Orange County
Board of Commissioners
Agenda
Virtual Business Meeting
October 5, 2021
7:00 p.m.

Note:

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

Due to current public health concerns, the Board of Commissioners is conducting a Virtual Business meeting
on October 5, 2021. Members of the Board of Commissioners will be participating in the meeting remotely.
As in prior meetings, members of the public will be able to view and listen to the meeting via live streaming
video at orangecountync.gov/967/Meeting-Videos and on Orange County Gov-TV on channels 1301 or 97.6
(Spectrum Cable).
In this new virtual process, there are two methods for public comment.
 Written submittals by email
 Speaking during the virtual meeting
Detailed public comment instructions for each method are provided at the bottom of this agenda. (Preregistration is required.)
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# 919-644-3045.

1. Additions or Changes to the Agenda
PUBLIC CHARGE
The Board of Commissioners pledges its respect to all present. The Board asks those attending this meeting to
conduct themselves in a respectful, courteous manner toward each other, county staff and the commissioners.
At any time should a member of the Board or the public fail to observe this charge, the Chair will take steps to
restore order and decorum. Should it become impossible to restore order and continue the meeting, the Chair
will recess the meeting until such time that a genuine commitment to this public charge is observed. The
BOCC asks that all electronic devices such as cell phones, pagers, and computers should please be turned off
or set to silent/vibrate. Please be kind to everyone.

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 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, Petitions and Comments by Board Members (Three Minute Limit Per
Commissioner)
4. Proclamations/ Resolutions/ Special Presentations
a. Hispanic Heritage Month
5. Public Hearings
6. Regular Agenda
a. Presentation of Final Report from the BOCC Elections Advisory Group (BEAG)
b. Longtime Homeowner Assistance (LHA) Program
c. Durham-Chapel Hill-Carrboro Metropolitan Planning Organization 2050 Metropolitan
Transportation Plan
d. Proposed Performance Agreement Provision Requiring that Non-profit Organizations Receiving
Funds through the County’s Outside Agencies Process Provide the Opportunity for Public
Comment at Regular Meetings
7. Reports
a. Orange County Partnership to End Homelessness – 2021 Data Update
8. 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.
b.
c.
d.
e.
f.
g.
h.
i.

Minutes
Motor Vehicle Property Tax Releases/Refunds
Property Tax Releases/Refunds
Applications for Property Tax Exemption/Exclusion
Amendment to Personnel Ordinance, Section 28-38(j) Regarding Special Separation Buyout for
Law Enforcement Officers
Performance Agreement Between the Town of Chapel Hill and Visitors Bureau
Approval to Transfer Properties Back to West Orange Fire Insurance District from Cedar Grove
Fire Insurance District
Updates to the Assistance Policies for the 2021 North Carolina Housing Finance Agency
(NCHFA) Urgent Repair Program (URP21)
Advisory Boards and Commissions – Appointments

9. County Manager’s Report
Projected October 7, 2021 Joint Mtg. w/Fire Departments and Work Session Items
Highlights of Services Provided and Challenges Faced During the Pandemic

Public Safety Communications and Broadband (Update and Discussion on the Continued
Commitment towards Radio System Improvements)
Establishing a Length of Service Awards Program
Emergency Services Update – Overview of Current Challenges Facing EMS
Follow-up Discussion Regarding the Regulation of the Discharge of Firearms in Areas of the
County with a High Residential Unit Density
Boards & Commissions Appointment Process Discussion
Discussion on Family Success Alliance Advisory Council Commissioner Liaison Assignments
10. County Attorney’s Report
11. *Appointments
12. Information Items





September 14, 2021 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

13. Closed Session
14. Adjournment

Note:

Access the agenda through the County’s web site, www.orangecountync.gov

*Subject to Being Moved to Earlier in the Meeting if Necessary
Orange County Board of Commissioners’ meetings and work sessions are available via live streaming video
at orangecountync.gov/967/Meeting-Videos and Orange County Gov-TV on channels 1301 or 97.6
(Spectrum Cable).

