 
see that we have done our best to meet the findings of facts and address the items that are 16 
required for the Special Use Permit Class A in Orange County.  I am a licensed engineer in the 17 
State of North Carolina.  License number: 036242. I attended NC State, graduated 2005 with a 18 
Bachelors of Science in Civil Engineering and Construction Engineering, with management 19 
concentration.  I’m employed at Summit Design and Engineering, here in Hillsborough.  We 20 
have been representing the Emerson Waldorf School in this application, to provide planning 21 
assistance and help bring their master plan and goal and vision to the County.   22 
 23 
So, we have been working several months now, probably near a year, trying to get this master 24 
plan such that it was complete, and could appear before you guys.  The biggest challenge was 25 
addressing one of the findings of fact, which was the public health safety and welfare, which 26 
was on the DOT (NC Department of Transportation) side of things.  Addressing the congestion 27 
and traffic items and concerns that DOT had, as well as MSTA, when we submitted our master 28 
plan submittal.  We have satisfied those comments and, per your packets, in the staff reports, 29 
and I know that they do a thorough staff report, and I’d like to thank the staff for their work over 30 
the past year in helping us meet all these standards of evaluations, and explain those to the 31 
details, so we could adequately address those.   32 
  33 
We presented all the environmental findings, the tree inventories.  You will see all – and I know 34 
that you have a lot on your agenda tonight, so I don’t know that I need to go through each one 35 
of those in detail.  If you do need me to, then I can answer questions later.  But, in short, I would 36 
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like to, first and foremost, really just address the findings of fact.  They may be listed in your 1 
packets on a certain page.  I know your packets are pretty full.  But on our narrative, they were 2 
on the second page of our narrative.  In number one, there was the Public Health Safety and 3 
Welfare.  We are proposing a school, there’s nothing dangerous about the use as a school.  4 
You know some may say, “well you’re going to bring a school into a community.”  Sometimes if 5 
it’s a new use, you may worry about crime and children’s safety, etc.  The fact that the School 6 
has been there since ’87 I think speaks to the fact that the use as a school on this property is 7 
not a concern, or it’s not an adverse impact, so the Public Health Safety and Welfare of the 8 
general public surrounding.  Like I said, the DOT comments and concerns were the biggest item 9 
to address, which we have done. And you should see their approval.  I think in the email  they 10 
have said they are okay with us to proceed on to a more detailed site plan level.   11 
 12 
The next finding of fact was that the “use would maintain, or enhance, the value of contiguous 13 
properties.”  I will let Mr. Vick Knight speak to that effect.  I would say our thought all along, as 14 
we developed this master plan, was we definitely didn’t want to get to this point and say, well 15 
somebody say, “it’s going to affect my property in an adverse way.”  But our thinking the whole 16 
time, and our justification would be that I’m sure several houses in that area have sold since the 17 
use of the property in ’87, and there’s nothing new.  It’s just an expansion of an existing use.  So 18 
it’s not a new use on a new site, but an existing use.   19 
 20 
Lastly, “that the location and character of the use if developed as approved, or submitted, would 21 
be in harmony with the area in which it’s to be located.”  I would say that  and you know, again – 22 
the fact that it’s an existing school, and it’s been used as that since – going on thirty years now 23 
– would speak to the fact that it’s in harmony with the area.  And per Mr. Viles presentation, 24 
you’ll see that they try to blend in with their existing environment, with the master planning and 25 
with the previous development.  With the way the School is formatted and just go in and blanket 26 
grade the whole site or masquerade the whole site.  It’s a right steep topography in that area, 27 
and they went in and just blended with the environment, just like their surrounding residential 28 
homes and subdivisions that are in there.  Like I said, we have also spoken to the specific 29 
standards of evaluation, and I’d be happy, at the conclusion, to address any questions you may 30 
have regarding that.  Usually schools are somewhat challenging sometimes, when you go into 31 
an area but the fact that this is an existing use helps cover a lot of that ground, in my opinion.   32 
 33 
So, with that said, I did have the map shown and along with several other colored versions 34 
along with the traffic plan, since your prints are not in color, and because of the legibility, may be 35 
diminished.  Should you have questions, I can scroll to those, and I would additionally like for 36 
these PDF versions of this to be entered into the record, as well as everything else we’ve 37 
submitted in the staff’s packet. 38 
 39 
Pete Hallenbeck:  Are there any questions from the Board members, for the applicant?  Yes. 40 
 41 
Commissioner Dorosin:  Other than the colors on these, is there anything different than what 42 
we’ve already got? 43 
 44 
Chad Abbott:  No, Sir.  We thought it best to – and in case some of the public had questions of 45 
what’s new, what’s not.  So on – what the screen you have before you, the red buildings are the 46 
new buildings.  We put a legend on the side of the plans for you guys to see what was 47 
proposed. They’re labeled P buildings, E is for existing.  And this is just a colored version of 48 
what you had to help with the Public and anybody else that had any questions. 49 
 50 



12 
 

Commissioner Rich:  I don’t know if this question is for you or for our staff.  How come the 1 
septic system is reviewed by the State as opposed to Orange County?    2 
 3 
Chad Abbott:  It is because the system at this site – and we designed these as well – I don’t 4 
know that we designed this system, but the system at this site, there was no conventional septic 5 
field big enough for the uses on this site when it was built as a school.  So therefore, they took 6 
in the State – that is by Orange County deferred to the State, for design and approval by a 7 
consultant and the State approves an Alternate Septic System, is what it’s called.  And it’s an 8 
alternate septic system.  It’s not your conventional septic tank with drain lines.  It’s a spray field.   9 
 10 
Commissioner Rich:  Follow up?  So as you get more students in here, and you’re building 11 
more and more, it says that you’re going to need to have additional septic field capacity?   12 
 13 
Chad Abbott:  Possibly, yes.   14 
 15 
Commissioner Rich:  Do you have room to have the additional capacity for the septic fields? 16 
 17 
Chad Abbott:  The way that would work would be an additional design.  You know, the reason 18 
for these alternative systems is that you don’t have soil that perks, in the first place.  And so 19 
there’s – you can look at the campus- there is abundant room to design an alternate system, 20 
such that it can be –the discharge of those systems, or the spray, or the drip of those systems 21 
is, is predicated by the infiltration rate of the soil.  So whatever – there is abundant land, in 22 
whichever section, if needed to add on to the existing system, you know would just be, the 23 
design would be per that section of land.  It’s not a matter of it could be designed, it can be.  It’s 24 
just whether or not – if it doesn’t perk, you know it just requires a little bit more area, which 25 
there’s abundant area on the site.  If one of the buildings shown creates a volume of waste 26 
water that can’t be treated on site, then obviously they’d just wouldn’t be able to build that 27 
building.  28 
 29 
Commissioner Rich:  And is that also regulated by the State, as you grow?  So you would 30 
have to get the State to approve that? 31 
 32 
Chad Abbott:  I think, I think, yes, I think the building permits with the County somehow through 33 
this approval – I’m not going to speak for them – but would be tracked.  The occupancy of each 34 
building – which then, you know – the waste water flow is based on number of students.  So as 35 
those students grow, obviously it’ll hit a trigger, for which the old septic system is now 36 
insufficient, and would require a new design, or upgrade. 37 
 38 
Patrick Mallet:  I’ll just add to that.  So, this is the master planner conceptual part of the 39 
process.  So we’re looking at things in what I would call a cartoon fashion.  After that point, they 40 
continue to refine, and there’s not a necessary sequence in terms of the building, so they can’t 41 
really define their septic field.  But, yes, when they would go and submit for any one of the 42 
buildings, they would have to submit site plans for that building or buildings and then part of the 43 
check off process would be to insure that there’s enough capacity, and if not, they would have to 44 
expand the field.  The other thing that I would note is that the area that they are currently using 45 
is – it’s probably not even a third of the area south of Millhouse.  They have a large 46 
undeveloped, or underdeveloped, portion of property on the south side of Millhouse. 47 
 48 
Commissioner Rich:  Thank you.  I mean I guess my biggest concern is that the State is 49 
approving it, and I just want to make sure that we’re also keeping track of it.  I’m sure you all 50 
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are.  I just want to make sure that Orange County is making sure that it’s a clean system as 1 
well. 2 
 3 
Chad Abbott:  Orange County would, in essence, approve the site plan that allows the building 4 
to be built, however, they wouldn’t provide that approval until the – we have provided them 5 
documentation the State has approved the septic system, which has been my experience in the 6 
past. 7 
 8 
Michael Harvey:  Michael Harvey again.  Let me just say, historically, especially with Carolina 9 
Friends School, that went through a similar process several years ago.  When we accept site 10 
plans for review, they also get submitted to Orange County Health Department, and Orange 11 
County Health Department’s copied on all correspondence with the State.  The State has an 12 
obligation to keep Orange County informed of what’s essentially going on with that system.  We 13 
then get copied on those approvals.  We don’t issue zoning compliance permit to allow 14 
construction until we’ve received in hand the State’s approval of any septic expansion.   15 
 16 
Commissioner Rich:  Thank you, Mr. Harvey.  17 
 18 
Commissioner Price:  With regards to the safety and accessibility, it’s hard to see the entire –19 
details of the property on this map.  But are there areas along – I guess it’s Jericho – New 20 
Jericho Road that the School owns, and will there be walkways along there?   I know the 21 
abstract talks about internal walkways, but I also know, having come through there a couple of 22 
times – you know, there are like outdoor classes – and you know, I have to make way for the 23 
class coming down the road.  So – which is a good thing – but I’m just thinking – you know, with 24 
an increase in students it means more cars coming, and the road becoming more popular and 25 
does the School own any of the – you know, enough of the frontage on Jericho Road, where 26 
they’d be putting in any walkways there? 27 
 28 
Chad Abbott:  I mean I, the School can correct me at any point, and I don’t want to speak 29 
where I shouldn’t, but based my experience with schools, and the design of schools, they would 30 
want to keep the walkways away from the road.  So their goal is to plan for internal circulation to 31 
keep the kids on site, away from the streets.  By the DOT Right of Way – if you would look at 32 
the screen – the very southern most entrance there.  The DOT Right of Way stops just north of 33 
there.  You can see the dashed lines and the site triangles.  And where that site triangle ends, I 34 
can see it being here…  35 
 36 
Commissioner Price:  Do you have a pointer? 37 
 38 
Chad Abbott:  Let me zoom in for you.  So the DOT Right of Way ends about right here.  The 39 
rest of that is a private easement.  It’s a private right of way. 40 
 41 
Commissioner Price:  Owned by whom? 42 
 43 
Chad Abbott:  By which – typically – DOT or the County, in my experience has not required 44 
sidewalks in the County either.  But you know, unless we were connected to another sidewalk, I 45 
really think that the School probably would be best just to try to keep the walkways onsite, so 46 
that they don’t bring children down near the right of way, or increase the potential that some 47 
children may wander up sidewalks, along the right of way.  48 
 49 
Commissioner Price:  Well that’s what I was talking about.  I think that there – I may be wrong, 50 
it may be – have been another group of children.  But I was over in the area, and I know that 51 
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there was a group, a chaperoned group of people walking along the road.  And I know that the 1 
County, we don’t do roads.  I was just wondering if that property – that you’re saying is north of 2 
the right of way – is owned by the School, whether they were going, whether they would 3 
incorporate that into the master plan to have walkways so that their not on the road when 4 
they’re out doing field trips. 5 
 6 
Chad Abbott:  And like I said, I can speak to the school 7 
 8 
Commissioner Price:  I think someone behind you would like to speak. 9 
 10 
Chad Abott:  They may want to speak about the details of why that occurred.  It may have been 11 
something to do with the existing parking situation or congestion, which we’ve done everything 12 
to move that off of the right of way.  But I’ll let Charlie speak. 13 
 14 
Charlie Viles:  Do I need to say I’m still sworn? 15 
 16 
Chair McKee:   Please come as close to mic as is comfortable, so it picks up.    17 
 18 
Charlie Viles:  So should not be anybody walking in the road there.  And if there were – and it 19 
were our students - they shouldn’t have been there.  We don’t have any plans to put in 20 
sidewalks next to New Jericho, for example.   21 
 22 
Commissioner Price:  Okay 23 
 24 
Charlie Viles:  There’s one kind of spot that we’re concerned about, which is where they cross 25 
over Millhouse Road to go to the playing fields.  And they cross right now at a – and we’ve 26 
actually been out there with the traffic engineer, Chuck Edwards, to talk about that.  And he’s 27 
told us, and we’re willing to work with him to figure out how to make that as safe as possible.  28 
But currently, the only time that people – the only place that people would be crossing 29 
Millhouse, would be to go over to the playing fields, or to the garden at that one crossing point 30 
there at the curve – right there where Spence’s Farm is. 31 
 32 
Commissioner Price:  Okay, I stand corrected.  It was on Millhouse Road.   33 
 34 
Charlie Viles: Okay.  Yes and they should not – and if they’re there then that freaks us out just 35 
as much as it does you.   36 
 37 
Commissioner Price:  As it does me.  Okay, thank you. 38 
 39 
Charlie Viles:  Okay. 40 
 41 
Pete Hallenbeck:  Any other questions from the Board of Commissioners?  Are there any 42 
questions from the Planning Board members?  We don’t show anyone who is signed up to 43 
speak on this.  Is there anyone of the public that would like to speak on this?  Alright, I’ll turn it 44 
back over to Commissioner McKee. 45 
 46 
Chair McKee:  We have the recommendations to receive the application, conduct the public 47 
hearing, and then the two actions to refer the matter to the Planning Board, with a request that a 48 
recommendation be returned to the County Board of Commissioners in time for the October 6, 49 
2015 BOCC regular meeting. 50 
 51 



15 
 

Michael Harvey:  Mr. Chairman, may I interrupt please.  I’m sorry.  Before there’s a motion on 1 
sending this forward, I have a house cleaning item I’d like the Board to take care of for me.  As 2 
this is a quasi-judicial item, it’s based on sworn testimony and evidence, and while Mr. Abbott 3 
made a request that items be entered into the record, the Board ought to acknowledge what has 4 
been entered into the record as part of this application.  So if you will indulge me for a moment.   5 
What you have is an almost 230 page abstract packet, that includes the Special Use Permit 6 
application, a narrative beginning on page 12, a biological inventory beginning on page 20, a 7 
tree survey beginning on page 46, a market impact analysis, beginning on page 79, a traffic 8 
impact analysis, beginning on page 115, an initial staff review of the project and the Applicants 9 
response, beginning on page 131, you also have a very detailed site plan in this application 10 
packet. You have a property and vicinity map, prepared by staff, a staff review comments on 11 
this particular item, an Orange County Health Department, Fire Marshal’s Office, etc., the 12 
Neighborhood Information Meeting comments, and letters that have gone out; last but not least, 13 
notification materials for the Public Hearing.  I ask that there be a vote, or an acknowledgement 14 
by the County Commissioners, that this packet, as submitted, is entered into the record.   15 
 16 
Commissioner Price:  So moved. 17 
 18 
Chair McKee:  We’ve got a motion. 19 
 20 
Commissioner Rich:  Second. 21 
 22 
Chair McKee:  And a second.  All… 23 
 24 
Commissioner Rich:  Question. 25 
 26 
Chair McKee:  Yes. 27 
 28 
Commissioner Rich:  Is, Mr. Harvey, is this map in the packet as well?  Is that considered the 29 
same as our large map?   30 
 31 
Michael Harvey:  That’s what Mr. Abbott actually entered, so it would be both. 32 
 33 
Commissioner Rich:  It’s both. Okay. 34 
 35 
Michael Harvey:  Yes. 36 
 37 
Commissioner Rich:  Thank you. 38 
 39 
Commissioner Price:  Chair, I have some questions, I’m sorry.  Just for clarification – and I 40 
may be misreading this – but on one page you say that this has been operating – the School’s 41 
been operating as a defacto Class A, and on another page it says Class B Special Use Permit.   42 
 43 
Michael Harvey:  Well that’s unfortunately a staff error, and I’m sorry for the confusion.   44 
 45 
Commissioner Price:  Okay. 46 
 47 
Michael Harvey:  This School actually began in 1984 before the County had adopted 48 
comprehensive regulations governing development of schools, or the requirement that this be 49 
reviewed as a Class A Special Use Permit.  Per Article 8.6 of the UDO, it’s actually considered 50 
to have a defacto Special Use Permit, making it a legal land use.  It’s not non-conforming.  It’s 51 
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viewed to be a legal use of property.  But as they’re modifying the project, they have to go back 1 
through this process.  So I apologize for the confusion.  That’s my error.  2 
 3 
Commissioner Price:  So it will be – it’s been operating as a Class B, but will be a Class A.  4 
 5 
Michael Harvey:  No, it’s a Class A Special Use Permit.  I think the confusion is, there is a 6 
daycare facility operating on the property, that is not connected with this application project, that 7 
is operating under previously issued Class B Special Use Permit. 8 
 9 
Commissioner Price:  Oh, okay.  Got it.  And one other question – or just a minor 10 
housekeeping thing, I guess.  On  page 4 – a staff comment about the roadways says, “it will not 11 
be unnecessary to support the project” – right at the very bottom. 12 
 13 
Commissioner Price:  Oh, you’ve got it too.  Okay. 14 
 15 
Michael Harvey:  Yes, it will not be external roadway improvements required to support the 16 
project, ie:  New Jericho will not have to be widened, no turn lane will have to be installed, and 17 
no work will have to be done to Millhouse Road.   18 
 19 
Michael Harvey:  They’ll be unnecessary.  20 
 21 
Commissioner Price:  Be unnecessary.  Okay.   22 
 23 
Chair McKee:  We’ve got a motion, and a second on the floor.  Any other questions on that.  24 
Got a motion, and second on the floor to accept all relevant, submitted documents as Mr. 25 
Harvey outlined.   All in favor say, aye.  Opposed, no.  Passes unanimously. 26 
 27 
VOTE: UNANIMOUS 28 
 29 
Chair McKee:  Now we go to the recommendations to refer the matter to the Planning Board 30 
with a request that a recommendation be returned to the County Board of Commissioners in 31 
time for the October 6, 2015 BOCC regular meeting.  Do I hear a motion? 32 
 33 
Commissioner Rich:  So moved. 34 
 35 
Commissioner Burroughs:  Second. 36 
 37 
Chair McKee:  It’s moved and seconded.  All in favor say, aye.  Opposed, no.  Passes 38 
unanimously.   39 
 40 
VOTE: UNANIMOUS 41 

 42 
Chair McKee:  And then, I need a motion to adjourn the Public Hearing until October 6, 2015 43 
in order to receive and accept the Planning Board’s recommendation and any submitted written 44 
comments.   45 
 46 
Commissioner Rich:  So moved. 47 
 48 
Commissioner Burroughs:  Second. 49 
 50 
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Chair McKee:  Got a motion, and a second.  All in favor say, aye.  Opposed, no.  Motion 1 
passes, unanimously.  Thank you.  Thank you all. 2 
 3 
VOTE: UNANIMOUS 4 
 5 
Commissioner Dorosin:  You know, there was just an episode of The Simpsons that featured 6 
a Waldorf School.  Just two weeks ago. Yes, they turned Springfield Elementary into Springfield 7 
Waldorf School.  So you should watch that – it’s hilarious – serendipitous.   8 
 9 

 10 
2. Zoning Atlas Amendment (Conditional Zoning District) – To review an application 11 

requesting the rezoning of 112 acres of property from Rural Residential (R-1), Upper Eno 12 
Protected Watershed Protection Overlay District to Master Planned Development 13 
Conditional Zoning (MPD-CZ), Upper Eno Protected Watershed Protection Overlay District 14 
in order to allow for the development of Hart’s Mill Village within the Cheeks Township.                  15 

                                                  16 
 Pete Hallenbeck, introduced Michael Harvey, who presented the following PowerPoint 17 
slides: 18 
 19 
MAY 26, 2015 20 
QUARTERLY PUBLIC HEARING 21 
AGENDA ITEM:C-2 22 
CONDITIONAL ZONING ATLAS AMENDMENT AND SITE PLAN 23 
HART’S MILL RESIDENTIAL DEVELOPMENT 24 

 25 
PROJECT INFORMATION 26 
PIN:  9835-74-8573 27 
Size :  112 acres 28 
Zoning:  Rural Residential (R-1), Upper Eno Protected Watershed Overlay, Special Flood 29 
Hazard Area (SFHA) Overlay 30 
Future Land Use Map Designation: 20 Year Transition 31 
Growth Management System Designation:  Urban 32 

 33 
CONDITIONAL ZONING PROCESS 34 

• Applications are processed in a legislative manner (i.e. does not require sworn testimony 35 
or evidence).  36 

• are based on determination project is consistent with the purpose/intent of the Decisions 37 
Comprehensive Plan. 38 

• Mutually agreed upon conditions can be imposed if they address: 39 
– The compatibility of the proposed development with surrounding property, 40 
– Proposed support facilities (i.e. roadways and access points, parking, screening 41 

and buffer areas, etc.) and/or 42 
– All other matters the County may find appropriate or the petitioner may propose. 43 

 44 
REQUEST 45 

• Rezone 112 acres of the property to: 46 
Master Planned Development – Conditional Zoning (MPD-CZ) 47 

 in support of a proposed new residential development and farm. 48 
• Application package includes required site plan. 49 
• Narrative contains synopsis of suggested zoning regulations. 50 



18 
 

 1 
PROPOSAL 2 

• Construction of 34 residences on approximately 22 acres of the 112 acre property, 3 
– Walkable design with limited traffic access points.  Parking of private vehicles will 4 

not be allowed near proposed houses. 5 
– Access road around residences designed for emergency vehicle access (i.e. fire, 6 

EMS, etc.). 7 
• Maintaining of existing farm (i.e. crop and animal pasture) operations maintained by 8 

community residents, 9 
• Preservation of existing forest and woodlands along eastern property line. 10 
• A common house/shared community facility shall be built, 11 
• Applicant proposing a 100 foot residential building setback around perimeter of property 12 

as well as a Type A 20 ft. wide land use buffer, 13 
• Central septic system proposed to support project (take up approximately 5.5 acres of 14 

property), 15 
• 6 inch water line shall supply water, 16 

– Water line maintained by Orange Alamance Water System via an existing 6 inch 17 
line in Frazier Road. 18 

– Hydrants are also proposed in an around the residential area of the project. 19 
 20 

Site Plan - Rendering 21 
 22 
SITE PLAN – Residential Area 23 
 24 
SITE PLAN – Septic Area 25 
 26 
SITE PLAN – Housing Types 27 
 28 
STAFF COMMENTS 29 

• Proposal is consistent with existing Land Use Category designation and the MPD-CZ 30 
zoning district, 31 

• Proposed density of 1 dwelling unit for every 3 acres of land exceeds current allowances 32 
(i.e. 1 unit for every 40,000 sq. ft.), 33 

• Project is consistent with existing development trends in the area, 34 
• Staff is encouraged about the total amount of open space/farm area preserved as part of 35 

the project. 36 
• Additional information is necessary on the proposed water line to verify it will be 37 

adequate for development as well as for use during emergencies (i.e. house fire). 38 
– Staff has been informed by the Efland Volunteer Fire Department they have 39 

equipment to address pressure problems and believe the proposed water line is 40 
adequate. 41 

• Stormwater and erosion control permits will have to be issued for the project, if approved 42 
by BOCC. 43 

• Staff has requested additional landscape plans denoting planting of foliage in and 44 
around the proposed houses. 45 

• Staff has informed the applicant the solar array denoted on the site plan can only be 46 
viewed for illustrative purposes.  Development of said facility will have to comply with 47 
Class B Special Use Permit process detailed within UDO. 48 
 49 

RECOMMENDATION 50 
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1. Receive the application, 1 
2. Conduct the Public Hearing and accept public, Planning Board, and BOCC sworn 2 

testimony, 3 
3. Refer the matter to the Planning Board with a request that a recommendation be 4 

returned in time for the September 1, 2015 BOCC regular meeting, and 5 
4. Adjourn the public hearing until September 1, 2015 in order to receive the Planning 6 

Board’s recommendation, and any submitted written comments.   7 
 8 
 Commissioner Pelissier asked if Orange County would approve the alternative to the 9 
traditional septic, or would the State need to give approval. 10 
 11 
 Michael Harvey said an email written by Alan Clapp, of Orange County Environmental 12 
Health, states that it would be reviewed jointly by the State and the County.  However, 13 
depending on the nature of the system, it may defer to a total State approval.  He added that if 14 
this were the case, the County would receive notification from the State that the septic system 15 
had been approved before any further development would be allowed. 16 
 17 
 Commissioner Rich asked if any of the 32 properties will go in to the Community Home 18 
Trust for affordable housing. 19 
 20 
 Michael Harvey said probably not, but recommended asking the Applicant.  He added 21 
that he finds the metrics and economics of this project to be different than most, considering it 22 
will be based on a condominium ownership model.  He said he believes that houses will be 23 
more affordable than most housing in the area.  He added that it was not required of the 24 
Applicant to designate properties to the Trust.   25 
 26 
 Commissioner Rich asked if there are conditions when it is required.   27 
 28 
 Michael Harvey said in accordance with section 6.1.18 of the UDO, there is a process 29 
where a developer can request density bonuses.  He reminded the Board that there is language 30 
within the regulations that prohibits density bonuses being awarded for affordable housing in 31 
watershed protection overlay districts, in which this project is. 32 
 33 
 Commissioner Price asked if there would need to be additional screenings between 34 
homes as there is only 10 feet in between.  She added as this is one big property, perhaps 35 
additional screenings may not apply. 36 
 37 
 Michael Harvey said Commissioner Price is partially correct.  He added that a home 38 
occupation would have to be applied for, in accordance with the applicable standards as they 39 
are relayed in the UDO.  He said if additional screenings are required the owner will have to 40 
abide by the UDO.  He said this problem is not anticipated. 41 
 42 
 Commissioner Price said as this is one big property and has no property lines, there is 43 
nowhere from which to measure the 10 feet between the two houses. 44 
 45 
 Michael Harvey said although there are no property lines, there will be a defined 46 
ownership area.  He said this will not meet the technical definition of a property line, per the 47 
UDO, but additional landscaping may be required to comply with code.   48 
 49 
 Commissioner Price said she liked the project and would not want to see it stumble 50 
based on technicalities. 51 
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 Michael Harvey said the Applicant has methodically worked through the majority of 1 
concerns, as they have arisen.   2 
 3 
 Commissioner Rich referred to page 15 where two small group homes, with three to five 4 
private suites, are mentioned.  She asked if this scenario would fall under the ordinance of 5 
unrelated people living together or some other category. 6 
 7 
 Michael Harvey said he believed it will fall in a category of a different situation.  He 8 
added that in the review of this narrative, this arrangement has not been viewed as a potential 9 
problem.   10 
 11 
 Commissioner Rich asked if it will open a can of worms down the road. 12 
 13 
 Michael Harvey said not in his opinion, based on what he knows today.  He added that 14 
the question can be raised with the Applicant, and answered more fully for the BOCC.  He said 15 
the BOCC is approving a new zoning district with this project.  He said this zoning district can 16 
specify individual components as to how the development operation of this project will go in 17 
perpetuity. 18 
   19 
 Chair McKee said this project is effectively a condominium and asked if approval of this 20 
unique project would place it by default in the Orange County UDO. 21 
 22 
 Michael Harvey said no.  He said the Master Plan Development Conditional Zoning is 23 
handled on a case by case basis, where an applicant must submit a proposal to the BOCC.  He 24 
said this project does not set a precedent unless an applicant wanted to go through the very 25 
same process as Hart’s Mill.  He added that this is a unique opportunity to approve a project 26 
that accomplishes a lot of Orange County’s goals with respect to the environment and 27 
affordable housing.  He said this type of project is only possible in the urbanizing areas of the 28 
County.   29 
 30 
 Chair McKee asked if a developer should come forward with this model, would they have 31 
to go through the same process as this one. 32 
 33 
 Michael Harvey said that is correct. 34 
 35 
 Lydia Wegman asked for an explanation as to why this project would be a Class B 36 
Special Use Permit. 37 

 38 
            Michael Harvey said it is based on mega-wattage.  Anything over 20,000 and fewer than 39 
100,000 megawatts is a Class B Special Use permit.  40 

 41 
 Paul Guthrie said he ran all the aerial photographs of the property since 1955.  He said it 42 
is clear that the area surrounding this property has boomed with development since that time.  43 
He asked if this new form of organization would be able to make internal changes without 44 
having to return to the County every time. 45 
 46 
 Michael Harvey said any changes would require a return to the BOCC.  He said there is 47 
no room to deviate from the mutually agreed upon set of conditions created by the applicant and 48 
the BOCC. 49 
 50 
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 Hope Horton and Katy Ansardi of Hart’s Mill Village made a PowerPoint presentation.  1 
Hope Horton began by thanking the BOCC and reviewing the following slides: 2 

 3 
Hart’s Mill Village and Farm 4 
Presentation to the Orange County Board of Commissioners 5 
May 26, 2015 6 

 7 
Who We Are 8 

• Local Triangle residents  9 
• Singles, couples and families of all ages 10 
• Professionals in education, business, health, technology, farming, city planning, and the 11 

arts living independent and modern lives 12 
• Our desire is to create an old-fashioned neighborhood where people actually know each 13 

other and do things together 14 
 15 

This is Our Future Home 16 
• We are creating Hart’s Mill for ourselves; we are not commercial developers 17 
• Currently we have about 45 members 18 
• We have a very personal long-term interest in creating a livable community 19 
• We want to be good neighbors 20 

 21 
Our Model 22 
Hart’s Mill is being designed and organized in a way that is different from a conventional 23 
residential development, as distinguished by our: 24 

• Guiding principles 25 
• Legal structures 26 
• Governance method 27 
• Site plan design  28 
• Guiding Principles 29 

 30 
Social:  create a diverse and collaborative community  31 
Environmental:  restore and protect ecosystems 32 
Economic:  adopt simpler, less expensive lifestyles and enable income-generating activities 33 
Service:  become a model for others through example, education, and outreach 34 
 35 
 Katy Ansardi continued the PowerPoint presentation:  36 

•  Legal Structures 37 
o Undivided ownership of all land & common facilities 38 
o Active management by the community association 39 
o At least 80% of homes will be owner occupied 40 
o Common ownership of up to 20% of homes for transition housing 41 
o Farm/forest operating agreements closely managed by the association 42 
o Conservation &/or farm preservation easements 43 
o Dynamic Self Governance 44 

 45 
Hope Horton resumed the PowerPoint presentation: 46 

• Developed in a business context to promote transparency, equivalence and efficiency   47 
• Increasingly being applied in cohousing communities 48 
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• We have invested in community-wide training and ongoing consulting  1 
• Has proven to be a very effective method for organizing and achieving our goals 2 

 3 
 Katy Ansardi continued the PowerPoint presentation: 4 

• Village Plan 5 
• Village Site Plan Detail 6 
• Village Street 7 
• Energy:  An Integrated Approach 8 

 9 
Reduce demand 10 

• Superinsulated building envelopes 11 
• Climate responsive design (solar, wind, humidity) 12 
• High efficiency equipment 13 
• Operational and lifestyle choices 14 

 15 
Produce energy onsite 16 

• Stand-alone and building-integrated photovoltaics 17 
• Solar hot water 18 
• Water Supply 19 

 20 
Reduce domestic & irrigation demand 21 

• Low-flow plumbing fixtures 22 
• Rainwater catchment  & design for infiltration 23 
• Climate-sensitive landscape design 24 
• Lifestyle choices 25 

 26 
Provide for fire protection 27 

• Distributed small ponds to supplement hydrants 28 
• Access to large pond with standpipe 29 
• Keep option open for community well, if needed 30 
• Farm and Woodland 31 

 32 
 Michael Hughes, Civil Engineer for the Hart’s Mill project, said he has expertise in water 33 
supply engineering, and waste water conveyance and engineering.  He said he is willing to 34 
answer any questions regarding the water supply, the lot layout or roadway design, or the septic 35 
system.   36 
 37 
 Chair McKee said it seems there is sufficient access for emergency vehicles to enter but 38 
asked for clarification regarding space for emergency vehicles to turn around.  He also asked if 39 
Michael Hughes could clarify the purpose of the supplemental hydrants. 40 
 41 
 Michael Hughes said the Efland Fire Department expressed excitement that the Hart’s 42 
Mill plan included fire hydrants.  He added that the Fire Department said the pond was very 43 
important as a means to get water into the pumper trucks in the case of a fire.  He said the Fire 44 
Department asked for an access road to the pond specifically for their trucks.  He said this was 45 
accommodated.  He said the stand pipe is a pipe that is accessible to the pumper truck to 46 
retrieve water from the pond.  He said the other hydrant that was requested is one that can be 47 
flowed to refill the pond, as necessary during those times. 48 
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  1 
Katy Ansadi resumed the PowerPoint presentation: 2 

 3 
Purposes 4 

• Provide food & fiber for the community 5 
• Practice & demonstrate restorative, sustainable approaches to agriculture and 6 

silvaculture 7 
• Provide employment opportunities on the land 8 

 9 
Characteristics 10 

• Small-scale, integrated plant & animal systems 11 
• Farmstead structures:  barn, workshop, sheds, greenhouse, farmhouses 12 
• No onsite retail sales 13 

 14 
Hope Horton completed the PowerPoint presentation: 15 

 16 
Hart’s Mill Village & Farm provides many benefits to Orange County: 17 

• Open space and farmland preservation 18 
• Low-impact development that protects natural resources & reduces demand on 19 

infrastructure 20 
• Variety of efficient housing choices for all ages 21 
• Live/work opportunities  22 
• Innovative model for future development 23 

 24 
 Commissioner Dorosin asked if he were interested in owning one of these homes what 25 
would he actually own. 26 
 27 
 Katy Ansadi said he would own his home and he has rights to utilize his “yard”.  She said 28 
the yard is common space but it is limited common space. 29 
 30 
 Commissioner Dorosin asked if the home owner would be required to maintain this 31 
grassy area. 32 
 33 
 Katy Ansadi said that is yet to be determined by the Home Owners Association. 34 
 35 
 Commissioner Dorosin asked for explanation of the process of becoming a resident. 36 
 37 
 Katy Ansadi said it will be a self-selecting process.  She said there is a group that has 38 
tiers from exploratory members to those who are fully engaged in the process.  She said as the 39 
next phase of building and selling begins people who come forward will be seriously interested 40 
in the concept and lifestyle. 41 
 42 
 Commissioner Dorosin said there are other co-housing developments in Orange County 43 
and he asked if these developments have the same condominium type model or something 44 
different. 45 
 46 
 Katy Ansadi said there are different models in Orange County.  She said this project will 47 
likely have a modified condominium structure that will act as a housing cooperative as much as 48 
possible. 49 
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 Commissioner Price said that the properties have yet to be sold and asked if shares will 1 
be sold in a certain way.  She asked if one wanted to move into the community would one go 2 
directly to an owner or would there be a vetting process. 3 
 4 
 Katy Ansadi said this process is not yet clearly defined. 5 
 6 
 Commissioner Price said there are beavers in the area and asked if the group had any 7 
plans regarding the animals. 8 
 9 
 Katy Ansadi said it is felt that the beavers are far enough away at this time to leave them 10 
alone. 11 
 12 
 Commissioner Price said there is bus service near the proposed site.  She also asked if 13 
there could be clarification regarding the stated desire for no curbside recycling. 14 
 15 
 Katy Ansadi said the community is committed to recycling but trucks going through the 16 
site are undesirable.  She said there will be a common pick up area toward the entrance of the 17 
development, as can be seen on page 229.   18 
 19 
PUBLIC COMMENT: 20 
 21 
 Hope Horton said she had no further comment. 22 
 23 
 Daniel Steenwike said he is a property owner, adjacent to the proposed site.  He said 24 
the community is welcomed to the area, and he is glad that this is a sustainable living 25 
community. 26 
 27 
 A motion was made by Commissioner Price, seconded by Commissioner Burroughs for 28 
the Board to: 29 
 30 

• Refer the matter to the Planning Board with a request that a recommendation be 31 
returned to the County Board of Commissioners in time for the September 1, 2015 32 
BOCC regular meeting. 33 
 34 

VOTE: UNANIMOUS 35 
 36 
A motion was made by Commissioner Price, seconded by Commissioner Burroughs to: 37 
 38 

• Adjourn the public hearing until September 1, 2015 in order to receive the Planning 39 
Board’s recommendation and any submitted written comments. 40 
 41 

 Commissioner Dorosin asked if a decision was reached regarding the quarterly public 42 
hearing process. 43 
 44 
 Chair McKee said it was discussed in a work session but no conclusions were reached.  45 
 46 
 Craig Benedict, Orange County Planning Director, said on June 2nd an amendment 47 
outline of guidelines for this process will be brought to the BOCC for discussion. He added that 48 
any changes that the BOCC approves will not apply to the amendments in front of them this 49 
evening. 50 
 51 
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VOTE:  UNANIMOUS 1 
 2 
3.   Application for a Class A Special Use Permit – To review and receive sworn testimony 3 

on a Special Use Permit application seeking to develop a solar array/public utility station on 4 
a portion of a 35.8 acre parcel of property located at 1612 White Cross Road within the 5 
Bingham Township. 6 

 7 
THIS IS VERBATIM. 8 

 9 
Michael Harvey:   Good evening.   10 
 11 
Chair McKee:  Good evening, again. 12 
 13 
Michael Harvey:  At this juncture, I’d like to ask everyone intending to offer testimony on this 14 
item, to come up and please be sworn. 15 
 16 
Those who were planning to speak were sworn in. 17 
 18 
Patrick Mallet:  Good evening Commissioners.  I’m still Pat Mallet with the Planning 19 
Department and I’ve been duly sworn. I’m going to skip through a few of these slides because 20 
for the sake of avoiding redundancy and repetition.  But the same rules apply, obviously, as 21 
we’ve just discussed.  But I did want to call your attention to this slide.  This sort of highlights the 22 
property in blue.  The area and the limits of the Special Use Permit are defined roughly in red on 23 
the aerial photo.  The site is at the intersection northwest quadrant of White Cross Road and 24 
Old Greensboro Road.  The area here is the – just to orient you – this is the White Cross 25 
Recreational Facility, which has been in existence for quite some time.  The zoning is 26 
agricultural-residential.  It’s in the Haw River protected watershed.  Future land use calls for 27 
agricultural-residential.  Gross management system designation is rural.   28 
 29 
 Patrick Mallet made the following PowerPoint presentation:  30 
 31 
MAY 26, 2015 32 
AGENDA ITEM: C-3 33 
QUARTERLY PUBLIC HEARING 34 
CLASS A SPECIAL USE PERMIT 35 
DEVELOPMENT OF A  36 
SOLAR ARRAY - PUBLIC UTILITY 37 
 38 
PROPERTY INFORMATION 39 

• PIN(s):   9748-32-0786. 40 
• Size:  Approximately 35.8 acres.  41 
• Zoning : Agricultural Residential (AR) Haw River Protected Watershed Protection 42 

Overlay District. 43 
• Future Land Use Map Designation: Agricultural Residential. 44 
• Growth Management System Designation:  Rural. 45 

 46 
REQUIRED REVIEW 47 
Project involves the review of a Class A Special Use Permit in accordance with the provisions of 48 
Section 2.7 of the UDO. 49 
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• Held in a quasi-judicial format meaning all parties, for and against the application, 1 
provide sworn testimony as well as competent material and substantial evidence on the 2 
merits of the proposal. 3 

• Applicant has burden of demonstrating project complies with the provisions of the UDO. 4 
• Anyone opposing the application is required to demonstrate through sworn testimony as 5 

well as competent material and substantial evidence that the project does not comply 6 
with the provisions of the Ordinance.   7 

• Hearsay and/or unsubstantiated opinions are not considered sufficient testimony. 8 
• If applicant proves compliance with applicable standards, and there is no evidence in the 9 

record the project does not comply, the SUP must be issued. 10 
 11 

REQUEST 12 
• Erect individual solar array panels on approximately 20 acres of property.   13 
• Typical array is between 7 and 9 feet in height, with approximately 2 to 3 feet of ground. 14 

clearance, and approximately 63 feet in length.   15 
• Arrays will be screened by an installed 50 ft. wide Type D Land Use Buffer. 16 
• An 8 foot high chain link security fence shall surround the perimeter of the 11.5 solar 17 

array field, outside of the proposed land use buffer, to prevent access.  18 
• Gravel paths/drives will be installed around these arrays in order to permit access by 19 

technicians to service the panels.  Depending on the soil and topography, areas around 20 
the solar panels will be a combination of natural groundcover, grassed, and/or paths. 21 

• Vehicular access to the site is restricted by a 24 foot wide drive with gated access via 22 
White Cross Road. 23 
 24 

SITE PLAN 25 
• Cross Section of Northern Property Line  26 

 27 
SITE PHOTO – NORTHERN PROPERTY 28 
 29 
SITE PHOTO – WHITE CROSS REC PROPERTY 30 
 31 
SITE PHOTO – UTILITY SUBSTATION 32 
 33 
SITE PHOTO – PROPERTY FROM OLD GREENSBORO ROAD 34 

 35 
NEIGHBORHOOD INFORMATION MEETING 36 

• Held on April 9, 2015, 37 
• Adjacent property owners expressed concern over impacts on their property values, 38 
• The northern property owner expressed concern required land use buffers were 39 

insufficient, 40 
• Adjacent property owners expressed concerns over traffic and access to the facility, 41 
• There were concerns over what was going to happen the rest of the property (i.e. how 42 

would it be developed/redeveloped). 43 
 44 

REVIEW PROCESS 45 
• Step One:  Review of application at a joint Quarterly Public Hearing by BOCC and 46 

Planning Board.  BOCC adjourns the public hearing to a date/time certain to receive the 47 
Planning Board recommendation. 48 
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• Step Two:  Review of application by Planning Board who make a recommendation on 1 
the application based on the evidence and testimony offered into evidence during the 2 
public hearing. 3 

– STAFF COMMENT: The Planning Board is currently scheduled to meet and 4 
review this item at their July 1, 2015 regular meeting 7:00 p.m. held in the 5 
lower level conference room of the West Campus Office Building at 131 6 
West Margaret Lane in downtown Hillsborough. 7 

• Step Three:  BOCC reconvenes public hearing to receive Planning Board 8 
recommendation.  No additional public comment/testimony is accepted.   9 

• BOCC takes action on the proposal. 10 
 11 

STAFF INITIAL REVIEW 12 
• Applicant has submitted documentation required for the review of the project 13 
• Applicant has submitted required documentation for a Class A Special Use Permit (i.e. 14 

required by Section 2.7.3) 15 
• There are goals/objectives/policies within the Comprehensive Plan lending credence to 16 

the viability of the proposal 17 
 18 

RECOMMENDATION 19 
1. Receive the application, 20 
2. Conduct the Public Hearing and accept public, BOCC, and Planning Board comments. 21 
3. Refer the matter to the Planning Board with a request that a recommendation be 22 

returned to the County Board of Commissioners in time for the September 1, 2015 23 
BOCC regular meeting. 24 

4. Adjourn the public hearing until September 1, 2015 in order to receive and accept the 25 
Planning Board’s recommendation and any submitted written comments.   26 

 27 
Patrick Mallet:  I am going to note at this point that the Applicants, and I’ll let them get into the 28 
details, but I believe that they’ve been into extensive discussions with some of the adjacent 29 
property owners.  Namely one property owner, in particular, to the North.  And have revised the 30 
buffer that they would be providing on the northern side, and the chain – the type of fencing, I 31 
believe, is another element to their request.  The Applicants’ submitted today some revised 32 
plans which I believe you have copies of those revised plans.  And we’ll let them speak to the 33 
specifics of those revisions.   34 
 35 
The request includes the treatment around the solar array system.  Essentially, they’re 36 
proposing gravel paths and natural areas.  That will vary depending on the type of soil and 37 
topography.  Vehicular access would be restricted to White Cross Road.  As you may have 38 
noticed the parcel is 35.88 acres and it does have some access on to Old Greensboro Road.  39 
But they’re proposing access essentially right next to the White Cross Recreational Facility.  40 
  41 
This is the site plan.  The square areas are obviously the solar arrays.  This is White Cross 42 
Road here.  This is the staging area for construction.  This red perimeter is the fenced in area.  43 
This is the northern property line.  As I mentioned that buffer, I believe, has been revised.  And 44 
the southern portion of the property is being retained by the property owner.  This area is 45 
approximately 20 acres.  This shows the typical cross section of the solar array system and a 46 
typical section of the 50 foot wide type B buffer around the perimeter.   47 
 48 
This shows the cross section of the northern property line.  As I stated, that buffer has been 49 
revised so I’ll let the Applicant go into further details regarding the treatment of that buffer.  This 50 
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shows a series of photos around the property.  This is a view of the house to the north.  New 1 
construction – there’s a pasture that’s been cleared in front of the house that goes to the 2 
property line.  And then the picture in the lower left hand corner shows the existing vegetation 3 
on the subject property. 4 
 5 
This is a view of the White Cross Ball Field area, which is facing north in the general direction of 6 
the of that home and through the midsection of the property.  In the lower right hand corner 7 
you’ve got a picture that shows the topography change from White Cross Road.  There is 8 
probably a good 15-20 foot change in elevation from the White Cross Facility to the actual road.  9 
And in the lower left hand corner around that curve would be the proposed entrance.   10 
 11 
This is a view of the utilities substation that the solar array would connect to theoretically and is 12 
adjacent to the property to the north.  This is a view of Old Greensboro Road.  As I stated, the 13 
property technically has frontage roughly where that crossing sign – intersection of 35 mile an 14 
hour speed limit sign is.  But they are not proposing access and that area would be retained by 15 
the owner.   16 
 17 
Neighborhood Information Meeting was held on April 9th.  Adjacent property owners expressed 18 
a variety of concerns including impact on their property values, the treatment of the buffer, traffic 19 
access, and concerns over what was going to happen with the remainder of the property.  I 20 
would also note that the applicant did have one additional meeting above and beyond what was 21 
required with the neighborhood information meeting at the White Cross Recreational Facility.  22 
Much of the same was discussed but there was more attention to the treatment of the buffer to 23 
the north.  This just goes through the same process that I reiterated at the beginning with the 24 
first Special Use Permit – where step one: the public hearing, step two:  you would refer the 25 
application to the Planning Board and they would make a recommendation on the application, 26 
based on the evidence and testimony offered.   The Planning Board Meeting would hopefully be 27 
set for July the first, 2015 at 7:00 p.m.  Step three:  the Board of Commissioners reconvenes the 28 
Public Hearing to receive the Planning Board recommendation, no additional comment or 29 
testimony is accepted.  The Board of Commissioners takes action on the proposal.   30 
 31 
Staff initial review:  the Applicant has submitted the documentation required for the review of the 32 
project.  The Applicant has submitted the required documentation for a Class A Special Use 33 
Permit as required in the UDO section 2.7.3.  And there are goals, objectives and policies which 34 
are consistent with the comprehensive plan, leading credence to the viability of the proposal.   35 
 36 
The recommendation is to receive the application, conduct the public hearing, accept the public, 37 
the Board of Commissioners and the Planning Board comments.  Refer the matter to the 38 
Planning Board, with a request that a recommendation be returned to the Board of 39 
Commissioners in time for the September 1, 2015 BOCC regular meeting.  Adjourn the Public 40 
Hearing until September 1, 2015 in order to receive and accept the Planning Board’s 41 
recommendation and any submitted written comments. 42 
 43 
And with that, I will turn it over to the Applicant’s attorney, Beth Trahos.   44 
 45 
Pete Hallenbeck:  Before we turn it to the Applicant, are there any questions so far from the 46 
Commissioners?   47 
 48 
Commissioner Dorosin:  Just one quick question:  it is going to still be one parcel, or was that 49 
picture that you showed with the… 50 
   51 
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Patrick Mallet:  I believe the intent is to subdivide the property.  Which could be done with an 1 
exempt subdivision, both parcels would be greater than 10 acres.  This area, roughly in red – 2 
roughly depicts the area that would be subdivided.   3 
 4 
Beth Trahos:  Good evening, Mr. Chairman and Commissioners, and Chair Person and 5 
Planning Board Members.  My name is Beth Trahos.  I’m an attorney with Smith Moore 6 
Leatherwood, and I’m here tonight on behalf of White Cross Solar, with our application to allow 7 
a solar farm on White Cross Road.  Mr. Chairman, you mentioned that there are a number folks 8 
signed up to speak on this and I think I’m responsible for many of them.  In our expert group, we 9 
have Engineer George Retschle, Appraiser Tom Hester,  Appraiser Rich Kirkland, Cypress 10 
Creek Renewables Employee Rich Moretz, and Mechanical Engineer Tommy Cleveland.  They 11 
are all on that list and are all a part of our presentation.  And I handed out to you a notebook 12 
that you will find at your seat that includes sworn Affidavits, copies of the site plan, and of the 13 
prospective that were provided as a part of our submittal packet.  And I would ask you to move 14 
into the record the staff report and associated documents and that you also include in the record 15 
the notebook that we have handed to you.   16 
 17 
We’re going to attempt to be efficient with your time and rely largely on those Affidavits.  All of 18 
those folks are here today and available for cross examination.  We’ll call a few of them up to 19 
talk with you and we’ll bring others, as needed, to answer questions that you, or others, may ask 20 
of us.  We recognize you’ve been here for a long time, and we’ll try to get you out – get our part 21 
done as quickly as we can.  As staff indicated, we have been working hard with neighbors in the 22 
area.  We had first the staff sponsored community meeting in April.  We had our own meeting in 23 
May and we have continued our dialogue with adjacent property owners.  And our belief is that 24 
our neighbors are comfortable with what it is that we’re proposing.   Staff indicated the property 25 
is zoned AR and a solar farm is permitted as a Special Use in that district.  The solar farm site 26 
plan meets all of the criteria that are set out in your ordinance for approval of a Special Use 27 
Permit.  And I’m going to ask folks to come forward and confirm for you that all those 28 
requirements have been met.   29 
 30 
I’ll start with Mr. Retschle, who is the Project Engineer.  I ask him to talk with you briefly.  And of 31 
course at any time please feel free to ask questions. 32 
 33 
George Retschle:  Good evening.  My name is George Retschle, I’m the President of 34 
Ballentine Associates in Chapel Hill.  I have been duly sworn.  I do appreciate your time this 35 
evening.  I am a Licensed Professional Engineer in the State of North Carolina and in Virginia.  I 36 
have been involved with a little over hundred solar farms in the past three years.  I was 37 
responsible for the preparation of the site plan that you have before you tonight.  Pat (Mallet) did 38 
mention a few modifications that have been made to the site plan since the original submittal.  39 
One of those modifications involves a buffer along the northern property line.  As a result of 40 
some negotiations between our client and the adjacent neighbor, we have widened that buffer 41 
from the minimum 50 foot required to a 65 foot buffer.  So there’s a substantial amount of 42 
existing vegetation that’s going to remain on that northern property line.  And with solar farm we 43 
need to be careful of shading on the west, east and south portions of the array, so that we don’t 44 
have inefficient panels.  But along the northern property line, we were able to to provide a much 45 
wider buffer than what was required and what we had originally anticipated.  That’s one of the 46 
major changes.   47 
 48 
Another change was that we pulled the southern property line up to reduce the amount of 49 
overall property within the property that’s going to be subdivided out.  I think it went from 23 50 
acres down to 19.8, so it’s gotten a little bit smaller.  The size of the array within the fence is 51 



30 
 

somewhere around 10.5 acres.  And that final acreage and size will be determined by the final 1 
electrical design.  What you see on the plan now, is a preliminary layout of the panels, and 2 
some of that will gyrate a little bit as the final electrical design is done.  That won’t happen until 3 
after we receive approval from the County Commissioners and just before the permitting 4 
process.   5 
 6 
I know that you’ve been handed an Affidavit that’s got my full testimony on it.  But I wanted to 7 
just kind of summarize a couple of the major points.  In my professional opinion, this project, as 8 
it is shown currently on the latest plan that it meets all the applicable portions of the UDO.  And I 9 
believe, in my professional opinion, that if the project’s built as designed it will be harmonious 10 
with the area  given the buffering that we’ve provided.  And it will not be injurious in any way to 11 
the public’s health, safety or welfare.   12 
  13 
And I’m here to answer any questions that you have. 14 
 15 
Chair McKee:  Seeing none. 16 
 17 
Beth Trahos:  Mr. Chairman, just one note.  I would be remiss if I didn’t tell you that as a part of 18 
our discussions with adjacent property owners, we’re going to be tweaking the plan and we will 19 
be resubmitting a new plan that will require that along the northern property line, thirty feet of the 20 
buffer, closest to the property line remain, be undisturbed.  Closest to the property line, to the 21 
north, remain undisturbed.  And that there be a green screen installed on the fence facing the 22 
northern property line.  And we will add that to our site plan so that it is available to you in the 23 
record. 24 
 25 
I would ask, ah, Mr. Hester to come forward.  Mr. Hester is a North Carolina Real Estate 26 
Appraiser.   27 
 28 
Tom Hester:   Hello.  My name is Tom Hester.  I’m a State Certified Real Estate Appraiser in 29 
North Carolina.  I have a North Carolina Broker’s License, and I’m a designated member of the 30 
Appraisal Institute, which is a National Professional Organization.  I have the MAI designation.  31 
I’ve been active in appraising properties in central North Carolina for about 33 years.  My 32 
assignment in this case was to make a determination of whether this proposed use would have 33 
a negative effect on adjacent property values.  To make that determination I at first am looking 34 
at what  types of properties – or what characteristics – would have an effect on adjacent 35 
properties.  And so I’m considering traffic, noise, lighting, dust, hazardous materials, and visual 36 
effect.  And for this proposed use – for the Solar Farm-it’s a very passive use.  So there’s really 37 
no traffic, there’s no noise, there’s no lighting, there’s no dust.  The only effect on adjacent 38 
properties is visual:  can you see it?  And my determination is to look at other existing farms and 39 
make a determination.  If you can see the solar farm, does it have an effect on values?  So to 40 
make that determination, I looked just – not just at this property but at about 30 other, existing 41 
solar farms.  All put into service since 2011.  And I used an analysis called paired sale analysis.  42 
I’m looking at transactions, sales of real estate, sales of properties – generally residential 43 
properties –that are potentially effected by solar farms.  I looked at sales of properties that 44 
occurred before the solar farm was built.  And then similar properties after it was built.  And I 45 
also looked at properties that have close proximity to existing solar farms versus transactions of 46 
properties that are further away but in the same general vicinity.   47 
 48 
My finding, using that paired sale analysis, before and after – and also inside and outside the 49 
ring surrounding the solar farms – is that the existing solar farms that I investigated have had no 50 
effect on actual transaction prices.  Sales generally the same price – the same price range – 51 
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before and after, and close in versus further out.  So my conclusion is that this proposed farm 1 
would not have any effect on the adjacent properties or the nearby community.  And then, just to 2 
continue, this site plan has got a really lower density than most of the existing solar farms that 3 
have been built in the last two or three years.  That’s fewer solar – a smaller array – versus the 4 
total land area.  It’s got significantly more set back and buffer and screening.  I think the visibility 5 
of this – of the solar panels on this property – will be very limited.  I just don’t think that you’ll be 6 
able to see with the natural vegetation that will surround the array.   7 
 8 
My finding says that being adjacent or being able to see those solar arrays doesn’t have an 9 
effect on the value.  In this case, you won’t be able to see it or very, very limited visibility.  My 10 
conclusion is this will have no effect on the values of the adjacent properties. 11 
 12 
Pete Hallenbeck:  Are there any questions from the Commissioners? 13 
 14 
Beth Trahos:   Mr. Chairman, I would tell you that with those experts, in combination with the 15 
testimony of your staff, we believe meets the prima facia burden of proof under your Ordinance.  16 
We would point out to you also that you have previously approved a solar farm just up the road. 17 
There is an existing one in operation today, a five megawatt solar farm just up the road, and you 18 
made all of the same findings of fact relative to that solar farm that you would be required to 19 
make with regard to this solar farm.  And so we would say to you that nothing has changed 20 
since you made those findings except that you have amended your Ordinance to require 21 
additional buffers and screenings.  And we are, of course, complying with that.  I would tell you 22 
that, again, we do have a variety of experts that would be available to come and talk with you.  23 
We have a Mechanical Engineer, we have someone very knowledgeable about solar  and we 24 
have another appraiser.  If there are any questions that you have we would be happy to bring 25 
those folks forward.  We would reserve time for rebuttal and we would thank you very much for 26 
your time and ask for your support of this green and renewable energy project.  Thank you.  27 
 28 
Pete Hallenbeck:  Are there any questions from the Commissioners?  Are there any questions 29 
from the Planning Board members? 30 
 31 
Lydia Wegman:  question… 32 
 33 
Pete Hallenbeck:  I’m sorry, go ahead.   34 
 35 
Chair McKee:  Could you step to the microphone, please? 36 
 37 
Lydia Wegman:  My name is Lydia Wegman.  I’m a member of the Planning Board.  I haven’t 38 
had a chance to look yet through this document and the appraisal that was just discussed by 39 
Mr. Hester, and I’d like a chance to do that – and we’ll have a chance to talk about that, in our 40 
next Planning Board meeting.  But I do want to get a sense for whether the situation that he 41 
examined in his paired analysis are, in fact, comparable to the situation in White Cross, where 42 
there’s already an existing solar farm.  And, I haven’t had a chance to look through this yet since 43 
I just received it.  So I just wanted to flag a concern, and that I want to better understand the 44 
kind of appraisal that he did.   45 
 46 
Chair McKee:   I think you may be getting ready to get an answer. 47 
 48 
Lydia Wegman:  Okay. Great. 49 
 50 
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Tom Hester:  Tom Hester again and I have two answers, I guess.  One is that the communities 1 
that I’ve investigated are very similar to this location.  Where you have a of a combination of 2 
agricultural uses, wooded land, and residential uses.  So, very similar in surrounding counties in 3 
central North Carolina.  I’ve also investigated in Catawba County and further west and I went 4 
there because I think there’s five or six, farms there and a couple of the largest farms in the 5 
State.  And so I really wanted to look at the communities around where they are more prevalent 6 
and more has been developed and where they are larger.  And really the same finding’s there.  7 
Even surrounding the larger farms there is no effect on the sales prices.  When the properties 8 
sell, when the house sells – and I really try to focus on residential uses rather than large land 9 
tracks.  I think if the houses aren’t affected, I think the bigger tracks of land are not going to be 10 
affected.  So I was really focusing on the residential uses. 11 
 12 
Pete Hallenbeck:  And, of course, your report is entered as evidence.  So the Planning Board 13 
will be able to review that, correct.   14 
 15 
Tom Hester:  Good. Thank you.  16 
 17 
Pete Hallenbeck:  And I think we have a question from a Commissioner. 18 
 19 
Commissioner Rich:  I have a question.  I think this is possibly for Mr. Harvey.  Can you just 20 
run through the process so we’re talking about a portion of this property that’s as Commissioner 21 
Dorosin asked, is staying one property, it’s not being broken down into any or into two parcels.  22 
What is the process for development of the other part of the property?  23 
 24 
Chair McKee:  We have to follow the procedure.  I’m sorry.  You’ll get a chance to speak. 25 
 26 
Michael Harvey:  One of the conditions that’ll be associated with the Special Use Permit is, 27 
obviously, it’ll have to go through a subdivision process.  As this will be an exempt subdivision – 28 
meaning it’ll be larger than 10 acres – will be exempt.  And what that translates to is that the 29 
County Planning Staff will actually have to verify that the boundaries of the new lot here actually 30 
comply with any approved site plan for the Special Use Permit.  But it will be reviewed and 31 
approved through the exempt process.  Meaning, we’re not going to do anything else other than 32 
verify its compliance with the SUP.  As far as development of the southern parcel of the 33 
property, it will allowed – be allowed to develop consistent with its current zoning.  The issuance 34 
of the SUP has no bearing on this potential parcel of property.  So, for example, if it was an 35 
undeveloped parcel, could they develop a single family residence on it?  The answer is yes.  36 
They would have to go through the site plan review process or the plot plan review process as 37 
spelled out in section 2.4 of the Unified Development Ordinance, consistent with the building 38 
permit application.   39 
 40 
Patrick Mallet:  I would just like to add to that.  The revisions that they submitted today, clarify 41 
that there’s a line that defines the limits of the Special Use Permit. 42 
 43 
Commissioner Rich:  Sorry, I didn’t get a chance to read that until it got set down.   44 
 45 
Patrick Mallet:  Understood.   46 
 47 
Commissioner Rich:  I wasn’t in my easy chair, checking it out. 48 
 49 
Patrick Mallet:  It defines the future lot line and the limits of the Special Use Permits.  So, I 50 
think, in this case, it’s very well specified where they intend to locate the solar arrays.  And I 51 
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would add – this is a little bit unique, in the sense that you would typically see a lease 1 
arrangement.  This is a purchase.  And as a result the purchase will create a specifically defined 2 
property boundary area through the subdivision process. 3 
 4 
Commissioner Rich:  Thank you. 5 
 6 
Pete Hallenbeck:  Alright. We have a number of people who signed up to speak on this.  What 7 
I’d like to do at this point is have anyone who wishes to speak on this come up and get sworn in.  8 
And then we’ll listen to what you have to say.  Do we have anyone here who wishes to speak?  9 
We have people who signed up.  If you signed up and you haven’t been sworn in, this is the 10 
time to come up and get sworn in so we can hear from you. 11 
 12 
Chair McKee:  Call the names. 13 
 14 
Pete Hallenbeck:  Okay. So the names – just to make sure we don’t miss anyone.  Beth Trahos 15 
– 16 
 17 
Beth Trahos:  Yes sir that was me. 18 
 19 
Pete Hallenbeck:  I’m sure I’ll be saying some of the people who were on the team.  That’s ok, 20 
we want to make sure we don’t miss anyone.  Uh, Rich Moretz –  21 
 22 
Rich Moretz:  Yes sir. 23 
 24 
Pete Hallenbeck:  Okay.  Hope Horton – oh, wait a sec, I have item 2 – my mistake.  Moving 25 
on.  Tommy Cleveland? – okay.  Carol Rigsbee?  Carol Bryant? Steve Haggerty?  And to be 26 
absolutely sure, is there anyone else here who wishes to speak on this?  Alright.  In that case, 27 
then I will turn this back over to Commissioner McKee. 28 
 29 
Chair McKee:  Is anyone – because several of these people are on the team, is there anyone 30 
whose name was called that wishes to speak to this assembly?  Okay, I just want to make sure.  31 
Being that several of these people are on the development team and we know they’re not going 32 
to speak, or assuming they’re not going to speak because the presentation’s been made.  I want 33 
to make sure we don’t forget or eliminate anybody from speaking.   34 
 35 
Beth Trahos:  No sir.  We are assuming that this is a part of the record and so their testimonies 36 
(Ms. Trahos held up the notebook with the affidavits) are a part of the record without them 37 
taking up any more of your time. 38 
 39 
Chair McKee:  I am making the assumption that we have no one in the room that wishes to 40 
speak to this item from the public? Then we’ll move on. 41 
 42 
Patrick Mallet:  I will just add the same formality that Michael added with the first Special use 43 
Permit.  That we would enter the abstract and all its contents formally into the record.  And then 44 
the revisions that were handed up, and submitted, today by the Applicant.   45 
 46 
Chair McKee:  Prior to making that motion, I do have a couple of questions for our Attorney.  47 
We received new material from the Applicant tonight.  What – from a technical aspect – does 48 
that involve as far as the impact on this application?  Does it impact it, in that we need to delay 49 
because of new information has not been made to the public, or it has no effect, and we can 50 
move forward with it? 51 
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 1 
James Bryan: Thank you, Mr. Chair.  It’s fine to proceed.  There was proper notice of this 2 
meeting so that’s the due process notice that is given to the Public that there may be additional 3 
information.  As long as the application was complete at its submittal, amendments can be fine.  4 
There was, however, a mention of an amended site plan to be presented in the future.  And that 5 
would cause some concern, if it’s not clearly proffered and articulated now what those are.  So, 6 
if it’s included in the binder, that’s fine.  If it’s something else that was demonstrated in some 7 
sort of exhibit, that’s fine – if it’s going to be presented in another format.  But anything like that 8 
has to be clearly articulated today. 9 
 10 
Chair McKee:  Okay that was going to be my second question.  There was a new site plan 11 
submission for a buffer – moving the buffer from 50 to 65 feet.  That, I believe, is part of this 12 
abstract so does that therefore generate any concern on your part? 13 
 14 
James Bryan:  If we could just get the attorney just to confirm on the record, “yes”.  15 
 16 
Beth Trahos:  Yes.  It is included on the site plan as I am told, that the green screen as well is 17 
indicated on the site plan.  So those changes are a part of the plan that was submitted today. 18 
 19 
Chair McKee:  So, again, to the attorney, you are comfortable that the late submissions, for 20 
lack of a better word – or the submissions at the meeting tonight – are acceptable. 21 
 22 
James Bryan:  Yes, if I may – just to take just a second longer to describe the process –, so, a 23 
Special Use Permit says that you’ve got a general right to the use of this property – for this 24 
intended use, if you meet these conditions.  If there is some area where there’s a lack of 25 
meeting any of this – that’s where these conditions get put on.  It’s very common for these 26 
conditions to be changed throughout this Public Hearing process.  It’s evidence that there’s a 27 
need – that there was an awareness of this need prior to – and a solution – prior to this meeting.  28 
It’s just a benefit provided by the Applicant and the neighbors.  They did good work beforehand 29 
and the staff as well.  So everything should be good. 30 
 31 
Chair McKee:  Okay.  Very good.  Then I – then I will assume we will move forward with this… 32 
 33 
James Bryan:  Yes 34 
 35 
Beth Trahos:  Mr. Chairman, I apologize.  Let me just add one more thing as we were talking.  I 36 
do want to confirm that a condition also is that 30 feet of the 65 foot buffer along the northern 37 
property line will be an undisturbed area.  And that is not particularly or specifically laid out on 38 
the site plan itself but we would offer that as a condition.  39 
 40 
Chair McKee:  And I believe you had mentioned that in your your previous testimony. 41 
 42 
Beth Trahos:  Yes sir.   43 
 44 
Chair McKee:  Very good.  Are there any other questions, specifically on this project from the 45 
Board, or for the Planning Board? 46 
 47 
Chair McKee:  Seeing none.  Yes….? 48 
 49 
Commissioner Dorosin:  Just to clarify…it’s going to be subdivided into two parcels, or there’s 50 
just a line that’s delineating… 51 
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 1 
Beth Trahos:  The property will be formally subdivided via your exempt subdivision process.  2 
 3 
Commissioner Dorosin:  Okay. 4 
 5 
Chair McKee:  Any further questions?  If not, we’ll move forward.  And I guess the first thing is a 6 
motion to accept all relevant material that has been submitted by the Applicant, as well any 7 
other relevant document, as part of the record. 8 
 9 
Commissioner Price:  So moved.  10 
 11 
Commissioners Burroughs:  Second. 12 
 13 
Chair McKee:  It’s been moved, and seconded to include all relevant documents as part of the 14 
record.  All in favor say, aye.  Opposed, no.  Motion passes unanimously.   15 
 16 
VOTE:  UNANIMOUS 17 
 18 
Chair McKee:  And then as before, the only two points that we really need to decide tonight are 19 
items 3 and 4.  Item 3 being:  to Refer the matter to the Planning Board with a request that a 20 
recommendation be returned to the County Board of Commissioners in time for the September 21 
1, 2015 BOCC regular meeting.  Do I hear a motion? 22 
 23 
Commissioner Price:  So moved. 24 
 25 
Commissioner Dorosin:  Second.   26 
 27 
Chair McKee:  Moved, and seconded.  All in favor say, aye.  Opposed, no.  Motion passes 28 
unanimously. 29 
 30 
VOTE:  UNANIMOUS 31 

 32 
Chair McKee:  And then I need a motion to adjourn the public hearing until September 1, 2015 33 
in order to receive and accept the Planning Board’s recommendation and any submitted written 34 
comments.   35 
 36 
Commissioner Dorosin:  So moved. 37 
 38 
Commissioner Rich:  Second. 39 
 40 
Chair McKee:  Got the motion, and a second.  All in favor say, aye.  Opposed, no.  That motion 41 
also passes unanimously. 42 
 43 
VOTE: UNANIMOUS 44 

 45 
Chair McKee:  Thank you very much.  We will see you on a very busy September 1st.   46 
 47 
4. Unified Development Ordinance (UDO) Text Amendment - To review government-48 

initiated amendments to the text of the UDO to clarify existing regulatory requirements 49 
regarding the development of stormwater features and incorporate a State recognized 50 
process allowing for the installation of additional impervious surface area. 51 
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                                                   1 
 Michael Harvey thanked the BOCC for their patience.  He said that this proposed text 2 
amendment specifically seeks to amend existing regulations to allow for a third option with 3 
respect to the modification of an impervious surface limit.  He reviewed the following PowerPoint 4 
presentation: 5 
 6 
MAY 26, 2015 7 
QUARTERLY PUBLIC HEARING 8 
AGENDA ITEM:C-4 9 
UNIFIED DEVELOPMENT ORDINANCE (UDO) TEXT AMENDMENT 10 
IMPERVIOUS SURFACE REGULATIONS 11 

 12 
BACKGROUND 13 

• Staff and Board members have received numerous inquiries related to increasing 14 
allowable impervious surface area. 15 

• Staff summarized issues/options in memo presented at the March 3, 2015 regular BOCC 16 
meeting. 17 

• BOCC authorized amendment process at its March 17, 2015 regular meeting. 18 
 19 

PROPOSAL 20 
• Proposed amendment seeks to allow additional impervious surface area through 21 

development and incorporation of an infiltration based stormwater feature, consistent 22 
with State allowances.  23 

• Feature has to be designed/certified by a professional (i.e. engineer) 24 
• Ordinance establishes a cap on the total amount of additional impervious surface area 25 

that can be placed on a property. 26 
• Property owner has to record maintenance agreement outlining perpetual 27 

care/maintenance of feature. 28 
 29 

EXAMPLE (Arial graphic) 30 
 31 

PEER REVIEW 32 
• Staff presented proposal to the Orange County Commission for the Environment (CFE), 33 

Orange Water Sewer Authority (OWASA) board, and submitted proposal to the planning 34 
staff of Chapel Hill and Carrboro for review.   35 

• In summary, while various entities expressed support for the proposal there was a 36 
universal concern the County lacks the staff resources to properly monitor and inspect 37 
these stormwater features in perpetuity to ensure their continued viability. 38 
 39 

RECOMMENDATION 40 
1. Receive the application, 41 
2. Conduct the Public Hearing and accept public, Planning Board, and BOCC sworn 42 

testimony, 43 
3. Refer the matter to the Planning Board with a request that a recommendation be 44 

returned in time for the June 16, 2015 BOCC regular meeting, and 45 
4. Adjourn the public hearing until June 16, 2015 in order to receive the Planning Board’s 46 

recommendation and any submitted written comments.   47 
 48 
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 Commissioner Burroughs asked if there was a detailed explanation of the process 1 
involved in monitoring impervious surfaces. 2 
 3 
 Michael Harvey said there is a requirement in the UDO, as well as in State law, that all 4 
stormwater features have a recorded operations agreement.  He said this agreement will detail 5 
the care and maintenance of that facility in perpetuity, including the responsibility of the current, 6 
and all future, property owners.  He said the property owner would have to submit 7 
documentation showing that the system is functioning properly.  He said the County is required 8 
to inspect biannually.  He said some difficulty arises based on the complexity of the various 9 
systems.  He added that the Applicant’s documentation would have to be certified by an 10 
Engineer.  He said the long term concern is that, over time, the property owners may have to 11 
remove and reinstall, or massively up-fit, the system to guarantee its viability as an infiltration 12 
based stormwater feature. 13 
 14 
 Commissioner Burroughs asked if there is a reason that the surface would fail. 15 
 16 
 Michael Harvey said the generic term of infiltration based storm water feature as the 17 
State is currently revising its manual.  He said the current stormwater feature, which is 18 
recognized by the State, is permeable pavement.   He said permeable pavement calls for the 19 
removal of dirt, planting of rock, sand and other substrata allowing the water to percolate 20 
through.  He said permeable pavement is still not completely pervious and the allowance is 21 
based on the soil content.  He said not all soil can take advantage of this program.   22 
 23 
 Michael Harvey said permeable pavement is not going to be the only option.  He said 24 
engineers may come up with other solutions consistent with the State stormwater management 25 
manual with respect to the development and installation of what can be classified as an 26 
infiltration based stormwater feature.  These alternatives will be evaluated by local and State 27 
staff. 28 
 29 

Commissioner Burroughs said the budget recommendation includes another soil erosion 30 
staff person and asked if that position would conduct the inspections to which Mr. Harvey refers. 31 

 32 
 Craig Benedict said yes, the Erosion Patrol Stormwater staff would conduct the 33 
inspections.  He said they are very aware of best practices.  He said vacuuming is a 34 
maintenance that can occur on permeable pavement where sediments clog its permeability.   35 
 36 
 Commissioner Rich said two or three emails were received about this topic.  She asked 37 
if these emails should be passed along to the Planning Department.  38 
 39 
 Michael Harvey said he has received one email.   40 
 41 
 Commissioner Rich said it is important that the Planning Department receive these 42 
communications and perhaps determining a way to insure this in the future would be helpful. 43 
 44 
 Bonnie Hammersely said she would forward all the emails to the Planning Department. 45 
 46 
 Commissioner Rich said one of Orange Water and Sewer Authority’s (OWASA) 47 
comments stated, “this conclusion is predicated on the assumption that development densities 48 
and riparian buffer requirements are not relaxed.” She said the General Assembly may change 49 
some of these things and asked if such changes would affect OWASA’s comment. 50 
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 Michael Harvey said the comments from OWASA are valued but the actions of the State 1 
are beyond the County’s control.  He said the County has achieved a reasonable solution to the 2 
problem and puts the responsibility on the property owner to come up with a solution.  He said 3 
there may be exemptions to the State’s potential changes as well as studies that the County can 4 
complete to show the importance of restrictive stream buffers.  5 
 6 
 Michael Harvey said even though the State may modify the Stream Buffer Program it 7 
does not invalidate the benefits of this process. 8 
 9 
 Michael Harvey said he has heard Commissioner Jacobs express concern that while this 10 
may have universal application for protected watersheds there is concern that tinkering with the 11 
impervious surface limit in the critical watersheds should be prohibited.  He asked for both the 12 
BOCC and the Planning Board to consider this comment.   13 
 14 
 Chair McKee said he is concerned with the odd shaped lots that have been developed 15 
due to the configuration of the land.  He said some have very long driveways that eat up the 16 
impervious surface.  He said he feels this option would allow people to build a larger house, 17 
garage, or some other out building on their property which is currently difficult to do.  18 
  19 
 Chair McKee said one of the emails received concerned the ownership of a ten acre 20 
property with a 1.8 or 2.3 percent impervious surface, which is well under the 6 percent 21 
allowance.  He said this particular configuration is affected by the way the developer assigned 22 
the impervious surface and puts extreme limits on what a person can build on their property.  23 
 24 
 Michael Harvey said the Board has asked staff to look into whether the Subdivision 25 
Ordinance needs to be amended to include a mandatory minimum percentage of impervious for 26 
every lot, thus preventing developers from robbing Peter to pay Paul. 27 
 28 
 Chair McKee said the matter must be reviewed thoroughly. 29 
 30 
 Michael Harvey said both Planning and Erosion Control staff meet with individuals 31 
seeking to develop property to try to identify alternative means to develop driveways.  He said 32 
one example is geoweb, a hard composite plastic that is buried subterranean and can support 33 
the weight of a vehicle.   He said it is not counted as impervious and would allow developers to 34 
address the specific instance to which Chair McKee referred. 35 
 36 
 Commissioner Pelissier asked if staff, with regard to a maintenance agreement, is 37 
suggesting that the homeowner pay for the additional inspections.  She asked if such funds 38 
would cover the additional staff required to conduct the inspections.  39 
 40 
 Michael Harvey said the funds could supplement the need for additional staff.  He said 41 
different options are being considered.   42 
 43 
 Commissioner Pelissier said ask the Planning Board or staff to consider giving home 44 
owners up front notification about the repairs, their costs and the exact responsibility the home 45 
owner incurs. 46 
 47 
 Michael Harvey said currently the Erosion Control staff clearly details the operations 48 
agreement and does a detailed walk through of all expectations.  He said cost is not currently 49 
discussed but estimates could be provided.  50 
 51 
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 Planning Board Member Tony Blake said he just went through this process at one of 1 
their fire substations.  He said a deeded easement would be required if the County needed to 2 
come in and make repairs.  He said he pays a service to inspect his septic system annually and 3 
the company files paperwork with the County.  He asked if this same process could occur with 4 
the inspection of impervious surfaces.  5 
 6 
 Michael Harvey said this option is being considered currently.  7 
 8 
 Lisa Stuckey asked if there are consequences when a person builds a shed but then 9 
fails to maintain it. 10 
 11 
 Michael Harvey said if one installs a BMP, while receiving additional impervious 12 
allotment, and fails to maintain the BMP, then one will be in violation of the operations 13 
agreement and must demolish the additional impervious surface or bring the BMP into 14 
compliance.  15 
 16 
 Craig Benedict said Orange County itself is a property owner and maintains their own 17 
BMPs.  He said there are ways to get compliance. 18 
 19 
PUBLIC COMMENT: 20 
 21 
 Janel Sexton said she petitioned the Board in December 2014 and she was warned 22 
when purchasing a property in Triple Crown Estates.  She said she was completely unaware of 23 
how restrictive the impervious rules are.  She said every single resident in her development has 24 
less than 6 percent of impervious surfaces.  She said she has nothing on her property but a 25 
house, a short driveway and pervious pavers.  She said she would like to install a pool but there 26 
is not enough impervious surface to do so.  She said somehow the neighborhood got short 27 
changed and she should be entitled to put a pool in her yard.  She said she is a scientist and 28 
has looked at the science behind this issue. She feels that passing this amendment will not 29 
adversely affect the water and would allow tax-paying residents to have a bit more freedom to 30 
do as they please with their land. 31 
 32 
 EMAILS THAT WERE RECEIVED ON THIS ITEM: 33 
 34 

• Please approve the amendment to give impervious credit to residents who use approved 35 
“best management practices” as a  stormwater runoff protection measure. I pay taxes on 36 
10 acres of land but can only use less than 2% of my property. I would like to have a 37 
parking pad big enough to park three cars and would be willing to use the more 38 
expensive pervious pavers. 39 

 40 
Dale Thompson 41 
221 Whirlaway Lane 42 
Chapel Hill 43 

 44 
 45 

• Dear Orange County Board of Commissioners, 46 
My name is Steven Raets. I live in the Triple Crown Estate, Orange County, Chapel Hill. 47 
I am writing you regarding tomorrow's public hearing, agenda item 4: Unified 48 
Development Ordinance Text amendment. I might not be able to make it in time for the 49 
discussion (as I can only leave at 20:15) and hence I am writing you a mail with my 50 
thoughts/comments. 51 
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 1 
I have been in regular dialogue with Mr Harvey from planning for the last 4-5 years 2 
regarding impervious surface restrictions in our community. I very much welcome that 3 
the board is now looking into potentially amending the ordinance to allow for storm water 4 
harvesting systems as a way to allow credits on impervious surface. I would like to ask 5 
your support and approval for this change, as it would be very helpful allowing us to 6 
have a bigger parking lot and additional garage space as our kids grow up and get their 7 
own cars. I have a 10 acre property with only 1.8% allowed impervious surface causing 8 
us lots of headaches. For instance each time we get a delivery truck to come down with 9 
a package, chances are high our landscaped lawn gets ripped up because there is not 10 
enough space to turn around. 11 
 12 
When considering these changes in the UDO, please try to find a reasonable way to 13 
achieve a balance between the county's need for continued proper functioning of the 14 
storm water harvesting systems, and the initial cost and maintenance on the properties 15 
owner part. If the burden becomes too high, then no one will implement these systems 16 
and storm water run off will continue polluting at its current pace. However with the 17 
proper incentives (impervious surface credits), people will install these systems and the 18 
runoff will be greatly reduced because most system will collect from the roof of the whole 19 
house. 20 

 21 
While you are reviewing these storm water systems, I would like to flag another item that 22 
is related to impervious surface restrictions. I am a pretty keen proponent of green/clean 23 
energy and hence have installed several energy saving systems in my home. One of 24 
them is a roof mounted solar system. Given my roof is fully maxed out with solar panels, 25 
I approached planning department earlier this year to ask if I could extend my system by 26 
installing rack mounted solar panels in my yard. Due to impervious restrictions, planning 27 
said I would not get permission to install such a system. I would like to ask the 28 
commissioners to look into this. How can it be that a solar power system could be denied 29 
based on allowed impervious surface? It is not that I want to install a mega system, just 30 
to provide for my own use. I currently generate about 25% of my energy usage and duke 31 
energy can allow me a system 3 times as big as I have currently. 32 
  33 
I discussed with planning department the solar and wind access policy of NC state. They 34 
looked at it but said that their interpretation of this law remains consistent with the initial 35 
verdict that rack mounted solar power panels would count towards my impervious 36 
surface usage (even though the solar and wind access policy explicitly states that is 37 
supersede any county ordinance prohibiting the installation of solar power), and that 38 
given that I am at the maximum allowed, I would not be able to install it. 39 
My question would be if you could look into solar power systems and impervious surface 40 
restrictions? I believe that some counties adjusted the ordinances to exclude solar power 41 
from the impervious surface restrictions. 42 
 43 
Many thanks for considering. 44 
Kind regards, 45 
Steven Raets 46 

 47 
• I am requesting you approve the amendment to give impervious credit to residents who 48 

use approved “best management practices” stormwater runoff protection measure at 49 
tomorrow's meeting, just like our surrounding counties do. 50 

 51 
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Thank you, 1 
Eva Labro 2 
225 Whirlaway Lane 3 
Chapel Hill 4 

 5 
• This is with regard to land use for construction and impervious allocation on private 6 

property in Orange County. I am a resident at 101 Whirlaway lane, Chapel hill, NC which 7 
is in the Triple Crown subdivision. We are currently highly restricted with regard to 8 
impervious allocation (presently maxed) even though we have approx 3.5acres of land 9 
on this property.  10 

 11 
I am requesting that the board consider reassessment of the impervious land allocation 12 
for properties like ours that sit on large acreage but get limited by what can be built, 13 
especially since we need to have handicapped access built for our elderly parent who is 14 
a resident of this property. 15 
Thanks,  16 
 17 
Harendra Arora 18 

 19 
 Chair McKee asked if the subdivisions use part of the impervious surface allotment for 20 
the roads structure themselves. 21 
 22 
 Michael Harvey said yes. 23 
 24 
 Chair McKee said perhaps this is where the excess impervious surface allotment was 25 
used up. 26 
 27 
 Michael Harvey agreed. 28 
 29 
 A motion was made by Commissioner Price, seconded by Commissioner Rich for the 30 
Board to refer the matter to the Planning Board with a request that a recommendation be 31 
returned to the BOCC in time for its June 16, 2015 regular meeting. 32 
 33 
VOTE: UNANIMOUS 34 
 35 
 A motion was made by Commissioner Price, seconded by Commissioner Rich to adjourn 36 
the public hearing until June 16, 2015 in order to receive and accept the Planning Board’s 37 
recommendation and any submitted written comments. 38 
 39 
VOTE: UNANIMOUS 40 

                                 41 
6. Unified Development Ordinance (UDO) Text Amendment - To review government-42 

initiated amendments to the text of the UDO to modify sign regulations within certain Activity 43 
Nodes. 44 

                                                   45 
 Chair McKee said he received word that Commissioner Jacobs has concerns about this 46 
item.  He said Commissioner Jacobs was unable to attend tonight and asked for the Board to 47 
consider waiting until September to discuss this item, when Commissioner Jacobs can attend 48 
the meeting. 49 
 50 
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 A motion was made by Commissioner Dorosin seconded by Commissioner Rich to delay 1 
the discussion of this item until Commissioner Jacobs can be available since he has concerns. 2 
 3 
 Commissioner Price asked if the nature of Commissioner Jacobs’ concerns is known. 4 
  5 
 Chair McKee said he does not know the nature of Commissioner Jacobs’ concerns. 6 
 7 
 Commissioner Burroughs asked if this item is time sensitive. 8 
 9 
 Michael Harvey said no. 10 
 11 
 Chair McKee said to defer discussion until the September 1st Quarterly Public Hearing. 12 
 13 
VOTE:  UNANIMOUS 14 
 15 
 The Clerk to the Board clarified that the date of the next Quarterly Public Hearing is 16 
actually September 8, 2015 (not September 1st). 17 
 18 

D. ADJOURNMENT OF PUBLIC HEARING 19 
 20 

 A motion was made by Commissioner Burroughs, seconded by Commissioner Rich to 21 
adjourn the meeting at 9:59 p.m. 22 
 23 
VOTE:  UNANIMOUS 24 
 25 
        Earl McKee, Chair 26 
 27 
 28 
Donna Baker 29 
Clerk to the Board 30 

 31 
 32 
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         Attachment 6 1 
 2 
DRAFT    3 

ORANGE COUNTY BOARD OF COMMISSIONERS 4 
BUDGET PUBLIC HEARING 5 

     May 28, 2015 6 
 7 
The Orange County Board of Commissioners held a Budget Public Hearing on Thursday, May 8 
28, 2015 at 7:00 p.m. at the Southern Human Services Center in Chapel Hill, N.C. 9 
 10 
COUNTY COMMISSIONERS PRESENT:  Chair McKee and Commissioners Mia Burroughs, 11 
Mark Dorosin, Barry Jacobs, Bernadette Pelissier, Renee Price and Penny Rich  12 
COUNTY COMMISSIONERS ABSENT:  13 
COUNTY ATTORNEYS PRESENT:   14 
COUNTY STAFF PRESENT:  County Manager Bonnie Hammersley and Clerk to the Board 15 
Donna Baker (All other staff members will be identified appropriately below) 16 
 17 
1.  Opening Remarks 18 
    Chair McKee called the meeting to order at 7:02 p.m. 19 
 20 
     21 
PUBLIC CHARGE  22 
 Chair McKee dispensed with the reading of the Public Charge. 23 
 24 
2.   Presentation of County Manager’s Recommended FY 2015-16 Budget/CIP 25 

(PowerPoint Presentation)  26 
         27 
 Bonnie Hammersley presented the following PowerPoint slides:    28 

Presentation Outline 29 
• FY2015-16 Budget Goals 30 
• County Manager Recommended Budget 31 

o  Compensation Package 32 
o  Personnel 33 
o  Schools 34 
o  Outside Agencies 35 
o  Budget Initiatives 36 
o Capital Investment Plan(CIP) 37 

 Conclusion 38 

FY2015-16 Budget Goals 39 
• Structurally Balanced Budget 40 
• Implement Team Approach 41 
• Enhance Transparency and  Communication 42 
• Maintain or Improve Service Levels  43 
 44 
General Fund Expenditures 45 
Budget expenditures – increased by 2.8% from 2015 46 
 47 
General Fund Revenues 48 
Increased about 3% 49 
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 1 
GF Appropriated Fund Balance 2 
$9.8 million 3 

Revenue Assumptions 4 
• Property Taxes – 1% increase  5 
• Sales Tax – 3% increase 6 
• FY2015-16 Tax Rate – No Increase 7 

Recommended Compensation Package 8 
• Wages and Merit 9 

o Wages – 2% Increase 10 
o WPPR – Maintain current funding 11 
o Living Wage – Maintain current rate 12 

• Benefits  13 
o Health Insurance  - No Increase 14 
o Dental Insurance – 15% Increase 15 
o Retirement – No Increase 16 

Recommended Positions 17 
• Reallocation/Revenue – 12.7 FTE  18 

o Jail Alternatives – 3.0 FTE 19 
o Administrative Assistant – 1.0 FTE 20 
o Revenue Technicians – 2.0 FTE 21 
o Dental Team – 2.5 FTE 22 
o Management Analyst – 1.0 FTE  23 
o OPT Bus Drivers – 3.0 FTE 24 
o Social Worker (Chinese Speaking) – 0.20FTE 25 

Recommended positions 26 
• Enterprise Fund – 4.75 FTE  27 

o Weighmaster  – 1.0 FTE 28 
o Solid Waste Drivers – 2.0 FTE 29 
o Convenience Center  Operators – 1.75 FT 30 