Public Comment Instructions
Public Comment – Written
(for Items not on the Agenda, Agenda Items and Public Hearings)
Members of the public may provide written public comment by submitting it to the
ocbocc@orangecountync.gov email address by 3:00 PM on the afternoon of the meeting.
When submitting the comment, include the following:
 The date of the meeting
 The agenda item (example: 6-a) you wish to comment on
 Your name, address, email and phone number
The Orange County Board of Commissioners, County Manager, County Attorney and Clerk to the
Board, will be copied on all of the emails that are submitted.

Public Comment – Verbal
(for Items not on the Agenda, Agenda Items and Public Hearings)
Members of the public will be asked to contact the Clerk to the Board using the email address
ocpubliccomment@orangecountync.gov no later than 3:00 PM on the day of the meeting and indicate
they wish to speak during the meeting.
When submitting the request to speak, include the following:
 The date of the meeting
 The agenda item (example: 6-a) you wish to speak on
 Your name, address, email and phone number
 The phone number must be the number you plan to call in from if participating by phone
Prior to the meeting, speakers will be emailed a participant link to be able to make comments during
the live meeting. Speakers may use a computer (with camera and/or microphone) or phone to make
comments. Speakers using the phone for comments must use the provided PIN/Password number.
The public speaker’s audio and video will be muted until the BOCC gets to the respective agenda
item(s). Individuals who have pre-registered will then be brought into the public portion of the
meeting one at a time.
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ORANGE COUNTY
BOARD OF COMMISSIONERS
ACTION AGENDA ITEM ABSTRACT
Meeting Date: October 5, 2021
Action Agenda
4-a
Item No.
SUBJECT: Hispanic Heritage Month
DEPARTMENT: Human Rights and Relations
ATTACHMENT(S):
Proclamation

INFORMATION CONTACT:
Renee Price, BOCC Chair, (919) 2452130
Annette Moore, (919) 245-2317

PURPOSE: To consider a proclamation designating September 15 through October 15, 2021 as
Hispanic Heritage Month in Orange County.
BACKGROUND: Hispanic Heritage Week began in 1968 under President Lyndon Johnson.
President Ronald Reagan extended Hispanic Heritage Week to 30 days in 1988. Hispanic
Heritage Month starts on September 15, as that date is significant to several Latin American
countries. Independence Day for the Latin American countries of Costa Rica, El Salvador,
Guatemala, Honduras, and Nicaragua is September 15. In addition, Mexico and Chile celebrate
their independence days on September 16 and 18, respectively. Dia de la Raza, recognized
throughout Spanish-speaking countries, celebrating Latin American heritage and cultural diversity
occurs on October 12.
In 1987, when Representative Esteban Torres of California proposed extending the week-long
celebration to a month, he noted that supporters of the legislation "want the Amerian people to
learn of our heritage. We want the public to know that we share a legacy with the rest of the
country, a legagy the includes artists, writers, Olympic champions, and leaders in business,
government, cinema, and science." 1 Representative Torres' bill died in committee, but the Senate
passed a similar bill, and President Ronald Reagan signed it into law.
The 2021 theme for Hispanic Heritage Month is "Esperanza: A Celebration of Hispanic Heritage
and Hope." The theme invites everyone to celebrate Hispanic Heritage Month and reflect on how
great tomorrow can be if we hold onto our resilience and hope. The theme encourages everyone
to reflect on the Hispanic community's past and future contributions.
FINANCIAL IMPACT:
proclamation.
1