 31 
Recommended positions 32 
• General Fund – 6.87 FTE   33 

o Administrative Services Supervisor - 0.125 FTE  34 
o Community Center Coordinator – 1.0 FTE 35 
o Court Liaison – 1.0 FTE 36 
o Deputy EMS Manager - 0.50 FTE 37 
o Erosion Control Officer  – 1.0 FTE 38 
o Housing Management Assistant – 1.0 FTE 39 
o Human Resources Assistant Director – 1.0 FTE 40 
o Parks Conservation Tech I – 0.25 FTE 41 
o Register of Deeds Deputy – 1.0 FTE 42 

Recommended School funding 43 
• Chapel Hill Carrboro City Schools (CHCCS)   44 

o Increase cost per student $81 –  $448,122 45 
o Fund Charter School Students (50) – $182,600 46 
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o CIP Planning Funds - $750,000 1 
 2 

• Orange County School (OCS)  3 
o Increase cost per student $81 – $6,504 4 
o Fund Charter School Students (110) – $401,720 5 
o CIP Planning Funds – $478,000 6 

Recommended School funding 7 
• Durham Technical College  8 

o Current Expense Increase  –  $53,778 9 
o Recurring Capital Decrease – ($25,000) 10 
o Debt Service Increase – $0 11 

Recommended Outside Agency Funding 12 
• Maintain FY2014-15 Funding 13 

o Community Home Trust (Increase) 14 
o Communities in Schools (Decrease by ADM numbers) 15 
o Fairview Community Watch (+) 16 

 17 
Recommended Fire District Rates 18 
• Maintain FY2014-15 Rates 19 

o Damascus & Southern Triangle Fire Districts – +1.5 cents 20 
o Orange Rural Fire District – +1.0 cents 21 

 22 
Recommended Budget Initiatives 23 
• Maintain the Social Justice Fund  24 
• Increase Child Care Funding 25 
• Fund the Family Success Alliance 26 
• Develop an Affordable Housing Plan 27 
• Support the Community Centers  28 
• Improve Voting Equipment  29 
• Eliminate the 6-month Vacant Position Hiring Delay 30 
• Implement Salary Savings Appropriation 31 
• Restructure the Employee Classification and Salary Plan 32 
• Create a Community Relations Department 33 

 34 
Recommended CIP FUNDING 35 
• County Capital Projects  36 
    Southern Orange Campus Infrastructure 37 
o Southern Branch Library Planning  38 
o Cedar Grove Library Kiosk  39 
o Jail – Conceptual Design Phase 40 
o Environmental and Agriculture Center – Design Phase 41 
o Historic Rogers Road Infrastructure – Design Phase 42 
o Upper Eno Nature Preserve – Public Access Area 43 
o Soccer Center Phase II 44 
o New Hope Preserve/Hollow Rock Public Access 45 
o River Park Phase II 46 
o Little River Park 47 
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o 911 Back-up Center 1 
 Conservation Easements (+$250,000) 2 
o Facility Infrastructure Upgrades   3 
o Information Technology Upgrades  4 
o Register of Deeds Automation 5 
 Affordable Housing Land Acquisition/Banking and Development Program 6 

Recommended CIP FUNDING 7 
• Special Revenue Projects  8 

o Article 46 Sales Tax 9 
 Economic Development 10 
 Chapel Hill Carrboro City Schools (CHCCS) 11 
 Orange County Schools (OCS) 12 

 13 
• Proprietary Capital Projects   14 

o Water and Sewer Utilities  15 
 Efland Sewer flow to Mebane 16 
 Utility Extension Projects 17 
 Hillsborough EDD 18 
 Eno EDD 19 

 Solid Waste  20 
 Sanitation 21 
 Recycling Operation 22 

 Sportsplex  23 
 Major Expansion Phase 2&3 24 

 25 
• School Capital Projects 26 

o Chapel Hill Carrboro City Schools 27 
 Pay-As-You-Go Funds - $2,274,765 28 
 Lottery Proceeds - $835,626 29 
 Preliminary Planning Funds - $750,000 30 

o Orange County Schools 31 
 Pay-As-You-Go Funds - $1,450,084 32 
 Lottery Proceeds - $520,736 33 
 Preliminary Planning Funds - $478,000 34 

 35 
Public Hearings and Work Sessions  36 
• Public Hearings 37 

 May 21: Richard Whitted Meeting Facility, 300 W Tryon St., Hillsborough 38 
 May 28: Southern Human Services Center (SHSC), Homestead Rd., Chapel Hill 39 

• Work Sessions 40 
o June 4:  SHSC, Homestead Rd., Chapel Hill 41 
o June 9:  Richard Whitted Meeting Facility, 300 W Tryon St., Hillsborough 42 

• Work Session/Intent to Adopt:  June 11, SHSC, Homestead Rd., Chapel Hill 43 
• Final Adoption:  June 16, SHSC, Homestead Rd., Chapel Hill  44 

Document Availability 45 
• Clerk to Board of Commissioners 46 
• County Finance & Administrative Services Office 47 
• Orange County Library 48 
• Chapel Hill Public Library 49 



5 
 

• Carrboro/McDougle Branch Library 1 
• Orange County Website – http://orangecountync.gov/ 2 
 3 
Conclusion 4 
Orange County exists to provide governmental services requested by our residents or 5 
mandated by the State of North Carolina. 6 

To provide these quality services efficiently, we must; 7 
• Serve the Residents of Orange County – Our Residents Come First; 8 
• Depend on the energy, skills, and dedication of all our employees and volunteers; 9 
• Treat all our Residents and Employees with fairness, respect, and understanding. 10 

Orange County Residents Come First 11 
 12 
3.         Public Comment 13 
 Natasha Adams said she is an Assistant Public Defender in Orange County, as well as a 14 
current Board member of Pre-Trial Services, a non-profit since 1994.  She said it is her 15 
understanding that the pre-trial services will be moved to the Sheriff’s office.  She said she is 16 
asking the Board to consider allocating $45,000, to be able to provide services to existing clients 17 
before this program is moved July 1. 18 
 Jon Wilner is a Senior Board Member with the Communities in Schools (CIS) and he 19 
thanked the Board for their consistent support.  He said CIS are not going to be in the Orange 20 
County Schools (OCS) this year but will remain in the Chapel Hill Carrboro City Schools 21 
(CHCCS).  He said more children will be served in CHCCS, reducing the waiting list, in an effort 22 
to keep them in school.   He said CIS will be serving the same number of children this year as in 23 
previous years and he requested the Board of County Commissioners to give CIS the same 24 
amount received for the past 6 to 8 years. 25 
 James Stroud said he is the Executive Director for the Center for Home Ownership and 26 
Economic Development in Hillsborough.  He said he is here regarding the organization’s 27 
Clearinghouse Network Pilot Program, which was brought to the Board last year.  He said the 28 
program is not operational at this time as it was not funded.  He said his organization is the only 29 
resource in the County regarding affordable housing opportunities.  He said 180 people have 30 
been served so far this year and despite having excellent housing providers in the area, many 31 
people are still unsure where to look for housing.  He said a centralized hub for affordable 32 
housing would be invaluable. 33 
 Allan Rosen said he presently works at InterFaith Council for Social Services and has 34 
been participating with the Orange County Affordable Housing Coalition.  He said included in 35 
the recommended budget is a program about a land banking program for affordable housing.  36 
He applauds this effort and hoped that the Board of County Commissioners would adopt this as 37 
part of the Capital Investment Plan (CIP).  He said he also supports the proposed position in the 38 
Housing Department. 39 
 Stacey Allred said he is a Counselor with the Exchange Club Family Center of Alamance 40 
and Orange Counties.  He expressed thanks for the BOCC’s ongoing support.  He reviewed 41 
statistics regarding local child sexual abuse rates and asked if the BOCC would consider 42 
funding the agency.   43 
 Sarah Black said she is the Director of the Exchange Club Family Center and asked the 44 
Board to reconsider their application for outside agency funding for more funding.  She said her 45 
agency provides in home services for neglected children.  She emphasized the importance of 46 
early intervention for children who are abused and neglected  to reach greater success.  47 
 Art Menins said he is here to ask for $1000 for the public radio station WCOM.  He said 48 
this is a volunteer run radio station serving as the voice of the community. 49 

http://orangecountync.gov/
http://orangecountync.gov/
http://orangecountync.gov/
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   Yasmine White is the CEO of Voices Together, a non-profit which offers a specialized 1 
music therapy program in the school districts for autistic children.   She thanked the Board for 2 
their interest and support.  She asked if the Board would help bring the program up to two 3 
school rooms. 4 
 Karen Kincaid Dunn, from Club Nova, thanked the Board for their continued support.  5 
She said Club Nova is a clubhouse for seriously mental ill adults.  She said some funding has 6 
been lost over the past few years.  She encouraged the Board to continue their support for Club 7 
Nova. 8 
 Kristin Linton said she is the Executive Director of the Art Therapy Institute for therapy 9 
purposes for all ages.  She said she is seeking additional funding for the Burma Art Therapy 10 
Project in the school systems.  She said her program has served about 400 students and adults 11 
this past year. 12 
 John Mitterling said he is on staff with the Big Brothers Big Sisters of the Triangle.  He 13 
said the program has served over 900 children regionally, with 200 from Orange County.  He 14 
said the program pairs students with thoroughly vetted mentors.  He expressed gratitude for the 15 
Board’s support and requested $2000 for this year.  He said the children served by the program 16 
are from single parent or low income homes.  17 
 Robert Dowling said he is the Executive Director of the Community Home Trust and he 18 
thanked the Board for all they do for the residents in Orange County.  He said there are 19 
currently 235 homes in the Home Trust program and their inclusionary program is a model 20 
throughout the State and the Country.  He acknowledged the role that all of the elected officials 21 
play in Orange County.  He supported the proposed position in the Housing Department. 22 
 Bridget Mora said she is a parent of a first grader at Seawell Elementary School, and 23 
she asked the Board to fully fund the CHCCS request of $302 per pupil.  24 
 Sherri Carmichael said she is speaking on behalf of the Smith Middle School, School 25 
Improvement Team, and is also here to ask the Board for full funding for the CHCCS.  She 26 
reviewed the history of excellence within the CHCCS. 27 
 Gary Wallach said he is here to speak about fully funding the CHCCS.  He thanked the 28 
Board for their past and continued support of the schools.  He hoped they would fully fund the 29 
request, and if not, an amount closer to the full request than $81 per pupil. 30 
 Jean Bolduc said she is here tonight on behalf of the Housing Authority.  She noted that 31 
the Board voted in April to restrict the bond referendum proceeds to schools only.  She said the 32 
Housing Authority Board passed a resolution of support for the Board to re-consider the 33 
decision to include affordable housing investments.  She said her Board has a deep 34 
appreciation for the recommended budget. 35 
 James Barrett is a CHCCS Board member.  He said there are State mandates providing 36 
a raise for teachers, retirement matches and health insurance costs.  He said the proposed $81 37 
raise per pupil will be $70 shy of the amount necessary to allow the Schools to maintain status 38 
quo; and does not account for the State mandates.  He said meeting those requirements will 39 
leave an $800,000 deficit for the schools.  He highlighted some other priorities including 40 
providing a living wage for all classified staff, funds to allow teachers to fully lesson plan and 41 
providing instructional time for middle school students during periods of detention.    42 
 Matt Kauffman said he is representing the Community Empowerment Fund (CEF), and 43 
expressed sincere gratitude for the Board’s support of $5000 in the past 2 years.  He asked if 44 
the Board would consider increasing the funding to $7500 this year.  He said the organization 45 
has just opened an integrated service center in downtown Chapel Hill.  He said this center will 46 
co-locate a variety of services with partner organizations. He reviewed a variety of statistics 47 
showing gains within the homeless community including financial progress, housing progress 48 
and mentoring partnerships. 49 
 Adam Zanation said he is here to ask for full funding for the CHCCS.  He said there are 50 
excellent public schools in Chapel Hill.  He recently moved into the District, taking his own 51 
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children out of well regarded private schools, and sending them to his local CHCCS.  He said he 1 
is a tenured faculty member at UNC School of Medicine.  He said in the past year five new 2 
faculty members have been recruited.  He said these new faculty members noted that the 3 
primary community driver that brought them here is the quality of the public schools.  4 
 Michael Lee said millions of dollars have been taken from the public schools in the past 5 
7 years by the State.  He said the current County budget is stepping up, and he thanked them 6 
since no one else will do this.  He said, however, that the proposed budget still puts the schools 7 
$800,000 behind where they need to be for the upcoming year.  He said he is asking the Board 8 
to increase the per pupil funding up to $302. 9 
 Bryan Giemza said he appreciated the Board’s efforts to juggle all of the requested 10 
needs.  He said to make education come first.  He said the Board of County Commissioners is 11 
the only hope. He said the schools are trying to get back to where they once were prior to the 12 
cuts that have occurred in the past years.  He said he hoped the Board would consider fully 13 
funding the CHCCS. 14 
 Susan Levy said she is the Executive Director of Habitat for Humanity and the Chair of 15 
the Orange County Affordable Housing Coalition.  She said she appreciated the recommended 16 
inclusion of CIP funding for affordable housing.  She thanked the Board for supporting Habitat’s 17 
impact fee reimbursement last week.  She said the funding for affordable housing at the Federal 18 
level is not good, and she thanked the Board for filling in the gaps.  She also expressed support 19 
for the proposed position in Housing Department. 20 
 Elizabeth Welsby said she has been a resident of Chapel Hill for 28 years and is here to 21 
request that the Board fully fund the CHCCS budget request.  22 
 Rebecca Poellot said she is the speaking on behalf of McDougle Elementary School and 23 
is asking the Board to fully fund the CHCCS budget request of $302 per pupil.  She felt 24 
compelled to come here tonight because of a memo that circulated about the loss of $800,000 if 25 
the schools are not fully funded. 26 
 Julie Siler said she and her husband were recruited by the UNC Health system and the 27 
CHCCS were the entire reason that Chapel Hill was their location of choice.  She asked the 28 
Board to fully fund the CHCCS budget request. 29 
 Laura Henderson said she wanted to thank the Board for their support and to ask them 30 
to fully fund the CHCCS, especially at-risk kids who will struggle with the loss of teacher 31 
assistants. 32 
 33 
PUBLIC COMMENT FROM EMAILS: 34 
 35 

• Dear Board of Orange County Commissioners: 36 
 37 

I am writing to thank you for your continued support of the schools in our community - 38 
and at the same time to ask you to consider meeting the budget request submitted by 39 
the CHCCS District Administration and CHCCS Board of Education, which asks for an 40 
additional $302 per child.  41 
 42 
I am a parent of an elementary school aged child in the District, and I am a parent 43 
member of the School Improvement Team at Glenwood Elementary. I see first hand the 44 
dedication of our teachers and administrators in the district. Thanks to your long term 45 
support for education in our community, we are fortunate to have excellent schools, and 46 
committed teachers - but there is still great need in the District. I hate that we need to 47 
ask you each year to provide additional funding to make up a shortfall that is driven by - 48 
engineered by - Raleigh, but the reality is that by giving teachers a much-needed raise, it 49 
will create a shortfall for other essential needs in the classroom - and our teachers and 50 
children will suffer the consequences.  51 
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 1 
Please help your voters by preserving an educational system in which our children and 2 
our teachers can thrive. Please help us by allocating additional funding for the schools. 3 
 4 
Many thanks and warm regards, 5 
Katie Jamieson  6 

 7 
• Dear Board of Orange County Commissioners, 8 

  9 
Thank you for your continued support of our schools. As the officers of the PTA at 10 
Glenwood Elementary School, we have seen first-hand the impact that financial support 11 
of our schools has on the day-to-day educational experience of our 12 
students. Unfortunately, we believe that the proposed budget falls well below the current 13 
needs of our schools and our students. 14 
  15 
The current Chapel Hill/Carrboro City Schools request – an increase of $302 per student 16 
– takes into account the many cuts being proposed a the state level and the shortfalls for 17 
which we must account. The citizens of Orange County are proud of the educational 18 
experiences and outcomes of our students, and sufficient funding is essential to maintain 19 
these standards and continue to improve. Extremely concerning to us is the potential 20 
loss of 12 teachers or 25 teacher assistants, based on funding cuts. Such a loss could 21 
prove crippling for schools already struggling to retain outstanding teachers who are 22 
being recruited to other, better-funded areas of the country. The proposed funding also 23 
would allow us to continue initiatives already in place to help close the Achievement 24 
Gap.  The results of these initiatives will not be immediate and the efforts need to carry 25 
on for several years in order for us to see the benefits. To cut funding now would be to 26 
undo valuable progress already made. 27 
  28 
Additionally, we would like to express our support for the entire 2016 bond going towards 29 
the schools.  This money is necessary for the revitalization of many old buildings in the 30 
district.  If this money is diverted to other areas, our schools will continue to exist in a 31 
state of disrepair. (Did you know that Glenwood’s 62-year-old school building has no 32 
ADA accessible restroom facilities, for either children or adults?) Our schools are a 33 
sense of local pride and also a very real draw for those considering the area – we 34 
recently met with a family relocating from California that chose Orange County over 35 
Wake County based on our schools. Please help our schools to remain strong and our 36 
area to continue to attract new families by investing in the future with the entire 2016 37 
Bond.  38 
  39 
Thank you for your service and your support of education in Orange County. 40 
  41 
Best, 42 
Shannon Eubanks, Dana Gelin, Katie Jamieson, Casey Saussy and Susan Swafford 43 

  44 
• I am writing to request that the Board of Commissioners fund the FULL budget request 45 

of both CHCCS and Orange County Schools.  This is important to our schools and our 46 
children, and therefore to maintain quality of life in our community.  47 

 48 
Richard Goldberg 49 
1075 Brace Lane 50 
Chapel Hill NC 27516 51 
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 1 
• Our teachers have been underpaid for too long. Please cover the state-mandated pay 2 

raise so that the school district won't have to cut teaching positions yet again.  3 
 4 

The school system has been cut to the bone. We know the problem is coming from the 5 
state legislature, so we must also demand they restore the necessary funding, and I 6 
promise to help in that. But in the meantime, we must cover their negligence. The 7 
education of our children is the most important role of government.  We cannot make our 8 
children and their teachers suffer because of the poor support from the state. 9 
I support any necessary tax increase to cover this. We have to do it.   10 
 11 
Thank you, 12 
Dan Bernard  13 
Kingston Drive 14 
Chapel Hill, NC 27514 15 

 16 
• Dear Commissioners, 17 

  18 
I want to thank you for your ongoing support of the CHCCS schools, and I want to share 19 
with you a brief glimpse of what our schools do each day that is so much more than 20 
academics.   21 
  22 
The other day, my kindergartener, Jacob, and I were reading a book in The Magic Tree 23 
House series.  For those of you who haven’t had the privilege of reading this series 24 
aloud to your children, let me enlighten you. Two children, Jack and Annie, travel back in 25 
time to various points in history to do magical good deeds. In this particular book they 26 
were visiting Charles Dickens. While Jack and Annie--who is disguised as a boy--are 27 
working as chimney sweeps, they are unable to catch a ride because of their dirty 28 
clothes. My six year old stopped after this event and said very clearly, “Mom, it seems 29 
like white skinned boys get everything they want.” I was unsure how to continue, so I 30 
said, “What makes you say that?”  Jacob proceeded to refer back to several other Magic 31 
Tree House books. “Well, when they visited Louis Armstrong in New Orleans, they had 32 
to ride on the back of the bus with him because he was dark skinned.  And then when 33 
they went to Ireland in olden times, Annie wasn’t allowed to do things because she was 34 
a girl, not a boy. And now even when Annie is dressed like a boy, but she looks poor 35 
because of her dirty clothes, no one will give them a ride. They only get what they need 36 
when they are clean white skinned boys. 37 
 38 
I stared for a minute with my mouth opened wide. “What do you think about that? 39 
“Well, Miss Barbie at school teaches us about tolerance and how things weren’t always 40 
fair.  And this isn’t fair. What about if you had medium skin, or were different in another 41 
way? It’s not OK that just being a white skinned boy means you get to do things easily 42 
and have what you want. You know Mom, it’s like that in a lot of books….” And he began 43 
to tell me more about books he had read in school where the main characters were only 44 
boys.  And how there should be more medium and dark skinned kids in books and how 45 
there are no dark skinned girls in books and how that’s not fair, etc. It went on and on. 46 
I tell you this story, not to brag about my own child, but to share a snapshot of the 47 
immeasurable value of what our schools are doing. He did not get this from me.  He got 48 
this from the brilliant work of guidance counselors, teachers, teaching assistants, and 49 
support staff.  Sure, they are teaching the standards in science, math, social studies, 50 
and reading.  This kindergartener used three separate texts to support the issue of white 51 
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privilege, which he came up with on his own. What amazing reading instruction! (Thank 1 
you very much Common Core!) But when fully funded, schools are teaching kids how to 2 
be people who will lead us one day.  They are teaching kindness, compassion, and 3 
empathy. They can spend the time to teach kids about getting along with others. They 4 
can give the kids vocabulary like tolerance, grit, and diversity, in a way that helps them 5 
to understand the world. This is the kind of community that will help to close the 6 
achievement gap. This is what a school should look like.  This is what can continue 7 
when the CHCCS budget is fully funded. Without that funding, the choices are extremely 8 
difficult and more than anything, they cost time spent directly with kids.  And it might 9 
have cost this child an amazing revelation that will hopefully mean one more member of 10 
our community will become a tolerant understanding citizen one day, thanks to our 11 
public schools  12 
Thank you for your continued support and dedication. 13 
Jill & Daniel Simon 14 
203 Westbury Drive  15 

 16 
• My son is a student at Glenwood Elementary School this year, and I am very concerned 17 

about the budget cuts that Chapel Hill public schools are facing next year. The schools 18 
would likely have to let go of several teachers or assistants next year, which would make 19 
class sizes bigger and result in the students receiving even less help--help that is critical 20 
in the younger years especially when they are expected to learn so many things and 21 
need help adapting to the classroom setting. If our schools continue to decrease in 22 
quality it will impact our county and our state for decades. Please consider investing 23 
more in our schools so that they can continue to meet the educational needs of our 24 
children. 25 

 26 
Sincerely, 27 
Marcelaine Tanner 28 

 29 
• Dear Orange County Commissioners: 30 

 31 
I am writing to ask you to fully fund the 2015-16 budget requests of the Chapel Hill-32 
Carrboro City Schools and Orange County Schools. As you know, the budgets from 33 
Raleigh have forced our schools to trim away the "fat" from their budgets year after year; 34 
there is nothing unessential remaining to be cut away - the proposed budget shortfall for 35 
CHCCS will directly impact students in the classroom. This comes at a time when the 36 
pressure on public schools to "perform", feed hungry children, welcome first-generation 37 
Americans, and fully include students with disabilities (mine included) has never been 38 
greater. 39 
 40 
When the BoCC decided to fully fund our schools last year, it affirmed to the residents of 41 
Orange County that our local elected officials share our values. I think it is important to 42 
remember during difficult budget decisions that high quality public education has always 43 
been a core value of Orange County. It is one of the cornerstones of our identity as a 44 
community, locally, statewide, and nationally. 45 
 46 
It is no secret that the excellence of our two public school systems is a key factor in 47 
drawing and keeping the best and brightest to Orange County.  With the fluidity between 48 
the different regions of the Triangle, our top quality public schools are often the deciding 49 
factor when people decide where to live and set down roots. Many Orange County 50 
residents are willing to pay higher housing costs, pay higher taxes, and commute further 51 
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to work because they know that their children are getting the best public education in the 1 
Triangle - all of which are absolutely true for my family. If we do not maintain that 2 
standard of excellence, there will be little incentive for taxpayers to remain in Orange 3 
County when they could live less expensively just over the Durham County line. 4 
 5 
I thank you for your ongoing support of public education in Orange County, and ask you 6 
to continue to make full funding of our two public school systems your top budgetary 7 
priority once again this year. Thank you. 8 
 9 
Respectfully, 10 
 11 
Bridget Mora 12 
Parent of 1st grade student at Seawell Elementary 13 
500 Umstead Drive #F108 14 
Chapel Hill, NC 27516 15 
919-240-4684 16 

 17 
• To whom it may concern, 18 

I have a 2nd grader and soon-to-be kindergartner at Ephesus Elementary.  I urge you to 19 
increase funding for our schools as the teaching positions and teaching assistants are 20 
critical to the success of our schools.  We moved to Chapel Hill based on the quality of 21 
public education.  It is important to maintain the current level of excellence and 22 
continued budget cuts do not support that.  As a taxpayer in Chapel Hill, I am willing to 23 
do my part to ensure success of our students. Please do your part as commissioners to 24 
support our schools. 25 
 26 
Sincerely, 27 
Lisa Huggins 28 
800 Churchill Dr 29 
Chapel Hill NC 27517 30 

 31 
• Dear Board of County Commissioners: 32 

 33 
We are parents of a 3rd grader and a rising Kindergartener at McDougle Elementary.   34 
Please do whatever it takes to make full funding happen for CHCCS schools, even if that 35 
means tax increases.  We depend on the BoCC to fund the full budget request for our 36 
schools. 37 
 38 
Education is our top priority and it should be yours too. Thank you for your time and 39 
commitment to education in our community. 40 
 41 
Sincerely, 42 
Stephanie and Bob Palmer 43 
305 Autumn Drive 44 
Chapel Hill, NC 27516 45 

 46 
• PLEASE FUND THE COMPLETE BUDGET THE BOARD HAS PROPOSED. WE CANT 47 

AFFORD TO LOSE ANY TEACHERS OR ANY TEACHERS AIDES. 48 
As a grandparent of four children in the Chapel Hill school system, I have witnessed the 49 
supreme effort and enthusiasm teachers from two different elementary schools make to 50 
complete their academic calendar and evaluations of their students.  51 
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 1 
How can a BUDGET CUT benefit our children in any way?  Parents are providing 2 
snacks, many supplies, volunteering, fund raising all to make their children's schools a 3 
success and give their hard working dedicated teachers, administrators, staff , and all 4 
the cheerful supporting staff that watch, teach and care for our children in this very 5 
SPECIAL PART OF NORTH CAROLINA. Carrboro and Chapel Hill can only be 6 
considered some kind of wonderful!!  Teachers salaries need BOOSTING NOT 7 
BURSTING!!  Don't drive the teachers elsewhere - elevate and revere them because 8 
they are shaping our children's minds and at least for 7 + hours a day their attitudes!!  9 
Please support the budget the Board has proposed. Propose more tax dollars for 10 
education and teachers salaries - it's needed.  11 
Signed One Very Proud and Enthused Grandmother!!! 12 
   13 
Sent from my iPhone 14 

 15 
 16 

• Dear Orange County Commissioners and Ms. Hammersley: 17 
As you work on the budget for FY2015-16, could you take another look at the 18 
recommended allocation for Communities In Schools of Orange County?   19 
 20 
The 2014-15 allocation of $102K was cut by nearly $40K for FY2015-16.  We would like 21 
to ask you to reconsider the allocation for CIS Orange and give back the $102K.  22 
 23 
Even with the pulling out of Orange County Schools, we plan to serve roughly the same 24 
number of students in Chapel Hill-Carrboro City Schools.  25 
 26 
This past year we served 310-345 students from both districts and over 50% of the 27 
students were on free or reduced lunch. All of the students who are referred to us by 28 
their social workers and/or teachers will be given priority enrollment in the CIS 29 
afterschool program during the 2015-16 school year.   30 
Even though the $22K portion of the $102K was disbursed by us to Orange County 31 
Schools for its own afterschool programs, we could use this portion to help even more 32 
low-income students in CHCCS, who otherwise will be placed on a waiting list, which in 33 
turn means they will not get the services that they need to help them stay in school.  34 
With gratitude for your past support, my hands are folded for your continuing support,  35 
 36 
For the kids,  37 
 38 
Sarah Shapard 39 

 40 
• Dear Commissioners, 41 

My son is a first grade student in Chapel Hill.  I am writing to encourage you to find a 42 
way to give full funding to the school systems in Orange County and Chapel Hill and 43 
Carrboro.  Good teachers and teacher's assistants are what make a school a success 44 
and give our children the best chance to thrive.  Without strong leadership and teaching 45 
support in the classrooms our children's opportunity to learn and grow is impacted.  46 
Please find a way to fund our schools.  I can't think of anything more important than the 47 
way we educate our children.  I know that you are in a difficult position and I appreciate 48 
that.  But, I also believe that you are intelligent individuals with a capacity to think outside 49 
the box and to work together to find solutions.  Good luck with your work in this matter.  50 
Please do your best to find a way to fully fund our schools. 51 



13 
 

 1 
Best wishes, 2 
Emory Doubman 3 

 4 
• Dear Chair McKee, Vice Chair Pelissier and Commissioners, 5 

 6 
I am unable to attend either of the Public Hearings in May so please consider this email 7 
as my "3 minutes" at the podium. 8 
 9 
I strongly urge you to consider increased funding and continued financial support of the 10 
Exchange Club Family Center in Alamance.  They are highly successful in the 11 
prevention of child abuse in at-risk families.  I know, because I am one of their 12 
successes. 13 
 14 
In 2009, we had just adopted a baby girl from China when I started having panic attacks, 15 
flashbacks to my childhood and was sleep deprived.  Due to the presence of several risk 16 
factors for child abuse I was almost a statistic and so was my daughter.  I was 17 
misdiagnosed by a therapist and told to go back to work because I could not "cut it" as a 18 
stay at home mom.  I was devastated and sick. 19 
 20 
After many calls and searching the internet I found the Exchange Club Family in 21 
Alamance via the Orange County Exchange Club website.  I called and spoke with 22 
Sarah Black, County Director and it was the beginning of a new life for me and my 23 
family.  I attended the free parenting classes and had a "nanny" make home visits to 24 
observe me and my daughter interact and offer support for my newfound parenting 25 
skills.  I not only learned excellent parenting skills I also gained insight into what was 26 
happening to me emotionally and physically.  A profound healing had begun. 27 
 28 
Today, my daughter is a happy, healthy 7 year old and I am a happy, healthy wife and 29 
mother.  I now serve on the advisory board for the Exchange Club Family Center in 30 
Alamance because I felt compelled to give back to the organization who had given me 31 
my life back and protected my daughter from harm before it happened.  I am deeply 32 
grateful and indebted to this organization.   33 
 34 
Thank you for your kind consideration.  Funding this worthy cause will save lives.  I 35 
promise. 36 
 37 
Sincerely, 38 
Heidi S. Hackney 39 
Orange County Resident.  Registered Voter. 40 

 41 
 42 

• Dear Commissioners, 43 
Thank you for your continued support of public education.  At a time when public 44 
education is under attack from the State, your support has been crucial.  Please fully 45 
fund the Chapel Hill-Carrboro Public Schools for 2015-16. 46 
 47 
Thank you for your consideration. 48 
 49 
Laura Henderson 50 
105 Red Sunset Place 51 
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Carrboro, NC 27510 1 
 2 
 3 

 4 
4.   Adjournment of Public Hearing 5 
 6 
 A motion was made by Commissioner Dorosin, seconded by Commissioner Rich to 7 
adjourn the meeting at 8:26 p.m. 8 
 9 
VOTE: UNANIMOUS 10 
 11 
 12 
          Earl McKee, Chair 13 
 14 
Donna Baker, Clerk to the Board 15 
 16 
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         Attachment 7 1 
 2 
DRAFT            MINUTES 3 

BOARD OF COMMISSIONERS 4 
REGULAR MEETING 5 

June 2, 2015 6 
7:00 p.m. 7 

 8 
 The Orange County Board of Commissioners met in regular session on Tuesday, June 9 
2, 2015 at 7:00 p.m. at the Whitted Building in Hillsborough, N.C.  10 
 11 
COUNTY COMMISSIONERS PRESENT:  Chair McKee and Commissioners Mia Burroughs, 12 
Mark Dorosin, Barry Jacobs, Bernadette Pelissier, Renee Price and Penny Rich 13 
COUNTY COMMISSIONERS ABSENT:   14 
COUNTY ATTORNEYS PRESENT:  John Roberts  15 
COUNTY STAFF PRESENT: County Manager Bonnie Hammersley and Clerk to the Board 16 
Donna Baker (All other staff members will be identified appropriately below) 17 

 18 
 Chair McKee called the meeting to order at 7:02 p.m. 19 

 20 
1. Additions or Changes to the Agenda  21 
      22 
-  PowerPoint Slides for item 4b - Voluntary and Enhanced Agricultural District Designation:  23 
Multiple Farms - Bowers, Bortz, Thompson, Vanhook (2), Summers, and Teer 24 
- 7a- Strikethrough Version of Interlocal Agreement for the Hollow Rock Nature Park  25 
- 7b- Eubanks Road Solid Waste Convenience Center Construction- site map 26 
- Green sheet - for June 4th Budget work session:  School Districts’ Current Expense Budget 27 
Requests since FY 2006-07 28 
- Flier announcing opening of Blackwood Farm Park on June 20. 29 
 30 
 Chair McKee said that the scheduled closed session had been canceled. 31 
 32 
PUBLIC CHARGE 33 

 34 
Chair McKee dispensed with the reading of the Public Charge.  35 

 36 
2.         Public Comments   37 
 38 

a.   Matters not on the Printed Agenda  39 
 40 

b.   Matters on the Printed Agenda 41 
(These matters will be considered when the Board addresses that item on the agenda below.) 42 
 43 
3.         Announcements and Petitions by Board Members  44 
 Commissioner Dorosin said he had a request for information.  He said he previously 45 
petitioned the Board to continue the discussion regarding the bond referendum prior to the 46 
summer break.  He said the Chair told him that discussion would take place in September and 47 
that it would not be too late to have this continued discussion at that time.  He said he would 48 
like clarification from the Attorney on the timeline.  He asked if it would be too late both legally 49 
and practically to continue the discussion in September. 50 
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 John Roberts said legally it is not too late and practically he does not know. 1 
 2 
 Chair McKee said with the 2001 bond referendum, the Board did not move forward until 3 
the spring prior to the fall election.  He said he feels confident that the discussion can continue 4 
in the fall, with plenty of time.     5 
 Commissioner Dorosin asked if there is significance to the vote passed by the Board 6 
on April 21st. 7 
 John Roberts said it a vote of intent and is not binding. 8 
 Commissioner Burroughs said she had no petitions. 9 
 Commissioner Rich announced that today is National Gun Violence Awareness Day. 10 
 Commissioner Pelissier said she had no petitions. 11 
 Commissioner Jacobs congratulated the Carrboro High School Women’s soccer team 12 
for winning the State championship. 13 
 Commissioner Jacobs said the abstract mentioned an old farmhouse on the Southern 14 
Human Services Center, stating it was demolished.  He said Orange County has a Recyclable 15 
and Reuse Materials Ordinance and that the farmhouse was not demolished but deconstructed.  16 
He petitioned the Board to add short reports into the meeting agenda on different projects that 17 
Orange County had done over the years in place of him being the only voice of history for the 18 
Board.  He reviewed copies of some reports that he brought with him tonight.  He said all of 19 
these are background to many of the Board’s current conversations. 20 
 Commissioner Price said the National Association of Counties (NACo) has a newer 21 
initiative called “Stepping Up,” which seeks to reduce the number of people with mental illness 22 
in their jail.  She said she would like to see Orange County adopt such a resolution and she has 23 
a resolution template which she will share with staff. 24 
 Commissioner Pelissier asked if staff would modify the resolution template as 25 
necessary to reflect what the County is currently doing in this area.  26 
 27 
4.         Proclamations/ Resolutions/ Special Presentations 28 
 29 

a.   Proclamation Supporting the Implementation of the Americans with Disabilities 30 
Act (ADA) 31 

 The Board considered approving a proclamation affirming the County’s commitment to 32 
the Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA) and authorized the Chair to sign the proclamation. 33 
 Human Relations Commission (HRC) Vice Chair, Gerald Ponder, introduced some 34 
members from the HRC that are here to support his proclamation.  He asked others in the 35 
audience who were disable to be recognized.  He displayed a Visitor’s Bureau access guide to 36 
those sites in Orange County that are ADA compliant and those which are not. 37 
 Mr. Ponder read the proclamation:  38 
 39 
ORANGE COUNTY BOARD OF COMMISSIONERS 40 
Proclamation Supporting the Implementation of the Americans with Disabilities Act 41 
 42 
WHEREAS, the Orange County Human Relations Commission seeks to prevent and eliminate 43 
bias and discrimination, and to promote the equal treatment of all individuals, including persons 44 
with physical, mental and developmental disabilities; and 45 
 46 
WHEREAS, for generations, persons with disabilities were wrongfully denied the ability to 47 
participate in our society, contribute to our economy, or support their families based on their 48 
disability status and therefore were forced to live as second-class citizens being denied those 49 
most basic opportunities; and 50 
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 1 
WHEREAS, persons with disabilities who were not content to accept the world as it was, 2 
marched, organized and testified, coupling quiet acts of persistence and perseverance with 3 
vocal acts of advocacy, demanded a nation that would declare equality for its citizens with 4 
disabilities; and 5 
 6 
WHEREAS, advocates joined in the efforts to remove barriers that were depriving the nation of 7 
the full talents, contributions and differing abilities of tens of millions of Americans with 8 
disabilities; and 9 
 10 
WHEREAS, on July 26, 1990, President George H.W. Bush signed into law the Americans with 11 
Disabilities Act (ADA) which includes a clear and comprehensive mandate for the elimination of 12 
discrimination against individuals with disabilities and the civil and equal rights of people with 13 
disabilities; and 14 
 15 
WHEREAS, the ADA has expanded opportunities for Americans with disabilities by removing 16 
and reducing barriers, changing perceptions, and increasing full participation in community life; 17 
and 18 
 19 
WHEREAS, on July 26, 2015, this nation will celebrate the 25th anniversary of the signing of 20 
the ADA, and we recognize that the full promise of the ADA will be reached only if we remain 21 
committed to continue our efforts to fully implement the ADA; 22 
 23 
NOW THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED, on this the 25th anniversary year of the ADA, that the 24 
Board of County Commissioners of Orange County, North Carolina, celebrates the contributions 25 
that Americans with disabilities and those who are differently-abled have made to our Nation 26 
and to our County, and commits this County and all Departments therein to reach compliance 27 
with the ADA through the adherence to the spirit of the law, by the removal or reduction of 28 
physical barriers preventing full participation in community life, and by the empowering of 29 
persons with disabilities through the provision of equitable treatment, inclusion and 30 
opportunities. 31 
 32 
THIS, THE 2nd DAY OF JUNE, 2015 33 
 34 
 A motion was made by Commissioner Jacobs, seconded by Commissioner Rich to 35 
approve the proclamation and authorize the Chair to sign the proclamation. 36 
 37 
VOTE:  UNANIMOUS 38 
 39 
 Commissioner Jacobs said Laurie Paolicelli was present tonight and she was 40 
responsible for getting the access guide printed. 41 
 Commissioner Jacobs said Orange County needs to move more quickly in regards to 42 
ADA compliance.  He said he fully supported using all of the funds budgeted for these needs at 43 
one time in order to make the facilities ADA compliant in one year. 44 
 Mr. Ponder thanked the Board for passing this resolution and said he and his peers 45 
would be more than happy to help in improving access in Orange County. 46 
 47 
PUBLIC COMMENT: 48 
 Pam Dickens said she is here to represent the Disabilities Council.  She said she 49 
applauds Orange County for this resolution recognizing that the County has done a great deal 50 
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in 25 years, towards ADA compliance.  She added that there is much more yet to be done to 1 
improve access issues and she and her council are here to assist in any way. 2 
 Ellen Perry thanked the Board for this resolution and said she helped the Visitor’s 3 
Bureau in producing the access guide.  She said she supports Commissioner Jacobs’ 4 
suggestion to take care of the access issues in one year.  She invited them to a birthday on 5 
July 21st for ADA in Orange County. 6 
 Commissioner Price said she would like a group of citizens with disabilities to go to all 7 
the County buildings to insure that the County is aware of all needs to be addressed regarding 8 
ADA.  9 
 10 

b.   Voluntary and Enhanced Agricultural District Designation:  Multiple Farms - 11 
Bowers, Bortz, Thompson, Vanhook (2), Summers, and Teer 12 

 The Board considered approving applications for seven (7) farm properties totaling 971 13 
acres (VAD) and 376 acres (EVAD) (rounded acreage) and designate them as Voluntary or 14 
Enhanced Voluntary Agricultural District farms within the Cedar Grove, Caldwell, Cane 15 
Creek/Buckhorn, and White Cross Voluntary Agricultural Districts; and enroll the lands in the 16 
Orange County Voluntary Agricultural District (VAD) and the Enhanced Voluntary Agricultural 17 
District (EVAD) programs. With approval of these additional acres, the Orange County 18 
Voluntary Agricultural District Program will have enrolled 60 farms, totaling 7,162 acres in the 19 
VAD and 1,329 acres in the EVAD for a total of 8,491 acres (rounded) in the program. 20 
 Gail Hughes introduced Renee McPherson as the new chair of the Agricultural 21 
Preservation Board. 22 
 Gail Hughes made the following PowerPoint presentation: 23 
 24 
Orange County Voluntary and Enhanced Voluntary Agricultural District Program 25 
Orange County Board of Commissioners Meeting 26 
June 2, 2015 27 

 28 
Orange County VAD/EVAD Program  29 
(Orange County Voluntary Farmland Protection Program) 30 
Benefits of Agricultural Districts 31 
 32 

• The Voluntary Agricultural Program is a locally led program, with review and oversight 33 
from the Agriculture Preservation Board (appointed by the BOCC); endorsed and 34 
supported by the North Carolina Department of Agriculture and Consumer Services.  35 

• Voluntary Agricultural District (VAD) is a 10 year commitment but the landowner can 36 
withdraw from the VAD program at any time, for any reason, with a 30 day notification to 37 
the Agriculture Preservation Board.   38 

• Enhanced Voluntary Agricultural District (EVAD) is an irrevocable 10 year commitment, 39 
therefore the “enhanced” level qualifies farm for 90% cost share rates -through State 40 
programs- and a priority for Farmland Preservation grants funds.  41 

  42 
Benefits include:  43 

• Makes public more aware of the local agricultural and its vital role in the economics of 44 
the county; 45 

• Recorded notice of agricultural district is recorded at County Land Records office;  46 
• Land search on all properties within a ½ mile radius is notified of the agricultural status, 47 

therefore, the landowner has increased protection from nuisance lawsuits.  48 
• Public hearings for proposed condemnation of VAD land and utility assessments may be 49 

suspended or waived on EVAD land if not connected to the utility.  50 
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• Farm may receive up to 25% of gross sales from the sale of non-farm products and still 1 
maintain its zoning exemption as a bona fide farm.  (EVAD only)  2 

Map 3 
 4 
Robert & Cheri Bowers 5 
Whitted Bowers Farm   6 
Cedar Grove Agricultural District  7 
Farm includes fruit/vegetables such as strawberries, tomatoes, blueberries, and managed 8 
woodland.  9 
EVAD = 51.24 acres 10 
 11 
Aerial Map 12 
 13 
Elise Bortz  14 
Elysian Fields Farm  15 
Cedar Grove Agricultural District 16 
Farm includes mixed vegetable production, tomatoes, and managed woodland.  17 
EVAD = 43.65 acres  18 
 19 
Aerial Map 20 
 21 
James C. & Betty Thompson 22 
Andrew /Susan Thompson 23 
Thoms Creek Farm  24 
New Hope and Cane Creek/Buckhorn Agricultural District  25 
Farm includes beef cattle, pasture and hay crops, and managed woodland.   26 
VAD = 592.55 acres   27 
 28 
Aerial Maps 29 
 30 
Willie & Hattie Vanhook  31 
Cedar Grove Agriculture District  32 
Farm includes beef cattle, pasture, hay crops, and managed woodland.   33 
EVAD= 84.01 acres  34 
 35 
Aerial Map 36 
 37 
Richal & Savannah Vanhook 38 
Caldwell Agricultural District  39 
Farm includes beef cattle, pasture, hay crops and  managed woodland.   40 
EVAD= 76.32 acres   41 
 42 
Aerial Map 43 
 44 
Lewis & Charlene Summers  45 
Goat Hill Farm  46 
Cedar Grove Agricultural District  47 
Farm includes corn, small grain, hay crops and managed woodland/forestry.  48 
EVAD=121 acres 49 
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 1 
Aerial Map  2 
  3 
Mike Teer, Sarah Teer 4 
Thomas & Evelyn Teer 5 
Teer Farms 6 
Cane Creek/Buckhorn & White Cross Agricultural District  7 
Farm includes dairy cattle operation, pasture, corn, soybeans, small grain, hay crops and 8 
managed woodland/forestry.  9 
VAD= 379.15 acres 10 
 11 
Aerial Maps 12 
  13 
Orange County  14 
Voluntary and Enhanced Voluntary  15 
Agricultural District Program  16 

• All Farms have been reviewed by staff, meets or exceeds the minimum criteria, and 17 
have been approved by the Agricultural Preservation Board for enrollment into the VAD 18 
program  19 

• Requesting final approval from Commissioners to accept seven (7) farms into the 20 
Voluntary Agricultural Program.   Increase of: (rounded acreage) 21 

o 971 acres in the VAD 22 
o 376 acres in the EVAD. 23 

• If approved, total of acres in both programs: 24 
               VAD =   7162 acres    25 
                          EVAD = 1329 acres 26 

• Total Acres in Orange County Voluntary Agricultural Program = 8491 acres  27 
     28 
Overview Map  29 
June 2015  30 

• VAD =   7162 acres 31 
• EVAD = 1329 acres  32 

                33 
          Total Acres = 8491* 34 
 35 
 Red indicates farm location of new VAD/EVAD applicants 36 

      *    rounded acres 37 
 38 
 Commissioner Rich thanked all of these residents and said she is encouraged by the 39 
amount of acreage in the program. 40 
 Commissioner Jacobs said it is always good to see farms participate in this program, 41 
maintaining their commitment to agriculture in Orange County. 42 
 43 
 A motion was made by Commissioner Pelissier seconded by Commissioner Price for the 44 
Board to certify the seven (7) farm properties noted above totaling 971 acres (VAD) and 376 45 
acres (EVAD) (rounded acreage) as denoted in the attached documentation as qualifying 46 
farmland, and designate them as Voluntary or Enhanced Voluntary Agricultural District farms 47 
within the Cedar Grove, Caldwell, Cane Creek/Buckhorn, and White Cross Voluntary 48 
Agricultural Districts; and enroll the lands in the Orange County Voluntary Agricultural District 49 
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(VAD) and the Enhanced Voluntary Agricultural District (EVAD) programs. With approval of 1 
these additional acres, the Orange County Voluntary Agricultural District Program will have 2 
enrolled 60 farms, totaling 7,162 acres in the VAD and 1,329 acres in the EVAD for a total of 3 
8,491 acres (rounded) in the program. 4 
 5 
 VOTE:  UNANIMOUS 6 
 7 
5.         Public Hearings - NONE 8 
 9 
6.         Consent Agenda  10 
              11 

• Removal of Any Items from Consent Agenda 12 
 Commissioner Price removed item 6-q, Time Warner Wireless at Select County 13 
Facilities 14 

 15 
• Approval of Remaining Consent Agenda 16 

 A motion was made by Commissioner Jacobs, seconded by Commissioner Rich to 17 
approve the remaining items on the consent agenda. 18 
 19 
VOTE:  UNANIMOUS 20 
 21 

• Discussion and Approval of the Items Removed from the Consent Agenda 22 
 Item 6-q –Time Warner Wireless at Select County Facilities  23 
 Commissioner Price asked if, once the antennas are up, the service will be free.  24 
 Jim Northup, Orange County Chief Information Officer, said under this agreement Time 25 
Warner will install Wi-Fi access points in ten buildings and anyone that is in their consortium of 26 
cable companies will have free access.  He said anyone that is not a member will get an hour of 27 
free internet service daily. 28 
 Commissioner Price asked if Efland Cheeks Community Center would be one of the 10 29 
buildings to receive an access point. 30 
 Jim Northrup said this building already has internet access. 31 
 Commissioner Rich asked if this is a three year contract with Time Warner. 32 
 Jim Northup said yes. 33 
 Commissioner Rich asked if upgrades are available would Time Warner upgrade their 34 
services during the three years. 35 
 Jim Northup said this is the Time Warner model to get Wi-Fi into areas to increase their 36 
market and he assumed they would upgrade as needed over the 3 years. 37 
 John Roberts said that Orange County is authorized by statute to work with Time 38 
Warner to expand services, if needed, at the County’s expense. 39 
 Commissioner Rich said she wants to insure the County is not locking itself into 40 
something that is substandard in a year. 41 
 Jim Northup said the current technology that Time Warner is using will not be 42 
substandard in the next eighteen months to two years.   43 
 John Roberts said if Time Warner is not upgrading as they should be then Orange 44 
County can terminate the contract.   45 
 Commissioner Jacobs said Time Warner is going away as an entity and the County may 46 
well be dealing with different people going forward. 47 
 Commissioner Rich said this whole model is going to change sooner rather than later, 48 
with fast moving technology. 49 
  50 
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 A motion was made by Commissioner Price, seconded by Commissioner Jacobs to 1 
approve expanding wireless Internet services to Orange County residents and visitors with the 2 
installation of Time Warner Cable Enterprises (TWC) wireless access points at ten (10) County 3 
facilities and authorized the Manager to execute the contract with TWC and any amendments 4 
subject final review by the County Attorney. 5 
 6 
VOTE: UNANIMOUS 7 
 8 
a.  Minutes 9 
The Board approved the minutes for the April 14, 2015, BOCC Joint Meeting with the Board of 10 
Health; the April 14, 2015 BOCC Work Session; and the April 21, 2015, BOCC Regular Meeting 11 
as submitted by the Clerk to the Board. 12 
b.  Motor Vehicle Property Tax Releases/Refunds 13 
The Board adopted a resolution, which is incorporated by reference, to release motor vehicle 14 
property tax values for eight (8) taxpayers with a total of nine (9) bills that will result in a 15 
reduction of revenue in the amount of $2,705.94 to Orange County, the towns, and school and 16 
fire districts. Financial impact year to date for FY 2014-2015 is $41,663.01. 17 
c.  Appointment of Four (4) Deputy Tax Collectors 18 
The Board reappointed Valerie Curry, Bernice Gwynn, Linda Jaubert, and Bobbie Underwood 19 
as Orange County Deputy Tax Collectors for two-year terms effective July 1, 2015. 20 
d.  Fiscal Year 2014-15 Budget Amendment #9 21 
The Board approved budget and grant project ordinance amendments for fiscal year 2014-15 22 
for Department on Aging; Library Services; County Manager’s Office; Health Department; 23 
Animal Services Department; and Visitors Bureau Fund. 24 
e.  Professional Services Agreement - Website Consulting, Content Management 25 
Solutions and Customer Relations Management with Simpleview, LLC 26 
The Board approved a professional services agreement with Simpleview, a national Visitors 27 
Bureau website developer for the development of a new state-of-the-art travel website that will 28 
allow the Orange County Visitors Bureau to bundle multiple on-line services being managed by 29 
several vendors into a comprehensive website that maximizes spending by visitors, and 30 
authorized the Manager to sign the agreement and any future amendments. 31 
f.  Request for Road Addition to the State Maintained Secondary Road System (Ben 32 
Wilson Road Extension – SR 1140), and Secondary Road Abandonment (Ben Wilson 33 
Road, SR 1140, Partial) 34 
The Board made a recommendation to the North Carolina Department of Transportation 35 
(NCDOT) and the North Carolina Board of Transportation (NC BOT) on a petition to add Ben 36 
Wilson Road Extension – SR 1140 (partial) and approved a resolution, which is incorporated by 37 
reference, requesting the abandonment of Ben Wilson Road – SR 1140 (partial).  38 
g.  Comprehensive Plan and Unified Development Ordinance Amendment Outline and 39 
Schedule – Public Hearing Process Revisions 40 
The Board approved process components and schedule for an upcoming government-initiated 41 
amendment to the Unified Development Ordinance (UDO), and directed the staff to proceed 42 
accordingly. 43 
h.  County Attorney and Clerk to the Board Employment Agreement Amendments 44 
The Board approved the Employment Agreements governing the terms, and conditions of the 45 
County Attorney’s and Clerk to the Board’s employment. 46 
i.  Resolution to Endorse Orange County’s Transportation Project Lists for the 47 
Burlington-Graham and Durham-Chapel Hill-Carrboro Metropolitan Planning 48 
Organizations and the Triangle Area Rural Planning Organization 49 
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The Board approved a resolution, which is incorporated by reference, endorsing transportation 1 
projects within the Burlington-Graham Metropolitan Planning Organization (BGMPO), Durham-2 
Chapel Hill-Carrboro (DCHC) MPO and the Triangle Area Rural Planning Organization 3 
(TARPO) planning areas for State scoring and ultimate consideration of inclusion in the 2018-4 
2027 Statewide Transportation Improvement Program (STIP). 5 
j.  Approval to Extend the Central Orange Fire Insurance District Boundary from the Cane 6 
Creek Fire Insurance District 7 
The Board approved the updated Central Orange Fire Insurance District map which has been 8 
expanded to include properties from the Cane Creek Fire District that are not currently in the 9 
rated insurance district for insurance purposes only. 10 
k.  Approval to Extend the Cedar Grove Fire Insurance District Boundary 11 
The Board approved the updated Cedar Grove Insurance District map which has been 12 
expanded to include properties from the Efland Fire District that are not currently in the rated 13 
insurance district for insurance purposes only.   14 
l.  Approval to Extend the Cane Creek Fire Insurance District Boundary 15 
The Board approved the updated Cane Creek Insurance District map which has been expanded 16 
to include properties from the Efland Fire District that are not currently in the rated insurance 17 
district for insurance purposes only. 18 
m.  Approval to Extend the Central Orange Fire Insurance District Boundary from the 19 
West Orange Fire Insurance District 20 
The Board approved the updated Central Orange Insurance District map which has been 21 
expanded to include properties from the Efland Fire District that are not currently in the rated 22 
insurance district for insurance purposes only. 23 
n.  Revisions to Orange County Voluntary Farmland Protection Program Ordinance 24 
(Code of Ordinances Chapter 48) 25 
The Board approved a resolution to make minor technical adjustments to the wording of the 26 
Orange County Voluntary Farmland Protection Program Ordinance (Chapter 48, Orange 27 
County Code of Ordinances) to eliminate the requirement that a farm must participate in the 28 
present-use program to qualify for the County’s Voluntary Agricultural District (VAD) Program, a 29 
requirement that was removed from the program’s enabling legislation by the North Carolina 30 
General Assembly in 2011. 31 
o.  Plat Revision for the Hollow Rock Nature Park 32 
The Board authorized the Chair to sign an Amendment to the Declaration of Development 33 
Restrictions and for staff to record a revised plat for the planned Hollow Rock Nature Park to 34 
construct a small parking area for the proposed park. 35 
p.  FY 2015-16 Home and Community Care Block Grant for Older Adults Funding Plan 36 
The Board approved the recommended Home and Community Care Block Grant (HCCBG) for 37 
Older Adults Funding Plan for FY 2015-16 in the amount of $553,104 and authorized the Chair 38 
to sign the grant documents. 39 
 40 
7.         Regular Agenda 41 
 42 

a.   Interlocal Agreement for the Hollow Rock Nature Park  43 
 The Board considered approving an interlocal agreement for the development and 44 
operation of the planned Hollow Rock Nature Park located along New Hope Creek and 45 
authorizing the Chair to sign the agreement. 46 
 47 
BACKGROUND:  48 
 In 1992 Orange County, Chapel Hill, Durham County and the City of Durham adopted 49 
the New Hope Creek Corridor Master Plan, which called for preservation of lands along the 50 
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New Hope Creek corridor from central Orange County to Jordan Lake. The master plan 1 
envisioned a public trail network with a number of “access areas” at strategic locations, 2 
including the “Hollow Rock Access Area” at the intersection of Erwin Road and Pickett Road.  3 
The planned Hollow Rock Access Area is a 75-acre site comprised of multiple land parcels 4 
owned separately by Orange County, Durham County, and the Town of Chapel Hill. The site 5 
straddles the Orange-Durham county line and New Hope Creek forms the western boundary. 6 
Portions of the site are protected with conservation easements held by the State of North 7 
Carolina. The site was acquired in a series of separate land transactions from 2001-2014.  8 
 The Triangle Land Conservancy (TLC) purchased the first two acres in 2002, and then 9 
advocated for further acquisitions. Orange County purchased four parcels from 2005-07 with 10 
the help of state grants.  A 43-acre tract was acquired by Durham and Orange counties and the 11 
Town of Chapel Hill in 2008 with funding assistance from the City of Durham, the State, and the 12 
Erwin Area Neighborhood Group. Orange County acquired the two-acre TLC property in May 13 
2014.  14 
 In 2006 the four local governments signed an interlocal agreement for the acquisition 15 
and planning of the planned Hollow Rock Access Area, and also established a Hollow Rock 16 
Master Plan Committee, co-chaired by Commissioner Barry Jacobs and including then-17 
Commissioner Alice Gordon. The master plan was adopted by each of the four local 18 
government partners in 2009-10. Orange County adopted the plan on April 20, 2010.  19 
 Construction of the initial public amenities for the Hollow Rock site will occur in the latter 20 
half of 2015 with help from a $200,000 NC Recreational Trails Program grant awarded to 21 
Durham County in collaboration with Orange County. Orange County’s share of this Phase 1a 22 
construction is $50,000 from the adopted 2014-19 Capital Investment Plan (CIP). The CIP 23 
identifies an additional $120,500 from Orange County for Phase 1b construction in 2016-17. A 24 
phasing plan for development of the site is provided as Attachment 4.  25 
 The Department of Environment, Agriculture, Parks and Recreation (DEAPR) worked 26 
closely with the Durham County staff to develop a draft interlocal agreement for the 27 
development and operation of the Hollow Rock portion of the larger New Hope Preserve. The 28 
agreement describes the property ownership, existing encumbrances (conservation 29 
easements), and allowed uses consistent with the adopted master plan. The agreement also 30 
addresses how the parties would share in the cost of future improvements, the operation and 31 
maintenance of the site, and development of a joint management plan.  32 
 An initial draft agreement was presented to the Board on March 3, and the Board 33 
referred the draft agreement to the Durham-Chapel Hill-Orange County Work Group 34 
(DCHOWG) for consideration on March 11. Since then DEAPR has worked closely with 35 
Durham County staff to incorporate recommended edits from the DCHOWG as well as 36 
separate technical edits received from Town of Chapel Hill, Durham County, and the Orange 37 
County Attorney. 38 
 The only non-technical issue of note is that the consensus of the DCHOWG was to 39 
change the name of this site from the “Hollow Rock Access Area”, a placeholder name from the 40 
1992 New Hope Creek Master Plan, to the “Hollow Rock Nature Park”. The initial draft 41 
agreement that the Board received on March 3 suggested the name change to “Hollow Rock 42 
Park and Natural Area,” but many reviewers of the document commented that name was too 43 
long and cumbersome. 44 
 The revised interlocal agreement is ready to be reconsidered by the Board. The 45 
agreement was approved by the Town of Chapel Hill on May 27 and is scheduled to be 46 
considered for approval by Durham County on June 8. 47 
 48 
FINANCIAL IMPACT:  49 
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 There is no financial impact associated with consideration of the draft interlocal 1 
agreement; however, the agreement does specify options for how the local governments would 2 
share in the costs of future improvements to the site, as well as for the operation and 3 
maintenance of the site. Decisions for actual costs associated with the construction, operation 4 
and maintenance of the Hollow Rock Nature Park will be made in separate actions by the 5 
Board. 6 
 David Stancil made the following Power Point presentation: 7 
 8 
Hollow Rock Nature Park 9 
New Hope Preserve  10 
June 2, 2015 11 
   12 
Hollow Rock Access Overview (map) 13 

 14 
Hollow Rock Access Area 15 
New Hope Preserve 16 

• 75 Acres 17 
• Erwin & Pickett roads 18 
• Orange/Durham Counties 19 

 20 
Hollow Rock Nature Park Ownership (map) 21 
 22 
Hollow Rock Access Area 23 
New Hope Preserve 24 

• 2006 Interlocal Agreement (4 jurisdictions) 25 
• Master Plan Advisory Committee 26 

o 12 meetings (2007 – 2009) 27 
o Public Outreach and Input 28 
o Findings and Recommendations 29 

 30 
 Rich Shaw continued the presentation: 31 

• Master Plan adopted 2009-10 (4 jurisdictions) 32 
 33 
Proposed Master Plan (map) 34 
 35 
Hollow Rock Access Area 36 
New Hope Preserve 37 

• NC Recreational Trails Grant = $200,000 38 
• Durham + Orange match = $50,000 39 

  Phase 1a construction (2015) 40 
   Erwin Rd entrance, parking, trails, bridges, signage 41 

 Phase 1b construction (2016-17) 42 
 Restroom, education shelter, ADA trail, picnic tables, … 43 

• Interlocal Agreement 44 
 45 
Interlocal Agreement for Development and Operation 46 
I.   Background 47 
 48 
II. General information 49 
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 Site Name 1 
 Hollow Rock Access Area (original)  2 
 Hollow Rock Park and Natural Area  (initial draft) 3 
 Hollow Rock Nature Park (proposed)  4 

Master Plan 5 
Management Plan (within 2 years) 6 
Names on Facilities  7 
Ownership 8 
  9 

III. Site Management 10 
Allowed uses 11 
Policies and regulations  12 
 (OC & DC to develop jointly) 13 

 14 
IV. Site Improvements and Amenities 15 
 Consistency with master plan 16 

Costs of Phase I improvements (50-50 OC/DC) 17 
Costs of future improvements (TBD) 18 
Grant funds 19 

 20 
V.  Site Operations 21 

Operations and management (Orange County  and Durham County) 22 
Operations and maintenance (Pickett Rd split) 23 
Insurance 24 
Security and public safety 25 

 26 
VI. General Provisions 27 

Relationship of the Parties 28 
Appointment of Personnel 29 
Governing Law 30 
Term (3 years; 5-yr extensions) 31 
Amendments 32 
Entire agreement 33 
Headings 34 
Communications 35 

 36 
Signatures: 37 
 Orange County, Durham County, Town of Chapel Hill 38 
 39 
Status: 40 

• D-CH-O Work Group (March 11) 41 
• Town of Chapel Hill approval (May 27) 42 
• Orange County consideration (June 2) 43 
• Durham County consideration (June 8) 44 
• Anticipated park opening:  Early 2016 45 

  46 
 Commissioner Price referred to page 7 in the interlocal agreement regarding fire and 47 
emergency services and she asked if these departments should sign off on this agreement.  48 
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 David Stancil said fortunately Orange County and Durham County have been through 1 
this process before with Little River Park with reciprocal agreements.  He said the appropriate 2 
parties have been contacted and are a part of the current conversation. 3 
 Commissioner Price referred to Item III, Site Management, on page 3.  She asked if the 4 
word “race” could be removed and replaced with “ethnicity and/or national origin.” 5 
 Chair McKee asked if Chapel Hill had already approved the agreement. 6 
 Rich Shaw said yes but with the provision that if the agreement sustained any 7 
substantive edits, it would return to the Town for re-approval. 8 
 John Roberts said that as Durham County has yet to approve the agreement he 9 
suggested Orange add a similar provision as the Town of Chapel Hill. 10 
 Chair McKee asked if Commissioner Price would be willing to hold her changes until a 11 
motion was presented. 12 
 Commissioner Price agreed.   13 
 Commissioner Dorosin asked for further clarification regarding the “future site of Hollow 14 
Rock Store” which was mentioned in the phasing plan. 15 
 Rich Shaw said there is a group called the Friends of Hollow Rock Store that has 16 
worked with the owner of the past store, which was located elsewhere.  He said this group 17 
would like to relocate the store to this property as a site amenity and an entrance feature.  He 18 
said it is unknown whether the building would be open or closed to the public but that it does 19 
have historical value.  He said the current plan is to clear the footprint for the building should it 20 
be located there.  21 
 Commissioner Jacobs said there are three factors that will not appear in the documents 22 
which led to this park happening.  He said one is Orange County used to have a strong and 23 
active relationship with Duke, and Duke would come to Orange County first when property was 24 
available for purchase.  He said the second factor is an example of a neighborhood that saw 25 
possible development coming in and rallied the local governments to propose an alternative 26 
vision for the land that would preserve the properties more naturally.  He added, thirdly, that this 27 
process went smoothly because the County had been through the same situation with Durham 28 
County regarding Little River Regional Park.  He said there was a track record of success. 29 
 Commissioner Price restated her request regarding the word “race,” for Item III:  Site 30 
Management. 31 
 Commissioner Dorosin said “national origin” is already included in the end of the 32 
paragraph.  He said he does not support the removal of the word “race.”  He said adding 33 
ethnicity would be acceptable but that race should remain due to the ongoing prevalence of 34 
race discrimination. 35 
 Commissioner Price said to add “ethnicity” and leave in “race”. 36 
 37 
 A motion was made by Commissioner Rich, seconded by Commissioner Pelissier for the 38 
Board to approve the interlocal agreement for the development and operation of the planned 39 
Hollow Rock Nature Park, to add the word “ethnicity” to Item III (Site Management), to authorize 40 
the Chair to sign the agreement, and to authorize staff to make any non-substantive changes 41 
that may be necessary prior to execution. 42 
 43 
VOTE: UNANIMOUS 44 
 45 

b.   Eubanks Road Solid Waste Convenience Center Construction 46 
 The Board considered: 1) Authorizing staff to move forward with bid document 47 
preparation and bidding of the Eubanks Road Convenience Center site expansion/improvement 48 
project in order that work can be  initiated at the earliest possible time during the summer and 49 
fall months of 2015; 2) Authorizing the Manager to award the bid and, upon County Attorney 50 
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review, execute the construction contract for the Solid Waste Convenience Center 1 
expansion/improvements during the summer break in an amount not to exceed the project 2 
budget; and 3) Authorizing the Manager to approve project change orders that do not in total 3 
exceed the project budget. 4 
 Gayle Wilson, Orange County Solid Waste Director, said at a recent Solid Waste 5 
Advisory Board (SWAB) meeting a more accurate title was suggested for this project:  Eubanks 6 
Road Convenience Center, Scale Operations and Landfill Entranceway Improvements. 7 
 Gayle Wilson said this evening he would:  brief the Board on the project; review the 8 
planned improvements; review the project evolution; provide an overview of the estimated 9 
schedule; explain the proposed temporary center that will function during construction; make 10 
comments regarding some perceived duplication of services; answer questions; and hoped to 11 
gain authorization from the Board for the Manager to award the construction bid and sign the 12 
contract during summer break.   13 
 Gayle Wilson referred to the site plan and said he would walk the Board through the 14 
project.  He pointed out that the new location entrance will also serve as the exit.  He said there 15 
will be 3 Municipal Solid Waste (MSW) compactors along with cardboard and mixed recyclables 16 
compactors.  He said there will be dual level containers.   He said the lower level of the Center 17 
will have tire, clean metal, clean wood, yard waste, bulky item, and rigid plastics collection. 18 
 Gayle Wilson said the site will be much safer including some ADA improvements such 19 
as a paved service and lower loading heights.  He said this site will operate more efficiently, 20 
have reduced odors and be a cleaner site with better working conditions for staff.  He said there 21 
is a hut in front of the central MSW compactor for staff.  He said this hut is enclosed with 22 
heating and air conditioning while the other compactors have canopies over them.  He said 23 
there is also a bathroom and running water in the scale house which no other center has except 24 
Walnut Grove.  He said if someone is going to the landfill then one would proceed straight in 25 
through the property into the landfill area.  He said the new scales and scale house would be 26 
located here.  He said there is a return road if vehicles need to weigh back out to calculate their 27 
fee.  He said there is also a sanitation vehicle parking area on the perimeter of the property.  He 28 
said the newly proposed services are:  textiles, plastic film, food waste, cooking oil, an 29 
expanded salvage shed and a hazardous waste service. 30 
 Gayle Wilson said this center was originally planned to mirror the one at Walnut Grove 31 
at an anticipated cost of $1.4 million.  He said the manager proposed that the project be revised 32 
to include the entire Eubanks Waste Facility Entrance Way and Scale Operations, moving to 33 
the north of Eubanks road, and to include the incorporation of a hazardous waste facility.  He 34 
said these changes moved the cost to approximately $2.5 million.  He said the reason to make 35 
these additional changes was to create a safer environment and to replace the old scales that 36 
were at their life end.  He said the changes also moved operations further away from the 37 
Rogers Road area by a hundred plus feet.  He said a few additional recommendations have 38 
been made and the current budget is now $3.17 million which is being proposed in the Capital 39 
Investment Plan (CIP). 40 
 Gayle Wilson reviewed the project schedule.  He said he would like to go out to bid on 41 
June 19, 2015, and open the bids on July 21, 2015.  He said he hoped to have a contract 42 
executed by August 11, 2015, and proceed a week later.  He plans to open a temporary center 43 
on August 20, 2015, in conjunction with the mobilization of the Contractor.  44 
 Gayle Wilson said there will be a temporary convenience center with reduced services 45 
established for the duration of the project.  He said this temporary location is proposed at the 46 
Future Millhouse Road Park property.  He said it will include placement of a stone base, a 47 
temporary chain link fence and various signage (See Attachment 1).  48 
 Gayle Wilson said the temporary site planning has been coordinated with the 49 
Department of Environment, Agriculture, Parks and Recreation (DEAPR).  It would include 50 



15 
 

waste and bulky item receptacles, yard waste and electronics recycling only. Other services 1 
would be temporarily suspended during the period of construction.  Recyclables can be 2 
delivered to Cedar Falls Park 24-hour drop-off site or any other drop-off or convenience center. 3 
 Gayle Wilson said there were some questions about duplication of services.  He said the 4 
curbside recycling program is being expanded and there is some confusion regarding the need 5 
for recycling services at the larger Centers.  He said the impact of duplicating services was 6 
considered.  He said the new Eubanks Road Center has two compactors that handle cardboard 7 
and mixed recyclables.  He said the area dedicated to these materials is quite small and 8 
therefore is not a major duplication of the curbside service. 9 
 Gayle Wilson said since there is a desire to complete the project in a timely manner it is 10 
being proposed that the Manager award the bid and sign the contract during the summer 11 
months provided it is within the budget. 12 
 Commissioner Jacobs asked if there was a defined role for the project consultant. 13 
 Gayle Wilson said he did the preliminary layout of the Center and all of the detailed 14 
design work. 15 
 Commissioner Jacobs asked if this was the same consultant used for the transfer 16 
station. 17 
 Gayle Wilson said no but that it was the same consultant used for Walnut Grove.  He 18 
said the Consultant used to work with the firm that handled the Transfer Station but does no 19 
longer.  20 
 Commissioner Jacobs said the Town of Chapel Hill brought up the question of value 21 
received for the money being invested at this site and he said Mayor Kleinschmidt said this site 22 
is a consolidation of services without creating new services.  He said it will be important to 23 
educate the public regarding the variety of services that will be co-housed in this one location. 24 
 Commissioner Jacobs asked if there will be physical access to the compactors from 25 
vehicles.  He said if there will not be physical access then there should be a plan to address the 26 
need of help for some residents with particularly heavy loads.   27 
 Bonnie Hammersley said she and Gayle Wilson have not yet had this discussion but will 28 
be looking at this going forward.  She said it is a customer service issue that must be 29 
addressed.  30 
 Gayle Wilson said one possible option would be to use the bulky items compactor where 31 
one can drive up closer to the hopper.  He said the lower loading heights will be helpful to both 32 
the public and the employees. 33 
 Commissioner Rich said she and Commissioner Jacobs had discussed the title of the 34 
facility and concluded that it is much more than a convenience center and the name should 35 
reflect this. 36 
 Commissioner Rich asked if Gayle Wilson could itemize the services currently available 37 
to Cedar Falls. 38 
 Gayle Wilson said there is cardboard and mixed recyclables.   39 
 Commissioner Rich asked if the current capacity of bins would be sufficient and simply 40 
emptied more often during construction or if additional bins will be necessary. 41 
 Gayle Wilson said the site has limited space and likely the site will be serviced more 42 
often as it will be more heavily used.  He said there will be site plans posted at the current 43 
Eubanks site to forewarn and educate the public. 44 
 Commissioner Rich said to also encourage employees to talk to residents and hand out 45 
flyers about the upcoming changes/closures/options.   46 
 Commissioner Price asked if there is anything located to the west of the site. 47 
 Gayle Wilson said there are yard waste and mulching area, white goods, mattress and 48 
cardboard recycling and the C and D landfill.   49 



16 
 

 Commissioner Price asked if the scales are moved to this site will all activity move away 1 
from the old landfill site.  2 
 Gayle Wilson said it would take all public access away from the old landfill area.  He 3 
added that a building will remain there, where electronics are collected and dismantled.    4 
 Commissioner Price asked if there will be an increase in service traffic. 5 
 Gayle Wilson said he does not anticipate an increase in the service trucks.   6 
 Commissioner Price said the entrance and exit being combined made her nervous and 7 
asked if there is another exit in case of emergency. 8 
 Gayle Wilson said yes.  He said the old entrance along with the old exit are still present.  9 
He said in general these exits will remain closed but could be opened relatively quickly.  He said 10 
there is little reason for fire to break out at this site but there will be a fire hydrant on site. 11 
 Commissioner Jacobs asked if the operations on the south side of the road are all 12 
moving to the north side, where will mattress drop off be located. 13 
 Gayle Wilson said mattress drop off is currently on the north side and will remain in its 14 
exact location. 15 
 Commissioner Jacobs said the proposed location for the temporary site is close to the 16 
Rogers Road community.  He asked if there has been any outreach done in that community 17 
about the temporary site.  He said, if not, that this should be done soon and with clearly 18 
identified boundaries.  19 
 Gayle Wilson said outreach has not yet been done as approval from the Board of 20 
County Commissioners for the temporary site has yet to be given.  He said a lot of residents 21 
from the Rogers Road area use the convenience center and he will make sure signage and 22 
information is up soon. 23 
 Commissioner Jacobs said to make sure this is done soon to avoid community unrest. 24 
 Gayle Wilson said this would be pursued promptly.   25 
 Commissioner Dorosin said residents in this area are concerned that this plan is simply 26 
the first step towards a transfer station being located at this site.  He said if there are long-term 27 
plans for this site to be back in consideration for a transfer station, the Board should be talking 28 
about this now. 29 
 Gayle Wilson said he does not make transfer station plans independent of the Board 30 
and thus he is not spending any time on a transfer station at this site, or any other site. 31 
 Commissioner Dorosin asked if the existing scales need to be replaced even if they 32 
were not being moved to the north side of the road. 33 
 Gayle Wilson said yes. 34 
 Commissioner Dorosin said Commissioner Jacobs made the point that services are 35 
being consolidated and not expanded but he is not sure if that is true.  He said if there are new 36 
services being provided the County must be clear about this up front.  He said this project going 37 
from $1.5 to $3.2 million sounds “high”.  He said the plan should be carefully reviewed to see if 38 
there is anything that could be scaled back without compromising services.   39 
 Gayle Wilson said the household waste could remain on the south side road and be re-40 
located at a future time but it will never cost less than it will as a part of a larger project.  He 41 
said additionally the parking area for the sanitation trucks could be delayed.  42 
 Commissioner Pelissier asked if improving the Solid Waste Convenience Center 43 
improves the flow and increases efficiency as the population grows. 44 
 Gayle Wilson said this site would have safer access and it could handle more traffic than 45 
the existing facility.   He said the service trucks will be separated from the public for the most 46 
part and that alone will greatly improve flow and safety.  47 
 Commissioner Pelissier asked if this has been analyzed. 48 
 Gayle Wilson said traffic flow was a major concern during the design process and he 49 
feels it has been addressed adequately.   50 
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 Commissioner Jacobs said these centers were envisioned as a regional convenience 1 
center and as such, does have more services than a smaller site.  He said Jeff Thompson was 2 
once hired as a value engineer.  He suggested that perhaps a value engineer could look at this 3 
site and recommend the best design, etc.  4 
 Gayle Wilson said lessons learned from the Walnut Grove project are proving very 5 
helpful and informative. 6 
 Chair McKee said he is seeing a bottleneck at the recycling and white paper processing 7 
areas.  He asked if the turn radius for this area is known. 8 
 Gayle Wilson said he does not know the exact radius at this time but he said it is 9 
important as the trucks have to be able to turn.  He said it would be rare for all three 10 
compactors to operate at the same time. 11 
 Eric Schopler, Engineer, said the turning radius has been tested successfully with pick-12 
up trucks and trailers.  He said this is the best layout possible related to traffic flow with the 13 
smaller area available.   14 
 Chair McKee asked if the proposed new scales would utilize the current in ground part 15 
of the scales, by moving it to the north side of the road. 16 
 Gayle Wilson said a new in-ground scale is being pursued.  He said all the components 17 
of the current scales are in need of replacement and would simply be left where it is. 18 
 Chair McKee asked if above ground scale pads had been priced. 19 
 Eric Schopler said this scale is typical of solid waste scales used everywhere and that 20 
the scales are purchased after a bidding process, to insure the lowest cost. 21 
 Chair McKee asked if this scale is large enough to accommodate tractor trailers. 22 
 Eric Schopler said yes. 23 
 Chair McKee asked if the mattress shed could be located on this part of the property. 24 
 Gayle Wilson said currently 80-90 percent of mattresses that come into the site are 25 
recycled but the mattresses must be dry.  He said there is currently a fee charged for 26 
mattresses and box springs, paying for them to be recycled or disposed of.  He said mattresses 27 
could be accepted at the convenience centers but those sites are not equipped to handle 28 
money, thus the cost for recycling or disposing of the mattresses would have to be absorbed by 29 
the County.  He said additional staff would be necessary to handle the mattresses.    30 
 Chair McKee asked if the temporary site will be restored to its original condition once it 31 
is no longer needed. 32 
 Gayle Wilson said DEAPR staff would like for the stone to remain while the chain link 33 
fence is removed. 34 
 Chair McKee said that would be fine as long as the lot does not have the appearance of 35 
being abandoned.   36 
 Commissioner Jacobs asked the Manager if it would help to do some value engineering 37 
and asked if it would fit into the time frame. 38 
 Bonnie Hammersley said value engineering could be completed within this time frame, 39 
and staff would look into it.  She said this time can also be used to inform the neighborhood of 40 
the upcoming changes. 41 
 Commissioner Dorosin said there would be no report given to the Board, regarding the 42 
value engineering, prior to a vote being taken. 43 
 Commissioner Jacobs said the Board could direct the Manager to come back in 44 
September with the total costs of the project. 45 
 Commissioner Dorosin said bids would be out prior to September. 46 
 Bonnie Hammersley said the value engineering would be completed prior to the bidding 47 
process.  She said if the value engineer returns information that sparks concerns, she would 48 
inform the Board. 49 
 Commissioner Jacobs said he would trust the Manager on this.  50 
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 Commissioner Price said she would like to see an itemized list of costs for the big ticket 1 
items for this project in order to better understand why the project is so expensive.   2 
 Commissioner Burroughs said she felt comfortable with this proposed plan, trusting the 3 
Manager to stop the process if there is cause for concern.    4 
 Commissioner Dorosin asked the Manager if she going to do the value engineering in-5 
house. 6 
 Bonnie Hammersley said she cannot answer that yet but will talk to staff tomorrow to 7 
pursue options. 8 
 Commissioner Dorosin said this type of value engineering would be good to have for this 9 
project and other projects going forward.  He suggested finding a way to do this with in-house 10 
staff. 11 
 12 
 A motion was made by Commissioner Jacobs, seconded by Commissioner Price for the 13 
Board to: 14 
 15 
1) Authorize staff to move forward with bid document preparation and bidding of the Eubanks 16 
Road Convenience Center site expansion/improvement project in order that work can be 17 
initiated at the earliest possible time during the summer and fall months of 2015; 18 
 19 
2) Require the manager to initiate a value engineering review of the project prior to bidding this 20 
work out, and halt the project and report back to the Board should significant concerns arise as 21 
to the cost, design, or other significant  aspects of the project;  22 
 23 
3) Authorize the Manager to award the bid and, upon County Attorney review, execute the 24 
construction contract for the Solid Waste Convenience Center expansion/improvements during 25 
the summer break in an amount not to exceed the project budget; and 26 
 27 
4) Authorize the Manager to approve project change orders that do not in total exceed the 28 
project budget. 29 
    30 
VOTE:  UNANIMOUS 31 
 32 
8.         Reports 33 
 34 

a.   Final Consultant Report Regarding Future Development of Southern Orange        35 
County Government Services Campus 36 

 The Board considered receiving and discussing the report recommending development 37 
concepts and phasing for future potential facilities on the County’s Southern Government 38 
Services Campus on Homestead Road in Chapel Hill, pursuant to its governing Special Use 39 
Permit that has been approved by the Town of Chapel, recognizing that the Manager and staff 40 
plan to use these recommendations in future Capital Investment Plan development. 41 
 Jeff Thompson, Director Asset Management Services, said Orange County is working 42 
with Clarion Associates on this implementation plan.   43 
 Roger Waldon, Clarion Associates, said he is very excited about the prospects for this 44 
site, as it is an enormous opportunity for the County.  He presented the following PowerPoint 45 
slides:  46 
Southern Orange County Government Services Campus: 47 
Implementation Report 48 
June 2, 2015 49 
Board of County Commissioners 50 
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 1 
Area Map 2 
 3 
Background:  Regulatory History of Site 4 

• 1992: County Purchased Site 5 
o Consolidation of human services in southern Orange County 6 

• 1994: Special Use Permit (SUP) Approved by Chapel Hill 7 
o Orange County Southern Human Services Center 8 

• 1995: SUP Modification Approved by Chapel Hill 9 
o Project Homestart facility 10 

• 2005: SUP Modification Approved by Chapel Hill 11 
o Robert and Pearl Seymour Senior Center 12 

• 2007: County Adoption of Concept Plan 13 
o For Internal Staff Working Purposes 14 
o Several assessments: cultural, archaeological, environmental 15 

 16 
Recent Progress 17 

• BOCC Approval of Master Plan 18 
• Town of Chapel Hill Approval of SUP 19 
• Review of Documents, Meetings 20 
• Preliminary Development Concepts 21 
• Identifying Options for Sequencing 22 
• Tonight:  Implementation Report 23 

 24 
The Site Today (map) 25 
 26 
Review of Master Plan (map) 27 
 28 
Key Ideas for Implementation 29 

• Options and Flexibility 30 
• Draw on Space Needs Study 31 
• Co-location opportunities 32 
• IT / Emergency Management  33 
• Transit Hub 34 
• Resource Center 35 
• Partnerships 36 
• “Health Campus” 37 

 38 
Development Opportunities (graphic) 39 
Expansion of Southern Human Services Building 40 
 41 
Development Opportunities (graphic) 42 
Expansion of Seymour Center 43 
 44 
Development Opportunities (graphic) 45 
Site for Veterans’ Memorial 46 
 47 
Approach to Development:  3 Phases (graphic) 48 
Phase 1 49 
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 1 
Mike Hammersley, from Corley Redfoot Architects, reviewed the following information from the 2 
Implementation Report, including several graphics:  3 
 The first phase of implementation should include a 15,000 square foot expansion of the 4 
Southern Human Services building. This would be an extension to the rear of the existing 5 
building, with 7,500 square feet on the same level as the existing facility, and another 7,500 6 
square feet as a lower level. 7 
 Included in Phase 1, along with the building addition, would be a reconfiguration and 8 
addition to the existing parking lot (retaining as many existing parking spaces as possible for 9 
reasons of efficiency and cost), construction of the new second access into the site, 10 
bicycle/pedestrian improvements along Homestead Road, and reservation of a Veterans 11 
Memorial site. 12 
 Phase 2 would include more extensive work on the site. Phase two would involve (1) An 13 
additional expansion of the Southern Human Services Building, with associated additional 14 
parking and circulation roads; (2) Expansion of the Seymour Center, with associated additional 15 
parking and drop-off areas; (3) Reconfiguration of the existing entrance drive (using the Phase 16 
1 newly constructed secondary entrance road for all access while the main entrance is being 17 
rebuilt); and (4) Reconstruction of the stormwater management ponds, designed to become an 18 
amenity for the site.  19 
 Phase 3 is the most conceptual, due in part to its being 10-15 years out. All 20 
infrastructure improvements and elements required as conditions of the Special Use Permit 21 
approval would very likely be completed by the end of Phase 2 of this implementation plan. 22 
Phase 3 becomes, in some ways, a placeholder for future needs. Phase 1 would likely add 23 
15,000 square feet of floor area (addition to Southern Human Services Center). Phase 2 would 24 
likely add approximately 46,500 square feet (16,500 square foot addition to the Seymour 25 
Center, and a second addition of 15,000 square feet to the Southern Human Services Center). 26 
That leaves approximately 250,000 square feet of additional new building capacity that can be 27 
built as needs and circumstances require in the future. The following sketch shows the three 28 
locations on the site where additional buildings and parking could be located, as approved in 29 
the Master Plan and authorized with the Special Use Permit: 30 
 Following are initial preliminary cost estimates, in current dollars, with contingencies 31 
added, for funding needed to accomplish the first two phases of implementation, as described 32 
in this Implementation Report. 33 
 Phase 1: Two-story building addition to Southern Human Services Building, with related 34 
parking and internal road changes, and construction of new, second access into the site (as 35 
illustrated on page 11). 36 
 37 
Building Addition to SHS - 15,000 sf 38 
With Related Site Work, Parking   $6,000,000 to $6,625,000 39 
 40 
Infrastructure Costs, Including New Road  $1,800,000 to $1,980,000 41 
 42 
Total Phase 1       $7,800,000 to $8,605,000 43 
 44 
Phase 2: Additional 2-story expansion of the Southern Human Services Building, 2-story 45 
expansion of the Seymour Center, reconfiguration of the existing entrance drive, and 46 
reconstruction of the stormwater management ponds (as illustrated on page 12). 47 
 48 
2nd Building Addition to SHS - 15,000 sf 49 
With Additional Site Work, Parking    $6,000,000 to $6,625,000 50 
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 1 
Building addition to Sr. Center - 16,500 sf 2 
With Site work for new parking areas  $6,600,000 to $7,425,000 3 
 4 
Infrastructure costs      $6,000,000 to $660,000 5 
 6 
Total phase 2       $13,200,000 to $14,710,000 7 
 8 
 Chair McKee asked if 48 additional parking spaces are enough. 9 
 Mike Hammersley said this is a campus and there is more than one area that will 10 
accommodate parking.  He said there is the ability to build as much parking as is seen fit.  He 11 
added that the idea of an internal shuttle system has also been considered. 12 
 Chair McKee said many seniors use this site and ample adjacent parking or a shuttle is 13 
important 14 
 Mike Hammersley said this needs to be a more transit oriented site. 15 
 Commissioner Price asked if the slope of the new road is known. 16 
 Mike Hammersley said it is not going to be much steeper than it is now. 17 
 Roger Waldon said the campus will be ADA compliant. 18 
  19 
Roger Waldon resumed the PowerPoint presentation: 20 
Additional Ideas for Consideration 21 

• Southern Human Services Building: 22 
-  Possible use of Lower Floor for Emergency Services 23 

• Seymour Center: 24 
-  Possible building modifications 25 
-  Increase amount of usable space 26 
-  Relatively lower costs, awaiting Phase 2 27 
 28 

Roger Waldon reviewed the following information regarding “Ideas for Consideration” found on 29 
page 14-16 of the Implementation Report:  30 
 Regarding the Southern Human Services Building: There is interest and opportunity in 31 
considering the lower floor of the proposed Phase 1 building addition for Emergency Services 32 
operations. The combination of good access for equipment and loading, a safe and easily 33 
secured physical setting (in a setting resembling a lower-level basement), and proximity to 34 
Chapel Hill and Carrboro is unique. This building addition is proposed at 15,000 square feet, 35 
meaning that 7,500 square feet of lower level space would be available. 36 
 Regarding the Seymour Center: Study of the site and this facility resulted in a series of 37 
suggestions for relatively minor structural changes that would result in an increase in the 38 
amount of usable space in the Center. These are not included as part of the Phase 2 building 39 
expansion, but rather offered as ideas for smaller projects that could enhance the usability of 40 
the existing building, in the interim period before Phase 2 work can be funded and 41 
implemented. Part of the scope of this implementation phase was to secure assistance and 42 
suggestions from a professional with expertise in emerging trends in senior center focus and 43 
design. Assistance was obtained from Rick Eldridge, Executive Director of the Rufty-Holmes 44 
Senior Center in Salisbury, NC, and a contributor to regional and national examination of these 45 
issues. 46 
 Following is a list of these suggestions for consideration, suggesting ideas which would 47 
enhance capacity of the building, while awaiting the full building addition: 48 
1) Remove/re-locate the wall separating the hallway from the large multipurpose room. 49 
2) Fill-in the floors/ceilings between levels. 50 
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3) Relocate open lounge space in lobby to new flooring area and construct new offices in lobby. 1 
4) Convert areas used for fitness machines to office space (with construction of new fitness 2 
wing). 3 
5) Reconfigure the Computer Lab to regular classroom space over time by investing in laptops 4 
or tablets rather than desktop units, and making sure the building has Wi-Fi throughout. 5 
  6 
 Roger Waldon concluded the PowerPoint presentation: 7 
Next Steps 8 