There is no financial impact associated with consideration of the

See https://history.house.gov/HistoricalHighlight/Detail/15032398402?ret=True (last reviewed 9/28/2021)
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SOCIAL JUSTICE IMPACT: The following Orange County Social Justice Goal is applicable to
this 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.
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT: There is no Orange County Environmental Responsibility Goal
impact associated with this action.
RECOMMENDATION(S): The Manager recommends that the Board approve the Proclamation
and authorize the Chair to sign the Proclamation
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ORANGE COUNTY BOARD OF COMMISSIONERS
HISPANIC HERITAGE MONTH PROCLAMATION
WHEREAS, Hispanic Heritage Month heritage began as Hispanic Heritage Week, established by
legislation sponsored by Rep. Edward Roybal of Los Angeles and was signed into law by President
Lyndon B. Johnson in 1968; and
WHEREAS, in 1988, the commemorative week was expanded to a month – September 15 to October
15 – by legislation sponsored by Rep. Estaban Torres, amended by Sen. Paul Simon and signed into
law by President Ronald Reagan; and
WHEREAS, September 15 was chosen as the starting point for the commemoration because it is the
anniversary of the Cry of Dolores, early morning of 16 September 1810, which marked the start of
the Mexican War of Independence and thus resulted in independence for the New Spain Colony,
now Mexico, Guatemala, Belize, el Salvador, Costa Rica, Honduras and Nicaragua in 1821; and
WHEREAS, throughout the year and especially during Hispanic Heritage Month, Americans
embrace, honor and celebrate the Hispanic community and its traditions and contributions; and
WHEREAS, Orange County has a diverse population and Hispanic residents constitute the largest
ethnic group in Orange County; and
WHEREAS, the Hispanic residents in Orange County are a diverse group with roots stretching
throughout North, Central, and South America, and many trace their heritage to the original
indigenous peoples of Latin America and Africa; and
WHEREAS, many Hispanic people came to this country as immigrants and have fought for state and
national initiatives providing pathways to citizenship and protecting the right to vote – i.e.,
Dreamers, Temporary Protected Status holders, farmworkers, and essential workers; and
WHEREAS, throughout the history of the United States, members of the Hispanic community have
helped shape the social, political, and economic landscape of this Country and our community; and
WHEREAS, in the fight against the COVID-19 pandemic, members of the Hispanic community
helped keep our neighborhoods and communities vibrant and prosperous as our front-line workers,
teachers, business owners, scientists, soldiers, farmworkers, first responders, artists, activists,
colleagues, and friends;
NOW, THEREFORE, the Orange County Board of Commissioners does hereby proclaim September
15 through October 15, 2021, as Hispanic Heritage Month in Orange County, affirming the 2021
theme of “Esperanza: A Celebration of Hispanic Heritage and Hope,” and calls upon all residents of
Orange County to celebrate this month through activities and programs that enlighten and inspire
our understanding of the amazing heritage of our Hispanic families, neighbors and friends.
IN WITNESS WHEREOF, this the ____ day of October 2021.
_____________________________________________
Renée A. Price, Chair
Orange County Board of Commissioners
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ORANGE COUNTY
BOARD OF COMMISSIONERS
ACTION AGENDA ITEM ABSTRACT
Meeting Date: October 5, 2021
Action Agenda
6-a
Item No.
SUBJECT: Presentation of Final Report from the BOCC Elections Advisory Group (BEAG)
DEPARTMENT: County Attorney & County
Manager
ATTACHMENT(S):
Presentation
BEAG Final Report on the Process for
Electing County Commissioners in
Orange County

INFORMATION CONTACT:
Greg Wilder, Manager’s Office, 245-2300
John Roberts, County Attorney, 2452318
Brian Carson, Planning & Inspections,
245-2595
Todd McGee, Community Relations, 2452302
Retired District Court Judge Jay Bryan,
BEAG Facilitator

PURPOSE: To receive the Final Report on the Process for Electing County Commissioners in
Orange County from the BOCC Elections Advisory Group and provide direction on next steps.
BACKGROUND: At the Board of Commissioners’ April 7, 2020 Virtual Business meeting, a
request/petition was presented that the Board discuss and potentially change a portion of the
process under which some or all Board members are elected.
The Board subsequently discussed the issue at its May 5, 2020 Virtual Business meeting and
voted to:
1) Establish a committee to study alternative methods of election;
2) Select members for the committee no later than January 31, 2021;
3) Have the committee review options and report back by July 31, 2021; and
4) For the Board to review the recommendations, and if necessary conduct public hearings
and make a decision in time for the March 2022 primary election.
The Board subsequently discussed the proposal further at its September 10, 2020 work session.
Staff requested direction from the Board on:
 the total number of members the committee should include;
 whether the committee should consist entirely of residents;
 whether election or other experts would be considered/appointed;
 whether there should be representation from nonprofit entities;
 whether there would be a formal application process; and
 any other details regarding the establishment of the committee.
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Based on direction given at that meeting, the Clerk’s Office solicited applications from Orange
County residents for fifteen (15) seats for the BOCC Elections Advisory Group, with
appointments to be made by January 31, 2021. The Group materials noted that the purpose is
to “study alternative methods/districts to elect the Board of County Commissioners (BOCC) and
make a recommendation to the Board of County Commissioners.”
Staff advertised the application opportunity on the County website and also published two Public
Service Announcements regarding the Group. The opportunity to apply to serve was shared on
WCHL radio station. An announcement also occurred at the Board’s October 20, 2020
Business meeting that the County was recruiting for potential appointees to the BOCC Elections
Advisory Group and that applications were available on the County Website under Board of
Commissioners - Volunteer Advisory Boards & Commissions. The County received applications
from twenty-three (23) interested individuals.
At its February 2, 2021 Business meeting, the Board of Commissioners appointed fifteen (15)
members to the BOCC Elections Advisory Group. The Board directed the Group to select CoChairs, with one individual from the District 1 electoral area of the County and one individual
from the District 2 electoral area of the County. The Board also approved a charge and timeline
for the Group, with the Group to provide its report back to the BOCC by July 31, 2021.
The BEAG subsequently convened seven times, with its first meeting on February 25, 2021.
Retired District Court Judge Jay Bryan joined the Group as its Facilitator at the Group’s second
meeting on March 25, 2021. At that same meeting, Group Members Lisa Hazirjian and Patrick
Mulkey were elected as the Group Co-Chairs from Districts 1 and 2, respectively.
In concert with the BOCC’s May 18, 2021 agreement by consensus to extend the BEAG’s report
deadline to August 15, 2021, the BEAG approved its Final Report on the Process for Electing
County Commissioners in Orange County at its last meeting on August 5, 2021. That Final
Report, which is attached, details the Group’s activities, discussions and materials reviewed,
and provides recommendations for BOCC consideration.
BEAG Facilitator and Retired District Court Judge Jay Bryan will be joined at the meeting by
Group Co-Chair Lisa Hazirjian and Group Co-Chair Patrick Mulkey to present the Final Report
to the Board. Other Group members may also be present to help address any questions.
FINANCIAL IMPACT: The financial impact to date relates to the contract with Judge Bryan as
the Facilitator for Group meetings and associated administrative and planning activities. Future
financial impacts will be based on the next steps in the Board’s consideration of this matter.
SOCIAL JUSTICE IMPACT: There is no Orange County Social Justice Goal impact associated
with receiving the Final Report on the Process for Electing County Commissioners in Orange
County. There may be potential future impacts based on the next steps in the Board’s
consideration of this matter.
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT: There is no Orange County Environmental Responsibility Goal
impact associated with receiving the Final Report on the Process for Electing County
Commissioners in Orange County.
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RECOMMENDATION(S): The Manager recommends the Board:
1) express its appreciation to the members of the BOCC Election Advisory Group and
Judge Bryan for their work;
2) receive the Final Report on the Process for Electing County Commissioners in Orange
County from the BOCC Elections Advisory Group;
3) provide any comments or questions to Judge Bryan, Group Co-Chair Hazirjian, and
Group Co-Chair Mulkey;
4) conclude the BOCC Elections Advisory Group’s activities and sunset the Group as an
appointed County board; and
5) provide any direction to staff on next steps.
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BOCC ELECTIONS ADVISORY GROUP
Process for Electing County Commissioners
in Orange County
FINAL REPORT
Presentation to Orange County Board of Commissioners
October 5, 2021

1
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Members of the BOCC Elections Advisory Group (BEAG) were
appointed by the Orange County Board of Commissioners in
February 2021 based on submitted applications. The BEAG
membership reflects geographic, ethnic, racial and political
diversity from across Orange County.
GROUP MEMBERS
Patrick Mulkey – District 2, Co-Chair
Dr. Lisa Hazirjian – District 1, Co-Chair
District 1

District 2

Kathy Arab

Brian Crawford

Nicholas Batman
(resigned as of May, 2021)