• Subdivision of Parcel 9 
• Detailed Drawings and Plans for Phase 1 10 
• Obtain Permits for Phase 1 Construction 11 

 12 
 Commissioner Dorosin asked if the plans contained in the packets before the Board 13 
include only additions to existing buildings rather than building up higher above the existing 14 
Southern Human Services Building. 15 
 Roger Waldon said yes. 16 
 Commissioner Dorosin asked if that determination was made based upon an evaluation 17 
of the existing building and the conclusion that it would not sustain a higher level. 18 
 Roger Waldon said the current plan is a very cost effective way to add 15,000 sq ft. 19 
 Jeff Thompson said the space study concluded that more space is not currently needed 20 
and the plan is addressing the dental clinic expansion and other discussed uses.  He said he 21 
does not believe the facility is currently structured to go up. 22 
 Commissioner Dorosin asked if once the planned construction is completed, if the 23 
Special Use Permit (SUP) allows for housing to be put on the site. 24 
 Roger Waldon said he believed the SUP is specific to government services but he will 25 
check. 26 
 Commissioner Dorosin asked if a County sponsored apartment building were 27 
constructed on the site would it qualify as government services. 28 
 Roger Waldon said yes. 29 
 Commissioner Burroughs asked if the Phase one numbers match up with Year 2 in the 30 
CIP. 31 
 Jeff Thompson said the CIP is showing two projects:  the $4 million infrastructure project 32 
and the Southern Human Services Center expansion.  He said the $4 million project is removed 33 
and approximately $2 million of those funds are applied to the Southern Human Services 34 
Center expansion.  He said the balance of the funds would be spread out over Years 6-10 of 35 
the CIP. 36 
 Commissioner Pelissier asked for clarification regarding transit improvements and if they 37 
must be approved by the Town Manager. 38 
 Roger Waldon said improvements would be bus stops for drop off and pick-ups and the 39 
Town would want to look at the plans prior to issuing the permits for construction. 40 
 Roger Waldon referred back to Commissioner Dorosin’s question regarding permitted 41 
uses for the land.  He said the following is permitted: “governmental uses and facilities intended 42 
to provide protective, administrative, residential, social, transit and recreational services directly 43 
to general public.” 44 
 Commissioner Jacobs said the site had been considered for a homeless shelter but that 45 
did not happen.  He said there is still need for a general shelter and a shelter for battered 46 
women as these needs are not being met. 47 
 Commissioner Jacobs said he was at the site recently with the Veterans’ Memorial 48 
Committee and David Swanson, who created the original design for the Veterans’ memorial.  49 
He asked if the Board should encourage the Committee to go through the outside agency 50 
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process for this proposed memorial.  He said the committee currently intends to raise the funds 1 
themselves but he suggested the Board should consider if there is a way to be more involved. 2 
 Commissioner Price asked if there is a timeline for the construction of the dental clinic. 3 
 Jeff Thompson said 2016-17, in Phase One. 4 
 Commissioner Rich asked if the Senior Center were to be renovated rather than 5 
expanded, during which phase this would occur. 6 
 Roger Waldon said those renovations could go forward ahead of time and not be a part 7 
of the phasing. 8 
 Commissioner Rich said she would like to see the renovations move forward prior to the 9 
addition.  She said the Center is wildly popular and there is a deficit of space.  She would like to 10 
know the costs, timeframe, and inconvenience to the clients, etc.  She added that any 11 
renovations should take into consideration the potential removal of lighting from the recreational 12 
area. 13 
 Commissioner Dorosin said he is not sure that housing Information Technology here is 14 
applicable.  He said it is not regularly accessed by the public and it seems a waste to place it 15 
here when other services that have heavy public interaction could be here instead. 16 
 Jeff Thompson said there would be a redundant Information Technology server center 17 
that is 400 square feet or less.  18 
 Commissioner Dorosin said this is very valuable real estate in Chapel Hill and even 400 19 
additional square feet being available to human services should be a priority. 20 
 Commissioner Price said when the space study was reviewed this location was a good 21 
fit for this Information Technology center.  She said she sees it as more of a strategic 22 
placement. 23 
 Commissioner Dorosin said the Board should think broadly about what services can be 24 
dispersed throughout the County. 25 
 26 
9. County Manager’s Report 27 
 NONE 28 
   29 
10.       County Attorney’s Report  30 
 NONE   31 
 32 
11.       Appointments 33 
 NONE 34 
 35 
12. Board Comments   36 
 Commissioner Price had no comments. 37 
 Commissioner Jacobs asked if the Chair and Vice Chair could reinstate the strike 38 
through versions of documents and allow for the Board to receive written follow up when there 39 
is a meeting with people such as Morinaga. 40 
 Chair McKee thanked Commissioner Jacobs for bringing this reminder to the Board’s 41 
attention. 42 
 Commissioner Pelissier said the Durham-Orange Light Rail project continues to move 43 
forward.  She said Go Triangle submitted the draft Environmental Impact Study last night and 44 
should hear in February whether the project can continue.  She said there was a meeting today 45 
at the Chapel Hill Library for the public to receive an update and provide input.  She said 70 46 
people were present for this meeting.  She said Wake County is still considering their own light 47 
rail system. 48 
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 Commissioner Jacobs asked if Go Triangle could send the Board their 1 
recommendations.  He said he has heard complaints regarding proposals but he does not know 2 
the specifics of any of the proposals. 3 
 Commissioner Pelissier said she just saw it today and asked for a copy to be sent to the 4 
Go Triangle Board which could in turn be sent to the BOCC. 5 
 Bonnie Hammersley said she would get it and send it out. 6 
 Commissioner Rich had no comments. 7 
 Commissioner Burroughs expressed her support for value engineering being used more 8 
widely. 9 
 Commissioner Dorosin said the Magistrate Exemption Bill for same-sex marriages, the 10 
religious belief exemption bill, passed the House and Senate last week, and the Governor 11 
vetoed it.  He said the Senate voted to override the veto and now the House takes it up next. 12 
 Commissioner Rich said it would be interesting to know how many challenges there are 13 
to bills and how much tax dollars go in to fighting these lawsuits.  14 
 Chair McKee said there is a possibility of this override passing in the House but it is 15 
slim. 16 
 17 
13. Information Items 18 
 19 
• May 19, 2015 BOCC Meeting Follow-up Actions List 20 
• Tax Collector’s Report - Numerical Analysis 21 
• Tax Collector’s Report - Measure of Enforced Collections 22 
• Tax Assessor’s Report - Releases/Refunds under $100 23 
• BOCC Chair Letter Regarding Petitions from May 19, 2015 Board Meeting 24 
 25 
14. Closed Session 26 
 Canceled 27 
 28 
15. Adjournment 29 
 30 
 A motion was made by Commissioner Rich, seconded by Commissioner Jacobs to 31 
adjourn the meeting at 10:05 p.m. 32 
 33 
VOTE:  UNANIMOUS 34 
 35 
 36 
          Earl McKee, Chair 37 
 38 
Donna Baker, Clerk to the Board 39 
 40 
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         Attachment 8 1 
 2 

 3 
DRAFT     MINUTES 4 

ORANGE COUNTY BOARD OF COMMISSIONERS 5 
Budget Work Session 6 

June 4, 2015 7 
7:00 p.m. 8 

 9 
 The Orange County Board of Commissioners met for a work session on Thursday, June 10 
4, 2015 at 7:00 p.m. at the Southern Human Services Center in Chapel Hill, N.C. 11 
 12 
Chair McKee called the meeting to order at 7:02 p.m.  He reviewed the following items at their 13 
places: 14 
-  Salmon sheet – Vehicle Replacement – Internal Service Fund 15 
- Flier celebrating 30 year of the Orange County Arts Commission, as well as a lapel pin 16 
  17 
1. Schools 18 

a.)  Durham Technical Community College, Pg. 143 & 147  19 
 Dr. Ingram, President, thanked the Commissioners for their time, and said the past year 20 
was a successful one.  He said when the Orange County Campus was opened seven years ago 21 
there was a vision of strong partnerships with the local schools and employers.  He said this 22 
year has exceeded expectations.  He said more high school graduates are choosing Durham 23 
Tech for their higher education.  He said he looks forward to developing further relationships 24 
with their new neighbors, UNC Healthcare.  25 
 He said last week representatives from Morinaga Foods visited the campus, and they 26 
are excited about working with their employees in work development courses.   27 
 He said Durham Tech is requesting funding for two initiatives, which it currently offers in 28 
Durham County, via its portion of the Durham County ¼ cent sales tax:  1.) provide for a college 29 
liaison working in Orange County Schools and 2.) prepare high school drop-outs to take the 30 
GED.   31 
 Commissioner Jacobs asked if the Legislature’s decisions have affected Durham Tech. 32 
 Dr. Ingram said the House version of the budget was supportive of Community 33 
Colleges, although the Senate version does not look promising. 34 
 Commissioner Jacobs asked if Dr. Ingram could give more detail regarding Durham 35 
Tech’s relationship with the new UNC Hospital.  36 
 Dr. Ingram said Durham Tech has been working with the Hospital on identifying some of 37 
their training needs.  He said it is hoped that the second building at the Orange County Campus 38 
of Durham Tech would be a healthcare facility, to provide training for the UNC Hospital staff. 39 
 Penny Glock, Durham Tech Orange Campus Director, said there have been about 4 40 
meetings between the two entities in the recent months.  She said the hospital anticipates a 41 
need for additional nurse assistants II, EMS programs, clinical trials and other areas.  She said 42 
the low lying fruit is being sought at this time, but it is hoped that the partnership will continue to 43 
grow in the years to come.   44 
 Commissioner Jacobs said Dr. Ingram has previously mentioned the possibility of 45 
Durham Tech being included to receive funds from the 2016 bond referendum.   He asked Dr. 46 
Ingram if a master plan is being developed. 47 
 Dr. Ingram said O’Brian Atkins was engaged in late March to update the campus master 48 
plan, and are still in the process of doing so.  He said the Orange County campus is being 49 
reviewed first, in anticipation of the bond. 50 
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 Commissioner Price said Durham County was very proactive in facilitating public 1 
transportation for students.  She asked if there are plans to do something similar in Orange 2 
County, and how the Board of County Commissioners (BOCC) can help. 3 
 Dr. Ingram said any student can purchase a Go Pass, which gives free bus service from 4 
any of the Triangle Transit systems.  He said it is a five day pass, and will cost the school about 5 
$90,000 this year.  He said public transit is important in the area and the region, and the school 6 
is working with Triangle Transit to expand their services in reference to Durham Tech. 7 
 Commissioner Rich asked if Dr. Ingram or Penny Glock could elaborate on how the high 8 
schools are taking advantage of Durham Tech. 9 
 Penny Glock said the Orange County Campus has the Career and College Promise 10 
Program, which has the College Transfer Pathway.  She said this offers students the 11 
opportunity to take tuition free classes, while they are in high school, towards an Associates 12 
Degree in Art or Science.  She said the scheduling is designed to coincide with high school 13 
needs, wherever possible.  She said the program is growing, and it is hoped that more high 14 
school students will participate. 15 
 Commissioner Rich clarified if the students are on a degree path, then the tuition is free 16 
while they are in high school.    17 
 Penny Glock said yes.   18 
 Commissioner Rich asked how this cost is offset. 19 
 Dr. Ingram said the State provides tuition exemption.  He said the cost is simply written 20 
off by the State. 21 
 Commissioner Rich said this is a fantastic opportunity for high school students, and 22 
hopes many will take advantage of it. 23 
 Dr. Ingram said that is where the college liaison position would prove most helpful. 24 
 Commissioner Price asked if $90,000 for the Go Pass comes from a particular funding 25 
source. 26 
 Dr. Ingram said it is paid for by student fees. 27 
 Commissioner Dorosin referenced page 148, regarding the request for funds to provide 28 
a 2% wage increase to staff whose salaries are paid with Orange County funds.  He said 29 
Orange County has a living wage ordinance.  He asked if the employees paid by Orange 30 
County funds earn the County’s living wage, which is $12.76 per hour. 31 
 Dr. Ingram said Durham Tech’s salary schedules are pegged to exceed the minimum 32 
living wage for both Durham County and Orange County. 33 

 34 
b.)  Chapel Hill-Carrboro City Schools (CHCCS), Pg. 143 & 152  35 

 Superintendant Tom Forcella said the BOCC has most of the District’s information but 36 
he wanted to take the opportunity to stress the importance of the ability to fund the mandates 37 
from the State for salary increases but also the desired changes within the system to benefit 38 
students, such as working with Durham Tech.  He said there are also funds in the budget for 39 
support in Advanced Classes for minority students as well as economically disadvantaged 40 
students.  41 
 Todd LoFriese, Assistant Superintendant, said the highlights of the Legislature’s 42 
proposed budget are salary increases for teachers and all school employees.  He said to make 43 
the local match is about $1.2 million.  He said this budget also establishes medical and State 44 
retirement matches.  He said the proposed County budget will leave an $800,000 deficit.  He 45 
said there has been a steady reduction in positions in the past several years, including gifted 46 
specialists and custodians.  He said there was $1.5 million in reductions last year.  He said the 47 
next positions to be reduced would be Media Assistants who would be very unfortunate to lose. 48 
 Commissioner Burroughs said 31 one positions were cut last year.  She asked for the 49 
consequence to the students, if the per pupil amount stays at $81. 50 
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 Tom Forcella said the largest areas where $81 per pupil would be felt would be available 1 
programs, and potentially class size.  He said if the State mandates salary increases the District 2 
must comply. 3 
 Commissioner Dorosin asked what would happen if the $800,000 deficit left by the 4 
current budget were to be funded. 5 
 Tom Forcella said that would just take care of the very top mandates required by the 6 
State.    7 
 Todd LoFriese said one example is the school resources officers and this is part of the 8 
District’s continuation budget.  He said this is one area where additional assistance would be 9 
needed. 10 
 Commissioner Dorosin clarified if the extra $800,000 was provided it would still be 11 
necessary to eliminate teachers. 12 
 Todd LoFriese said yes. 13 
 Commissioner Dorosin asked for clarification regarding the potential State mandated 14 
increases. 15 
 Todd LoFriese said it is a 6% increase for new teachers and 2% for tenured teachers. 16 
 Commissioner Dorosin asked if it was relevant that teachers in CHCCS already made 17 
more money than teachers in other counties. 18 
 Todd LoFriese said this does not matter. It is an increase across the State regardless of 19 
current salary. 20 
 21 

c.)  Orange County Schools (OCS), Pg. 143 & 225 22 
 Pam Jones, Acting Interim Superintendant, said the last time OCS met with the BOCC, 23 
Dr. Del Burns requested that the BOCC set the OCS Board of Education compensation.  She 24 
said this still needs to be done as the Board of Education cannot set the rates themselves. 25 
 Pam Jones said in the budget message, previously presented, Dr. Del Burns indicated 26 
that with the $81 increase, it would still be necessary to reduce their expenditures in order to 27 
meet the proposed funding of $81.  She said OCS has also reduced their workforce since 2008 28 
which affects programming.  She said OCS are also looking to implement the strategic planning 29 
outcomes and that is not part of their proposed budget. 30 
 Chair Halkiotis thanked Pam Jones for filling in for the month of June and he thanked 31 
the Board of Commissioners for the opportunity to be there tonight.  He presented a handout 32 
that paints a picture of OCS.  He said the District has been slowing bleeding positions since 33 
2007.  He said the positions total over $1 million.  He acknowledged the financial generosity of 34 
the BOCC and added that the State Legislature has not been so kind.   35 
 Chair Halkiotis said the budget presented a month ago did not include projected 36 
increases once the legislature adopts their budget.  He said OCS are not awash with money.  37 
He said over the last couple of years they have cut down to the “bare bones.”  He said many 38 
positions need to be added back in. 39 
 Chair Halkiotis said OCS cannot afford to keep losing students to charter schools.  He 40 
said there are 478 charter school students that have left the OCS.  He said there must be an 41 
assessment of why students are leaving and a redesign of the system to address the reasons. 42 
 Chair Halkiotis said the OCS Board Members have asked if the Board of County 43 
Commissioners would increase the salaries of Board Members to be commensurate with those 44 
of the CHCCS. 45 
 Commissioner Dorosin asked if the new Superintendent had a start date. 46 
 Chair Halkiotis said July 1.  47 
 Commissioner Jacobs thanked Dr. Halkiotis for acknowledging the support of the Board 48 
of County Commissioners.  He asked if the Manager would look at the salaries of the OCS 49 
Board of Education.   50 
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 Commissioner Jacobs said the BOCC continues to fully fund a portion of Communities 1 
in Schools (CIS) for CHCCS.  He said OCS took the services provided by Communities in 2 
Schools in house, and wonders why OCS did not ask for the same continued funding from the 3 
BOCC. 4 
 Pam Jones said the programs were reviewed and OCS found it was doing much of the 5 
programming already.  She said the services were taken in house in order to maintain the 6 
integrity of the programming and to move the programs in a different direction.   7 
 Chair Halkiotis said it was a recommendation brought to the OCS Board by Del Burns.  8 
He said an audit of CIS was conducted, at the expense of OCS, and the results were found be 9 
unacceptable.  He said it was concluded that CIS was not in the best interest of the students.  10 
He said OCS will be providing the program and will probably provide it better. 11 
 Commissioner Jacobs asked if OCS had remained with CIS how much funding would 12 
have been received. 13 
 Chair Halkiotis said he did not know but the Board concluded this was the best decision 14 
in the interest of the OCS students. 15 
 Pam Jones said it was around $125,000 from the County and now OCS is putting in that 16 
$125,000. 17 
 Commissioner Jacobs asked if both school systems had been funded equally for CIS. 18 
 Bonnie Hammersley said the request from CIS for the 2015-16 budget was $102,000, 19 
and the County reduced it per ADM (Average Daily Membership) due to OCS no longer 20 
participating, by $35,200. Commissioner Price said she understood that when CIS received 21 
their funding last year, that $20,000 went to OCS.  She said she received this information from 22 
CIS board members. 23 
 Commissioner Burroughs said she is the liaison to CIS.  She said in the CIS budget 24 
$22,000 went straight to OCS.  She said the remaining amount of funding from the BOCC was 25 
for running the program in both districts.  She said there was never a definitive split between the 26 
OCS and CHCCS.   27 
 Commissioner Jacobs asked if $35,000 goes to the Executive Director’s position. 28 
 Paul Laughton said yes.  He said part of the $102,000 given this year went towards the 29 
Executive Director’s salary.  He said this year the total funding is reduced by $35,200. 30 
 Commissioner Jacobs asked if the number of actual students last year was lower than 31 
the Department of Public Instruction (DPI) projections. 32 
 Pam Jones said yes.  There were 176 fewer students than projected. 33 
 Commissioner Jacobs asked if the reduced number of students affects the OCS budget.  34 
He asked if OCS still receives funding for the 176 students that did not enroll. 35 
 Pam Jones said no, the funding is not received if the students do not enroll. 36 
 Commissioner Jacobs asked if funding was still received from the BOCC. 37 
 Pam Jones said yes, funding is still received from the County. 38 
 Chair Halkiotis said it is reflected in the loss of 7 teaching positions. 39 
 Commissioner Jacobs asked if the County had not given funding for the 176 students 40 
that never enrolled would the cuts have been greater, and if there is a way to budget for this. 41 
 Pam Jones said it affects the allocation of teaching staff, but does not reduce the fixed 42 
costs.  She said the loss of students is not from one school but rather spread across the 43 
District.   44 
 Chair Halkiotis said this can ultimately lead to the increase in class size. 45 
 Chair Kelly (CHCCS) said enrollment this year was 150 students lower than the 46 
projected amount.   He noted that some years the prediction is too high while other years it is 47 
too low leading to a wash from decade to decade.   48 
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 Commissioner Dorosin said the Public Schools Forum of North Carolina ranks both 1 
Orange County School Systems as the best in the State.  He asked the Chair if there would be 2 
any discussion regarding the Schools this evening. 3 
 Chair McKee said it is normal procedure to hear from all the departments and have a 4 
general discussion on the entire budget at a later meeting. 5 
 Commissioner Dorosin suggested it may be beneficial to amend this process in the 6 
future.  He said he sees benefits to having some discussion while members of the school 7 
districts are present to answer questions. 8 
 Commissioner Jacobs said until the other half of the budget is heard it is difficult to 9 
make commitments.  10 
 11 
2. Sportsplex, Pg. 418 12 
 John Stock said the 10th anniversary of the Sportsplex is approaching in December.  He 13 
said in that time the Sportsplex has moved from being a financial drain on the County, to 14 
sustaining a $550,000 operating surplus last year.  He said this year was challenging as needs 15 
were uncovered during lobby renovations.  He said the building was analyzed as a whole and it 16 
was discovered that the entire sprinkler system needed upgrading.  He said the biggest issue 17 
discovered was the sub floor heating under the ice rink was in need of repair.  He said, as a 18 
result, what was expected to be a big surplus year was not.   He added that since renovations 19 
and repairs were completed there has been a rush back to normalcy and growth. 20 
 John Stock said the Sportsplex budget is fairly conservative but expects that revenues 21 
will increase. 22 
 Commissioner Jacobs asked if there are groups which receive discounts to the 23 
Sportsplex. 24 
 John Stock said Orange County employees, seniors, all State government employees, 25 
Town of Hillsborough, structured corporate discounts, Veterans, and subsidized discounts for 26 
Department of Social Services (DSS) clients. 27 
 Chair McKee noted the Sportsplex parking lot is often full, an indication of its popularity. 28 
 John Stockton expressed his thanks to the BOCC for their ongoing support. 29 
 30 
3. County Departments 31 
 32 

• Sheriff, Pg. 388 33 
 Paul Laughton reviewed the highlights of this department and said these are reallocated 34 
funds.  35 
 The FY15-16 Manager Recommended Budget includes three (3) new Jail Alternatives 36 
program positions, consisting of a Jail Alternatives Manager (1.0 FTE), a Pre-Trial Services 37 
Coordinator (1.0 FTE), and a Drug Treatment Coordinator (1.0 FTE). This program has been 38 
funded in previous years through contracts within the Department of Social Services, so there 39 
are no additional County costs associated with the creation of these positions. The FY 2015-16 40 
Budget also includes the addition of a 1.0 FTE Court Liaison position (salary and benefits of 41 
$71,614) to enhance coordination between all criminal justice stakeholders. 42 
 The FY15-16 Manager Recommended Budget includes an increase of $22,329 in Non- 43 
Permanent personnel for additional court coverage. 44 
 The FY15-16 Manager Recommended Budget includes an increase in Contract Services to 45 
cover the costs of outfitting a projected fifteen (15) new vehicles, as part of the proposed 46 
Vehicle Replacement Schedule for FY15-16, as well as an increase in the medical inmate 47 
contract. 48 
 The Capital Outlay of $85,715 in FY15-16 includes the purchase of a firearms training 49 
simulator to train officers in various scenario situations. 50 
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 The office will continue to provide Reserve Deputies in the elementary schools within 1 
Orange County Schools (OCS) system in FY15-16; this cost of approximately $184,000 is paid 2 
by Orange County Schools. 3 
 4 
 Sheriff Blackwood thanked the staff and Board of Commissioners for helping him with 5 
this budget process.  He said the firearms training simulator is an important tool for their 6 
officers. 7 
 Commissioner Rich said Orange County does not currently have a Safe House for 8 
domestic violence victims and said she understood the Sheriff may be supportive of 9 
establishing one in the future.   10 
 Sheriff Blackwood said if corporate partners can be engaged and volunteers recruited, a 11 
facility should be able to be established.  He said the problem being faced is not the securing of 12 
a physical structure but rather the long term programs that occur in such a Safe House.  He 13 
said many victims have nowhere else to go.  He said having the safe place to go is a first step 14 
but there must be long term resources to empower victims to long term safety.   15 
 Commissioner Rich said she believes this to be a very important issue and real need 16 
within Orange County.  She said she would like to see numbers and know what corporate 17 
partners say about helping. 18 
 Sheriff Blackwood said the next steps would be to look at a facility that is working 19 
elsewhere and then try to move forward with best practices. 20 
 Commissioner Rich asked if there was a way to move this process forward.  She said 21 
she anticipates this being a project that will need funding and so brought it up during budget 22 
conversations.   23 
 Sheriff Blackwood said he would be willing to move forward starting tomorrow. 24 
 Chair McKee said this topic could be added to the Board’s next work session.  He 25 
expressed doubt that a petition would be necessary to move this forward.  26 
 Commissioner Pelissier said the additional position for the Court Liaison was one of the 27 
recommendations from the Jail Alternatives Work Group.  She asked if the Jail Alternatives 28 
Manager position fell under Social Services. 29 
 Sheriff Blackwood said no. 30 
 Sheriff Blackwood said the Jail Alternatives Manager/Director would serve directly under 31 
the Captain of the Jail Detention Center.  He said this person would have a law degree, the 32 
ability to search out and author grants, and extreme management capabilities.  He said the 33 
Court Liaison position is being funneled in from a person within the agency already.  He said 34 
the Orange County Jail has done a horrible job equipping its inmates for future success and 35 
reduced recidivism.  He said the Jail Alternatives Program seeks to address this failure. 36 
 Commissioner Pelissier said the average number of inmates per month is projected to 37 
decrease and asked if there is are specific reasons for this. 38 
 Sheriff Blackwood said there is intention to create programs for re-entry.  He said the 39 
processes by which people enter the system are being adjusted with different intake questions 40 
being asked.  He said UNC Mental Health is helping to determine best practices.  He said that it 41 
is a priority for those with mental health diagnoses to be known and given proper and 42 
appropriate treatment. 43 
 Commissioner Pelissier commended the Sheriff and his department.  She said she 44 
heard a panel of Judges speak regarding the lack of alternative services available for people 45 
within the criminal justice system.  She asked if the Sheriff would please keep the BOCC 46 
alerted to road blocks encountered so that the Board can assist in creating resources. 47 
 Sheriff Blackwood said the Judges, attorneys and jail personnel work well together and 48 
he said the philosophy in Orange County is committed to treating mental health needs properly. 49 
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 Commissioner Price reinforced what Commissioner Rich said about a Safe House in 1 
Orange County.  She said the need for a domestic violence shelter is paramount and she is 2 
supportive of this idea. 3 
 Commissioner Dorosin said a member of the public came to speak on the issue of pre-4 
trial services, and asked if there are plans for the transition process.  He also asked if any 5 
current employees who are performing well would be asked to remain.  6 
 Sheriff Blackwood said there will not be any lack of services during this transition period.  7 
He said there are no County employees currently in these positions as they are filled by 8 
contracted employees. 9 
 Commissioner Jacobs said the Sheriff projects a 50% decrease in break-ins.  He asked 10 
if this prediction is based on anything in particular. 11 
 Sheriff Blackwood said he is fairly certain that numbers given regarding break-ins during 12 
the prior year were not accurate.  He said the numbers he is presenting are based on the 13 
Uniform Crime Report from SCI and the numbers that he has developed since taking office on 14 
December 1. 15 
 Commissioner Jacobs asked if the new positions being re-allocated regarding the Jail 16 
Alternatives Program, pre-trial services, drug treatment and Court liaison have been run by the 17 
legal community. 18 
 Sheriff Blackwood said he started this conversation over a year ago with members of 19 
the Public Defender’s Office, other attorneys, Judges, and the District Attorney’s office.  He said 20 
all were not only supportive but excited about the overall concept. 21 
 Bonnie Hammersley said she has had conversations with the District Attorney and there 22 
was support but some concern about the transition process. 23 
 Commissioner Jacobs asked if there was an update regarding electronic monitoring. 24 
 Sheriff Blackwood said a training program was just completed today.  He said it covered 25 
a great deal of information that should better equip officers in issues of domestic violence.  He 26 
said he would like to see electronic monitoring reduced if not eradicated altogether.   27 
 Commissioner Jacobs mentioned the possibility of a Safe House being incorporated into 28 
the future expansion of the Southern Human Services Center. 29 
 Commissioner Jacobs asked if there was an update for the jail regarding the local 10% 30 
food campaign. 31 
 Sheriff Blackwood said food services at the jail are overseen by Captain Sellew.  Sheriff 32 
Blackwood said he would like to embrace this concept and possibly start a garden at the future 33 
jail to serve not only the jail but others in need outside the jail, if possible. 34 
 Chair McKee asked if Sheriff Blackwood would expand on training and the new body 35 
armor.   36 
 Sheriff Blackwood said since he assumed office on December 1, there has been 3,821 37 
hours of training accumulated, approximately 27 hours per officer.  He said body armor, 38 
upgraded weaponry, radios, and uniforms in cars were goals that he brought with him into 39 
office.  He said all of these goals, except radios, have been met without any additional funds.  40 
He said these achievements lead to a safer department, as well as the public. 41 
 42 

• Solid Waste Department, Pg. 408 (Including fee schedule change requests, Pg. 43 
497 and Non-Departmental Items, Pg.328) 44 

  45 
 Darrell Butts, Budget Management Analyst, reviewed the following information: 46 
Budget Highlights 47 
 The FY15-16 Manager Recommended Budget includes an additional $10,092 in the 48 
Training account. This increase will allow for the mechanics within the department to receive 49 



8 
 

additional specialized training, which will reduce the need to send vehicles off-site for 1 
maintenance. 2 
 The FY15-16 Manager Recommended Budget includes no revenues from Tower Lease 3 
Fees. There has been a delay in the tower agreement and no revenues are expected in FY15-4 
16. 5 
 The 1.0 FTE Research & Data Manager in this division’s budget was reclassified and 6 
transferred from the County Manager’s office during FY14-15. 7 
 Continue to fund the planning, education and preparation for ongoing improvements at 8 
remaining convenience centers, long-term maintenance and monitoring and other 9 
programmatic changes per BOCC. 10 
 Continue to conduct enforcement of littering, illegal dumping, licensing and other county 11 
solid waste ordinance. 12 
 Prepare for implementation of new convenience center and recycling program funding 13 
mechanism to be levied in summer 2015. 14 
 15 
Division: Landfill 16 
Budget Highlights 17 
 The FY 15-16 Manager Recommended Budget includes $129,557 in Contributions from 18 
Solid Waste Reserves for landfill post closure care. 19 
 The FY15-16 Manager Recommended Budget includes the addition of a 1.0 FTE 20 
Weighmaster. The addition of this position will convert a long-term temporary employment 21 
position into a fulltime permanent position. The total County cost for this position is $45,622, 22 
including $1,780 in operating expenses and one-time start-up costs. The position will function 23 
as the second Weighmaster and provide coverage when the current Weighmaster is out of the 24 
office. This position will also be responsible for litter collection along Eubanks Road and a 25 
portion of Rogers Road. 26 
 27 
Division: Recycling 28 
Budget Highlights 29 
 The FY15-16 Manager Recommended Budget includes the addition of 2.0 FTE Solid Waste 30 
Collector Driver positions. One of these positions is recommended to start on July 1, 2015 with 31 
the other recommended to start on January 1, 2016. The position recommended to start on July 32 
1st will be a backup driver (to provide coverage in the event that a driver is out of work or due to 33 
a vacancy) and will also be responsible for maintenance and delivery of roll carts. The position 34 
recommended to start on January 1st will serve as an additional driver for the rural recycling 35 
program, which is necessary due to the phase-in approach of rural recycling. These positions 36 
have a combined total County cost of $19,943, including $1,200 in operating and one time 37 
startup expenses. The costs for these positions is offset by a decrease in the Temporary 38 
Personnel account. 39 
 40 
Division: Sanitation 41 
Budget Highlights 42 
 The FY15-16 Manager Recommended Budget includes the addition of two (2) 0.750 FTE 43 
Solid Waste Convenience Center Operator positions and increases two (2) current 0.625 FTE 44 
Solid Waste Convenience Center Operator positions to 0.750 FTE. All of these position 45 
changes are recommended to become effective on February 1, 2016. These positions are 46 
necessary to staff the Eubanks Road Convenience Center (scheduled to open in Spring 2016). 47 
Due to the additional recycling and re-use programs, additional staff hours are needed to 48 
ensure proper staffing levels. 49 
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o The increase in hours for the current positions has a total County cost of $2,896, which 1 
is entirely personnel services. 2 

o The 2 new 0.75 FTE positions have a total County cost of $26,574, including $2,110 3 
 in operating expenses and one-time start-up costs. 4 
 The FY15-16 Manager Recommended Budget includes a decrease of $41,083 in the 5 
Vehicle Supplies account. This decrease is due to the reduced cost of fuel and the replacement 6 
of older vehicles with new vehicles that get better miles-per-gallon. 7 
 The FY15-16 Manager Recommended Budget includes a decrease of $28,114 in the 8 
Landfill Fees account. This decrease is due to an increase in the proper separation of materials 9 
and due to the fact that there have been no inclement weather events with significant vegetative 10 
waste. 11 
 Continuation of the SWCC Improvements Project by completing Phase II of the Solid Waste 12 
Convenience Center Improvements at the Eubanks Road Center. 13 
 The General Fund contribution to Sanitation in the FY15-16 Manager Recommended 14 
Budget is $1,718,018; this is a decrease of $138,525 from FY14-15. 15 
 16 
 Commissioner Jacobs asked if there is a status update regarding the landfill gas 17 
harvesting. 18 
 Gayle Wilson said revenue is received from the University of North Carolina, and for 19 
next year about $60,000 is anticipated.  He said these funds stay in the solid waste budget. 20 
 Commissioner Jacobs said he has always been concerned about paying someone from 21 
Goldston to pick up food waste in order to compost it.  He asked if it would be possible to 22 
collect and compost food in house in Orange County. 23 
 Gayle Wilson said in order to compost, the food must be mixed with mulch.  He said 24 
mulch is a great source of revenue for the County and diverting some of it towards composting 25 
would be an economic loss.  He said there would also need to be a location available to do the 26 
composting.  He said that composting appears to be a fairly high priority with the Solid Waste 27 
Advisory Group (SWAG) and when directed he will move forward on this issue.  He said food 28 
waste is being collected from a variety of commercial establishments.  He says residential food 29 
waste is expensive to collect as it must be done twice a week.  He said there are a lot of public 30 
health issues related with it.  He said it can be done, but is expensive.  He said a first step may 31 
be to increase the number of commercial entities that participate in the collection process 32 
before moving onto residential collection. 33 
 Commissioner Rich said if food waste is being collected from restaurants where is it 34 
going. 35 
 Gayle Wilson said it is collected and composted by Brooks Contracting in Chatham 36 
County and is then bought back by Orange County at a discounted rate and sold at the 37 
Eubanks Road facility.   38 
 Commissioner Rich said the Commission for the Environment was very interested in this 39 
concept and she would like to see this initiative move forward. 40 
 Commissioner Pelissier echoed interest in this concept.  She asked if there are 41 
opportunities to recycle plastic used by farmers. 42 
 Gayle Wilson said he does not know much about this topic but can research it. 43 
 Chair McKee said he believed a House bill just passed that allowed open burning of this 44 
plastic. 45 
 Gayle Wilson said when the newly renovated Eubanks Solid Waste Convenience Center 46 
(SWCC) opens it will be easier to gauge the possibility of collecting food waste. 47 
 Commissioner Price asked if the new collection fee was $103 or $107. 48 
 Gayle Wilson said the fee fluctuated up from $103 to $107, as the 2015-2016 budget 49 
took shape.  He said the fee of $103 was based on the 2014-2015 budget. 50 
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 Commissioner Jacobs said he would like to be more aggressive with the food waste 1 
issue and asked if the manager could work with staff to look at options sooner than 15 months.  2 
He said that UNC may be a good partner.    3 
 Commissioner Rich asked if Muriel Williman from Solid Waste could come to a meeting 4 
to talk to the Board about this issue. 5 
 6 

• Library Services, Pg. 321 (Including fee schedule change requests, Pg. 471) 7 
 8 
 Christal Sandifer, Budget Management Analyst, reviewed the following information: 9 
Budget Highlights 10 
The FY15-16 Manager’s Recommended Budget includes: 11 
 Personnel Increase: ($19,895) for temporary personnel, to comply with approved Living 12 
Wage and additional 300 hours for research related to addressing families in poverty through 13 
literacy and outreach strategies 14 
 Operations Increase: ($37,024) across multiple areas, in support of strategic plan, including: 15 
materials for Cedar Grove Kiosk, advertising projects, Literacy Corner for Youth Services, and 16 
e-audio. 17 
 Christal Sandifer also referenced page 471 and a fee reduction on fines for overdue 18 
DVDs, from $1 per day to $.50 per day.  She said additionally the sale of flash drives is being 19 
proposed at $3 per drive. 20 
 Commissioner Rich asked if there was an update regarding the creation of a new 21 
interlocal agreement that is being created by the Elected Official Work Group. 22 
 Chair McKee said discussions are still in process with Chapel Hill and thus the County 23 
did not add or reduce funding until resolutions are reached. 24 
 Bonnie Hammersley said the work group directed both Managers to work on a 25 
resolution, and this is being done currently in order to bring it back to the work group. 26 
 Commissioner Rich asked if an increase is anticipated in the future. 27 
 Bonnie Hammersley said she anticipated that this may happen. 28 
 Chair McKee said a budget amendment can be made after an agreement is reached. 29 
 Commissioner Rich said the Commissioners that are not part of the work group are not 30 
well kept in the loop about the discussions. 31 
 Chair McKee said the Board should have been notified that the issue had been turned 32 
over to the two Managers. 33 
 Commissioner Jacobs said said one of the reasons the issue was sent to the Managers 34 
was the lack of forward vision and the lack of agreement on terms in the interlocal agreement. 35 
 Commissioner Jacobs commented that the Board has lost the practice of reporting back 36 
to the whole Board on issues and meetings where one or more Board members or the Manager 37 
attends. 38 
 Commissioner Pelissier reminded the Board that the interlocal agreement that was 39 
executed a few years ago expires on June 30, 2015 and the Board has made a commitment to 40 
work on this agreement. 41 
 Bonnie Hammersley said the other reason that the two Managers are meeting is 42 
because there are a number of agreements that the Town of Chapel Hill and Orange County 43 
have, and a way to bring these agreements into both budget discussions is being pursued. 44 
 Commissioner Jacobs said Cheryl Young found the study that was done in the 1980s in 45 
reference to how much people in the corporate and unincorporated areas received, in contrast 46 
to every tax dollar paid.  He said this study has been discussed at Library Services and at the 47 
SWAG.  He said it has been agreed upon to conduct an updated version of this study. 48 
 Commissioner Rich said the study from the 1980s should be shared with Chapel Hill 49 
(pages 22-23). 50 
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 Commissioner Pelissier thanked the Manager for looking at the holistic picture.   1 
 Commissioner Pelissier asked if the Library Services’ budget adequately reflects the 2 
Library Services’ adopted strategic plan. 3 
 Lucinda Munger said the 4 priorities were considered, and in some areas items have 4 
already been completed.  She said the focus is on collection replacements, technology and 5 
community relations.  6 
 Commissioner Burroughs asked if e-books have any limits in their usage. 7 
 Lucinda Munger said e-books do not wear out physically, but the vendor contracts call 8 
for them to expire after a certain number of uses.  She said this typically happens after 26 uses.   9 
 Commissioner Price asked if e-books are typically for adults or children. 10 
 Lucinda Munger said most are for adults.  She said the collection for children is growing 11 
slowly. 12 
 Commissioner Price asked if there has been an increase in adult usage of the library. 13 
 Lucinda Munger said yes, and it is increasing every year. 14 
 Commissioner Jacobs said when there is a Southern Branch Library it will be a 15 
consolidation of two existing services and asked if there are available staff, resources, 16 
computers etc, that could move to a new facility.   17 
 Lucinda Munger said this has been considered.  She said if a Southern Branch opened 18 
tomorrow, 1.75 staff members, 3000 adult materials, and 9 computers would go to the new 19 
facility.  She said no furniture would go. 20 
 21 

• Animal Services, Pg. 57 (including fee schedule change requests, Pg. 485) 22 
  23 
 Darrell  Butts reviewed the following information: 24 
Animal Services: Administration and Programs 25 
Budget Highlights 26 
 The FY15-16 Manager Recommended Budget significantly offsets departmental operating 27 
costs with revenues from shelter services, animal control contracts, pet licensing and other 28 
streams budgeted in the amount of $661,418. 29 
 The FY15-16 Manager Recommended Budget completes the process of achieving full cost 30 
recovery for animal control services from the Towns of Hillsborough, Chapel Hill and Carrboro 31 
that Animal Services provides under agreement with budgeted revenues totaling $218,218. 32 
 The FY15-16 Manager Recommended Budget decreases the operating budget for the 33 
Community Spay Neuter Program from $66,350 to $64,150 given a reduction in 34 
reimbursements received from the NC Spay/Neuter Reimbursement Program; using $5,500 in 35 
donations from the Orange County Community Fund to support this program. 36 
 37 
Animal Services: Animal Shelter Division 38 
Budget Highlights 39 
 The FY15-16 Manager Recommended Budget uses donated funds for medical care from 40 
the Orange County Community Giving Fund to support additional veterinary services and to 41 
treat one or more specific health conditions previously limiting the adoptability of cats and dogs. 42 
 The FY15-16 Manager Recommended Budget includes a more flexible and discretionary 43 
fee schedule for adoptable animals in order to remain highly competitive in the regional 44 
marketplace and place as many adoptable animals as possible in a revenue neutral manner. 45 
 46 
Animal Services:  Animal Control & Protection Division 47 
Budget Highlights 48 
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 The FY15-16 Manager Recommended Budget increases the annual cost for animal control 1 
services for Carrboro from $67,768 to $79,305 in the final year of a three year phase-in of total 2 
costs (including the annualized cost of vehicle replacement). 3 
 The FY15-16 Manager Recommended Budget increases the annual cost for animal control 4 
services for Hillsborough from $45,473 to $49,775, as a result of an increase in their share of 5 
“county service” from 12 percent to 13 percent. 6 
 The FY15-16 Manager Recommended Budget increases the annual cost for animal control 7 
services to Chapel Hill from $86,752 to $88,638 primarily as a result of cost of living 8 
adjustments in compensation. 9 
 10 

• Asset Management Services, Pg. 68 ( including Internal Service Fund – Vehicle 11 
Replacements, handout provided at the meeting) 12 

  13 
 Darrell Butts reviewed the following information: 14 
Asset Management Services: Administrative Division 15 
Budget Highlights 16 
 The FY15-16 Manager Recommended Budget includes $48,613 in the Facilities 17 
Maintenance division’s Contract Services account. These funds are for OE Enterprises to 18 
perform custodial services at additional County facilities (Cedar Grove Community Center, 19 
Whitted Meeting Facility) and intensely used areas that require additional care (Senior Centers, 20 
Adult Day Health Program). These funds are budgeted in lieu of 2.0 FTE Facilities Maintenance 21 
Technician I’s that the department requested. The expectation of this contract is to provide the 22 
same quality of service through OE Enterprises as would have been provided by County staff. 23 
The quality of service provision will be closely monitored and evaluated. 24 
 Mandated energy costs – Asset Management Services has again budgeted for a 10% rate 25 
increase for electricity and a 15% rate increase for natural gas for FY 14-15, based on available 26 
data. Despite these rate increases, the overall utility budget request includes an increase of 27 
less than 1% in utilities due to the divestiture of, and lowering of utility intensity within, certain 28 
buildings as well as continued implementation of efficiency measures. 29 
 Vehicle replacement funds are being accumulated through the Internal Service Fund (“ISF”) 30 
established in FY12 (with an effective date of July 1, 2013). An additional $.10 per mile driven 31 
will inure to this fund. An estimated 3 million miles will be driven County-wide during FY15-16, 32 
equating to an estimated $300,000 in budgeted contribution to the ISF. 33 
 For FY15-16, the Fleet Services division includes a net cost of Personnel and Operations of 34 
$1,379,541 less the chargebacks to departments of $1,327,170 for a net cost of $60,371. 35 
 For FY15-16, the Fleet Services division projects a decrease in unit costs for gasoline and 36 
diesel. The Solid Waste Department will continue to acquire diesel fuel from the County’s fuel 37 
station located at the Asset Management North campus, and will continue to be charged back 38 
for diesel fuel acquired at this facility. 39 
 Jeff Thompson, Director for Asset Management Services, reviewed the vehicle 40 
replacement fund. 41 
 42 

• Board of Elections (BOE), Pg. 83 43 
 44 
 Darrell Butts reviewed the following highlights: 45 
Budget Highlights 46 
• The FY15-16 Manager Recommended Budget includes revenues of $54,495 (an increase 47 
of $54,395) due to Municipal Elections scheduled in 2015 and filing fees for Primary Elections. 48 
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• The FY15-16 Manager Recommended Budget includes an Increase in Personnel, Printing, 1 
Advertising, Departmental Supplies, Computer Supplies, and Equipment due to budgeting for 4 2 
elections in FY15-16 and an increase in the number of one-stop voting sites. 3 
 4 
 Commissioner Dorosin referred to the table on page 84 and asked if the number of 5 
eligible voters could be ascertained.  6 
 Tracy Reams, Board of Elections Director, said she could check the most recent 7 
census. 8 
 Commissioner Dorosin agreed that voter education and outreach should be expanded.  9 
He said two specific areas of need are offenders, who have satisfied the requirements of their 10 
sentence, who need to re-register and students approaching age 18.  He suggested the BOE 11 
work with the schools to send out “birthday registration” cards as students approach age 18. 12 
 Tracy Reams said voter education is already done at schools but she is not sure if the 13 
schools would release names and birthdates. 14 
 Commissioner Dorosin said there may be some creative options. 15 
 Commissioner Jacobs asked if there is a specific location where residents register for 16 
the draft. 17 
 Tracy Reams said the post office. 18 
 Commissioner Jacobs asked if outreach could be done there. 19 
 Tracy Reams said she would research the idea. 20 
 Commissioner Jacobs asked if the new voter machine still takes paper ballots. 21 
 Tracy Reams said the new voter machine still takes paper ballots and it is just a new 22 
machine. 23 
 Tracy Reams said a meeting was held for the public to view the new machine.  She said 24 
she has been asked to make available a time for the Board of County Commissioners to review 25 
the new machines as well and is working on scheduling this soon. 26 
 Commissioner Rich asked if there are procedures in place to handle the new rules of 27 
having identification in order to vote, and who will provide enforcement. 28 
 Tracy Reams said her office would handle these issues, as is done currently, by filing a 29 
challenge against such voters.  She said there will be some training regarding how to determine 30 
what a reasonable resemblance on identification is.  She said the precinct official will make this 31 
call and will air on the side of the voter.  She said if a resemblance is not considered reasonable 32 
the official will go to the Chief Judge where a decision will be made.  She said if the voter is 33 
deemed not to resemble their identification they would cast a provisional ballot and the BOE 34 
makes the final determination. 35 
 Commissioner Jacobs asked if there will be a separate primary for the State vs. the 36 
President. 37 
 Tracy Reams said yes.  She said the provisional date for the Presidential Preference 38 
Primary is March 8, 2016.  She said the rest of the primaries will be in May.   39 
 Commissioner Jacobs asked if the expense to the counties to add the Presidential 40 
Primary is known.  41 
 Tracy Reams said in Orange County the estimate is between $107,000 and $117,000. 42 
 Commissioner Jacobs asked if the cost for the State primaries is known. 43 
 Tracy Reams said it is in the millions, and she would get the exact figure to the Board. 44 
                                                       45 

• Child Support Enforcement, Pg. 98 46 
 47 
 Christal Sandifer reviewed the following information: 48 
Budget Highlights 49 
The FY15-16 Manager’s Recommended Budget includes: 50 



14 
 

 Economic recovery has not reached most of the families we serve and therefore affect 1 
collection rates. Our collections ($5,255,000) provide acutely needed income to Orange County 2 
families 3 
 Revenue Increases: Federal Support Enforcement ($45,000); IV-D Refunds ($3,075) 4 
 5 

• Community Relations & Tourism, Pg. 101  6 
  7 
 Christal Sandifer reviewed the following information: 8 
Budget Highlights 9 
• The FY15-16 Manager’s Recommended Budget includes: 10 
•  Occupancy Tax Rates and Revenue: Occupancy Tax revenues continue to increase due to 11 
strong travel economy. In FY14-15, Orange County’s 3% Occupancy Tax collections have 12 
increased an average of 14% each month; year-end revenues are expected to exceed the 13 
original budget by 10% ($107,940). 14 
•  Fund Balance Appropriation: Available fund balance totals $354,000. In FY15-16, the 15 
Visitors Bureau will appropriate $90,000 from fund balance, a decrease of $102,000 from the 16 
current year. Next year’s appropriation will fund several additional marketing and community 17 
engagement initiatives, including: food focus on area’s pasture to plate scene; LGBT weddings; 18 
and kiosk for UNC Hospital in Hillsborough. These proposed initiatives have received support 19 
from the Visitors Bureau Advisory Board. 20 
• Town Contributions: The Town of Chapel Hill’s contribution will remain the same at 21 
$200,000 22 
 Position Reclassification: Increase $11,096, reclassification of Visitors Bureau Director 23 
position (1.0) FTE, to Community Relations Director position (1.0) FTE. The position is 24 
responsible for direct oversight of the Chapel Hill/Orange County Visitors Bureau and the 25 
Orange County Public Affairs division. This position is housed in Chapel Hill, at the Visitors 26 
Center and supervised the Hillsborough-based Public Affairs Director, as well as the five 27 
member Visitor Bureau staff. 28 
•  Position Reclassification: Decrease $2,476, reclassification of Sales Manager position (1.0) 29 
FTE, to Social Media/Database Administrator (1.0) FTE. The position will develop proactive 30 
alignment of all social media and database content. Sales leads will be coordinated through a 31 
vendor. 32 
 Laurie Paolicelli, Director of the Visitors Bureau, said the past two years have been 33 
record breaking for occupancy revenues and guest to Orange County. She said revenues were 34 
up 17 percent which boosted the fund balance substantially.  She said her Board requested to 35 
use these funds for two major initiatives:  marriage equality campaign and promoting local farm-36 
to-fork tourism draws.  She said due to these two initiatives the fund balance looks low.   37 
 Carla Banks said the past year was very productive in the Public Affairs Office.38 
 Commissioner Jacobs asked Laurie Paolicelli if the fund balance is back in her purview.  39 
 Laurie Paolicelli said yes. 40 
 Commissioner Jacobs asked if the Carolina Inn is ever approached to pay sales tax. 41 
 Laurie Paolicelli said the Carolina Inn is part of the North Carolina Revenue and 42 
Taxation code.  She said it is deemed a “necessary instrumentality” for the State to do its 43 
business.  She said about one third of major donors are tax exempt.  She said the topic of 44 
approaching the Chancellor and the Board of Governors about changing this has arisen on 45 
occasion and she would be supportive of such a conversation. 46 
 Commissioner Jacobs said he would encourage her and the Visitors Bureau Board to 47 
pursue this making the Inn equal to its competitors. 48 
 Commissioner Jacobs asked if the new UNC Arts facility has long term impact on the 49 
Carrboro Arts Centers. 50 
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 Laurie Paolicelli said this Arts facility came as a surprise since this extension was part of 1 
the Arts Center planning.  She said the newly proposed space will serve Orange County well 2 
and she is not sure that it will cancel out the Carrboro Arts Center.  She said feels there is room 3 
for both.  4 
 Commissioner Jacobs said he brought this issue up because if the County partners with 5 
the Carrboro Arts Center going forward, the impact of the UNC facility would have to be 6 
considered. 7 
 Commissioner Rich said the Visitors Bureau is still paying the County for some services 8 
that other departments are not, such as rent.   9 
 Commissioner Rich said any taxes from visitor spending goes into the Visitors Bureau 10 
Budget, and Chapel Hill contributes but Carrboro and Hillsborough do not.  She said it would be 11 
nice to have Carrboro and Hillsborough give some of their tax dollars back to Orange County as 12 
they have voting seats on the Board of the Visitors Bureau. 13 
 14 
The Board decided to adjourn the meeting at 10:30pm and, with the exception of Cooperative 15 
Extension and Emergency Services, defer the rest of the departments until June 9, 2015. 16 
 17 

• Cooperative Extension, Pg. 107 18 
  19 
 Darrell Butts reviewed the following information: 20 
Budget Highlights 21 
• The FY15-16 Manager Recommended Budget includes an increase of $11,791 in 22 
Personnel Services due to staff reductions by NC State University. Orange County will pay a 23 
greater share of salaries for 3 employees. 24 
•  All employees within the Cooperative Extension Service are State employees and are 25 
budgeted as contract personnel, as per the Memorandum of Agreement with the State. 26 
•  The $20,000 in revenue includes class fee revenue at the W. C. Breeze Family Farm; the 27 
County continues to contribute $10,000 for the programs at the Breeze Farm and is included 28 
within the department’s Operating budget. 29 
 Commissioner Jacobs asked if there is an update on the Memorandum of Agreement 30 
regarding increased County control at the W. C. Breeze Family Farm. 31 
 Carl Matyac, County Extension Director, said he has had conversations with all stake 32 
holders, and all seem in favor of such a memorandum.  He said a draft has been created for a 33 
long term plan for the farm.  34 
 Commissioner Jacobs asked if the Board will see the memorandum before it is signed. 35 
 Bonnie Hammersley said absolutely. 36 
 Commissioner Jacobs asked if there is an update regarding Carl Matyac’s department’s 37 
funding sources. 38 
 Carl Matyac said the department is funded about 60/40 (State/County). 39 
 Commissioner Jacobs said of the remaining State funded positions how much is the 40 
State actually contributing. 41 
 Carl Matyac said he does not have those total amounts but he will get the figures to the 42 
Board. 43 
 Commissioner Jacobs said it appears that if the County does not pick up funding the 44 
positions will go away.  He said if this is the case the County should have a projection and a 45 
plan. 46 
 Carl Matyac agreed. 47 
 Commissioner Pelissier noted the expected increase in local farmers selling to local 48 
markets.  She asked if there are specific reasons for this increase.  49 
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 Carl Matyac said these numbers are from Agricultural Census Data generated by the 1 
United States Department of Agriculture a few years ago. 2 
 Commissioner Pelissier asked if it this information is specific to Orange County. 3 
 Carl Matyac said yes. 4 
 5 

• Emergency Services, Pg. 271 6 
 7 
 Darrell Butts reviewed the following information: 8 
Administrative Division (including Emergency Management) 9 
Budget Highlights 10 
 Staff leadership training continues to be a priority in forging a culture change within the 11 
organization. A significant portion of the training/development budget is to support this 12 
critical initiative. 13 
 The FY15-16 Manager Recommended Budget includes an increase of $12,000 in the Motor 14 
Pool account in this division for the motor vehicle surcharge from $.08/mile to $.10/mile. 15 
Emergency Services budgets all motor pool costs through the Administration division. 16 
 17 
Fire Marshal Division 18 
Budget Highlights 19 
 The FY15-16 Manager Recommended Budget includes an increase of $20,972, for a total 20 
of $46,775 in the Rescue Services account. This increase will provide water rescue equipment 21 
to the 4 fire departments that did not receive equipment in the FY14-15 Commissioner 22 
Approved Budget and will also allow for the purchase of other specialized rescue equipment. 23 
 24 
Communications Division 25 
Budget Highlights 26 
 The FY15-16 Manager Recommended Budget includes the movement of a 1.0 FTE ES 27 
Systems Technician position from the Administration division into the Communications division. 28 
The total FTE count is not affected by this transfer; however the budgets associated with each 29 
division are affected. 30 
 The FY15-16 Manager Recommended Budget includes a $10,000 increase in the 31 
Certifications & Licenses account due to an increase in initial certifications for new hires and a 32 
necessary update to Emergency Police Dispatch (EPD) and Emergency Fire Dispatch (EFD) 33 
certifications. 34 
 The FY15-16 Manager Recommended Budget includes an increase in the Telephone 35 
account of the Emergency Telephone Fund of $103,272; this increase is to support NextGen 36 
911 capabilities (for text to 911). 37 
 38 
EMS Division 39 
Budget Highlights 40 
 The FY15-16 Manager Recommended Budget includes a reclassification of the 0.5 FTE 41 
Public Health Preparedness Coordinator to a 1.0 FTE Deputy EMS Operations Manager. This 42 
position is recommended to start on January 1, 2016 in order to help offset some of the 43 
increased costs. The total County cost for this position is $27,758, including $4,952 in operating 44 
expenditures and one-time start-up costs. This reclassification is actually a net savings to the 45 
County in total cost for this fiscal year, as the 1.0 FTE Deputy EMS Operations Manager will 46 
only have a half-year of costs in this fiscal year. 47 
 The FY15-16 Manager Recommended Budget includes $50,864 in Capital Outlay. These 48 
items include replacement of ambulance equipment, an interactive smart board for training and 49 
meetings, and furniture for EMS co-location sites. 50 
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 The FY15-16 Manager Recommended Budget includes an increase of $250,000 in EMS 1 
Charges. This increase is due to an increase in current year actuals that is expected to continue 2 
in the future. 3 
 Jim Groves, Director of Emergency Services, said his department has been trying to 4 
improve the services that are provided to Orange County and its visitors.  He said this involves 5 
a variety of technical advancements which will allow faster, safer and more complete service. 6 
 Commissioner Rich asked if Jim Groves had input regarding the potential 911 center at 7 
the Southern Human Services Center (SHSC). 8 
 Jim Groves said it would be ideal to have a 911 back-up center at the SHSC.  He said 9 
the current plan does not provide a redundant 911 call center.  He said moving to the SHSC 10 
insures that there is a Emergency Services presence in multiple areas of the County and allows 11 
for the system to be on two different providers in the event that one line gets cut. 12 
 Commissioner Jacobs asked if Emergency Services will be able to enforce illegal 13 
burning with the new House bill allowing farmers’ to burn plastic. 14 
 Jim Groves said he just learned about the bill this evening and it will need to be 15 
researched further.   16 
 17 
 A motion was made by Commissioner Price, seconded by Commissioner Jacobs to 18 
adjourn the meeting at 10:38 p.m. 19 
 20 
VOTE:  UNANIMOUS 21 
 22 
 23 
          Earl McKee, Chair 24 
 25 
Donna Baker, Clerk to the Board 26 
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         Attachment 9 1 
 2 
DRAFT         MINUTES 3 

ORANGE COUNTY BOARD OF COMMISSIONERS 4 
Budget Work Session 5 

June 9, 2015 6 
7:00 p.m. 7 

 8 
The Orange County Board of Commissioners met for a work session on Thursday, June 9, 9 
2015 at 7:00 p.m. at the Whitted Building in Hillsborough, N.C. 10 
 11 
 Chair McKee called the meeting to order at 7:03 p.m.  He noted the following items at 12 
the Commissioners’ places: 13 
- North Carolina Forest Service 2014 Summary of Accomplishments in Orange County 14 
- White sheet – County Debt Service and Debt Capacity (General Fund only) Revised FY2015-15 
20 16 
- PowerPoint slides for item 4 – Pay and Benefits for Employees and Retirees 17 
 Commissioner Jacobs suggested a moment of silence for the former Mayor of Chapel 18 
Hill Jonathan Howes, who recently passed away. 19 

 20 
1. FY2015-16 Fire District Tax Rates, Pg. 286  21 
 Paul Laughton, Orange County Finance Administrative Services, said each year during 22 
the budget process fire districts that have a requested tax increase are brought to this meeting. 23 
 He said the Fire Districts requesting tax rate increases in FY 2015-16 are as follows:  24 

• Damascus Fire District and Southern Triangle Fire Service District (Pages 287 and 25 
290)   26 

 Increase of 1.50 cents, going from 8.80 cents to 10.30 cents per $100 assessed 27 
valuation. The North Chatham Fire Department will continue to contract with Orange County to 28 
provide fire services to the residents in both the Damascus Fire Protection District and the 29 
Southern Triangle Fire Service District within Orange County.  The increase will be used to 30 
help cover increased personnel and operating costs associated with the opening of 2 new 31 
stations in FY 2014-15, replacement of self-contained breathing apparatus, and to help cover 32 
costs associated with fire engine replacements.  33 

 Commissioner Rich asked if there is a specific process for notifying residents when Fire 34 
Departments raise taxes. 35 
 Paul Laughton said residents are notified as part of the County tax bill. 36 
 Commissioner Rich said this practice informs residents after the change has been made 37 
and said she is concerned about the lack of communication. 38 
 Commissioner Jacobs said this issue has come up before without any resolution. 39 
 Commissioner Dorosin suggested when there are requests for increases in particular 40 
fire districts perhaps the Manager could include them as a part of her recommended budget 41 
message.   42 
 Bonnie Hammersley said she would follow up. 43 
 44 

• Orange Rural Fire District (Page 290)  45 
 Increase of 1.00 cents, going from 7.36 cents to 8.36 cents per $100 assessed 46 
valuation. The increase is to cover the replacement of air packs that no longer meet the current 47 
NFPA standards, to help cover funding to equip a replacement engine, and due to a decline in 48 
volunteers; the department has added three new positions and is planning to add three 49 
additional positions in the coming year.  50 
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 1 
 2 
 3 
2. Outside Agencies: Recommended Allocations FY2015-16, Pg. 354  4 
 Allison Chambers, Budget and Management Coordinator, reviewed the following 5 
information: 6 
 In January 2015, the County received 57 applications with requests totaling $1,591,515, 7 
an increase of $488,915 above the current year’s appropriation.  8 
 Finance and Administrative Services Staff distributed applications to staff and advisory 9 
board groups for review (Attachment A). County Department Directors and their advisory 10 
boards received applications related to their functional areas. Representatives from Cardinal 11 
Innovations Healthcare Solutions-OPC reviewed mental health agencies; the Employee 12 
Committee evaluated community-based service agencies that did not align with a particular 13 
County department (e.g. Communities in Schools). Recommendations made by the advisory 14 
groups were for consultative purposes only. The County Manager reviewed agency applications 15 
and advisory board feedback, then consulted with County Management Staff and proposed 16 
appropriations. All parties used the Board of County Commissioner’s (BOCC) guiding 17 
principles, adopted in December 2010, to evaluate programs and propose funding 18 
recommendations (Attachment B).  19 
 For FY 2015-16, the County Manager recommended funding for 43 agencies totaling 20 
$1,054,400, a net decrease of $48,200 above the current year’s appropriation. The FY 2015-16 21 
Manager’s Recommended Operating Budget contains a complete list of funding requests, 22 
recommendations and agency narratives within the Outside Agency section (page 354).  23 
 24 
Recommendations: 25 
1) One (1) agency has been recommended for FY 2015-16 funding increase, totaling $82,000:  26 
Community Home Trust is requesting an increase in operating funding to enable the 27 
organization to successfully manage 230 permanently affordable homes in their inventory. 28 
Increase amount calculated using formula adopted as part of an interlocal agreement with the 29 
municipalities approved April 21, 2015.  30 
 31 
2)  One (1) new agency received funding recommendations, totaling $2,000 for FY 2015-16:  32 
Fairview Community Watch will use funds to hire monitors that would support park activities for 33 
the Fairview Community Park during the period from June – September 2015.  34 
 35 
3)  One (1) agency is recommended for a $35,200 funding reduction for FY2015-16:  36 
Communities in Schools will receive this reduction funds to reflect the 122 Orange County 37 
Schools afterschool students that this agency will not be serving in FY2015-16.  38 
 39 
 In addition, the Boys and Girls Club of Eastern Piedmont did not submit a FY 2015-16 40 
funding request.  The agency received a $2,000 appropriation in the current fiscal year.  The 41 
award received by Pretrial Services in FY 2014-15 was reallocated to the Sheriff Department 42 
Budget for FY 2015-16.  43 
 Commissioner Dorosin asked if there was a particular impetus for the reduction in the 44 
overall outside agency funding. 45 
 Bonnie Hammersley said yes and it was in order to maintain the funding the same as it 46 
was in 2014-15.   47 
 Commissioner Jacobs asked if the details regarding applications came to the Board on 48 
CD. 49 
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 Allison Chambers said no, the information was received via a link on the website, as 1 
opposed to CDs that the Commissioners’ received in the past. 2 
 3 
 4 
 5 
 3. Discussion of County Department’s FY2015-16 Budget Requests                                                                                                                    6 
 Commissioner Dorosin said it seemed like many of the questions asked are not related 7 
to the budget.  He said he thinks these questions are valuable but not suited to the time 8 
constraints within the budget process.  He said the departmental budgets are rarely tweaked.  9 
He said there should be opportunity to have more in-depth discussions in the fall or winter with 10 
department heads. 11 
 Chair McKee agreed with Commissioner Dorosin and looked forward to addressing this 12 
next year. 13 
 Bonnie Hammersley said in the fall she will bring forth a process for department heads 14 
and the Board of Commissioners to be able to work together on the budget process and other 15 
issues in advance. 16 
 Commissioner Rich said she agreed with Commissioner Dorosin’s suggestion.  She said 17 
it is not just the need to discuss budget issues in depth but rather to hear general updates 18 
about all departments, their goals, their needs, etc. 19 
 Commissioner Pelissier said she would also like to be able to have in depth discussions 20 
about performance indicators and perhaps even changing these indicators in some 21 
departments. 22 
 Commissioner Dorosin suggested having a department a week come and speak to the 23 
Board.  24 
 25 

• Register of Deeds, Pg. 384 26 
 Darrell Butts, Budget Management Analyst, reviewed the following information: 27 

 28 
Budget Highlights 29 

• The FY15-16 Manager Recommended Budget includes funding for an additional 1.0 30 
FTE Deputy Register of Deeds II; the total County cost of this position is $47,024. This 31 
position is needed to main the current work rate within the office. Additionally, due to the 32 
high volume of e-recordings, staff that could previously rotate duties in order to assist 33 
customers are unable to continue doing so. 34 

• The FY15-16 Manager Recommended Budget includes a significant decrease in the 35 
Daily Recordings account. This is due to the Register of Deeds office transitioning to an 36 
e-recording system. They will discontinue printing and storing new recordings of 37 
permanent Land related record books. 38 

• The FY15-16 Manager Recommended Budget includes a decrease in revenues for the 39 
Register of Deeds fees account; this decrease is due to a decrease in the number of 40 
recordings during the current year. 41 

 42 
 Mark Chilton, Register of Deeds, said the department is proposing the cessation of 43 
printing paper deed books and going entirely to electronic recording.  44 
 Commissioner Rich asked if security can be ensured with more records being put on 45 
electronic filing. 46 
 Jim Northup, Orange County Chief Information Officer, said currently the Register of 47 
Deeds’ records are accessed through an outside vendor who is relied on for security. 48 
 Mark Chilton said the backup system would only allow one week’s worth of recording to 49 
ever be lost at one time. 50 
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 Commissioner Rich asked if any additional funding is being spent on security. 1 
 Mark Chilton said no. 2 
 Commissioner Price asked if there is a back-up with the State server. 3 
 Mark Chilton said copies of their records are provided to the State but there is a much 4 
longer lag time. 5 
 Jim Northup said there is a multi-layer approach to securing all the electronic 6 
documents. 7 
 8 

• County Attorney, Pg. 112 9 
Christal Sandifer, Budget Management Analyst, reviewed the following information: 10 

Budget Highlights 11 
• The FY15-16 Manager’s Recommended Budget includes: 12 
• Estimated County-wide savings of $35,000 annually, due to the implementation of the 13 

electronic signature and routing program for county contracts. 14 
• Operations Decrease: ($11,003) across several accounts to better reflect expected need  15 

  16 
 Commissioner Jacobs asked if there is work still to be done on the living wage issue. 17 
 John Roberts, County Attorney, said it was given to the former Assistant County 18 
Manager Cheryl Young for some further research and he believed it should be ready early in 19 
the fall. 20 
 21 

• Tax Administration, Pg. 420 22 
Darrell Butts reviewed the following information: 23 

• The FY15-16 Manager Recommended Budget includes 2.0 FTE (1.0 FTE Revenue 24 
Technician I and 1.0 FTE Revenue Technician II) in the Collector/Revenue division. The 25 
total cost for these positions is $68,185, including $14,006 in operating expenses and 26 
onetime start-up costs. These positions will be responsible for handling all EMS billing, 27 
as the Tax Administration department is bringing that function back “in-house” (the 28 
service is currently performed by an outside contractor). The positions are 29 
recommended to start on December 1, 2015; this date will give the Tax Administration 30 
office some time to train the new employees before taking over EMS billing (which will 31 
begin on January 1, 2016). 32 

• The FY15-16 Manager Recommended Budget includes an increase in the Collection 33 
Charges and Collections Fees revenue accounts. These revenue accounts were greatly 34 
affected by the changes in RMV billing due to HB1779 during the FY14-15 budget cycle, 35 
but it appears that the decrease in revenues was not as drastic as originally thought. 36 
 37 

 Dwane Brinson, Tax Administrator, said under the Personnel line item he had requested 38 
one extra position that was not funded. He said this proposed position would have handled the 39 
tax assistance programs. 40 
 Bonnie Hammersley said there was no funding source for this position and that it was a 41 
communications position not operational. 42 
 Commissioner Rich asked if there is a total number of tax assistant programs. 43 
 Dwane Brinson said there are close to 90 different ways that a tax bill can be reduced.  44 
He said these programs are located in the State statutes. 45 
 Commissioner Pelissier asked if there are pros and cons to bringing the EMS billing 46 
back in house. 47 
 Dwane Brinson said about 5 years ago the Board of County Commissioners wanted to 48 
outsource this for about a year but it has gone on a long time.  He said the main issue is 49 
customer service with the outside vendors.  He said he felt a better job could be done in house. 50 
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 Commissioner Dorosin asked if the Board approved new employees in the tax 1 
department. 2 
 Dwane Brinson said those were not new employees but rather deputy tax collectors who 3 
are re-appointed every two years. 4 

 5 
• Economic Development and the Orange County Arts Commission, Pg. 137 6 

(including Non-Departmental Items, Pg. 333) 7 
 Christal Sandifer reviewed the following information: 8 

She said there are no significant budget changes in FY15-16. 9 
 10 
Article 46 proceeds, page 66  11 

• The Article 46 One-Quarter Cent (1/4 cent) County Sales and Use Tax was approved by 12 
Orange County voters in the November 2011 election, and became effective April 1, 13 
2012. A Special Revenue Fund has been established to receive and account for the 14 
One-Quarter Cent (1/4 cent) Sales and Use Tax proceeds. The sales and use tax 15 
proceeds are divided 50% to the County’s two school systems and 50% to Economic 16 
Development initiatives. The funds will remain separate from the County’s General Fund 17 
to allow for more isolated and accurate tracking of revenues and expenditures. The 18 
Board of County Commissioners approved a ten-year commitment to allocate the 19 
proceeds as follows: 20 

• 50% of the funding will be allocated in an equitable manner between the County’s two 21 
school systems, based on the Average Daily Membership (ADM) of each school system, 22 
for the dedicated purpose of funding capital projects, including but not limited to, facility 23 
improvements at older schools and the procurement of technology. 24 

• 50% of the funding will be allocated to Economic Development initiatives. 25 
 26 

 The tables below reflect proposed uses of the anticipated proceeds of $2,814,576 by the 27 
two school systems and Economic Development in FY15-16: 28 
 29 
School Systems Proposed Use for FY 2015-16  30 
Technology – Student Access Computing Devices 31 
(Chapel Hill-Carrboro City Schools) $ 432,740 32 
Facility Improvements at Older Schools (Chapel Hill- 33 
Carrboro City Schools) $ 432,740 34 
Technology – 1:1 Laptops Initiative and Upgrades 35 
(District-Wide – Orange County Schools) $ 541,808 36 
TOTAL $1,407,288 37 
 38 
Economic Development Proposed Use for FY2015-16  39 
Debt Service on Infrastructure $ 857,288 40 
Utility Service Agreement with Mebane $ 50,000 41 
Collaborative Outreach $ 20,000 42 
Small Business Loan Pool $ 200,000 43 
Collateral Materials $ 20,000 44 
Innovation Center $ 100,000 45 
Agricultural Economic Development $ 60,000 46 
Business Investment Grants $ 100,000 47 
TOTAL $1,407,288 48 
 49 
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 The FY 2015-20 Capital Investment Plan lays out more specifically the projects and 1 
initiatives that are planned with the proceeds over the next five (5) years. 2 
 3 

• Planning and Inspections, OPT and Efland Sewer, Pg. 366 (including Fee 4 
Schedule change requests, Pg. 484 and Non-Departmental Items, Pg. 333) 5 

 6 
 Darrell Butts reviewed the following information: 7 
Budget Highlights 8 

• The FY15-16 Manager Recommended Budget includes an additional $24,024 in 9 
 revenues for Transportation Charges. These funds are for staff support to the DCHC 10 
 MPO. 11 

• Staffing shortages have been addressed but training of new personnel is on-going and 12 
 will impact service provision. 13 

• Imposition of additional State regulations, most notably stormwater, will continue to 14 
 complicate the permit review and action process. 15 

• There are several major regulatory updates that will have to be accomplished during the 16 
 2015-16 budget year requiring additional staff time/commitment beyond daily 17 
 operational needs. 18 
 19 
 Commissioner Jacobs asked if there is a way to maintain water quality and stream 20 
integrity in the buffers. 21 
 Craig Benedict, Orange County Planning Director, said there is a planned procedure to 22 
present to the State asking for standards in excess of the State’s minimum requirements. 23 
 Commissioner Jacobs asked if there are specific goals for this fiscal year regarding the 24 
Alamance County Line issue. 25 
 Craig Benedict said there is still discussion that needs to take place as residents in a 26 
couple of areas feel that this issue has not reached a resolution. 27 
 Chair McKee said when he met with Alamance officials a few months ago there seemed 28 
to be support for ongoing discussion but nothing has materialized since. 29 
 Commissioner Jacobs requested an update from the Manager. 30 
 Commissioner Price asked if there is a plan for bus stops and bus shelters for new 31 
routes. 32 
 Craig Benedict said these services will be phased in this coming year as well as a plan 33 
to advertise Orange Public Transportation’s (OPT) new role in regional and local transit. 34 
  Commissioner Price asked if all stops will be ADA approved. 35 
 Craig Benedict said yes. 36 
 Chair McKee asked if the expenses were accounted for in 2014-15. 37 
 Craig Benedict said the expenses have been accommodated, primarily with procedural 38 
matters.  He said any outstanding issues are being addressed. 39 
 40 

• Aging, Pg. 46  41 
 Christal Sandifer reviewed the following information: 42 
The FY15-16 Manager’s Recommended Budget includes: 43 

•  Implementation of new initiatives throughout Department budget made possible by the 44 
continued financial support of the Master Aging Plan by Carol Woods Retirement 45 
Community ($175,000) 46 

• Operations Increase: ($25,568) increase offsets an expenditure realignment in FY14-15 47 
in the 48 

• Aging Transitions Division, for the Caregiver Peer Support Grant 49 
 50 
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•  Social Services, Pg. 392 (including Non-Departmental items, Pg. 348) 1 
Christal Sandifer reviewed the following information:  2 

The FY15-16 Manager’s Recommended Budget includes: 3 
• Personnel: Several permanent staff have been realigned from other department 4 

divisions. There is no overall increase in cost associated with the realignment. 5 
• Contract Services: Increase to improve current document management system, State 6 

required reporting software, and to upgrade the LexisNexis contract ($38,530). 7 
• Building Rent and Utilities: Operations increase for Hillsborough Commons expansion 8 

($186,203). 9 
• Contracts for Drug Treatment Court and Pretrial Services are no longer included in this 10 

section ($182,000). These services are now coordinated through the Sherriff’s Office. 11 
• Revenue Decrease: $31,133 decrease in funding from Miles Second Family Foundation 12 

which aligns with a decrease in temporary staff supported by the Miles Second Family 13 
Foundation. 14 

•  15 
 Commissioner Burroughs said the Board received an email about some outside 16 
agencies that had been subjected to funding cuts by the United Way. 17 
 Nancy Coston, Director, Department of Social Services (DSS), said the requests were 18 
reviewed by the DSS Board and the Juvenile Crime Prevention Council (JCPC) Board but at the 19 
time the agencies were reviewed, it was not known that the United Way funding had been cut. 20 
 Commissioner Dorosin asked if revised budgets are reviewed. 21 
 Paul Laughton said it is wise to compare original budget to original budget as it gives a 22 
clearer picture of more certain funding. 23 
 Commissioner Dorosin said budgets are normally made based on a revised budget not 24 
the original budget.  He said the reasons for budgets fluctuating during a year are relevant and 25 
should be reviewed and considered when creating the next year’s budget. 26 
 Paul Laughton said the revised budget is from April and there have been two 27 
amendments since then with others to still come.  He said he understands Commissioner 28 
Dorosin’s point. 29 
 Commissioner Dorosin said perhaps using the DSS budget may not be the best 30 
example. 31 
 Commissioner Jacobs asked if other entities were affected by the United Way cuts and 32 
if so, could the Manager provide a list. 33 
 Commissioner Pelissier asked if it would be possible to also find out what the actually 34 
funding is for United Way. 35 
 36 

• Health Department, Pg. 293 (including fee schedule change requests, Pg. 486 and 37 
Non-Departmental Items, Pg.337) 38 
Darrell Butts said there are two groups of funds within the Health Department.  He said 39 

the first is the General Fund, which has a total County increase of approximately $350,000.  He 40 
said the second group is the Grant Fund, which encompasses single year annual grants as well 41 
as multi-year grants.  He said this group has an increase of $63,000 which has 100 percent 42 
matched by revenue.  He said the single largest driver for this budget is the creation of the 43 
Family Success Alliance (FSA) line item, at $250,000 budgeted within the Department.  He said 44 
there is a $30,000 increase in Contract Services due to a match for alcohol prevention.  He said 45 
there are additional funds of about $40,000 for Ebola preparedness.  He said there is also a 46 
$23,000 increase in pharmacy supplies due to current year use as well as expected future use.   47 
 Colleen Bridger, Health Department Director, said the requested information regarding 48 
United Way funding may not be available by Thursday.  She said the United Way allocated a 49 
total amount of funding to two collaboratives in Orange County.  She said the amount was less 50 
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than was requested and the two collaboratives are to spend the next two months determining 1 
how to allocate the funds to agencies within the collaborative. 2 
 Commissioner Jacobs asked if there are any septic systems within the Septic System 3 
Inspection Program, which is receiving 100% ratings. 4 
 Colleen Bridger said the Orange County Board of Health (BOH) has separate rules from 5 
the State.  She said additional inspections are conducted by the County.  She said in the past 3 6 
years, any septic system that is covered by the BOH rule has been at 100%.  She said a court 7 
case trimmed about 100 systems from the list of those inspected by the BOH. 8 
 Commissioner Jacobs said when he first joined the BOCC, instigating a system of 9 
inspection of all septic systems was a goal.  He said this goal was considered too intrusive and 10 
it was amended to inspections being done in water quality critical areas.  He said at the current 11 
time, such priorities seem to have disappeared. 12 
 Colleen Bridger said to the extent that the law allows it to be a priority, Orange County 13 
considers it so.  She said Orange County has some of the most comprehensive regulations for 14 
septic systems on private properties in the State.  She said the court case prohibits the County 15 
from inspecting septic systems that the State permits. 16 
 Commissioner Jacobs asked if single family systems are permitted by the County. 17 
 Colleen Bridger said yes.  She said that regular septic systems are not inspected 18 
regularly rather only those systems that are unique. 19 
 Commissioner Jacobs asked if Orange County is doing anything special with prostate 20 
cancer. 21 
 Colleen Bridger said no.  She said more and more research is showing that the PSA test 22 
is less predictive than first thought.  She said, as a result, knowing the best way to invest in 23 
screening for prostate cancer has been difficult. 24 
 Commissioner Price asked if there are still no health services for males over 18 years of 25 
age. 26 
 Colleen said pediatric primary services are provided up to age 18 and after that the 27 
department tests for sexually transmitted and communicable diseases, such as tuberculosis. 28 
 Commissioner Price asked what services are available if a person does have 29 
tuberculosis (TB). 30 
 Colleen Bridger said anyone with TB, or any other communicable disease, would 31 
automatically become a patient of the health department regardless of his primary caregiver 32 
because it is a communicable disease. 33 
 Bonnie Hammersley said she funded the dental care positions due to the presence of 34 
funding sources. 35 
 Commissioner Price asked if dental care can be funded then why not primary care for 36 
men over the age of 18. 37 
 Bonnie Hammersley said her priorities were based on the presence of funding sources.  38 
She said the dental clinic had an 85% funding source.   39 
 40 

• Housing, Human Rights and Community Development, Pg. 305 (including Non-41 
Departmental items, Pg. 337) 42 

 Christal Sandifer reviewed the following information: 43 
The FY15-16 Manager’s Recommended Budget includes: 44 

• Revenue Increase: Federal funding is budgeted for a 6.5% increase ($283,315). This 45 
remains below levels of funding before Federal sequestration. 46 

• New Position Recommended: Management Assistant position (1.0) FTE, effective July 47 
1, 2015 ($72,906). The new position will assist with development of an affordable 48 
housing plan and collaborate with the Towns to address affordable housing needs. 49 
Additionally, the position will provide assistance in meeting federal compliance and 50 
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reporting requirements for annual funding, for the Section 8 Housing Choice Voucher 1 
program and the HOME program. 2 

 3 
 Commissioner Dorosin asked if there are specific duties for the newly proposed position. 4 
 Audrey Spencer-Horsley, Housing, Human Rights and Community Development 5 
Director, said the position will initially split time reviewing existing programs’ policies and 6 
procedures as well as considering creative and exhaustive ideas for future programs to address 7 
affordable housing in Orange County. 8 
 9 

• Information Technologies, Pg. 317 10 
 Darrell Butts reviewed the following information:  11 
 The FY15-16 Manager Recommended Budget includes increases in software licensing 12 

and maintenance fees due to ongoing software improvements and purchases. The 13 
increased number of supported devices and various hardware upgrades have impacted 14 
this line item. 15 

• The FY15-16 Manager Recommended Budget includes funds within the contract 16 
services account for Rural Broadband planning. Additionally, funds are included for 17 
expansion of network services at 3 new locations: 18 

o Cedar Grove Community Center (county network expansion and wireless 19 
Internet) 20 

o Fairview Park (wireless Internet) 21 
o Rogers Road Community Center (wireless Internet). 22 

 Commissioner Rich asked if the Board will discuss rural broadband in a future work 23 
session. 24 
 Bonnie Hammersley said yes.   25 
 Commissioner Rich asked if there is someone specific conducting the study on rural 26 
broadband. 27 
 Jim Northup, Orange County Chief Information Officer, said his department is working 28 
with residents and the State to see where the internet is needed. 29 
 Chair McKee asked if there is a known range of the wireless internet at the County 30 
facilities. 31 
 Jim Northup said in a County building the range would typically go to the parking lot, 32 
about a 250 foot radius around the building.  He said this range can be increased in the future. 33 
 34 

• DEAPR – Department of Environment, Agriculture, Parks & Recreation, Pg. 122 35 
(including Fee Schedule change requests, Pg. 470 and Non-Departmental items, 36 
Pg. 333) 37 

 Christal Sandifer reviewed the following information: 38 
Recreation Division: 39 
 The FY15-16 Manager’s Recommended Budget includes: 40 

• New Position Recommended: Community Centers Coordinator (1.0) FTE, effective 41 
October 1, 2015 ($42,514). The new position will support the additional programming at 42 
the Efland-Cheeks Community Center and the opening of the new Cedar Grove 43 
community center. The position will ensure accessibility and availability of community 44 
centers and programming. Additionally, the position will enable an equitable level of 45 
service at the two community centers and allow for interaction and sharing of resources. 46 

• Personnel Increase: Seasonal Staff ($42,654) reflects an increase to comply with 47 
approved Living Wage and an increase in hours to support increasing demand for 48 
recreational activities, concessions, and facility rentals as well as the opening of the 49 
Cedar Grove Community Center 50 
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• Operations Increase: ($21,147) for additional supplies and services to support 1 
increasing demand for recreational activities and concessions as well as the opening of 2 
the Cedar Grove Community Center 3 

• Revenue Increase: ($53,086) anticipated additional fee revenue associated with: 4 
athletics, recreation programs, facility rentals, and athletic rentals 5 

 6 
 Parks Division: 7 
 The FY15-16 Manager’s Recommended Budget includes: 8 

• The Parks Division has been able to address the opening of new parks and managed 9 
lands, and new landscape and grounds needs, in recent years with minimal staff 10 
resource additions. For FY15-16 additional staff resources have been recommended to 11 
address increased responsibilities, increases in facility usage and rentals, and the need 12 
for a full-time staff person at Blackwood Farm Park (which has resulted in a net loss of 13 
0.25 FTE for other parks staffing). DEAPR is asking to take the current 30 hours per 14 
week position (originally approved for Blackwood Farm Park, now within the Parks 15 
“Mobile Crew”) to 40 hours, and for increased seasonal staff funding. These additional 16 
resources will be needed to maintain the current and expected level of service to the 17 
public and park patrons. 18 

• FY15-16 will see the first full year of operation for Blackwood Farm Park, and may see 19 
portions of the Hollow Rock Park and Natural Area opened. There are also plans to 20 
make improvements to River Park and repairs and renovations to select other facilities 21 
as needed and prioritized. 22 

• Position Extension Recommended: Parks Conservation Tech I position is currently a 23 
0.75 FTE, recommending to extend the position to 1.0 FTE ($10,680) to support 24 
Blackwood Farm Park opening 25 

• Personnel Increase: ($11,307) to comply with approved Living Wage for seasonal staff 26 
• Operations Increase: ($40,647) for additional supplies and services to support 27 

increasing demand for activities and opening of the Blackwood Farm Park 28 
• Revenue Increase: ($11,000) The annual Trail Head Run resulted in a donation in FY14-29 

15. A donation in FY15-16 is anticipated. 30 
 31 
Soil and Water Conservation Division: 32 

• The FY15-16 Manager’s Recommended Budget includes personnel increase, as four 33 
positions were reclassified in FY14-15 34 

 35 
Historic Preservation Commission’s (HPC) Historic Resources Inventory (Multi-Year 36 
Project): 37 
 The FY15-16 Manager’s Recommended Budget includes: 38 

• The three-year project will cost $97,500. The County will contribute a total of $40,000; 39 
CLG will contribute $27,500; and private grants, sponsorships and manuscript 40 
purchases will fund the remainder ($30,000). 41 

• The FY15-16 budget totals $20,000; the County will contribute $15,000 and the CLG will 42 
contribute $5,000. The FY14-15 budget totaled $25,000; the County contributed 43 
$10,000 and the CLG grant contributed $15,000. The County’s contribution is budgeted 44 
in the Transfers to Other Funds section, of the Recommended Budget. 45 

 46 
 Commissioner Jacobs asked if there are property owners wanting to sell conservation 47 
easements to Orange County. 48 
 David Stancil, DEAPR Director, said there are 44 property owners on the “interest” list 49 
and 12 who want to actively pursue an easement in the near future. 50 
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 Commissioner Jacobs asked if there is any update regarding Orange Well Net.  1 
 David Stancil said Well Net is the County’s well observation program and he said the 2 
County is monitoring about 12 wells.  He said information is typically presented to the Board in 3 
October.  He said it may be 15 years before the data received from this program is of use.  He 4 
said updates can be provided to the Board more frequently. 5 
 Commissioner Jacobs said why does the County have this position if the data cannot be 6 
applied for years to come. 7 
 Commissioner Price expressed concern regarding the increase in usage fees for 8 
Community Centers.  She said many residents tell her that the current fees are prohibitive for 9 
their budgets so higher fees would be even more unattainable. 10 
 David Stancil said this fee change is a change in language only and the rates were 11 
already in place.  He said internal analysis has been done with other governmental entities and 12 
Orange County costs are right in line.  He said the facilities can be greatly used without being 13 
reserved.  He said when one wants exclusive rights to use a facility then the applicable fee 14 
would apply. 15 
 Commissioner Dorosin suggested that the Board have further discussion regarding the 16 
Community Center Coordinator proposed position.  He said the Rogers Road Community 17 
Center (RRCC) is staffing their own center and running programs successfully.  He said the 18 
RRCC is providing services that Orange County would otherwise provide. 19 
 Commissioner Jacobs said that the RRCC is an anomalous situation and is an 20 
asymmetrical comparison to the other community centers.  He said the Rogers Road residents 21 
wanted to run the Center and agreed to pay for it.  He said if Orange County was going to pay 22 
for it then Orange County would run it as it does their other centers.  He is not sure how both 23 
can be done simultaneously. 24 
 Commissioner Dorosin said the current model needs to be tweaked. 25 
 Commissioner Rich said an update review was not built into the interlocal agreement 26 
with the Rogers Road Community Center but a discussion is needed to gather feedback on how 27 
the Center is doing. 28 
 Bonnie Hammersley added that the recommended budget does include the Community 29 
Center Coordinator, who will be a liaison between all the Community Centers and the Board, 30 
providing updates and being a point of contact. 31 
 32 

• Human Resources, Pg. 312 (including Non-Departmental Items, Pg. 328) 33 
 34 

Christal Sandifer reviewed the following information: 35 
The FY15-16 Manager’s Recommended Budget includes: 36 

• New Position Recommended: Assistant Human Resources Director (1.0) FTE, effective 37 
July 1, 2015 ($84,832). The new position will develop a compensation system beginning 38 
in FY15-16 that is sustainable, affordable and equitable and focuses on identified and 39 
prioritized needs. 40 

• Operations Increase: ($25,000) recommended for analytic tools for the appropriate 41 
modeling of compensation review associated with the recommended position above. 42 

 Commissioner Dorosin asked if there are specific people who must submit to drug 43 
screens. 44 

Christal Sandifer said only those in safety sensitive positions complete screenings. 45 
 46 

• Board of County Commissioners, Pg. 78 47 
  48 
 Darrell Butts reviewed the following information: 49 
 The FY15-16 Manager Recommended Budget includes 50 
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• An increase of $2,000 in Temporary Personnel. This increase will allow the department 1 
to maintain the same number of hours previously budgeted while accounting for the 2 
increase in the living wage that occurred in FY14- 15. 3 

• Includes funds for the expansion of the Granicus Boards and Commissions database. 4 
These funds are not budgeted within the Board of County Commissioner’s budget, but 5 
are included in IT’s budget. 6 
 7 

• Finance & Administrative Services, Pg. 281 8 
Christal Sandifer reviewed the following information: 9 
 No significant budget changes in FY15-16 except under Risk Management, 10 
Operations Increase: $58,000 for Liability Broker fee. In FY14-15, Willis Group Holdings 11 
PLC, was selected to assist the County in conducting an in depth review of our risk 12 
transfer, loss mitigation and loss prevention strategies. Their services include assessing 13 
the adequacy of insurance coverage currently in place, representing the County in the 14 
insurance marketplace, assisting with evaluation of loss retention structures, claim 15 
management as well as development and implementation of loss prevention goals and 16 
strategies. 17 

 18 
• County Manager’s Office, Pg. 115 (Including Non-Department Item, Pg. 328) 19 

  20 
 Bonnie Hammersley reviewed the following information:  21 
 The FY15-16 Manager’s Recommended Budget includes: 22 

• New Position Recommended: Administrative Assistant position (1.0) FTE, effective July 23 
1, 2015 ($48,443). The new position will provide clerical support to the office as well as 24 
receive calls from residents, to redirect calls as needed 25 

• Created a Community Relations Department to include the Visitor’s Bureau and the 26 
Public Affairs Officer to implement the Strategic Communications Plan to improve 27 
internal and external communications with community partners and Orange County 28 
residents. 29 
 30 

• County Manager’s Office: Orange County Partnership to End Homelessness 31 
Program 32 
 33 

 Bonnie Hammersley reviewed the following information: 34 
• Increase Expenditure: The FY15-16 Manager’s Recommended Budget includes an 35 

expenditure increase ($10,000) for Community Empowerment Fund to assist with 36 
building rental in Chapel Hill. 37 
 38 

 Commissioner Rich asked if the living wage is remaining at $12.76. 39 
 Bonnie Hammersley said her recommended budget maintained this wage. 40 
 41 
4. Employee Pay & Benefits, Pg. 428 42 
 Brenda Bartholomew, Human Resources Director, reviewed the following PowerPoint 43 
presentation: 44 
 45 
Pay and Benefits for Employees and Retirees 46 
Work Session Purpose 47 
Review of County Manager’s Recommendations related to pay and benefits for 48 
employees and retirees for FY 2015-16 49 
 50 
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Past Actions: FY 2014-15 Pay and Benefits Plan 1 
 Wage increase of 1.5% for permanent employees effective July 1, 2014 for employee 2 

hired on or before June 30, 2013, applied wage increase to the 2013/14 Salary Plan  3 
 Maintained the Employee Performance Award of $500 or $1,000  4 
 Funded for a health insurance increase of 14.35% (County did not pass the increase to 5 

employees) 6 
 Increased the living wage from $10.97 per hour to $12.76 per hour, effective July 1, 7 

2014 8 
 Continued the six-month hiring delay and the voluntary furlough program  9 
 Increased the 401(k) County matching contribution to $63.00 per pay period (previously 10 

$50.00), for a maximum annual County contribution of $1,512 (previously $1,200 11 
annually) for all non-sworn law enforcement employees and continue the $27.50 12 
contribution  13 

 Continued the mandated Law Enforcement Officer 401(k) contribution of 5% of salary 14 
 15 
Key Pay and Benefits Plan – 16 
Manager Recommendations 17 
 A wage increase of 2 percent for all permanent employees hired on or before June 30, 18 

2015, effective July 1, 2015. 19 
 No wage increase to the 2014 Salary Schedule.  20 
 Continue the Employee Performance Award in the amount of $500 (proficient 21 

performance) or $1,000 (exceptional performance), effective with WPPR review dates 22 
from July 1, 2015 to June 30, 2016. 23 

 Continue funding the Traditional and High Deductible Health Plans for employees and 24 
pre-65 retirees at the FY2014/15 appropriation and fund an additional $100,000 to 25 
mitigate the cost of deductibles  26 

 Continue funding the Dental Program with an increase of $40,000 over FY2014-15 27 
appropriations. 28 

 Funding an increase of $221,000 for retiree healthcare benefits.  29 
 Continue the $27.50 per pay period County contribution to non-law enforcement 30 

employees’ supplemental retirement accounts and the County matching employees’ 31 
contributions up to $63.00 semi-monthly (for a maximum annual County contribution of 32 
$1,512) for all general (non-sworn law enforcement officer) employees. 33 

 Continue the mandated Law Enforcement Officer contribution of 5 percent of salary; and 34 
continue the County’s contribution to the Local Governmental Employees’ Retirement 35 
System (LGERS) for all permanent employees.  36 

 Eliminate the six-month hiring delay  37 
 Salary Savings Appropriation- $750,000 38 
 Continue the voluntary furlough program (anticipated savings of $18,000 for FY2015-16) 39 
 Continue the living wage rate at $12.76 per hour. 40 

o 2015 Federal Poverty Guideline - $11.66 per hour for a family of four 41 
o Currently 9.43% above the 2015 Federal Poverty Guideline 42 
o Recommend BOCC adopting a standard of annually adjusting the living wage by 43 

a defined percentage above the Federal Guideline for a family of four  44 
• Other jurisdictions apply 7.5% above Federal Guideline  45 
• $12.53 in 2015 46 
• City of Durham, Durham County, Town of Chapel Hill, Town of Carrboro 47 

 48 
Position Classification Recommendation Manager’s Initiative  49 
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Add capacity to develop and implement a sustainable classification and compensation plan and 1 
workforce development plan.   2 
 Full Time Assistant HR Director 3 
 $25,000 for analytic tools 4 
 The goal for FY2015-16  5 

o to evaluate compensation policies/programs including pay structures, 6 
performance based pay, internal and external equity and benefit programs  7 

o  to develop a compensation system that is sustainable, affordable and equitable 8 
and focuses on identified and prioritized needs for review and adoption for 9 
implementation in FY2016-17 10 

o to develop, implement and evaluate recruitment, hiring, orientation, succession 11 
planning, retention and organizational exit programs necessary to ensure a 12 
workforce’s ability to achieve Orange County’s organizational goals and 13 
objectives.  14 

 15 
Manager recommendation 16 
Reduction in Force 17 

 The Manager recommends that a reduction in force is necessary resulting in the 18 
deletion of a position and recommends the Board grant the Manager the authority to 19 
develop a reduction plan as per Section 28-91 of the Code of County Ordinances.   20 

o The County Manager has reorganized the manager’s office to include the 21 
deletion of Assistant County Manager (ACM) positions and/or functions.    22 

 23 
 Bonnie Hammersley said the current work plan performance review system will be 24 
evaluated and amended as necessary to make it more of a merit based system. 25 
 Commissioner Rich said she is not as comfortable with merit based increases as 26 
opposed to a simple wage increase.  She said one can build on top of wage increases but not 27 
merit increases.  She said she looks forward to discussing this further at a later date. 28 
 Commissioner Dorosin asked if the position within the Manager’s office that has been 29 
removed is vacant or if the employee was laid off. 30 
 Bonnie Hammersley said the ACM position will become vacant on June 30, and the 31 
employee will be moved to another position July 1..  She said she has assigned this position to 32 
the Solid Waste department and the goal is not to have an interruption in employment. 33 

 34 
5.  Capital Investment Plan (CIP), Pg. 87 35 
 Paul Laughton said there were several revisions to the abstract package and all 36 
changes are highlighted in yellow. 37 
 Paul Laughton said there is also a revision to the Debt Capacity and Debt Service 38 
schedule, provided at the Commissioners’ places.  He said he would review the materials and 39 
reminded the Board that at the next meeting on June 11, the Board would be asked to approve 40 
the CIP and its Year 1 projects for 2015-16. 41 
 Paul Laughton reviewed the changes in the CIP: 42 
 43 
County Projects  44 

• Southern Orange Campus – Future Planning (CIP page 21) - reflects the removal of 45 
$400,000 from FY 2014-15 funding, and provides $200,000 in Year 2 (FY 2016-17) for design 46 
work associated with the planned Year 2 Southern Human Services Center expansion project. 47 
Also removes $3,600,000 in Year 1 (FY 2015-16), and provides $1,800,000 in Year 2 (FY 2016-48 
17) for infrastructure work associated with the planned Year 2 Southern Human Services 49 
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Center expansion project. It further provides $200,000 in Years 6-10 for future design work, as 1 
well as $1,800,000 in Years 6-10 for future infrastructure work.  2 

• Affordable Housing Land Banking (New Project-39a) – this project provides $1,000,000 3 
in Year 1 (FY 2015-16) for a land banking program. The purpose of the program is to acquire 4 
aggregate parcels and/or improve existing county-owned properties for future residential 5 
development to address displaced manufactured homes, as well as affordable housing 6 
alternatives.  7 

Commissioner Jacobs said the County needs to be aggressive with surveying the 8 
manufactured homes in the area.  He said this community needs to be included in any forward 9 
discussions.   10 

Chair McKee said if the funds are not spent will they revert back to the general fund. 11 
Paul Laughton said no, the funds would stay with the project throughout its lifetime. 12 

 Commissioner Dorosin asked if land became available in September would the funds be 13 
available to use. 14 

Paul Laughton said yes, the funds would be available July 1. 15 
 Commissioner Dorosin said guidelines will be needed quickly to move this project 16 
forward. 17 
 Commissioner Jacobs said it is important to aggressively survey the current 18 
manufactured housing community within Orange County, especially in the urban areas.  He 19 
said he anticipates a lot of involvement from the manufactured housing community.  He said it 20 
will be important to involve them every step of the way. 21 

Commissioner Price asked if the debt service on the $1 million would ever be recouped 22 
by the County perhaps through the sale of the land purchased for the land bank. 23 
 Paul Laughton said the direction of the Board will determine how this project will take 24 
shape.  25 
 Chair McKee said all the details will need to be ironed out. 26 
  Commissioner Burroughs expressed enthusiasm for the project, and supported it taking 27 
shape quickly.  She added that all plans should be tied closely to those of the Housing Director 28 
and her department. 29 
 Bonnie Hammersley said, in collaboration with the Housing Director, the goal was to 30 
make the language for this project as flexible as possible.  She said the Housing Director is 31 
working on draft criteria for this topic. 32 
 Commissioner Rich said this is a land banking conversation, not just simply $1 million 33 
going into affordable housing.  She said it is important to make this distinction clear with 34 
affordable housing advocates.  She said she understands the goal of this program is to provide 35 
a safety net to those in the manufactured home community. 36 
 Commissioner Jacobs confirmed that this was his intention when he proposed the land 37 
banking idea. 38 
 39 

• Information Technology (CIP page 28) – includes $800,000 in FY 2014-15 for the 40 
Central Permitting System approved by the Board of Commissioners as part of the current 2015 41 
Financing package (scheduled to close on June 25, 2015). Also, includes funds of $378,100 in 42 
Year 1 (FY 2015-16) for three IT Governance Council initiatives.  43 

• Sheriff Equipment (New Project-39b) – includes $517,798 in FY 2014-15 for 44 
replacement of In-Car cameras approved by the Board of Commissioners as part of the current 45 
2015 Financing package (scheduled to close on June 25, 2015).  46 

• Board of Elections Equipment (New Project-39c) – includes $679,870 in FY 2014-15 for 47 
the replacement of voting machines and the purchase of electronic poll books approved by the 48 
Board of Commissioners as part of the current 2015 Financing package (scheduled to close on 49 
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June 25, 2015). Also, includes funds of $169,575 in Year 1 (FY 2015-16) for the replacement of 1 
outdated ADA voting equipment, as part of an IT Governance Council initiative.  2 

• Life Safety – ADA (CIP page 35) – includes moving $60,000 from Year 2 to Year 1 (FY 3 
2015-16) for elevator improvements at the Historic Courthouse.  4 

• Conservation Easements (CIP page 48) – includes additional County funds of $125,000 5 
and matching State/Federal grant funds and landowner donations of $125,000 beginning in 6 
Year 1 (FY 2015-16) and continuing each year throughout the CIP. Due to the County’s 7 
increase in funds, staff recommends debt financing instead of Pay-As-You-Go funding.  8 

• CIP Plan Summary (CIP pages 6-7), County Capital Projects Summary (CIP pages 16-9 
17), and County Capital Operating Impact Summary (CIP pages 18-19) – to reflect the revised 10 
County Capital Projects listed above.  11 
Note: A revised County Debt Service and Debt Capacity – General Fund Only (CIP pages 133-12 
134) affected by these revised projects was provided at the June 9 work session, along with 13 
information related to Debt Capacity and Debt Affordability.  14 
 15 
Proprietary Project  16 

• Solid Waste - Sanitation (CIP page 81) – removes $296,035 from Year 1 (FY 2015-16) 17 
for the replacement of a front end loader. Solid Waste Department was able to purchase this in 18 
the current fiscal year with unanticipated funds within the department’s budget.  19 

• Solid Waste Capital Projects Summary (CIP page 79) – to reflect the revised Sanitation 20 
Capital Project listed above.  21 
 Paul Laughton said at the Commissioners’ places are the revised County Debt Service 22 
and Debt Capacity, with changes highlighted in yellow.  He said on the second page of the 23 
handout, in bold print, it is shown that the County does stay under the 15% Debt Service policy. 24 
 Paul Laughton said on the second page of his hand out, one can see a bump in 2017-18 25 
and 2018-19.  He said those are the years that revenue sources must be closely reviewed.  He 26 
said the County would still need to look at additional revenue sources and tax revenue 27 
implications to pay for this additional debt.  He said the County may have to look at raising 28 
taxes to cover the debt in these latter years.  He said though the capacity looks okay now the 29 
projected debt service payments going forward need to be studied closely.   30 
 Commissioner Dorosin asked if these numbers include a potential bond. 31 
 Paul Laughton said no. 32 
 Commissioner Dorosin said as a bond could change the debt service picture in a 33 
negative way, he would like to see this information. 34 
 Commissioner Jacobs said as the Board pursues the discussion of the bond package, it 35 
would be good to have a clear picture of the debt capacity so the Board can make informed 36 
decisions.   37 
 Chair McKee asked for clarification regarding the projected annual debt.  He asked if 38 
this pertained to affordability, and not capacity. 39 
 Paul Laughton said yes. 40 
 Chair McKee asked if the bond goes on the ballot and passes in 2016 when would the 41 
debt payments begin. 42 
 Paul Laughton said the payments would begin one year after the first debt is issued. 43 
 44 
Adjournment 45 
 A motion was made by Commissioner Rich, seconded by Commissioner Dorosin to 46 
adjourn the meeting at 10:12 p.m. 47 
 48 
VOTE:  UNANIMOUS 49 
 50 
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          Earl McKee, Chair 2 
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         Attachment 10 1 
 2 
DRAFT          MINUTES 3 

ORANGE COUNTY BOARD OF COMMISSIONERS 4 
Budget Work Session 5 

June 11, 2015 6 
7:00 p.m. 7 

 8 
 The Orange County Board of Commissioners met for a work session on Thursday, June 9 
11, 2015 at 7:00 p.m. at the Southern Human Services Center in Chapel Hill, N.C. 10 
 11 
 Chair McKee called the meeting to order at 7:01 p.m.  He noted the following items at 12 
the Commissioners’ places: 13 
- White pages, paper clipped together:  Orange County Capital Investment Plan (CIP) summary 14 
pages 15 
- blue sheet – Orange County CIP Year 1 (FY 2015-16) Recommended Projects, revised 16 
- gold sheet – North Carolina Board of Education Compensation Comparisons, Orange County 17 
Regional Comparisons for discussion purposes 18 
- green sheet – North Carolina Elected Official Compensation Comparisons, Orange County 19 
Regional Comparisons for discussion purposes 20 

 21 
1.  FY2015-20 Capital Investment Plan 22 

Accept the Five Year Capital Investment Plan and Approve the Intent to Adopt 23 
Capital Funding for FY2015-16 24 

 Paul Laughton, Orange County Finance Administrative Services, reviewed the revisions 25 
to the CIP.  He said on page 6 two projects have been changed from pay-as-you-go (PAYG) to 26 
debt financing:  Cedar Grove Kiosk and the generator project for Hillsborough Commons.  He 27 
said this caused a revision to the debt service pages on 133 and 134. 28 
 Commissioner Jacobs said Fairview Park is not in the CIP. 29 
 Paul Laughton said Fairview Park is not a CIP Project.  He said the parks project for 30 
repairs and renovations for Department of Environment, Agriculture, Parks and Recreation 31 
(DEAPR) has $300,000 for next year and some of that funding will go to the Fairview Park and 32 
to paving the parking area.   33 
 David Stancil, DEAPR Director, said this is correct and the project is to pave the 34 
Fairview Police sub-station parking lot in order to gain parking spots for Fairview Park.  He said 35 
the County will split the costs evenly with the Town of Hillsborough.  He said the second 36 
alternative is to have parking on Rainey Avenue which is adjacent to the Park.  He said in the 37 
long term there may be need for the larger parking lot that is in the master plan at a cost of 38 
$400,000 to $500,000.  He said this would be off of the public works drive.  He said the road 39 
extension and the parking lot are the only items remaining in the existing Master Plan.  He said 40 
that is a future phase. 41 
 Commissioner Jacobs clarified that there is $300,000 for improvements for all of the 42 
parks for FY 2015-16 and to build this parking lot out would cost $500,000. 43 
 David Stancil said that is correct.  He said an interim solution is being sought and that 44 
will create 40 to 50 parking spaces.  He said paving a gravel parking lot typically provides 10 45 
percent more spots than were present on the gravel lot. 46 
 Commissioner Jacobs asked if there is a way to track the funds for the Fairview Park 47 
project. 48 
 David Stancil said going forward items in a particular group, in a particular CIP year, 49 
could be sub-listed. 50 
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 Commissioner Price said when she petitioned the Board about this parking request 1 
earlier in the year and the request came from the residents.  She said the residents are not 2 
looking for parking on Rainey Avenue. 3 
 David Stancil said he could re-distribute a memo that reflects the conversations.  He 4 
said he would also be happy to attend the next Community Watch meeting to provide an 5 
update. 6 
 Commissioner Price said the residents’ hope was to dedicate a parking area in honor of 7 
an influential community member in the neighborhood and also to get the vehicles off the roads. 8 
 David Stancil said Terrain Street is in front of the Park entrance, and suffers the largest 9 
overflow parking issues.  He said Rainey Avenue is on the side of the Park and the right hand 10 
side of the street is vacant thus not disrupting residences.  He said he hopes paving the police 11 
substation would serve as an intermediate solution. 12 
 Paul Laughton referred to the blue sheet:  Orange County CIP Recommended Projects- 13 
Revised Fiscal Year 2015-16.  He noted the two changes on the back of the sheet.  He said 14 
staff is seeking the Board’s acceptance of the five year CIP but also to approve the intent to 15 
adopt the one year funding for the CIP for 2015-16 as listed on the blue handout. 16 
 Commissioner Dorosin asked if everything on the Rogers Road Sewer Project is funded 17 
from the general fund. 18 
 Paul Laughton  said yes and the other funding would come in Year 2. 19 
 Commissioner Dorosin asked if the funding for the Eubanks Solid Waste Convenience 20 
Center should appear in the blue handout. 21 
 Paul Laughton said that is part of the 2014-15 financing package that will be closed on 22 
at the end of this month. 23 
 Commissioner Jacobs referred to the parking lot improvements.  He said there is one 24 
item in this category and suggested putting money in there for Fairview Park parking lot 25 
improvement.   26 
 Bonnie Hammersley said this information is on page 34 in the CIP book.  27 
 Commissioner Jacobs said there is $120,000 for one project and suggested putting 28 
some of the $280,000 PAYG funds, that were moved to financing, into this category and 29 
designate it for Fairview Park parking renovations. 30 
 Commissioner Rich asked if there is an estimate of the costs. 31 
 David Stancil said $30,000 is budgeted for paving of the police substation parking lot. 32 
 Commissioner Jacobs said the total cost of the next phase would be $500,000.  He said 33 
this would allow an access road into the park off of new 86, instead of all traffic going through 34 
the neighborhood.  He said it would also move the park to being more of a County park instead 35 
of just a neighborhood park.  He said there is not $500,000 available but it would be nice to get 36 
started on the next part of the Master Plan. 37 
 David Stancil said other options that may cost less than $500,000 have been reviewed. 38 
 Commissioner Rich asked Commissioner Jacobs if he could clarify his request.  She 39 
asked if he is requesting funding from other areas thus leaving David Stancil’s budget as is. 40 
 Commissioner Jacobs said yes since Fairview Park is not in the CIP and there is not 41 
funding to do the whole project.   42 
 David Stancil said the parking lot is designed but there is no funding. 43 
 Commissioner Rich said this has been a project that has needed renovations for some 44 
time, thus she is in agreement with Commissioner Jacobs. 45 
 Chair McKee asked if there is a specific dollar amount being considered. 46 
 David Stancil said if the Board tells staff there is a set amount to work with then staff can 47 
make it work. 48 
 Chair McKee said there is limited extra funding tonight.  He said there is the $280,000 49 
just discussed, $400,000 from the fund balance and about $65,000 from PAYG funds that were 50 
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not expended.  He said if the Board chooses to expend money on this project there will be 1 
fewer funds available for other projects. 2 
 Commissioner Burroughs said she would not want to make a decision regarding 3 
Fairview Park until other big picture funding decisions are made tonight. 4 
 Commissioner Price suggested more funding than the $30,000 and to move forward 5 
with this parking lot plan rather than piece meal the project together. 6 
 Commissioner Jacobs asked if it was known when the master plan for Fairview Park 7 
was finished. 8 
 David Stancil said around 2008 or 2009 and construction was done in 2010-2011.  He 9 
said it was funded out of the 2001 bond, and payment in lieu funds. 10 
 Commissioner Jacobs suggested $100,000 for this project.  He said it will not cover the 11 
entire project but will serve as an incentive to get the project moving more quickly. 12 
 Commissioner Dorosin said DEAPR has $30,000 in their budget which is not being 13 
moved and any other funding would be on top of that $30,000.  He said he too has his “pet” 14 
projects to discuss tonight but agreed with Commissioner Burroughs point to not make any 15 
decisions until later in the evening.   16 
 David Stancil clarified that the $30,000 was in the CIP under Parks and Recreation 17 
repairs and renovations and was not specifically earmarked for Fairview Park.  18 
 Commissioner Pelissier said she is uncomfortable adding something to the CIP during 19 
this CIP discussion without knowing the estimated costs for a project.  She said doing so is not 20 
a typical practice and she feels it would be like shooting in the dark. 21 
 Commissioner Price said this Park’s needs have been discussed on several occasions 22 
for years and feels that David Stancil gave a rough estimate of cost. 23 
 Commissioner Pelissier clarified that the Fairview Park had not been brought up during 24 
this season of CIP discussions. 25 
 Commissioner Jacobs said such oversight falls on the shoulders of both the Board and 26 
the staff.  He added that this park is not an insignificant project.  He said the Board has 27 
developed the park and should now address the shortcomings of the project.  He said it should 28 
have been somewhere in the CIP as a project. 29 
 Commissioner Dorosin said the oversight seems to be more of a policy question.  He 30 
asked if the Board should have a process of tracking projects similar to this that do not meet 31 
the criteria of being included in the CIP. 32 
 Chair McKee clarified if the parking lot in question would cost $500,000. 33 
 David Stancil said the road construction to access the parking lot and parking lot itself 34 
would total $500,000. 35 
 Chair McKee said $30,000 will not offer significant change, and asked if $100,000 would 36 
allow much more to be done.  He asked if the cost for planning and design was known.  He said 37 
he is not comfortable allocating $100,000 but is not sure what number would be more 38 
comfortable.  39 
 David Stancil said if the County allocated $30,000, the Town of Hillsborough would 40 
match it with an additional $30,000.  He said these funds would allow the paving of the police 41 
substation lot, gaining about 5-10 spaces, on top of the existing 25.  He said if there were 42 
$100,000 it would be necessary to look at a design putting the lot where the Town had planned 43 
to place a public works lot.  He said this potential lot is close to the park and would not require a 44 
1/3 of a mile driveway.  He said with increased funds there are several options that could be 45 
considered.  46 
 Commissioner Jacobs said paving the substation lot is still not at the Park.  He said he 47 
is just trying to give this project some momentum and asked if staff could come back on June 48 
16th with a plan and a cost.  He said if the plan is not applicable then the Board could reallocate 49 
the proposed funding. 50 
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 Commissioner Rich asked if there has there been any discussions with the Town for a 1 
larger amount of money. 2 
 David Stancil said not at this time. 3 
 Commissioner Rich said it may be worth having this conversation with the Town once 4 
they know what the County is considering. 5 
 David Stancil said he believes that Hillsborough sees the park as a County project. 6 
 Commissioner Burroughs said she is not opposed to Commissioner Jacobs’ suggestion, 7 
but noted that all Board members have ideas tonight regarding fund allocation.  She asked the 8 
Board to keep the many needs and expenses in mind when the topic of revenue sources is 9 
raised later. 10 
 Bonnie Hammersley said staff has been meeting with the Town in regards to this Park, 11 
and there were alternative plans discussed; but the County should have been more responsive 12 
to this project.  She said the staff will bring something back on June 16th. 13 
 14 
 A motion was made by Commissioner Jacobs, seconded by Commissioner Price to set 15 
aside $100,000 in the CIP pending a report back from by staff on Tuesday, June 16th, regarding 16 
a plan to finish the remainder of the master plan for Fairview Park.   17 
 18 
 Chair McKee said the Board would be unable to follow up with a motion of intent on the 19 
CIP because this item would be unresolved until Tuesday.  20 
 Commissioner Burroughs said she will be voting against this motion due to the process 21 
and her desire to see how much revenue the Board chooses to raise. 22 
 Commissioner Rich asked if was necessary to delay the entire vote on the CIP. 23 
 Chair McKee said the action the Board was expecting to take would approve intent to 24 
adopt the 2015-2020 CIP.   He said Commissioner Jacob’s motion would require the Board to 25 
delay the intent motion until June 16th. 26 
 Commissioner Dorosin said if Commissioner Jacob’s motion delays the rest of the CIP, 27 
then he would like to delay the motion. 28 
 Chair McKee said passing Commissioner Jacob’s motion would take $100,000 off of the 29 
table for tonight’s other discussions. 30 
 Commissioner Jacobs said there could be a discussion on the rest of the CIP and the 31 
Board can clarify his motion on 6/16. 32 
 Commissioner Dorosin said he was in favor of this motion but may not be in favor of 33 
$100,000 at this moment.  He suggested holding the motion until the rest of the CIP can be 34 
discussed. 35 
 Commissioner Pelissier said she felt uncomfortable reserving $100,000 prior to 36 
discussing all other items. 37 
 Commissioner Rich said if there is a pot of money available to be moved around, why is 38 
a motion necessary right now. 39 
 Chair McKee said a motion is not required but it has been standard process to go 40 
through each section and vote as each step is reviewed. 41 
 Bonnie Hammersley said the motion of intent to adopt is connected because of the pay-42 
as-you-go funding.  She said the Board does not have to vote on an intent to adopt the CIP at 43 
the end of this CIP discussion.  She said, rather, the vote could wait until the end of the 44 
meeting, or until the meeting on June 16th.  45 
 Commissioner Dorosin asked if the $280,000 can be spent on anything. 46 
 Bonnie Hammersley said yes. 47 
 Commissioner Dorosin suggested removing the $280,000 out of the CIP, approving the 48 
CIP and returning the money to the CIP on Tuesday, if it is not used in any other way. 49 
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 Bonnie Hammersley said it was the understanding of staff that this is exactly what would 1 
happen.  She said even if an intent to adopt is passed the Board may make additional changes 2 
prior to the final adoption of the budget.   3 
 Commissioner Jacobs said he is not suggesting that a decision be made tonight about 4 
$100,000 but rather that the amount be set aside until Tuesday night.   5 
 Commissioner Price said the CIP can still be approved since it is intent only. 6 
 Chair McKee said he will not vote for this. 7 
 Commissioner Rich asked if the Board is in agreement that Fairview Park needs to be a 8 
line item in the CIP.  She said the park was overlooked and it needs to be put in the CIP.  9 
 Bonnie Hammersley said she is not sure a motion is needed to allow for Commissioner 10 
Rich’s suggestion as staff will insure that Fairview Park does become a line item.   She said the 11 
CIP and the budget will be presented differently in the future. 12 
  13 
VOTE:  Ayes, 4 (Commissioner Jacobs, Commissioner Price, Commissioner Rich and 14 
Commissioner Dorosin); Nays, 3 (Chair McKee, Commissioners Pelissier, and Commissioner 15 
Burroughs) 16 
 17 
 A motion was made by Commissioner Rich, seconded by Commissioner Price to accept 18 
the Five Year Capital Investment Plan and Approve the Intent to Adopt Capital Funding for 19 
FY2015-16, with caveat that the Board will discuss the Fairview Park project on Tuesday. 20 
 21 
VOTE:  UNANIMOUS 22 
 23 
 Chair McKee noted the remaining funds available for allocation are $645,000. 24 
   25 

 2. FY2015-16 Annual Operating Budget Decision Items 26 
• Mark Up/Mark Down Items for the County’s Annual Operating Budget and Outside 27 

Agencies 28 
 29 

• County Departments 30 
 Commissioner Dorosin asked if the $645,000 is the remaining funds available for 31 
allocation, without raising taxes.  He also asked if this includes reserve funds. 32 
 Bonnie Hammersley said no.  She said the County’s projected reserves meets Orange 33 
County’s financial policy of 17 percent.  She said the State’s financial policy is 8%. 34 
 Commissioner Dorosin asked what would happen if a majority voted to go below the 35 
County policy. 36 
 Paul Laughton said it is a policy that rating agencies will review.  He said these agencies 37 
see this policy as a strong fiscal control that the County has in place and it helps the County 38 
achieve and maintain the Triple AAA bond rating so crucial when seeking financing. 39 
 Commissioner Dorosin asked if it is a conservative policy. 40 
 Paul Laughton said it was chosen by looking at peer counties, and 17% is a benchmark.  41 
He said staying within that policy helps the County with the rating agencies.  42 
 Bonnie Hammersley agreed with Paul Laughton, and said it is just one of the measures 43 
that rating agencies look at.  She said Orange County does have strong fiscal policies; 44 
however, it is a board policy, and, as such, can be changed. 45 
 Commissioner Jacobs said he believed that this policy is something the Board could 46 
discuss in the fall as it is a very conservative policy. 47 
 Bonnie Hammersley said there was discussion on Tuesday night regarding the United 48 
Way funding and she asked staff for an inventory list of what the United Way is funding.  She 49 
said it has been reported to her that the funding changes would not take effect until September.  50 
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She said staff can work on it during the summer and can bring something back to the first 1 
Board of County Commissioners meeting in September, if necessary. 2 
 Chair McKee asked if needs could be addressed with budget amendments in the fall. 3 
 Bonnie Hammersley said yes. 4 
 Commissioner Rich said if budget amendments were necessary, from where would the 5 
Board pull the funds. 6 
 Bonnie Hammersley said the needs would be evaluated going forward and there are 7 
pockets of funding available. 8 
 Commissioner Rich said to inform the outside agencies that requested additional 9 
funding, due to United Way cuts, that there may be amendments in the fall. 10 
 Commissioner Jacobs agreed with Commissioner Rich.   11 
 Commissioner Jacobs said many years the County ends up with a 20-22 percent fund 12 
balance after budgets are approved.  He asked if it is a known certainty that the County is at 17 13 
percent this year. 14 
 Bonnie Hammersley said currently there is some uncertainty as to what the projections 15 
will be, since the County has used significant amounts of the fund balances in the past.  She 16 
said this will be monitored closely going forward. 17 
 Commissioner Burroughs said she supports a plan that allows the Board to address 18 
these cuts in September.  She said the three agencies facing cuts are part of the Family 19 
Success Alliance (FSA) Consortium.   20 
 Bonnie Hammersley said she would respond back to the affected outside agencies that 21 
have reached out to the County. 22 
 Bonnie Hammersley referred to the gold paper at the Commissioners’ places.  She 23 
reminded the Board of a request by the Interim Superintendent of the Orange County Schools 24 
(OCS), asking that their Board of Education (BOE) have the same compensation as the BOE 25 
for Chapel Hill-Carrboro City Schools (CHCCS).  She said the front side of the gold sheet 26 
shows comparable counties within the State, and the reverse side shows the recommended 27 
budget ordinance language to fix the OCS compensation as the same for CHCCS. 28 
 Commissioner Burroughs said CHCCS is paid twice a year. 29 
 Commissioner Dorosin said he heartily supported this proposed change. 30 
 Chair McKee said this compensation is paid out of OCS’s monies. 31 
  32 
 A motion was made by Commissioner Dorosin, seconded by Commissioner Burroughs 33 
for the Board of Board of County Commissioners to fix the compensation for members of the 34 
OCS Board of Education such as that it is the same for the members of the CHCCS Board of 35 
Education; resulting increase to be paid from the approved County appropriation for Orange 36 
County Schools.  37 
 38 
VOTE:  UNANIMOUS 39 
 40 
 Bonnie Hammersley referred to the green sheet that shows County Commissioner 41 
compensation and peer comparisons in the same counties as used for BOE comparisons.  She 42 
said the towns and cities in Orange County are also included.  She said options for 43 
consideration are located at the bottom of the page, should the Board choose to look at 44 
changes to the current compensation. 45 
 Chair McKee said he and the Manager have discussed this topic at length.  He said the 46 
Board of County Commissioners has only had increases with general cost of living allowances 47 
and the topic of increases has not been discussed for at least 20 or 30 years.  He said it is time 48 
to have a discussion, and noted the options provided by the Manager.  He said this topic should 49 
be reviewed on an annual basis by the Board.  He said option 2 suggests a per diem rate for 50 
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meetings.  He said within this option there are sub options:  the first considers 33 meetings, 1 
which includes regular meetings and regular work sessions; the second considers 51 meetings, 2 
which includes all meetings.   3 
 Commissioner Price asked if the per diem would be in addition to the flat salary. 4 
 Chair McKee said yes. 5 
 Commissioner Price asked if the salary would stay the same. 6 
 Chair McKee said everything is open for discussion. 7 
 Bonnie Hammersley said option 1 addressed increasing the salary by a percentage or a 8 
flat rate.  She said option 2 is a meeting per diem, meaning there would be a cost per meeting 9 
with the two tier options as just referenced by Chair McKee.  She said option 3 is a less 10 
administrative option.  She said the Board would receive an allowance with the same two tiers 11 
available as in option 2. 12 
 Commissioner Price asked if option 2 was contingent upon Commissioners attending 13 
meetings. 14 
 Bonnie Hammersley said yes. 15 
 Commissioner Rich asked if it is known how many meetings the Board has in 16 
comparison to other governmental entities. 17 
 Bonnie Hammersley said she gathered the information on the green sheet from the 18 
North Carolina Association of County Commissioners (NCACC), and it did not include anything 19 
regarding quantity of meetings.  20 
 Commissioner Dorosin said right now the Board has salary and travel allowance and he 21 
would be interested to know how much of the travel allowance is used.  He said he has never 22 
used his travel allowance and suggested rolling it into the salary when it goes unused. 23 
 Chair McKee said this is already the case.  He said it will show up once monthly on the 24 
pay stub as “travel allowance”.   25 
 Commissioner Pelissier said that when the County was conducting a manager search 26 
she heard that many applicants chose not to apply due to Orange County’s reputation for 27 
having a large number of meetings. 28 
 Commissioner Jacobs said the Board should compare itself to its immediate neighbors. 29 
 Chair McKee agreed.  He suggested keeping any decisions simple and straightforward. 30 
 Commissioner Burroughs echoed Chair McKee and added it is important to maintain 31 
transparency.  She said she supports option one. 32 
 Chair McKee said this is a difficult conversation to have as there will be some amount of 33 
pushback.  He added this conversation has not been had in so many years and knows the 34 
number of hours the Board spends attending meetings, reviewing materials, etc.  He said he 35 
has no predetermined conclusions but feels the Board must have the conversation. 36 
 Bonnie Hammersley said this will be an addition to the budget and reviewed the total 37 
costs for each option.   She said the first tier in option 2 would be $23,100; the second tier in 38 
option 2 would be $35,700; the first tier in option 3 would be $21,000; and the second tier in 39 
option 3 would be $ 33,000.  She said these are cumulative totals and would be an addition to 40 
the recommended budget. 41 
 Commissioner Jacobs asked Commissioner Burroughs if she desired only one category 42 
or if she would be comfortable with specified separate categories.  43 
 Commissioner Burroughs said the Board should have one or two numbers at most.  She 44 
said the Board should pick a number that rings true, and move forward. 45 
 46 
 Commissioner Jacobs said he now understands her position, while he may not agree 47 
with it.  He said another way to address option 2 or 3 would be to phase it in over four years, 48 
allowing for each Commissioner to have to run for re-election, after raising their salary.  He said 49 
it would give the citizens the opportunity to weigh in.  50 
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 Chair McKee asked if Commissioner Jacobs meant that none of this would go into effect 1 
until 2016. 2 
 Commissioner Jacobs said no.  He said his suggestion is to phase in the pay raise over 3 
four years. 4 
 Commissioner Dorosin said it is a hard conversation to have and he sees two policy 5 
points: the first is that artificially low salaries for public service narrows the pool of candidates 6 
that can participate; the second is that if the pay rate has not been raised in 20 years, then it is 7 
perfectly acceptable to do so.  He agreed with Commissioner Burroughs that there should be 8 
one flat number. 9 
 Commissioner Dorosin suggested raising the salary to $20,000, costing the County an 10 
additional $17,500.  11 
 Commissioner Price suggested leaving travel separately, as other counties do adding it 12 
may be preferable in regards to filing taxes.  She said the salary should be one number not a 13 
per diem rate for meetings. 14 
 Commissioner Rich agreed with Commissioner Dorosin.  15 
 Commissioner Price agreed with Commissioner Rich.   16 
 Commissioner Pelissier agreed with Commissioner Dorosin regarding who is able to run 17 
for office.  She said the problem is that adding a few thousand dollars is not going to change 18 
who can run but it is a start.  She said the Board members are all on numerous boards outside 19 
the Board of County Commissioners and thus attending even more meetings.   20 
 Commissioner Jacobs said he does think that improving the salaries will attract 21 
candidates and diversity.  He suggested looking at their neighbors and striving to be in the 22 
same ballpark. 23 
 Chair McKee said the retribution of the voters is always a reality.   24 
 Commissioner Dorosin agreed with Commissioner Pelissier that raising the salary is 25 
only a start towards attracting more diverse candidates to run for elected office.  He said the 26 
other side of the coin is to discuss the number of meetings the Board has. 27 
  28 
 A motion was made by Commissioner Dorosin, seconded by Commissioner Pelissier to 29 
approve a total compensation package of $21,000 (including travel and salary). 30 
 31 
 Chair McKee said there is an incremental tier for the Chair and Vice Chair and asked if 32 
there should be the same incremental step up for these roles. 33 
 Commissioner Rich made a friendly amendment to keep Chair and Vice Chair with 34 
same percentage tier. 35 
 Commissioner Dorosin and Commissioner Pelissier accepted this. 36 
 37 
VOTE:  UNANIMOUS 38 
 39 
 Bonnie Hammersley said there will be a compensation discussion on every budget 40 
going forward. 41 
 Paul Laughton referred to the revised County Fee Schedule hand out at the 42 
Commissioners’ places.  He said it is part of the Board’s appendix A.  He said there are a few 43 
wording changes and the County Fee Schedule will be before the Board at the next meeting for 44 
approval. 45 
 Paul Laughton said a mark up/mark down sheet has been done for several years, 46 
allowing the Board to walk through changes in expenses and revenues.  He reviewed the 47 
following numbers: 48 
Manager’s Recommended Budget      $205,976.110 49 
$65,000 reduction in PAYG       $65,000 50 
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$180,000 change two CIP Projects        $180,000 1 
Board of County Commissioners Compensation              $ 24,500 2 
 3 
 Commissioner Dorosin referred to an email he sent earlier in the day regarding pre-trial 4 
programs and their potential move to the Sheriff’ Office.  He said his email voiced concerns 5 
passed on to him from various stakeholders regarding this change.   He said further discussion 6 
by the Board seems warranted.  He said the Manager has proposed continuing the contracts 7 
and moving the administrative components to the County Manager’s office.  He said he would 8 
endorse this proposal.  He asked if the topic could continue to be discussed over the next six 9 
months.  He said concerns arise as the judicial process is an adversarial one and the Sheriff’s 10 
Office is affiliated with one side of said process.  He said having services moved from a neutral 11 
non-profit to the Sheriff’s Office requires careful planning and forethought. 12 
 Commissioner Pelissier said there was a recommendation that the Drug Court and pre-13 
trial services be brought in house, per the jail alternatives work group.  She said this raises two 14 
questions:  bringing it in house to begin with and where to place it in house.  She said the 15 
Manager recommended that these both go to Sheriff’s Office and be reviewed on an annual 16 
basis.  She said she is unsure whether contracts are needed or if having a position is 17 
preferable.   18 
 Commissioner Jacobs said the Manager recommended these services to come under 19 
the Sheriff, since there was difficulty coordinating with outside agencies.  He said he feels it is 20 
generous of the Sheriff to be willing to take these services on, but understands the potential 21 
issues given the adversarial nature of the judicial system.  He agreed that the Board should 22 
have a further discussion, and as an interim measure to put it under the auspices of the 23 
Manager. 24 
 Bonnie Hammersley said the Recommended Budget did include the recommendation of 25 
moving Pretrial Services and the Drug Court to the Sheriff’s Office.  She said this 26 
recommendation came from concerns raised by various departments and members of the Jail 27 
Alternatives Workgroup.  She said there could be a conflict of interest with the entity that 28 
oversees these services.  She said it is not uncommon for these programs to be in a jail.  She 29 
said in order to protect the Board of County Commissioners (BOCC), she is recommending to 30 
review this annually as a part of the budget ordinance, and for BOCC to choose an entity to 31 
oversee these programs.  She said she has also heard from some concerned members of the 32 
legal community. 33 
 Bonnie Hammersley said her email today which stated: “In response to the concerns 34 
that have been raised by some of the stakeholders of the Pre-trial Services change in the 35 
budget, I would offer an option of continuing the contracts but transferring administration of the 36 
contracts to the County Manager’s office to allow the opportunity for input from 37 
stakeholders. This option could also apply to the Drug Court contract that was included in the 38 
budget initiative to transfer to the Sheriff office,” was an interim solution in her office for 39 
oversight and evaluation these programs and then to report back to the Board of 40 
Commissioners. 41 
 Commissioner Dorosin said the Manager’s proposed compromise would address all of 42 
the concerns.  43 
  44 
 A motion was made by Commissioner Dorosin, seconded by Commissioner Rich that 45 
Pretrial Services and Drug Court continue as contracts, but transferring administration of those 46 
contracts to the County Manager’s office, to allow for input from stakeholders and also for 47 
continued evaluation of where the program should ultimately end up. 48 
 49 
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 Commissioner Pelissier said she can accept this motion but said she does not want to 1 
see a discussion of contracts occur.  She proposed a friendly amendment that, in 6 months, the 2 
positions will be in house somewhere.  She said this is clearly in line with the recommendation 3 
of the consultant that was hired to review the current system. 4 
 Commissioner Dorosin said he is not in favor of the pre-set review process and would 5 
rather stay with the Manager’s language and respectfully decline friendly amendment. 6 
 Commissioner Rich said sometimes she does not feel in the loop on this and other 7 
issues; however, she is supportive of Commissioner Dorosin’s motion. 8 
 Commissioner Jacobs said he is confident what Commissioner Pelissier suggested will 9 
happen. 10 
 Chair McKee said problems with the non-profit currently overseeing Pretrial Services 11 
and the Drug Court has been ongoing.  He has heard of issues for four years and the problems 12 
seem to persist regardless of what approach is made to address them.  He said it is time to 13 
make a change.  He said he believes the Sheriff to be highly motivated to keep numbers down 14 
at the jail.  He said these numbers are constantly monitored.  He said he wholeheartedly 15 
supports the Manager’s original proposal to transfer these services to the Sheriff’s Office.   He 16 
said he recognizes this is a dramatic change and will be traumatic for the non-profit, but he 17 
finds the persistent problems to be too great an issue.  He said most of the push back seems to 18 
have arisen in recent days and not since the budget document has been available.  He said this 19 
large push back in the past 24 hours may be the result of a coordinated and manipulative 20 
attempt to influence the Board.  21 
 Commissioner Dorosin said he disagreed with Chair McKee’s interpretation of the 22 
increased push back. 23 
 Commissioner Price said she agreed with Chair McKee and Commissioner Pelissier. 24 
 Commissioner Jacobs said someone can make a substitute motion. 25 
 Commissioner Pelissier said the only policy change in the original recommendation was 26 
changing the location to the Sheriff’s Office.  She said bringing the services in house is not a 27 
policy change. 28 
 29 
 A motion was made by Commissioner Dorosin, seconded by Commissioner Rich that 30 
the Board adopt what Manager recommended in her email of continuing the contracts but 31 
transferring administration of the contracts to the County Manager’s office to allow the 32 
opportunity for input from stakeholders.   This option could also apply to the Drug Court contract 33 
that was included in the budget initiative to transfer to the Sheriff Office.   34 
 35 
 A substitute motion was made by Commissioner Pelissier, seconded by Commissioner 36 
Price to continue the contracts for three months; bring the positions under the supervision of the 37 
Manager’s office within 3 months; and study where to place the services in the long run after 38 
that, whether they remain in the Manager’s Office or go to the Sheriff, and under what 39 
conditions they would go to the Sheriff.  40 
 Commissioner Pelissier said there is already a Jail Alternatives Coordinator in the 41 
Sheriff’s Office.  She said wherever Pretrial Services is placed it will need to coordinate with the 42 
Jail Alternatives Coordinator. 43 
 Bonnie Hammersley clarified that the contracted amount that was going to be 44 
transferred to the Sheriff’s Office was going to fund the creation of a Jail Alternatives position.  45 
She said without that transfer of funds, there will not be a Jail Alternatives Coordinator. 46 
 Commissioner Jacobs asked if Commissioner Dorosin’s motion better addresses that 47 
point, or does neither motion offer much help. 48 
 Bonnie Hammersley said the long term solution is the Jail Alternatives Coordinator.  She 49 
said the proposal was for a full time Jail Alternatives Coordinator, a ½ time position to oversee 50 
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Pre-trial Services, and a FTE Drug Court Coordinator.  She said these positions would be 1 
funded by the contract monies.  She said if the contracts remain, then the current staffing 2 
remains as it is.  She said giving three months to talk with stakeholders and come back with 3 
recommendations to Board of County Commissioners is a reasonable timeframe. 4 
 Bonnie Hammersley said this decision does not affect the mark up or mark down 5 
budget, as it is a budget neutral initiative. 6 
 Bonnie Hammersley said she will act upon the will of the Board of County 7 
Commissioners.  She said in either case, she will evaluate with the stakeholders and share her 8 
findings with the Board. 9 
 10 
VOTE:  Ayes, 4 (Chair McKee, Commissioner Pelissier, Commissioner Price, and 11 
Commissioner Burroughs); Nayes, 3 (Commissioner Dorosin, Commissioner Jacobs, and 12 
Commissioner Rich) 13 
Motion Passes 14 
 15 

• Outside Agencies 16 
 Board members made the following suggestions for increased funding for outside 17 
agencies:  18 
Commissioner Rich   Marion Cheeks Jackson Comm. Ctr. $2000 19 
Commissioner Price  OCIM Meals on Wheels Program  $1830 20 
Commissioner Dorosin Rogers Eubanks Neighborhood Assoc. $20,000 21 
Commissioner Jacobs Orange County Schools   $35,200 22 
 23 
Commissioner Pelissier InterFaith Council    $4500 24 
    Community Empowerment Fund  $2500 25 
 26 
 Commissioner Dorosin said InterFaith Council (IFC) is already receiving $41,000.  He 27 
said he does not support any more funds going to this agency.   28 
 29 
 A motion was made by Commissioner Jacobs, seconded by Commissioner Price to give 30 
$3000 to IFC. 31 
VOTE:  Ayes, 5 (Chair McKee, Commissioner Jacobs, Commissioner Price, Commissioner 32 
Rich, Commissioner Burroughs); Nayes, 2 (Commissioner Dorosin and Commissioner Pelissier) 33 
Motion Passes 34 
  35 
Commissioner Dorosin Rogers Eubanks Neighborhood Assoc. $20,000 36 
 37 
 Commissioner Rich asked if it would be prudent to re-negotiate the existing agreement 38 
with the Rogers Eubanks Neighborhood Association (RENA). 39 
 Commissioner Dorosin agreed that it should be re-negotiated but that the RENA is in 40 
need of money now. 41 
 Commissioner Rich said it has been a year, and the agreement does not seem to be 42 
working.  43 
 Commissioner Dorosin said it is a bigger question than just RENA.  He said two other 44 
community centers are coming on line and having conversations is prudent.  He said the 45 
funding of RENA now is not mutually exclusive to renegotiating the County’s agreement with 46 
them. 47 
 Commissioner Dorosin said he brought up helping RENA through the Social Justice 48 
Funds several months ago and was assured the needs would be addressed via Outside 49 
Agencies funding. 50 
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 Commissioner Rich said at that same time she reread the agreement between the 1 
County and RENA and was struck that there are some changes needed in the agreement.   2 
 Commissioner Pelissier agreed with Commissioner Rich.  She said a non-profit should 3 
be funded from the community, and not primarily from the government.  She said she would be 4 
comfortable giving the money to RENA, if there was a contract with them.     5 
 Commissioner Jacobs said the Board agreed that it would not be the funders of this 6 
organization.  He said it looks as if the Board is moving to a different model that decentralizes 7 
government oversight and supports community operation in upcoming Community Centers.  He 8 
said he would like to re-visit Rogers Road in this new light and re-negotiate the contract. 9 
 Commissioner Dorosin is not sure that RENA’s fund request is for operations. 10 
 Bonnie Hammersley said it was not for operations.  She said the request is for RENA’s 11 
back program, a community garden and a summer camp. 12 
 13 
 A motion was made Commissioner Price, seconded by Commissioner Dorosin to 14 
provide $15,000 funding to the RENA. 15 
 Commissioner Rich said she feels strongly that these funds are a band-aid, and that the 16 
agreement with RENA must be reviewed. 17 
 18 
VOTE:  UNANIMOUS  19 
 Bonnie Hammersley said going forward the County will look at this Center as part of all 20 
of the community centers and will review the current agreement.  She said the County is taking 21 
care of facility maintenance. 22 
 23 
Commissioner Jacobs Orange County Schools   $35,200 24 
 Commissioner Burroughs asked if Commissioner Jacobs means to give funds to 25 
Orange County Schools (OCS) as though they are an outside agency running the programs 26 
previously run by Communities in Schools (CIS). 27 
 Commissioner Jacobs said yes.  28 
 Commissioner Jacobs said this is a cut for OCS because they are taking on an outside 29 
program. 30 
 Chair McKee said it was the decision of OCS to cut CIS.  He said giving funds back to 31 
OCS brings up the issue of Fair Funding.  He said he understands CIS will serve as many 32 
students in Chapel Hill-Carrboro City Schools (CHCCS). 33 
 Commissioner Jacobs said OCS lost confidence in CIS and OCS has taken on the work 34 
of CIS.  He asked if it was fair to punish OCS financially for making a decision based on 35 
maintaining their integrity. 36 
 Commissioner Price asked if it was permissible to give outside agency funds to a school 37 
system. 38 
 Paul Laughton said the funds do not have to be in the outside agency process but could 39 
be a non-departmental budget item as is done with school nurses. 40 
 Commissioner Burroughs said providing funding outside of the per pupil allowance will 41 
only create further division between the school districts.  She urged the Board not to support 42 
this. 43 
 Commissioner Jacobs said, in the big picture, this is a small amount of money, and 44 
giving it to OCS would have direct impact on students’ education.   45 
 Chair McKee agreed with Commissioner Burroughs, and also implored the Board not to 46 
support giving OCS these funds. 47 
 Commissioner Dorosin said he would support taking the proposed funds for CIS and 48 
OCS out of the outside agency process, and providing the funds as a non-departmental. 49 
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 Commissioner Burroughs said Paul Laughton’s suggestion is how the Board handles 1 
other fair funding items. 2 
 Commissioner Burroughs said to take both CIS’s funding out and put it in non-3 
departmentals. 4 
 5 
 A motion was made by Commissioner Price, seconded by Commissioner Jacobs to take 6 
the $35, 200 and put it into Orange County non-departmental for OCS. 7 
 8 
 Commissioner Rich said the name of fair funding should be changed. 9 
 Commissioner Burroughs said the Board has carefully not had a fair funding 10 
conversation.  She said there are lawyers in the school world that think fair funding is not fair, 11 
and County lawyers that think it is fair.   12 
 13 
VOTE:  Ayes, 4 (Commissioner Price, Commissioner Jacobs, Commissioner Dorosin and 14 
Commissioner Rich); Nayes, 3 (Chair McKee, Commissioner Pelissier and Commissioner 15 
Burroughs) 16 
Motion passed 17 
 18 
Commissioner Jacobs Fairview Community Watch  $2000  19 
 A motion was made by Commissioner Dorosin, seconded by Commissioner Price to 20 
approve $2000.  21 
VOTE:  UNANIMOUS 22 
 23 
Commissioner Jacobs Piedmont Wildlife Center   $2000  24 
 A motion was made by Commissioner Dorosin, seconded by Commissioner Rich to 25 
approve $2000 for this Center. 26 
VOTE:  UNANIMOUS  27 
 28 
Commissioner Price  Center for Home Ownership  $22,000 29 
  A motion was made by Commissioner Dorosin, seconded by Commissioner Pelissier to 30 
not fund this item here but rather to have a contractual relation with them. 31 
 Bonnie Hammersley said the Housing Director has weighed in on this issue and does 32 
support funding this organization and recommends working closely with them. 33 
 Commissioner Jacobs asked if this funding can be done as a contract rather than as 34 
outside agency funding. 35 
 Bonnie Hammersley said yes. 36 
 37 
 An amended motion was made by Commissioner Dorosin, seconded by Commissioner 38 
Burroughs to take the money off of outside agency funding and enter into a contract with the 39 
Center for Home Ownership for $10,000.  40 
 41 
VOTE:  Ayes, 3 (Commissioner Dorosin, Commissioner Burroughs, and Commissioner Rich); 42 
Nays, 4 (Commissioner Jacobs, Commissioner Price, Chair McKee, and Commissioner 43 
Pelissier) 44 
Motion fails  45 
 46 
 Commissioner Price said the Center for Home Ownership asked for $45,000 and she 47 
suggested $22,000. 48 
  49 
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 A motion was made by Commissioner Price, seconded by Commissioner Burroughs to 1 
enter into a contract with the Center for Home Ownership for $22,000. 2 
 3 
VOTE:  Ayes, 5 (Chair McKee, Commissioner Price, Commissioner Burroughs, Commissioner 4 
Pelissier, Commissioner Jacobs); Nayes, 2 (Commissioner Rich and Commissioner Dorosin)  5 
 6 
Commissioner Price/Chair McKee   Voices Together   $3000 7 
Commissioner Price     OCIM Samaritan Relief  $7585 8 
Commissioner Burroughs     Communities in Schools (CIS) $12,000 9 
Commissioner Rich      Art Therapy Institute  $1000 10 
 11 
 A motion was made by Commissioner Price, seconded by Commissioner Jacobs to 12 
extend capacity to serve .5 FTE, in the amount of $39,575, for a practitioner for the Health 13 
Department to address men 18 and over, beyond the issue of communicable diseases. 14 
 Commissioner Burroughs said this is a conversation that the Board of Health should 15 
have first. 16 
 Bonnie Hammersley said there was a request from the Board of Health to add a position 17 
and a half, and the need was for the entire request, not just the half time position. 18 
 Commissioner Pelissier said the Board really does need to understand the implication of 19 
this issue.  She said there needs to be a conversation about people just coming into the health 20 
department for physicals before she is willing to support the motion. 21 
 Chair McKee said he would have been more comfortable if this conversation had taken 22 
place with the Director of the Health Department, Dr. Colleen Bridger. 23 
 24 
VOTE:  Ayes, 3 (Commissioner Jacobs, Commissioner Dorosin, Commissioner Price); Nayes, 4 25 
(Commissioner Burroughs, Commissioner Pelissier, Chair McKee, and Commissioner Rich) 26 
Motion failed. 27 
  28 

• Funding for Chapel Hill-Carrboro City Schools and Orange County Schools 29 
 Commissioner Burroughs said she was not just elected to support the schools or just 30 
one school system but rather she is focused on the children the schools serve.  She said that 31 
one district states a need of $800,000, in order to not cut positions.  She said the other district 32 
may need to cut positions due to State mandates regarding salary and benefits.  She said if the 33 
Board is unable to provide the schools the necessary $1.4 million, students will be impacted.  34 
She said there have been cuts over the past 6 years that total $10 million.  35 
 Commissioner Burroughs said the schools in Orange County are working very hard to 36 
support their students and there is still great need.  She said concerns have been raised that 37 
the schools are receiving close to 50 percent of the County’s budget.  She said 50 percent is a 38 
round number but it is arbitrary and does not address need which should be the focus.  She 39 
thinks that meeting the needs is important and takes money and she would support a tax 40 
increase.  She said she is fully confident that the funds would be used wisely and that the Board 41 
should trust the school districts. 42 
 Commissioner Dorosin clarified Commissioner Burroughs proposal, asking if she seeks 43 
an additional $1.3 million, with 800,000 for CHCCS and 500,000 to OCS. 44 
 Commissioner Burroughs said she is asking for an additional $65 per pupil on top of the 45 
already proposed $81 per pupil by the Manager. 46 
 Commissioner Jacobs said Commissioner Burroughs’ comments are consistent with 47 
what the Board of County Commissioners has always done.  He said the Board trusts the 48 
school systems and seeks the best for the students in Orange County.  49 
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 Commissioner Jacobs proposed giving the remaining $511,385 to the school districts 1 
and not increasing taxes.  He said Orange County cannot make up for the faults of the 2 
legislature.  He said the Board has always been supportive of Public Education and has done 3 
its best this year. 4 
 Commissioner Dorosin said he appreciated Commissioner Burroughs’ speech and her 5 
proffer to raise the general tax rather than the district tax.  He said he would like to reach the 6 
$1.3 million that is needed, but suggested dipping into the fund balance in the amount of 7 
$800,000 rather than a tax increase. 8 
 Commissioner Dorosin said Orange County does have the best funded school districts 9 
in the State.  10 
 Commissioner Pelissier agreed with Commissioner Dorosin and does not want a tax 11 
increase. 12 
 Commissioner Rich said she too is not in favor of a tax increase.  She asked if the 13 
current fund balance is known and what impact a reduction would have. 14 
 Paul Laughton said there is $400,000 available for use and would keep the fund balance 15 
right at 17 percent.  He said if more than $400,000 is used, the fund balance would fall under 16 
the 17 percent.  He noted that the County’s fiscal year is not closed out yet and staff felt 17 
comfortable just offering up $400,000.  He said withdrawing $800,000 would take the fund 18 
balance under 17 percent but not as low as 16 percent. 19 
 Commissioner Rich said she is not comfortable using the fund balance.   20 
 Bonnie Hammersley said she would caution the Board moving forward and with taking 21 
these funds out of the reserves. She said to put the money into operating costs there must be 22 
ongoing revenue to support it the next year.  She said there is some uncertainty here.  She said 23 
there is currently no Chief Financial Officer to look at funding and talk about reserves. 24 
 25 
 A motion was made by Commissioner Jacobs, seconded by Commissioner Price that 26 
the Board appropriate $511,385 to fund the two school systems. 27 
 Commissioner Jacobs said there needs to be balance between what is given to the 28 
schools, and the County’s other needs and priorities.     29 
 Commissioner Dorosin said if the Board dips into the fund balance this year that he 30 
would not support doing that next year.  He said the fund balance is like a savings account and 31 
sometimes savings must be dipped into. 32 
 Commissioner Price said she is against raising taxes and does not view the fund 33 
balance as a savings account.  She said if there is going to be a bond next year, the County’s 34 
financial ratings will be especially important.   35 
 Commissioner Burroughs said she is appreciative of Commissioner Dorosin’s 36 
suggestion to use the fund balance, and she also agrees with Commissioner Price’s comments 37 
about the County’s financial ratings.  She said given this motion she will vote against it with 38 
gratitude because in times of crisis you need to try and get extra monies. 39 
 Commissioner Pelissier said she will vote for the motion and then make another motion 40 
to take some from fund balance. 41 
 Bonnie Hammersley clarified that the fund balance is what is left over from the budget at 42 
the end of the year and the monies in question here are the reserves. 43 
 Chair McKee asked if this motion passes and there is an additional motion for more 44 
funding, that those funds would come from the reserves. 45 
 Bonnie Hammersley said yes. 46 
 Bonnie Hammersley said salary savings are part of the fund balance. 47 
 Chair McKee said he supported this motion, but would have concern using the reserves.  48 
 49 
VOTE:  UNANIMOUS 50 
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 1 
 A motion was made by Commissioner Dorosin to move $800,000 from the Orange 2 
County Reserve Fund for additional school financing.  He received no second. 3 
Motion failed. 4 
 5 
 A motion was made by Commissioner Burroughs, seconded by Commissioner Dorosin 6 
to use $400,000 from the Orange County Reserve Funds for schools. 7 
 8 
VOTE:  Ayes, 4 (Chair McKee, Commissioner Burroughs, Commissioner Dorosin, 9 
Commissioner Pelissier); Nayes, 3 (Commissioner Jacobs, Commissioner Rich, and 10 
Commissioner Price) 11 
 12 
• Tax Rate Decisions 13 

i. Ad Valorem Tax – would remain the same at 87.8 cents 14 
ii. Chapel Hill Carrboro City Schools Special District Tax- no change 15 
iii. Fire District Tax Rates  16 
 17 

 A motion was made by Commissioner Jacobs, seconded by Commissioner Dorosin to 18 
approve the increases in the fire district tax rates for Damascus, Southern Triangle Fire Service 19 
District, and Orange Rural.  20 

 21 
VOTE:  UNANIMOUS 22 
 23 
 3. Break (to allow Finance and Administrative Services to formulate Draft Resolution 24 
of Intent to Adopt FY 2015-16 Budget) 25 
 26 
 The Board broke at 11:18pm, and resumed at 11:55pm. 27 
  28 
4. Resolution of Intent to Adopt  FY 2015-16 Annual Operating Budget 29 
 Paul Laughton reviewed the following information: 30 
 31 
Resolution of Intent to Adopt the 2015-16 32 
Orange County Budget 33 
 34 
The items outlined below summarize decisions that the Board acted upon June 11, 2015 in 35 
approving the FY2015-16 Orange County Annual Operating Budget. 36 
 37 
WHEREAS, the Orange County Board of Commissioners has considered the Orange County 38 
2015-16 Manager's Recommended Budget; and 39 
 40 
WHEREAS, the Commissioners have agreed on certain modifications to the Manager's 41 
Recommended Budget as presented in the 2015-16 County Manager’s Recommended Budget 42 
on May 19, 2015; 43 
 44 
NOW THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED, that the Orange County Board of Commissioners 45 
expresses its intent to adopt the 2015-16 Orange County Budget Ordinance on Tuesday, June 46 
16, 2015, based on the following stipulations: 47 
 48 
1) Property Tax Rates 49 
 50 
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a) The ad valorem property tax rate shall be set at 87.8 cents per $100 of assessed 1 
valuation.   2 

 3 
b) The Chapel Hill-Carrboro City Schools District Tax shall be set at 20.84 cents per 4 

$100 of assessed valuation. 5 
 6 

c) The Fire District and Fire Service District tax rates shall be set at the following rates 7 
(all rates are based on cents per $100 of assessed valuation): 8 

 9 
                     10 

• Cedar Grove    7.36 

• Greater Chapel Hill Fire Service District 15.00 

• Damascus 10.30 

• Efland   7.00 

• Eno   7.99 

• Little River   4.06 

• New Hope   9.95 

• Orange Grove   6.00 

• Orange Rural   8.36 

• South Orange Fire Service District 10.00 

• Southern Triangle Fire Service District 10.30 

• White Cross 11.00 

 11 
 12 
2) County Employee Pay and Benefits Plan 13 
 14 

Provide a County employee pay and benefits plan that includes: 15 
 16 

a. A wage increase of 2.0% for all permanent employees hired on or before June 30, 2015, 17 
effective July 1, 2015. 18 

b. No wage increase to the 2014 Salary Schedule. 19 
c. An Employee Performance Award in the amount of $500 (proficient performance) or 20 

$1,000 (exceptional performance), effective with WPPR review dates from July 1, 2015 21 
to June 30, 2016. 22 

d. Continue the $27.50 per pay period County contribution to non-law enforcement 23 
employees’ supplemental retirement accounts and the County matching employees’ 24 
contributions up to $63.00 semi-monthly (for a maximum annual County contribution of 25 
$1,512) for all general (non-sworn law enforcement officer) employees, and continue the 26 
mandated Law Enforcement Officer contribution of 5.0% of salary; and continue the 27 
County’s required contribution to the Local Governmental Employees’ Retirement 28 
System (LGERS) for all permanent employees. 29 

e. Continue funding the Traditional and High Deductible Health Plans for employees and 30 
pre-65 retirees at the FY2014-15 appropriation and fund an additional $100,000 to 31 
mitigate the cost of deductibles paid by employees in the Traditional Plan due to the 32 
change in the plan year from calendar to fiscal in FY2014-15.   33 
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f. Continue funding the Dental Program with an increase of $40,000 over FY2014-15 1 
appropriations. 2 

g. Continue the living wage rate at $12.76 per hour.   3 
h. Eliminate the six-month hiring delay and replace it with a Request to Fill process 4 

allowing Department Directors to fill vacancies within approved FY2015-16 5 
appropriations.  6 

i. Continue the voluntary furlough program. 7 
 8 

 9 
3) Modifications to County Manager’s FY 2015-16 Recommended Annual Operating 10 

Budget 11 
 12 
 The following modifications to the County Manager's Recommended Budget are made:  13 
 14 

Revenues Increase Decrease
Manager's Recommended Revenue Budget
Allocation from Reserve Fund for Schools $400,000
Appropriated Fund Balance $400,000
Total Revenue Changes $800,000 $0
Revised Revenue Budget

Expenditures Increase Decrease
Manager's Recommended Expenditure Budget
Reduction in Transfer to County Capital (PAYG) ($65,000)
Change 2 Capital Projects from PAYG to Debt Financing ($180,000)
BOCC: Compensation Adjustment $24,500
Outside Agency: Marian Cheek Jackson $2,000
Outside Agency: OCIM Meals on Wheels $1,830
Outside Agency: Interfaith Council $3,000
Outside Agency: Community Empowerment Fund $2,500
Outside Agency: Rogers-Eubanks Neighborhood Association $15,000
Non-Deptartmental: Orange County Schools (Communities in $35,200
Outside Agency: Fairview Community Watch $2,000
Outside Agency: Piedmont Wildlife Center $2,000
Non-Departmental Human Svcs (Contract): Center for $22,000
Outside Agency: Voices Together $3,000
Outside Agency: OCIM Samaritan Relief $7,585
Outside Agency: Communities in Schools $12,000
Outside Agency: Art Therapy Institute $1,000
Additional School Funding $511,385
Movement from Reserve Fund, allocation to Schools $400,000

Total Expenditure Changes $1,045,000 ($245,000)
Revised Expenditure Budget

$205,976,110

$206,776,110

 Adjustments to the Manager's Recommended FY2015-16 Budget
On June 11, 2015, the Board of County Commissioners approved the following changes to the Manager's 
Recommended annual operating budget for the 2015-16 fiscal year.  The information below summarizes 

changes made by the Board.

$205,976,110

206,776,110 

15 
 16 

17 
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4) Changes in Funding to Improve Service Delivery (Increase in FTE Approved) 1 
 2 

Department Position Effective Date FTE
Annual 
Salary

Total Salary 
and Benefits

Operating 
and Start-up 

Costs

Off-setting 
revenue or 

Reallocation 
of Existing 

Funds
Total County 

Cost
County Manager Administrative Asst I July 1, 2015 1.000 31,230 45,568 2,875 0 48,443
County Manager Jail Alternatives Manager October 1, 2015 1.000 39,448 52,582 420 (53,002) 0
County Manager Drug Treatment Coordinator October 1, 2015 1.000 39,448 52,553 420 (52,973) 0
County Manager Pre-Trial Release Coordinator October 1, 2015 1.000 39,448 52,553 420 (52,973) 0
Emergency Services Deputy EMS Operations Manager January 1, 2016 1.000 24,355 32,806 4,952 (10,000) 27,758
Health Office Assistant I July 1, 2015 0.500 15,500 17,775 2,570 20,345
Health Dentist July 1, 2015 1.000 110,000 135,733 5,479 (141,212) (0)
Health Dental Assistant July 1, 2015 1.000 35,500 50,465 525 (44,063) 6,927
OPT Public Transportation Driver July 1, 2015 1.000 31,230 45,568 720 (46,288) (0)
OPT Public Transportation Driver July 1, 2015 1.000 31,230 45,568 720 (46,288) (0)
OPT Public Transportation Driver July 1, 2015 1.000 31,230 45,568 720 (46,288) (0)
Planning Erosion Control Officer II January 1, 2016 1.000 22,063 30,179 1,228 0 31,407
Register of Deeds Deputy Register of Deeds II July 1, 2015 1.000 32,500 47,024 0 47,024
Sheriff Court Liaison July 1, 2015 1.000 53,764 71,614 420 0 72,034
Tax Revenue Tech I December 1, 2015 1.000 18,218 26,561 7,328 (33,889) (0)
Tax Revenue Tech II December 1, 2015 1.000 19,140 27,618 6,678 (34,296) (0)
Human Resources Assistant HR Director July 1, 2015 1.000 65,506 84,832 28,972 0 113,804
Library Administrative Services Supervisor July 1, 2015 0.125 5,789 6,639 0 0 6,639
DEAPR Parks Conservation Tech I July 1, 2015 0.250 9,336 10,075 0 0 10,075
DEAPR Community Centers Coordinator October 1, 2015 1.000 27,164 38,467 4,047 0 42,514
Housing Management Assistant July 1, 2015 1.000 51,175 68,437 4,469 0 72,906
DSS Management Analyst July 1, 2015 1.000 42,002 57,742 5,950 (31,935) 31,757
Aging Social Worker (Chinese speaking) July 1, 2015 0.200 8,120 9,311 0 (2,694) 6,617

TOTALS 20.075 783,394 1,055,239 78,913 (595,901) 538,250

Department Position Effective Date FTE
Annual 
Salary

Total Salary 
and Benefits

Operating 
and Start-up 

Costs

Off-setting 
revenue or 

Reallocation 
of Existing 

Funds
Total County 

Cost
Solid Waste Weighmaster July 1, 2015 1.000 29,725 43,842 1,780 45,622
Solid Waste Solid Waste Collector Driver July 1, 2015 1.000 31,230 45,568 600 (19,651) 26,517
Solid Waste Solid Waste Collector Driver January 1, 2016 1.000 15,615 22,785 600 (29,959) (6,574)
Solid Waste Convenience Center Operator July 1, 2015 0.125 1,263 1,448 0 1,448
Solid Waste Convenience Center Operator July 1, 2015 0.125 1,263 1,448 0 1,448
Solid Waste Convenience Center Operator February 1, 2016 0.750 7,832 12,232 0 12,232
Solid Waste Convenience Center Operator February 1, 2016 0.750 7,832 12,232 2,110 14,342
Solid Waste Research & Data Manager July 1, 2015 1.000 76,500 97,409 0 0 97,409

TOTALS 5.750 171,260 236,966 5,090 (49,610) 192,446

Summary of Manager Recommended New Positions for FY 2015-16
General Fund

Solid Waste Enterprise Fund
Summary of Manager Recommended New Positions for FY 2015-16

3 
 4 
 5 
1 The County Manager will provide a comprehensive evaluation of the Jail Alternatives 6 
Programs for review by the Board of County Commissioners (BOCC) during the budget 7 
process.  The BOCC will delegate oversight authority of the Jail Alternatives Programs to an 8 
entity of its choosing on an annual basis. 9 
 10 
Reduction In Force - There was a need to reorganize an organizational unit resulting in the 11 
loss of one (1) or more permanent positions.  The Manager recommends that the Orange 12 
County Board of Commissioners declare that a reduction in force is necessary that will result in 13 
the deletion of one position.   14 
 15 
5)   General Fund Appropriations for Local School Districts 16 
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     The following FY 2015-16 General Fund Appropriations for Chapel Hill-Carrboro City 1 
Schools and Orange County Schools are approved: 2 
 3 

a) Current Expense appropriation for local school districts totals $74,097,901 and 4 
equates to a per pupil allocation of $3,697.50. 5 

      6 
1) The Current Expense appropriation to the Chapel Hill-Carrboro City Schools 7 

is $45,253,703. 8 
    9 

2) The Current Expense appropriation to the Orange County Schools is 10 
$28,844,198. 11 

            12 
            b)  Recurring Capital appropriation for local school districts totals $3,000,000 13 
 14 

1) The Recurring Capital appropriation to the Chapel Hill Carrboro City Schools 15 
totals $1,832,100. 16 

 17 
2) The Recurring Capital appropriation to the Orange County Schools totals 18 

$1,167,900. 19 
 20 
            c)  Long Range (Pay-As-You-Go) Capital appropriation for local school districts totals          21 
                       $3,724,849. 22 
 23 

1) The Long-Range (Pay-As-You-Go) Capital appropriation to the Chapel Hill 24 
Carrboro City Schools totals $2,274,765.  25 

 26 
2) The Long-Range (Pay-As-You-Go) Capital appropriation to the Orange County 27 

Schools totals $1,450,084.  28 
 29 

d) School Related Debt Service for local school districts totals $15,646,916. 30 
 31 

e) Fair Funding appropriation for local school districts totals $988,000.  This 32 
appropriation is to be split 50/50 between Chapel Hill Carrboro City Schools and 33 
Orange County Schools. 34 

 35 
f) Additional net County funding for local school districts totals $1,031,239. 36 

 37 
(1) School Health Nurses – Total appropriation of $705,000 with $465,300 38 

allocated for Chapel Hill Carrboro City Schools and $239,700 allocated for 39 
Orange County Schools.  40 

 41 
(2) School Resource Officers – Total net appropriation of $291,039 allocated in 42 

the Sheriff’s Department to provide School Resource Officers to Orange 43 
County Schools. 44 

 45 
(3) Orange County Schools – Total appropriation of $35,200 for Middle School 46 

Afterschool Program. 47 
 48 
6)   County Fee Schedule 49 
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To adopt the County Fee Schedule to include changes included in the FY 2015-16 1 
Manager’s Recommended Annual Operating Budget. 2 

 3 
 A motion was made by Commissioner Price, seconded by Commissioner Rich to 4 
approve the Resolution of Intent to Adopt FY 2015-16 Annual Operating Budget at the Board of 5 
County Commissioners’ Regular Meeting on June 16, 2015. 6 
 7 
VOTE:  UNANIMOUS 8 
 9 
 A motion was made by Commissioner Burroughs seconded by Commissioner Rich to 10 
adjourn the meeting at 12:08 a.m. 11 
 12 
VOTE:  UNANIMOUS 13 
 14 
 15 
          Earl McKee, Chair 16 
 17 
Donna Baker, Clerk to the Board 18 
 19 
 20 
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         Attachment 11 1 
 2 
DRAFT            MINUTES 3 

BOARD OF COMMISSIONERS 4 
REGULAR MEETING 5 

June 16, 2015 6 
7:00 p.m. 7 

 8 
 The Orange County Board of Commissioners met in regular session on Tuesday, June 9 
16, 2015 at 7:00 p.m. at the Southern Human Services Center, in Chapel Hill, N.C.  10 
 11 
COUNTY COMMISSIONERS PRESENT:  Chair McKee and Commissioners Mia Burroughs, 12 
Mark Dorosin, Barry Jacobs, Bernadette Pelissier, Renee Price and Penny Rich 13 
COUNTY COMMISSIONERS ABSENT:   14 
COUNTY ATTORNEYS PRESENT:  John Roberts  15 
COUNTY STAFF PRESENT: County Manager Bonnie Hammersley and Clerk to the Board 16 
Donna Baker (All other staff members will be identified appropriately below) 17 
 18 
 19 
1. Additions or Changes to the Agenda  20 
 Chair McKee called the meeting to order at 7:00 p.m. 21 
 A motion was made by Commissioner Price, seconded by Commissioner Pelissier to 22 
approve moving Item 7b before Item 7a. 23 
 24 
VOTE: UNANIMOUS 25 
  26 
 Chair McKee noted the following items at the Commissioners’ places: 27 
-  PowerPoint slides for item 5-a – Unified Development Ordinance (UDO) Text Amendment 28 
Impervious Surface Regulations  29 
- pink sheet – memorandum for item 5-a 30 
- white sheets – Year to Date Budget Summary - revised information for item 6-c  31 
- PowerPoint slides for item 8a – Sustainability and Environmental Responsibility in Orange 32 
County  33 
- blue sheet – printed email and attached map for item 11-b 34 
- aerial view map - Information Item - Potential Southern Branch Library  35 
 36 
PUBLIC CHARGE 37 
 Chair McKee dispensed with the reading of the Public Charge 38 
 39 
2. Public Comments   40 
       41 

a. Matters not on the Printed Agenda  42 
 Lydia Wegman, Deputy Chair of the Commission for the Environment (CFE) of Orange 43 
County, read the following memorandum sent from the CFE to the Board of County 44 
Commissioners:   45 
 “The CFE is concerned about the preliminary decision by the Board of County 46 
Commissioners (BOCC) to restrict the planned 2016 bond referendum to funding for school 47 
improvements and expansion. In particular, the CFE believes the BOCC should have 48 
proceeded with the process discussed at the November 19, 2014 Assembly of Governments 49 
meeting, which would have provided an opportunity for the BOCC to hear from the public, 50 
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relevant County-appointed citizen advisory boards, including the CFE, and representatives of 1 
key County departments, such as the Department of Environment, Agriculture, Parks and 2 
Recreation, on their areas of expertise and/or concern.  3 
 The CFE is of the opinion that the BOCC’s decision-making process would benefit 4 
greatly by hearing comments from County residents, advisory boards, and departments on the 5 
funding needs facing programs and activities that are essential to the quality of life in the 6 
County. No doubt education is important, but equally important are parks and recreation, 7 
affordable housing for low-income residents, and services for the county’s growing population 8 
of seniors, among other needs. For example, if the County could provide $5 to $10 million for 9 
park development, it would be possible to develop and open the long-planned Blackwood Farm 10 
Park as well as additional recreational facilities in the northern part of the county. By developing 11 
Twin Creeks Park located next to Morris Grove Elementary School, the County would provide 12 
recreational opportunities for both school children and adults, helping to improve the quality of 13 
life for all residents as well as making the county a more attractive area for new businesses that 14 
seek well-rounded communities in which to locate their operations. Funding for parks and open 15 
space could help preserve additional farmland and natural areas with permanent conservation 16 
easements.  17 
 The CFE urges the Board of County Commissioners to reopen the bond 18 
referendum process and provide a full opportunity for public and county staff comment. 19 
The CFE would very much appreciate an opportunity to present its views on funding 20 
priorities related to parks and open space land conservation to the BOCC.”  21 
 22 

b. Matters on the Printed Agenda 23 
 (These matters will be considered when the Board addresses that item on the agenda 24 
below.) 25 

 26 
3. Announcements and Petitions by Board Members  27 
 Commissioner Dorosin said he had no petitions. 28 
 Commissioner Rich said she had no petitions. 29 
 Commissioner Pelissier said she had no petitions. 30 
 Commissioner Price said she had no petitions. 31 
 Commissioner Jacobs petitioned for the Manager to consult Brenda Bartholomew, 32 
Director of Human Resources, and consider returning the name of that department to the 33 
Personnel Department.  34 
 Commissioner Burroughs said she had no petitions. 35 
 Chair McKee said he had no petitions. 36 
 37 
4.   Proclamations/ Resolutions/ Special Presentations 38 
 39 

a.   Proclamation Recognizing Carrboro High School Women’s Soccer Team Winning 40 
the 2015 State Championship 41 

 The Board considered approving a proclamation recognizing the Carrboro High School 42 
Women’s Soccer Team for winning the 2015 State Championship, and authorizing the Chair to 43 
sign the proclamation. 44 
 Commissioner Rich read the proclamation: 45 
 46 

ORANGE COUNTY BOARD OF COMMISSIONERS 47 
 48 

PROCLAMATION OF RECOGNITION ON 49 
CARRBORO HIGH SCHOOL WOMEN’S SOCCER TEAM  50 
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WINNING THE 2015 STATE CHAMPIONSHIP 1 
 2 

 3 
WHEREAS, on May 30, 2015, the Carrboro High School Women’s Soccer Team captured the 4 

North Carolina High School Athletic Association’s (NCHSAA) 2A State 5 
Women’s Soccer Championship; and,  6 

 7 
WHEREAS, under the guidance of Coach Jared Drexler, the Carrboro High School Women’s 8 

Soccer Team earned its second NCHSAA State title, also winning the State 9 
title in 2012; and, 10 

 11 
WHEREAS, the Lady Jaguars completed the season with a 21-0-1 record, giving up only two 12 

goals the entire season, earning an NCHSAA record for the fewest goals 13 
allowed in a season; and, 14 

 15 
WHEREAS, through hard work, dedication, teamwork, and commitment, the Lady Jaguars 16 

brought honor upon themselves, Carrboro High School, the Chapel Hill / 17 
Carrboro City Schools District and Orange County;  18 

 19 
NOW, THEREFORE, be it proclaimed that the Orange County Board of Commissioners 20 

expresses its sincere appreciation and respect for the Carrboro High School 21 
Women’s Soccer Team and Coach Drexler for the Jaguars’ outstanding 22 
achievement, and their inspiration to youth across North Carolina through their 23 
dedication, teamwork, and athletic prowess. 24 

 25 
This, the 16th day of June, 2015 26 
 27 
 Coach Drexler introduced his team. 28 
 29 
 A motion was made by Commissioner Rich, seconded by Commissioner Burroughs for 30 
the Board to approve the proclamation recognizing the Carrboro High School Women’s Soccer 31 
Team for winning the 2015 State Championship and authorize the Chair to sign the 32 
proclamation on behalf of the Board. 33 
 34 
VOTE:  UNANIMOUS 35 
 36 
5. Public Hearings 37 
 38 

a. Unified Development Ordinance Text Amendment – Impervious Surface 39 
Regulations (No Additional Public Comments Accepted) 40 

 The Board considered: 1. Receiving the Planning Board’s recommendation; 2. Closing 41 
the public hearing; 3. Deliberating as necessary on the proposed amendments; and 4. Deciding 42 
accordingly and/or adopting the Statement of Consistency and the Ordinance amending the 43 
Unified Development Ordinance (UDO) regarding the impervious surface regulations, as 44 
recommended by the Planning Board and staff. 45 
 Michael Harvey, Current Planning Supervisor, presented the following PowerPoint: 46 
 47 
JUNE 16, 2015 48 
BOCC REGULAR MEETING 49 
AGENDA ITEM: 5-a 50 
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UNIFIED DEVELOPMENT ORDINANCE (UDO) TEXT AMENDMENT 1 
IMPERVIOUS SURFACE REGULATIONS 2 
 3 
BACKGROUND 4 

• Staff and Board members have received numerous inquiries related to increasing 5 
allowable impervious surface area. 6 

• Staff summarized issues/options in memo presented at the March 3, 2015 regular 7 
BOCC meeting. 8 

• BOCC authorized amendment process at its March 17, 2015 regular meeting. 9 
• Staff presented amendment(s) to: 10 

o OWASA (April 23, 2015) 11 
o Commission for the Environment (April 13, 2015) 12 
o Solicited Comments from Town(s) of Chapel Hill and Carrboro 13 

• Item presented at May 26, 2015 Quarterly Public Hearing. 14 
• Planning Board reviewed at its June 3, 2015 regular meeting. 15 

 16 
WHAT HAS CHANGED 17 

• Additional language added to Section 4.2.5 to ensure parcels created via cluster 18 
subdivision process, in compliance with established density limits, qualify for 19 
modification.   20 

o Change noted in Bold Green Underlined Text  21 
• Planning Board recommending adding requirement to Section 4.2.8 requiring anyone 22 

going through process to post a performance bond. 23 
o Change noted in Bold Blue Underlined Text 24 

 25 
BACKGROUND 26 

• Staff and Board members have received numerous inquiries related to increasing 27 
allowable impervious surface area. 28 

• Staff summarized issues/options in memo presented at the March 3, 2015 regular 29 
BOCC meeting. 30 

• BOCC authorized amendment process at its March 17, 2015 regular meeting. 31 
• Item presented at May 26, 2015 Quarterly Public Hearing 32 

 33 
RECOMMENDATION 34 
The Manager recommends the Board: 35 

1. Receive the Planning Board’s recommendation. 36 
2. Close the public hearing. 37 
3. Deliberate as necessary on the proposed amendments. 38 
4. Decide accordingly and/or adopt the Statement of Consistency, contained within 39 

Attachment 2, and the Ordinance amending the UDO contained within Attachment 3, as 40 
recommended by the Planning Board and staff. 41 