Martha Jenkins

Dr. Nathan Boucher

Jenn Sykes

Dr. Jennifer Bremer

Rex Williams

Alicia Reid

Jaazaniah Catterall
Susana Dancy
Dr. Krishna Mondal
Dr. Jonathan Weiler
2
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BOCC Elections Advisory Group
Charge
To review, research, and evaluate the current method of electing commissioners,
as well as any alternative electoral methods or models, including but not limited to
single member districts, aligning primary and general election methods, multi-seat
elections, and the number of commissioners. The Advisory Group shall assess all
options and alternatives pursuant to the following criteria:
 Constitutional and statutory requirements and voting rights law;
 Proportionality
 Equity
 Uniformity
 Simplicity/clarity
 Maximizing voter engagement
The Advisory Group’s assessment should incorporate, to the extent possible,
anticipated population distribution changes based on the 2020 census.
The Advisory Group may consider options that require enabling legislation;
however, it must present to the BOCC options that do not require such
authorization.
3
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CURRENT VOTING METHOD FOR ELECTING
MEMBERS OF THE ORANGE COUNTY BOARD OF
COMMISSIONERS
Currently Orange County elects seven (7) commissioners.
Two
commissioners are elected at-large, meaning candidates must reside
somewhere in Orange County, and voters from the entire county vote on
these candidates in both primaries and general elections. There are two
multi-member districts. District 1 encompasses the Chapel Hill and
Carrboro area and has three seats. District 2 includes the rest of Orange
County and has two seats. Candidates for these seats must reside in the
district in which they are running. In primaries, voters living in District One
vote only on District One candidates, and voters from District Two vote
only on District Two candidates. In general elections, voters from the
whole county can vote in both District One and District Two races.

4
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Election Methods for County Commissioners
Authorized by North Carolina General Statute
 Single-member districts where voters in a district choose one representative
for their district.
 Multi-member districts where
representatives for their district.

voters

in

a

district

 At-large seats voted on by all voters in the county.
 A combination of single-member districts and at-large.
 A combination of multi-member districts and at-large.

5

choose

multiple
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RESOURCES AND INFORMATION REVIEWED
 Presentation and information from Professor Robert Joyce and the UNC School of Government
regarding legal options used in other counties and the legal options available to Orange County;
 Presentation and information slides from Director Dr. Rebecca Tippett and the UNC Demography
Center on demographic features of Orange County;
 Demographic information related to the urban and rural populations, and changes since the 2010
Census;
 Information on areas currently experiencing growth, or areas expected to experience growth (an
example being the Mebane/Efland area);
 Information on recently approved and proposed large residential developments in the County;
 Demographic information on the two county school systems, and county funding levels for each
district (Note: the Chapel Hill/Carrboro Schools have additional funding based on a voter
approved tax surcharge that is dedicated to the schools assessed on the residents of the school
district.);
 Population information for Orange County broken down by precinct;
 Current method for electing members of the Orange County Board of Commissioners
 Election results from 2000 through 2020 from the North Carolina Board of Elections and Orange
County Board of Elections for seats on the Orange County Board of Commissioners;
 Information from the North Carolina Association of County Commissioners (NCACC) on election
methods for all 100 North Carolina counties;
 www.faircountiesnc.org
 http://www.ncacc.org/197/Election-Results – Compiled by NCACC – Provides county-by-county
elections demographics (race, gender, and political party) for boards of commissioners for North
Carolina’s 100 counties;
 Public Input Survey implemented by the BEAG.
6
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PUBLIC INPUT SURVEY
The BEAG developed a 16-question Public Input Survey to solicit
feedback from the general public regarding the election of county
commissioners in Orange County. There were 413 completed surveys
submitted in the two-week response period. Some of the aggregates from
Survey responses were as follows:
Demographic Responses
 89.3% of respondents said they always vote
 16.46% said their voices were often heard, 37.29% said sometimes, 28.5%
said rarely and 17.68% said their voices were never heard
 35.53% said they arrived at the polls surprised at who they were voting for;
64.4% were not surprised
 Race/Ethnicity of respondents: 69.76% white, 3.98% African American,
2.92% Hispanic, 2.12% multi-racial, 2.12% Asian and 1.59% another race.
17.51% preferred not to answer.
7
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Election Method Responses
 23.95% said they were satisfied with the current election method, 41.05%
said they were not satisfied and 35% were unsure
 30.79% preferred single member districts; 18.95% preferred a combination
of single member districts and at-large seats; 15.26% preferred a
combination of multi-member districts and at-large seats; 14.47% preferred
multi-member districts with no at-large seats; and 10.79% preferred all atlarge seats.
 80.37% said they thought only people living in a district should vote for that
district’s commissioner