 42 
 Commissioner Dorosin asked if Michael Harvey could review the example scenario 43 
included as part of the hand out. 44 
 Michael Harvey said the scenario shows a 3 acre parcel of property with an allotted 45 
7000 square feet of impervious surface that is at its maximum.  He said this proposal would 46 
allow this property owner to remove existing driveway and install an infiltration based 47 
stormwater system.  He said this specific example, of permeable concrete, only counts as 50 48 
percent of total impervious surface area, thereby allowing for an approximately 1500 square 49 
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feet of additional impervious surface area to be moved on the lot.  He said the applicant then 1 
chose to install patio around a proposed pool.  He said there is no technical net increase in 2 
impervious surface since the infiltration stormwater system heats the hydrologic model, 3 
consistent with the allowable impervious surface for the lot.  4 
 Commissioner Dorosin asked if the proposed amendment would require the applicant to 5 
post a bond, and if so, who would determine the amount of the bond. 6 
 Michael Harvey said yes, as recommended by the Planning Board and staff.  He said 7 
the engineer for the property owner would set the bond amount. 8 
 Commissioner Dorosin asked if there are other fixed costs for the property owner, 9 
beyond the actual construction and the bond. 10 
 Michael Harvey said the property owner would hire an engineer to develop and install 11 
the system, and pay annual maintenance costs.   12 
 Michael Harvey referred to the example scenario and said if an engineer reports a cost 13 
of $25,000 to remove the impervious surface then the bond would also be $25,000. 14 
 Commissioner Dorosin asked if the example scenario really includes a “system”. 15 
 Michael Harvey said the system in the example is the permeable concrete and it does 16 
require maintenance. 17 
 Commissioner Price asked if this will affect cluster developments. 18 
 Michael Harvey said it does not affect cluster developments. 19 
 Commissioner Dorosin asked if there will be a regular inspection by County planning. 20 
 Michael Harvey said yes, since this is part of the County’s stormwater program. 21 
 Commissioner Dorosin said this issue is a good example of why the Board needs to re-22 
visit the public hearing process.  He said there have been substantive changes, such as the 23 
requirement of a bond, that the public has not had a chance to comment on.   24 
 Commissioner Dorosin asked John Roberts if another public hearing is necessary when 25 
such substantive changes have been made.   26 
 John Roberts said if there is a major substantive change, the original public hearing can 27 
be voided.  He said he is not sure if example rises to that level.  He said, he too, shares 28 
Commissioner Dorosin’s concerns about the County’s public hearing process. 29 
 Chair McKee asked if a $25,000 bond would actually cost $25,000 to the property 30 
owner. 31 
 Michael Harvey said no, the cost of the bond is 110% of the cost of the system. 32 
  33 
 A motion was made by Commissioner Price, seconded by Commissioner Pelissier to 34 
close the public hearing. 35 
 36 
VOTE:  Ayes, 5 (Chair McKee, Commissioner Jacobs, Commissioner Pelissier, Commissioner 37 
Burroughs, and Commissioner Price); Nayes, 2 (Commissioner Dorosin and Commissioner 38 
Rich) 39 
Motion Passed 40 
 41 
 Commissioner Rich said she felt that the Board has let the public down when they are 42 
not allowed to come back and comment on changes. 43 
 Commissioner Jacobs agreed with these concerns and said the Board is not giving the 44 
public a chance to comment on this and other issues. 45 
 46 
 A motion was made by Commissioner Pelissier, seconded by Commissioner Price to 47 
adopt the Statement of Consistency, contained within Attachment 2, and the Ordinance 48 
amending the UDO contained within Attachment 3, as recommended by the Planning Board 49 
and staff. 50 
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 1 
 Commissioner Dorosin asked if the Board is allowed to hold this item open for additional 2 
public comments. 3 
 John Roberts said if the board had not closed the public hearing it could have been 4 
continued to a date and time certain.  He said as the Board did close the public hearing, he 5 
would advise not to try and re-open this hearing now. 6 
 Craig Benedict, Orange County Planning and Inspections Director, said amendments 7 
will be brought back to the Board and staff will be trying a new process going forward.  He said 8 
this may be one of the last amendments made under the old process. 9 
 Commissioner Price asked if the applicant has been informed of the addition of the bond 10 
language.  11 
 Michael Harvey said there is no applicant, but staff was directed by the Board to bring 12 
back this amendment.  He said there were interested property owners. 13 
 Commissioner Price asked if those interested property owners were at the Planning 14 
Board meetings. 15 
 Michael Harvey said no. 16 
 Commissioner Price said she agreed with Commissioner Dorosin and his comments but 17 
does not want to hold this issue up again. 18 
 Commissioner Dorosin said he has reluctance about this item because he sees this as 19 
an incremental step forward and he wondered if this is enough of a change to make any 20 
difference. 21 
 Commissioner Dorosin said he finds the bond issue to be substantive enough of a 22 
change that the public should have been given a chance to respond.  He said he would like to 23 
review the amendment in 6 months to see if it is working and if anyone is using it. 24 
 Commissioner Burroughs agreed to re-visit this process and said she will be supporting 25 
this motion because in their public hearings that these systems can be a net gain. 26 
 Chair McKee agreed that the Board should review this change in 6 to 12 months. 27 
 28 
VOTE:  Ayes, 5 (Chair McKee, Commissioner Pelissier, Commissioner Dorosin, Commissioner 29 
Price, and Commissioner Burroughs); Nayes, 2 (Commissioner Jacobs and Commissioner 30 
Rich) 31 
Motion Passes 32 
 33 
 34 
6. Consent Agenda  35 
     36 

• Removal of Any Items from Consent Agenda 37 
NONE 38 
 39 

• Approval of Remaining Consent Agenda 40 
 41 
A motion was made by Commissioner Jacobs, seconded by Commissioner Rich to 42 

approve the remaining items on the consent agenda. 43 
 44 
VOTE: UNANIMOUS 45 

 46 
• Discussion and Approval of the Items Removed from the Consent Agenda 47 

 48 
a.  Minutes 49 
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The Board approved the minutes for April 23, 2015 BOCC Joint Meeting with Town of 1 
Hillsborough; April 28, 2015 BOCC Joint Meeting with the Schools; and May 5, 2015 BOCC 2 
Regular Meeting, as submitted by the Clerk to the Board. 3 
b.  Motor Vehicle Property Tax Releases/Refunds 4 
The Board adopted a resolution, which is incorporated by reference, to release motor vehicle 5 
property tax values for nine (9) taxpayers with a total of ten (10) bills that will result in a 6 
reduction of revenue. 7 
c.  Fiscal Year 2014-15 Budget Amendment #10 8 
The Board approved budget and capital project ordinance amendments for fiscal year 2014- 9 
15 for Information Technology; Board of Elections; Sheriff’s Office; Miscellaneous; Department 10 
of Environment, Agriculture, Parks and Recreation; Emergency Services; Department of Social 11 
Services; Department on Aging; and Non-Departmental.  12 
d.  Application for North Carolina Education Lottery Proceeds for Chapel Hill – Carrboro 13 
City Schools (CHCCS) and Contingent Approval of Budget Amendment #10-A Related to 14 
CHCCS Capital Project Ordinances 15 
The Board approved the application for North Carolina Education Lottery Proceeds and 16 
authorized the Chair to sign the application; and approved Budget Amendment #10-A receiving 17 
the Lottery Proceeds and the amended CHCCS Capital Project Ordinances contingent on 18 
NCDPI’s approval of the application. 19 
e.  Orange County ABC Board Travel Policy 20 
The Board approved the Orange County Alcoholic Beverage Control (ABC) Board’s adoption 21 
and continued use of the County’s travel policy. 22 
f.  JCPC Certification FY 2015-2016 23 
The Board approved the Orange County Juvenile Crime Prevention Council (JCPC) 24 
Certification for FY 2015-2016 and authorized the Chair to sign the associated documents. 25 
g.  Dedication of Right of Way and Permanent Drainage Easements Servicing the 26 
Churton Street Access and Public Transportation Improvements 27 
The Board approved a dedication of Right of Way and Permanent Drainage Easements to 28 
service the Churton Street access and public transportation improvements as presented, upon 29 
final review of the County Attorney, and authorized the Chair to sign. 30 
h.  Resolution on Rescinding Preemption of Local Tobacco Control 31 
The Board adopted a resolution, which is incorporated by reference, which is similar to an 32 
Orange County Board of Health resolution that calls on the North Carolina General Assembly to 33 
restore local control over tobacco policies by rescinding preemption and authorized the Chair to 34 
sign the resolution. 35 
i.  Authorization for County Manager to Award County Detention Facility Professional 36 
Services Agreement 37 
The Board delegated authority to the County Manager to execute a Professional Services 38 
Agreement with the selected designer for the County Detention Facility, upon final review of the 39 
County Attorney, during the summer break. 40 
j.  Eno-Haw Regional Hazard Mitigation Plan 41 
The Board approved a resolution, which is incorporated by reference, adopting the Eno-Haw 42 
Regional Hazard Mitigation Plan as approved by the North Carolina Division of Emergency 43 
Management and authorized the Chair to sign. 44 
k.  Propane Vehicle Conversion and Refueling Grant Acceptance and Approval of Budget 45 
Amendment #10-B 46 
The Board: 1) approved a NC Clean Energy and Technology Center grant and authorized the 47 
Manager to sign the contract, 2) approved Budget Amendment #10-B, to convert 19 vehicles to 48 
run on propane and install the necessary propane fueling infrastructure, and 3)  instructed staff 49 
to proceed with this project. 50 
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l.  Bicycle and Pedestrian Safety Report 1 
The Board received the Orange Unified Transportation Board (OUTBoard) Draft Bicycle and 2 
Pedestrian Safety Report and directed staff to: 1. Review the list of recommended actions in 3 
Charge 5 of the Report with regard to financial costs, staffing capabilities, and required 4 
coordination with other agencies/entities; and 2. Return to the Board of Commissioners in fall 5 
2015 with information relevant to implementing the lists of actions suggested in Charge 5 of the 6 
Report.  7 
m.  Authorization for County Manager to Award Buckhorn Mebane Sewer Phase 2 8 
Extension Construction Contract and Professional Services Agreement 9 
The Board authorized the Manager to: 1) Award the bid and, upon County Attorney review, 10 
execute the construction contract for the Buckhorn Mebane Sewer Phase 2 Extension project 11 
during the summer break in an amount not to exceed the project budget; 2) Execute, upon 12 
County Attorney review, a professional services contract with an engineering firm over the 13 
summer break for construction contract administration and engineering inspections within the 14 
project budget; and 3) Approve project change orders that do not in total exceed the project 15 
budget. 16 
 17 
7. Regular Agenda 18 
  19 

b.  Approval of the Five-Year Capital Investment Plan and Adoption of the Orange 20 
County CIP Projects of $22,793,345 for FY2015-16 21 

 The Board considered accepting and approving the FY2015-20 Orange County Five-22 
Year Capital Investment Plan, and adopting the Orange County CIP Projects of $22,793,345 for 23 
FY 2015-16. 24 
 Paul Laughton, Orange County Finance Administrative Services, said Attachment 1 25 
showed revisions from the June 11, 2015 meeting, with changes highlighted in yellow.  He said 26 
there is also included a new project for 2015-16 in the amount of $100,000 for Fairview Park for 27 
access and parking improvements. 28 
 Bonnie Hammersley said the Board brought up Fairview Park for discussion at the June 29 
11 meeting.  She said the Master Plan was approved by the Board of County Commissioners 30 
(BOCC) in 2006 and a revised plan was approved in 2010. She said Phase one of the plan was 31 
completed in 2011 and Phase two of the master plan was not included in the CIP.  She said 32 
Commissioner Price brought up the issue of insufficient parking earlier this year and she, staff 33 
and the Town of Hillsborough have been meeting since that time regarding the issue. 34 
 Bonnie Hammersley said Commissioner Jacobs asked for Fairview Park to be included 35 
in the 2015-16 CIP in the amount of $100,000. 36 
 Bonnie Hammersley said staff met about this issue and determined that over the 37 
summer staff would begin the schematic design phase of the project.  She said a schematic 38 
design is a requirement whenever substantial paving or construction is planned.  She said it is 39 
hoped that by early fall staff can present options to the Board of County Commissioners about 40 
parking improvements and also request more funding to complete the park project.  She said 41 
staff would work with the community this summer to find some temporary parking for the park.  42 
She said it is her recommendation to have the $100,000 stay in the CIP as a placeholder for the 43 
project, and to come back in the fall to ask for a more definite amount. 44 
 Commissioner Jacobs asked if the project will be held to no more than $100,000. 45 
 Bonnie Hammersley said no, rather there is $100,000 set aside for the project currently 46 
with the expectation of more money being requested in the fall. 47 
 Commissioner Rich asked if these conversations will include the Town of Hillsborough.  48 
 Bonnie Hammersley said yes. 49 
 Commissioner Price asked if the final costs are known. 50 
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 David Stancil, Director, Department of Environment, Agriculture, Parks & Recreation 1 
(DEAPR), said there is a range of different options but to do what is in the master plan would be 2 
$350,000 and beyond.  He said any of the options would require a Conditional Use Permit 3 
(CUP) modification from the Town of Hillsborough, which will take a few months. 4 
 Commissioner Price asked if the parking would be paved or gravel. 5 
 Bonnie Hammersley said paved. 6 
 Commissioner Jacobs asked if the users of the park will be informed that the Board and 7 
staff are working on an expansion of the parking. 8 
 Bonnie Hammersley said yes. 9 
 Commissioner Jacobs said it would be ideal to have a five minute report on the history 10 
of this park at the Board’s next meeting. 11 
 Chair McKee asked if current users can be surveyed to find out what the parking 12 
situation is now. 13 
 Bonnie Hammersley said yes.  She said pictures can also be taken. 14 
 15 
 A motion was made by Commissioner Rich, seconded by Commissioner Pelissier for the 16 
Board to accept and approve the FY2015-20 Orange County Five-Year Capital Investment 17 
Plan, and approve funding for FY2015-16, as stated in Attachment 2, Year 1 (FY 2015-16) in 18 
the Capital Investment Plan; and adopt the FY2015-16 County Capital projects as stated in 19 
Attachment 3 and FY 2015-16 School Capital projects as stated in Attachment 4. 20 
 21 
VOTE:  UNANIMOUS 22 
 23 
 Commissioner Jacobs and Commissioner Price thanked the Board for turning this item 24 
around so quickly. 25 
 26 
a. Approval of Fiscal Year 2015-16 Budget Ordinance, County Grant Projects, and 27 

County Fee Schedule 28 
 The Board considered approving and adopting the FY2015-16 Budget Ordinance, the 29 
FY2015-16 County Grant Projects, and the FY2015-16 County Fee Schedule, consistent with 30 
the parameters outlined in the Board’s “Resolution of Intent to Adopt the FY2015-16 Orange 31 
County Budget”. 32 
 Paul Laughton reviewed each item and noted the changes. 33 
 34 

Resolution of Intent to Adopt the 2015-16 35 
Orange County Budget 36 

 37 
The items outlined below summarize decisions that the Board acted upon June 11, 2015 in 38 
approving the FY2015-16 Orange County Annual Operating Budget. 39 
 40 
WHEREAS, the Orange County Board of Commissioners has considered the Orange County 41 
2015-16 Manager's Recommended Budget; and 42 
 43 
WHEREAS, the Commissioners have agreed on certain modifications to the Manager's 44 
Recommended Budget as presented in the 2015-16 County Manager’s Recommended Budget 45 
on May 19, 2015; 46 
 47 
NOW THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED, that the Orange County Board of Commissioners 48 
expresses its intent to adopt the 2015-16 Orange County Budget Ordinance on Tuesday, June 49 
16, 2015, based on the following stipulations: 50 
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 1 
1) Property Tax Rates 2 
 3 

a) The ad valorem property tax rate shall be set at 87.8 cents per $100 of assessed 4 
valuation.   5 

b) The Chapel Hill-Carrboro City Schools District Tax shall be set at 20.84 cents per 6 
$100 of assessed valuation. 7 

c) The Fire District and Fire Service District tax rates shall be set at the following rates 8 
(all rates are based on cents per $100 of assessed valuation): 9 

 10 
                     11 

• Cedar Grove    7.36 

• Greater Chapel Hill Fire Service District 15.00 

• Damascus 10.30 

• Efland   7.00 

• Eno   7.99 

• Little River   4.06 

• New Hope   9.95 

• Orange Grove   6.00 

• Orange Rural   8.36 

• South Orange Fire Service District 10.00 

• Southern Triangle Fire Service District 10.30 

• White Cross 11.00 

 12 
 13 
2) County Employee Pay and Benefits Plan 14 
 15 

Provide a County employee pay and benefits plan that includes: 16 
 17 

a. A wage increase of 2.0% for all permanent employees hired on or before June 30, 2015, 18 
effective July 1, 2015. 19 

b. No wage increase to the 2014 Salary Schedule. 20 
c. An Employee Performance Award in the amount of $500 (proficient performance) or 21 

$1,000 (exceptional performance), effective with WPPR review dates from July 1, 2015 22 
to June 30, 2016. 23 

d. Continue the $27.50 per pay period County contribution to non-law enforcement 24 
employees’ supplemental retirement accounts and the County matching employees’ 25 
contributions up to $63.00 semi-monthly (for a maximum annual County contribution of 26 
$1,512) for all general (non-sworn law enforcement officer) employees, and continue the 27 
mandated Law Enforcement Officer contribution of 5.0% of salary; and continue the 28 
County’s required contribution to the Local Governmental Employees’ Retirement 29 
System (LGERS) for all permanent employees. 30 
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e. Continue funding the Traditional and High Deductible Health Plans for employees and 1 
pre-65 retirees at the FY2014-15 appropriation and fund an additional $100,000 to 2 
mitigate the cost of deductibles paid by employees in the Traditional Plan due to the 3 
change in the plan year from calendar to fiscal in FY2014-15.   4 

f. Continue funding the Dental Program with an increase of $40,000 over FY2014-15 5 
appropriations. 6 

g. Continue the living wage rate at $12.76 per hour.   7 
h. Eliminate the six-month hiring delay and replace it with a Request to Fill process 8 

allowing Department Directors to fill vacancies within approved FY2015-16 9 
appropriations.  10 

i. Continue the voluntary furlough program. 11 
           12 
3) Modifications to County Manager’s FY 2015-16 Recommended Annual Operating 13 

Budget 14 
 15 
            The following modifications to the County Manager's Recommended Budget are 16 
made:17 
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Revenues Increase Decrease
Manager's Recommended Revenue Budget
Allocation from Reserve Fund for Schools $400,000
Appropriated Fund Balance $400,000
Total Revenue Changes $800,000 $0
Revised Revenue Budget

Expenditures Increase Decrease
Manager's Recommended Expenditure Budget
Reduction in Transfer to County Capital (PAYG) ($65,000)
Change 2 Capital Projects from PAYG to Debt Financing ($180,000)
BOCC: Compensation Adjustment $24,500
Outside Agency: Marian Cheek Jackson $2,000
Outside Agency: OCIM Meals on Wheels $1,830
Outside Agency: Interfaith Council $3,000
Outside Agency: Community Empowerment Fund $2,500
Outside Agency: Rogers-Eubanks Neighborhood Association $15,000
Non-Departmental: Orange County Schools (Communities in Schools) $35,200
Outside Agency: Fairview Community Watch $2,000
Outside Agency: Piedmont Wildlife Center $2,000
Non-Departmental Human Svcs (Contract): Center for $22,000
Outside Agency: Voices Together $3,000
Outside Agency: OCIM Samaritan Relief $7,585
Outside Agency: Communities in Schools $12,000
Outside Agency: Art Therapy Institute $1,000
Additional School Funding $511,385
Movement from Reserve Fund, allocation to Schools $400,000

Total Expenditure Changes $1,045,000 ($245,000)
Revised Expenditure Budget

$205,976,110

$206,776,110

 Adjustments to the Manager's Recommended FY2015-16 Budget
On June 11, 2015, the Board of County Commissioners approved the following changes to the Manager's 
Recommended annual operating budget for the 2015-16 fiscal year.  The information below summarizes 

changes made by the Board.

$205,976,110

206,776,110 

1 
 2 

3 
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4) Changes in Funding to Improve Service Delivery (Increase in FTE Approved) 1 
 2 

Department Position Effective Date FTE
Annual 
Salary

Total Salary 
and Benefits

Operating 
and Start-up 

Costs

Off-setting 
revenue or 

Reallocation 
of Existing 

Funds
Total County 

Cost
County Manager Administrative Asst I July 1, 2015 1.000 31,230 45,568 2,875 0 48,443
County Manager Jail Alternatives Manager October 1, 2015 1.000 39,448 52,582 420 (53,002) 0
County Manager Drug Treatment Coordinator October 1, 2015 1.000 31,502 43,441 420 (43,861) (0)
County Manager Pre-Trial Release Coordinator October 1, 2015 1.000 31,502 43,441 420 (43,861) (0)
Emergency Services Deputy EMS Operations Manager January 1, 2016 1.000 24,355 32,806 4,952 (10,000) 27,758
Health Office Assistant I July 1, 2015 0.500 15,500 17,775 2,570 20,345
Health Dentist July 1, 2015 1.000 110,000 135,733 5,479 (141,212) (0)
Health Dental Assistant July 1, 2015 1.000 35,500 50,465 525 (44,063) 6,927
OPT Public Transportation Driver July 1, 2015 1.000 31,230 45,568 720 (46,288) (0)
OPT Public Transportation Driver July 1, 2015 1.000 31,230 45,568 720 (46,288) (0)
OPT Public Transportation Driver July 1, 2015 1.000 31,230 45,568 720 (46,288) (0)
Planning Erosion Control Officer II January 1, 2016 1.000 22,063 30,179 1,228 0 31,407
Register of Deeds Deputy Register of Deeds II July 1, 2015 1.000 32,500 47,024 0 47,024
Sheriff Court Liaison July 1, 2015 1.000 53,764 71,614 420 0 72,034
Tax Revenue Tech I December 1, 2015 1.000 18,218 26,561 7,328 (33,889) (0)
Tax Revenue Tech II December 1, 2015 1.000 19,140 27,618 6,678 (34,296) (0)
Human Resources Assistant HR Director July 1, 2015 1.000 65,506 84,832 28,972 0 113,804
Library Administrative Services Supervisor July 1, 2015 0.125 5,789 6,639 0 0 6,639
DEAPR Parks Conservation Tech I July 1, 2015 0.250 9,336 10,075 0 0 10,075
DEAPR Community Centers Coordinator October 1, 2015 1.000 27,164 38,467 4,047 0 42,514
Housing Management Assistant July 1, 2015 1.000 51,175 68,437 4,469 0 72,906
DSS Management Analyst July 1, 2015 1.000 42,002 57,742 5,950 (31,935) 31,757
Aging Social Worker (Chinese speaking) July 1, 2015 0.200 8,120 9,311 0 (2,694) 6,617

TOTALS 20.075 767,502 1,037,014 78,913 (577,677) 538,249

Department Position Effective Date FTE
Annual 
Salary

Total Salary 
and Benefits

Operating 
and Start-up 

Costs

Off-setting 
revenue or 

Reallocation 
of Existing 

Funds
Total County 

Cost
Solid Waste Weighmaster July 1, 2015 1.000 29,725 43,842 1,780 45,622
Solid Waste Solid Waste Collector Driver July 1, 2015 1.000 31,230 45,568 600 (19,651) 26,517
Solid Waste Solid Waste Collector Driver January 1, 2016 1.000 15,615 22,785 600 (29,959) (6,574)
Solid Waste Convenience Center Operator July 1, 2015 0.125 1,263 1,448 0 1,448
Solid Waste Convenience Center Operator July 1, 2015 0.125 1,263 1,448 0 1,448
Solid Waste Convenience Center Operator February 1, 2016 0.750 7,832 12,232 0 12,232
Solid Waste Convenience Center Operator February 1, 2016 0.750 7,832 12,232 2,110 14,342
Solid Waste Research & Data Manager July 1, 2015 1.000 76,500 97,409 0 0 97,409

TOTALS 5.750 171,260 236,966 5,090 (49,610) 192,446

Summary of Manager Recommended New Positions for FY 2015-16
General Fund

Solid Waste Enterprise Fund
Summary of Manager Recommended New Positions for FY 2015-16

3 
 4 
 5 
1 The County Manager will provide a comprehensive evaluation of the Jail Alternatives Programs for 6 
review by the Board of County Commissioners (BOCC) during the budget process.  The BOCC will 7 
delegate oversight authority of the Jail Alternatives Programs to an entity of its choosing on an annual 8 
basis. 9 
 10 
Reduction In Force - There was a need to reorganize an organizational unit resulting in the 11 
loss of one (1) or more permanent positions.  The Manager recommends that the Orange 12 
County Board of Commissioners declare that a reduction in force is necessary that will result in 13 
the deletion of one position.   14 
 15 
5)   General Fund Appropriations for Local School Districts 16 
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 1 
 The following FY 2015-16 General Fund Appropriations for Chapel Hill-Carrboro City 2 
Schools and Orange County Schools are approved: 3 
 4 

a) Current Expense appropriation for local school districts totals $74,097,901 and 5 
equates to a per pupil allocation of $3,697.50. 6 

      7 
1) The Current Expense appropriation to the Chapel Hill-Carrboro City Schools 8 

is $45,253,703. 9 
2) The Current Expense appropriation to the Orange County Schools is 10 

$28,844,198. 11 
           12 
            b)  Recurring Capital appropriation for local school districts totals $3,000,000 13 
 14 

1) The Recurring Capital appropriation to the Chapel Hill Carrboro City Schools 15 
totals $1,832,100. 16 

2) The Recurring Capital appropriation to the Orange County Schools totals 17 
$1,167,900. 18 

 19 
            c)  Long Range (Pay-As-You-Go) Capital appropriation for local school districts totals          20 
                       $3,724,849. 21 
 22 

1) The Long-Range (Pay-As-You-Go) Capital appropriation to the Chapel Hill 23 
Carrboro City Schools totals $2,274,765.  24 

2) The Long-Range (Pay-As-You-Go) Capital appropriation to the Orange County 25 
Schools totals $1,450,084.  26 

 27 
d) School Related Debt Service for local school districts totals $15,646,916. 28 

 29 
e) Fair Funding appropriation for local school districts totals $988,000.  This 30 

appropriation is to be split 50/50 between Chapel Hill Carrboro City Schools and 31 
Orange County Schools. 32 

 33 
f) Additional net County funding for local school districts totals $1,031,239. 34 

 35 
(1) School Health Nurses – Total appropriation of $705,000 with $465,300 36 

allocated for Chapel Hill Carrboro City Schools and $239,700 allocated for 37 
Orange County Schools.  38 

 39 
(2) School Resource Officers – Total net appropriation of $291,039 allocated in 40 

the Sheriff’s Department to provide School Resource Officers to Orange 41 
County Schools. 42 

 43 
(3) Orange County Schools – Total appropriation of $35,200 for Middle School 44 

Afterschool Program. 45 
 46 
6)   County Fee Schedule 47 

To adopt the County Fee Schedule to include changes included in the FY 2015-16 48 
Manager’s Recommended Annual Operating Budget. 49 

 50 
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   1 
 2 

Fiscal Year 2015-16 3 
Budget Ordinance 4 

Orange County, North Carolina 5 
 6 
Be it ordained by the Board of Commissioners of Orange County 7 
 8 
Section I. Budget Adoption 9 
 10 
There is hereby adopted the following operating budget for Orange County for this fiscal year 11 
beginning July 1, 2015 and ending June 30, 2016, the same being adopted by fund and activity, 12 
within each fund, according to the following summary: 13 
 14 

Fund Current 
Revenue 

Interfund 
Transfer 

Fund 
Balance 

Appropriated 

Total 
Appropriation 

General Fund $195,072,740 $1,052,600 $10,650,770 $206,776,110 
Emergency Telephone Fund $562,338 $0 $362,761 $925,099 
Fire Districts Fund $5,143,993 $0 $0 $5,143,993 
Section 8 (Housing) Fund $4,659,912 $247,786 $0 $4,907,698 
Community Development 
Fund $450,618 $258,228 $0 $708,846 
Efland Sewer Operating Fund $215,400 $116,530 $0 $331,930 
Visitors Bureau Fund $1,364,848 $0 $76,492 $1,441,340 
School Construction Impact 
Fees Fund $1,040,000 $0 $0 $1,040,000 
Solid Waste/Landfill 
Operations Enterprise Fund $9,998,957 $0 $1,362,061 $11,361,018 
Sportsplex Enterprise Fund $3,170,000 $0 $106,278 $3,276,278 
Community Spay/Neuter Fund $53,000 $0 $11,150 $64,150 
Article 46 Sales Tax Fund $2,814,576 $0 $0 $2,814,576 

 15 
Section II. Appropriations 16 
That for said fiscal year, there is hereby appropriated out the following: 17 
 18 

Function Appropriation 
General Fund   
Governing and Management $17,114,396 
General Services $10,114,272 
Community and Environment $8,339,213 
Human Services $34,132,636 
Public Safety $23,316,875 
Culture and Recreation $2,866,171 
Education $78,837,340 
Debt Service $26,913,694 
Transfers to Other Funds $5,141,513 

Total General Fund $206,776,110 
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Emergency Telephone System Fund   
Public Safety $925,099 

Total Emergency Telephone System Fund $925,099 
Fire Districts   
Cedar Grove $211,310 
Greater Chapel Hill Fire Service District $276,473 
Damascus $104,148 
Efland $486,470 
Eno $589,746 
Little River $177,365 
New Hope $581,176 
Orange Grove $465,042 
Orange Rural $1,087,113 
South Orange Fire Service District $527,741 
Southern Triangle Fire Service District $220,680 
White Cross $416,729 

Total Fire Districts Fund $5,143,993 
Section 8 (Housing) Fund   
Human Services $4,907,698 

Total Section 8 Fund $4,907,698 
Community Development Fund (Urgent Repair Program)   
Human Services $146,809 

Total Community Development Fund (Urgent Repair Program) $146,809 
Community Development Fund (HOME Program)   
Human Services $444,916 

Total Community Development Fund (HOME Program) $444,916 
Community Development Fund (Homelessness Partnership Program)  
Human Services $117,121 

Total Community Development Fund (Homelessness Program) $117,121 

Total Community Development Fund Programs $708,846 
Efland Sewer Operating Fund   
Community and Environment $331,930 

Total Efland Sewer Operating Fund $331,930 
Visitors Bureau Fund   
Community and Environment $1,441,340 

Total Visitors Bureau Fund $1,441,340 
School Construction Impact Fees   
Transfers to Other Funds $1,040,000 

Total School Construction Impact Fees Fund $1,040,000 
 
Solid Waste/Landfill Operations  
Solid Waste/Landfill Operations $11,361,018 

Total Solid Waste/Landfill Operations $11,361,018 
 
SportsPlex Enterprise Fund   
Culture and Recreation $3,276,278 

Total Sportsplex Enterprise Fund $3,276,278 
Community Spay/Neuter Fund   
Governing and Management $64,150 

Total Community Spay/Neuter Fund $64,150 
Article 46 Sales Tax Fund   
Governing and Management $2,814,576 

Total Article 46 Sales Tax Fund $2,814,576 
 1 
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Section III. Revenues 1 
The following fund revenues are estimated to be available during the fiscal year beginning July 2 
1, 2015 and ending June 30, 2016, to meet the foregoing appropriations: 3 

Function Appropriation 
General Fund   
Property Tax $147,551,332 
Sales Tax $20,652,132 
Licenses & Permits $313,000 
Intergovernmental $15,000,278 
Charges for Services $10,766,030 
Investment Earnings $52,500 
Miscellaneous $737,468 
Transfers from Other Funds $1,052,600 
Appropriated Fund Balance $10,650,770 

Total General Fund $206,776,110 
Emergency Telephone System Fund   
Charges for Services $562,338 
Appropriated Fund Balance $362,761 

Total Emergency Telephone System Fund $925,099 
Fire Districts   
Property Tax $5,143,339 
Investment Earnings $654 
Appropriated Fund Balance $0 

Total Fire Districts Fund $5,143,993 
Section 8 (Housing) Fund   
Intergovernmental $4,659,912 
From General Fund $247,786 

Total Section 8 Fund $4,907,698 
Community Development Fund (Urgent Repair Program)   
From General Fund $146,809 

Total Community Development Fund (Urgent Repair Program) $146,809 
Community Development Fund (HOME Program)   
Intergovernmental $385,274 
From General Fund $59,642 

Total Community Development Fund (HOME Program) $444,916 
Community Development Fund (Homelessness Partnership Program)  
Intergovernmental $65,344 
From General Fund $51,777 

Total Community Development Fund (Homelessness Partnership Program) $117,121 

Total Community Development Fund Programs $708,846 
Efland Sewer Operating Fund   
Charges for Services $215,400 
From General Fund $116,530 

Total Efland Sewer Operating Fund $331,930 
4 
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 1 
Visitors Bureau Fund   
Occupancy Tax $1,133,370 
Sales & Fees $500 
Intergovernmental $230,878 
Investment Earnings $100 
Appropriated Fund Balance $76,492 

Total Visitors Bureau Fund $1,441,340 
School Construction Impact Fees Fund   
Impact Fees $1,040,000 

Total School Construction Impact Fees Fund $1,040,000 
Solid Waste/Landfill Operations   
Sales & Fees $7,805,439 
Intergovernmental $243,000 
Miscellaneous $107,500 
Licenses & Permits $110,000 
Interest on Investments $15,000 
General Fund Contribution for Sanitation Operations $1,718,018 
Appropriated Reserves $1,362,061 

Total Solid Waste/Landfill Operations $11,361,018 
 
Sportsplex Enterprise Fund   
Charges for Services $3,170,000 
From General Fund $0 
Appropriated Fund Balance $106,278 

Total Sportsplex Enterprise Fund $3,276,278 
Community Spay/Neuter Fund   
Animal Tax $31,000 
Intergovernmental $12,000 
Miscellaneous $10,000 
Appropriated Fund Balance $11,150 

Total Community Spay/Neuter Fund $64,150 
Article 46 Sales Tax Fund  
Sales Tax Proceeds $2,814,576 

Total Article 46 Sales Tax Fund $2,814,576 
 2 
Section IV. Tax Rate Levy 3 
There is hereby levied for the fiscal year 2015-16 a general county-wide tax rate of 87.8 cents 4 
per $100 of assessed valuation. This rate shall be levied in the General Fund. Special district 5 
tax rates are levied as follows: 6 
 7 
 8 

Cedar Grove 7.36 
Greater Chapel Hill Fire Service District 15.00 
Damascus 10.30 
Efland 7.00 
Eno 7.99 
Little River 4.06 
New Hope 9.95 
Orange Grove 6.00 
Orange Rural 8.36 
South Orange Fire Service District 10.00 
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Southern Triangle Fire Service District 10.30 
White Cross 11.00 
Chapel Hill-Carrboro School District 20.84 

 1 
Section V. General Fund Appropriations for Local School Districts 2 
The following FY 2015-16 General Fund Appropriations for Chapel Hill-Carrboro 3 
City Schools and Orange County Schools are approved: 4 
 5 

a) Current Expense appropriation for local school districts totals $74,097,466, and equates 6 
to a per pupil allocation of $3,697.50. 7 

1) The Current Expense appropriation to the Chapel Hill-Carrboro City Schools is 8 
$45,253,437. 9 

2) The Current Expense appropriation to the Orange County Schools is 10 
$28,844,029.  11 

b) Recurring Capital appropriation for local school districts totals $3,000,000 12 
1) The Recurring Capital appropriation to the Chapel Hill-Carrboro City Schools 13 

totals $1,832,100. 14 
2) The Recurring Capital appropriation to the Orange County Schools totals 15 

$1,167,900. 16 
c) Long-Range (Pay-As-You-Go) Capital appropriation for local school districts totals 17 

$3,724,849 18 
1) The Long-Range (Pay-As-You-Go) Capital appropriation to the Chapel Hill-19 

Carrboro City Schools totals $2,274,765. 20 
2) The Long-Range (Pay-As-You-Go) Capital appropriation to the Orange County 21 

Schools totals $1,450,084. 22 
d) School Related Debt Service for local school districts totals $15,646,916. 23 
e) Fair Funding appropriation for local school districts totals $988,000. This appropriation is 24 

to be split 50/50 between Chapel Hill-Carrboro City Schools and Orange County 25 
Schools. 26 

f) Additional County funding for local school districts totals $1,031,239 27 
 28 

1) School Health Nurses - Total appropriation of $705,000 with $465,300 allocated 29 
for Chapel Hill-Carrboro City Schools and $239,700 allocated for Orange County 30 
Schools 31 

2) School Resource Officers - Total net appropriation of $291,039 allocated in the 32 
Sheriff's Department to provide School Resource Officers to Orange County 33 
Schools 34 

3) Orange County Schools – Total appropriation of $35,200 for Middle School 35 
Afterschool Program. 36 

 37 
 38 
Section VI. Schedule B License 39 
 40 



20 
 

In accordance with Schedule B of the Revenue Act, Article 2, Chapter 105 of the North Carolina 1 
State Statutes, and any other section of the General Statutes so permitting, there are hereby 2 
levied privilege license taxes in the maximum amount permitted on businesses, trades, 3 
occupations or professions which the County is entitled to tax. 4 
 5 
Section VII. Animal Licenses 6 
 7 
A license costing $10 for sterilized dogs and sterilized cats is hereby levied. A license for un-8 
sterilized dogs and a license for un-sterilized cats is $30 per animal. 9 
 10 
Section VIII. Board of Commissioners' Compensation 11 
 12 
The Board of County Commissioners authorizes that: 13 

• Salaries of County Commissioners will be adjusted by any wage increase and/or any 14 
other general increase granted to permanent County employees. For fiscal year 2015-15 
16, the approved budget includes a 2% wage increase, effective July 1, 2015. 16 

• Annual compensation for County Commissioners will include the County contribution for 17 
health insurance, dental insurance and life insurance that is provided for permanent 18 
County employees, provided the Commissioners are eligible for this coverage under the 19 
insurance contracts and other contracts affecting these benefits. 20 

• County Commissioners' compensation includes eligibility to continue to participate in the 21 
County health insurance at term end as provided below: 22 

 23 
o If the County Commissioner has served less than two full terms in office (less 24 

than eight years), the Commissioner may participate by paying the full cost of 25 
such coverage. (If the Commissioner is age 65 or older, Medicare becomes the 26 
primary insurer and group health insurance ends.) 27 

 28 
o If the County Commissioner has served two or more full terms in office (eight 29 

years or more), the County makes the same contribution for health insurance 30 
coverage that it makes for an employee who retires from Orange County after 20 31 
years of consecutive County service as a permanent employee. If the 32 
Commissioner is age 65 or older, Medicare becomes the primary insurer and 33 
group health insurance ends. The County makes the same contribution for 34 
Medicare Supplement coverage that it makes for a retired County employee with 35 
20 years of service.  36 

 37 
o Annual compensation for Commissioners will include a County contribution for 38 

each Commissioner to the Deferred Compensation (457) Supplemental 39 
Retirement Plan that is the same as the County contribution for non-law 40 
enforcement County employees in the State 401 (k) plan. For fiscal year 2015-41 
16, the approved budget continues the County contribution of $27.50 per pay 42 
period and implements a County contribution match of up to $63.00 semi-43 
monthly. 44 

 45 
Section IX. Budget Control 46 
 47 
General Statutes of the State of North Carolina provide for budgetary control measures  48 
to exist between a county and public school system. The statute provides: 49 
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 1 
Per General Statute 115C-429: 2 
(c) The Board of County Commissioners shall have full authority to call for, and the Board of 3 
Education shall have the duty to make available to the Board of County Commissioners, upon 4 
request, all books, records, audit reports, and other information bearing on the financial 5 
operation of the local school administrative unit. 6 
 7 
The Board of Commissioners hereby directs the following measures for budget administration 8 
and review: 9 
That upon adoption, each Board of Education will supply to the Board of County 10 
Commissioners a detailed report of the budget showing all appropriations by function and 11 
purpose, specifically to include funding increases and new program funding. The Board of 12 
Education will provide to the Board of County Commissioners a copy of the annual audit, 13 
monthly financial reports, copies of all budget amendments showing disbursements and use of 14 
local moneys granted to the Board of Education by the Board of Commissioners. 15 
 16 
The Board of Commissioners will fix the compensation for the members of the Orange County 17 
Board of Education such that it is the same as that for the members of the Chapel Hill-Carrboro 18 
City Board of Education.  The resulting increase would be paid from the approved county 19 
appropriation for Orange County Schools. 20 
 21 
§ 115C-38.  Compensation of board members. 22 
The tax-levying authority for a local school administrative unit may, under the procedures of 23 
G.S. 153A-92, fix the compensation and expense allowances paid members of the board of 24 
education of that local school administrative unit. 25 
Funds for the per diem, subsistence, and mileage for all meetings of county and city boards of 26 
education shall be provided from the current expense fund budget of the particular county or 27 
city. 28 
The compensation and expense allowances of members of boards of education shall continue 29 
at the same levels as paid on July 1, 1975, until changed by or pursuant to local act or pursuant 30 
to this section. (1955, c. 1372, art. 5, s. 12; 1975, c. 569, ss. 1-3; 1977, c. 802, s. 39.5; 1981, c. 31 
423, s. 1.) 32 
 33 
The Board of Commissioners hereby directs the following measures for budget administration 34 
and review for County Services: 35 
The County Manager will provide a comprehensive evaluation of the Jail Alternatives Programs 36 
for review by the Board of County Commissioners (BOCC) during the budget process.  The 37 
BOCC will delegate oversight authority of the Jail Alternatives Programs to an entity of its 38 
choosing on an annual basis. 39 
 40 
Reduction in Force – There was a need to reorganize an organizational unit resulting in the 41 
loss of one (1) or more permanent positions.  The Orange County Board of Commissioners 42 
declares that a reduction in force is necessary that will result in the deletion of one position. 43 
 44 
Section X. Internal Service Fund - Dental and Health Insurance Fund 45 
 46 
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The Dental Insurance Fund accounts for the receipt of premium payments from the County for 1 
its employees and from the employees for their dependents, and the payment of employee 2 
claims and administration expenses. Projected receipts from the County and employees for 3 
fiscal year 2015-16 are $581,122 and projected expense for claims and administration for fiscal 4 
year 2015-16 is $581,122. 5 
 6 
The Health Insurance Fund accounts for the receipt of premium payments from the County for 7 
its employees and from the employees for their dependents, and the payment of employee 8 
claims and administration expenses.  Projected receipts from the County and employees for 9 
fiscal year 2015-16 is $9,096,153 and projected expense for claims and administration for fiscal 10 
year 2015-16 is $9,096,153.  11 
 12 
Section XI. Internal Service Fund - Vehicle Replacement Fund  13 

The Vehicle Replacement Fund will centralize and account for the purchase and replacement of 14 
County vehicles purchased with revenues and funding provided by the Governmental Funds of 15 
Orange County (General Fund, Special Revenue and Grants Funds). Projected sources of 16 
revenues and funds for fiscal year 2015-16 will be $793,209 of short-term installment financing 17 
and internal reserves, and the projected expenses for the purchase of vehicles for fiscal year 18 
2015-16 will be $793,209. 19 
 20 
Section XII. Agency Funds 21 
 22 
These funds account for assets held by the County as an agent for other government units, and 23 
by State Statutes, these funds are not subject to appropriation by the Board of County 24 
Commissioners, and not included in this ordinance. 25 
 26 
Section XIII. Encumbrances 27 
 28 
Operating funds encumbered by the County as of June 30, 2015 are hereby re-appropriated to 29 
this budget. 30 
 31 
Section XIV. Capital Projects & Grants Fund 32 
 33 
The County Capital Improvements Fund, Schools Capital Improvements Fund, Community 34 
Development Fund and the Grant Projects Fund are hereby authorized. Appropriations made 35 
for the specific projects or grants in these funds are hereby appropriated until the project or 36 
grant is complete. 37 
 38 
The County Capital Projects Fund FY 2015-16 budget, with anticipated fund revenues of 39 
$6,751,674 and project expenditures of $6,751,674 is hereby adopted in accordance with G.S. 40 
159 by Orange County for the fiscal year beginning July 1, 2015, and ending June 30, 2016, 41 
and the same is adopted by project. 42 
 43 
The School Capital Projects Fund FY 2015-16 budget, with anticipated fund revenues of 44 
$4,952,849, and project expenditures of $4,952,849, is hereby adopted in accordance with G.S. 45 
159 by Orange County for the fiscal year beginning July 1, 2015, and ending June 30, 2016, 46 
and the same is adopted by project. 47 
 48 
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The County Grant Projects Fund FY 2015-16 budget, with anticipated fund revenues of 1 
$780,281, and project expenditures of $780,281, is hereby adopted in accordance with G.S. 2 
159 by Orange County for the fiscal year beginning July 1, 2015, and ending June 30, 2016, 3 
and the same is adopted by project. 4 
 5 
Any capital project or grant budget previously adopted, the balance of any anticipated, but not 6 
yet received, revenues and any unexpended appropriations remaining on June 30, 2015, shall 7 
be reauthorized in the 2015-16 budget.   8 
 9 
Section XV. Contractual Obligations 10 
 11 
The County Manager is hereby authorized to execute contractual documents under the 12 
following conditions: 13 
 14 

1. The Manager may execute contracts for construction or repair projects that do not 15 
require formal competitive bid procedures, and which are within budgeted departmental 16 
appropriations, for which the amount to be expended does not exceed $250,000. 17 

2. The Manager may execute contracts for general and/or professional services which are 18 
within budgeted departmental appropriations, for purchases of apparatus supplies and 19 
materials or equipment which are within the budgeted departmental appropriations, and 20 
for leases of personal property for a duration of one year or less and within budgeted 21 
departmental appropriations for which the amount to be expended does not exceed 22 
$89,999. 23 

 24 
3. Contracts executed by the Manager shall be pre-audited by the Financial Services 25 

Director and reviewed by the County Attorney to ensure compliance in form and 26 
sufficiency with North Carolina law. 27 

 28 
4. The Manager may sign intergovernmental service agreements in amounts under 29 

$90,000. 30 
       31 

5. The Manager may sign intergovernmental grant agreements regardless of amount as 32 
long as no expenditure of County matching funds, not previously budgeted and 33 
approved by the Board, is required.  Subsequent budget amendments will be brought to 34 
the Board of County Commissioners for revenue generating grant agreements not 35 
requiring County matching funds as required for reporting and auditing purposes. 36 

 37 
6. The Manager and Attorney will provide a quarterly report to the County Commissioners 38 

showing the type and amount of each intergovernmental agreement signed by the 39 
Manager. 40 

        41 
This budget being adopted this 16th day of June 2015. 42 
 43 
 A motion was made by Commissioner Dorosin, seconded by Commissioner Pelissier to 44 
adopt – attachment 2 - the FY2015-16 Budget Ordinance Orange County, North Carolina. 45 
 46 
VOTE:  UNANIMOUS 47 
 48 
 A motion was made by Commissioner Rich, seconded by Commissioner Jacobs to 49 
adopt Attachment 3 for $780,281 for the County Approved Grant projects FY 2015-16. 50 
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VOTE:  UNANIMOUS 1 
 2 
 Commissioner Jacobs suggested in the future making a summary sheet of the newly 3 
proposed changes in fees, listed by department. 4 
 5 
 A motion was made by Commissioner Price, seconded by Commissioner Jacobs to 6 
adopt Attachment 4, the FY 2015-16 County Fee Schedule. 7 
VOTE:  UNANIMOUS 8 
 9 
 Chair McKee thanked the staff for their exhaustive efforts and asked for any comments 10 
on this budget process. 11 
 Commissioner Burroughs thanked everyone for supporting the additional funds for the 12 
school districts, especially the planning funds in the CIP. 13 
 Commissioner Jacobs thanked the Manager and staff and the Board for representing 14 
the public and said support for public education has been shown.  He said this has been a 15 
progressive budget and this Board and staff are trying to stand by the values of what Orange 16 
County stands for. 17 
 Commissioner Price thanked the Manager, staff and the public who have voiced their 18 
opinions. 19 
 Commissioner Pelissier agreed with her colleagues and thanked staff, the Manager, and 20 
the public.  She said this year not only did funding go to the schools but other issues such as 21 
additional staff, commitment to affordable housing, etc. 22 
 Commissioner Rich said she agreed with all comments and she too thanked the 23 
Manager, saying this is the smoothest budget process in her three years on the BOCC.  She 24 
proposed thinking about school funding differently.  She said perhaps it is possible for the topic 25 
of schools to be discussed throughout the year so as to be less stressful at the end of the 26 
budget process. 27 
 Commissioner Dorosin said he appreciated what Commissioner Rich said about school 28 
funding.  He said although the meeting on June 11th was long and voluble, it was the best 29 
meeting of the year.  He appreciated the discussions.  He said the Board needed to have these 30 
discussions all year long as well as to how to fund issues.  He thanked the Manager and the 31 
staff for their dedication. 32 
 Chair McKee said Orange County is blessed.  He said because of increasing revenues 33 
and an improving economy, this is the fourth year out of five without an ad valorem tax 34 
increase.  He said the Orange County Board of County Commissioners always has, and always 35 
will, support education to the extent that it can. 36 
 37 
8. Reports 38 
 39 

a.  Orange County Sustainability and Environmental Responsibility Update 40 
 The Board considered receiving information and progress reports on current initiatives 41 
from several County Departments related to sustainability, including the Environmental 42 
Responsibility in County Government (ERG) goal and the Energy Scorecard, and provide 43 
feedback to staff for consideration. 44 
 45 
 Brennan Bouma, Orange County Sustainability Coordinator, presented the following 46 
PowerPoint slides:  47 
 48 
Sustainability & Environmental Responsibility in Orange County 49 
June 16, 2015 50 
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 1 
Purpose and Background 2 

• To receive updates from multiple County departments on sustainability initiatives, 3 
including: 4 

o Environmental Responsibility in County Government (ERG) goal  5 
o FY 14 Utility and Fuel Scorecard 6 

 7 
Sustainability Activities Across the County 8 

• Dept. of the Environment, Ag., Parks & Recreation 9 
– David Stancil 10 

• Information Technologies 11 
– Jim Northrup 12 

• Planning, Inspections, Orange Public Transit 13 
– Craig Benedict 14 

• Solid Waste 15 
– Blair Pollock 16 

• Asset Management Services 17 
– Brennan Bouma 18 

 19 
 David Stancil presented this portion of the PowerPoint: 20 
 21 
Department of Environment, Agriculture, Parks & Recreation (DEAPR) 22 
Conserving and managing the natural and cultural resources of Orange County 23 
 24 
State of Environment Report 2014 25 

• State of the Environment (SOE) Reports prepared every 4-5 years 26 
• Uses trends, indicators and benchmarks to assess 23 environmental indicators 27 
• Indicators assessed status and  trend 28 
• 14 of 19 indicators show good or fair status 29 
• Critical and emerging issues addressed 30 

 31 
Orange County Environmental Summit  32 

• Held October 2014 - Maple View Education Center 33 
• Presentation of SOE 2014 Report 34 
• Guest Speakers on  35 

– Invasive Species (Johnny Randall) 36 
– Future of Jordan Lake (Don Francisco), and  37 
– “Lessons from the Land”  38 

      (Dr. Norm Christenson, keynote) 39 
 40 

Environment and Nature Education 41 
• Continue to offer series of environmental education and nature programs 42 
• High interest expressed in P&R Master Plan 43 
• Programs include: 44 

– Little River Nature Programs 45 
– Farm to Table Event 46 
– “Earth Evening” 47 
– Arbor Day Celebrations and  48 
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    Earthwalk (with OC Schools) 1 
– Booths at “Last Fridays” 2 
– Others 3 

 4 
Existing ER Goal Objectives - Actions 5 

• Replaced damaged orchard trees - Blackwood Farm Park (No Net Loss of Woodlands 6 
policy) 7 

• Completed two xeriscaping projects on County grounds 8 
• Continue Groundwater Guardian Status and Recognition (“Green Sites”) 9 
• Forest Management Planning (with NCFS) 10 
• Sustainable energy component,  more-efficient park lighting  11 
 12 

New and Emerging Activity Areas 13 
• Commission for Environment and OWASA on energy conservation 14 
• Implementation of Sustainable Landscaping Plan 15 
• 10% Campaign 16 
• Sustainability Coordinator / CFE Energy Committee 17 

 18 
 Jim Northup, Orange County Chief Information Officer, presented this portion of the 19 
PowerPoint: 20 
Information Technologies 21 
Reliable, cost-effective and efficient business solutions for Orange County 22 

 23 
Ongoing Initiatives 24 

• Energy efficient computer fleet 25 
• Mobile workforce 26 
• Virtualization 27 
• Storage Consolidation 28 
• Remote support 29 
 30 

Future Initiatives 31 
• CHCCS Computer Reuse and Training Program 32 

– Not just e-waste recycling 33 
– Public – Private  34 
– Tech Career Training Program 35 
– Expandable 36 

 37 
 Craig Benedict, Orange County Planning and Inspections Director, presented this 38 
portion of the PowerPoint: 39 
Planning, Inspections, Engineering/Erosion Control, & Orange Public Transportation 40 
(OPT) 41 
Promoting stable and quality development while protecting the environment 42 

 43 
Green Building Standards 44 
Ongoing: 45 

• Representation on Durham-Orange-Chatham Home Builders Association Board of 46 
Directors and NC Building Inspectors Association Board of Directors 47 

• Volunteer incorporation of practices 48 
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Planned/Proposed Initiatives: 1 
• Representation on NC Building Code Council 2 

Waste Water Technologies That Lessen Environmental Impacts 3 
Current Year Initiatives: 4 

• Research with Environmental Health on siting and alternatives to on-site septic systems 5 
Planned/Proposed Initiatives: 6 

• BOCC consideration of siting/zoning alternatives and innovations to on-site septic 7 
systems. 8 

 9 
Local and Regional Air Quality: 10 
Ongoing: 11 

• Seated staff on Durham-Chapel Hill-Carrboro Metropolitan Planning Organization (MPO) 12 
Technical Committee 13 

Current Year Initiatives: 14 
• Collection of data for 2045 Metropolitan Transportation Plan (MTP) and Air Quality  15 
     Analysis Report 16 
• Draft Mobility Report Card for MPO 17 

Planned/Proposed Initiatives: 18 
• Propane conversion for OPT’s new buses 19 
• 2045 MTP and Air Quality Analysis Report 20 
• Congestion Mitigation Air Quality (CMAQ) grant funding for OPT 21 

 22 
Promote Public Transportation/Decrease Dependence on Personal Vehicles 23 
Ongoing: 24 

• OPT -- Outreach and education 25 
• Comprehensive Transportation Plans (CTPs) 26 
• Southern Human Services Center Special Use Permit compliance and Travel Demand 27 

Management 28 
Current Year Initiatives: 29 

• Design of OPT’s expanded bus services 30 
• Pursuing funding opportunities for bus capital and operations 31 
• Efland-Hillsborough Commuter Loop tour and Earth Evening 32 

Planned/Proposed Initiatives: 33 
• Expanded OPT services 34 
• Rebranding of OPT 35 

 36 
Increase Connectivity 37 
Ongoing: 38 

• Subdivision administration 39 
• Access Management Plan implementation 40 

Current Year Initiatives: 41 
• Adopted Efland zoning overlay districts including connectivity standards 42 
• Consultant environmental analysis in Buckhorn area for access management planning 43 

Planned/Proposed Initiatives: 44 
• Efland/Buckhorn/Mebane Access Management Plan amendment promotes funding and 45 

economic activity 46 
 47 
Protecting Groundwater 48 
(Also Surface Water) 49 
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Ongoing: 1 
• Unified Development Ordinance (UDO) -- Watershed regulations 2 
• Erosion Control and Stormwater Ordinances 3 
• Surface Water Identification (SWID) 4 

Current Year Initiatives: 5 
• Agricultural Support Enterprises included standards that in some cases will require 6 

groundwater studies   7 
Planned/Proposed Initiatives: 8 

• UDO amendment to provide incentive for implementing infiltration type Best 9 
Management Practices (BMPs) 10 

• Additional public education and outreach promoting infiltration type BMPs , Low Impact 11 
Development, and buffer preservation/environmental stewardship 12 

• State changes (unfunded mandates) to Falls and Jordan Lake nutrient management 13 
programs are pending 14 

• Maintain appropriate staffing levels for meeting the BOCC Environmental Responsibility 15 
Goal 16 

 17 
Directing Development to Appropriate Areas 18 
Ongoing: 19 

• 2030 Comprehensive Plan and UDO/zoning 20 
• Protection of open space within subdivisions 21 
• Water and Sewer Management Planning and Boundary Agreement 22 

Current Year Initiatives: 23 
• Adopted Efland zoning overlay districts seek to direct development to an identified 24 

growth area served or to be served by public water/sewer systems 25 
Planned/Proposed Initiatives: 26 

• Clustering of residential lots to preserve additional open space and protect significant 27 
environmental site attributes 28 

 29 
 Blair Pollock, Solid Waste Planner, presented this section of the PowerPoint: 30 
 31 
Solid Waste Department 32 
 33 
Solid Waste Goal and Results for FY 13-14 34 
Reduction Goal State of NC:  40% Orange County:  61% 35 
Reduction Achieved State of NC:  13% Orange County:  64% 36 
Pounds Landfilled State of NC:  1,860 Orange County:  980 37 
(per person) 38 
 39 
Rural & Urban Curbside Recycling Performance:  40 
Tonnage Comparison  2014 vs. 2015 41 
(chart) 42 
 43 
Solid Waste Current Initiatives 44 

• Cart- based recycling instituted for: 45 
– ~ 100%  of 18,300 urban residential customers by July 2014 46 

and  47 
• 7,800 of 14,500 eligible rural residential customers by April 2015 (300 more 48 

ordered to meet additional demand)                  49 
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• Complete Interlocal Agreement for Solid Waste Management with Towns, UNC and 1 
UNC Healthcare  -- December 2015 2 

• Eubanks Road Solid Waste Convenience Center design completed; construction 3 
anticipated   beginning -- August 2015 4 

• Municipal solid waste to Durham Transfer Station continues for 2015-16 5 
• Single, County-wide Solid Waste Programs Fee adopted for   FY 2015-16   (no more 3-6 

R Fees or convenience center fees) 7 
 8 

Solid Waste Future Initiatives 9 
• Three year phase-in of roadside recycling to remaining unserved ~7,000 rural single 10 

family households, in bins or carts as desired                           11 
•  Beginning FY 2015-16.  Completion projected Spring 2018  12 
• Continue modernization of Solid Waste Convenience Centers   13 

– High Rock site renovation projected per  FY 16-17 C.I.P. 14 
• Continue considering alternatives to Durham City Transfer Station 15 
• Evaluate commercial recycling improvement options 16 
• Examine program consolidation and cooperation opportunities with UNC and UNC 17 

Health Care 18 
• Continue to explore long-term regional  solid waste collaborative opportunities outside of 19 

Orange County  20 
 21 

Orange County Leads the Way in Special Event Recycling 22 
Hillsborough Hog Day 23 

• Most environmentally improved 24 
• From 0% to 85% waste reduction in 10 years 25 

Farm-to-Fork and Terra Vita 26 
• 99% waste diversion 27 

Carrboro Music Festival 28 
• Recycles a ton of bar glass. Literally. 29 

Over 300 volunteer hours 30 
 31 
Many Benefits 32 

• GREAT education opportunities 33 
– Local government collaboration  34 
– Community outreach 35 
– Food service industry involvement 36 
– Student volunteers 37 

• Sponsor status for OC 38 
• Saves money on disposal 39 
• Reduces waste 40 
• Models “Going Green”  41 

 42 
Orange County Provides Waste Reduction Assistance to Public and Private Events 43 

• Technical Assistance for recycling, food waste diversion, and source reduction for 44 
vendors and organizers 45 

• Containers, collections, equipment, and staffing for large events where we also host an 46 
information booth 47 

• Loan, delivery and pick-up of recycling and/or food waste containers for events where 48 
organizers agree to collect, manage and separate materials 49 
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• Information booth and outreach at public events 1 
New This Spring! 2 
“Fork It Over” 3 

• 200 stainless steel utensil sets from PTA Thrift Store and other donors. 4 
• Loan, wash, return! 5 

 6 
Now in development: 7 
The Orange County Green Events Guide 8 

•  Conduct focus groups to identify strengths, barriers  and solutions: 9 
– Invite representatives from each department 10 
– Schedule several groups over the summer 11 

• Tools to help Orange County Government entities reduce waste at events where food is 12 
served.  13 

– Waste reduction checklist 14 
– Purchasing guide for recyclable and compostable serving ware 15 
– Collections protocol 16 

 17 
Brennan Bouma presented this section of the PowerPoint:  18 
 19 
Asset Management Services 20 
Providing and maintaining facilities and vehicles that are safe, reliable, sustainable, 21 
clean and comfortable 22 

 23 
FY 14 Utility and Fuel Scorecard 24 
Reduction Goals 25 
(Baseline = FY10) 26 

 Energy 27 
 FY15 20%  28 
 FY17 30% 29 

 Water 30 
 FY17 5% 31 

 Fuel 32 
 FY15 10% 33 
 FY17 15% 34 

• Parameters held constant 35 
– AMS facilities and vehicles only 36 

• Have not included: 37 
– SportsPlex 38 
– Animal Services 39 
– Solid Waste facilities or vehicles 40 
– Eno River Parking Deck 41 
– Outdoor lighting 42 

• Future reports to include all buildings and vehicles 43 
 44 

Energy Scorecard (chart and graph) 45 
 46 

Water Scorecard (chart and graph) 47 
 48 

Fuel Scorecard (chart and graph) 49 
 50 
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Miles Per Gallon (graph) 1 
Fuel Scorecard Comments 2 

• Increased fuel use attributed to:  3 
• Increased emergency response vehicle miles 4 
• Driver behavior including idling, hard acceleration, hard braking, speeding 5 

• Solution:  6 
• Ambulance idle reduction pilot 7 
• Propane fire inspection vehicles 8 
• Active vehicle replacement program;  9 
• Higher fuel efficiency standards;  10 
• Driver behavior training and education 11 

 12 
Current year initiatives 13 
Geothermal Project (graph) 14 
 15 
Investments and Priorities 16 

• Current 17 
– Energy Bank 18 

• Future 19 
– Energy Bank project contest 20 
– Studying decentralizing utility payments 21 
– Underserved community target area analysis 22 

 23 
Other Initiatives 24 

• Current 25 
– Space study 26 
– Sustainable commute survey 27 
– Green and reflective roofing 28 
– Solar power pilot project 29 
– EV charging stations 30 
– Ambulance idle reduction 31 

• Future 32 
– HVAC controls optimization 33 
– Telework policy  34 
– Energy storage assessment 35 
– Event waste reduction guide 36 
– Computer reuse partnership 37 
– GPS vehicle efficiency monitoring 38 
– Propane vehicle conversions 39 
– Vehicle pooling  40 

 41 
Other Initiatives 42 

• Current 43 
– Space study 44 
– Sustainable commute survey 45 
– Green and reflective roofing 46 
– Solar power pilot project 47 
– EV charging stations 48 
– Ambulance idle reduction 49 

• Future 50 
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– HVAC controls optimization 1 
– Telework policy  2 
– Energy storage assessment 3 
– Event waste reduction guide 4 
– Computer reuse partnership 5 
– GPS vehicle efficiency monitoring 6 
– Propane vehicle conversions 7 
– Vehicle pooling  8 

 9 
 Commissioner Rich asked Jim Northup if there is a numeric goal for the amount of 10 
reduction in paper use. 11 
 Jim Northup said one way to know that paper has been reduced is when floor space can 12 
be reclaimed in departments.  13 
 Commissioner Rich said she is glad that Orange County is gathering food waste and 14 
encouraged the further investigation into offering residential composting. 15 
 Commissioner Pelissier asked if there are any policies regarding the use of pesticides in 16 
the County’s cleaning supplies. 17 
 Brennan Bouma said he is working with colleagues and contractors to determine all the 18 
active ingredients currently used and will report back to the Board of County Commissioners. 19 
 Commissioner Price asked if it is possible to determine how much of the collected 20 
recycling is actually recyclable. 21 
 Blair Pollock said historically the MRF (Materials Recovery Facility) reports residue rates 22 
of about 5 percent but with single stream recycling the residue amount has gone up to 10 23 
percent. 24 
 Commissioner Jacobs said one of the reasons he brought up the pesticides issue a 25 
couple of weeks ago is in relation to the declining numbers of monarch butterflies and bees.  He 26 
asked staff to look at planting flowers instead of hay in some of the newer parks in order to 27 
bring back the bees.  He also suggested putting grazing animals on these sites instead of 28 
diesel tractors. 29 
 David Stancil said these ideas are currently being worked on at Blackwood Park and 30 
Northeast Park Site. 31 
 Commissioner Rich referred to the Space Study Work Group and its research into 32 
telecommuting.  She asked if there is a specific purpose to this research. 33 
 Brennan Bouma said telework is popular, especially in the private sector, as there is less 34 
space needed leading to more flexibility in work spaces.  He said it is being researched as a 35 
possible option within Orange County. 36 
 37 
9. County Manager’s Report 38 
 Bonnie Hammersley thanked the Board of County Commissioners for all of the work it 39 
did on the budget and its dedication and commitment to Orange County, the residents, 40 
employees and schools.  She said it was a pleasure to work with the Board.  She said services 41 
in Orange County were improved during this budget process through cooperation and creativity. 42 
 43 
10. County Attorney’s Report  44 
 NONE  45 
  46 
11.   Appointments 47 
a.  Advisory Board on Aging – Appointments  48 
 The Board considered making appointments to the Advisory Board of Aging. 49 
 50 
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 A motion was made by Commissioner Pelissier, seconded by Commissioner Dorosin to 1 
appoint the following the Advisory Board on Aging: 2 
 3 
• Appointment of Ms. Teri Driscoll to a first full term (Position #2) At-Large with a term ending 4 
06/30/2017. 5 
• Appointment of Dr. Richard White to a second full term (Position #4) At-Large with a term 6 
ending 06/30/2018. 7 
• Appointment of Mr. Winston Liao to a first full term (Position #8) At-Large with a term ending 8 
06/30/2018. 9 
• Appointment Mr. Lorenzo Mejia to a second full term (Position #9) At-Large with a term 10 
ending 06/30/2018. 11 
 12 
VOTE:  UNANIMOUS 13 
  14 
b.  Agricultural Preservation Board – Appointments 15 
 The Board considered making appointments to the Agricultural Preservation Board. 16 
 17 
 A motion was made by Commissioner Dorosin, seconded by Commissioner Jacobs to 18 
appoint the following to the Agricultural Preservation Board: 19 
 20 
• Appointment of Ms. Renee McPherson to a second full term (Position #6) “Cain 21 
Creek/Buckhorn Vol. Ag. Dist.” with a term expiring 06/30/2018. 22 
• Appointment of Ms. Kathy Shambley to a first full term (Position #11) “At-Large” with a term 23 
expiring 06/30/2018. 24 
• Appointment Ms. Ashley Parker to a second full term (Position #14) “At-Large” with a term 25 
expiring 06/30/2018. 26 
• Appointment of Sheila Thomas-Abat to a first full term (Position # 10) At Large with a term 27 
expiring 6/30/2018. 28 
 29 
 David Stancil said the Ag Preservation Board also voted to recommend Renee Parker 30 
for one of the at large seats (10 or 12), but were unable to get the recommendation in on time 31 
for the abstract. 32 
 Chair McKee said Ken Dawson had not filed an application yet but is interested in being 33 
on the board. 34 
 35 
VOTE:  UNANIMOUS 36 
  37 
 Chair McKee said there a few farmers in the Voluntary Ag District program that are over 38 
the age of 70 and feel they may no longer be able to commit to the program.  He said there is 39 
one person interested in the New Hope-Hillsborough position but has yet to apply.  He said New 40 
Hope-Hillsborough and Sly-Eno districts have fewer farms from which to choose. 41 
 David Stancil said leads are being pursued, and sometimes it is just difficult to get the 42 
actual application completed. 43 
 44 
c.  Alcoholic Beverage Control (ABC) Board – Appointments 45 
 The Board considered making appointments to the Alcoholic Beverage Control Board, 46 
and appointment of the board chair. 47 
 48 
 A motion was made by Commissioner Price, seconded by Commissioner Burroughs to 49 
appoint the following to the Alcoholic Beverage Control Board: 50 
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 1 
• Appointment of Mr. Gregg Jarvis to a second full term (Position #1) “At-Large” 2 
representative with a term expiring 06/30/2018. 3 
• Appointment of Ms. Jane Cousins a first full term (Position #2) “At-Large” representative 4 
with a term  expiring 06/30/2018 (replacing the expiring term of Ms. Rosa Tilley). 5 
 6 
VOTE: UNANIMOUS 7 
 8 
 A motion was made by Commissioner Price, seconded by Commissioner Pelissier to 9 
appoint Lisa Stuckey as Chair of the Alcoholic Beverage Control Board until June 30, 2016. 10 
 11 
VOTE:  UNANIMOUS 12 
 13 
d.  Arts Commission – Appointment 14 
 The Board considered making an appointment to the Arts Commission. 15 
 16 
 A motion was made by Commissioner Rich, seconded by Commissioner Price to 17 
appoint the following to the Arts Commission: 18 
 19 
• Appointment of Mr. Tony Kane to a partial term (position #10) At-Large with a term expiring 20 
03/31/2017.  21 
 22 
VOTE: UNANIMOUS 23 
 24 
e.  Board of Health – Appointments 25 
 The Board considered making appointments to the Board of Health. 26 
 27 
 A motion was made by Commissioner Price, seconded by Commissioner Jacobs to 28 
appoint the following the Board of Health: 29 
 30 
• Appointment of Ms. Jessica Frega to a first full term (position #3) “At-Large 31 
Citizen/Commissioner Appointed” position with a term expiring 06/30/2017. 32 
• Appointment of Mr. Nick Galvez to a first full term (position #8) “At-Large 33 
Citizen/Commissioner Appointed” with a term expiring 06/30/2018. 34 
 35 
 A motion was made by Commissioner Dorosin, seconded by Commissioner Jacobs to 36 
appoint Rena Mehta to position #5 – At-Large –Citizen-Commissioner with a term ending 37 
6/30/18. 38 
 39 
VOTE:  UNANIMOUS 40 
 41 
f.  Chapel Hill Planning Commission – Appointment 42 
 The Board considered making an appointment to the Chapel Hill Planning Commission. 43 
 44 
 A motion was made by Commissioner Rich, seconded by Commissioner Price to 45 
appoint the following to the Chapel Hill Planning Commission: 46 
 47 
• Appointment of Deborah Harris to a first full term (Position #1) “Chapel Hill ETJ” 48 
representative with a term expiring 06/30/2018.  49 
 50 
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VOTE: UNANIMOUS 1 
 2 
g.  Durham Technical College Board of Directors – Appointment 3 
 The Board considered making an appointment to the Durham Technical Community 4 
College Board of Directors. 5 
 Commissioner Rich said there has been some talk about the position currently held by 6 
Aaron Nelson, whose term has expired. 7 
  8 
 A motion was made by Commissioner Rich, seconded by Commissioner Pelissier to 9 
defer this appointment until September allowing Durham Technical College time to provide 10 
input regarding this position. 11 
 12 
 Commissioner Price said the Durham Tech Board of Trustees allows the counties to fill 13 
their own positions.  She said she believed that Mr. Nelson was unaware that his term had 14 
expired.  She said she is willing to defer this appointment but it is not up to Durham Tech to 15 
decide but rather the Board of County Commissioners should to determine what it seeks from 16 
the Durham Tech Board of Trustees. 17 
 Commissioner Jacobs said he finds it acceptable if the Board is deferring this 18 
appointment until September for clarity and to advertise but also stated that it is up to the Board 19 
of County Commissioners to make the decision, not the Durham Tech Board of Trustees. 20 
 Commissioner Dorosin wanted to know if the current list of applicants would still be able 21 
to be considered.  He also asked if there are any reservations regarding the people who have 22 
already applied. 23 
 The Clerk said yes, the people on the list are still able to be considered. 24 
 Commissioner Rich said her conversation with Aaron Nelson stressed the need to 25 
nominate a person who is a strong advocate for Orange County’s economic development. 26 
 Commissioner Pelissier said the Board should have some idea of who it wants to see on 27 
this board and what kind of interests it wants to pursue before making this appointment. 28 
 Commissioner Price said if this appointment is delayed she wanted to be a part of the 29 
discussion going forward since she is the BOCC representative on the Durham Tech Board.  30 
She said Durham Tech has been working on a strategic plan and several of these applicants fill 31 
the requirements of an appointment.  She said Mr. Nelson was an asset during these sessions 32 
but the BOCC should look at these applicants and how they may move Durham Tech forward. 33 
 Commissioner Jacobs asked if there is an executive summary of the Durham Tech 34 
strategic plan that the Board can review before appointing.  He said he would second 35 
Commissioner Dorosin’s suggestion of selecting an applicant tonight. 36 
 Commissioner Dorosin asked Commissioner Rich if the appointment was delayed, 37 
would she want to not consider the existing list of applicants. 38 
 Commissioner Rich said she would certainly consider those applicants.  She said she 39 
made a motion for the delay as she feels uninformed regarding the current status and needs of 40 
Durham Tech and would like to be better informed before making an appointment to their Board 41 
of Trustees. 42 
  Commissioner Dorosin said he does not like the idea of advertising for a position, 43 
getting a list of names and then being critical of the process when it comes time to make the 44 
actual appointment.  He said this is problematic and not transparent. 45 
 Commissioner Rich said certain boards need to be treated differently and sometimes 46 
more information is needed.  47 
  48 
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 A motion was made by Commissioner Price, seconded by Commissioner Jacobs to 1 
appoint Gerald Ponder to this position since Durham Tech is trying to erase the stigma of two 2 
year colleges and Mr. Ponder is an educator at a four year university. 3 
  4 
 A motion was made by Commissioner Dorosin to appoint Susanne Haff to this position. 5 
 6 
 Chair McKee asked John Roberts for procedural guidance. 7 
 John Roberts said the rules of procedure do not discuss substitute motions but rather 8 
amendments to a motion when it is completely replacing the original motion.  He said there can 9 
be two amendments. 10 
  11 
 A motion was made by Commissioner Dorosin to appoint Susanne Haff to this position. 12 
Motion failed due to lack of second. 13 
  14 
 Commissioner Jacobs said since the motion on the floor has to do with deferring 15 
nominations then he will withdraw his second so Commissioner Price can open the floor to 16 
nominations. 17 
  18 
 Commissioner Price withdrew her previous motion and made a motion to open the floor 19 
to nominations. 20 
 Commissioner Jacobs seconded. 21 
 22 
VOTE:  Ayes, 3 (Commissioner Jacobs, Commissioner Price, and Commissioner Dorosin); 23 
Nayes, 4 (Chair McKee, Commissioner Pelissier, Commissioner Burroughs and Commissioner 24 
Rich)  25 
Motion Failed 26 
 27 
 The Board returned to Commissioner Rich’s original motion to delay this appointment to 28 
the second regular meeting in September.  29 
  Chair McKee asked for a friendly amendment to have the Durham Tech Strategic Plan 30 
provided to the Commissioners during the summer break, for Commissioner Price and 31 
Commissioner Jacobs to pursue applicants and any additional relevant information over the 32 
summer, and to bring back a recommendation to the Board of County Commissioners in 33 
September. 34 
 Commissioner Rich and Commissioner Pelissier agreed to the friendly amendment.  35 
VOTE: Ayes, 6; Nayes, 1 (Commissioner Dorosin) 36 
 37 
h.  Human Relations Commission – Appointments 38 
 The Board considered making appointments to the Human Relations Commission. 39 
 40 
 A motion was made by Commissioner Jacobs, seconded by Commissioner Price to 41 
appoint the following the Human Relations Commission: 42 
 43 
• Appointment of Dr. Christine Kelly-Kleese to a second full term (Position #1) “At-Large” 44 
representative with a term expiring 06/30/2018. 45 
• Appointment of Rv. Rollin Russell to a second full term (Position #11) “Town of 46 
Hillsborough" with a term expiring 6/30/2018. 47 
• Appointment of Rev. Susie Enoch to a partial term to position # 9 (Chapel Hill- At-Large 48 
Position) with a term ending September 30, 2016. 49 
 50 
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VOTE:  UNANIMOUS 1 
 2 
i.  Nursing Home Community Advisory Committee – Appointment 3 
 The Board considered making an appointment to the Nursing Home Community 4 
Advisory Committee. 5 
 6 
 A motion was made by Commissioner Rich, seconded by Commissioner Pelissier to 7 
appoint the following to the Nursing Home Community Advisory Committee: 8 
 9 
• Appointment of Ms. Molly Stein to a one year training term (Position #2) At-Large Nursing 10 
Home Administration with a term ending 06/16/2016. 11 
 12 
VOTE:  UNANIMOUS 13 
 Commissioner Dorosin asked if the Board could encourage the vetting of the other 14 
applicants for these positions, in order to get them filled. 15 
 Chair McKee asked the Clerk to write a letter to the Nursing Home Community 16 
Advisory Committee instructing them move post haste with the vetting process. 17 
 18 
12. Board Comments  19 
 Commissioner Burroughs had no comments. 20 
 Commissioner Jacobs said when the public passed the ½ cent sales tax for 21 
transportation, the Board projected that there would be a train station in Hillsborough in 2015.  22 
He said due the railroad doing a comprehensive study of all the tracks and the State completing 23 
an environmental assessment, this project is now delayed until 2023. 24 
 Commissioner Jacobs said there are two openings on June 20th: the Blackwood Farm 25 
dedication at 10 a.m. and the UNC Hillsborough Hospital public grand opening from 2:00-4:00 26 
p.m. 27 
 Commissioner Jacobs asked Bonnie Hammersley if the Eubanks Solid Waste 28 
Convenience Center site is going to close in July. 29 
 Bonnie Hammersley said that has not been decided and the value engineering study is 30 
being completed now.  31 
 Commissioner Jacobs asked her to come back with a new name for this site. 32 
 Commissioner Price said there will be a Juneteenth celebration on June 19th, from 5:00-33 
7:00 p.m. at the Farmer’s Market Pavilion.  She wished everyone a great summer. 34 
 Commissioner Pelissier said last week at the North Carolina Association of County 35 
Commissioners (NCACC) Environmental Steering Committee, there was a presentation on wind 36 
farms and solar energy.  She said North Carolina has the highest percentage of shallow waters 37 
off shore and is a prime site for wind farms.  She said next year will be the centennial 38 
celebration of the North Carolina State Parks.  She said North Carolina is 43rd in the nation in 39 
the amount of funding that is spent on parks.  She wished everyone a great summer. 40 
 Commissioner Rich had no comments. 41 
 Commissioner Dorosin had no comments. 42 
 Chair McKee said about a year ago he mentioned an information sign being added to 43 
the Hillsborough Farmer’s Market and said this will occur in the next month or so.  He 44 
expressed thanks to his fellow Commissioners for their support of his attempts at leadership 45 
this year. 46 
 47 
13. Information Items 48 
 49 
• June 2, 2015 BOCC Meeting Follow-up Actions List 50 
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• Tax Collector’s Report - Numerical Analysis 1 
• Tax Collector’s Report - Measure of Enforced Collections 2 
• Tax Assessor’s Report - Releases/Refunds under $100 3 
• Memorandum Regarding the Operation of Mobile Food Vending Units within Orange County  4 
• Blackwood Farm Park Opening Ceremony Flyer 5 
• Memorandum Regarding Physical Assessment, Former Chapel Hill Town Hall, 100 West 6 

Rosemary Street 7 
• Memorandum Regarding Sit to Stand Work Environment 8 
• Memorandum Regarding Southern Branch Library Siting Update; Carrboro Arts & 9 

Innovation Center Working Group Update 10 
• BOCC Chair Letter Regarding Petitions from June 2, 2015 Regular Board Meeting 11 
• Regional Partnership Workforce Development Board 2013-2014 Annual Report 12 
 13 
14. Closed Session  14 
 NONE 15 
 16 
15.   Adjournment 17 
 A motion was made by Commissioner Burroughs, seconded by Commissioner Rich to 18 
adjourn the meeting at 9:40 p.m. 19 
 20 
VOTE: UNANIMOUS 21 
 22 
 23 
          Earl McKee, Chair 24 
 25 
Donna Baker, Clerk to the Board 26 
 27 
 28 



 
ORANGE COUNTY 

BOARD OF COMMISSIONERS 
ACTION AGENDA ITEM ABSTRACT 

 Meeting Date: September 1, 2015  
 Action Agenda 
 Item No.   6-b 

 
SUBJECT:   Motor Vehicle Property Tax Releases/Refunds 
 
DEPARTMENT:  Tax Administration PUBLIC HEARING:  (Y/N) No 

 
ATTACHMENT(S): 

Resolution 
Releases/Refunds Data Spreadsheet 
Reason for Adjustment Summary 

INFORMATION CONTACT: 
Dwane Brinson, Tax Administrator, 
919-245-2726 

        
 

PURPOSE:  To consider adoption of a resolution to release motor vehicle property tax values 
for twenty-five (25) taxpayers with a total of thirty-two (32) bills that will result in a reduction of 
revenue. 
 
BACKGROUND: North Carolina General Statute (NCGS) 105-381(a)(1) allows a taxpayer to 
assert a valid defense to the enforcement of the collection of a tax assessed upon his/her 
property under three sets of circumstances: 

(a) “a tax imposed through clerical error”, for example when there is an actual error in 
mathematical calculation; 

(b)  “an illegal tax”, such as when the vehicle should have been billed in another county, an 
incorrect name was used, or an incorrect rate code (the wrong combination of applicable 
county, municipal, fire district, etc. tax rates) was used; 

(c) “a tax levied for an illegal purpose”, which would involve charging a tax which was later 
deemed to be impermissible under state law.   

 
NCGS 105-381(b), “Action of Governing Body” provides that “Upon receiving a taxpayer’s 
written statement of defense and request for release or refund, the governing body of the taxing 
unit shall within 90 days after receipt of such a request determine whether the taxpayer has a 
valid defense to the tax imposed or any part thereof and shall either release or refund that 
portion of the amount that is determined to be in excess of the correct liability or notify the 
taxpayer in writing that no release or refund will be made”. 
 
For classified motor vehicles, NCGS 105-330.2(b) allows for a full or partial refund when a tax 
has been paid and a pending appeal for valuation reduction due to excessive mileage, vehicle 
damage, etc. is decided in the owner’s favor.   
 
FINANCIAL IMPACT:  Approval of these release/refund requests will result in a net reduction of 
$9,455.77 to Orange County, the towns, and school and fire districts. Financial impact year to 
date for FY 2015-2016 is $9,455.77. 
 
SOCIAL JUSTICE IMPACT:  There is no Orange County Social Justice Goal impact associated 
with this item. 
 
RECOMMENDATION(S):   The Manager recommends that the Board: 

• Accept the report reflecting the motor vehicle property tax releases/refunds requested in 
accordance with the NCGS; and  

• Approve the attached release/refund resolution. 
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NORTH CAROLINA     RES-2015-039 

ORANGE COUNTY 

REFUND/RELEASE RESOLUTION (Approval) 

 Whereas, North Carolina General Statutes 105-381 and/or 330.2(b) allows for the refund and/or 

release of taxes when the Board of County Commissioners determines that a taxpayer applying for the 

release/refund has a valid defense to the tax imposed; and 

 Whereas, the properties listed in each of the attached “Request for Property Tax Refund/Release” 

has been taxed and the tax has not been collected: and 

 Whereas, as to each of the properties listed in the Request for Property Tax Refund/Release, the 

taxpayer has timely applied in writing for a refund or release of the tax imposed and has presented a valid 

defense to the tax imposed as indicated on the Request for Property Tax Refund/Release. 

 NOW, THEREFORE, IT IS RESOLVED BY THE BOARD OF COUNTY 

COMMISSIONERS OF ORANGE COUNTY THAT the recommended property tax refund(s) and 

release(s) are approved. 

 Upon motion duly made and seconded, the foregoing resolution was passed by the following votes: 

 Ayes:    Commissioners ______________________________________________ 

              ________________________________________________________________________ 

 Noes:  ____________________________________________________________ 

 I, Donna Baker, Clerk to the Board of Commissioners for the County of Orange, North Carolina, 

DO HEREBY CERTIFY that the foregoing has been carefully copied from the recorded minutes of the 

Board of Commissioners for said County at a regular meeting of said Board held on 

____________________, said record having been made in the Minute Book of the minutes of said Board, 

and is a true copy of so much of said proceedings of said Board as relates in any way to the passage of the 

resolution described in said proceedings.   

 WITNESS my hand and the corporate seal of said County, this ______day of  

____________, 2015. 

      ___________________________________ 
        Clerk to the Board of Commissioners 
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Clerical error G.S. 105-381(a)(1)(a)
Illegal tax G.S. 105-381(a)(1)(b)
Appraisal appeal G.S. 105-330.2(b)

BOCC REPORT - REGISTERED MOTOR VEHICLES 
SEPTEMBER 1, 2015

May 28, 2015 thru August 12, 2015

NAME
ABSTRACT 
NUMBER

BILLING 
YEAR 

ORIGINAL 
VALUE

ADJUSTED 
VALUE

FINANCIAL 
IMPACT REASON FOR ADJUSTMENT

Alvarez, Jose 26034641 2014 12,858 500 (199.02) Acquired antique plate (appraisal appeal)
Barnett, Joy 24338662 2014 29,770 29,770 (246.66) Situs error (illegal tax)
Barrow, Theodore 26728538 2014 13,160 0 (250.54) County changed to Durham (illegal tax)
Baucom, Carolyn Crowe 27489679 2015 13,129 500 (203.38) Acquired antique plate (appraisal appeal)
Bauer, Edward Aloysius 27127663 2014 71,357 500 (674.27) Acquired antique plate (appraisal appeal)
Fife, Thad Hale 23699416 2014 31,664 31,664 (259.32) Situs error (illegal tax)
Gonzalez, Cristal 27462741 2014 20,500 20,500 (177.17) Situs error (illegal tax)
Griffin, Edward Haley 27027559 2014 15,770 15,770 (144.20) Situs error (illegal tax)
Harrell, Jonathan 25770467 2013 24,590 24,590 (223.97) Situs error (illegal tax)
Harrell, Jonathan 25676630 2014 13,010 13,010 (125.45) Situs error (illegal tax)
Houghton, Odette 21991850 2013 31,720 31,720 (555.22) Situs error (illegal tax)
Jones, Claudia Kay 26679253 2014 34,909 34,909 (280.61) Situs error (illegal tax)
Leibel, Sylvia 26794805 2014 13,900 6,950 (111.93) High mileage (appraisal appeal)
Mullen, Kenneth George 16092988 2014 23,600 500 (274.06) Acquired antique plate (appraisal appeal)
Piedmont Electric Membership Corp. 25555843 2014 30,755 0 (292.67) Tax exempt (illegal tax)
Piedmont Electric Membership Corp. 26070931 2014 29,720 0 (282.81) Tax exempt (illegal tax)
Piedmont Electric Membership Corp. 26070868 2014 32,769 0 (311.83) Tax exempt (illegal tax)
Piedmont Electric Membership Corp. 26071000 2014 32,769 0 (311.83) Tax exempt (illegal tax)
Pope, Joyce 18385967 2014 12,180 0 (222.49) County changed to Wake (illegal tax)
Poteat, William 19955353 2014 33,084 22,060 (177.54) Adjustment (appraisal appeal)
Raynor, Christopher 26922052 2014 9,400 500 (138.66) Acquired antique plate (appraisal appeal)
Simpson, Mark Adam 26669214 2014 21,830 12,661 (147.66) High mileage (appraisal appeal)
Stuart, Joseph Jay 27098131 2014 50,004 0 (835.27) Military exempt  (illegal tax)
Stuermer, Til 26299530 2014 58,407 500 (970.40) Acquired antique plate (appraisal appeal)
Thompson, Shameka 27164185 2014 49,320 24,660 (384.21) Military exemption. Co-owner did not qualify  (illegal tax)
Tsygankov, Denis 27477707 2015 17,860 0 (365.52) County changed to Chatham  (illegal tax)
Van Hoewyk, Jacqueline 22914040 2013 14,290 14,290 (133.49) Situs error  (illegal tax)
Van Hoewyk, Jacqueline 26008739 2014 23,822 23,822 (202.53) Situs error  (illegal tax)
Whitt, Marlene 27312479 2015 43,686 0 (500.81) Duplicate billing  (illegal tax)
Yost, David Michael 22772152 2014 17,170 17,170 (154.34) Situs error  (illegal tax)
Yost, David Michael 22772494 2014 17,860 17,860 (159.35) Situs error  (illegal tax)
Yost, David Michael 22772336 2014 14,990 14,990 (138.56) Situs error  (illegal tax)

Total (9,455.77)
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Military Leave and Earning Statement:  Is a copy of a serviceman’s payroll stub 
covering a particular pay period.  This does list his home of record, which is his 
permanent state of residence where he would pay any state income taxes. 

 
 

Vehicle Titles 
 
Salvaged and Salvage Rebuilt: Any repairs that exceed 75% of the vehicle’s market 
value using NADA, Kelly Blue Book and various other publications.   
When the insurance company has totaled the vehicle, and the customer has received the 
claim check, four things can happen: 
 

• Insurance company can keep the vehicle. 
 
• Customer can keep the vehicle. The customer is instructed to contact the local 

DMV inspector to have an initial inspection done, for vehicles 2001 to 2006 
(these dates change yearly, example in 2007 the models will be 2002-2007). 

 
• Affidavit of Rebuilder- The inspector lists each part that needs to be repaired. 
 