8
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BOCC ELECTIONS ADVISORY GROUP
RECOMMENDATIONS/FINDINGS
1)

The current system of mixing multiple representatives
and at-large districts, where people vote in the
primaries in the districts, and the whole county votes for
district representation in the general election, is
unsatisfactory and not acceptable based on the
Group’s research, SurveyMonkey responses, and
experiences of members as voters and precinct chairs.

9
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2)

The BEAG recommends seven single member
residency districts where candidates living in the district
are voted on in both the primary and general election
by only the voters in the respective districts (True
Election District). One member voted against this
option, believing that the county could benefit from
some at-large districts.

10
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3)

The BEAG strongly recommends that the Board of
Commissioners establish a multi-partisan/non-partisan
independent advisory group and process in order to create
the seven single member districts. The BEAG recommends
that the criteria outlined in the Charge (Constitutionality,
statutory requirements, voting rights law, proportionality,
equity, uniformity, simplicity/clarity and maximizing voter
engagement) be paramount in drawing districts. In addition,
the drawing of districts should keep communities of interest
intact (geographic, socio-economic and racial-ethnic) and
avoid splitting precincts.

11
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4)

The BEAG recommends that the BOCC hold a series of
public meetings and listening sessions to allow public input,
and that the BOCC act in time to allow for a public
referendum in 2022.

12
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THANK YOU
QUESTIONS???
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BOCC ELECTIONS ADVISORY GROUP
Process for Electing County Commissioners in Orange County
FINAL REPORT
August 2021
GROUP MEMBERS
Patrick Mulkey – District 2, Co-Chair
Dr. Lisa Hazirjian – District 1, Co-Chair
District 1

District 2

Kathy Arab

Brian Crawford

Nicholas Batman
(resigned as of May, 2021)

Martha Jenkins

Dr. Nathan Boucher

Jenn Sykes

Dr. Jennifer Bremer

Rex Williams

Alicia Reid

Jaazaniah Catterall
Susana Dancy
Dr. Krishna Mondal
Dr. Jonathan Weiler
STAFF
Greg Wilder, Orange County
Manager’s Office

Todd McGee, Orange County
Community Relations Director

Brian Carson, GIS Technician III,
Orange County Planning &
Inspections Department

John Roberts, Orange County
Attorney
Laura Jensen, Clerk to the Orange
County Board of Commissioners