• Final inspection- if all work is cleared and approved by the inspector then the 

rebuilt status is then removed (salvaged status remains). 
 
Note:  Finance companies will not finance a salvaged vehicle. 
 
 
Total Loss:  Repairs were more than the market value of the vehicle and the insurance 
company is unwilling to pay for the repairs. 
 
Total Loss/Rebuilt:  Whatever the repairs were to make the vehicle road worthy after a 
Total Loss status has been given. Vehicle must be 5 years old or older. Vehicle status 
then remains as salvaged or rebuilt. 
 
Certificate of Reconstruction:  When work has been done on (vehicles 2001-2006 in 
year 2006) this is issued when the inspector didn’t see the original damaged and the 
vehicle has been repaired.  
 
Certificate of Destruction:  NC DMV will not register this type of vehicle. It is not fit 
for North Carolina roads. 
 
Custom Built:  When the customer has built this vehicle himself or herself. Ex. parts 
taken from various vehicles to build one vehicle.  Three titles are required from the DMV 
in this case. 1) Frame 2) Transmission 3) Engine. 
Then an indemnity bond must be issued. An indemnity bond must also be issued when 
the vehicle does not have a title at all. 
 
 
 
Per Flora with NCDMV 
September 8, 2006 
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ORANGE COUNTY 
BOARD OF COMMISSIONERS 

ACTION AGENDA ITEM ABSTRACT 
 Meeting Date: September 1, 2015  

 Action Agenda 
 Item No.   6-c 

 
SUBJECT:  Property Tax Releases/Refunds 
 
DEPARTMENT:  Tax Administration PUBLIC HEARING:  (Y/N) No 

 
ATTACHMENT(S): 

Resolution 
Releases/Refunds Data Spreadsheet 

INFORMATION CONTACT: 
Dwane Brinson, Tax Administrator, 
(919) 245-2726 

 
 
PURPOSE:  To consider adoption of a resolution to release property tax values for nine (9) 
taxpayers with a total of nine (9) bills that will result in a reduction of revenue.   
 
BACKGROUND:  The Tax Administration Office has received nine taxpayer requests for 
release or refund of property taxes.  North Carolina General Statute 105-381(b), “Action of 
Governing Body” provides that “upon receiving a taxpayer’s written statement of defense and 
request for release or refund, the governing body of the Taxing Unit shall within 90 days after 
receipt of such a request determine whether the taxpayer has a valid defense to the tax 
imposed or any part thereof and shall either release or refund that portion of the amount that is 
determined to be in excess of the correct liability or notify the taxpayer in writing that no release 
or refund will be made”.  North Carolina law allows the Board to approve property tax refunds for 
the current and four previous fiscal years. 
 
FINANCIAL IMPACT:  Approval of this change will result in a net reduction in revenue of 
$53,731.93 to the County, municipalities, and special districts.  The Tax Assessor recognized 
that refunds could impact the budget and accounted for these in the annual budget projections. 
 
SOCIAL JUSTICE IMPACT:  There is no Orange County Social Justice Goal impact associated 
with this item. 
 
RECOMMENDATION(S): The Manager recommends the Board approve the attached 
resolution approving these property tax release/refund requests in accordance with North 
Carolina General Statute 105-381. 
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NORTH CAROLINA     RES-2015-040 

ORANGE COUNTY 

REFUND/RELEASE RESOLUTION (Approval) 

 Whereas, North Carolina General Statutes 105-381 and/or 330.2(b) allows for the refund and/or 

release of taxes when the Board of County Commissioners determines that a taxpayer applying for the 

release/refund has a valid defense to the tax imposed; and 

 Whereas, the properties listed in each of the attached “Request for Property Tax Refund/Release” 

has been taxed and the tax has not been collected: and 

 Whereas, as to each of the properties listed in the Request for Property Tax Refund/Release, the 

taxpayer has timely applied in writing for a refund or release of the tax imposed and has presented a valid 

defense to the tax imposed as indicated on the Request for Property Tax Refund/Release. 

 NOW, THEREFORE, IT IS RESOLVED BY THE BOARD OF COUNTY 

COMMISSIONERS OF ORANGE COUNTY THAT the recommended property tax refund(s) and 

release(s) are approved. 

 Upon motion duly made and seconded, the foregoing resolution was passed by the following votes: 

 Ayes:    Commissioners ______________________________________________ 

              ________________________________________________________________________ 

 Noes:  ____________________________________________________________ 

 I, Donna Baker, Clerk to the Board of Commissioners for the County of Orange, North Carolina, 

DO HEREBY CERTIFY that the foregoing has been carefully copied from the recorded minutes of the 

Board of Commissioners for said County at a regular meeting of said Board held on 

____________________, said record having been made in the Minute Book of the minutes of said Board, 

and is a true copy of so much of said proceedings of said Board as relates in any way to the passage of the 

resolution described in said proceedings.   

 WITNESS my hand and the corporate seal of said County, this ______day of  

____________, 2015. 

      ___________________________________ 
        Clerk to the Board of Commissioners 
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Clerical error G.S. 105-381(a)(1)(a)
Illegal tax G.S. 105-381(a)(1)(b)
Appraisal appeal G.S. 105-330.2(b)

BOCC REPORT - REAL/PERSONAL 
SEPTEMBER 1, 2015

May 28, 2015 thru August 12, 2015

NAME
ABSTRACT 
NUMBER

BILLING 
YEAR 

ORIGINAL 
VALUE

ADJUSTED 
VALUE

FINANCIAL 
IMPACT REASON FOR ADJUSTMENT

Chapel Hill Town Of 262896 2015 415,667 0 (6,693.91) Exempt property (illegal tax) 
Chapel Hill Town Of 262902 2015 54,600 0 (879.28) Exempt property (illegal tax) 
Elmwood Apartments, LLC 304626 2014 878,010 851,203 (235.37) Doubled billed (illegal tax)
Hillsborough Bar Group, LLC dba Hot Tin Roof 1050786 2014 211,990 46,577 (2,725.32) Assessed in error (illegal tax)
Hillsborough Church of God 276561 2015 1,169,483 0 (11,352.75) Exempt property (illegal tax) 
Jan Sassaman Trustee (University United Methodist Church) 323304 2015 620,000 0 (10,036.78) Assessed in error (illegal tax)
Kiron Clincal Sleep Lab, LLC 257188 2014 30,630 0 (581.92) Assessed in error (illegal tax)
Mt. Zion AME Church 134885 2015 1,426,428 0 (13,823.53) Exempt property (illegal tax) 
Sizemore, Lee L. 306299 2015 13,340 0 (421.76) Assessed in error (illegal tax)
Town of Carrboro 272090 2015 410,211 0 (6,981.31) Exempt property (illegal tax) 

Total (53,731.93)
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ORANGE COUNTY 
BOARD OF COMMISSIONERS 

ACTION AGENDA ITEM ABSTRACT 
 Meeting Date: September 1, 2015  

 Action Agenda 
 Item No.   6-d 

 
SUBJECT:  Applications for Property Tax Exemption/Exclusion 
 
DEPARTMENT:  Tax Administration PUBLIC HEARING:  (Y/N) No 

 
ATTACHMENT(S): 
    Exempt Status Resolution 

 Spreadsheet 
    Requests for Exemption/Exclusion  

INFORMATION CONTACT: 
Dwane Brinson, Tax Administrator, 
(919)  245-2726 
 

 
 
PURPOSE:  To consider eleven (11) untimely applications for exemption/exclusion from ad 
valorem taxation for eleven (11) bills for the 2015 tax year.  
 
BACKGROUND:  North Carolina General Statutes (NCGS) typically require applications for 
exemption to be filed during the listing period, which is usually during the month of January.  
Applications for Elderly/Disabled Exclusion, Circuit Breaker Tax Deferment and Disabled 
Veteran Exclusion should be filed by June 1st of the tax year for which the benefit is requested. 
NCGS 105-282.1(a1) does allow some discretion.  Upon a showing of good cause by the 
applicant for failure to make a timely application, an application for exemption or exclusion filed 
after the close of the listing period may be approved by the Department of Revenue, the Board 
of Equalization and Review, the Board of County Commissioners, or the governing body of a 
municipality, as appropriate. An untimely application for exemption or exclusion approved under 
this provision applies only to property taxes levied by the county or municipality in the calendar 
year in which the untimely application is filed.  
 
Ten of the applicants are applying for homestead exclusion based on NCGS 105-277.1, which 
allows exclusion of the greater of twenty-five thousand dollars ($25,000) or fifty percent (50%) of 
the appraised value of the residence.   
 
One applicant is applying for Circuit Breaker exclusion based on NCGS 105-277.1B which 
allows for tax relief based on income.   The Circuit Breaker exclusion is a tax deferral program.  
 
Including these eleven (11) applications, the Board will have considered a total of eleven (11) 
untimely applications for exemption of 2015 taxes since the 2015 Board of Equalization and 
Review adjourned on May 28th.  Taxpayers may submit an untimely application for exemption of 
2015 taxes to the Board of Commissioners through December 31, 2015.  
 
Based on the information supplied in the applications and based on the above-referenced 
General Statutes, the applications may be approved by the Board of County Commissioners. 
NCGS 105-282.1(a1) permits approval of such application if good cause is demonstrated by the 
taxpayer.   
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FINANCIAL IMPACT: The reduction in the County’s tax base associated with approval of the 
exemption application will result in a reduction of FY 2015/2016 taxes due to the County, 
municipalities, and special districts in the amount of $9,323.90.   
 
SOCIAL JUSTICE IMPACT:  There is no Orange County Social Justice Goal impact associated 
with this item. 
 
RECOMMENDATION(S): The Manager recommends the Board approve the attached 
resolution for the above-listed applications for FY 2015/2016 exemption.  
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NORTH CAROLINA     RES-2015-041 
 
ORANGE COUNTY 
 

EXEMPTION/EXCLUSION RESOLUTION 
 
 
 Whereas, North Carolina General Statutes 105-282.1 empowers the Board of County  
 
Commissioners to approve applications for exemption after the close of the listing period, and   
 
 Whereas, good cause has been shown as evidenced by the information packet provided, and  
 
 Whereas, the Tax Administrator has determined that the applicants could have been approved for  
 
2014 had applications been timely. 
 
 NOW, THEREFORE, IT IS RESOLVED BY THE BOARD OF COUNTY  
 
COMMISSIONERS OF ORANGE COUNTY THAT the properties applying for exemption for 
 
2014 are so approved as exempt. 
 
 Upon motion duly made and seconded, the foregoing resolution was passed by the following  
 
votes: 
 
 Ayes: Commissioners ________________________________________________________ 
 
___________________________________________________________________________________ 
 
 Noes: _____________________________________________________________________ 
 
  
 
 I, Donna Baker, Clerk to the Board of Commissioners for the County of Orange, North  
 
Carolina, DO HEREBY CERTIFY that the foregoing has been carefully copied from the recorded  
 
minutes of the Board of Commissioners for said County at a regular meeting of said Board held on  
 
_______________ said record having been made in the Minute Book of the minutes of said Board, and is  
 
a true copy of so much of said proceedings of said Board as relates in any way to the passage of the  
 
resolution described in said proceedings. 
 
 WITNESS my hand and the corporate seal of said County, this _____day of ____________,  
 
2015. 
 
       _________________________________ 
       Clerk to the Board of Commissioners 
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Late exemption/exclusion application - GS 105-282.1(a1) BOCC REPORT - REAL/PERSONAL
SEPTEMBER 1, 2015

May 28, 2015 thru August 12, 2015 

NAME
ABSTRACT 
NUMBER BILL YEAR ORIGINAL VALUE TAXABLE VALUE

 FINANCIAL 
IMPACT  REASON FOR ADJUSTMENT

Austin, Arvel 10516 2015 116,753 58,377 (561.35)        Late application for exemption G.S. 105-277.1 (Homestead Exemption)
Kellett, Ronald 317307 2015 127,000 70,655 (539.73)        Late application for exemption G.S. 105-277.1 (Homestead Exemption)
Lovett, Janet 11778 2015 101,690 50,845 (488.93)        Late application for exemption G.S. 105-277.1 (Homestead Exemption)
Mayers, M Reba 185776 2015 254,927 146,805 (1,035.70)    Late application for exemption G.S. 105-277.1 (Homestead Exemption)
Nazarian, Kathleen 306316 2015 209,830 121,306 (813.18)        Late application for exemption G.S. 105-277.1 (Homestead Exemption)
Oakley, George A. 22941 2015 49,841 24,841 (240.40)        Late application for exemption G.S. 105-277.1 (Homestead Exemption)
Quint, Stephen 206700 2015 22,350 223,500 (530.68)        Late application for exemption G.S. 105-277.1B (Circuit Breaker)
Rice, Elizabeth 98556 2015 230,807 130,829 (947.79)        Late application for exemption G.S. 105-277.1 (Homestead Exemption)
Snover, Richard L. 159030 2015 333,300 166,650 (2,683.73)    Late application for exemption G.S. 105-277.1 (Homestead Exemption)
Torress, Belinda 301040 2015 120,620 60,310 (971.23)        Late application for exemption G.S. 105-277.1 (Homestead Exemption)
Yochem, Patricia P. 160103 2015 65,621 32,810 (511.18)        Late application for exemption G.S. 105-277.1 (Homestead Exemption)

Total (9,323.90)    
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ORANGE COUNTY 

BOARD OF COMMISSIONERS 
 

ACTION AGENDA ITEM ABSTRACT 
 Meeting Date:  September 1, 2015  

 Action Agenda 
 Item No.   6-e 

 
SUBJECT:  Tax Collector’s Annual Settlement for Fiscal Year 2014-15 
 
DEPARTMENT:  Tax Administration PUBLIC HEARING:  (Y/N) No 
  

 
ATTACHMENT(S): 

2014 Settlement Resolution  
Reports (5) 
Order to Collect  
Report of Delinquent Property Taxes 

(provided to Clerk on CD) 
 

INFORMATION CONTACT: 
T. Dwane Brinson, Director 
919-245-2726 
 
 
 

 
PURPOSE: To receive the tax collector’s annual settlement on current and delinquent taxes, 
approve by resolution the accounting thereof, and upon acceptance of the reports, issue the 
Order to Collect for Fiscal Year 2015-2016. 
 
BACKGROUND: The annual settlement provides in detail the collection for the County, all fire 
and special districts, and the Towns of Carrboro, Chapel Hill, and Hillsborough during Fiscal 
Year 2014-2015. 
 
For fiscal year ended June 30, 2015, Orange County’s overall current year tax collection 
percentage was 99.07%.  The overall collection percentage can be broken down further into 
three property classifications: real property, personal property, and motor vehicles.  Orange 
County’s fiscal year 2014-2015 current year tax collection percentage for real property was 
99.09%, personal property was 98.68% and motor vehicles was 86.78%.  
 
The amount of the annual registered motor vehicle levy is significantly lower than in past years. 
This is due to the fact that the state-wide “Tag and Tax Together” program was implemented for 
vehicle registration renewals that were due in September 2013 and impacted the levy beginning 
with registered motor vehicle bills that were due January 1, 2014. The State is now collecting 
these ad valorem taxes at the time of registration and is submitting them to the County on a 
monthly basis. This levy continues to diminish monthly and eventually will cease to be included 
as part of the tax collector’s annual settlement.  
 
The tax collector is required by North Carolina General Statute (NCGS) 105-373 to give an 
annual settlement to the governing body.  It is the intent of the Machinery Act to create a direct 
relationship of responsibility and accountability between the tax collector and governing body.  
  
Furthermore, NCGS 105-373 requires the tax collector to furnish a sworn report to the governing 
body showing a list of property owners whose taxes remain unpaid for the preceding fiscal year.  
There are four sections to the report: real property owners, business personal property owners, 
individual personal property owners and public personal property owners. With approval of the 
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attached resolution, the Board designates said list to be entered into the minutes. The tax claim 
is not discharged or written off.  These accounts are recharged to the collector as delinquent 
accounts, and the collector has full authority to use levy and garnishment to affect their 
collection.  Lists have been provided to the Clerk to the Board for the permanent record of all 
outstanding tax by property classification.    
 
Two settlement reports for tax are included.   

• The first shows all taxes charged for collection for the 2014-2015 fiscal year. All 
uncollected taxes allowed as credits in a settlement are recharged to the tax collector. 
Per NCGS 105-373(3)(b) the tax collector is credited with (paraphrased): 

1. All sums representing taxes collected and deposited; 
2. Releases approved by the governing body; 
3. The principal amount of taxes constituting liens on real property; 
4. Amount shown on the insolvent list; 
5. Discounts as allowed by law; 
6. Commissions (if any) lawfully payable to the tax collector as compensation; 
7. Outstanding Property Tax Commission appeals.  

• The second settlement report shows all prior years’ taxes collected during the 2014-2015 
fiscal year.  NCGS 105-378 limits the tax collector’s use of enforced collection remedies 
to ten years from the due date of the tax.  As such, for fiscal year 2014-2015 the tax 
collector was charged with collecting remaining taxes from the years 2005-2013, in 
addition to current year 2014 taxes.      

 
Additional reports are included for review by the governing board:  

• One provides details of all other miscellaneous revenue charged to the Tax Collector for 
collection during fiscal year 2014-2015. The receipt of the annual Medicaid 
Reimbursement for Emergency Services for the current year is normally noted in this 
report. The reimbursement for 2014-2015 was not received before the end of the fiscal 
year and is therefore not included in the Non-Tax Revenue Total. However, the 2014-
2015 reimbursement was received soon after the June 30, 2015 deadline, and the 
amount of the reimbursement is known and noted on the report. In addition, the Medicaid 
reimbursement for the prior year is included in this report due to the fact that it was 
received during the 2014-2015 fiscal year.  

• An additional report shows the accounts receivable information for 2014 taxes at the 
beginning of the 2015 fiscal year.  

• The final report is a minimal bill report that provides the number of bills and amount of 
taxes waived in accordance with a resolution approved by the governing board on July 
26, 1995.  NCGS 105-321(f) states, in part, that the governing body of a taxing unit may 
direct its tax assessor and tax not to collect minimal taxes where the total principal 
amount does not exceed five dollars ($5.00). 

 
FINANCIAL IMPACT:  There is no financial impact associated with this item. 
 
SOCIAL JUSTICE IMPACT: There is no Orange County Social Justice Goal impact associated 
with this item.   
 
RECOMMENDATION(S):  The Manager recommends that the Board:  

• Receive the Tax Collector’s annual settlement, and approve and authorize the Chair to 
sign the resolution accepting it as reported for entry into the minutes; and 

• Approve, authorize the Chair to sign, and issue the Order to Collect to the Tax Collector 
for Fiscal Year 2015-2016. 
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RES-2015-042 

RESOLUTION APPROVING THE 
TAX COLLECTOR’S ANNUAL SETTLEMENT 

FOR THE CURRENT YEAR 2014 
AND PRIOR YEARS 

 
 
 

 
 
     BE IT RESOLVED by the Board of Commissioners of Orange County that the following 

documents attached hereto are received and approved, consisting of the following: 

 

 

1. Settlement of 2014 Tax Accounts 

2. Settlement of Prior Years (2005-2013) Tax Accounts 

3. Tax Collector’s Report of 2014 Unpaid Taxes 

4. Tax Collector’s Report of Minimal Property Tax Bills 

5. Report of Collections of Non-Tax Revenue and Miscellaneous Taxes 

 

 

 

                     

     ADOPTED this the 1st day of September, 2015. 

 

      _____________________________________ 
       Earl McKee     
       Chair, Board of County Commissioners 
 

Attest: 

 

________________________________________ 
Clerk to the Board of County Commissioners 
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  2014-2015 Miscellaneous Collections

2014-2015 COLLECTIONS OF NON-TAX REVENUE

EMS Ambulance Fees
not inclusive of Medicaid Reimbursement 2,446,719.97$          

2014-2015 COLLECTION OF RENTAL VEHICLE GROSS RECEIPT 
*Medicaid Reimbursement for EMS 394,834.00$             TAX FOR MUNICIPALITIES

Schedule B Licenses 295.00$                    Chapel Hill 50,745.09$           

Beer & Wine Licenses 14,091.50$               Hillsborough 8,547.63$             

Rental Vehicle Gross Receipts Tax 64,761.61$               Carrboro -$                      

Emergency Mgmt Collections TOTAL 59,292.72$           
(all other charges but ambulance) 48,827.75$               

3R Fee Collection 2,692,958.73$          

Waste Center Fee Collection 1,231,718.27$          

Occupancy Tax Collections 1,350,345.02$          

TOTAL 8,244,551.85$          

Fiscal Year 2014-2015        All Prior Years 
Adjusted Total Amount Collection Adjusted Total Amount Collection

Levy Collected Uncollected Percentage Levy Collected Uncollected Percentage

Town of Mebane, Motor Vehicle Taxes  135.74                      97.58        38.16         71.89% 8,976.27      3,754.66               5,221.61   41.83%

City of Durham, Motor Vehicle Taxes  -                            -           -             0.00% 286.72         74.46                    212.26      25.97%

City of Durham, Motor Vehicle Tag Fees  -                            -           -             0.00% 75.00           15.00                    60.00        20.00%

COLLECTIONS OF MISCELLANEOUS AD VALOREM TAXES & MOTOR VEHICLE TAG FEES
   Note: Registered Motor Vehicle taxes are now collected at the State level. Collection information for both Durham and Mebane will eventually dwindle to zero. 

*NOTE: This amount is for 2013-2014 received 7/14/14. The 2014-2015 amount is 
$423,489.50 and was received 7/12/15, which is outside of this fiscal year. 
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ORDER OF THE BOARD OF COUNTY COMMISSIONERS 
IN ACCORDANCE WITH G.S. 105-321 

 
 
State of North Carolina 
County of Orange 
 
ORDER OF THE BOARD OF COUNTY COMMISSIONERS 
IN ACCORDANCE WITH G.S. 105 – 373 and 105 – 321 

 
To:  Timothy Dwane Brinson 

Tax Collector of Orange County, Towns of Carrboro, Chapel Hill, and   
Hillsborough, and applicable Fire Districts 

 
 
You are hereby authorized, empowered, and commanded to collect the taxes remaining unpaid 
as set forth in the 2006 through 2015 tax records filed in the office of the Tax Collector, and in 
the tax receipts herewith delivered to you in the amounts and from the taxpayers likewise 
therein set forth.  You are further authorized, empowered, and commanded to collect the 2006 
through 2015 taxes charged and assessed as provided by law for adjustments, changes, and 
additions to the tax records and tax receipts delivered to you which are made in accordance 
with law.  Such taxes are hereby declared to be a first lien on all real property of the respective 
taxpayers in Orange County, Town of Carrboro, Town of Chapel Hill, Town of Hillsborough, Fire 
Districts of Orange, Efland, South Orange, New Hope, Eno, Orange Grove, Greater Chapel Hill, 
Little River, Cedar Grove, Southern Triangle, Damascus, and White Cross, and this order shall 
be a full and sufficient authority to direct, require and enable you to levy on and sell any real and 
personal property, and attach wages and/or other funds, of such taxpayers, for and on account 
thereof, in accordance with law. 
 
You are further authorized to call upon the Sheriff to levy upon and sell personal property under 
execution for the payment of taxes. 
 
Within available funds in the budget ordinance and personnel positions established, the Tax 
Collector may hire employees, and they shall have the authority to perform those functions 
authorized by the Machinery Act of Chapter 105 of North Carolina General Statutes and other 
applicable laws for current and previous years’ taxes.  County personnel presently in the Tax 
Collector’s office will continue to serve in their respective collection positions. 
 

Witness my hand and official seal, this 1st day of September, 2015 

 

                                       ____________________________________________ 
Earl McKee 
Chair, Board of County Commissioners  

 
Attest: 
 
 
____________________________________ 
Clerk to the Board of County Commissioners   
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ORD-2015-022 

ORANGE COUNTY 
BOARD OF COMMISSIONERS 

 
ACTION AGENDA ITEM ABSTRACT 

 Meeting Date: September 1, 2015  
 Action Agenda 
 Item No.  6-f 

 
SUBJECT:   Fiscal Year 2015-16 Budget Amendment #1 
 
DEPARTMENT:   Finance and Administrative 

Services 
PUBLIC HEARING:  (Y/N) No 

  
 

ATTACHMENT(S):  INFORMATION CONTACT: 
Attachment 1.  Budget as Amended 

Spreadsheet 
Attachment 2.  Year-To-Date Budget 

Summary 
 

 Paul Laughton, (919) 245-2152 

   
 
PURPOSE: To approve budget and grant project ordinance amendments for fiscal year 2015-
16. 
 
BACKGROUND: 
 
Department on Aging 

1. The Department on Aging has deferred revenue/in-flows and received revenue 
notification for the following programs: 

• Master Aging Plan Initiatives (MAP) - As of June 30, 2015, $57,537 from the 
Carol Woods Community Donation and Triangle J Council of Governments was 
earmarked as deferred revenue/in-flows, for use in FY 2015-16.  

• Mobility Management Program – As of June 30, 2015, the department collected 
$2,818 in State funding that were earmarked as deferred revenue/in-flows, for use 
in FY 2015-16. Funds will provide for linking older adults with existing public 
transportation services. 

This budget amendment provides for the receipt of these additional funds.  (See 
Attachment 1, column 1) 
 
SOCIAL JUSTICE IMPACT: There is no Orange County Social Justice Goal impact 
associated with these items. 
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Department of Environment, Agriculture, Parks and Recreation 
2. At the adoption of the FY2015-16 Commissioner Approved Budget, the Board of County 

Commissioners approved the grant project ordinance for the Historic Resources 
Inventory Project. The initial approval totaled $15,000 including: $10,000 in County funds 
and $5,000 from the State’s Certified Local Government (CLG) program.  As per the 
Grant agreement, County funds of $15,000 are required in FY 2015-16.  This budget 
amendment provides for an appropriation of an additional $5,000 from the General 
Fund’s Unassigned Fund Balance to cover expenditures related to the inventory of urban 
extra-territorial jurisdiction (ETJ) areas and manuscript preparation and amends the 
Grant Project Ordinance as follows:   (See Attachment 1, column 2) 

 
Historic Resources Inventory Grant: (Project #71065) 
 
Revenues for this project:  

 FY 2015-16 
Current Budget 

FY 2015-16 
Amendment 

FY 2015-16 
Revised 

Historic Resources Inventory 
Award $5,000 $0 $5,000 

From General Fund 10,000 5,000 15,000 
Total Project Funding $15,000 $5,000 $20,000 

  
 
Appropriated for this project: 

 
 
 
 
 
SOCIAL JUSTICE IMPACT: There is no Orange County Social Justice Goal impact 
associated with this item. 
 

3. The Department of Environment, Agriculture, Parks and Recreation (DEAPR) has  
deferred revenue/in-flows for the following programs: 
 

• NC Matching Grant - As of June 30, 2015, the department collected $2,890 for 
the Soil and Water division’s NC Matching Grant; funds were earmarked as 
deferred revenue/in-flows, for use in FY 2015-16. Matching funds are used for 
office and educational supplies, staff training and certification costs and award 
sponsorship.   

• Little River Park Donations – As of June 30, 2015, the department had received 
Little River Park donations totaling $16,116; funds were earmarked as deferred 
revenue, for use in FY 2015-16. 
 

This budget amendment provides for the receipt of these additional funds.  (See 
Attachment 1, column 3) 
 
 

 FY 2015-16 
Current Budget 

FY 2015-16 
Amendment 

FY 2015-16 
Revised 

Historic Resources Inventory $15,000 $5,000 $20,000 
Total Costs            $15,000 $5,000 $20,000 

2



 

SOCIAL JUSTICE IMPACT: There is no Orange County Social Justice Goal impact 
associated with this item. 

 
Department of Social Services 

4. The Department of Social Services has been awarded grant funds from the United Way 
of the Greater Triangle, totaling $60,000, to lead a local collaborative called Fostering 
Youth Opportunities (FYO). The initial grant period is June 1, 2015 through May 30, 
2016. The purpose of the FYO initiative is to improve the outcomes of young adults 18-24 
year old aging out of the foster care system. This budget amendment provides for the 
receipt of these grant funds, and establishes the following Grant Project Ordinance: (See 
Attachment 1, column 4) 

 
Fostering Youth Opportunities Grant: (Project #71091) 
 
Revenues for this project:  

 FY 2015-16 
Current Budget 

FY 2015-16 
Amendment 

FY 2015-16 
Revised 

Fostering Youth Opportunities $0 $60,000 $60,000 
Total Project Funding $0 $60,000 $60,000 

  
 
Appropriated for this project: 

 

 
SOCIAL JUSTICE IMPACT: The following Orange County Social Justice Goal is 
applicable to this agenda item: 

• GOAL: ENSURE ECONOMIC SELF-SUFFICIENCY  
The creation and preservation of infrastructure, policies, programs and funding 
necessary for residents to provide shelter, food, clothing and medical care for 
themselves and their dependents.  

 
By providing intensive assistance to youth aging out of foster care, this program will 
assist these individuals to develop skills needed for economic self-sufficiency. 
 
 

5. At the adoption of the FY2015-16 Commissioner Approved Budget, the Board of County 
Commissioners approved the grant project ordinance for the Orange County Building 
Futures Program Grant in the amount of $366,848.  The revenue source incorrectly 
stated that all revenue would come from State grant funds; the correct revenue sources 
are $293,892 in State funds, and $72,956 in County funds.  The additional County funds 
provides for payment of the living wage to non-permanent personnel, as well as an 
increase of an additional 640 hours, in support of the program.  This budget amendment 
provides for this correction to the grant project ordinance by reducing the State funding 
by $72,956 and an appropriation of $72,956 from the General Fund’s Unassigned Fund 
Balance to cover expenditures related to youth employment and training. This budget 

 FY 2015-16 
Current Budget 

FY 2015-16 
Amendment 

FY 2015-16 
Revised 

Fostering Youth Opportunities $0 $60,000 $60,000 
Total Costs            $0  $60,000 $60,000 
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amendment amends the Grant Project Ordinance as follows: (also See Attachment 1, 
column 5) 
 
 
Orange County Building Futures Program Grant: (Project #71089) 
 
Revenues for this project:  
 FY 2015-16 

Current Budget 
FY 2015-16 
Amendment 

FY 2015-16 
Revised 

Building Futures Award $366,848 $(72,956) $293,892 
From General Fund  $0 $72,956 $72,956 
Total Project Funding $366,848 $0 $366,848 

  
Appropriated for this project:           

 FY 2015-16 
Current Budget 

FY 2015-16 
Amendment 

FY 2015-16 
Revised 

Building Futures Grant $366,848 $0 $366,848 
Total Costs           $366,848     $0     $366,848  

 
 

SOCIAL JUSTICE IMPACT: The following Orange County Social Justice Goal is 
applicable to this agenda item: 

• GOAL: FOSTER A COMMUNITY CULTURE THAT REJECTS OPPRESSION 
AND INEQUITY  
The fair treatment and meaningful involvement of all people regardless of race or 
color; religious or philosophical beliefs; sex, gender or sexual orientation; national 
origin or ethnic background; age; military service; disability; and familial, 
residential or economic status.  

• GOAL: ENSURE ECONOMIC SELF-SUFFICIENCY  
The creation and preservation of infrastructure, policies, programs and funding 
necessary for residents to provide shelter, food, clothing and medical care for 
themselves and their dependents.  

 
Individuals who are in the subsidized employment program will receive the living wage, 
thus promoting equity and self-sufficiency for these temporary staff. 
 

Emergency Services 
6. The Emergency Services Department has deferred revenues in the following program: 

• Local Emergency Planning Committee (LEPC) – As of June 30, 2015, $1,101 from 
the North Carolina Division of Emergency Management was earmarked as a 
deferred revenue/in-flow for use in FY15-16. The funds provide for the remainder 
of the grant period (grant period ends December 31, 2015)    

 
This budget amendment provides for the receipt of these funds. (See Attachment 1, 
column 6) 
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SOCIAL JUSTICE IMPACT: 
• GOAL: Create a Safe Community 

The reduction of risks from vehicle/traffic accidents, childhood and senior injuries, 
gang activity, substance abuse, and domestic violence. 
 
The LEPC grant will be utilized to host a regional LEPC conference. This will serve 
to empower and educate our LEPC members, in addition to allowing them the 
opportunity to network with LEPC peers throughout the region. Ultimately, this 
builds a stronger Orange County Local Emergency Planning Committee and thus 
a community that is more resilient to the effects of hazardous material incidents.  

• GOAL: Establish Sustainable and Equitable Land-Use and Environmental 
Policies 
The primary mission of the Local Emergency Planning Committee is to develop 
plans to mitigate the effects of hazardous materials within our community. A 
community’s hazardous materials plan should address how environmental impacts 
are mitigated during a hazardous material incident.  Although the LEPC is not a 
regulatory committee, it is empowered to make recommendations to elected 
bodies, public safety agencies, and facilities that store hazardous materials within 
Orange County. This grant will further promote the mission of the LEPC and 
empower the committee to function at their highest potential.  

 
Health Department 

7. The Health Department has received notification from the State of a decrease in funding 
for the Reducing Health Disparities grant project. This budget amendment provides for 
the decrease in funding (See Attachment 1, column 7) and amends the Reducing Health 
Disparities Grant Project Ordinance as follows: 
 
Reducing Health Disparities Grant (-$6,084) - Project # 71125 
 

Revenues for this project:  
 Current  

FY 2015-16 
FY 2015-16 
Amendment 

FY 2015-16 
Revised 

Health Disparities Grant Funds $63,000 -$6,084  $56,916  
Total Project Funding $63,000  -$6,084  $56,916  

 
 
 

Appropriated for this project:           
 Current FY 

2015-16 
FY 2015-16 
Amendment 

FY 2015-16 
Revised 

Health Disparities Grant $63,000 -$6,084  $56,916  
Total Costs $63,000  -$6,084  $56,916  

 
SOCIAL JUSTICE IMPACT: There is no Orange County Social Justice Goal impact 
associated with this item. 

 
8. The Health Department will not receive funding for its Smart Start grant program in FY 

2015-16.  This is an annual grant and the continuation of this grant program is contingent 
upon the availability of State funding.  The Health Department was informed that 
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available funding this year would be insufficient to continue the program. This budget 
amendment will eliminate both the expenditures and revenue for this grant, amends the 
grant project ordinance, and will eliminate the 1.0 FTE Senior Public Health Educator that 
has been funded by this grant award (the position is currently vacant) (See Attachment 1, 
column 8)  

 
Smart Start Grant (-$65,574) 
 

Revenues for this project:  
 Current  

FY 2015-16 
FY 2015-16 
Amendment 

FY 2015-16 
Revised 

Smart Start Grant Funds $65,574 -$65,574 $0  
Total Project Funding $65,574  -$65,574  $0  

 
Appropriated for this project:           

 Current FY 
2015-16 

FY 2015-16 
Amendment 

FY 2015-16 
Revised 

Health Disparities Grant $65,574 -$65,574  $0  
Total Costs $65,574  -$65,574  $0  

 
SOCIAL JUSTICE IMPACT: 

• GOAL: Create a Safe Community 
The reduction of risks from vehicle/traffic accidents, childhood and senior injuries, 
gang activity, substance abuse, and domestic violence. 

 
9. The Health Department has deferred revenue/in-flows and received revenue notification 

for the following programs: 

• Medical Reserve Corps Program – as of June 30, 2014, $3,021 from the 
National Association of City and County Health Officials (NACCHO) was 
earmarked as deferred revenue/in-flows for use in FY2015-16. The funds will be 
used for training and support costs in support of the department’s Medical Reserve 
Corps Program 

• Care Coordination for Children – receipt of an additional $1,880 due to a higher 
than anticipated grant award. The funds will be used to help supplement cost of 
care management and program supplies/materials for the Care Coordination for 
Children program. 

• Women and Children’s Health – receipt of an additional $31,090 from the N.C. 
Division of Public Health to further the Health Department’s goal of lowering the 
number of unplanned pregnancies and poor health outcomes associated with 
them; the additional funding will be used to support preventative care critical to 
men’s and women’s reproductive health.  

• Medical Nutrition Therapy – receipt of an additional $6,084 to cover eligible 
expenditures that were previously budgeted under the Reducing Health Disparities 
Grant Project Ordinance. This increase is due to an increase in revenue within the 
Insurance Charges account for services that were previously covered by the 
Reducing Health Disparities grant. This will ensure that the same number of clients 
are being seen and that there is not a decrease in the level of service provided. 
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This budget amendment provides for the receipt of these funds. (See Attachment 1, 
column 9) 

 
SOCIAL JUSTICE IMPACT: 

• GOAL: Foster a community culture that rejects oppression and inequity 
The fair treatment and meaningful involvement of all people regardless of 
race or color; religious or philosophical beliefs; sex, gender or sexual 
orientation; national origin or ethnic background; age; military service; 
disability; and familial, residential status. 

• GOAL: Ensure economic self-sufficiency 
The creation and preservation of infrastructure, policies, programs, and 
funding necessary for residents to provide shelter, food, clothing, and 
medical care for themselves and their dependents. 

 
10. The Health Department has received notification of additional funding for Meaningful Use 

Incentives funding. This budget amendment provides for the receipt of these funds 
($19,000) and amends the Meaningful Use Incentive Grant as follows: (See Attachment 
1, column 10) 

 
Meaningful Use Incentive Grant ($19,000) - Project # 71131 

 
Revenues for this project:  

 Current FY 
2015-16 

FY 2015-16 
Amendment 

FY 2015-16 
Revised 

Meaningful Use Incentive Grant  $4,747 $19,000 $23,747 
Total Project Funding $4,747 $19,000 $23,747 

 
  

Appropriated for this project:           
 Current FY 

2015-16 
FY 2015-16 
Amendment 

FY 2015-16 
Revised 

Meaningful Use Incentive Grant $4,747 $19,000 $23,747 
Total Costs $4,747 $19,000 $23,747 

 
SOCIAL JUSTICE IMPACT: 

• GOAL: Ensure Economic Self-Sufficiency 
The creation and preservation of infrastructure, policies, programs, and funding 
necessary for residents to provide shelter, food, clothing, and medical care for 
themselves and their dependents. 

 
11. The Health Department has received notification of an award from the Orange County 

ABC Board for requested Town and Gown project matching funds. This grant was 
received by the Health Department in partnership with the Town of Chapel Hill and the 
University of North Carolina-Chapel Hill as part of their work to decrease alcohol misuse 
and abuse among high school and college students.  It is part of a $120,000 project 
where the Health Department, Town and University have each committed $30,000 for 
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this fiscal year. These funds will be used to hire a Program Manager and pay for 
programs and services identified in the Town and Gown Alcohol Misuse Prevention Task 
Force Report completed in 2014. This budget amendment provides for the receipt of the 
$30,000 from the Orange County ABC Board to match the amount appropriated for the 
project by the Board of County Commissioners in the FY15-16 Approved Budget. 
Attachment 1, column 11) 

 
SOCIAL JUSTICE IMPACT: 

• GOAL:  Create a Safe Community 
The reduction of risks from vehicle/traffic accidents, childhood and senior injuries, 
gang activity, substance abuse, and domestic violence. 

 
FINANCIAL IMPACT:  Financial impacts are included in the background information above. 
 
RECOMMENDATION(S): The Manager recommends the Board approve budget and grant 
project ordinance amendments for fiscal year 2015-16. 
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Attachment 1.  Orange County Proposed 2015-16 Budget Amendment
The 2015-16 Orange County Budget Ordinance is amended as follows:

Original Budget Encumbrance 
Carry Forwards

Budget as 
Amended

#1 Department on Aging  
deferred revenue/in-
flows: $57,537 from 

Carol Woods & $2,818 
from State funding for 
Mobility Management 

Project

#2 DEAPR $5,000 
appropriation of 

Unassigned Fund 
Balance for Historic 
Resources Inventory 

Project

#3 DEAPR deferred 
revenue of $2,890 for 
the Soil and Water 

division’s NC Matching 
Grant, and deferred 
revenue/in-flows of 

$16,116 in Little River 
Park donations.

#4 DSS receipt of 
$60,000 grant funds 
from United Way for 

Fostering Youth 
Opportunities 

Collaborative (See 
Grant Project Fund)

#5 DSS $72,956 
appropriation of 

Unassigned Fund 
Balance for Building 

Futures Grant Project 
#71089; $72,956 
reduction in State 

funding

#6 Emergency Services - 
deferred revenues/in-
flows of $1,101 for the 

Local Emergency 
Planning Committee 

(LEPC) Grant

#7 Health - Health 
Disparities Grant 

funding reduction of 
$6,084 (See Grant 

Project Fund)

#8 Health - elimination 
of Smart Start grant 

funds of $65,574 (See 
Grant Project Fund)

#9 Health - Receipt of 
additional revenues and 
deferred revenues/in-

flows

#10 Health - Additional 
Meaningful Use 

Incentive Grant funds 
(See Grant Project 

Fund)

#11 Health - Town and 
Gown Project/Receipt of 

ABC Board matching 
funds of $30,000

Budget as Amended 
Through BOA #1

General Fund
Revenue
Property Taxes 147,551,332$        -$                   147,551,332$      -$                      -$                      -$                      -$                      -$                      -$                      -$                      -$                      -$                      147,551,332$                
Sales Taxes 20,652,132$          -$                   20,652,132$        -$                      -$                      -$                      -$                      -$                      -$                      -$                      -$                      -$                      20,652,132$                  
License and Permits 313,000$               -$                   313,000$             -$                      -$                      -$                      -$                      -$                      -$                      -$                      -$                      -$                      313,000$                       
Intergovernmental 15,000,278$          -$                   15,000,278$        2,818$                   -$                      2,890$                   -$                      -$                      1,101$                   -$                      -$                      35,991$                 -$                      -$                      15,043,078$                  
Charges for Service 10,766,030$          -$                   10,766,030$        -$                      -$                      -$                      -$                      -$                      -$                      6,084$                   -$                      -$                      10,772,114$                  
Investment Earnings 52,500$                 52,500$               -$                      -$                      -$                      -$                      -$                      -$                      -$                      -$                      -$                      52,500$                         
Miscellaneous 737,468$               737,468$             57,537$                 16,116$                 30,000$                 841,121$                       
Transfers from Other Funds 1,052,600$            1,052,600$          1,052,600$                    
Fund Balance 10,650,770$          10,650,770$        5,000$                   72,956$                10,728,726$                  
Total General Fund Revenues 206,776,110$        -$                   206,776,110$      60,355$                 5,000$                   19,006$                 -$                      72,956$                1,101$                   -$                      -$                      42,075$                 -$                      30,000$                 207,006,603$                
 
Expenditures
Governing & Management 17,114,396$          -$                   17,114,396$        -$                      -$                      -$                      -$                      -$                      -$                      -$                      -$                      -$                      17,114,396$                  
General Services 21,381,050$          -$                   21,381,050$        -$                      -$                      -$                      -$                      -$                      -$                      -$                      -$                      -$                      21,381,050$                  
Community & Environment 8,339,213$            -$                   8,339,213$          -$                      -$                      19,006$                 -$                      -$                      -$                      -$                      -$                      -$                      -$                      -$                      8,358,219$                    
Human Services 34,132,636$          -$                   34,132,636$        60,355$                 -$                      -$                      -$                      -$                      -$                      42,075$                 -$                      30,000$                 34,265,066$                  
Public Safety 23,316,875$          -$                   23,316,875$        -$                      -$                      -$                      1,101$                   -$                      -$                      -$                      -$                      -$                      23,317,976$                  
Culture & Recreation 2,866,171$            -$                   2,866,171$          -$                      -$                      -$                      -$                      -$                      -$                      -$                      -$                      -$                      2,866,171$                    
Education 94,484,256$          94,484,256$        -$                      -$                      -$                      -$                      -$                      -$                      -$                      -$                      -$                      94,484,256$                  
Transfers Out 5,141,513$            5,141,513$          -$                      5,000$                   -$                      72,956$                -$                      -$                      -$                      -$                      -$                      5,219,469$                    

Total General Fund Appropriation 206,776,110$        206,776,110$      60,355$                 5,000$                   19,006$                 -$                      72,956$                1,101$                   -$                      -$                      42,075$                 -$                      30,000$                 207,006,603$                
-$                      -$                   -$                     -$                      -$                      -$                      -$                      -$                      -$                      -$                      -$                      -$                      -$                      -$                      -$                              
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Attachment 1.  Orange County Proposed 2015-16 Budget Amendment
The 2015-16 Orange County Budget Ordinance is amended as follows:

Original Budget Encumbrance 
Carry Forwards

Budget as 
Amended

#1 Department on Aging  
deferred revenue/in-
flows: $57,537 from 

Carol Woods & $2,818 
from State funding for 
Mobility Management 

Project

#2 DEAPR $5,000 
appropriation of 

Unassigned Fund 
Balance for Historic 
Resources Inventory 

Project

#3 DEAPR deferred 
revenue of $2,890 for 
the Soil and Water 

division’s NC Matching 
Grant, and deferred 
revenue/in-flows of 

$16,116 in Little River 
Park donations.

#4 DSS receipt of 
$60,000 grant funds 
from United Way for 

Fostering Youth 
Opportunities 

Collaborative (See 
Grant Project Fund)

#5 DSS $72,956 
appropriation of 

Unassigned Fund 
Balance for Building 

Futures Grant Project 
#71089; $72,956 
reduction in State 

funding

#6 Emergency Services - 
deferred revenues/in-
flows of $1,101 for the 

Local Emergency 
Planning Committee 

(LEPC) Grant

#7 Health - Health 
Disparities Grant 

funding reduction of 
$6,084 (See Grant 

Project Fund)

#8 Health - elimination 
of Smart Start grant 

funds of $65,574 (See 
Grant Project Fund)

#9 Health - Receipt of 
additional revenues and 
deferred revenues/in-

flows

#10 Health - Additional 
Meaningful Use 

Incentive Grant funds 
(See Grant Project 

Fund)

#11 Health - Town and 
Gown Project/Receipt of 

ABC Board matching 
funds of $30,000

Budget as Amended 
Through BOA #1

Grant Project Fund 
Revenues
Intergovernmental 697,161$               697,161$             (72,956)$               (6,094)$                 (65,574)$               19,000$                 571,537$                       
Charges for Services 34,000$                 34,000$               34,000$                         
Transfer from General Fund 49,120$                 49,120$               5,000$                   72,956$                127,076$                       
Miscellaneous -$                          -$                     60,000$                 60,000$                         
Transfer from Other Funds -$                          -$                     -$                              
Appropriated Fund Balance -$                          -$                     -$                              
Total Revenues 780,281$               -$                       780,281$             -$                          60,000$                 -$                          -$                          (6,094)$                 (65,574)$               -$                          19,000$                 -$                          792,613$                       

Expenditures
NCACC Employee Wellness Grant -$                     -$                              
Electric Vehicle Charging Stations -$                     -$                              
Governing and Management -$                          -$                       -$                         -$                          -$                          -$                          -$                          -$                          -$                          -$                          -$                          -$                          -$                                  
NPDES Grant (Multi-year) -$                       -$                     -$                              
NC Tomorrow  CDBG (Multi-year) -$                       -$                     -$                              
Jordan Lake Watershed Nutrient Grant -$                       -$                     -$                              
Growing New Farmers Grant -$                     -$                              
Historic Resources Inventory Grant 15,000$                 15,000$               5000 20,000$                         
Community and Environment 15,000$                 -$                       15,000$               -$                          -$                          -$                          -$                          -$                          -$                          -$                          -$                          -$                          20,000$                         
Child Care Health - Smart Start 65,574$                 65,574$               (65,574)$               -$                              
Scattered Site Housing Grant -$                     -$                              
Carrboro Growing Healthy Kids Grant -$                     -$                              
Healthy Carolinians -$                     -$                              
Health & Wellness Trust Grant -$                     -$                              
Senior Citizen Health Promotion(Wellne 98,120$                 98,120$               98,120$                         
Dental Health - Smart Start -$                     -$                              
Intensive Home Visiting -$                     -$                              
Human Rights & Relations HUD Grant -$                     -$                              
Senior Citizen Health Promotion (Multi-Yr) -$                     -$                              
SeniorNet Program (Multi-Year) -$                     -$                              
Enhanced Child Services Coord -SS -$                     -$                              
Diabetes Education Program (Multi-Year) -$                     -$                              
Specialty Crops Grant -$                     -$                              
Local Food Initiatives Grant -$                     -$                              
Reducing Health Disparities Grant (Mult 63,000$                 63,000$               (6,094)$                 56,906$                         
Triple P Initiative Grant (Multi-Yr) -$                     -$                              
Meaningful Use Incentive Grant (Multi-Yr) 19,000$                 19,000$                         
Emergency Solutions Grant - DSS (Mul 103,583$               103,583$             103,583$                       
FY 2009 Recovery Act HPRP -$                     -$                              
Community Response Program - DSS 68,156$                 68,156$               68,156$                         
Susan G Komen Grant -$                          -$                     -$                              
Building Futures Program - DSS (Multi- 366,848$               366,848$             366,848$                       
Foster Youth Opportunities- DSS  (1-yr, may be renewable) 60,000$                 60,000$                         
Human Services 765,281$               -$                       765,281$             -$                          -$                          -$                          60,000$                 -$                          -$                          (6,094)$                 (65,574)$               -$                          19,000$                 -$                          772,613$                       
Hazard Mitigation Generator Project -$                     -$                              
Buffer Zone Protection Program -$                     -$                              
800 MHz Communications Transition -$                     -$                              
Secure Our Schools - OCS Grant -$                     -$                              
Citizen Corps Council Grant -$                     -$                              
COPS 2008 Technology Program -$                     -$                              
COPS 2009 Technology Program -$                     -$                              
EM Performance Grant -$                     -$                              
2010 Homeland Security Grant - ES -$                     -$                              
2011 Homeland Security Grant - ES -$                     -$                              
Justice Assistance Act (JAG) Program -$                     -$                              
FEMA Assistance to Firefighters Grant -$                     -$                              
Public Safety -$                          -$                       -$                         -$                          -$                          -$                          -$                          -$                          -$                          -$                          -$                          -$                          -$                                  
Total Expenditures 780,281$               -$                       780,281$             -$                          60,000$                 -$                          -$                          (6,094)$                 (65,574)$               -$                          19,000$                 -$                          792,613$                       
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Attachment 2

General Fund Budget Summary

Original General Fund Budget $206,776,110
Additional Revenue Received Through                            
Budget Amendment #1 (September 1, 2015)
Grant Funds $3,991
Non Grant Funds $148,546
General Fund - Fund Balance for Anticipated 
Appropriations (i.e. Encumbrances)
General Fund - Fund Balance Appropriated to 
Cover Anticipated and Unanticipated 
Expenditures $77,956

Total Amended General Fund Budget $207,006,603
Dollar Change in 2015-16 Approved General 
Fund Budget $230,493
% Change in 2015-16 Approved General Fund 
Budget 0.11%

Original Approved General Fund Full Time 
Equivalent Positions 862.625
Original Approved Other Funds Full Time 
Equivalent Positions 88.450
Position Reductions during Mid-Year (1.000)
Additional Positions Approved Mid-Year

Total Approved Full-Time-Equivalent 
Positions for Fiscal Year 2015-16 950.075

Year-To-Date Budget Summary
Fiscal Year 2015-16

Authorized Full Time Equivalent Positions

Paul:
includes $5,000 for 
Orange County's additional 
share of the Historic 
Resources Inventory 
Grant, and $72,956 in 
County funds toward the 
OC Building Futures 
Program Grant (BOA #1)

Paul:
elimination of a vacant Senior 
Public Health Educator 
position in the Smart Start 
Grant Project (BOA #1)
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ORD-2015-023 

ORANGE COUNTY 
BOARD OF COMMISSIONERS 

 
ACTION AGENDA ITEM ABSTRACT 

 Meeting Date: September 1, 2015  
 Action Agenda 
 Item No.  6-g 

 
SUBJECT:   Application for North Carolina Education Lottery Proceeds for Chapel Hill – 

Carrboro City Schools (CHCCS) and Contingent Approval of Budget 
Amendment # 1-A Related to CHCCS Capital Project Ordinances 

 
DEPARTMENT:   Finance and Administrative   
                             Services 

PUBLIC HEARING:  (Y/N) No 

  
 

ATTACHMENT(S):  INFORMATION CONTACT: 
Attachment 1.  CHCCS – Lottery 

Proceeds Debt Service 
Application 

 Paul Laughton, (919) 245-2152 

   
   

 
PURPOSE: To approve an application to the North Carolina Department of Public Instruction 
(NCDPI) to release proceeds from the NC Education Lottery account related to FY 2015-16 
debt service payments for Chapel Hill – Carrboro City Schools (CHCCS), and to approve 
Budget Amendment #1-A (amended School Capital Project Ordinances), contingent on the 
NCDPI’s approval of the application. 
 
BACKGROUND:  Both County School Systems have previously presented approved 
resolutions from their respective Boards requesting that the County modify its Capital Funding 
Policy by applying accumulated lottery funds to debt service payments, and permitting current 
year withdrawals of lottery proceeds immediately after the State’s quarterly lottery fund 
allocations.  This policy expedites both the application process and the receipt of funds for both 
school systems. 
 
Currently, the accumulated available lottery proceeds for Chapel Hill – Carrboro City Schools 
(CHCCS) is $191,020.  The attached application requests NCDPI to release lottery proceeds in 
the amount of $191,020 to cover debt service for projects previously financed for the Chapel Hill 
– Carrboro City School system. 
 
Budget Amendment #1-A provides for the receipt of the Lottery Proceeds, contingent on 
NCDPI’s approval of the application, and substitutes the amount of Lottery Proceeds approved 
for debt service as additional Pay-As-You-Go (PAYGO) funds for FY 2015-16 for CHCCS long-
range capital needs and projects, and amends the budgets for the following CHCCS capital 
projects: 
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Chapel Hill – Carrboro City Schools ($191,020): 
 
 
Electrical Systems ($53,944) – Project # 53026 
 

Revenues for this project:  
 Current FY 

2015-16  
FY 2015-16 
Amendment 

FY 2015-16 
Revised 

From General Fund (PAYG) $776,908 $53,944 $830,852 
Total Project Funding $776,908 $53,944 $830,852 

  
Appropriated for this project:           
 Current FY 

2015-16  
FY 2015-16 
Amendment 

FY 2015-16 
Revised 

Construction $776,908 $53,944 $830,852 
Total Costs $776,908 $53,944 $830,852 

 
 
Abatement Projects ($25,000) – Project # 54001 
 

Revenues for this project:  
 Current FY 

2015-16  
FY 2015-16 
Amendment 

FY 2015-16 
Revised 

From General Fund (PAYG) $470,080 $25,000 $495,080 
Total Project Funding $470,080 $25,000 $495,080 

  
Appropriated for this project:           
 Current FY 

2015-16  
FY 2015-16 
Amendment 

FY 2015-16 
Revised 

Abatement $470,080 $25,000 $495,080 
Total Costs $470,080 $25,000 $495,080 

 
 
Mechanical Systems ($112,076) – Project # 54006 
 

Revenues for this project:  
  
 
 
 
 

 
Appropriated for this project:           
 Current FY 

2015-16  
FY 2015-16 
Amendment 

FY 2015-16 
Revised 

Equipment $2,885,505 $112,076 $2,997,581 
Total Costs $2,885,505 $112,076 $2,997,581 

 
 
FINANCIAL IMPACT:  The total Lottery Proceeds requested from the NCDPI for Chapel Hill–
Carrboro City Schools is $191,020. 

 Current FY 
2015-16  

FY 2015-16 
Amendment 

FY 2015-16 
Revised 

From General Fund (PAYG) $1,926,258 $112,076 $2,038,334 
Qualified School Construction Bonds $959,247 $0 $959,247 

Total Project Funding $2,885,505 $112,076 $2,997,581 
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SOCIAL JUSTICE IMPACT:  There is no Orange County Social Justice Goal impact associated 
with this item. 
 
RECOMMENDATION(S): The Manager recommends that the Board approve, and authorize the 
Chair to sign, the application for North Carolina Education Lottery Proceeds; and approve 
Budget Amendment #1-A receiving the Lottery Proceeds and the amended CHCCS Capital 
Project Ordinances, contingent on NCDPI’s approval of the application. 
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ORANGE COUNTY 
BOARD OF COMMISSIONERS 

 
ACTION AGENDA ITEM ABSTRACT 

 Meeting Date: September 1, 2015  
 Action Agenda 
 Item No.  6-h 

 
SUBJECT:  Performance Agreement Between the Town of Chapel Hill and Visitors Bureau 
 
DEPARTMENT:  Community Relations/Visitors 

Bureau 
PUBLIC HEARING:  (Y/N) No 

  
 

ATTACHMENT(S): 
2015-16 Performance Agreement 

Between the Town of Chapel Hill and 
the Chapel Hill/Orange County Visitors 
Bureau for Annual Funding 

 
 
 

INFORMATION CONTACT: 
Laurie Paolicelli, 919-245-4322 
 
 
 
 
 

 
PURPOSE:  To approve and authorize the Manager to sign the 2015-2016 performance 
agreement between the Town of Chapel Hill and the Visitors Bureau.  
 
BACKGROUND:  Pursuant to the Chapel Hill/Orange County Visitors Bureau’s annual 
performance agreement with the Town of Chapel Hill for tourism promotion, $175,000 is 
allocated to the Visitors Bureau annually.  In addition, the Town will pay 50% of any additional 
revenues collected in the event the hotel/motel occupancy receipts exceed the Town’s budgeted 
amount of $985,000. 
 
In the first year of this agreement, FY 2012-2013, occupancy receipts exceeded the Town’s 
budget by $26,000, whereby the Town gave an additional $13,000 to the Bureau.  For Fiscal 
Year 2013-14, receipts exceeded the Town’s budget by approximately $87,500 and the Town 
gave the Bureau an additional $43,750.  The Bureau expects to exceed the Towns budgeted 
$985,000 in FY 2014-15 by approximately $100,000, resulting in an additional $50,000 in 
funding to the Visitors Bureau.  
 
FINANCIAL IMPACT:  The Town of Chapel Hill will provide $175,000 to the Chapel Hill/Orange 
County Visitors Bureau, plus 50% of any additional revenues collected in the event the 
hotel/motel occupancy receipts exceed the Town’s budgeted amount of $985,000. 
 
SOCIAL JUSTICE IMPACT:  The following Orange County Social Justice Goals are applicable 
to this agenda item: 
 

• GOAL: ENSURE ECONOMIC SELF-SUFFICIENCY  
The creation and preservation of infrastructure, policies, programs and funding necessary 
for residents to provide shelter, food, clothing and medical care for themselves and their 
dependents. 
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Tourism is a clean and green industry that fuels the economy leading to the economic self-
sufficiency of Orange County residents. 
 
RECOMMENDATION(S):  The Manager recommends that the Board approve the performance 
agreement between the Town of Chapel Hill and the Visitors Bureau, and authorize the 
Manager to sign the agreement on behalf of the County. 
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ORANGE COUNTY 
BOARD OF COMMISSIONERS 

 
ACTION AGENDA ITEM ABSTRACT 

 Meeting Date: September 1, 2015  
 Action Agenda 
 Item No.  6-i 

 
SUBJECT:  Marketing Communications Management Agreement Renewal with Clean 

Design 
 
DEPARTMENT:  Community Relations/Visitors 

Bureau 
PUBLIC HEARING:  (Y/N) No 

  
 

ATTACHMENT(S): 
2015-16 Renewal Agreement Between 

the Chapel Hill/Orange County 
Visitors Bureau and Marketing 
Agency, Clean Design 

 
 

 
 

 
INFORMATION CONTACT: 
Laurie Paolicelli 919-245-4322 
 
 
 
 
 

 
PURPOSE:  To approve a professional services agreement for tourism marketing and 
advertising with Clean Design. 
 
BACKGROUND:  At the January 24, 2012 regular meeting, the Board of Commissioners 
approved the original $300,000 contract between Clean Design and the Chapel Hill/Orange 
County Visitors Bureau. The contract was renewed in 2014 for $450,000 which included new 
tourism initiatives focusing on agri-tourism, marriage equality and increased conference 
business.  As it ended its fiscal year, the results of these programs are encouraging with tourism 
up nearly 8% across all key metrics.  
  
The proposed current agreement is a renewal for 12 months and is in accordance with the 
Bureau’s board of directors’ approval of the scope of services that was presented by Clean 
Design at the Bureau’s May 20, 2015 board meeting.  The advertising scope includes creative 
development, on-line marketing and the use of paid advertising in newspaper, magazine and 
on-line sources.  
 
FINANCIAL IMPACT:  A total of $300,000 in Visitors Bureau funds has been budgeted for the 
2015-2016 Fiscal Year. 
 
SOCIAL JUSTICE IMPACT: The following Orange County Social Justice Goals are applicable 
to this agenda item: 
   

• GOAL: ENSURE ECONOMIC SELF-SUFFICIENCY  
The creation and preservation of infrastructure, policies, programs and funding necessary 
for residents to provide shelter, food, clothing and medical care for themselves and their 
dependents. 

1



 

 
Tourism is a clean and green industry that fuels the economy leading to the economic self-
sufficiency of Orange County residents. 
 
RECOMMENDATION(S):  The Manager recommends the Board approve and authorize the 
Chair to sign the proposed renewal agreement, with funding to be encumbered out of the 2015-
2016 Visitors Bureau budget. 
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         [Departmental Use Only] 
         TITLE Clean Design 
         FY 2015-16 
NORTH CAROLINA                                                        
      SERVICES AGREEMENT OVER $90,000.00 
      RFP – WITH REIMBURSABLE EXPENSES 
ORANGE COUNTY  

 
 

 This Services Agreement (hereinafter “Agreement”), made and entered into this 1st day of 
July, 2015,  (“Effective Date”) by and between Orange County, North Carolina a body politic 
and corporate of the State of North Carolina (hereinafter, the "County") and Clean Design, 
(hereinafter, the "Provider"). 
 
WITNESSETH: 
 
 That the County and Provider, for the consideration herein named, do hereby agree as 
follows: 
 
1. Services 
 

a. Scope of Work. 
 

i) This Services Agreement (“Agreement”) is for professional services to be 
rendered by Provider to County with respect to (insert type of project): Marketing 
and Communications Management 

 
ii) By executing this Agreement, the Provider represents and agrees that Provider is 

qualified to perform and fully capable of performing and providing the services 
required or necessary under this Agreement in a fully competent, professional and 
timely manner.   

 
iii) Time is of the essence with respect to this Agreement. 

 
iv) The services to be performed under this Agreement consist of Basic Services, as 

described and designated in Section 3 hereof.  Compensation to the Provider for 
Basic Services under this Agreement shall be as set forth herein. 

 
2. Responsibilities of the Provider 
 

a.  Services to be provided. The Provider shall provide the County with all services 
required in Section 3 to satisfactorily complete the Project within the time limitations set 
forth herein and in accordance with the highest professional standards.   

 
b. Standard of Care.  

 
i) The Provider shall exercise reasonable care and diligence in performing services 

under this Agreement in accordance with the highest generally accepted standards 
of this type of Provider practice throughout the United States and in accordance 
with applicable federal, state and local laws and regulations applicable to the 
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performance of these services.  Provider is solely responsible for the professional 
quality, accuracy and timely completion and/or submission of all work related to 
the Basic Services.   

 
ii) Provider shall be responsible for all errors or omissions of its agents, contractors, 

employees, and assigns in the performance of the Agreement.  Provider shall 
correct any and all errors, omissions, discrepancies, ambiguities, mistakes or 
conflicts at no additional cost to the County. 

 
iii) The Provider shall not, except as otherwise provided for in this Agreement, 

subcontract the performance of any work under this Agreement without prior 
written permission of the County.  No permission for subcontracting shall create, 
between the County and the subcontractor, any contract or any other relationship. 

 
iv) Provider is an independent contractor of County.  Any and all employees of the 

Provider engaged by the Provider in the performance of any work or services 
required of the Provider under this Agreement, shall be considered employees or 
agents of the Provider only and not of the County, and any and all claims that may 
or might arise under any workers compensation or other law or contract on behalf 
of said employees while so engaged shall be the sole obligation and responsibility 
of the Provider. 

 
v) Provider agrees that Provider, its employees, agents and its subcontractors, if any, 

shall be required to comply with all federal, state and local antidiscrimination 
laws, regulations and policies that relate to the performance of Provider’s services 
under this Agreement. 

 
vi) If activities related to the performance of this Agreement require specific licenses, 

certifications, or related credentials Provider represents that it and/or its 
employees, agents and subcontractors engaged in such activities possess such 
licenses, certifications, or credentials and that such licenses certifications, or 
credentials are current, active, and not in a state of suspension or revocation.  

 
3. Basic Services 
 

a.  Basic Services.  
 

i) The Provider shall perform as Basic Services the  work and services described 
herein and as specified in the County’s Request for Proposals (the “RFP”) “RFP 
Number 5177 for “Tourism Marketing” issued April 21, 2011, and the Provider’s 
proposal, which are fully incorporated and integrated herein by reference together 
with Attachments N/A (designate all attachments).  In the event a term or 
condition in any document or attachment conflicts with a term or condition of this 
Agreement the term or condition in this Agreement shall control.  Should such 
conflict arise the priority of documents shall be as follows:  This Agreement, the 
County’s RFP together with attachments, Provider’s Proposal together with 
attachments. 
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ii) The Basic Services will be performed by the Provider in accordance with the 
following schedule:     (Insert task list and milestone dates)  

 
  Task     Milestone Date 
  1.   Media Plan research/recommendations  July 2015 
  2.   Development of Media Plan  July 2015 
  3.   Create graphic designs for ads, publications, swag  throughout 
2015-16 
  4.   Provide concepts for special promotions  throughout 2015-16 
  5.   Produce or arrange for production of advertising  throughout 2015-16 
  6.   Place and/or arrange placement of media mix  throughout 2015-16 
  7.   Meet with Orange County Rep on mutally agreed basis  throughout 
2015-16 
    8.   Provide updates to Visitors Bureau Board of Directors  throughout 
2015-16 
  9.                
  10.              

   
iii) Should County reasonably determine that Provider has not met the Milestone 

Dates established in Section 3(a)(ii), County shall notify Provider of the failure to 
meet the Milestone Date. The County, at its discretion may provide the Provider 
seven (7) days to cure the breach.  County may withhold the accompanying 
payment without penalty until such time as Provider cures the breach.  In the 
alternative, upon Provider’s failure to meet any Milestone Date the County may 
modify the Milestone Date schedule.  Should Provider or its representatives fail to 
cure the breach within seven (7) days, or fail to reasonably agree to such modified 
schedule, County may immediately terminate this Agreement in writing, without 
penalty or incurring further obligation to Provider.  This section shall not be 
interpreted to limit the definition of breach to the failure to meet Milestone Dates. 

 
4. Duration of Services 
 

a. Term. The term of this Agreement shall be from July 1, 2015 to June 30, 2016.   
 
b. Scheduling of Services 

i) The Provider shall schedule and perform its activities in a timely manner so as to 
meet the Milestone Dates listed in Section 3. 

 
ii) Should the County determine that the Provider is behind schedule, it may require 

the Provider to expedite and accelerate its efforts, including providing additional 
resources and working overtime, as necessary, to perform its services in 
accordance with the approved project schedule at no additional cost to the 
County. 

 
iii) The Commencement Date for the Provider's Basic Services shall be July 1, 2015. 

 
5. Compensation 
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a. Compensation for Basic Services. Compensation for Basic Services shall include all 
compensation due the Provider from the County for all services under this Agreement 
except reimbursable expenses as specified in section 5(c), below.  The maximum amount 
payable for Basic Services is Three Hundred Thousand Dollars ($300,000.00).  In the 
event the amount stated on an invoice is disputed by the County, the County may 
withhold payment of all or a portion of the amount stated on an invoice until the parties 
resolve the dispute. Payment for Basic Services shall become due and payable in direct 
proportion to satisfactory services performed and work accomplished.  Payments will be 
made as percentages of the whole as Project milestones as set out in Section 3(a)(ii) are 
achieved.  (For example, if there are 10 Project Tasks with Milestone Dates then 
Provider may invoice for the first 10% of the whole upon County’s acknowledgement of 
the satisfactory completion of Task one.  Upon the County’s acknowledgement that the 
second Task has been satisfactorily completed Provider may invoice for the next 10% of 
the whole.) 
 

b. Additional Services.  County shall not be responsible for costs related to any services in 
addition to the Basic Services performed by Provider unless County requests such 
additional services in writing and such additional services are evidenced by a written 
amendment to this Agreement. 

 
c. Reimbursable Expenses  Reimbursable expenses are in addition to the fees for Basic 

Services and are for the following expenditures to the extent reasonable and actually 
incurred by the Provider with respect to the Project: 

i) Actual expenditures for postage, reproductions, photography, and long distance   
telephone charges directly attributable to this Project. 

 
ii) The actual cost of reproduction of reports, plans and specifications excluding 

documents for exclusive use by the Provider. 
 
iii) The Provider shall not be entitled to any mark-up on actual expenses incurred. 

 
iv) Reimbursable expenses shall be compensated by the County along with invoices for 

Basic Services provided by Provider. Payment of Reimbursable Expenses shall be 
subject to Provider’s timely submission of valid receipts for any such expenses and 
approval by the County. Any additional charges not specified herein, must be 
mutually agreed to in advance by County and Provider and documented in writing 
with a letter signed by authorized representatives for County and Provider and, 
subject to budgeted funds. 

 
6. Responsibilities of the County 
 

a. Cooperation and Coordination.  The County has designated the (Laurie Paolicelli) to 
act as the County's representative with respect to the Project and shall have the authority 
to render decisions within guidelines established by the County Manager and/or the 
County Board of Commissioners and shall be available during working hours as often as 
may be reasonably required to render decisions and to furnish information. 

 
7.  Insurance   
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a. General Requirements.  Provider shall obtain, at its sole expense, Commercial General 
Liability Insurance, Automobile Insurance, Workers’ Compensation Insurance, and any 
additional insurance as may be required by Owner’s Risk Manager as such insurance 
requirements are described in the Orange County Risk Transfer Policy and Orange 
County Minimum Insurance Coverage Requirements (each document is incorporated 
herein by reference and may be viewed at 
http://orangecountync.gov/purchasing/contracts.asp).  If Owner’s Risk Manager 
determines additional insurance coverage is required such additional insurance shall 
consist of       (if no additional insurance required mark N/A as being not applicable).  
Provider shall not commence work until such insurance is in effect and certification 
thereof has been received by the Owner's Risk Manager. 

 
8.  Indemnity 
 

a. Indemnity. The Provider agrees to defend, indemnify and hold harmless the County 
from all loss, liability, claims or expense, including attorney's fees, arising out of or 
related to the Project and arising from bodily injury including death or property damage 
to any person or persons caused in whole or in part by the negligence or misconduct of 
the Provider except to the extent same are caused by the negligence or willful 
misconduct of the County.  It is the intent of this provision to require the Provider to 
indemnify the County to the fullest extent permitted under North Carolina law. 
 

9. Amendments to the Agreement 
 

a.  Changes in Basic Services. Changes in the Basic Services and entitlement to additional 
compensation or a change in duration of this Agreement shall be made by a written 
Amendment to this Agreement executed by the County and the Provider.  The Provider 
shall proceed to perform the Services required by the Amendment only after receiving a 
fully executed Amendment from the County. 

 
10.  Termination  
 

a. Termination for Convenience of the County. This Agreement may be terminated without 
cause by the County and for its convenience upon seven (7) days prior written notice to 
the Provider. 

 
b. Other Termination. The Provider may terminate this Agreement based upon the County's 

material breach of this Agreement; provided, the County has not taken all reasonable 
actions to remedy the breach.  The Provider shall give the County seven (7) days' prior 
written notice of its intent to terminate this Agreement for cause. 

 
c. Compensation After Termination.  

 
i) In the event of termination, the Provider shall be paid that portion of the fees and 

expenses that it has earned to the date of termination, less any costs or expenses 
incurred or anticipated to be incurred by the County due to errors or omissions of 
the Provider. 
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ii)  Should this Agreement be terminated, the Provider shall deliver to the County 
within seven (7) days, at no additional cost, all deliverables including any 
electronic data or files relating to the Project. 

 
d.  Waiver. The payment of any sums by the County under this Agreement or the failure of 

the County to require compliance by the Provider with any provisions of this Agreement 
or the waiver by the County of any breach of this Agreement shall not constitute a 
waiver of any claim for damages by the County for any breach of this Agreement or a 
waiver of any other required compliance with this Agreement. 

 
11.  Additional Provisions 

  
a. Limitation and Assignment. The County and the Provider each bind themselves, their 

successors, assigns and legal representatives to the terms of this Agreement.  Neither the 
County nor the Provider shall assign or transfer its interest in this Agreement without the 
written consent of the other. 

 
b. Governing Law. This Agreement and the duties, responsibilities, obligations and rights 

of respective parties hereunder shall be governed by the laws of the State of North 
Carolina. 

 
c. Compliance with Laws.  Provider shall at all times remain in compliance with all 

applicable local, state, and federal laws, rules, and regulations including but not limited 
to all anti-discrimination laws.  Pursuant to the terms of North Carolina General Statute 
153A-449(b) no county may enter into a contract with a contractor unless the contractor 
and the contractor’s subcontractors comply with the requirements of Article 2 of Chapter 
64 of the North Carolina General Statutes.  Where applicable, failure to maintain 
compliance with the requirements of Article 2 of Chapter 64 of the General Statutes 
constitutes Provider’s breach of this Agreement.  By executing this Agreement Provider 
affirms Provider is in compliance with Article 2 of Chapter 64 of the North Carolina 
General Statutes. 

 
d. Dispute Resolution. Any and all suits or actions to enforce, interpret, or seek damages 

with respect to any provision of, or the performance or non-performance of, this 
Agreement shall be brought in the General Court of Justice of North Carolina sitting in 
Orange County, North Carolina.  It is agreed by the parties that no other court shall have 
jurisdiction or venue with respect to such suits or actions.  Binding arbitration may not 
be initiated by either Party, however, the Parties may agree to nonbinding mediation of 
any dispute prior to the bringing of such suit or action. 

 
e. Entire Agreement. This Agreement, together with the RFP and its attachments and the 

Proposal and its attachments, represents the entire and integrated agreement between the 
County and the Provider and supersedes all prior negotiations, representations or 
agreements, either written or oral.  This Agreement may be amended only by written 
instrument signed by both parties. Modifications may be evidenced by facsimile 
signatures. 
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f. Severability. If any provision of this Agreement is held as a matter of law to be 
unenforceable, the remainder of this Agreement shall be valid and binding upon the 
Parties. 

 
g. Ownership of Work Product. Should Provider’s performance of this Agreement generate 

documents, items or things that are specific to this Project such documents, items or 
things shall become the property of the County and may be used on any other project 
without additional compensation to the Provider.  The use of the documents, items or 
things by the County or by any person or entity for any purpose other than the Project as 
set forth in this Agreement shall be at the full risk of the County.  

 
h. Non-Appropriation. Provider acknowledges that County is a governmental entity, and 

the validity of this Agreement is based upon the availability of public funding under the 
authority of its statutory mandate. 

 
In the event that public funds are unavailable and not appropriated for the performance of 
County’s obligations under this Agreement, then this Agreement shall automatically 
expire without penalty to County immediately upon written notice to Provider of the 
unavailability and non-appropriation of public funds. It is expressly agreed that County 
shall not activate this non-appropriation provision for its convenience or to circumvent 
the requirements of this Agreement, but only as an emergency fiscal measure during a 
substantial fiscal crisis. 

 
In the event of a change in the County’s statutory authority, mandate and/or mandated 
functions, by state and/or federal legislative or regulatory action, which adversely affects 
County’s authority to continue its obligations under this Agreement, then this Agreement 
shall automatically terminate without penalty to County upon written notice to Provider 
of such limitation or change in County’s legal authority. 

 
i. Signatures.  This Agreement together with any amendments or modifications may be 

executed electronically.  All electronic signatures affixed hereto evidence the intent of 
the Parties to comply with Article 11A and Article 40 of North Carolina General Statute 
Chapter 66.    
 

j. Notices. Any notice required by this Agreement shall be in writing and delivered by 
certified or registered mail, return receipt requested to the following: 

 
 Orange County    Provider’s Name & Address 
 Attention: Laurie Paolicelli    Clean Design 
 P.O. Box 8181    6601 Six Forks Rd, Ste 430 
 Hillsborough, NC  27278    Raleigh, NC  27615 
 
 
 
[SIGNATURE PAGE TO FOLLOW]    
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IN WITNESS WHEREOF, the Parties, by and through their authorized agents, have hereunder 
set their hands and seal, all as of the day and year first above written. 
 
  
ORANGE COUNTY: PROVIDER:  
 
 
By:  _________________________________ 
       Earl McKee, Chair  
      Orange County Board of Commissioners 
 
 

 
 
By:  __________________________________ 
                  
       Printed Name and Title 
 
 

  
 

 
 
 
 

10



 

ORANGE COUNTY 
BOARD OF COMMISSIONERS 

 
ACTION AGENDA ITEM ABSTRACT 

 Meeting Date: September 1, 2015  
 Action Agenda 
 Item No.  6-j 

 
SUBJECT:  Bid Award - Cedar Grove Community Center Library Kiosk 
 
DEPARTMENT:  Library & Asset Management 

Services 
PUBLIC HEARING:  (Y/N) No 

  
 

ATTACHMENT(S): 
 

1) Sample Kiosk Illustratives 
2) mk Solutions Sole Source Letter 

 
 
 
 

INFORMATION CONTACT: 
 

  Lucinda Munger, 919-245-2528 
  Jeff Thompson 919-245-2658 
 
 
 

 
PURPOSE:  To consider awarding a bid to mk Solutions in the amount of $179,540 for the 
purchase and installation of the “LibDispenser” library services kiosk to be located at the Cedar 
Grove Community Center. 
 
BACKGROUND:  On June 16, 2015 the Board of Orange County Commissioners appropriated 
funds to purchase and install an innovative and interactive library kiosk to allow for the 
dispensing and return of library materials at the site of the Cedar Grove Community Center and 
Park.   
 
North Carolina General Statute 143-129(e)(g) allows for purchases of apparatus, supplies, 
materials, or equipment using a sole-source exception when: (1) performance or price 
competition for a product are not available; (2) a needed product is available from only one 
source of supply; or (3) standardization or compatibility is the overriding consideration. 
 
Staff has selected mk Solutions as the provider of this advanced kiosk (for a general visual 
description, see Attachment 1, “Sample Kiosk Illustratives”) as a sole source provider for this 
system through an exception to the North Carolina Statutory requirement for competitive 
bidding.   
 
Staff has completed a thorough investigation of the marketplace and determined that the mk 
LibDispenser kiosk meets this sole source exception because it is the only system that: 
 

1) provides seamless 24 hour electronic access for self-check in and check out of materials 
to customers compatible with the Orange County Library radio frequency identification 
(“RFID”) system; 

2) provides modular expansion capability should the demand for kiosk services grow in the 
future; and 
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3) allows immediate material availability for check-out once items are returned to the kiosk. 
 
This dispenser, designed like a vending machine, allows customers the opportunity to browse 
items in the machine and select for immediate check-out, using their active library card. 
 
The kiosk will have available popular books, CDs, DVDs and children’s books.  (Operational 
limitations will apply to oversized and heavy books.)  In addition, this model can be used as a 
‘branch’ for pick-up of items on hold.  This product differs from other current products by the 
ability to be interactive.  Other products available are repository pick-up only, like a post office 
box for items on hold.   
 
Overdue fines will be handled identically as they are addressed with items obtained at library 
branches.  Items overdue will be charged the published fine per item per day, with a maximum 
fine of $5 dollars.  These fines can be paid at one of the branches or through the County library 
website using the online payment feature.  Fines will not be payable at the kiosk. 
 
Attachment 2, “mk Solutions Sole Source Letter”, provides context to its exclusive features.  
Should the BOCC approve the bid award, the kiosk is anticipated to be operational in the spring 
of 2016 in coordination of the opening of the Cedar Grove Community Center. 
 
FINANCIAL IMPACT:  The purchase price of the kiosk along with recommended options, 
shipping and installation is $179,540.  Sufficient funds ($180,000) were appropriated in the 
adopted FY 2015-16 Capital Investment Plan to purchase the equipment. 
 
SOCIAL JUSTICE IMPACT:  The Cedar Grove Community Center library kiosk will provide 
more convenient and accessible access to Orange County Library services and will further the 
Library’s mission to support and enrich the residents in northern Orange County.  The 
installation of the kiosk meets the following three Orange County Social Justice Goals:  
 

• GOAL: FOSTER A COMMUNITY CULTURE THAT REJECTS OPPRESSION AND  
INEQUITY  
The fair treatment and meaningful involvement of all people regardless of race or color; 
religious or philosophical beliefs; sex, gender or sexual orientation; national origin or 
ethnic background; age; military service; disability; and familial, residential or economic 
status.  

 
• GOAL: ENSURE ECONOMIC SELF-SUFFICIENCY  

The creation and preservation of infrastructure, policies, programs and funding necessary 
for residents to provide shelter, food, clothing and medical care for themselves and their 

 
• GOAL: ENABLE FULL CIVIC PARTICIPATION  

Ensure that Orange County residents are able to engage government through voting and 
volunteering by eliminating disparities in participation and barriers to participation.  

 
RECOMMENDATION(S):   The Manager recommends that the Board award the bid to mk 
Solutions in the amount of $179,540 for the purchase and installation of the “LibDispenser” 
library services kiosk to be located at the Cedar Grove Community Center. 
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mk LibDispenser
®
  

Your 24/7 Library! 

 mk Solutions Inc. 
105 Highland Park Drive 
Bloomfield, CT 06002 - USA 
www.mk-solutions.com 
info@mk-solutions.com 
Phone +1 860 760 0438 
Toll Free +1 888 484 5056 
Fax +1 860 760 0448 
 

 

   
 

Benefits for your Patron: 

 Convenient library extension in public high 
access areas such as train stations, 
airports, hospitals, malls, universities, etc. 

 Uses familiar Online Catalog (OPAC) data 
from your ILS. 

 Handles all types of library materials 
(books, CDs, DVDs, magazines, games). 

 Checks items out and in.  Returned items 
are immediately available for the next 
patron. 

 Item identification and security via RFID. 
 Library card identification via barcode, 

RFID (i.e. Mifare), magnetic strips. 
 Simple and intuitive touch screen user-

interface. 
 Optional Fine and Fee Payment via 

debit/credit cards. 
 The patron takes only the item, just like a 

normal library – No extra boxes or cases 
that need to be returned to the same 
location. 

 Can be configured to accept any library 
return item the same as other branches. 

 

Benefits for your Library: 

 Provide library services to areas where a 
branch is reducing hours or adds additional 
capacity for space strapped branch. 

 Affordable service alternative in 
neighborhoods that can’t support a physical 
building. 

 Base model maximum capacity of 796 
dynamic horizontal storage positions.  
Actual capacity depends on the thickness 
per item. 

 Expansion modules with 378 dynamic 
horizontal storage positions available in 
each unit. 

 Smaller configuration available. 
 Web-based monitoring and administrative 

software  (mk LibManager). 
 

Available Options:  
 Free-standing indoor or outdoor version. 
 Indoor version with outdoor (through wall) 

retrieval station (check-in/check-out 
station). 

 Separate browsing station(s), located 
beside the retrieval station or standalone 
browsing kiosk. 

 Audio support. 
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mk LibDispenser
®
  

Your 24/7 Library! 

 mk Solutions Inc. 
105 Highland Park Drive 
Bloomfield, CT 06002 - USA 
www.mk-solutions.com 
info@mk-solutions.com 
Phone +1 860 760 0438 
Toll Free +1 888 484 5056 
Fax +1 860 760 0448 
 

 

   
 

Technical Information:  

 Base module for up to 796 storage 
positions. 

 Each expansion module adds up to 378 
storage positions. 

 Maximum size of items per tray: 
12.6” x 8.7” x 3.5” 

 Dynamically sizes item height and maps 
storage space accordingly. 

 Base module: 

Indoor Unit: 94.9” x 47.6” x 83.2” 
Weight:  1836 lb net. 
Outdoor Unit:  97.3” x 51” x 85.1” 
Weight:  1940 lb net. 

 Expansion module: 

Indoor Unit: 31.5” x 47.6” x 83.2” 
Weight:  306 lb net. 
Outdoor Unit:  31.5” x 51” x 85.1” 
Weight:  284 lb net. 

 
 

 Network requirements: 
 Ethernet RJ45. 
 Power requirements:  
 120V, 1 Phase, 25Amp, 60Hz. 
 Communication to ILS via SIP2 or NCIP. 
 Standards Certifications:  UL and CE. 
 RFID Frequency 13.56 MHz for items. 
 Uninterrupted Power Supply (UPS) 

included to protect against voltage swings 
or interruptions. 

  mk LibManager will be your standard 
supervisor software. 

 

Get a book in 3 steps… 

1. Browse and select your item. 
 

2. Scan your library card. 
 

3. Get your item and enjoy. 
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Depicted kiosk is for illustrative purposes only.  Actual
kiosk appearance will be consistent with Orange 
County Library colors and messaging graphics

Cedar Grove
Community Center 

Sample Library Kiosk Illustrative

·
Orange County Planning and Inspections

Brian Carson (8/18/2015)

0 20
Feet

1 in = 50 feet
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mk Solutions Inc. 
105 Highland Park Drive 
Bloomfield, CT 06002 - USA 
Phone +1 860 760 0438 
Toll Free +1 888 484 5056 
Fax +1 860 760 0448 
info@mk-solutions.com 
www.mk-solutions.com 

 

 

 
 
September 18, 2014 
 
 
 
 
To Whom It May Concern: 
 
 
This letter is to confirm that the mk LibDispenser® is a sole source product, manufactured, 
sold, and distributed exclusively by mk Solutions. Currently, there are no other companies 
that make a similar or competing product with all of the features as the mk LibDispenser®.  
This product must be purchased directly by institutions from mk Solutions at the address 
listed above or via an authorized mk Solutions partner.  
 
mk Solutions, Inc. warrants that no other items or products on the market are available for 
purchase that would serve all of the same purposes and/or functions as the mk 
LibDispenser®. There is only one price for the above-named product because of exclusive 
distribution and marketing rights.  
 
The following combined are mk LibDispenser® exclusive features: 

 LibDispenser reads both barcode and RFID 
 Completely returns and shelves items for immediate availability for the next patrons 
 Is modular and can be expanded upon demand and in addition to future needs 
 Uses a dynamic storage concept for most efficient use of space and shelving. 

 
If you desire additional information, don’t hesitate to contact us at (860) 760-0438, via 
info@mk-solutions.com, or visit our website at www.mk-Solutions.com.  
 
Thank you for your interest in our products. 
 
 
Sincerely, 
 
 
 
Rachel Davis 
mk Solutions, Sales Manager 
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ORANGE COUNTY 
BOARD OF COMMISSIONERS 

 
ACTION AGENDA ITEM ABSTRACT 

 Meeting Date: September 1, 2015  
 Action Agenda 
 Item No.  6-k 

 
SUBJECT:  Dedication of Right-of-Way and Permanent Water and Sewage Easement for 

Eubanks Road Solid Waste Center Project 
 
DEPARTMENT:  Solid Waste, Asset 
                            Management Services, 
                            County Attorney’s Office 

PUBLIC HEARING:  (Y/N) No 

  
 

ATTACHMENT(S): 
1) Site Location Map 
2) Final Plat of Right-of-Way 
3) Deed of Easement 

 

 
 

INFORMATION CONTACT: 
Gayle Wilson, 919-968-2788 
Jeff Thompson, 919-245-2658 
John Roberts, 919-245-2318 
 
 
 

 
PURPOSE:  To consider approving a dedication of Right-of-Way and permanent utility 
easement for water to service the expanded Eubanks Road Convenience Center and landfill 
improvements project as previously presented, and to authorize the Chair to sign on behalf of 
the Board following final review of the County Attorney. 
 
BACKGROUND:  The County is in the process of obtaining final permits for the expansion of 
the Eubanks Road Solid Waste Center Project.  The project requires two new turning lanes to 
be installed along Eubanks Road and for a main water line to be extended to the site - see 
Attachment 1, Site Location Map.  The expansion and improvement project was presented to 
the Board during the June 2, 2015 Board meeting as Action Agenda Item 7-b.  
 
The new turning lanes will require the existing right-of-way along Eubanks Road adjacent to the 
project site to be adjusted to fit the new lanes - see Attachment 2, Final Plat of Right-of-Way.  
The installation of the utility line will require a three party easement agreement between the 
County, North Carolina Department of Transportation, and the Orange Water and Sewer 
Authority - see Attachment 3. 
 
The right-of-way adjustment will require approximately 1.1 acres of land that currently serves as 
a buffer along Eubanks Road to be dedicated.  This area is a partially wooded and mostly 
grassed edge along the road.  The area will be disturbed and cleared as part of the construction 
project to install the turning lanes and the water line.  A vegetative buffer will be restored as part 
of the final construction of the convenience center expansion. 
 
FINANCIAL IMPACT:  The right-of-way final plat preparation will cost approximately $3,000 
when complete and the Three Party Utility Easement has no additional cost beyond the project 
costs for the construction of the two turning lanes and the installation of the water line.  There is 

1



 

also the land value to consider, but otherwise undevelopable strips of land between a busy road 
and a landfill would be expected to be of minimal monetary value. 
 
SOCIAL JUSTICE IMPACT:  The following two Orange County Social Justice Goals are 
applicable to this agenda item: 
 

• GOAL:  CREATE A SAFE COMMUNITY 
 

The reduction of risks from vehicle/traffic accidents, childhood and senior injuries, gang 
activity, substance abuse and domestic violence. 

 
• GOAL:  ESTABLISH SUSTAINABLE AND EQUITABLE LAND-USE AND ENVIRONMENTAL POLICIES 

 
The fair treatment and meaningful involvement of people of all races, cultures, incomes 
and educational levels with respect to the development and enforcement of 
environmental laws, regulations, policies, and decisions.  Fair treatment means that no 
group of people should bear a disproportionate share of the negative environmental 
consequences resulting from industrial, governmental and commercial operations or 
policies. 

 
The Eubanks Road Solid Waste Center Project will positively impact the County in general and 
the nearby community more specifically by providing for the consolidation, modernization and 
streamlining of existing solid waste disposal and recycling services available at the existing 
convenience center as well as at other locations in the nearby area.  It will improve vehicle 
safety for residents using the center and for the community residents that travel along Eubanks 
Road near the convenience center. There will also be improvements that reduce the risk of 
injury caused by the lifting of heavy materials and allow much improved access for disabled 
users.  The expansion of the center is also expected to facilitate recycling and increase 
recycling rates, thereby allowing the County to further surpass local waste reduction goals.  
 
RECOMMENDATION(S):  The Manager recommends that the Board approve a dedication of 
Right-of-Way and permanent utility easement for water and sewer to service the expanded 
Eubanks Road Solid Waste Center Project as previously presented, and to authorize the Chair 
to sign on behalf of the Board following final review of the County Attorney. 
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ATTACHMENT 3 

FORM R/W 16.6 
Rev. July 1, 1977 

     STATE OF NORTH CAROLINA 
ROUTE SR 1727 (Eubanks 

Road) 
PROJECT Eubanks Road 

Convenience Center 
Expansion Project 

COUNTY OF Orange 

 

DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 
 

-AND- 

 THREE PARTY RIGHT OF WAY 

ENCROACHMENT AGREEMENT ON 

Orange County  PRIMARY AND SECONDARY SYSTEM 

        

-AND-   

Orange Water and Sewer Authority   

        
 

THIS AGREEMENT, made and entered into this the 16th day of Jun
e 

, 20 15 , by and between the Department 

of Transportation, party of the first part; and  Orange County 
 party of the second part; and Orange Water and Sewer Authority 
 party of the third part,  

W I T N E S S E T H 

 THAT WHEREAS, the party of the second part desires to encroach on the right of way of the public road designated as 

Route(s) 1727 (Eubanks Road) , located In Chapel Hill 1.1 miles west of the intersection of  
SR 1727 and 86 
      
with the construction and/or erection of:  a 16” diameter public water main to be extend approximately 1326 feet to the west  
from the current end location located in close proximity to the Animal Shelter. 
      

 WHEREAS, it is to the material advantage of the party of the second part to effect this encroachment, and the party of 
the first part in the exercise of authority conferred upon it by statute, is willing to permit the encroachment within the limits of the 
right of way as indicated, subject to the conditions of this agreement; 

 NOW, THEREFORE, IT IS AGREED that the party of the first part hereby grants to the party of the second part the right 
and privilege to make this encroachment as shown on attached plan sheet(s), specifications and special provisions which are 
made a part hereof upon the following conditions, to wit: 

 That the installation, operation, and maintenance of the above described facility will be accomplished in accordance with the party of 
the first part’s latest POLICIES AND PROCEDURES FOR ACCOMMODATING UTILITIES ON HIGHWAY RIGHTS-OF-WAY,  and such 
revisions and amendments thereto as may be in effect at the date of this agreement.  Information as to these policies and procedures 
may be obtained from the Division Engineer or State Utility Agent of the party of the first part. 

That the said party of the second part binds and obligates himself to install and maintain the encroaching facility in such safe and proper 
condition that it will not interfere with or endanger travel upon said highway, nor obstruct nor interfere with the proper maintenance 
thereof, to reimburse the party of the first part for the cost incurred for any repairs or maintenance to its roadways and structures 
necessary due to installation and existence of the facilities of the party of the second part, and if at any time the party of the first part shall 
require the removal of or changes in the location of the said facilities, that the said party of the second part binds himself, his successors 
and assigns, to promptly remove or alter the said facilities, in order to conform to the said requirement, without any cost to the party of the 
first part.  

      That the party of the second part agrees to provide during construction and any subsequent maintenance proper signs, signal lights, 
flagmen and other warning devices for the protection of traffic in conformance with the latest Manual on Uniform Traffic Control Devices 
for Streets and Highways and Amendments or Supplements thereto.  Information as to the above rules and regulations may be obtained 
from the Division Engineer of the party of the first. 

That the party of the second part hereby agrees to indemnify and save harmless the party of the first part from all damages and 
claims for damage that may arise by reason of the installation and maintenance of this encroachment. 
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 That the party of the second part agrees to restore all areas disturbed during installation and maintenance to the satisfaction of the 
Division Engineer of the party of the first part.  The party of the second part agrees to exercise every reasonable precaution during 
construction and maintenance to prevent eroding of soil; silting or pollution of rivers, streams, lakes, reservoirs, other water 
impoundments, ground surfaces or other property; or pollution of the air.  There shall be compliance with applicable rules and regulations 
of the North Carolina Division of Environmental Management, North Carolina Sedimentation Control Commission, and with ordinances 
and regulations of various counties, municipalities and other official agencies relating to pollution prevention and control.  When any 
installation or maintenance operation disturbs the ground surface and existing ground cover, the party of the second part agrees to 
remove and replace the sod or otherwise reestablish the grass cover to meet the satisfaction of the Division Engineer of the party of the 
first part. 

 That the party of the second part agrees to assume the actual cost of any inspection of the work considered to be necessary by the 
Division Engineer of the party of the first part. 

 That the party of the second part agrees to have available at the construction site, at all times during construction, a copy of this 
agreement showing evidence of approval by the party of the first part.  The party of the first part reserves the right to stop all work unless 
evidence of approval can be shown. 

 Provided the work contained in this agreement is being performed on a completed highway open to traffic; the party of the second part 
agrees to give written notice to the Division Engineer of the party of the first part when all work contained herein has been completed.  
Unless specifically requested by the party of the first part, written notice of completion of work on highway projects under construction will 
not be required. 

 That in the case of noncompliance with the terms of this agreement by the party of the second part, the party of the first part reserves 
the right to stop all work until the facility has been brought into compliance or removed from the right of way at no cost to the party of the 
first part. 

 That it is agreed by both parties that this agreement shall become void if actual construction of the work contemplated herein is not 
begun within one (1) year from the date of authorization by the party of the first part unless written waiver is secured by the party of the 
second part from the party of the first part. 

 During the performance of this contract, the second party, for itself, its assignees and successors in interest (hereinafter referred to as 
the “contractor”), agrees as follows: 

a. Compliance with Regulations:  The contractor shall comply with the Regulations relative to nondiscrimination in Federally-
assisted programs of the U. S. Department of Transportation, Title 49, Code of Federal Regulations, Part 21, as they may be 
amended from time to time, (hereinafter referred to as the Regulations), which are herein incorporated by reference and 
made a part of this contract. 

b. Nondiscrimination:  The contractor, with regard to the work performed by it during the contract, shall not discriminate on the 
grounds of race, color, or national origin in the selection and retention of subcontractors, including procurements of materials 
and leases of equipment.  The contractor shall not participate either directly or indirectly in the discrimination prohibited by 
Section 21.5 of the Regulations, including employment practices when the contract covers a program set forth in Appendix B 
of the Regulations. 

c. Solicitations for Subcontracts, including Procurements of Materials and Equipment:  In all solicitations either by competitive 
bidding or negotiation made by the contractor for work to be performed under a subcontract, including procurements of 
materials or leases of equipment, each potential subcontractor or supplier shall be notified by the contractor of the 
contractor’s obligations under this contract and the Regulations relative to nondiscrimination on the grounds of race, color, 
or national origin. 

d. Information and Reports:  The contractor shall provide all information and reports required by the Regulations, or directives 
issued pursuant thereto, and shall permit access to its books, records, accounts, other sources of information, and its 
facilities as may be determined by the Department of Transportation or the Federal Highway Administration to be pertinent to 
ascertain compliance with such Regulations or directives.  Where any information required of a contractor is in the exclusive 
possession of another who fails or refuses to furnish this information, the contractor shall so certify to the Department of 
Transportation, or the Federal Highway Administration as appropriate, and shall set forth what efforts it has made to obtain 
the information.  

e. Sanctions for Noncompliance:  In the event of the contractor’s noncompliance with the nondiscrimination provisions of this 
contract, the Department of Transportation shall impose such contract sanctions as it or the Federal Highway Administration 
may determine to be appropriate, including, but not limited to, 

 (1)  withholding of payments to the contractor under  the contract until the contractor complies, and/or 
 (2)  cancellation, termination or suspension of the contract, in whole or in part. 

f. Incorporation of Provisions:  The contractor shall include the provisions of paragraphs “a” through “f” in every subcontract, 
including procurements of materials and leases of equipment, unless exempt by the Regulations, or directives issued 
pursuant thereto.  The contractor shall take such action with respect to any subcontract or procurement as the Department 
of Transportation or the Federal Highway Administration may direct as a means of enforcing such provisions including 
sanctions for noncompliance:  Provided, however, that, in the event a contractor becomes involved in, or is threatened with, 
litigation with a subcontractor or supplier as a result of such direction, the contractor may request the Department of 
Transportation to enter into such litigation to protect the interests of the State, and, in addition, the contractor may request 
the United States to enter into such litigation to protect the interests of the United States. 

 
 

 That when title to the subject that constitutes the aforesaid encroachment passes from the party of the second 
part and vests in the party of the third part, the party of the third part agrees to assume all responsibilities and rights and to 
perform all obligations as agreed to herein by the party of the second part.  
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R/W (166) : Party of the Second Part certifies that this agreement is true and accurate copy of the form 
R/W (166) incorporating all revisions to date. 
 
IN WITNESS WHEREOF, each of the parties to this agreement has caused the same to be executed the day and 

year first above written. 

 
  DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 

  BY:       
   DIVISION ENGINEER 
 WITNESS:   

             

             

             

             
  Second Party 

WITNESS:   

        

Todd Spencer, PE  Ed Kerwin 

Engineering Manager  Executive Director 

Orange Water and Sewer Authority  Orange Water and Sewer Authority 
  Third Party 
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ORANGE COUNTY 
BOARD OF COMMISSIONERS 

 
ACTION AGENDA ITEM ABSTRACT 

 Meeting Date: September 1, 2015  
 Action Agenda 
 Item No.  6-l  

 
SUBJECT:   Bid Award - Front-End Loader Truck for Solid Waste 
 
DEPARTMENT:   Solid Waste Management PUBLIC HEARING:  (Y/N) No 
 Financial Services  

 
ATTACHMENT(S): 

 
Pricing/Warranty Memorandum 
 
 
 
 

INFORMATION CONTACT: 
 

 
  Gayle Wilson, Solid Waste, 968-2885 
  Paul Laughton, 245-2152   
 
 
 

 
PURPOSE:  To consider awarding a bid to Carolina Environmental Systems, Inc. (CES) for 
the purchase of a Front End Loader Truck for the Recycling Division of the Solid Waste 
Management Department and to declare the vehicle it is proposed to replace as surplus. 
 
BACKGROUND:  The Solid Waste Department equipment replacement schedule calls for 
the replacement of a Front End Loader Truck (# 1585 - purchased in FY-2003/2004). This 
truck is used to service corrugated cardboard dumpsters at the 24-hour recycling drop-off 
sites and solid waste convenience centers, schools, government buildings and two 
locations in downtown Chapel Hill. 
 
North Carolina General Statute (NCGS) 143-129(e) (3) allows local governments to make 
purchases through a competitive bidding group purchasing program, which is a formally 
organized program that offers competitively obtained purchasing services at discount prices 
to two or more public agencies.  The National Joint Powers Alliance (NJPA) is a cooperative 
purchasing group that meets the requirements of NCGS 143-129(e) (3). The specific 
contract number is NJPA Contract # 060612-ESG.  The terms of the contract call for items 
to be sold and serviced through a local dealer bid.  Carolina Environmental Systems has 
been identified as the local dealer (See attached Pricing/Warranty Memorandum). 
 
Staff compiled a list of specifications that meet the County's needs and compared these 
specifications to information units bid by the NJPA.  There were no noted deficiencies and 
staff determined that all specifications met the County's needs.  The recommended unit 
consists of a 2016 P e t e r b i l t  Cab and Chassis a n d  a  H e i l  b o d y  at a total cost of 
$ 275 ,8 50 .92 .  The Pricing/Warranty Memorandum is attached. 
 
Once the new front end loader truck is delivered, Truck #1585 will no longer be needed and 
therefore would need to be sold.  The BOCC is requested to declare Truck #1585 surplus once 
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the new truck is received and put into service as it is anticipated it will exceed the $5,000 value 
threshold. 

               

Equipment  Year Asset 
Number Serial/VIN 

  Front End Loader 2003 1585 5VCDC6UE33N194650 
 

FINANCIAL IMPACT: The purchase price of the new Front End Loader Truck along with 
recommended options is $2 75 , 85 0 .9 2 .  Funds were appropriated in the FY 2015-16 
Budget to fund the replacement. 
 
SOCIAL JUSTICE IMPACT:  There is no Orange County Social Justice Goal impact 
associated with purchase of this item. 
 
RECOMMENDATION(S):   The Manager recommends that the Board award the purchase to 
Carolina Environmental Services for the Front End Loader Truck at a delivered cost of 
$27 5 , 850 .9 2 .   The Manager further recommends that the Board: 1) declare Truck# 1585 
as surplus after receipt of the new truck; and 2) authorize the Asset Management Services 
Director to affect the sale of this item through GovDeals. 
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Carolina Environmental Systems, Inc. 
2750 Highway 66 South, Kernersville, NC  27284 

(336) 869-9900 
 
7-10-15          
 
 To: Orange County 
Attn: Larry Slaughter, Paul Spire, Eric Gerringer            Ref: recycling truck 
Ref: front loader quote Heil /Peterbilt  
 
ESG/Heil NJPA contract # 060612-ESG 
 
 
BODY New Heil 40 cubic yard Half Pack 
Full-eject style 
Front mount pump with EOS 
Dual front clean out sumps 
Auto-pack 
Sliding top door with arm interlock 
Shur-Lock tailgate system 
Air joystick 
Cab shield 
3 micron filter with in cab by-pass light 
Factory mounting and any one color  paint 
John Deere arm cylinders, internally cushioned 
Four bearing blocks on rear torque tube 
One 20 lbs external fire extinguisher, now standard 
Flat floor ¼” AR with cross member bracing, interlaced 
Double wall hopper 
Lube lines on rear packing blade/cylinder zerks, now standard 
Lube lines to tailgate hinges, ground level, now standard 
Hopper light, LED 
All LED body lights, now standard  
Mud flaps ahead and behind tandems, now standard 
Clean out shovel and bracket on packer inner framework, now standard 
Heavy duty wear bar kit in hopper area, now standard 
3” body drain on clean out doors, now standard 
Rear strobe light, now standard 
Body undercoating, now standard 
Standard 1 year warranty 
 
Peterson LED rear “ smart light “ strobe system 
Dual side body backing lights LED 
Dual LED container work lights 
Dual cab guard mounted, LED flood lights 
Hydraulic raise cab protector kit 
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Roof access ladder on rear 
Infinity Series packing cylinders, includes additional 4 year parts only, warranty 
Five year…4 additional years on all cylinders, parts only 
Custom green paint color 
Factory mounting and paint 
           
Base body price excluding taxes, NJPA  $  121,856.00                     
 
Additional items to be included: 
 
 CES mounted: 
  Dual CES split screen camera system $ 2,200.00 
  Steel tool box, mounted 700.00 
  Silent Drive or Hendrickson auxiliary lift axle with two low pro 255R 70, 22.5 steel  
    rims and tires mounted in front of tandem axles $ 8,500.00, adds 11,000 lbs capacity  
  Fire suppression system 5,200.00 
  One spare rim 250.00 
  Front and rear caution decals 300.00 
  Freight $ 1,500.00 
 
Total body price with options $ 140,506.00 
 
 
CHASSIS, new 2016 Peterbilt model 320 
Base GVWR 66,000 lbs 
204” WB 
FEPTO 
Engine: Cummins ISX 12 litre, 350 HP, 1450 ft lbs torque…diesel 
Transmission: Allison 4500 RDS 
Front axle and suspension: 20,000 lbs 
Rear axles  “       “               46,000 lbs, 4.78 ratio 
Refuse special brakes: 7” front and 8” rear 
Front tires: 315/80R x 22.5, steel 9” rims 
Rear     “     11R x 22.5, 16 ply, steel 8.25” rims 
Cab corner windows 
Other: 80 gallon fuel tank, DEF tank, battery disconnect switch, air dryer, tilt/telescoping  
           steering wheel, AM/FM Bluetooth, air conditioning, heated/motorized mirrors 
Warranty; base 1 year 
Custom green cab color 
  
Chassis price; $ 132,323.00 
 
2. Cummins extended warranty 5 year/200,000 miles $ 1,414.00 
3. After treatment extended warranty “       “                $ 707.00 
4. Allison extended warranty 5 years unlimited $ 900.92 
5. Green paint $353.50 
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TOTAL Price NJPA with options $ 275,850.92 
 
Delivery 110-140 days 
 
 
 
 
 
We appreciate your interest in our product. 
 
 
 
 
Matt Keeble 
Matt Keeble, mob 704-239-8471 
                      email mattkeeble@bellsouth.net 
  
 

distributors for: 
 

Heil,Galbreath,Pac-Mac,Pak*Rat,Schaefer,Bush,Schwarze,SwapLoader,Pioneer,Roll-
Rite,Huge Haul 
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Carolina Environmental Systems, Inc. 
2750 Highway 66 South, Kernersville, NC  27284                                   

2701 White Horse Rd, Greenville, SC 29611 
(800)239-7796 

 
 
7-10-15        
 
To: Orange County Solid Waste and Recycling Ref: recycling truck 
Attn: Paul Spire, Larry Slaughter, Eric Gerringer 
 
Offer to purchase via National Joint Powers Alliance (NJPA) on contract # 060612-ESG 
 
1. Chassis, 2016 Peterbilt model 320, including one spare rim as per specifications  
    $ 132,323.00 
 
2. Body, new 2015 Heil DP Half Pack, 28 cu yds, including auxiliary air lift axle and 5  
    year cylinder warranty as per specifications $ 140,506.00 
 
3. Chassis extended warranties:  
     Cummins engine 5 year/200,000 mile $ 1,414.00 
             “           “         “          “           “     after treatment $ 707.00 
     Allison 5 year unlimited $ 900.92   
 
 
TOTAL Price, delivered to you $ 275,850.92 
 
 
Cab and body color, custom green 
 
Delivery: 110 – 140 days 
 
CES will be primary source for all warranties.  
   
 
We appreciate the opportunity to submit this information and I look forward to your 
response. 
 
Matt Keeble 
Matt Keeble, mob 704-239-8471, email mattkeeble@bellsouth.net 
 

Distributors for: 
Heil, Schwarze, Schaefer, Pac-Mac, Pak-Rat, Busch, SwapLoader, Pioneer, 

O’Brian, Load Lugger, Galbreath 
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ORANGE COUNTY 

BOARD OF COMMISSIONERS 
 

ACTION AGENDA ITEM ABSTRACT 
 Meeting Date: September 1, 2015  

 Action Agenda 
 Item No.   6-m 

 
SUBJECT:   Approval of Revised Resolutions for the Orange County FY 2014-2015 HOME 

Program Design and Orange County FY 2015-2016 HOME Program Design for 
Habitat for Humanity Homeownership Assisted Projects 

 
DEPARTMENT:  Housing, Human Rights and 

Community Development 
PUBLIC HEARING:  (Y/N) No 

  
 

ATTACHMENT(S): 
1) May 2014 Approved Resolution 

Authorizing the Orange County FY 
2014-2015 HOME Program Design 

2) May 2015 Approved Resolution 
Authorizing the Orange County FY 
2015-2016 HOME Program Design 

3) September 2015 Mark-up Version of 
Amended Resolution Authorizing the 
Orange County FY 2014-2015 HOME 
Program Design 

4) September 2015 Mark-up Version of 
Amended Resolution Authorizing the 
Orange County FY 2015-2016 HOME 
Program Design 

 

INFORMATION CONTACT: 
Audrey Spencer-Horsley, Director 
(919) 245-2490 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
PURPOSE:  To approve revised resolutions for the 2014-2015 and 2015-2016 HOME Program 
Designs approved by the Board in May 2014 and May 2015 as follows: 

1) For the FY 2014-2015 Resolution Authorizing the Orange County FY 2014-2015 HOME 
Program Design, approve a revision authorizing Habitat for Humanity to provide deferred 
payment, zero interest second mortgages for nine (9) homes instead of ten (10) 
throughout Orange County as requested in Habitat’s application for HOME funding; and 

2) For both the FY 2014-2015 Resolution Authorizing the Orange County FY 2014-2015 
HOME Program Design and the FY 2015-2016 Resolution Authorizing the Orange 
County FY 2015-2016 HOME Program Design, approve revisions for the use of HOME 
funds for the purchase of Habitat for Humanity homes by households with incomes that 
initially meet the 65% of Area Median Income (AMI) eligibility requirement, and 
subsequently have an increase in income during the construction period and prior to 
closing as long as the increase in income of the households do not exceed 80% of AMI 
as allowable under the HOME program.  The maximum income amount allowable by the 
U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development for HOME funded projects is 80% 
of AMI. 

 
BACKGROUND:  The Resolution Authorizing the Orange County FY 2014-2015 HOME 
Program Design approved by the Board of County Commissioners on May 8, 2014 allocated 
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funds to Orange County Habitat for Humanity to provide deferred payment, zero interest second 
mortgages for ten (10) homes throughout Orange County.  The Board of County Commissioners 
is requested to approve a revision amending the May 2014 resolution to provide assistance to 
nine (9) homes consistent with Habitat’s application. 
 
Secondly, the Orange County Board of Commissioners, as a member of the Orange County 
HOME Consortium, approved the submission of the FY 2014-2015 and FY 2015-2016 
Consolidated Plan Annual Action Plan HOME Program Activities that included providing 
homeownership assistance to Habitat for Humanity to provide deferred payment, zero interest 
second mortgages.  The targeted group for Habitat are first time homebuyers who earn at or 
below 65% of the AMI, live and/or work in Orange County for at least one year, and live in 
housing that is substandard, unsafe, unaffordable, or subsidized (Public Housing or Housing 
Choice Voucher  programs). 
 
Habitat for Humanity approves the number of homebuyers that it projects the organization will 
build homes for in an 18 -24 month timeframe. The County has periodically received requests to 
approve second mortgage assistance from Habitat for Humanity to households with incomes 
exceeding 65% AMI, due to wage increases over the course of the 18-24 month construction 
process.  The administrative change requested would as a general rule allow Habitat for 
Humanity with notification to the County to assist such households with incomes that initially 
meet the 65% of Area Median Income (AMI) eligibility requirement, and subsequently have an 
increase in income during the construction period and prior to closing as long as the increase in 
income of the households do not exceed 80% of AMI as allowable under the HOME program.   
 
This administrative change would prevent penalizing households who were initially eligible and 
met all the requirements of Habitat for Humanity’s funded program, but over the construction 
process and prior to closing had an increase in income that did not exceed 80% AMI as 
allowable under the HOME program.  These households with incomes up to 80% AMI would 
remain eligible to purchase Habitat for Humanity homes using funds from the HOME program.   

 
INCOME ELIGIBILITY 
 

Family # Annual 
Income 

Family Size % of AMI * 
 

1 $37,750 1 <80%  
2 $43,150 2 <80%  
3 $48,550 3 <80%  
4 $53,900 4 <80%  
5 $58,250 5 <80%  
6 $62,550 6 <80%  
7 $66,850 7 <80%  
8 $71,150 8 <80%  

 
*Based on the 2015 HUD Area Median Income for Orange County (Durham-Chapel Hill Metro Area) 
 
FINANCIAL IMPACT:  No financial impact. 
 
SOCIAL JUSTICE IMPACT:  The following Orange County Social Justice Goal is applicable to 
this agenda item: 
 

• GOAL: ENSURE ECONOMIC SELF-SUFFICIENCY  
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The creation and preservation of infrastructure, policies, programs and funding necessary 
for residents to provide shelter, food, clothing and medical care for themselves and their 
dependents. 

 
This initiative assists in providing affordable housing units to low-to-moderate income 
households. 
 
RECOMMENDATION(S):  The Manager recommends the Board: 

1) approve a revision authorizing Habitat for Humanity to provide deferred payment, zero 
interest second mortgages for nine (9) homes instead of ten (10) throughout Orange 
County as requested in Habitat’s application for HOME funding for the FY 2014-2015 
HOME Program Design; 

2) approve, for both the FY 2014-2015 HOME Program Design and the FY 2015-2016 
HOME Program Design, revisions for the use of HOME funds for the purchase of Habitat 
for Humanity homes by households with incomes that initially meet the 65% of Area 
Median Income (AMI) eligibility requirement, and subsequently have an increase in 
income during the construction period and prior to closing as long as the increase in 
income of the households do not exceed 80% of AMI as allowable under the HOME 
program.  The maximum income amount allowable by the U.S. Department of Housing 
and Urban Development for HOME funded projects is 80% of AMI; 

3) approve the attached markup versions of the two September 2015 revised resolutions 
and authorize the Chair to sign clean versions of the revised resolutions for the 2014-
2015 and 2015-2016 HOME Program Designs. 
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RES- 2014-030

RESOLUTION AUTHORIZING

THE ORANGE COUNTY FY 2014- 2015 HOME PROGRAM DESIGN

BE IT RESOLVED, by the Orange County Board of Commissioners as a member of the Orange
County HOME Consortium approves the following activities for the 2014— 2015 HOME Program.

Homeownership Assistance

Funds would be allocated to the Community Home Trust to assist first time homebuyers earning less than
80 percent of the area median income to purchase homes county-wide. Funds would be provided as a
grant to Community Home Trust.

Requested amount: $ 50,000)    52, 731

Funds would be allocated to the Community Home Trust for new construction costs for townhomes to be
built to assist first time homebuyers earning less than 80 percent of the area median income to purchase
homes in the Waterstone Development.

Requested amount: $ 100,000)   64,481

Funds will be allocated to Orange County Habitat for Humanity to provide deferred payment zero interest
second mortgages for ten( 10) homes throughout Orange County. Homes will be sold to households
earning between 30 percent and 65 percent of the area median income.
Requested amount: $ 250,000)  250,000

Operational Support

Funds would be allocated to the Community Home Trust as a Community Housing Development
Organization for administrative expenses.

Requested amount: $ 20,000)     11, 777

Funds would be allocated to the Community Alternatives for Supportive Abodes for administrative
expenses.

Requested amount: $ 25, 000)      5, 800

HousinS Rehabilitation

Funds would be allocated to Weaver Community Housing Association for repairs to replace siding for six
6) units in Cedar Rock Apartments.
Requested amount: $ 30,374)     30,374

Program Administration 35, 154

TOTAL FY 2014-2015 HOME PROGRAM FUNDS 450,317

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, that the County Manager is hereby designated as the authorized
representative of the County to act in connection with the submission of this plan and to provide such
additional information as may be required by the U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development

This the day of May 2014  •y

t
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RES- 20 i s- o26

ORANGE COUNTY BOARD OF COMMISSIONERS

RESOLUTION AUTHORIZING

THE ORANGE COUNTY FY 2015- 2016 HOME PROGRAM DESIGN

BE IT RESOLVED, by the Orange County Board of Commissioners as a member of the Orange County
HOME Consortium approves the submission of the FY 2015- 2016 Consolidate Plan Annual Action Plan
HOME Program activities.

Homeownership Assistance

Funds would be allocated t
e rangotty Habitat for Humanity to provide deferred payment zero

interest second mortgages forniq11) homes throughout Orange County.  Homes will be sold to
households earning between 30 percent and 65 percent of the area median income.

Requested amount:  $270,000) 100,455

New Construction

Funds would be allocated to the Downtown Housing Improvement Corporation, Inc. (DHIC) to support
the new construction of 80 apartment homes for households at less than 60% AMI on Legion Road in

Chapel Hill. Greenfield Place will have a mix of one, two and three bedroom units along with a
community building and other amenities.
Requested amount: $300,000)  154,500

Acquisition

Funds would be allocated to EmPOWERment, Inc., for the acquisition of a single family property for
lease to households earning 80% or less AMI.
Requested amount:  $60,000)     30,000

Housing Rehabilitation

Funds would be allocated to EmPOWERment, Inc., for rehabilitation of a single family property for lease
to veteran households earning 80% or less AMI.

Requested amount:  $46,500)     46,500

Tenant Based Rental Assistance

Funds would be provided to Housing for New Hope to support homeless outreach and increase housing
support that assist the homeless of Orange County acquire permanent housing.
Requested amount:  $50,000)     50,000

Program Administration 31, 183

TOTAL FY 2015-2016 HOME PROGRAM FUNDS 412,638

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, tha t Manager is hereby designated as the authorized
representative of the County to act '     '  the submission of this plan and to provide such
additional information as may be re ui   *      artment of Housing and Urban Development

This the
5th

day ofMay 2015.    Lz
sz

6—_   Q   _nil= ILu

Earl McKee, Chair
OI'tb eLar°      Orange County Board of Commissioners
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RES-2015-043       Mark-Up Version Attachment 3 

 
 

RESOLUTION AUTHORIZING 
THE ORANGE COUNTY FY 2014-2015 HOME PROGRAM DESIGN 

 
 BE IT RESOLVED, by the Orange County Board of Commissioners as a member of the Orange 
County HOME Consortium approves the following activities for the 2014 – 2015 HOME Program. 
 
Homeownership Assistance 
Funds would be allocated to the Community Home Trust to assist first time homebuyers earning less than 
80 percent of the area median income to purchase homes county-wide.  Funds would be provided as a 
grant to Community Home Trust. 
(Requested amount:  $50,000)                                                                                                           $52,731 

 
Funds would be allocated to the Community Home Trust for new construction costs for townhomes to be 
built to assist first time homebuyers earning less than 80 percent of the area median income to purchase 
homes in the Waterstone Development.                                                                                
(Requested amount:  $100,000)                                                                                                          $64,481 

 
Funds will be allocated to Orange County Habitat for Humanity to provide deferred payment zero interest 
second mortgages for ten (10) nine (9) homes throughout Orange County.  Homes will be sold to 
households earning between 30 percent and 65 percent of the area median income, which is the “initial 
eligibility requirement”.  Homes may be sold to households earning up to 80 percent of the area median 
income when household income exceeds 65% of the area median income due to a wage increase during 
the construction period and prior to closing on the property. 
(Requested amount:  $250,000)                                                                                                        $250,000  

   
Operational Support    
Funds would be allocated to the Community Home Trust as a Community Housing Development 
Organization for administrative expenses. 
(Requested amount:  $20,000)                                                                                                            $11,777       
 
Funds would be allocated to the Community Alternatives for Supportive Abodes for administrative 
expenses.   
(Requested amount:  $25,000)                                                                                                             $ 5,800 
 
Housing Rehabilitation 
Funds would be allocated to Weaver Community Housing Association for repairs to replace siding for six 
(6) units in Cedar Rock Apartments. 
(Requested amount:  $30,374)                                                                                                            $30,374 
  
Program Administration                                                                                                                 $ 35,154 

 
TOTAL FY 2014-2015 HOME PROGRAM FUNDS                                                                  $450,317 
 
BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, that the County Manager is hereby designated as the authorized 
representative of the County to act in connection with the submission of this plan and to provide such 
additional information as may be required by the U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development 
 
This the ______ day of September 2015. 

___________________________________ 
Earl McKee, Chair 

SEAL 
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RES-2015-045        Mark-up Version Attachment 4 

 
RESOLUTION AUTHORIZING 

THE ORANGE COUNTY FY 2015-2016 HOME PROGRAM DESIGN 
 

 BE IT RESOLVED, by the Orange County Board of Commissioners as a member of the Orange 
County HOME Consortium approves the following activities for the 2015– 2016 HOME Program. 
 
Homeownership Assistance                                                                                                         
Funds would be allocated to Orange County Habitat for Humanity to provide deferred payment zero 
interest second mortgages for eleven (11) homes throughout Orange County.  Homes will be sold to 
households earning between 30 percent and 65 percent of the area median income, which is the “initial 
eligibility requirement”.  Homes may be sold to households earning up to 80 percent of the area median 
income when household income exceeds 65% of the area median income due to a wage increase during 
the construction period and prior to closing on the property. 
(Requested amount:  $270,000)                                                                                                        $100,455  

   
New Construction 
Funds would be allocated to the Downtown Housing Improvement Corporation, Inc. (DHIC) to support 
the new construction of 80 apartment homes for households at less than 60% AMI on Legion Road in 
Chapel Hill. Greenfield Place will have a mix of one, two and three bedroom units along with a 
community building and other amenities. 
(Requested amount: $300,000)                                                                                                         $154,500   
   
Acquisition 
Funds would be allocated to EmPOWERment, Inc., for the acquisition of a single family property for 
lease to households earning 80% or less AMI.   
(Requested amount:  $60,000)                                                                                                            $30,000 
 
Housing Rehabilitation 
Funds would be allocated to EmPOWERment, Inc., for rehabilitation of a single family property for lease 
to veteran households earning 80% or less AMI.   
(Requested amount:  $46,500)                                                                                                             $46,500 
 
Tenant Based Rental Assistance 
Funds would be provided to Housing for New Hope to support homeless outreach and increase housing 
support that assist the homeless of Orange County acquire permanent housing.  
(Requested amount:  $50,000)                                                                                                             $50,000 
 
Program Administration                                                                                                                 $ 31,183 

 
TOTAL FY 2015-2016 HOME PROGRAM FUNDS                                                                  $412,638 
 
BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, that the County Manager is hereby designated as the authorized 
representative of the County to act in connection with the submission of this plan and to provide such 
additional information as may be required by the U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development 
 
This the ____  day of September 2015 

___________________________________ 
Earl McKee, Chair 

SEAL 
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ORANGE COUNTY 
BOARD OF COMMISSIONERS 

 
ACTION AGENDA ITEM ABSTRACT 

 Meeting Date: September 1, 2015  
 Action Agenda 
 Item No.  6-n 

 
SUBJECT:  Orange Public Transportation Proposed Fixed-Route Fare Structure 
 
DEPARTMENT:  Planning and Inspections PUBLIC HEARING:  (Y/N) No 
  

 
ATTACHMENT(S): 

1. Draft Fixed-Route Fare Structure 
2. Transit Agency Fare Comparison 

 
 
 
 
 

INFORMATION CONTACT: 
Bret Martin, Transportation Planner, 

(919) 245-2582 
Peter Murphy, Transportation 

Administrator, (919) 245-2002 
Craig Benedict, Planning Director, 

(919) 245-2592 
 
 

 
PURPOSE:  To consider adoption of the Orange Unified Transportation Board (OUTBoard)-
recommended Orange Public Transportation (OPT) fixed-route fare structure. 
 
BACKGROUND:  To coincide with the implementation of the five-year bus service expansion 
program approved by the BOCC in October 2014, Orange County transportation planning staff 
and the Orange Unified Transportation Board (OUTBoard) developed a new fare structure for 
OPT fixed-route services.  The only major change to the fare structure is a reduction in fare for 
persons with disabilities from $1 to free.  Beyond this change, the proposed fare structure is also 
intended to address fares for specific groups of individuals and situations not addressed in the 
existing fare structure.  
 
For example, the proposed fare structure sets the one-way trip cash fare for children ages 6 - 17 
at $1 and for children ages 0 - 5 and passengers with a Medicaid or Medicare card at $0, 
whereas the existing fixed-route fare structure does not. Further, the proposed fare structure 
addresses transfers between OPT-operated services and other agencies’ services and provides 
options for users to purchase packages of bus passes that allow a reduced cost per trip based 
on frequency of use. The proposed fixed-route fare structure is provided as Attachment 1.  The 
existing fixed-route fare structure for OPT is as follows: 
 

Service Fare 
Hillsborough Circulator Free to all passengers 

Hill to Hill Shuttle 

$2 one-way fare for general public 
$1 one-way fare for passengers with 

disabilities 
Free to passengers 60+ years of age 
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The Transportation Services Board (TSB), which is a State-required subset of the OUTBoard 
specifically for transit purposes, considered the proposed fare structure at its August 19, 2015 
meeting.  Initially the fare structure contained a fare increase to passengers 60 years of age or 
older from $0 to $1, for which the TSB held a public hearing to accept any public comments.  No 
public comments were provided or received at the public hearing.  One comment was received 
via email.  The TSB subsequently took action to recommend to the BOCC not to raise the fare 
for these passengers and to reduce the fare to persons with disabilities from $1 to free.  
Because the proposed fare structure no longer involves a fare increase, a public hearing for 
adoption of the fare structure is not required.  However, should the BOCC choose to consider an 
increase in fixed-route fares to any individual, such an increase will require a public hearing. 
 
Comparison to Other Agencies’ Fare Structures 
A table summarizing the fixed-route fare structures of other transit agencies in the Triangle 
region is provided in Attachment 2. Compared to other agencies’ local fixed-route services, 
which are services with many stops focused on connecting neighborhoods, the proposed 
general public fares for OPT are somewhat higher. However, fares charged to seniors, persons 
with disabilities, and those presenting a Medicare card are generally lower. Compared to other 
agencies’ regional fixed-route services, which are services focused on connecting disparate 
communities to major common destinations, the proposed fares for OPT are somewhat lower.  
 
The only fixed-route service currently in existence or proposed to be provided by OPT that is 
truly local in nature is the Hillsborough Circulator service, which has always been free and will 
remain free to all passengers consistent with other circulator services provided by other 
agencies in the Triangle region (i.e., GoDurham’s Bull City Connector and GoRaleigh’s R-Line). 
The remaining fixed-route services currently provided or that will be provided by OPT are more 
regional in nature, covering much more mileage between stops and per unit time of travel (i.e., 
Orange-Chapel Hill Connector, Orange-Alamance Connector, Efland-Hillsborough Commuter 
Loop, and rural deviated fixed routes). 
 
Federal Transit Administration/NCDOT Process Requirements 
Although OPT is not yet a direct recipient of Federal Transit Administration (FTA) Section 5307 
Urbanized Area formula grants, OPT is in the process of positioning itself to receive this funding 
in the near future. OPT is also currently a sub-recipient of Federal Section 5311 funding for non-
urbanized area use that is passed through to the County by the State. Consequently, OPT is 
subject to certain administration and management requirements of each grant program. As part 
of its Section 5307 program management and administration requirements, the FTA also 
requires recipients’ fare structures to address fares charged to seniors and persons with 
disabilities during nonpeak hours in a specific way. Fares charged to seniors, individuals with 
disabilities, or individuals presenting a Medicare card may be charged no more than 50 percent 
of the peak period fare. Because the proposed peak period general public fare is $2 and the 
nonpeak fares for these individuals is recommended to be free, the proposed fare structure is in 
compliance with FTA requirements. 
 
FINANCIAL IMPACT:  The financial solvency of the bus service expansion program 
approved/adopted by the BOCC in 2014 assumed the collection of fares in accordance with the 
proposed fare structure with some additional very conservative assumptions related to ridership. 
These assumptions were ultimately used to estimate the total amount anticipated to be collected 
in fares per year, and this expected farebox recovery revenue was included in the FY 2016 
Orange County operating budget for OPT. Although not likely to have a major impact in one 
direction or the other, any changes to the fare structure will change the amount of expected 
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farebox recovery built into the financial assumptions of the plan/program such that the financial 
solvency of the program/plan will need to be revisited. The total amount of fare revenue 
anticipated to be collected in accordance with the proposed structure ranges from approximately 
$21,000 per year (using ridership metrics that only minimally meet the system’s adopted service 
standards) to $41,700 per year (using prevailing ridership metrics for the system’s fixed routes) 
depending on the ridership performance of the fixed routes. 
 
SOCIAL JUSTICE IMPACT:  The following three Orange County Social Justice Goals are 
applicable to this agenda item: 
 

• GOAL: FOSTER A COMMUNITY CULTURE THAT REJECTS OPPRESSION AND 
INEQUITY 
The fair treatment and meaningful involvement of all people regardless, of race or color; 
religious or philosophical beliefs; sex, gender or sexual orientation; national origin or 
ethnic background; age; military service; disability; and familial, residential or economic 
status. 

 
• GOAL: ENSURE ECONOMIC SELF-SUFFICIENCY 

The creation and preservation of infrastructure, policies, programs and funding necessary 
for residents to provide shelter, food, clothing and medical care for themselves and their 
dependents. 

 
The proposed fixed-route fare structure involves a decrease in fares to persons with disabilities 
and retains the policy of no fare being charged to passengers 60 years of age or older.  With the 
introduction of more expansive, frequent, user friendly fixed-route services throughout the 
county, a more amenable user experience for all populations is being provided at a discount to 
those populations with less ability to pay for these services that is consistent with rates collected 
by other agencies in the region. The service expansion in conjunction with discounted fares for 
certain users allows those with likely the least ability to pay to ensure economic self-sufficiency 
by providing greater coverage and higher frequencies of an inexpensive alternative to travel by 
personal vehicle.  
 
RECOMMENDATION(S):  The Manager recommends that the Board adopt the proposed 
Orange Public Transportation fixed-route fare structure. 
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ORANGE PUBLIC TRANSPORTATION (OPT) PROPOSED FIXED-
ROUTE FARE STRUCTURE 

 

 
Service Fare 

Hillsborough Circulator Free to all passengers 

All Other Non-peak Fixed 
Routes (Orange-Chapel Hill 
Midday Connector*, Orange-
Alamance Connector**)             

$2 one-way fare for general public 

$1 one-way fare for children ages 6 - 17 
Free to children ages 0 – 5, passengers 60+ years of age, 

passengers with disabilities, and passengers with a Medicaid 
or Medicare card  

Peak Fixed Routes (Efland-
Hillsborough Commuter 
Loop**) 

$2 one-way fare for general public 
$1 one-way fare for children ages 6 - 17 

Free to children ages 0 – 5, passengers 60+ years of age, 
passengers with disabilities, and passengers with a Medicaid 

or Medicare card 
Free to passengers making transfers to or from GoTriangle 

routes (ODX or 420) 

Rural Deviated Fixed 
Routes** 

$2 one-way fare for general public at fixed stop locations 
$4 one-way fare for general public at deviation locations 

$1 one-way fare for children ages 6 – 17 at fixed stop locations 
$2 one-way fare for children  ages 6 – 17, passengers 60+ 

years of age, passengers with disabilities, and passengers with 
Medicaid or Medicare card at deviation locations 

Free to children ages 0-5, passengers 60+ years of age, 
passengers with disabilities, and passengers with a Medicaid 

or Medicare card at fixed stop locations 
 
*Service began August 17, 2015 
**Services scheduled to begin October 2015 
 
Transfers: 
 

1) Transfer passes will be issued by operators to passengers who request them and 
are transferring between OPT-operated routes. Transfer passes can then be 
used as an acceptable form of payment upon boarding another OPT-operated 
service. 

 
2) No transfer passes will be issued between transit systems (i.e., GoTriangle, 

Chapel Hill Transit, Piedmont Authority for Regional Transportation, etc.).  
 

3) Passengers boarding OPT-operated peak-period fixed-route services (Efland-
Hillsborough Commuter Loop) may transfer for free from GoTriangle-operated 
peak period services (Orange-Durham Express and 420). 
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ORANGE PUBLIC TRANSPORTATION (OPT) PROPOSED FIXED-
ROUTE FARE STRUCTURE 

 

 
4) Passengers boarding OPT-operated services who transfer from non-peak Chapel 

Hill Transit- or GoTriangle-operated services will be subject to the OPT fare 
structure provided above. 
 

Methods of Payment: 
 

1) Cash (no denomination greater than $20) 
 

2) OPT bus passes – OPT is investigating the issuance, distribution and collection 
logistics of bus passes for use upon boarding OPT-operated fixed-route services. 
Once OPT’s bus pass program is developed and implemented, information 
related to their distribution, pricing, collection, and the accepted method of 
payment used to purchase them will be made available to the public. The 
proposed pricing for OPT bus passes follows: 
 

Fixed-Route Pass Type General Public Price Discounted Price* 
Day Pass $4 $2 
Weekly Pass $16 $8 
Monthly Pass $60 $30 
15-Pass Booklet $30 $15 
*Discounted price reflects the price paid by children ages 6 -17, passengers 60+ years of age, 
passengers with disabilities, and passengers with Medicaid or Medicare card. Discount passes will be 
indicated as such on the applicable issued passes. 
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ATTACHMENT 2 
 

Triangle Region Transit Agency Fixed-Route Fare Comparison 
 

Agency Service Type Passenger Type Fare 

C-Tran (Town of Cary) Local One-Way Trip General Public $1.50 
Elderly/Disabled/Medicare $0.75 

GoDurham (City of Durham) Local One-Way Trip 

General Public $1.00 
Disabled/Medicare $0.50 

Children Ages 0 - 12 FREE 
Elderly (65+) FREE 

Students ages 0 - 17 $0.25 

GoRaleigh (City of Raleigh) Local One-Way Trip 

General Public $1.25 
Disabled/Medicare $0.60 

Children Ages 0 -12 FREE 
Elderly (65+) FREE 

GoTriangle  Regional One-Way Trip General Public $2.25 
Disabled/Medicare $1.00 

Chatham Transit Network 
(Chatham County) 

Regional/Express One-Way 
Trip General Public $3.00 
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ORANGE COUNTY 
BOARD OF COMMISSIONERS 

 
ACTION AGENDA ITEM ABSTRACT 

 Meeting Date: September 1, 2015  
 Action Agenda 
 Item No.  7-a 

 
SUBJECT:  Jail Alternatives Work Group Report 
 
DEPARTMENT:  County Manager PUBLIC HEARING:  (Y/N) No 
  

 
ATTACHMENT(S):   
Memorandum Regarding Organizational 

Placement of Jail Alternative Programs 
 
 
 
 
 

INFORMATION CONTACT: 
Travis Myren, Deputy County Manager, 
919-245-2308 
 
 
 
 
 

 
PURPOSE:  To receive a Memorandum Regarding Organizational Placement of Jail Alternative 
Programs, which was developed to analyze and recommend an organizational structure for jail 
alternative programs operated by Orange County. 
 
BACKGROUND:  The FY 2015-16 Budget authorizes the County to hire three (3) County staff 
to administer jail alternative programs.  The recommended budget contemplated that the jail 
alternative positions would be part of the Sheriff’s Office.  However, that recommendation 
received scrutiny during budget deliberations, and the Board of Orange County Commissioners 
asked for further consultation with stakeholders prior to making a final determination on 
organizational placement.  The Memorandum Regarding Organizational Placement of Jail 
Alternative Programs is the culmination of additional stakeholder outreach, consideration, and 
research.   
 
The Memorandum contains the following key findings: 
 

• The Pretrial Services and Drug Court Programs are currently contracted out to two 
different vendors. 

• The Programs represent a significant investment by the County in alternatives to 
incarceration and are viewed as important tools to help reduce population pressure in the 
jail, failures to appear in court, and recidivism. 

• Supporters of the current Pretrial Services model endorse the independence of the 
program, adherence to best practices, efficiency, and long standing relationships with 
treatment providers and program participants. 

• Stakeholders generally agree, however, that the programs would benefit from 
internalization.  An internalized model could improve stability and a sense of 
permanency, increase accountability by focusing on day to day service delivery, foster 
greater collaboration with other County services like mental health and employment, 
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provide access to needed information technology resources, and improve the 
functionality of office space. 

• Stakeholders who have the responsibility of defending the accused generally oppose 
organizationally aligning the Pretrial program with the Sheriff’s Office.  These 
stakeholders note concerns about the perceived independence of the program and the 
treatment of information by employees of the Sheriff’s Office.  These concerns may limit 
referrals and participation in the program.  

• Stakeholders expressed less concern about the organizational placement of the Drug 
Court Program but recognize the need for collaboration. 

• National standards and best practices for pretrial services do not preclude organizational 
alignment with the Sheriff’s Office, but they do stress the need for the Pretrial program to 
be perceived as independent from the other actors in the criminal justice system.  These 
standards also note the importance of information technology in successful operations 
and encourage oversight by an interdisciplinary advisory board. 

• A comparative analysis of pretrial programs in North Carolina reveals that the most 
common organizational structure is an internalized program reporting to the County 
Manager.  This model is more common among counties with a population of 100,000 or 
more. 

• Best practices for drug court emphasize a non-adversarial approach to providing the 
service and close collaboration among the decision makers and advocates working in the 
system. 

 
Based on stakeholder input, consideration, and additional research, the Memorandum 
recommends the following next steps: 
 

• Internalize the Pretrial Services and Drug Court Programs under the direction of the 
County Manager. 

• Recruit and hire a Criminal Justice Resource Manager to lead the new division and hire 
authorized staff. 

• Begin procurement of appropriate information technology resources for case 
management. 

• Remodel County office space in the courthouse for staff offices and client services. 
• Create an interdisciplinary advisory board to provide policy guidance, set priorities, and 

establish performance goals. 
• Develop performance measures to promote accountability and monitor performance. 
• Plan space in the new jail facility to allow for risk assessment, screening, and intervention 

planning. 
 
FINANCIAL IMPACT:  Implementing the recommendations contained in the report will have a 
limited financial impact.  The staffing is authorized and budgeted in the FY 2015-16 Budget.  
Funding for case management software and remodeling can be provided with existing budgeted 
resources. 
 
SOCIAL JUSTICE IMPACT:  The following two Orange County Social Justice Goals are 
applicable to this agenda item: 
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• GOAL: ENSURE ECONOMIC SELF-SUFFICIENCY  
The creation and preservation of infrastructure, policies, programs and funding necessary 
for residents to provide shelter, food, clothing and medical care for themselves and their 
dependents 
 

• Pretrial and Drug Court programming allows participants to maintain 
employment and reduce recidivism. It also connects individuals who are not 
currently employed to employment resources. 

 
• GOAL: CREATE A SAFE COMMUNITY  

The reduction of risks from vehicle/traffic accidents, childhood and senior injuries, gang 
activity, substance abuse and domestic violence. 

• Pretrial and Drug court services physically monitor offenders to promote public 
safety, and they ensure compliance with recommended treatment to address 
the underlying causes of criminal activity and prevent it from happening in the 
future. 

 
RECOMMENDATION(S):  The Manager recommends that the Board accept the 
recommendations contained in the Memorandum Regarding Organizational Placement of Jail 
Alternative Programs and authorize staff to implement the recommendations. 
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COUNTY MANAGER’S OFFICE 

  
200 South Cameron Street   Phone (919) 245-2300 
Post Office Box 8181               Fax (919) 644-3004 
Hillsborough, North Carolina  27278   

 

Page | 1  
 

 
August 21, 2015 
 
TO:  Board of Orange County Commissioners 
 

Bonnie Hammersley 
  Orange County Manager 
 
FROM:  Travis Myren 
  Deputy County Manager 
 
RE:  Organizational Structure of Jail Alternative Programs 
 
The FY 15-16 Budget authorizes the County to hire three (3) County staff to administer jail alternative 
programs.  The positions include a Jail Alternatives Manager, a Pretrial Services Coordinator, and a Drug 
Treatment Coordinator.   
 
The recommended budget contemplated that the jail alternative positions would be part of the Sheriff’s 
Office.  However, that recommendation received scrutiny during budget deliberations, and the Board of 
Orange County Commissioners asked for further consultation with stakeholders prior to making a final 
determination on organizational placement.   
 
This memorandum is the culmination of additional stakeholder outreach, consideration, and research.  It 
reviews the current service delivery models, summarizes the perspectives of stakeholders with respect 
to organizational placement, reviews best practice research and structures used by other County 
governments, and provides recommendations on next steps. 
  
Pretrial Services Program 
The Pretrial Services program has operated as a non-profit organization under a contract with the 
County since 1995.   The contract had been administered by the Department of Social Services until the 
beginning of the fiscal year when budget authority was moved to the County Manager’s Office pending 
the results of this analysis.    
 
Pretrial Services offers supervision and supportive services to offenders who have pending charges. 
These individuals have typically been held in secure custody until a first appearance when a judge has 
determined they can be released into the community under certain conditions.  Pretrial staff assist in 
this decision making process by screening offenders with certain charges and providing that information 
to the judiciary.  
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One of the conditions a judge may impose is participation in the Pretrial Services program.  Pretrial 
services staff monitor participants on a weekly basis through telephone or personal contact to maintain 
a connection to the court process and improve the likelihood the participant will attend future court 
dates.  The staff also actively seek and refer participants to treatment if it is indicated as an additional 
condition of release.  Once appropriate treatment is identified, the staff verify compliance with the 
treatment plan and report violations to the court.  A violation may result in revocation of the pretrial 
release order and a warrant for the individual’s arrest. 
 
The services provided by the pretrial program are intended to begin addressing the underlying causes of 
criminal behavior, increase the probability that an individual will appear at future court dates, and 
decrease the probability of reoffending.  If these outcomes are achieved, the program benefits the 
individual, improves the efficiency of the criminal justice system, and reduces pressure on the jail 
population.   
 
Pretrial Services operates on an annual budget of approximately $140,000.  This budget supports 1.8 full 
time equivalent (FTE) employees as well as minor operating expenses.  The program receives a majority 
of its operating revenue from Orange County.  Pretrial staff also generate a modest amount of revenue 
by creating sentencing plans.  These plans serve as expert witness testimony to a court official making a 
sentencing decision.  Sentencing plans are currently outside of the scope of services prescribed by the 
contract with Orange County but represent an additional service to the judiciary.  The program is 
currently housed in leased space near the Courthouse. 
 
Drug Court Program 
Drug Court also operates as an independent contractor.  Like Pretrial Services, the Drug Court contract 
had been administered by the Department of Social Services until being moved to the County Manager’s 
Office pending the results of this analysis.  One of the contractual differences, however, is that 
administrative oversight is shared between the Chief District Court Judge and the County Manager due 
to the significant role the court plays in supervising the program.   
 
The goal of Drug Court is to rehabilitate drug and alcohol offenders who have been sentenced for a 
drug, alcohol, or related offense.  In order to participate in the program, individuals must have a 
chemical dependency and must be willing to enter treatment.  Participants are placed on probation with 
Drug Court services added as an additional responsibility during an individual’s probation sentence.   
 
The conditions of Drug Court are imposed for a minimum of 12 months.  Participation typically requires 
random drug testing, searches, curfews, and compliance with a recommended treatment plan.  
Individuals must also comply with all other conditions of probation, including designated hours of 
community service.  Participants are also required to attend court two (2) times per month to review 
compliance with the program.  Violations of these conditions result in temporary jail stays, and multiple 
violations may result in revocation of probation.   
 
Drug Court was previously funded through a State grant.  However, state funding was eliminated in 
2011, and since that time, the County assumed responsibility for funding the program.  In the previous 
fiscal year, Drug Court received $65,000 in County funds.  This revenue supports a 1.0 full time 
equivalent Drug Court Coordinator position and minor operating expenses. The program also receives a 
$25,000 grant from the Alcohol Beverage Control (ABC) Commission to pay for drug testing, modest 
incentives for participant compliance, and staff development training.  Space for the program is 
currently provided by the County on the ground level of the Courthouse. 
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Perspectives of Partners in the Criminal Justice System 
Stakeholder outreach represented an important part of the organizational placement analysis.  This 
section relies on information gathered from interviews with partners in the criminal justice system and 
current program staff.  Interview participants were generally asked about the strengths and weakness of 
the current contracted model compared to an internalized model and the advantages and disadvantages 
of placing an internalized program in the Sheriff’s Office.  A list of the individuals interviewed is attached 
as Appendix A. 
 
All of the individuals interviewed expressed support for the goals of the programs and a desire to make 
positive change through continuous improvement.  This dedication and support is critical to short term 
change management and to long term program success and enhancement.   
 
Contracted Service Delivery Model – Pretrial Services 
Proponents of the contracted model for pretrial services suggest that it operates well as an independent 
agency and is trusted by many of the judges.  Given its structure as a nonprofit, proponents believe it 
avoids any perceived conflict of interest that may exist if the program were organizationally aligned with 
one of the parties involved in the bond review process.  Supporters also argue that the current model is 
well balanced since the Board of Directors is comprised of representatives from all of the agencies 
involved in the pretrial process.  Some members of the Board of Directors also note that the program 
complies with national best practices. 
 
The Program Director and others indicate that the program is operated efficiently and saves money in 
the long term compared to the costs associated with an internalized County function.   
 
Supporters of the contracted model also cite history.  Those in support of the contracted model believe 
the Pretrial Services staff have developed long standing relationships with treatment providers, and 
these relationships have improved efficiency and outcomes for participants.  Supporters also argue that 
the staff have developed an institutional knowledge of many of the program participants which allows 
them to quickly tailor a monitoring and treatment solution which keeps nonviolent offenders out of the 
jail.   
 
Internalized Model  
Internalization is generally viewed by stakeholders as providing permanency and stability to the 
programs. The internalized model would not rely so significantly on the annual budget and contract 
renewal process.  Supporters of the internalized model suggest that accountability and oversight would 
also be improved.  As a contracted agency, program oversight has been less rigorous and focused 
primarily on outcomes rather than day to day service delivery.  Supporters of an internalized model also 
believe collaboration with other County agencies would be improved, allowing for greater efficiency and 
more ready access to services like mental health treatment and employment.   
 
Nearly all of the stakeholders interviewed agreed that internalized programs would benefit from gaining 
access to County infrastructure and resources. Neither program, for example, has a fully functioning and 
supported case management system.  The Pretrial program uses a spreadsheet to track clients while 
Drug Court relies on a State system that is plagued by performance and reliability problems.  Improving 
information technology resources through the County could improve client tracking and would allow the 
programs to track performance metrics more efficiently.   
 
Stakeholders also recognize that internalizing the functions could improve the physical environment and 
functionality of office space.  Drug Court, for example, currently conducts drug screening in public 
restrooms.  County facilities could be reallocated to include a space for specimen collection.  The Pretrial 
program is currently renting space outside of the Courthouse.  Proponents of an internalized model 
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argue that the program would be more effective if staff were relocated to the Courthouse and 
authorized to have appropriate access.   
 
Program Oversight  
Stakeholders were also asked whether oversight by the Sheriff’s Office would impair the effectiveness of 
the programs.  Stakeholders universally recognize that the Sheriff is a collaborative partner who is 
interested in improving outcomes for individuals involved in the criminal justice system.  However, 
stakeholders who have primary responsibility of defending the accused assert that oversight by the 
Sheriff’s Office represents an inherent conflict regardless of the individual holding the Office of Sheriff.  
  
Those opposed to Sheriff’s Office oversight note concerns over the independence of the Pretrial 
program and the treatment of information shared with Pretrial staff.  They suggest that Pretrial operates 
best when it is independent from agencies involved in the arrest, detention, defense, and prosecution 
functions.  This ensures that the information provided to Judges is unbiased.  Those opposed to Sheriff’s 
Office oversight also reported concerns about how information gained during Pretrial interviews may be 
used by staff assigned to the Sheriff’s Office.  Potential participants may be less likely to share 
information that could further incriminate them, and defense attorneys may limit referrals to the 
program if their client is speaking to someone aligned with law enforcement.   
 
Stakeholders were less concerned about the organizational placement of Drug Court.  They recognize 
that the program requires collaboration, and as long as that feature is maintained, organizational 
placement is secondary.   
 
National Standards and Best Practices – Pretrial Services 
The National Association of Pretrial Services Association has published a set of standards for pretrial 
service programs.  These standards recognize that pretrial service agencies operate under a variety of 
organizational structures.  However, they emphasize that, regardless of organizational placement, the 
program should function and be viewed by stakeholders as an independent entity charged with 
providing information to the court and monitoring and supervising defendants.  To facilitate this 
independence, the standards recommend that the leadership and staff of the pretrial agency should be 
allowed substantial independence to function as a neutral component of the criminal justice system.  
 
The standards also address the treatment of information gathered by pretrial staff.  They suggest that 
information about individual defendants should be treated as confidential.  Except for limited purposes, 
this information should not be used by law enforcement or the prosecution to establish guilt in a current 
or substantially related case.   
 
Finally, the standards advocate for pretrial service agencies to be equipped with appropriate 
information technology resources to perform their core functions.  These resources should allow the 
agency to manage and track financial performance as well as catalogue information about newly 
arrested defendants, the results of risk assessments, recommendations made to the court on conditions 
of release, and participant compliance with the program. 
 
In addition to reviewing documented best practice research, an interview was conducted with Timothy 
J. Murray of the Pretrial Justice Institute on the question of organizational structure.  Mr. Murray argues 
that the effectiveness of a pretrial program is not necessarily influenced by organizational placement.  
Like the documented best practice research, he recommends that the pretrial agency be recognized as 
largely independent from the other agencies involved in the process.  Mr. Murray also emphasizes the 
importance of an inclusive governance structure.  He strongly urges the County to establish a 
governance model that is representative of all of the actors in the criminal justice system and operates 
with transparency and accountability.   
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Comparative Analysis 
A comparative analysis of pretrial service programs was conducted relying on survey information from 
twenty-six (26) programs contained in a report titled, Compendium of Community Corrections Programs 
in North Carolina for Fiscal Year 2009/10.  This survey data was supplemented with population 
information and information from staff from other counties where the survey information was either 
unclear or incomplete. A table containing detailed survey data is included as Appendix B to this report.   
 
The data reveals that the most common organizational structure is an internalized program reporting to 
the County Manager’s Office.   
 

• 70% of the twenty-six counties have an internalized pretrial service  
• 20% use a nonprofit agency to provide pretrial services 
• 10% use a regional service provider (Northwest Piedmont Council of Governments) 

 
If the scope of the analysis is focused on the eighteen counties that use an internalized model, the data 
shows that most of the internalized programs are organized as a department or division reporting to the 
County Manager. 
 

• 55% of the eighteen internalized programs are organized as departments or divisions reporting 
to the County Manager’s Office 

• 40% of the eighteen internalized programs report to the Sheriff’s Office 
• 5% (one program) reports to the Courts 

 
If the comparative analysis is confined to counties with populations over 100,000, the total number of 
counties represented in the survey drops to fourteen, and the proportion of programs reporting to the 
County Manager increases.   
 

• 65% of counties with a population of over 100,000 have an internalized program 
• Of the larger counties that employ an internalized model, 77% report to the County Manager, 

10% report to the Sheriff, and 10% report to the Courts 
 
National Standards and Best Practices – Drug Court 
The documented best practice research for Drug Court programs also recognizes that the nature, 
structure, and jurisdiction of Drug Courts vary widely across jurisdictions.  The US Department of Justice 
and the National Association of Drug Court Professionals indicate that the most successful programs 
have common themes.  Successful programs employ a non-adversarial, coordinated approach among 
decision makers and advocates in the system including the judge, prosecution, defense, and treatment 
providers.  Successful programs also create partnerships with public agencies and community based 
organizations to generate local support and enhance effectiveness. 
 
The North Carolina Administrative Office of the Courts has also published a best practice document for 
Drug Treatment Courts.  This document encourages strong judicial leadership, a court team committed 
to participant recovery, and shared decision making using an active local oversight committee. 
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Recommendations and Next Steps 

 
1. Internalize the Pretrial and Drug Court Programs under the direction of the County Manager 

The data as well as perspectives from stakeholders support internalizing both of the existing jail 
alternative programs under the direction of the County Manager.  Internalization provides long term 
stability and demonstrates the County’s sustained commitment to jail alternative programming.  The 
programs would also benefit from gaining access to the County’s infrastructure and depth of 
resources in the form of oversight, information technology, and physical plant.  The Adopted Budget 
has already authorized the creation of three positions to support jail alternative programming, so no 
additional position authority needs to be approved.   

 
The data and perspectives of stakeholders also support the creation of a separate division or 
department reporting to the County Manager.  While the Sheriff’s Office has been open to 
supervising the program, concerns raised primarily by the defense bar may impair the perceived 
independence of the program and impact participation.  As required by the FY 15-16 Budget 
Ordinance, the question of organizational structure should be revisited over time as the program 
matures and programming evolves.   

 
2. Recruit and Hire a Criminal Justice Resource Manager 

A recruitment has been initiated by the County Manager’s Office for the Criminal Justice Resource 
Manager.  Given the collaboration and shared trust that is required for a successful program, the 
users of the services should take an active role in the recruitment process. An interdisciplinary team 
should be assembled to oversee the recruitment and to make a hiring recommendation to the 
County Manager.   

 
Once the Criminal Justice Resource Manager is selected, that person will be charged with 
coordinating an open, competitive recruitment for the Pretrial Services Coordinator and the Drug 
Court Coordinator consistent with County hiring practices.  Individuals currently under contract to 
provide these services are eligible to apply for any of the positions. 

 
3. Begin Procuring Appropriate Information Technology Resources 

As a County department, the staff will have access to the County’s enterprise financial and payroll 
systems for financial management.  The County should also begin the process of identifying business 
processes and data needs to procure case management software. 

 
4. Remodel Offices to Create Appropriate Office Space  

The County will need to provide appropriate office space and employee access for program staff.  
Space is available on the lower level of the Courthouse that is capable of housing all three staff and 
features a private restroom that could be used for specimen collection.  The County should proceed 
with remodeling the area to provide appropriate office space to house staff and serve clients. 

 
5. Create an Advisory Board  

Consistent with the best practice research, the County should also create an interdisciplinary 
advisory board to provide guidance on policies, help set priorities, and establish performance goals.  
The Advisory Board should include all of the partners in the criminal justice system.   
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6. Develop Performance Measures 
The Advisory Board should identify critical program goals and outcomes.  These goals and outcomes 
should be operationalized into qualitative and quantitative measures that can be used to indicate 
program performance.   

 
7. Plan Space in the New Jail Facility to Allow for Screening and Intervention Planning 

Space should be made available in the new jail facility to allow staff to conduct risk assessments and 
screen individuals for program participation.  The new jail may also offer opportunities for additional 
partnerships, enhanced interaction, and additional programming.  
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APPENDIX A 
 

Jail Alternatives Work Group Report 
Interview Participants 

 
 

Charles Blackwood, Orange County Sheriff 

Chris Blue, Chapel Hill Police Chief 

James “Jay” Bryan III, District Court Judge 

Joseph M. Buckner, Chief District Court Judge 

Nancy Coston, Orange County Social Services Director 

Mani L. Dexter, Orange County Assistant Public Defender 

George P. Doyle, Defense Attorney 

Sharron Hinton, Orange County Community Resources Manager 

Russell J. Hollers III, Defense Attorney 

Courtney Kennedy, Orange County Drug Court  

Joyce Kuhn, Orange County Pretrial Services 

Claire Miller, Orange County Social Services Board Chair 

Kim Moretz, Buncombe County Pretrial Services Supervisor 

Timothy J. Murray, Pretrial Justice Institute 

Gudrun Parmer, Durham County Criminal Justice Resource Center Director 

Beverly Scarlett, District Court Judge 

James E. Williams Jr., Orange County Public Defender 

James Woodall Jr., Orange County District Attorney 
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APPENDIX B 
 

PRE-TRIAL ORGANIZATIONAL STRUCTURE 
County Population Program 

Responsibility 
Program 
Capacity 

Recommend 
Bail/Plea 

Electronic 
Monitoring

Drug/Alcohol 
Screening 

Referrals Supervision

Orange County 133,801 Non-profit 50 X   X X 
Alexander County 37,198 County Manager 20 X X X X X 
Brunswick County 107,431 Sheriff 140  X  X X
Buncombe County 238,318 County Manager 200 X  X X X
Caldwell County 83,029 Sheriff  32  X   X
Catawba County 154,358 Non-profit Unlimited X  X X X
Chatham County 68,698 County Manager 20 X   X X 
Columbus County 58,098 Sheriff  40  X    
Cumberland County 319,431 County Manager 85 X X X X X
Davie County 41,240 Northwest 

Piedmont Council 
of Governments  

26      

Durham County  267,587 County Manager 120  X X X X
Edgecombe County 56,552 Sheriff  120 X  X X X
Gaston County 206,086 Non-profit  375  X X X X
Greene County 21,362 Sheriff 15     X 
Guilford County 488,406 Courts Unlimited X   X X 
Mecklenburg 
County 

919,628 County Manager 3000   X X  

Montgomery County 27,798 County Manager 30   X X  
Moore County 88,247 Sheriff 20   X X X 
New Hanover 
County 

202,667 County Manager 300 X X  X X 

Randolph County 141,752 County Manager 50   X X X 
Robeson County 134,168 Non-profit 200  X   X 
Rowan County 138,428 County Manager 265      
Stanly County 60,585 Sheriff Unknown X X X X X 
Surry County 73,673 Northwest 

Piedmont Council 
of Governments 

40   X  X 

Wake County 900,933 Non-profit 1000 X X  X X 
Yadkin County 38,406 Northwest 

Piedmont Council 
of Governments 

20  X X X X 
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ORANGE COUNTY 
BOARD OF COMMISSIONERS 

 
ACTION AGENDA ITEM ABSTRACT 

 Meeting Date: September 1, 2015  
 Action Agenda 
 Item No.  8-a 

 
SUBJECT:  Fairview Park – Parking Lot Project 
 
DEPARTMENT:  County Manager; Environment, 

Agriculture, Parks & 
Recreation, Asset Management 
Services 

PUBLIC HEARING:  (Y/N) No 

  
 

ATTACHMENT(S): 
Adopted Fairview Park Master Plan 
  
  
 
 
 

INFORMATION CONTACT: 
Bonnie Hammersley, 245-2300 
David Stancil, 245-2510 
Jeff Thompson, 245-2650 
 
 
 

 
PURPOSE:  To report to the Board on a recommended additional parking lot solution for 
Fairview Park, as directed by the Board at the June 16, 2015 meeting. 
 
BACKGROUND:  The County’s Fairview Park opened in 2011, funded by a combination of 
2001 voter-approved bonds, a grant from the NC Parks and Recreation Trust Fund (PARTF), 
and payment-in-lieu funds. Because of site limitations (the northern portion of the site is the 
former Town of Hillsborough landfill, predating current-day landfill regulations), the park design 
and ultimate construction was focused on the southern portion of the property. Park facilities 
include a baseball/softball field, tennis courts, playground, picnic shelter with restrooms, 
basketball courts, walking track, volleyball courts and trail connecting to the Town Police 
substation on Rainey Avenue, and a parking lot. 
 
The current parking lot was constructed as approved through the Town’s Conditional Use Permit 
approval process. The existing parking lot, which is located off Torain Street and adjoins the 
picnic shelter, contains 44 spaces. Over the past four years of park operations, occasional 
events at the shelter or ballfield have taxed this existing parking lot, with vehicles occasionally 
parking along the street and in front of residents’ homes. 
 
Phase II of the park was the construction of a second, 68-space parking lot, which was not part 
of the Phase I construction. This planned additional lot utilizes a new second entrance into the 
park from the east along Orange County Public Works Drive. The existing drive would be 
extended through the Public Works site, and wind its way up through a hilly wooded area to a 
site adjoining the existing tennis courts. 
 
During budget deliberations, the Board asked the Manager and staff about additional parking 
needs at Fairview, and instructed that a recommended solution for additional parking be brought 
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back to the Board for review and direction after the summer break. A placeholder amount of 
$100,000 was appropriated in the Capital Investment Plan (CIP) for the current fiscal year, 
pending a more-complete recommendation. 
 
Over the last three months, staff has looked at several potential parking options, including the 
original master plan, variations on new parking areas, and short-term solutions previously 
identified using the existing Town police substation parking lot and roadsides. This includes 
sketches and designs with pricing prepared by the engineer who prepared the construction 
drawings for Fairview Park, and the County’s Landscape Architect.  Several different 
possibilities were examined, and discussed in meetings with Town and County staff and the 
Sheriff.   
 
After considerable review and discussion, the Manager and staff recommend that the County 
proceed with the original master plan parking lot option, extending Public Works Drive into the 
park and building a lot adjacent to the tennis courts.  While this option is more expensive than 
other options, it has the substantial benefit of being located within the park adjoining existing 
facilities, and minimizing some of the safety issues that other more-remote parking options 
might create. It also brings the additional traffic coming from outside the community to the park 
without increasing traffic on streets in the Fairview neighborhood. In talking with local groups 
and the Town police, the predominant need for additional parking is for park patrons coming 
from outside of the community.   
 
If the Board agrees with this parking solution, the Manager and staff will incorporate the needed 
funding for this parking lot in the upcoming CIP for FY 2016-17. Implementation of this (or any of 
the) parking options will require additional survey work before construction drawings can be 
prepared and submitted to the Town of Hillsborough for a Conditional Use Permit modification. 
This permit and the work associated with the permit or construction will take several months, 
which coincides with timing of additional funds that would be needed for the new fiscal year in 
July 2016. Proceeding with this plan would enable the construction of the parking lot to be in 
position to move straight to construction in the summer of 2016. Between now and July, the 
Town also plans to pave the police substation parking lot, creating new parking spaces. Parking 
along the east side of Rainey Avenue adjoining the park may also be used as overflow parking 
until the new lot is built. 
 
FINANCIAL IMPACT:  As part of the FY 2015-16 budget approval, the Board appropriated 
$100,000 for this project, pending a plan for the parking solution that is presented herein. If this 
parking lot solution is desired, an additional $250,000 would be requested in the upcoming FY 
2017-22 Capital Investment Plan (CIP) and FY 2016-17 budget to complete the project, with all 
needed work and permits to be pursued and completed prior to July 1 to enable a quick move to 
construction once funds are available. 
 
SOCIAL JUSTICE IMPACT:  The following two Orange County Social Justice Goals are 
applicable to this agenda item: 
 

• GOAL: FOSTER A COMMUNITY CULTURE THAT REJECTS OPPRESSION AND 
INEQUITY  
The fair treatment and meaningful involvement of all people regardless of race or color; 
religious or philosophical beliefs; sex, gender or sexual orientation; national origin or 
ethnic background; age; military service; disability; and familial, residential or economic 
status. 
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• GOAL: CREATE A SAFE COMMUNITY  

The reduction of risks from vehicle/traffic accidents, childhood and senior injuries, gang 
activity, substance abuse and domestic violence. 

 
The new planned parking lot is a further investment in the Fairview community, and will provide 
additional parking to the park while decreasing traffic on local neighborhood streets. Park 
patrons accessing the park from the new lot will help make community streets safe, the parking 
lots location within the park adjoining the tennis courts and walking track minimizes safety 
concerns about remote parking lots accessed through wooded areas.   
 
RECOMMENDATION(S):  The Manager recommends that the Board receive this report and 
consider the planned parking lot solution. If desired, the Board may authorize staff to prepare 
plans, permit and construction documents for the purpose of constructing this parking lot in the 
summer of 2016. Accordingly, the Manager and staff will include needed additional funds for this 
project in the FY 2017-22 CIP and the FY 2016-17 County capital budget. 
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ORANGE COUNTY 
BOARD OF COMMISSIONERS 

 
ACTION AGENDA ITEM ABSTRACT 

 Meeting Date: September 1, 2015  
 Action Agenda 
 Item No.   11-a 

 
SUBJECT:  Durham Technical Community College Board of Trustees   
 
DEPARTMENT:  Board of Commissioners   PUBLIC HEARING:  (Y/N) No 
  

 
ATTACHMENT(S):  Under Separate Cover 

Member Roster 
Recommendation 
Application for Person Recommended 
Applicant Interest List 
Applications of Persons on the Interest 
List 
 

INFORMATION CONTACT: 
Clerk’s Office, 919-245-2130 
 
 
 
 
 

 
PURPOSE:  To consider making an appointment to the Durham Technical Community College 
Board of Trustees.  
 
BACKGROUND:  The following appointment is for Board consideration: 
 
After a thorough review of applications submitted for the Orange County seat on the Durham 
Technical Community College Board of Trustees, Commissioners Jacobs and Price are 
recommending the appointment of Gerald Ponder.     
 

• Appointment to a first full 4 year term (Position #2) BOCC appointed representative for 
Gerald Ponder expiring 06/30/2019. 

 
POSITION   

NO. 
NAME SPECIAL 

REPRESENTATIVE 
APPLICATION 

DATE 
POSITION 

EXPIRATION 
2 Mr. Gerald Ponder BOCC Appointee 06/08/2015 06/30/2019 

 
FINANCIAL IMPACT:  None   
 
SOCIAL JUSTICE IMPACT:  Enable Full Civic Participation.  Ensure that Orange County 
residents are able to engage government through voting and volunteering by eliminating 
disparities in participation and barriers to participation. 
 
RECOMMENDATION(S):  The Manager recommends that the Board consider an appointment 
to the Durham Technical Community College Board of Trustees. 
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Board and Commission Members
And Vacant Positions

Durham Technical Community College Board of Trustees
Contact Person: Gloria J. Gay

Contact Phone: 919-686-3374

Meeting Times:  

Description: §	Must be a concerned Orange County resident that has an understanding of the adult education needs in Orange County and is committed to lifelong learning.  Must be a team 

member committed to working toward a common mission and goals.  Should also be able to attend at least 4 meetings per year, three of which will be held in Durham.

§	Participate in the development and revision of DTCC policies.

§	Create general policies that provide guidance for the President and staff as they pursue the role and mission of DTCC

Positions: 2

Terms: 2

Meeting Place: Length: 4 years

Race: African American

Ms. Renee Price

Hillsborough NC  27278

1701 Riverside Drive

PO Box 1486

919-593-1904

rprice@orangecountync.gov

Day Phone:

Evening Phone:

FAX:

E-mail:

Sex: Female

Township: Hillsborough

Resid/Spec Req:

Current Appointment: 02/03/2015

Expiration: 01/31/2016

Number of Terms:

1

First Appointed: 02/05/2013

Special Repr: Orange County BOCC

Race: Caucasian

Mr Aaron Nelson

Chapel Hill Chamber of Commerce

Chapel Hill NC  27516

919-967-7075

919-933-7554

919-968-6874

anelson@carolinachamber.org

Day Phone:

Evening Phone:

FAX:

E-mail:

Sex: Male

Township: Chapel Hill

Resid/Spec Req:

Current Appointment: 06/21/2011

Expiration: 06/30/2015

Number of Terms: 2

2

First Appointed: 06/12/2007

Special Repr: BOCC Appointee

Friday, August 21, 2015 Page 1

2



1

Thom Freeman

From: Donna Baker
Sent: Tuesday, August 18, 2015 6:02 AM
To: Thom Freeman
Subject: Fwd: DTCC

Thom. 
 
Add this to the abstract as well as putting it on the front page of  abstract.  
 
 
Thanks. 
 
Donna 
 
 
 
Sent from my Verizon Wireless 4G LTE smartphone 
 
 
-------- Original message -------- 
From: Renee Price <rprice@orangecountync.gov>  
Date: 08/17/2015 11:04 PM (GMT-05:00)  
To: Donna Baker <dbaker@orangecountync.gov>  
Cc: Barry Jacobs <bjacobs2@orangecountync.gov>, Earl McKee <emckee@orangecountync.gov>  
Subject: DTCC  

Donna, 
 
Barry Jacobs and I have received and reviewed the applications submitted for the Orange County seat on the Durham Technical 
Community College Board of Trustees to be vacated by Aaron Nelson. Aaron Nelson who has served the maximum number of terms 
and years according to the bylaws. 
 
We recommend that the BOCC nominate and appoint Gerald Ponder to the Board of Trustees. He appears to have the experience and 
skill set needed on the Board of Trustees, and his responses to our questions demonstrate that he has the insight that we believe will be 
of great benefit as DTCC and Orange County move forward into the 21st century. 
 
Please contact either of us should you have any question or concern. 
 
Thank you, 
Renee 
 
Renee Price, Commissioner 
Board of County Commissioners 
Orange County, North Carolina 
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Volunteer Application 

Orange County Advisory Boards and Commissions

Gerald Ponder Page 1 of 3

Home Address: 2 Winnawa Walk

Township of Residence: Hillsborough
Zone of Residence: Hillsborough ETJ

Ethnic Background: Caucasian
Sex: Male

Phone (Day): 919-732-8576
Phone (Evening): 919-732-8576
Phone (Cell):

Email: Gaponder@gmail.com

Name: Mr. Gerald Ponder 

Boards/Commissions applied for:

Hillsborough NC  27278

Place of Employment: Retired (7/1/12) from NCSU
Job Title: Associate Dean, College of Education

Name Called:

Year of OC Residence: 2005

Community Activities/Organizational Memberships:

Past Service on Orange County Advisory Boards:

Serving third year on the HRC and currently the Vice-Chair.

Hillsborough Planning Board

Background, education and experience relevant to this board:

Reasons for wanting to serve on this board:

Conflict of Interest:
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Page 2 of 3 Gerald Ponder 

Supplemental Questions:

Durham Technical Community College Board of Trustees

Background, education and experience relevant to this board:

I outlined my experience and expertise to a great degree in my response to question 1.  
Specifically, though, I believe that I have extensive experience and expertise in 

A. data-based decision making through my time on the school board and through my 
administrative career.  

B.  Curriculum policy and instructional practice, including distance education and technology-
based teaching and learning applications as well as research-based and effective instructional 
models.

C.  Student engagement and success  practices that enhance re-enrollment and graduation 
rates.

Reasons for wanting to serve on this board:

I have both personal and professional knowledge reasons, as well as a commitment to the 
mission of community colleges, for wanting to serve.  While I have never taught or served as 
administrator at a Community College, I had a 42 year career as an educator both at the K-12 
and higher education levels in 4 states.  In North Carolina, I was department head at UNCG in a 
department where I initiated a community college emphasis as a graduate program.  A number 
of Conmunity College leaders, including Don Cameron, then President of GTCC, served as 
advisors for the initiative.  I also served as major advisor for several doctoral candidates who 
have since become Community College leaders, including Walter Bartlett, President of 
Piedmont Community College in Roxboro.  

Most recently I served as Associate Dean at NC State in the College of Education, which houses 
the Higher Education program and has a long history of preparing community college leaders.  I 
also taught a course in college teaching for some years, a course which included a number of 
Community College teachers.

While in Texas, I served two terms on the Denton, Texas, School Board, so I have experience at 
putting the interests of students and the community above personal agendas.

On a personal note, I have a strong belief in the mission of community colleges, and I strongly 
support the political directions of President Obama and the Democratic Presidentual candidates 
to make Community College tuition-free as a way to build the capacity of young citizens in 
commerce, community, and citizenship.

On another personal note, my daughter is the CEO of a Chicago nonprofit called One Million 
Degrees (OMD).  OMD's mission is to provide scholarship and soft skills development to 
community college students in Chicago so they will have a more successful transition to a 
corporate career and a middle class lifestyle.  In many ways, this mission of providing academic 
and workforce training to yield a better family and civic life epitomizes the mission I see for  
community colleges.
Conflict of Interest:

Durham Technical Community College Board of Trustees

What improvements do you believe can be made so that DTCC better serves the 

residents of Orange County?

I think that each recommendation for improvements has to be tempered with the caveat that 
community colleges in North Carolina have been historically underfunded, a situation made 
worse by recent budget actions by the legislature.  Nevertheless, there are improvements that 
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Page 3 of 3 Gerald Ponder 

Work Experience: 42 years in K-12 and higher education, including HS teacher, university 
faculty member, and administrator (most recently dept. head at UNCG and Associate 
Dean at NC State).

Education: BA, MA, University of Arkansas
PhD, University of Texas at Austin

Volunteer Experience: 6 years (two terms) on school board in Denton, TX, Kiwanis, 
community foundation (Greensboro), Early College planning committee (Wake County) 
church finance and other committees

Other Comments:
I have recently retired and hope to use knowledge, skills, and experience in purposeful 
community service.  I also am disabled (mobility) from MS and would like to contribute in 
areas of accessibility and disability rights and support.  Human Relations Council, 
especially, seems most aligned with my interests.  STAFF COMMENTS:  Originally 
applied for Human Relations Commission, Hillsborough Planning Board, and Durham 
Technical Community College Board of Directors 08/08/2012.  ADDRESS 
VERIFICATION:  2 Winnawa Walk is Hillsboough Jurisdiction, Hillsborough Township, 
and Hillsborough ETJ.

This application was current on: 7/16/2015 Date Printed: 8/21/2015

can be made or can serve as guidelines.

1.  Hillsborough and Orange County have a rich heritage and an exceptional group of writers and 
artists.  DTCC could serve as a venue for continuing education and other community-based 
programs that focus on the arts, literature, and history of Hillsborough and Orange County.  
There might in the future be opportunities for town/county/DTCC partnership on facilities (theater 
space, museum space, etc) and internships (WHUP, history and archaeology, literary or 
environmental festivals, etc).

2.  The county and its businesses can all benefit from a robust and successful workforce 
preparedness program at DTCC.  That plan should include supports for student success as well 
as a regular and rigorous curriculum review to insure that both the college transfer and 
workforce functions of DTCC are current and meeting the needs of the county.  I would include 
in that review the possibility of offering training and certificates certifying knowledge and skills in 
emerging areas such as green energy, new health care fields, and gerontological care.

3.  As part of a student success program that benefits students, employers, higher education 
and other members of the Orange County community, "transition review teams" that could 
include student advocate members from DTCC, school districts, and businesses and higher 
education institutions that receive DTCC students could help set policies and practices that help 
the transitions into and out of DTCC for incoming and graduating students.

As a disabled person myself, I am particularly interested in insuring that ADA guidelines are in 
force for facilities and that genuine opportunities exist for disabled persons to receive and benefit 
from a DTCC education.

I will be happy to provide further information or to modify my answers to another format if 
requested by the BOCC.  Thanks.
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Applicant Interest Listing by Board Name and by Applicant Name

Durham Technical Community College Board of Tru
Contact Person: Gloria J. Gay

Contact Phone: 919-686-3374

Race: Caucasian

Terrelle Buckner 
306 Yorktown Drive

Chapel Hill NC  27516

919-962-5090

919-942-9055

919-672-8271

tbuckner@ibiblio.org

Day Phone:

Evening Phone:

Cell Phone:

E-mail:

Sex: Female

Township: Chapel Hill

Date Applied: 07/06/2015

Ms.

Res. Eligibility: Carrboro ETJ

Also Serves On: Orange Water & Sewer Authority Board of DirectorsSkills:

Race: African American

Susie Enoch 
4002 McGowan Creek Road

Efland NC  27243

336-260-7694

336-260-7694

enochts@aol.com

Day Phone:

Evening Phone:

Cell Phone:

E-mail:

Sex: Female

Township: Cheeks

Date Applied: 03/06/2015

Rev.

Res. Eligibility: County

Also Serves On: Human Relations CommissionSkills: Human Resources Director

Skills: Human Resources Manager

Skills: Pastoral Services

Race: Caucasian

James Fickle 
101 Steeplechase Road

Chapel Hill27514 NC  27514

919 933 4719

919 933 4719

708 205 0255

jimsfickle@aol.com

Day Phone:

Evening Phone:

Cell Phone:

E-mail:

Sex: Male

Township: Chapel Hill

Date Applied: 04/30/2015

Dr

Res. Eligibility: C.H. City Limits

Also Serves On:Skills: Agricultural Research

Race: Caucasian

Julian Hasse 
105 Overlake Dr

Chapel Hill NC  27516

919-869-7063

919-869-7063

919-360-6791

info@julianhasse.com

Day Phone:

Evening Phone:

Cell Phone:

E-mail:

Sex: Male

Township: Chapel Hill

Date Applied: 07/09/2015

Mr

Res. Eligibility: C.H. City Limits

Also Serves On:Skills:

Race: Other

Matt Hughes 
13106 Drew Hill Lane

Chapel Hill NC  27514

919-928-4480

919-928-4480

919-928-4480

mghughesnc@gmail.com

Day Phone:

Evening Phone:

Cell Phone:

E-mail:

Sex: Male

Township: Chapel Hill

Date Applied: 07/20/2015

Mr

Res. Eligibility: County

Also Serves On:Skills:

Friday, August 21, 2015 Page 1 of 3

7



Applicant Interest Listing by Board Name and by Applicant Name

Durham Technical Community College Board of Tru
Contact Person: Gloria J. Gay

Contact Phone: 919-686-3374

Race: Caucasian

Rebecca Laudicina 
3239 Wood Duck Lane

Hillsborough NC  27278

919-942-4444

919-942-4444

919-428-1357

rebecca_laudicina@med.unc.edu

Day Phone:

Evening Phone:

Cell Phone:

E-mail:

Sex: Female

Township: Bingham

Date Applied: 07/07/2015

Dr.

Res. Eligibility: County

Also Serves On:Skills:

Race: Other

Margot Lester 
314 Bolin Forest

Carrboro NC  27510

919-967-3712

323-314-3735

323-314-3735

margot@thewordfactory.com

Day Phone:

Evening Phone:

Cell Phone:

E-mail:

Sex: Female

Township: Chapel Hill

Date Applied: 07/16/2015

Ms.

Res. Eligibility: Carrboro City Limits

Also Serves On:Skills: Carrboro City Limits

Also Serves On:Skills: Community Service Volunteer

Race: Caucasian

Mark Meszaros 
526 E Hatterleigh Ave

Hillsborough NC  27278

336-266-9291

336-266-9291

336-266-9291

markwmeszaros@gmail.com

Day Phone:

Evening Phone:

Cell Phone:

E-mail:

Sex: Male

Township: Eno

Date Applied: 07/08/2015

Dr

Res. Eligibility: County

Also Serves On:Skills:

Race: Caucasian

Noah Oswald 
807 Collington Dr

Mebane NC  27302

919-904-4624

919-619-0121

919-619-0121

Noah.oswald@gmail.com

Day Phone:

Evening Phone:

Cell Phone:

E-mail:

Sex: Male

Township: Cheeks

Date Applied: 08/10/2015

Res. Eligibility: Town of Mebane City L

Also Serves On: Affordable Housing Advisory BoardSkills:

Race: Caucasian

Gerald Ponder 
2 Winnawa Walk

Hillsborough NC  27278

919-732-8576

919-732-8576

Gaponder@gmail.com

Day Phone:

Evening Phone:

Cell Phone:

E-mail:

Sex: Male

Township: Hillsborough

Date Applied: 07/16/2015

Mr.

Res. Eligibility: Hillsborough ETJ

Also Serves On: Human Relations CommissionSkills: Associate Dean

Skills: Teacher

Skills: University Administration

Friday, August 21, 2015 Page 2 of 3
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Applicant Interest Listing by Board Name and by Applicant Name

Durham Technical Community College Board of Tru
Contact Person: Gloria J. Gay

Contact Phone: 919-686-3374

Race: Asian American

Kim Satterfield 
118 Paper Birch Ln

Durham NC  27705

919-428-3135

919-428-3135

919-428-3135

kims26@gmail.com

Day Phone:

Evening Phone:

Cell Phone:

E-mail:

Sex: Female

Township: Eno

Date Applied: 07/08/2015

Res. Eligibility: County

Also Serves On:Skills:

Race: Caucasian

Jennifer Shelton 
5705 Field Court

Mebane NC  27302

919-304-6557

919-304-6557

336-512-0686

jshelton@email.unc.edu

Day Phone:

Evening Phone:

Cell Phone:

E-mail:

Sex: Female

Township: Cheeks

Date Applied: 04/03/2015

Ms.

Res. Eligibility: County

Also Serves On:Skills:

Race: Caucasian

Henry Sims 
5531 Ponderosa Dr

Durham NC  27705

9197901900

8285080163

8285080163

henrysims@hotmail.com

Day Phone:

Evening Phone:

Cell Phone:

E-mail:

Sex: Male

Township: Eno

Date Applied: 06/05/2015

Mr

Res. Eligibility: County

Also Serves On:Skills:

Race: Caucasian

Erle Smith 
103 Sunset Creek Cir

Chapel Hill NC  27516

919-259-2100

919-929-1596

919-259-2100

Erle@ErleSmith.com

Day Phone:

Evening Phone:

Cell Phone:

E-mail:

Sex: Male

Township: Chapel Hill

Date Applied: 08/02/2015

Mr

Res. Eligibility: Carrboro City Limits

Also Serves On:Skills:

Friday, August 21, 2015 Page 3 of 3
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Volunteer Application 

Orange County Advisory Boards and Commissions

Terrelle Buckner Page 1 of 2

Home Address: 306 Yorktown Drive

Township of Residence: Chapel Hill
Zone of Residence:

Ethnic Background: Caucasian
Sex: Female

Phone (Day): 919-962-5090
Phone (Evening): 919-942-9055
Phone (Cell): 919-672-8271
Email: tbuckner@ibiblio.org

Name:  Terrelle Buckner 

Boards/Commissions applied for:

Chapel Hill NC  27516

Place of Employment: UNC Information Technology Services
Job Title: Project Manager

Name Called:

Year of OC Residence: 1976

Community Activities/Organizational Memberships:

OWASA Board of Directors

Past Service on Orange County Advisory Boards:

OWASA Board of Directors
Commission for the Environment

Supplemental Questions:

Durham Technical Community College Board of Trustees

Background, education and experience relevant to this board:

I have a masters  degree in instructional design and am ABD in Educational Research with an 
emphasis in adult education and educational economics. I have taught at two universities and 
one community college. Most recently, I served on a volunteer committee for the Chapel Hill 
Carrboro City Schools to review their vocational curriculum.

Reasons for wanting to serve on this board:

I am deeply committed to the success of our community college system. As a project 
coordinator for a STEM project at Florida A&M, I counseled students who would not have been 
able to afford college if they had not been able to complete their general education credits at the 
community college. For many students, especially those in rural and under-funded urban high 
schools, the community college helps build the study skills and academic independence needed 
to be successful in a 4-year school. The community college also serves the needs of adult 
learners who need basic academic and technical skills. This is a population that I believe is not 
always well represented by academic administrators.
Conflict of Interest:
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Page 2 of 2 Terrelle Buckner 

Other Comments:

This application was current on: 7/6/2015 10:55:36 AM Date Printed: 7/6/2015
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Volunteer Application 

Orange County Advisory Boards and Commissions

Susie Enoch Page 1 of 4

Home Address: 4002 McGowan Creek Road

Township of Residence: Cheeks
Zone of Residence: Rural Area Resident

Ethnic Background: African American
Sex: Female

Phone (Day): 336-260-7694
Phone (Evening): 336-260-7694
Phone (Cell):

Email: enochts@aol.com

Name: Rev. Susie Enoch 

Boards/Commissions applied for:

Efland NC  27243

Place of Employment: Unemployed
Job Title:

Name Called:

Year of OC Residence: 2009

Community Activities/Organizational Memberships:

Contracted Qualified Professional @ Ethel's Footprints, - Burlington, NC (Feb 2014-
Present)-  provide counseling services in facility and at consumer's homes. Works 
independently to provide clinical interventions based on best practice counseling models 
and techniques to work effectively with children and families. Duties include but are not 
limited to: conducting clinical assessments, developing treatment plans with client and 
family participation, providing individual, family, and group therapeutic sessions, and 
providing on-call crisis intervention services.
 
Contracted Authorization Professional @ Just In Time Youth Services, -Burlington, NC ( 
Nov 2113-Present) -Provide documentation to MCO's for managed specialized care ( 
inpatient, outpatient, ancillary services for consumers. Ensuring that all initial and 
reauthorizations for services occur in a timely fashion.

Past Service on Orange County Advisory Boards:

Durham Technical Community College Board of Trustees

Background, education and experience relevant to this board:

Reasons for wanting to serve on this board:

Conflict of Interest:

12



Page 2 of 4 Susie Enoch 

Work Experience: WrightCare Alternatives Services, Hillsborough, NC [Mar 2008 -  May 
2011]

Supplemental Questions:

Board of Social Services

Background, education and experience relevant to this board:

Reasons for wanting to serve on this board:

Conflict of Interest:

Economic Development Advisory Board (REQUIRES DISCLOSURE STATEMENT)

Background, education and experience relevant to this board:

Reasons for wanting to serve on this board:

Conflict of Interest:

Historic Preservation Commission (APPLICANTS SHALL RESIDE WITHIN THE TERRITORIAL

Background, education and experience relevant to this board:

Reasons for wanting to serve on this board:

Conflict of Interest:

Durham Technical Community College Board of Trustees

What improvements do you believe can be made so that DTCC better serves the 

residents of Orange County?

Durham Technical Community College is a vital source of education to many individuals seeking 
to improve their lifestyles, as well as their economic status within Orange County. Due to the 
population growth we are seeing in this area; it is imperative DTCC be on the forefront to provide 
the necessary tools for our residents to be competitive in the 21st century job market. 

One of the major improvements DTCC can implement now and in the future is a science and 
mathematics program. Because we live in the shadow of the UNC Hospital, there is a high 
demand in the field of clinical research, medical, scientific and mathematical engineering. If we 
continue to grow both economically and socially in this area, and attract new businesses that 
highlight these particular career, we must be able to readily produce the individuals who can 
meet the demand, rather than recruit others from around the world to fulfill these perspective 
positions. 

Orange County residents deserve the opportunity to take advantage of the high income jobs 
offered in their area. DTCC can provide the residents here that opportunity through the benefits 
of a quality education. DTCC needs to improve its recruitment process by aggressively offering 
courses that target our area and its' desire and need to be relevant. With DTCC's commitment 
to Orange County residents, we can readily be one of the most influential places to reside in 
North Carolina. 

Thank you for the opportunity to voice my interest with DTCC and the privilege to serve my 
community of Orange County with pride and respect.

Respectfully Submitted,  

Susie Wright Enoch, BA, Mdiv,

13



Page 3 of 4 Susie Enoch 

Human Resource Director; Served in a pivotal role as a member of the senior leadership 
team, while providing organizational leadership for the alignment of WCAS workforce with 
the mission and vision. Worked closely with the Program Director and key clinical team to 
develop and implement HR strategies, functions and systems to facilitate the achievement 
of WCAS strategic directions and initiatives.  Served as the staff advisor and liaison within 
various Committees of WCAS Board of Directors, as needed: ’	Promoted and facilitated 
the mission and vision of the organization. Maintained the staff needed for client care. 
	Created, directed, and implemented development strategies to solidify and expand the 
organization's employee and employer relationship.  	Developed a sound HR dept which 
allowed for effective delivery of excellent services while achieving the financial goals set 
for the organization.  	Oversaw all operations including hiring and supervising of staff, 
training, and developing and implementing organizational policies and procedures.

Qualified Professional:  	Served as Qualified Professional responsible for providing an 
array of case coordination and mental health services for MH/DD/SA clients.  	Determined 
the extent of each individual's mental health or crisis situations as well as the appropriate 
measures to be taken in each case.  	Upheld agency goals to meet the educational, 
vocational, residential, mental health treatment, financial, social and other non-treatment 
needs of the recipient.  	Managed the arrangement, and linkage or integration of multiple 
services as needed as it related to programs and other outside agencies.  	Assessed and 
reassessed recipient's needs for case management services; informed the recipient about 
benefits, community resources, and services. 

Duke University Medical Center (Pastoral Services), Durham, NC [May 2010  -  May 2011]
Chaplain Resident:  	Provided interfaith pastoral/spiritual care to patients, families, and 
staff in crisis situations.  	Evaluated emotional, social, spiritual and religious factors to 
determine the capacity to cope with illness and death through completed spiritual 
assessments outlining problems, goals and interventions.  	Served as a liaison with 
community pastoral care services, clergy and faith communities.  	Successfully educated 
patients, families, and staff, as well as participated in ethics consults.
	Developed sacerdotal functions, religious rituals, and services upon personal request of 
patients or their family members according to their beliefs, and religious orientations; 
personally or in conjunction with community spiritual leaders.

Durham Technical Community College, Durham, NC [2004 - 2005]
Continuing Education Instructor:  	Taught classes in basic money marketing skills, 
customer service, healthcare, and teaching careers for c.e.u certification, and 
associate/bachelor level degrees.  	Lead Job Fairs and provided classroom instruction in 
job assistance training [ in both group/individual] settings. Successfully educted clients in 
job preparation through counseling, mock interviews and resume critique.  

Bank of America (formerly NationsBank), Burlington, NC & Greensboro, NC [1998 - 2000] 
Assistant Branch Manager/ Consumer Banker.  Played a key role in developing sales 
programs that helped meet company goals.  	Maintained direct oversight of branch cash 
flow; resolved escalated issues and reported to management.  	Conducted monthly and 
quarterly branch audits, including security system tests.  	Open and closed the branch 
daily; supervised a staff of 12.

14



Page 4 of 4 Susie Enoch 

Great American Knitting Mills (Gold Toe), Burlington, NC [1995 - 1998]  Credit/Account 
Analyst -   	Worked with a team of three analyst/collectors. Ensured that staff members 
complied with FDCPA guidelines.  	Conducted some training and team development 
sessions.  	Recovered $750,000 in charged off collateral.  	Implemented a new goal 
oriented business plan detailing objectives, costs and accomplishments.  	Reduced 
delinquencies 20%

Education: Duke Univeristy Medical Center-Pastoral Services, Durham, NC C.P.E. 
Residency, 3 Units- May 2011
Duke Univeristy Medical Center-Pastoral Services, Durham, NC C.P.E. Internship, 1 Unit- 
May 08-Aug 08 
Duke University Duke Divinity School, Durham, NC  Master of Divinity, GPA: 2.89 -May 
2009
Shaw University, Raleigh, NC  BA Religion/Philosophy; Summa Cum Laude, GPA:3.89 - 
Dec-2004

Volunteer Experience: New Covenant UHC (Burlington, NC) Clothing Giveaway 
(Evangelism Committee);

Other Comments:
The community in which one lives should always be a matter of concern to them. The 
quality of life within the community reflects the heart and soul of its residents in regards to 
their values and principles they live by. With that said, I am most interested to be a part of 
the Orange County community not just as a mere resident, but one who desires to serve 
the community in a greater aspect within the Advisory Board, Commission, and or 
Committee(s) listed above.  STAFF COMMENTS:  Applied for Orange County Planning 
Board, Board of Social Services, and Interlocal Agreement committee for the Hillsborough 
Area-Orange county Strategic Growth Plan Phase II 12/29/2010.   Updated application 
through Planning Department for OUTBoard 1/24/2011.  UPDATED APPLICATION FOR 
OC PLANNING BOARD 02/13/2012.  UPDATED APPLICATION 05/15/2012 TO 
INCLUDE Human Relations Commission, Commission for the Environment, Historic 
Preservation Commission, Orange Unified Transportation Board, Board of Social Sevices, 
Durham Technical Community College Board of Directors, and Economic Development 
Advisory Board.  ,  ADDRESS VERIFICATION:  4002 McGowan Creek Road, Efland, NC 
is in Orange County Jurisdiction and Cheeks Township.

This application was current on: 3/6/2015 Date Printed: 7/31/2015
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Volunteer Application 

Orange County Advisory Boards and Commissions

James Fickle Page 1 of 3

Home Address: 101 Steeplechase Road

Township of Residence: Chapel Hill
Zone of Residence:

Ethnic Background: Caucasian
Sex: Male

Phone (Day): 919 933 4719
Phone (Evening): 919 933 4719
Phone (Cell): 708 205 0255
Email: jimsfickle@aol.com

Name: Dr James Fickle 

Boards/Commissions applied for:

Chapel Hill27514 NC  27514

Place of Employment: Retired
Job Title: CC&BW

Name Called:

Year of OC Residence: 1997

Community Activities/Organizational Memberships:

Volunteer with NC Botanic Garden in Chapel Hill

Past Service on Orange County Advisory Boards:

None

Orange Water & Sewer Authority Board of Directors

Background, education and experience relevant to this board:

BS / MS / PhD degrees from Texas Tech University in Agronomy (soils & crops) followed by 
nearly 40 years of applied research and regulatory affairs in agriculture have made me aware of 
the critical need to properly manage water resources.

Reasons for wanting to serve on this board:

Water resources (availability, supply, conservation, reclaimation) are a preeminent issue for all 
society even now and will become moreso in the future.  I hope my technical background will be 
of use to OWASA.
Conflict of Interest:
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Supplemental Questions:

Agricultural Preservation Board

Background, education and experience relevant to this board:

BS/MS/PhD degrees from Texas Tech University and University of Illinois followed by 40 years 
experience in applied research and regulatory affairs in agriculture.  I am familiar with production 
systems ranging from large operations to local market-garden farms with diverse production 
integrating crop and animal enterprises.

Reasons for wanting to serve on this board:

I have been in Agriculture for my entire career and would like Agriculture to continue to be a 
viable way of life in what has become a heavily urbanized area (Research Triangle metropolitan 
area).    I am sympathetic with the challenges of continuing agricultural lifestyles and need to 
adapt to changing needs brought on by urbanization.  While large mechanized broadacre farms 
will continue to decrease in number in metropolitan areas, we have an opportunity to preserve 
agricultural areas which have production suited to the urban area and local markets.
Conflict of Interest:

Durham Technical Community College Board of Trustees

Background, education and experience relevant to this board:

Background, education and experience relevant to this board:
BS/MS/PhD degrees from Texas Tech University and University of Illinois followed by 40 years 
experience in applied research and regulatory affairs in agriculture.   While with industry, my 
employers (and I as their representative) had occasion to use the services of the Community 
Colleges in the areas where I worked.  More specifically, we used summer interns as technical 
assistants in field and laboratory work.  While Durham Technical is not agriculturally oriented, I 
suggest my experience would be useful, giving me a broad perspective applicable to the many 
disciplines taught at Durham Technical.

Reasons for wanting to serve on this board:

I feel the community college system is a critical part of our overall educational system and while 
it makes many contributions to American Industry, more can be done.  Allegiances of Durham 
Technical with local industry no doubt exist, but is a particular area that can be strengthened to 
increase American competitiveness, particularly in the biotechnical, mechanical, electrical and 
electronic trades.
Conflict of Interest:

Orange Water & Sewer Authority Board of Directors

Please list/explain your experience, either professionally and/or from other 

boards/commissions that you have in the areas of budget, personnel, and management.

Professionally, my positions involved budgetary responsibility (up to $2 M annually) and 
management of direct reporting personnel (up to 14).  I am aware of the needs for planning, 
implementation, and oversight of these resources while maintaining focus on the tasks assigned.

In addition to the experience listed in the question above, please list the work/volunteer 

experience/qualifications that would add to your expertise for this board.

Durham Technical Community College Board of Trustees

What improvements do you believe can be made so that DTCC better serves the 

residents of Orange County?

As suggested above, strengthen ties with local industry to enable curriculum paths leading to 
careers in industry.
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Page 3 of 3 James Fickle 

Other Comments:
I would like to serve on the OWASA board as water availability, use and quality are 
paramount to the county's future.  I suggest my technical background in agriculture will 
allow me to quickly become knowledgeable on local issues and challenges.  STAFF 
COMMENTS:  Originally applied 9/24/2010 for OWASA Board of Directors, Agricultural 
Preservation Board and Durham Technical Community College Board of Directors.  
UPDATED APPLICATION FOR OWASA 04/16/2011.  UPDATED 
APPLICATION FOR OWASA 04/22/2012.    ADDRESS VERIFICATION:  Steeplechase 
Road is in Chapel Hill Township and Chapel Hill Jurisdiction.
Updated application with additional questions answered for OWASA 12/27/2013.

This application was current on: 4/30/2015 Date Printed: 7/30/2015

University and industry work in soils, crops, regulatory affairs (company representative with 
EPA,OPP).  Over the years, I have worked with irrigation so am conversant with water use in 
agriculture.

What do you see as the responsibilities of this board, and what do you hope to 

accomplish if appointed?

Provision for supply, delivery and stewardship of water resources for Orange County.  I have no 
specific items to accomplish, but do have an interest in water reuse as a means of minimizing 
impact on available resources.

What is OWASA's role in growth/development issues?

I think OWASA works within the larger needs of county and its municipalities.   Therein the 
provision, delivery and stewardship of water resources is the specific perview of OWASA.  
Where growth and development is under consideration of the various branches of county and 
municipal government, OWASA would be active in helping to implement those items having to 
do with water.
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Volunteer Application 

Orange County Advisory Boards and Commissions

Julian Hasse Page 1 of 2

Home Address: 105 Overlake Dr

Township of Residence: Chapel Hill
Zone of Residence: C.H. City Limits

Ethnic Background: Caucasian
Sex: Male

Phone (Day): 9198697063
Phone (Evening): 9198697063
Phone (Cell): 9193606791
Email: info@julianhasse.com

Name: Mr Julian Hasse 

Boards/Commissions applied for:

Chapel Hill NC  27516

Place of Employment: Fonville Morisey
Job Title: Real Estate Broker

Name Called:

Year of OC Residence: 2012

Community Activities/Organizational Memberships:

National Association of Realtors (NAR)
Durham Regional Association of Realtors (DRAR)
American Society of Composers, Authors and Publishers (ASCAP)

Past Service on Orange County Advisory Boards:

N/A

Supplemental Questions:

Durham Technical Community College Board of Trustees

Background, education and experience relevant to this board:

I m originally from Argentina and we relocated to Chapel Hill with my wife back in 2012. Since 
then, I was able to become a real estate broker thanks to the education I have received in 
DTCC. I have also a technical background (I m a certified Network Engineer) and I believe this 
plus my bilingual skills would be relevant to the board.

Reasons for wanting to serve on this board:

I m a former DTCC student and spanish-speaking immigrant who had the opportunity to grow by 
acquiring more education. I strongly believe in the power of giving back to my community, and 
also become a link between the more vulnerable sectors of our society in order to give them 
tools and new opportunities.
Conflict of Interest:
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Other Comments:

This application was current on: 7/9/2015 1:14:14 PM Date Printed: 7/9/2015

Durham Technical Community College Board of Trustees

What improvements do you believe can be made so that DTCC better serves the 

residents of Orange County?

More efficient online presence and services. Community reach programs in order to educate 
future students. Create more internship program s to encourage community college students to 
enter technical careers relevant to the community.
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Volunteer Application 

Orange County Advisory Boards and Commissions

Matt Hughes Page 1 of 3

Home Address: 13106 Drew Hill Lane

Township of Residence: Chapel Hill
Zone of Residence: County

Ethnic Background: Other
Sex: Male

Phone (Day): 919-928-4480
Phone (Evening): 919-928-4480
Phone (Cell): 919-928-4480
Email: mghughesnc@gmail.com

Name: Mr Matt Hughes 

Boards/Commissions applied for:

Chapel Hill NC  27514

Place of Employment: University of North Carolina at Chapel Hill
Job Title: Administrative Assistant

Name Called:

Year of OC Residence: 1990

Community Activities/Organizational Memberships:

Chair, Orange County Democratic Party Member, Orange County Schools Raising 
Achievement and Closing the Gap Committee Member, Orange county Human Relations 
Commission Member, Kidscope Advisory Council

Past Service on Orange County Advisory Boards:

Orange County Human Relations Commission

Orange County Planning Board (REQUIRES DISCLOSURE STATEMENT)

Background, education and experience relevant to this board:

Reasons for wanting to serve on this board:

Conflict of Interest:
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Supplemental Questions:

Durham Technical Community College Board of Trustees

Background, education and experience relevant to this board:

As someone who worked in higher education and with the State Superintendent of Public 
Instruction, I know firsthand how critical it is that we have a higher education system that works 
for everyone. At DPI I worked with Superintendent Atkinson as she sought greater cooperation 
with the Community College system as part of an effort to provide students with more 
opportunities while still in high school. At UNC, our students take courses in their local 
communities over the summer to attain credit for coursework towards their degree and many 
students attend the community colleges before coming to the University for their junior and 
senior years. In both institutions the community college system is critical for the success of every 
student, our economy, and the state.

Reasons for wanting to serve on this board:

Throughout my experiences I have learned how the community college system is an important, 
and occasionally overlooked, piece of our public education system. The community college 
system is at an intersection for students who are exploring careers, preparing for four year 
institutions, seeking job training, or simply furthering themselves. I have witnessed students who 
were able to attain their certification as a CNA, allowing them to work during their college years 
while also pursuing their RN degress. That is because of programs offered by our community 
colleges. They go into four year institutions with a significant leg up on their campuses and in 
their programs. Other students attend community colleges during their high school years while 
earning credit that allows them to both earn credit to graduate high school and earn credit 
towards their bachelor degree in our state universities. I am committed to the success of our 
community colleges because of the role it plays for state s students. We need someone to serve 
as our representative on the DTCC board who is committed to that success, but also committed 
to working with both of our county s school systems to ensure students know of and have 
access to all of the opportunities to DTCC provides. Additionally, I am committed to the goal of 
making our students college, career, and citizenship ready and believe that DTCC and all 50 of 
our state s community colleges are an integral part of that mission. Just as important to our 
community is the opportunity to enhance job training and skills development. As we work to 
bring more businesses to Orange County, they will require potential employees with the skills 
and training required. DTCC is a vital asset to growing our local talent pool right here in Orange 
County that will allow our county and our residents to compete with communities across the 
state and country. As a trustee, I will be 100% committed to ensuring we stay ahead of the game 
when it comes to job skills development for DTCC generally and the Orange County campus in 
particular. However, our representative will have to be committed to limiting the burden to attend 
classes with DTCC. With the default rate among community college students on the rise, our 
representative will have be committed to ensuring affordability. Programs must remain 
affordable for students with innovative ways to help students graduate with as little debt as 
possible.
Conflict of Interest:

Orange County Planning Board (REQUIRES DISCLOSURE STATEMENT)

Please list the work/volunteer experience/qualifications that would add to your expertise 

for this board.

In the roles I ve served in in the community, I ve had to interact with a great deal of people from 
a variety of paths in life. That gave me a sense of what the people of Orange County want and 
what they need. What they need is development that is thoughtful, that will bring in tax revenue, 
and increases our quality of life.

What unique perspective can you bring to the Orange County Planning Board?
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Other Comments:

This application was current on: 7/20/2015 Date Printed: 7/21/2015

What do you see as the responsibilities of this board, and what do you hope to 

accomplish if appointed?

I believe this Board should represent the needs and interests of both Orange County 
government and the citizens of our community. Their mission should be to seek middle ground 
between these two groups and work with developers to implement commonsense regulations on 
development, especially if there could be a negative environmental or economic impact.

What role should the Planning Board take in guiding and regulating growth?

The Planning Board should certainly take a guiding role in the growth of our community. Smart 
growth is one that is planned deliberately and carefully, but that doesn t gum up the works of 
bringing needed economic activity to Orange County. It is the Planning Board s responsibility to 
balance the needs of the residents of Orange County, Orange County government, and 
developers in order to reach a comprehensive understanding on development. The role is not to 
block growth, but it facilitate growth.

As a young person living in the county, who is also a lifelong resident, I think I bring in a unique 
view to the Board. I m someone that knows what Orange County was like not that long ago and 
what development should look like as a young person who wants to stay local.

What do you consider to be be the most important issues facing Orange County related 

to growth?

Smart planning and planning for the future. Many communities that surround Orange County are 
not planned smartly and tend to divide those within their communities. I think that smart planning 
that seeks to create a sense of community, while also making sure that we are economically 
sound and welcoming to new residents and businesses is paramount to ensuring that we have 
smart growth that we can be proud of.

How would you, as a member of the Planning Board, contribute to the implementation of 

the Board of Commissioners' adopted Goals and Priorities?

First and foremost, the Planning Board should implement greater collaboration with area governments so that planning 
can be more unified in nature. The Triangle is a great place to live, work, and play with a great deal of economic 
activity taking place across county lines. 

Secondly, the Planning Board should be working to ensure that the growth of Orange County is sustainable in water 
usage, energy usage, and smartly protecting and using our natural resources. This is all achieved by finding balance 
and being innovative. 

Most importantly, I would advocate for a high quality of life for Orange County residents by working hard on the 
sustainability and collaborative goals as I believe those are two of the most important goals the Planning Board could 
or should have. Looking towards the future is often hard, but we cannot soothe current needs without thinking about 
future actions and we cannot work to soothe those needs without working as part of the whole.
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Volunteer Application 

Orange County Advisory Boards and Commissions

Rebecca Laudicina Page 1 of 2

Home Address: 3239 Wood Duck Lane

Township of Residence: Bingham
Zone of Residence:

Ethnic Background: Caucasian
Sex: Female

Phone (Day): 919-942-4444
Phone (Evening): 919-942-4444
Phone (Cell): 919-428-1357
Email: rebecca_laudicina@med.unc.edu

Name: Dr. Rebecca Laudicina 

Boards/Commissions applied for:

Hillsborough NC  27278

Place of Employment: retired UNC-Chapel Hill
Job Title: Professor Emeritus

Name Called:

Year of OC Residence: 1991

Community Activities/Organizational Memberships:

UNC Chapel Hill CLS Advisory Boards

Past Service on Orange County Advisory Boards:

none

Durham Technical Community College Board of Trustees

Background, education and experience relevant to this board:

I have been an educator in a health professions discipline for many years, having served on the 
faculties of both a community college and a public research university.  At Montgomery County 
Community College (MCCC, Blue Bell, PA) I was initially a teaching faculty member and later 
became an administrator, directing the Medical Laboratory Technician and Phlebotomy 
Technician Programs.  I retired in 2013 from the University of North Carolina at Chapel Hill 
where I taught clinical (medical) laboratory science, conducted educational and medical science 
research, and served the residents of North Carolina through community service projects.  My 
formal education includes a PhD in educational psychology from Temple University and a BS in 
medical technology from Purdue University.  I am presently an independent contractor working 
part time on special projects in the Department of Allied Health Sciences, School of Medicine, 
UNC-Chapel Hill. 
The following examples highlight areas in which I have experience that are relevant to the open 
position:
â€¢	Academic policy development in community college and university program settings
â€¢	College and program accreditation, including Middle States, National Accrediting Agency for 
Clinical Laboratory Science
â€¢	Program evaluation, planning,  and development, such as a new phlebotomy program at 
MCCC and new physician assistant program at UNC-Chapel Hill
â€¢	 Service on advisory boards and committees at MCCC, UNC-Chapel Hill, and for 
professional organizations in my discipline
â€¢	Public speaking, including presentations at local, state, and national meetings
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Other Comments:

This application was current on: 7/7/2015 11:46:38 AM Date Printed: 7/7/2015

Supplemental Questions:

â€¢	Writing, including preparing grant proposals, writing research articles, writing applications for 
permission to plan and establish new programs at UNC-Chapel Hill
â€¢	Funding, including a successful track record with private foundations and individuals

Reasons for wanting to serve on this board:

I would like to serve on the DTCC Board of Trustees/Board of Directors because I am a strong 
advocate for community college education and would like to help strengthen the presence of 
DTCC in Orange County. I am aware of the importance of an educated populace at all levels of 
employment and believe that a community college is one way to address a goal of educating all 
residents.  I know that a major research university does not provide the range of educational 
programs needed in technical/vocational areas and see this as one role of a community college 
which can respond to local needs. Community colleges are also excellent entry points for 
nontraditional students and for those students with limited financial resources.  Finally, I believe 
my background, education, and experience has prepared me to contribute to this open position.
Conflict of Interest:
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Volunteer Application 

Orange County Advisory Boards and Commissions

Margot Lester Page 1 of 3

Home Address: 314 Bolin Forest

Township of Residence: Chapel Hill
Zone of Residence: Carrboro City Limits

Ethnic Background: Other
Sex: Female

Phone (Day): 919-967-3712
Phone (Evening): 323-314-3735
Phone (Cell): 323-314-3735
Email: margot@thewordfactory.com

Name: Ms. Margot Lester 

Boards/Commissions applied for:

Carrboro NC  27510

Place of Employment: The Word Factory
Job Title: Owner

Name Called:

Year of OC Residence:

Community Activities/Organizational Memberships:

I m between local commitments right now, serving only on the statewide Business 
Equality Council for Equality NC. My most recent local activity was as a member of the 
Chapel Hill-Carrboro Chamber s board of directors (2 terms) and as chair of its Economic 
Development & Public Policy Committee (2 terms).

Past Service on Orange County Advisory Boards:

Past affiliations: Member, Orange County Human Relations Commission Advisory 
committee, Chapel Hill-Carrboro City Schools Career & Technical Education Program. 
Member, Carrboro Local Living Economy Task Force

Durham Technical Community College Board of Trustees

Background, education and experience relevant to this board:

My background and experience a business owner and advocate, and as a former higher 
education marketer, are relevant to the DTCC board. I successfully marketed continuing 
education and degree programs as marketing director of Kenan-Flagler Business School. As a 
Chamber leader, I learned how many local businesses have immediate need for skilled, trained 
and/or certified employees and cannot find them. Similarly, my work on the CTE committee 
showed me how much opportunity and demand there is for technical and job training that the 
school system simply cannot provide. As part of my own work, I provide writing instruction in 
companies and through DTCC s Small Business Center, giving me a firsthand view of the 
importance and impact of adult/continuing education. Finally, I m the granddaughter of two 
college administrators, a teacher and a librarian, and my mother worked for ElderHostel at UNC 
for years. These family members made sure my brother and I understood the value of life-long 
learning.

Reasons for wanting to serve on this board:
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Work Experience: Founder and President-The Word Factory 5/97-present; COO Teaching 
that Makes Sense 1/04- present; Acting Vice President or Corporate Communcations 
SciQuest and Acting Director LIPSinc 6/00-8/00; Managing Parnter Univeral 
Communications 8/95-4-97; Communications Specialist Glaxo Wellcome 12/94-8/95; 
Founder and President, Gurley Communications 4/93-7/95, Marketing Direcotr and 
Publishing Director- Kenan Flager Business School 6/90-4/93 and 1/89-6/90; Publci 
Affaris Coordinator, BCBS NC 10/87-12/88, Editorial and Edministrative Assistant 
BCBSNC 1/84-10/87

Education: BA. Journalism-UNC-CH, Exec. Business Courses- UNC-CH, FastTrac 
Entrepreneurial Training Program.

Volunteer Experience: Board and/or Volunteer position with:  O.C. United Way, Orange 
County Women's Center, WCOM- FM, ArtsShare-Los Angeles,  The Usual Suspects, 
Liberty Hill Foundation, Little Bros of San Francisco, Sierra Club, American Cancer 
Society, Leukemia Society of L.A. County.

Other Comments:
.
STAFF COMMENTS: Origially applied for Human Relations Committee 5/31/2006.

Supplemental Questions:

Reasons for wanting to serve on this board:

Serving on the DTCC board connects my business experience and advocacy with my deep 
desire to ensure access to education for all and to improve lives through learning. Adult 
education--whether for career advancement or personal enrichment--is an extension of the civil 
right of public K-12 schooling. I believe in DTCC and want to be a part of strengthening its 
foundation and extending its reach, especially in Orange County. Continuing education is a 
noble mission that I want to be a part of.
Conflict of Interest:

I have previously been compensated for training provided through the Small Business Center.

Board of Health

Background, education and experience relevant to this board:

I work as a civil engineer and have experience in water and sewer facilities design and 
installation, as well stormwater facilities design, inspection and maintenance, all of which are 
done to protect the health, safety and welfare of the public.

Reasons for wanting to serve on this board:

I would like to be involved in my local community and to help in such a way that would benefit the 
citizens that I share it with.
Conflict of Interest:

Durham Technical Community College Board of Trustees

What improvements do you believe can be made so that DTCC better serves the 

residents of Orange County?

“DTCC has done a good job of connecting with the Orange County business community and 
being responsive to its needs. The next opportunity lies with informing individuals -- adults 
needing employment support or additional training, or those seeking enrichment opportunities; 
and high school students/parents who want to scaffold schooling and prepare for technical 
careers.”
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ADDRESS VERIFICATION:   314 Bolin Forest is in Chapel Hill in the Orange County 
jusridicttion.

This application was current on: 7/16/2015 Date Printed: 7/17/2015
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Volunteer Application 

Orange County Advisory Boards and Commissions

Mark Meszaros Page 1 of 2

Home Address: 526 E Hatterleigh Ave

Township of Residence: Eno
Zone of Residence: County

Ethnic Background: Caucasian
Sex: Male

Phone (Day): 3362669291
Phone (Evening): 3362669291
Phone (Cell): 3362669291
Email: markwmeszaros@gmail.com

Name: Dr Mark Meszaros 

Boards/Commissions applied for:

Hillsborough NC  27278

Place of Employment: Carolina Biological Supply Company
Job Title: Vice President, Core Product Management & Innov

Name Called:

Year of OC Residence: 2012

Community Activities/Organizational Memberships:

Holy Family Catholic Church, Pastoral Council Chair
Knights of Columbus
American Chemical Society

Past Service on Orange County Advisory Boards:

None

Durham Technical Community College Board of Trustees

Background, education and experience relevant to this board:

Education:
BS, Creighton University 
PhD, Chemistry, University of Wisconsin
MBA, University of Chicago

Background:
Former HS AP Chemistry Teacher
Served on American Chemical Society board for Chem Matters
Passionate about science education for >20 yrs
Start and managed the Flinn Scientific Foundation which organized and sponsored summer 
workshops for science teachers.
Previous Positions: VP, Flinn Scientific and VP VWR Science Education.

Experience:
I have worked in the science education field for 20 years working with High School and College 
Instructors to develop innovative science education products and to help them improve their 
science instruction. Given workshops at dozens of conferences on safety in science laboratories 
and hands-on science instruction. I work closely with national organizations such as the 
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Other Comments:

This application was current on: 7/8/2015 7:00:17 AM Date Printed: 7/9/2015

Supplemental Questions:

American Chemical Society, Achieve, BSCS, and NSTA to keep abreast of current 
developments in science education. Currently developing laboratory investigations for college 
distance learning science courses.

Reasons for wanting to serve on this board:

I firmly believe that quality education is great equalizer for all people and the best path for 
transformational change for individual. I believe that community colleges can be, and must be 
economic engines for the community by providing affordable career prep training, preparation for 
4-yr college programs, and a safe environment to explore educational opportunities (many 18 yr 
olds are not ready to attend 4 yr college and may not know what they want to study). I also 
believe that we have a need for more STEM trained workers so we need to encourage more 
innovative and exciting programs in the STEM fields and encourage more under represented 
groups to participate in these programs.
Conflict of Interest:

Carolina Biological Supply company sells science supplies to DTCC.
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Orange County Advisory Boards and Commissions

Noah Oswald Page 1 of 2

Home Address: 807 Collington Dr

Township of Residence: Cheeks
Zone of Residence: Town of Mebane City Limits

Ethnic Background: Caucasian
Sex: Male

Phone (Day): 919-904-4624
Phone (Evening): 9196190121
Phone (Cell): 9196190121
Email: Noah.oswald@gmail.com

Name:  Noah Oswald 

Boards/Commissions applied for:

Mebane NC  27302

Place of Employment: Leigh Peek, Attorney at Law, PC
Job Title: Attorney

Name Called:

Year of OC Residence: 2009

Community Activities/Organizational Memberships:

Orange County NC Bar Association-President Elect; 
Orange County Affordable Housing Advisory Board-Member; Judicial District 15B Bar 
Association-Member; 
North Carolina Bar Association-Member;
BYU Political Affairs Society (PAS)-Member;
North Carolina Central University School of Law-Alumnus

Past Service on Orange County Advisory Boards:

Affordable Housing Advisory Board

Durham Technical Community College Board of Trustees

Background, education and experience relevant to this board:

I have worked in intern/staff positions in the United States Senate and Utah State House 
addressing issues of public education and the benefits of access to institutions of higher 
learning.  My work at both of those levels of government gave me hands on experience with 
government budget processes and funding requirements; as well as hands on experience with 
funding applications and appeals.  

My current work places me in close contact with numerous aspects of the State Court system 
which highlight the need for improved quality and access to various forms of continuing and high 
education such as those provided by DTCC.  My undergraduate degree from BYU in political 
science provides a broad range of knowledge and background information regarding systems 
and organizational structures that are employed for the efficient operation of an institution such 
as DTCC and provides a different perspective through which to evaluate potential board 
decisions and action.

Reasons for wanting to serve on this board:
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Other Comments:

This application was current on: 8/10/2015 Date Printed: 8/10/2015

Supplemental Questions:

Reasons for wanting to serve on this board:

As noted above, my work in the Court system continues to highlight a broad need for stronger 
secondary education to which the community has more access.  DTCC is an essential resource 
to our local community for provided an educational foundation upon which individuals and 
families can build a foundation for the type of economic success needed to support our local 
communities.  I believe that my legal and personal perspectives would be valuable to the Board 
of Trustees in promoting the goals and programs of the institution.
Conflict of Interest:

Durham Technical Community College Board of Trustees

What improvements do you believe can be made so that DTCC better serves the 

residents of Orange County?

An important connection between local agencies and courts with DTCC should be made to 
create new avenues for youth and other offenders to break a cycle of incarceration and release.  
Local resources should be cultivated to expand awareness of existing educational programs that 
families who have been impacted by incarceration, domestic violence and divorce can use to 
establish economic self-sufficiency.  
The quality of information given to high school students in Orange County regarding the 
programs and resources available through DTCC should be improved to help students evaluate 
the options and career paths available to them during and after high school.

32



Volunteer Application 

Orange County Advisory Boards and Commissions

Kim Satterfield Page 1 of 2

Home Address: 118 Paper Birch Ln

Township of Residence: Eno
Zone of Residence: County

Ethnic Background: Asian American
Sex: Female

Phone (Day): 9194283135
Phone (Evening): 9194283135
Phone (Cell): 9194283135
Email: kims26@gmail.com

Name:  Kim Satterfield 

Boards/Commissions applied for:

Durham NC  27705

Place of Employment: Elms Lane LLC
Job Title: Broker-in-Charge/Owner

Name Called:

Year of OC Residence: 2013

Community Activities/Organizational Memberships:

Member of Durham Regional Association of Realtors
Sponsor for 5-in-1 program of Durham Literacy Center
Sponsor for Battle of the Bands benefiting Book Harvest

Past Service on Orange County Advisory Boards:

None

Supplemental Questions:

Durham Technical Community College Board of Trustees

Background, education and experience relevant to this board:

I have a BA in Anthropology from Hunter College in NYC and an MBA from Elon University. 
Having worked and lived in New York City, the Outer Banks, and the RTP area, I have an 
extensive professional experience, including being an educator, to contribute to the Board of 
Trustees at DTCC. My MBA education ensures that I have a thorough understanding of 
organizational planning and evaluation as well as financial knowledge and implementation.

Reasons for wanting to serve on this board:

I am passionate about adult education, and I think I can contribute tremendously to DTCC in its 
vision and goals to improve the overall quality and experience for its students. I am very involved 
in the community, sponsoring Durham Literacy Center and the Book Harvest.
Conflict of Interest:
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Other Comments:

This application was current on: 7/8/2015 4:13:04 PM Date Printed: 7/9/2015

Durham Technical Community College Board of Trustees

What improvements do you believe can be made so that DTCC better serves the 

residents of Orange County?

DTCC could provide early childhood education program to aspiring preschool  and day care 
teachers. There is a need in Orange for quality and affordable early childhood education, and I 
think DTCC can help to improve that.
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Volunteer Application 

Orange County Advisory Boards and Commissions

Jennifer Shelton Page 1 of 2

Home Address: 5705 Field Court

Township of Residence: Cheeks
Zone of Residence: County

Ethnic Background: Caucasian
Sex: Female

Phone (Day): 919-304-6557
Phone (Evening): 919-304-6557
Phone (Cell): 336-512-0686
Email: jshelton@email.unc.edu

Name: Ms. Jennifer Shelton 

Boards/Commissions applied for:

Mebane NC  27302

Place of Employment: The Hawbridge School
Job Title: Teacher and Director of Instructional Assessment a

Name Called:

Year of OC Residence: 1993

Community Activities/Organizational Memberships:

National Honor Society Adviser (lead students in community service and leadership)

Past Service on Orange County Advisory Boards:

Orange County Commission for Women

Historic Preservation Commission (APPLICANTS SHALL RESIDE WITHIN THE TERRITORIAL

Background, education and experience relevant to this board:

Teacher of NC and US history at The Hawbridge School, Saxapahaw, NC

Reasons for wanting to serve on this board:

In addition to a personal love of the history of the area and a passion for learning about historical 
locations throughout the South, my relatives settled in Orange County, NC in the late 1700s. I 
am still trying to locate the grave of my great-grandparents (grandfather died in 1801).
Conflict of Interest:

Arts Commission

Background, education and experience relevant to this board:

Art history courses at Vanderbilt University

Reasons for wanting to serve on this board:

I have been actively following local artists in Hillsborough and Mebane for a decade now. I am a 
regular at all the art walks and never miss the Eno Gallery Art in the Garden event. Our local art 
scene is part of what makes Orange County unique.
Conflict of Interest:
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Other Comments:

This application was current on: 4/3/2015 10:01:01 AM Date Printed: 7/31/2015

Supplemental Questions:

Durham Technical Community College Board of Trustees

Background, education and experience relevant to this board:

I hold a Master s Degree from UNC Chapel Hill and have been a college instructor for over 15 
years. I have worked in the continuing education department at Alamance Community College 
so am familiar with the community college system. I also teach high school at The Hawbridge 
School and know the value community colleges add to the local community.

Reasons for wanting to serve on this board:

All of my work experience for the past 25 years has been in education. Education is a passion of 
mine.
Conflict of Interest:

Durham Technical Community College Board of Trustees

What improvements do you believe can be made so that DTCC better serves the 

residents of Orange County?

I have lived in Orange County for 22 years and have worked in the field of education the entire 
time. I spend a great deal of my time in Hillsborough. I frequent businesses and the library. I 
rarely miss a town festival. I am in Chapel Hill at least once a week. While I am quite familiar 
with Alamance Community College, the Durham campus of Durham Technical Community 
College and the local universities, I have minimum knowledge of the Orange County campus of 
DTCC. I realize the campus was only opened in 2008, but I have not come across information 
about the Orange County campus of DTCC, other than what I’ve actively sought out through the 
website and social media. From what I’ve found through my research, the college provides many 
excellent opportunities for both formal and informal education. So, one way that DTCC could 
better serve the residents of Orange County is to help the residents of Orange County become 
more aware of the diverse ways in which the campus serves Orange County.
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Orange County Advisory Boards and Commissions

Henry Sims Page 1 of 3

Home Address: 5531 Ponderosa Dr

Township of Residence: Eno
Zone of Residence: County

Ethnic Background: Caucasian
Sex: Male

Phone (Day): 9197901900
Phone (Evening): 8285080163
Phone (Cell): 8285080163
Email: henrysims@hotmail.com

Name: Mr Henry Sims 

Boards/Commissions applied for:

Durham NC  27705

Place of Employment: Enterprise Rent a Car
Job Title: Branch Manager

Name Called:

Year of OC Residence: 2008

Community Activities/Organizational Memberships:

I managed the Enterprise office on Franklin St. for 2 years and coached baseball for 
HYAA. My wife and I are involved with the S.I.T at New Elementary.

Past Service on Orange County Advisory Boards:

none

Economic Development Advisory Board (REQUIRES DISCLOSURE STATEMENT)

Background, education and experience relevant to this board:

I have worked retail sales and service in Orange County over the last 4 years and have been a 
resident for the last 5 years. I know and am aware of the hardships that normal working class 
people face every day.

Reasons for wanting to serve on this board:

I want to be on the Economic Development Advisory Board because I want to help bring good 
paying jobs to Orange County.
Conflict of Interest:

37



Page 2 of 3 Henry Sims 

Supplemental Questions:

Durham Technical Community College Board of Trustees

Background, education and experience relevant to this board:

I want to be on this board because I know and live the difference between Chapel Hill and 
Orange County. I want to be able to help the rest of OC and I cannot think of any better way. 
Education is key and providing a way for residents to advance themselves, their education, and 
their lives is what I want to be a part of.

Reasons for wanting to serve on this board:

See above.
Conflict of Interest:

Orange County Planning Board (REQUIRES DISCLOSURE STATEMENT)

Background, education and experience relevant to this board:

Reasons for wanting to serve on this board:

Conflict of Interest:

Orange County Planning Board (REQUIRES DISCLOSURE STATEMENT)

Please list the work/volunteer experience/qualifications that would add to your expertise 

for this board.

I have managed 2 offices in OC over the last 3 years. I have become knowledgable with the way

What do you see as the responsibilities of this board, and what do you hope to 

accomplish if appointed?

I have applied for 3 boards. I think that each board has an directive to advance the rights and 
lives of OC residents.

What role should the Planning Board take in guiding and regulating growth?

The Planning Board should take into account Chapel Hill s needs vs greater OC. The majority 
can t trample on the minority.

What unique perspective can you bring to the Orange County Planning Board?

I live it day to day. I am the average working class person.

What do you consider to be be the most important issues facing Orange County related 

to growth?

Growth outside of Chapel Hill. Politics... Chapel Hill vs. greater OC.

How would you, as a member of the Planning Board, contribute to the implementation of 

the Board of Commissioners' adopted Goals and Priorities?

I would uses these Goals and Priorities as the guidelines for my decisions,.

Durham Technical Community College Board of Trustees

What improvements do you believe can be made so that DTCC better serves the 

residents of Orange County?

3.	What improvements do you believe can be made so that DTCC better serves the residents of 
Orange County? DTCC must offer programs that fits the hiring needs of the county and region. 
There needs to be more programs focused on vocational education and an emphasis put on 
marketing these options to the high schools and to the unemployed.
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Page 3 of 3 Henry Sims 

Other Comments:
Summary Of Qualifications
Ability to lead, train and maintain an enthusiastic, productive staff. Proven skills to seek 
out potential sales in new market areas. Strong analytical planning skills combined with 
the ability to coordinate the efforts of many to meet organizational goals. Self-motivated, 
productive and organized efficient work habits. 
Professional Experience
Extensive experience in management, operations, customer service, employee 
development, sales, marketing, negotiating, and high-pressure situations. 
Experience
Area Rental Manager Enterprise Rent a Car 	2014-Present
•	Responsible for the financial success and growth of six Enterprise stores. Hired, trained, 
and developed area employees in sales and service moving employee retention from 59% 
to 73%. Managed the marketing efforts of each store resulting in 12% fleet growth. 
Conducted monthly goals and opportunity meetings with store managers resulting in 10% 
revenue growth. Managed and trained area employees in customer service yielding 7 
point increase fiscal year to date. Managed and directed rental fleet logistics for area 
branches consisting of 900 units leading to 2% increase in utilization.  
Branch Manager Enterprise Rent a Car	2007-2014
•	Responsible for the overall management, performance and profitability of the largest 
home city rental car branch in NC with annual revenues of nearly $4 million and a fleet of 
340 rental units. Led efforts to reinvent office culture, which established new branch 
records for revenue, income, operating profit, customer satisfaction, and fleet growth. 
Managed the growth, development, and retention of 17 branch employees.	
Table Games Supervisor Harrah’s Cherokee Casino  	2000-2007
•	Managed table games operations; assigned table games hosts and table limits to 
maximize forecasted demand. Trained and supervised dealers to ensure proper 
procedures of Gaming Rule. Tracked essential play to ensure compliance with Title 31. 
Managed personnel cost through employee scheduling and paid time off.
Education
Western Carolina University, Cullowhee, NC			1998-2002
Bachelor of Science in Business Administration

This application was current on: 6/5/2015 Date Printed: 8/3/2015
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Volunteer Application 

Orange County Advisory Boards and Commissions

Erle Smith Page 1 of 2

Home Address: 103 Sunset Creek Cir

Township of Residence: Chapel Hill
Zone of Residence:

Ethnic Background: Caucasian
Sex: Male

Phone (Day): 9192592100
Phone (Evening): 9199291596
Phone (Cell): 9192592100
Email: Erle@ErleSmith.com

Name: Mr Erle Smith 

Boards/Commissions applied for:

Chapel Hill NC  27516

Place of Employment: Retired from IBM
Job Title: Retired Executive

Name Called:

Year of OC Residence: 1998

Community Activities/Organizational Memberships:

None

Past Service on Orange County Advisory Boards:

None

Orange Unified Transportation Board

Background, education and experience relevant to this board:

I have had over 30 years of corporate and executive experience including strategic planning, 
financial management, management of employees, managers and lower level executives.

Reasons for wanting to serve on this board:

I believe I could bring skills, experience and perspectives that would help the board meet their 
objectives in challenging times.
Conflict of Interest:

Carrboro Planning Board

Background, education and experience relevant to this board:

I have had over 30 years of corporate and executive experience including strategic planning, 
financial management, management of employees, managers and lower level executives.

Reasons for wanting to serve on this board:

I believe I could bring skills, experience and perspectives that would help the board meet their 
objectives in challenging times.
Conflict of Interest:
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Page 2 of 2 Erle Smith 

Other Comments:

This application was current on: 8/2/2015 6:24:55 PM Date Printed: 8/3/2015

Supplemental Questions:

Durham Technical Community College Board of Trustees

Background, education and experience relevant to this board:

I have had over 30 years of corporate and executive experience including strategic planning, 
financial management, management of employees, managers and lower level executives.

Reasons for wanting to serve on this board:

I believe I could bring skills, experience and perspectives that would help the board meet their 
objectives in challenging times.
Conflict of Interest:

Durham Technical Community College Board of Trustees

What improvements do you believe can be made so that DTCC better serves the 

residents of Orange County?

I would hope to help the board expand the services available to socioeconomically challenged 
residents, who could benefit from higher education and skills acquisition. The Community 
College is in a unique position to help strengthen our communities.
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DRAFT      Date Prepared: 06/25/15 
      Date Revised: 08/25/15 
 BOCC Meeting Follow-up Actions 

(Individuals with a * by their name are the lead facilitators for the group of individuals responsible for an item) 

Meeting 
Date 

Task Target 
Date 

Person(s) 
Responsible 

Status 

6/16/15 Review and consider request to evaluate potential name 
change for Human Resources to Personnel 

9/15/2015 Chair/Vice 
Chair/Manager 
and Brenda 
Bartholomew 

HR Director will be prepared to 
present consideration of name 
change in September 2015 

6/16/15 Pursue efforts to inform nearby residents and users about 
Fairview Park expansion plans 

9/1/2015 David Stancil      DONE 
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Tax Collector's Report - Numerical Analysis

Tax Year 2015
Amount Charged in 

FY 15-16  Amount Collected Accounts Receivable
Amount Budgeted in 

FY 15-16 Remaining Budget
% of Budget 

Collected
Current Year Taxes 136,413,322.00$      4,377,968.29             130,246,584.17$        136,413,322.00$       132,035,353.71$       3.21%

Prior Year Taxes 3,551,444.86$           252,073.99                3,216,015.90$            1,150,000.00$            897,926.01$               21.92%
Total 139,964,766.86$      4,630,042.28             133,462,600.07$        137,563,322.00$       132,933,279.72$       3.37%

Tax Year 2014
Amount Charged in 

FY 14-15  Amount Collected Accounts Receivable
Amount Budgeted in 

FY 14-15 Remaining Budget
% of Budget 

Collected
Current Year Taxes 135,734,649.00$      4,531,565.18             127,945,202.03$        135,734,649.00$       131,203,083.82$       3.34%

Prior Year Taxes 3,764,940.44$           314,159.14                3,439,934.63$            994,130.00$               679,970.86$               31.60%
Total 139,499,589.44$      4,845,724.32             131,385,136.66$        136,728,779.00$       131,883,054.68$       3.54%

3.33%
3.55%

Effective Date of Report: August 14, 2015

Current Year Overall Collection Percentage Tax Year 2014
Current Year Overall Collection Percentage Tax Year 2013
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Tax Collector's Report - Measures of Enforced Collections

Fiscal Year 2015-2016

July August September October November December January February March April May June YTD

Wage garnishments 26                 

Bank attachments 12                 

Certifications -               

Rent attachments -               

Housing/Escheats/Monies 4                   

Levies 1                   

Foreclosures initiated -               

NC Debt Setoff collections 799.74$      

Effective Date of Report: July 31,  2015

This report shows the Tax Collector's efforts to encourage and enforce payment of taxes for the fiscal year 2015-2016. It gives
a breakdown of enforced collection actions by category, and it provides a year-to-date total.

The Tax Collector will update these figures once each month, after each month's reconciliation process.
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Delegation of Authority per NCGS 105-381
To Finance Officer

INFORMATION ITEM -  RELEASES AND REFUNDS UNDER $100
SEPTEMBER 1, 2015 

May 28, 2015 thru 
August 12, 2015

1

NAME
ABSTRACT 
NUMBER

BILLING 
YEAR 

 ORIGINAL 
VALUE 

 ADJUSTED 
VALUE TAX FEE

FINANCIAL 
IMPACT REASON FOR ADJUSTMENT

TAX 
CLASSIFICATION ACTION

Approved   by 
CFO

Adams, Ronald Lewis 20667187 2014 20,219 18,197 (33.89) (33.89)         Appraisal appeal (clerical error) RMV-VTS Approved 6/10/2015
Adams, Ronald Lewis 20667187 2014 22,191 20,219 (33.05) (33.05)         High mileage (appraisal appeal) RMV-VTS Approved 6/3/2015
AKG Of America 997664 2015 52,248 48,712 (31.05) (31.05)         Over listed (illegal tax) Personal Approved 8/12/2015
Alvarez, Jose Francisco Sr. 27353378 2014 8,520 5,453 (44.06) (44.06)         High mileage (appraisal appeal) RMV-VTS Approved 8/12/2015
Andeck, Gregory 25297157 2014 20,848 18,346 (41.94) (41.94)         High mileage (appraisal appeal) RMV-VTS Approved 6/3/2015
Barnett, Alex Wilson 24338742 2014 3,650 3,650 (26.56) (30.00) (56.56)         Situs error (illegal tax) RMV-VTS Approved 6/24/2015
Beech, Denise Miller 24186776 2014 4,500 4,500 (33.20) (30.00) (63.20)         Situs error (illegal tax) RMV-VTS Approved 7/17/2015
Bivins, Kenneth 1020112 2014 9,040 9,040 (1.79) (1.79)           Incorrect rate code (illegal tax) Personal Approved 6/10/2015
Campbell, Nicolas 27534804 2014 9,580 9,580 (74.34) (30.00) (104.34)       Situs error (illegal tax) RMV-VTS Approved 8/12/2015
Cashman, Timothy Aidan 24796448 2014 4,110 1,900 (25.97) (25.97)         Condition (appraisal appeal) RMV-VTS Approved 6/24/2015
Cashman, Timothy Aidan 16101383 2014 1,670 800 (10.22) (10.22)         Condition (appraisal appeal) RMV-VTS Approved 6/24/2015
Cate, Mark Howard 16097155 2014 8,660 6,582 (32.37) (32.37)         High mileage (appraisal appeal) RMV-VTS Approved 6/10/2015
Crump, Bradli 26381750 2014 7,910 5,537 (38.22) (38.22)         High mileage (appraisal appeal) RMV-VTS Approved 6/10/2015

De Lage Landen Op 317913 2015 62,336 61,709 (6.02) (6.02)           Assessed in error (illegal tax) Personal Approved 8/5/2015
Elrod, Miriam Liegh 988486 2015 194,850 193,900 (15.92) (15.92)         Assessed in error (illegal tax) Personal Approved 7/29/2015
Espitia, Ma Del Carmen Cortes 303017 2015 6,340 6,340 (6.08) (6.08)           Assessed in error (illegal tax) Personal Approved 8/12/2015
Fife, Thad Hale 10339015 2013 2,090 2,090 (15.14) (30.00) (45.14)         Situs error (illegal tax) RMV-VTS Approved 7/17/2015

Gibson, Christine 27322556 2015 7,970 6,933 (9.97) (9.97)           High mileage (appraisal appeal) RMV-VTS Approved 8/5/2015
Gibson, Christine 27322403 2015 13,940 13,940 (99.56) (30.00) (129.56)       Situs error (illegal tax) RMV-VTS Approved 8/5/2015

Gibson, Christine 27322556 2015 7,970 7,970 (56.93) (30.00) (86.93)         Situs error (illegal tax) RMV-VTS Approved 8/5/2015
Gibson, Thomas Nicholas Jr 27322692 2015 9,820 9,820 (70.13) (30.00) (100.13)       Situs error (illegal tax) RMV-VTS Approved 8/12/2015
Gunter, Gregory Wayne 1051592 2014 4,815 0 (51.82) (51.82)         Double billed (illegal tax) Personal Approved 7/1/2015
Gupton, Patricia 258495 2015 1,020 700 (3.00) (3.00)           Value adjustment (appraisal appeal) Personal Approved 7/29/2015
Haslanger, Martha 16123939 2014 8,570 7,737 (9.88) (9.88)           Damage (appraisal appeal) RMV-VTS Approved 6/10/2015
Hengsterman, Robert 26723073 2014 9,150 9,150 (66.27) (30.00) (96.27)         Situs error (illegal tax) RMV-VTS Approved 7/17/2015
Hengsterman, Robert 24084004 2014 2,610 2,610 (18.90) (30.00) (48.90)         Situs error (illegal tax) RMV-VTS Approved 7/17/2015
Johnson, Julie 27231969 2014 9,430 5,092 (67.58) (67.58)         High mileage (appraisal appeal) RMV-VTS Approved 7/17/2015
Jones, Claudia Kay 25721284 2014 13,400 13,400 (96.20) (30.00) (126.20)       Situs error (illegal tax) RMV-VTS Approved 8/5/2015
Kearns, Matthew 26393567 2014 4,380 4,380 (31.45) (30.00) (61.45)         Situs error (clerical error) RMV-VTS Approved 6/3/2015
Keltex Software Inc 317857 2013 2,798 0 (56.17) (56.17)         Assessed in error (illegal tax) Personal Approved 8/5/2015
Keltex Software Inc 317857 2014 1,455 0 (27.44) (27.44)         Assessed in error (illegal tax) Personal Approved 8/5/2015
Lemaire, John 18394739 2014 1,990 639 (12.80) (12.80)         Price paid (appraisal appeal) RMV-VTS Approved 6/17/2015
Leroux, Andrea Lynn 16111421 2014 21,462 18,887 (24.67) (24.67)         High mileage (appraisal appeal) RMV-VTS Approved 6/10/2015
Mutucumarana, Vasantha 23756364 2014 22,541 22,541 (14.75) (14.75)         Situs error (Illegal tax) RMV-VTS Approved 6/17/2015
Nichols , Aida E 324427 2015 900 0 (15.95) (15.95)         Not January 1 owner (illegal tax) Personal Approved 7/29/2015
Perruaquia, Luis Daniel 24794355 2014 30,831 25,925 (79.00) (79.00)         Price paid (appraisal appeal) RMV-VTS Approved 6/24/2015
Rabinowitz, James 18403558 2014 18,559 15,033 (59.10) (59.10)         Value adjustment (appraisal appeal) RMV-VTS Approved 7/29/2015
Rigsbee, Natalie 26323753 2014 2,370 2,370 (19.62) (30.00) (49.62)         Situs error (illegal tax) RMV-VTS Approved 8/12/2015
Riley, Karie Traub 27290007 2015 2,080 2,080 (15.06) (30.00) (45.06)         Situs error (illegal tax) RMV-VTS Approved 7/29/2015
Roberts, Eugene 27219019 2015 5,500 200 (52.36) (52.36)         Dealer appraisal (appraisal appeal) RMV-VTS Approved 7/29/2015
Schwartz, Peter 25373633 2014 3,000 500 40.26 40.26          Antique plate (appraisal appeal) RMV-VTS Approved 8/12/2015
Sears, Stacey Rae 27327318 2014 1,580 1,580 (11.44) (30.00) (41.44)         Situs error (illegal tax) RMV-VTS Approved 7/29/2015
Sieber, Ronald 26647407 2014 2,890 500 (22.41) (22.41)         Antique plate (appraisal appeal) RMV-VTS Approved 7/8/2015



Delegation of Authority per NCGS 105-381
To Finance Officer

INFORMATION ITEM -  RELEASES AND REFUNDS UNDER $100
SEPTEMBER 1, 2015 

May 28, 2015 thru 
August 12, 2015

2

NAME
ABSTRACT 
NUMBER

BILLING 
YEAR 

 ORIGINAL 
VALUE 

 ADJUSTED 
VALUE TAX FEE

FINANCIAL 
IMPACT REASON FOR ADJUSTMENT

TAX 
CLASSIFICATION ACTION

Approved   by 
CFO

Southern Shepherd Farms 26735542 2014 9,840 4,920 (46.65) (46.65)         High mileage (appraisal appeal) RMV-VTS Approved 6/24/2015
Stifler, Robert 26281556 2014 28,580 27,999 (9.36) (9.36)           Price paid (appraisal appeal) RMV-VTS Approved 6/10/2015
Taylor, Mckewyn Adrian 20530180 2013 800 800 (5.80) (30.00) (35.80)         Situs error (clerical error) RMV-VTS Approved 6/3/2015
Todd, Rodgers 27500089 2015 1,060 200 (14.41) (14.41)         Value adjustment (appraisal appeal) RMV-VTS Approved 8/5/2015
Torain, Ronald Stanley 26319013 2014 3,500 3,500 (25.47) (30.00) (55.47)         Situs error (illegal tax) RMV-VTS Approved 8/12/2015
Triangle Systems Inc 153643 2015 21,361 21,361 (34.39) (34.39)         Assessed in error (clerical error) Personal Approved 8/12/2015
Tucker, Jerry Rodwell 25864138 2014 500 200 (2.85) (2.85)           Value adjustment (appraisal appeal) RMV-VTS Approved 7/29/2015
Van Hoewyk, Andrew Walter 22914115 2013 3,680 3,680 (26.65) (30.00) (56.65)         Situs error (illegal tax) RMV-VTS Approved 6/24/2015
Ward, Willard 26587061 2014 1,370 1,370 (9.92) (30.00) (39.92)         Situs error (illegal tax) RMV-VTS Approved 6/10/2015
Wheeler, Louis James 27440825 2014 7,788 500 (66.95) (66.95)         Antique plate (appraisal appeal) RMV-VTS Approved 8/5/2015
Wiggs, Bobby Ray III 26196216 2014 7,820 6,882 (15.12) (15.12)         High mileage (appraisal appeal) RMV-VTS Approved 6/17/2015
Wilkins, Barbara 26673975 2014 1,150 1,150 (11.50) (30.00) (41.50)         Situs error (illegal tax) RMV-VTS Approved 6/10/2015
Winters, Connie 27097048 2014 15,050 12,040 (50.44) (50.44)         High mileage (appraisal appeal) RMV-VTS Approved 7/29/2015
Wohlert, Noah Bedford 27046971 2014 7,350 5,000 (39.38) (39.38)         Value adjustment (appraisal appeal) RMV-VTS Approved 7/8/2015

Total (2,350.91)$  



 Orange County Department of Environment, Agriculture, Parks & Recreation 
PO Box 8181 

Hillsborough, NC 27278 
Phone: (919) 245-2510 

Fax: (919) 644-3351 

 
 
 
 

MEMORANDUM 
 
To: Bonnie Hammersley, County Manager 
 
From: David Stancil, DEAPR Director 
 
Date: July 8, 2015 
 
Re: Pesticide Use on County Grounds and Buildings 
 
In May, a Board member requested information about the types of pesticides and 
herbicides used by County staff to manage and maintain grounds, parks, 
landscaped areas and buildings. 
 
Attached please find a list of applications compiled by staff. The table describes 
the product, description, timing of use, and other information about the product. 
 
A few notes about the attached table: 
 

• Many of the items listed are not applied on a regular basis, but as needed. 
 

• Staff works diligently to minimize the usage of pesticides and herbicides, 
and selects applications that are more environmentally-sensitive where 
possible. However, it should be noted that ballfields and locations like the 
Soccer.com Center have specialized grasses and turf that require a high 
level of maintenance to ensure a quality playing surface, and these 
products are needed to maintain that type of playing surface. Based on 
our review, this usage and need also exists for other jurisdictions that 
maintain athletic facilities of the type Orange County manages, and the 
facilities in our area also use many of the same products listed here. 

 
Please let me know if I may provide any additional information. 
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Product
Active 

Ingredients
Description Timing of 

use

Acute Toxicity 
Rating                  

[1 (most) -               

4  (least)] 1, 2

EPA    
Registered? 

3

Restricted 
Use 

Product? 4

EPA 
Toxicity 
Word 5

Technical Fact Sheet 
(National Pesticide 

Information Center) 
or MSDS

Label Image

Fertilizer Various Various Formulations During Active 
Growth NA NA No NA NA NA

Micronutrients Various Plant Health During Active 
Growth NA NA No NA NA NA

MaxiPlex Humic Acid Humic Acid/Organic During Active 
Growth NA NA No NA

http://www.turf.at/product_data_sh
eets/SicherheitsdatenblaetterEN/Flor

atine/Maxiplex.MSDS.UK.pdf

http://www.kellysolutions.com/erenewals
/documentsubmit/KellyData/ND%5CFertili
zer%5CProduct%20Label%5CMAXIPLEX_7_

24_2012_3_17_57_PM.pdf

Liquid Iron Iron Enhance Color During Active 
Growth NA NA No NA NA NA

T-NEX Trinexapac-ethyl Growth Regulator During Active 
Growth 3 Yes No Caution http://fs1.agrian.com/pdfs/T-

NEX_1AQ_MSDS2.pdf
http://fs1.agrian.com/pdfs/T-

NEX_1AQ_Label2.pdf

Q4 2,4-D, etc. Herbicide During Active 
Growth 1 Yes No Danger

http://pdf.tirmsdev.com/Web/9
9/36341/99_36341_MSDS_Engli

sh_.pdf?download=true

http://www.cdms.net/LDat/ldU
HR006.pdf

RoundUp Glyphosate Herbicide Year Round 2 Yes No Warning http://npic.orst.edu/factsheets/g
lyphotech.pdf

http://www3.epa.gov/pesticide
s/chem_search/ppls/071995-

00020-20020731.pdf

Arilon Indoxacarb
Urban insects including 

termites
As needed. 2 Yes No Caution http://www.cdms.net/LDat/mpB

7E001.pdf

http://www.dupont.com/conte
nt/dam/assets/products-and-

services/pro-products/SL-
1672C.pdf

Suspend-SC Deltamethrin Broad spectrum insecticide As needed. 3 Yes No Caution http://npic.orst.edu/factsheets/
Deltatech.html

http://www.fightthebite.net/do
wnload/labels/SUSl.pdf

Suspend-
Polyzone

Deltamethrin Broad spectrum insecticide As needed. 3 Yes No Caution http://npic.orst.edu/factsheets/
Deltatech.html

http://www.bcgov.net/departm
ents/public-safety/mosquito-

control/Suspend-
Polyzone%20label.pdf

Products Used at Soccer.com Center

Products Used by Pest Control Contractor at County Buildings

2

http://www.turf.at/product_data_sheets/SicherheitsdatenblaetterEN/Floratine/Maxiplex.MSDS.UK.pdf
http://www.turf.at/product_data_sheets/SicherheitsdatenblaetterEN/Floratine/Maxiplex.MSDS.UK.pdf
http://www.turf.at/product_data_sheets/SicherheitsdatenblaetterEN/Floratine/Maxiplex.MSDS.UK.pdf
http://www.kellysolutions.com/erenewals/documentsubmit/KellyData/ND%5CFertilizer%5CProduct Label%5CMAXIPLEX_7_24_2012_3_17_57_PM.pdf
http://www.kellysolutions.com/erenewals/documentsubmit/KellyData/ND%5CFertilizer%5CProduct Label%5CMAXIPLEX_7_24_2012_3_17_57_PM.pdf
http://www.kellysolutions.com/erenewals/documentsubmit/KellyData/ND%5CFertilizer%5CProduct Label%5CMAXIPLEX_7_24_2012_3_17_57_PM.pdf
http://www.kellysolutions.com/erenewals/documentsubmit/KellyData/ND%5CFertilizer%5CProduct Label%5CMAXIPLEX_7_24_2012_3_17_57_PM.pdf
http://fs1.agrian.com/pdfs/T-NEX_1AQ_MSDS2.pdf
http://fs1.agrian.com/pdfs/T-NEX_1AQ_MSDS2.pdf
http://fs1.agrian.com/pdfs/T-NEX_1AQ_Label2.pdf
http://fs1.agrian.com/pdfs/T-NEX_1AQ_Label2.pdf
http://pdf.tirmsdev.com/Web/99/36341/99_36341_MSDS_English_.pdf?download=true
http://pdf.tirmsdev.com/Web/99/36341/99_36341_MSDS_English_.pdf?download=true
http://pdf.tirmsdev.com/Web/99/36341/99_36341_MSDS_English_.pdf?download=true
http://www.cdms.net/LDat/ldUHR006.pdf
http://www.cdms.net/LDat/ldUHR006.pdf
http://npic.orst.edu/factsheets/glyphotech.pdf
http://npic.orst.edu/factsheets/glyphotech.pdf
http://www3.epa.gov/pesticides/chem_search/ppls/071995-00020-20020731.pdf
http://www3.epa.gov/pesticides/chem_search/ppls/071995-00020-20020731.pdf
http://www3.epa.gov/pesticides/chem_search/ppls/071995-00020-20020731.pdf
http://www.cdms.net/LDat/mpB7E001.pdf
http://www.cdms.net/LDat/mpB7E001.pdf
http://www.dupont.com/content/dam/assets/products-and-services/pro-products/SL-1672C.pdf
http://www.dupont.com/content/dam/assets/products-and-services/pro-products/SL-1672C.pdf
http://www.dupont.com/content/dam/assets/products-and-services/pro-products/SL-1672C.pdf
http://www.dupont.com/content/dam/assets/products-and-services/pro-products/SL-1672C.pdf
http://npic.orst.edu/factsheets/Deltatech.html
http://npic.orst.edu/factsheets/Deltatech.html
http://www.fightthebite.net/download/labels/SUSl.pdf
http://www.fightthebite.net/download/labels/SUSl.pdf
http://npic.orst.edu/factsheets/Deltatech.html
http://npic.orst.edu/factsheets/Deltatech.html
http://www.bcgov.net/departments/public-safety/mosquito-control/Suspend-Polyzone label.pdf
http://www.bcgov.net/departments/public-safety/mosquito-control/Suspend-Polyzone label.pdf
http://www.bcgov.net/departments/public-safety/mosquito-control/Suspend-Polyzone label.pdf
http://www.bcgov.net/departments/public-safety/mosquito-control/Suspend-Polyzone label.pdf
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Ingredients
Description Timing of 

use

Acute Toxicity 
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[1 (most) -              

4  (least)] 1, 2

EPA      
Registered? 

3

Restricted 
Use 

Product? 4

EPA 
Toxicity 
Word 5

Technical Fact Sheet 
(National Pesticide 

Information Center) 
or MSDS

Label Image

Round Up Glyphosate

Kill weeds and grass in 
plant beds, mulched areas, 
walkways, parking lots and 

trails.   Also brushed or 
sprayed on fresh cuts and 
stumps of invasive trees.

As needed. 2 Yes No Warning http://npic.orst.edu/factsheets/g
lyphotech.pdf

http://www3.epa.gov/pesticide
s/chem_search/ppls/071995-
00020-20020731.pdf

Trimec, 
Speedzone

2,4-D
Broadleaf weed control in 

turf.
Varies 2 Yes No Danger http://npic.orst.edu/factsheets/

2,4-DTech.pdf
http://www.southernag.com/do

cs/labels_msds/2_4-D.pdf

Pendulum, 
Halts, Pre-M 

Pendimethalin

Pre-emergent grass and 
weed control.  Applied to 

gravel parking lots and 
walkways.

Early spring. 3 Yes No Caution http://www.cdms.net/LDat/mp3
HA000.pdf

http://www.cdms.net/LDat/ld3
HA004.pdf

Advion Indoxacarb

Broadcast on large areas to 
prevent or eliminate fire 

ant infestation.  Spot treat 
ant mounds.

As needed. 2 Yes No Caution http://www.cdms.net/LDat/mpB
7E001.pdf

http://www.cdms.net/LDat/ldB
7E005.pdf

Sevin Carbaryl
Liquid drench application 

to fire ant mounds.
As needed. 3 Yes No Caution http://npic.orst.edu/factsheets/c

arbtech.pdf
http://www.cdms.net/LDat/ld5

ER002.pdf

Talstar Bifenthrin
Liquid drench application 

to fire ant mounds.
As needed. 3 Yes

Yes  for 
some form-

ulations
Caution http://npic.orst.edu/factsheets/

biftech.html
http://www.cdms.net/LDat/ld8

PP004.pdf

Cross Bow 2,4-D
Non-selective, used on 
woody plants such as 

poison ivy.
As needed. 3 Yes No Danger http://www.cdms.net/LDat/mp0

2H000.pdf
http://www.cdms.net/LDat/ld0

2H006.pdf

Products Used by DEAPR for Parks and Grounds (Parks Division) 
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http://npic.orst.edu/factsheets/glyphotech.pdf
http://npic.orst.edu/factsheets/glyphotech.pdf
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http://www.southernag.com/docs/labels_msds/2_4-D.pdf
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http://www.cdms.net/LDat/mp3HA000.pdf
http://www.cdms.net/LDat/ld3HA004.pdf
http://www.cdms.net/LDat/ld3HA004.pdf
http://www.cdms.net/LDat/mpB7E001.pdf
http://www.cdms.net/LDat/mpB7E001.pdf
http://www.cdms.net/LDat/ldB7E005.pdf
http://www.cdms.net/LDat/ldB7E005.pdf
http://npic.orst.edu/factsheets/carbtech.pdf
http://npic.orst.edu/factsheets/carbtech.pdf
http://www.cdms.net/LDat/ld5ER002.pdf
http://www.cdms.net/LDat/ld5ER002.pdf
http://npic.orst.edu/factsheets/biftech.html
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http://www.cdms.net/LDat/ld8PP004.pdf
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http://www.cdms.net/LDat/mp02H000.pdf
http://www.cdms.net/LDat/ld02H006.pdf
http://www.cdms.net/LDat/ld02H006.pdf


Footnotes:

3 - From the National Pesticide Information Center (NPIC) web site: "Laboratory Testing: Before pesticides are registered by the U.S. EPA, they must undergo 
laboratory testing for short-term (acute) and long-term (chronic) health effects. Laboratory animals are purposely given high enough doses to cause toxic effects. 
These tests help scientists judge how these chemicals might affect humans, domestic animals, and wildlife in cases of overexposure."

4 - From PAN web site: "The U.S. EPA restricts use of some pesticide products because they are acutely toxic to humans or beneficial insects; have been shown to 
cause worker illnesses, groundwater contamination, bird or fish kills; or their drift damages other crops. RUPs (Registered Use Products) can be used only by certified 
and licensed applicators, and then only under specific conditions."

5 - http://www.npic.orst.edu/factsheets/signalwords.pdf  From the National Pesticide Information Center web site:  "CAUTION means the pesticide product is slightly 
toxic if eaten, absorbed through the skin, inhaled, or it causes slight eye or skin irritation. WARNING indicates the pesticide product is moderately toxic if eaten, 
absorbed through the skin, inhaled, or it causes moderate eye or skin irritation. DANGER means that the pesticide product is highly toxic by at least one route of 
exposure. It may be corrosive, causing irreversible damage to the skin or eyes. Alternatively, it may be highly toxic if eaten, absorbed through the skin, or inhaled. If 
this is the case, then the word “POISON” must also be included in red letters on the front panel of the product label.

1 - From Pesticide Action Network (PAN) web site - "Formulated pesticide products (which usually include inert ingredients) are required to carry an acute 
toxicity rating by the U.S. EPA which is reflected in the warning label on the pesticide container. The U.S. EPA gives a warning label of Category 1 to the most acutely 
toxic pesticide products and Category 4 to the least acutely toxic pesticide products (1).  The different toxicity categories are based on the LD50, the dose (in 
milligrams of substance per kilogram of body weight) that kills 50% of the test animals in a standard assay. For inhalation exposures, the LC50 is used---the 
concentration in air in milligrams per liter that kills 50% of the test animals."

2 - PAN (Pesticide Action Network) web site: http://www.pesticideinfo.org/Docs/ref_toxicity3.html#PANSummaryCancer    Pesticide Action Network (PAN) Summary 
Carcinogen Categories   This source states the following:  "There are several organizations that evaluate and rank chemicals for their carcinogenicity. Because 
carcinogenicity designations from different sources sometimes conflict with each other, PAN created a summary carcinogen designation that reflects the most toxic 
ranking assigned by any organization. In addition, the different terms used by different organizations to describe carcinogen status were translated into a consistent 
set of terms."
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Memorandum 
 
Date: August 17, 2015 
 
To: Board of County Commissioners 

Bonnie B. Hammersley, County Manager 
 
From: Craig Benedict, Planning Director 

Perdita Holtz, Planning Systems Coordinator 
 
Re: BOCC Follow Up List Item Regarding Internal Pedestrian Systems  
 
   
As part of the discussion at the April 7, 2015 Board of County Commissioners meeting 
regarding the Efland zoning overlay districts, a commissioner requested information on steps 
the County can take to provide internal pedestrian circulation or reasons why providing it 
cannot occur.   
 
The original proposal for the Efland overlay districts was written to require that projects of a 
certain size provide privately-owned and maintained internal pedestrian systems.  As a result 
of resident comments at the February 2014 quarterly public hearing, the Board of County 
Commissioners directed staff to work with the community and return with a proposal the 
community supported.  Staff met with residents more than 10 times and one of the results of 
the meetings was that language pertaining to the overlay districts was “softened” to be less 
regulatory.  In the case of internal pedestrian systems, the words “shall be required” were 
changed to “may be required” and the site plan review process will determine if a proposed 
project will be required to provide a private internal pedestrian system. 
 
The County may choose to require that development projects provide a wide variety of 
amenities, including internal pedestrian systems, by including such requirements in its 
development regulations (e.g., the Unified Development Ordinance [UDO]).  One of the 
considerations local governments take into account when deciding on regulations is the 
balance of requiring too little, which can potentially result in subpar development projects, and 
requiring so much that residents and developers voice concerns about development being too 
onerous.  Therefore, the County’s regulations often reflect a balance of interests within a 
legally sufficient framework. 
 
If the Board would like to consider changes to the UDO, Board members could petition to have 
staff work on specified changes to be brought forward at a future quarterly public hearing. 
 

Information Item 



 
PLANNING & INSPECTIONS DEPARTMENT 

Craig N. Benedict, AICP, Director 
Administration 
(919) 245-2575 
(919) 644-3002 (FAX) 
www.orangecountync.gov  

131 W. Margaret Lane 
Suite 101 

P. O. Box 8181  
Hillsborough, NC 27278 

 

 
MEMORANDUM 

 
 TO: Board of County Commissioners 

Bonnie B. Hammersley, County Manager 
 

 FROM: Abigaile Pittman, Transportation/Land Use Planner 
Craig Benedict, Planning Director 
 

 DATE:  September 1, 2015 
 

 SUBJECT: INFORMATION ITEM - Orange County Planning staff comments on 
the North Carolina Department of Transportation (NCDOT) 
Environmental Assessment (EA) for Proposed Private Crossing 
Closures with North Carolina Railroad (NCRR)/Norfolk Southern (NS) 
Railway at Gordon Thomas Drive, Greenbriar Drive, and Byrdsville 
Road, Orange County, NC. 

 
BACKGROUND:  The NCDOT, in coordination with the Federal Railroad Administration 
(FRA), has proposed this rail crossing closure project, which consists of three distinct 
sub-projects. FRA is providing the funding for the project and is the Lead Federal 
Agency. As the proposed action is supported by federal funds, FRA must comply with 
the National Environmental Policy Act of 1969 (NEPA).  A Draft Environmental 
Assessment (EA) has been developed pursuant to NEPA. 
 
On May 28 NCDOT mailed a copy of the Environmental Assessment (EA) for the above 
referenced project to the Orange County Manager, which was subsequently forwarded 
to the Planning Department for review.  The EA, as well as the preliminary plans and 
maps of the project areas have been made available for public review at the Planning 
Department, and they have also been posted on the County website at the following 
link: 
 
http://www.orangecountync.gov/departments/planning_and_inspections/transportation_
planning.php  
 
The proposed private railway crossings are described in the State’s Transportation 
Improvement Program (TIP) as part of various passenger rail projects comprising a 
private crossing safety initiative to close or enhance protection at railroad crossings 
between Raleigh and Charlotte.  These three projects are specifically identified as P-
4405I, P-4405J, and P-4405K, to be funded with Stimulus High Speed Rail Funds   The 
projects are to be performed during the State’s FY 2012-FY2016 Work Program. 

1

http://www.orangecountync.gov/departments/planning_and_inspections/transportation_planning.php
http://www.orangecountync.gov/departments/planning_and_inspections/transportation_planning.php
gwilder
Text Box
INFORMATION ITEM



 
SUMMARY OF STAFF COMMENTS: The EA was reviewed keeping in mind all 
previous Orange County comments and public outreach since October/November 2012: 
 
General Comments 
• The Orange County comment letter dated December 13, 2013 was not disclosed, 

discussed or included.  A copy of the letter was re-submitted. 
• The summary of indirect and cumulative impacts statement for all three projects is 

very vague, stating that “the addition of the proposed Project to the current 
development trend will not increase cumulative impacts significantly when compared 
to the impacts of other past, present, and future actions.” 

• The section of the EA that reviews transportation plans references a 2009 DCHC 
MPO plan rather than the current 2012 MTP.   

• The EA references a Farmland Conversion Rating Form but does not provide said 
form in the body of the report or in the Appendix.   

• The section of the EA that discusses Public Outreach does not include the February 
2015 postcard sent out by NCDOT.   

 
Gordon Thomas Road Project 
• For the Gordon Thomas Drive project, the Paschall Drive cul-de-sac depicted on the 

map does not reflect the latest revision provided to staff by NCDOT. 
 
Greenbriar Drive Project 
• Future right-of-way for Greenbriar Drive is expressed as being anticipated rather 

than known. Greater precision on future road width is needed. 
• EA Consultant was requested to consult with Orange County Emergency Services 

regarding fire department access to homes and businesses, as well as emergency 
response times for first responders. 

 
Byrdsville Road Project 
• The turning radii of the curves adjacent to Piedmont Electric are hazardous; creating 

what may be impassible and/or dangerous situations for large vehicles such as fire 
trucks, school buses, moving vans, delivery vehicles, etc.  Lighting is also needed at 
these curves to enhance safety.  

• Access should be prohibited to 17 double/reverse frontage lots being created in the 
Joppa Oaks Subdivision.  

• Identification of Walter Clark Drive for western part of future road is not accurate. 
The future road for the Byrdsville project will need to be uniformly renamed from 
beginning to end. 

• Additional information is needed on maps and discussion for the Jasper Lane 
reconnection. 
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• There are undiscussed, potentially undocumented issues pertaining to proposed 
driveway locations, new (possibly nonconforming) setbacks, and unknown impacts 
to septic tanks, wells, septic drain fields. 

The Orange County Planning staff comment letter regarding the EA may be viewed at 
the following link: 
http://www.orangecountync.gov/EA_Comment_Ltr_06242015.pdf  
 
 
PROJECT STATUS AND NEXT STEPS: The project is currently in final review for a 
“Finding of No Significant Impact” (FONSI).  No problems are anticipated by the NCDOT 
in having the EA final approval in September 2015. Following the FONSI, the NCDOT 
will finalize plans and move forward with negotiations with impacted property owners, 
purchasing right-of-way, and then starting construction.  Tentative dates for these next 
steps are as follows: 
 
Crossing 
Closure Site 

Estimated 
Completion 
Date 90% 
Plans 

Estimated 
Completion 
Date 100% 
Plans 

Estimated 
Completion 
Date Final 
Plans 

Estimated 
Let Date 

Estimated 
Completion 
Date 

Greenbriar 10-9-2015 10-23-2015 10-30-2015 11-24-2015 12-1-2016 
Gordon 
Thomas 

 
10-9-2015 

 
10-23-2015 

 
10-30-2015 

 
11-24-2015 

 
12-1-2016 

 
Byrdsville 

 
12-8-2015 

 
01-11-2016 

 
02-02-2016 

 
03-22-2016 

Late summer, 
early fall 2017 

Source:  Dan Havener, Project Engineer, NCDOT Rail Division 08-11-2016 
 
Planning staff will continue to monitor the progress on this project and report back to the 
Manager and the Board of County Commissioners. 
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