FACILITATOR
The Honorable James T. Bryan III
1

18

REPORT SUMMARY
In February 2021, the Orange County Board of Commissioners (BOCC) appointed
fifteen (15) individuals to serve on the BOCC Elections Advisory Group (BEAG).
The BEAG’s Charge included reviewing, researching, and evaluating the current
method of electing commissioners, as well as any alternative electoral methods or
models, including but not limited to single member districts, aligning primary and
general election methods, multi-seat elections, and the number of commissioners.
The Group met over the past six months with the assistance of a facilitator, Retired
District Court Judge Jay Bryan. During that period, the Group reviewed information
regarding Orange County demographics, urban and rural population, changes since
the 2010 Census, areas experiencing or expected to experience significant
population growth, presentations by Dr. Rebecca Tippett with the UNC Population
Center and Professor Robert Joyce with the UNC School of Government, population
information broken down by precinct, and recently-approved and proposed
large/planned developments in the County. The Group discussed the strengths and
concerns regarding the current method of electing members of the Board of
Commissioners. The Group also conducted a survey soliciting public input on the
current method as well as potential alternative methods for electing members of the
Board of Commissioners. Following review and discussion of the information
gathered as well as the results from the public survey, Group members determined
the following recommendations:
 The current system of mixing multiple representative and at-large districts,
where people vote in the primaries in districts, and the whole county votes in
the general election, is unsatisfactory and not acceptable;
 The recommended method is seven single member residency districts
requiring that candidates living in a district would be voted on in the primary
and general election by voters living in the district only;
 A multi-partisan, independent advisory group and process should be formed
by the Board of Commissioners to create the seven single member districts
based on the criteria in the Board of Commissioners’ Charge and to make
every effort to keep communities of interest together and avoid splitting
precincts;
 The Board of Commissioners should hold a series of public hearings and
listening sessions to allow public input in advance of a public referendum on
any proposed election plan/method.
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BACKGROUND
At its Business meeting on April 7, 2020, the Orange County Board of
Commissioners received a petition requesting the Board to analyze the current
method of electing county commissioners and to potentially change that method.
The Board subsequently voted to establish a committee to study the issue.
Discussion of the makeup of this committee centered around ways to make sure
such a committee represented a variety of stakeholders (such as election officials,
non-profit groups and other experts) and that represented the diversity of Orange
County voters (geographically and demographically).
Beginning in October 2020, the BOCC began taking applications from Orange
County residents who were interested in serving on the committee.
Announcements about the application process were made at the BOCC meeting
that month, as well as on the Orange County website and WCHL radio. The
County received a total of 23 applications from interested individuals.
On February 2, 2021, the BOCC appointed 15 individuals to the committee, nine
members from District 1 and six members from District 2. The group was named
the BOCC Elections Advisory Group (BEAG). The BOCC instructed the BEAG to
elect two co-chairs from its membership – one from District 1 and one from
District 2.
CURRENT VOTING METHOD
Currently Orange County elects seven (7) commissioners. Two commissioners are
elected at-large, meaning candidates must reside somewhere in Orange County,
and voters from the entire county vote on these candidates in both primaries and
general elections. There are two multi-member districts. District 1 encompasses
the Chapel Hill and Carrboro area and has three seats. District 2 includes the rest
of Orange County and has two seats. Candidates for these seats must reside in the
district in which they are running. In primaries, voters living in District One vote
only on District One candidates, and voters from District Two vote only on District
Two candidates. In general elections, voters from the whole county can vote in
both District One and District Two races.
CHARGE GIVEN
To review, research, and evaluate the current method of electing commissioners, as
well as any alternative electoral methods or models, including but not limited to
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single member districts, aligning primary and general election methods, multi-seat
elections and the number of commissioners. The Advisory Group shall assess all
options and alternatives pursuant to the following criteria:







Constitutional and statutory requirements and voting rights laws
Proportionality
Equity
Uniformity
Simplicity/clarity
Maximizing voter engagement

The Advisory Group’s assessment should incorporate, to the extent possible,
anticipated population distribution changes based on the 2020 Census.
The Advisory Group may consider options that require enabling legislation;
however, it must present to the BOCC options that do not require authorization.
(See Appendix A.)
BEAG MEETINGS
The BEAG met seven times, on February 25, 2021, March 25, 2021, April 22,
2021, May 27, 2021, June 24, 2021, July 22, 2021, and August 5, 2021. All of the
meetings were virtual. (See Appendices B and C for agendas and summaries.)
Members of the public were invited to view the meetings and were given a link
where they could join, which was different from the meeting link provided to the
members of the BEAG. Members of the public who had questions or comments
could send them to Greg Wilder in the Orange County Manager’s Office, and Mr.
Wilder shared them with the members of the Group. See below for the
conversation and decisions made at each meeting. The BOCC initially set a
deadline of July 31, 2021 for the Group’s Final Recommendations.
February 25, 2021 Meeting
The members of the BEAG voted to use a professional facilitator to manage the
Group’s meetings. The Group also determined that anyone interested in being one
of the co-chairs should provide a written statement expressing interest to the rest of
the Group, stating the reasons for his/her interest in the position. The Group in
discussion expressed the desire to receive the following specific information:
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 Demographic information related to the urban and rural populations, and
changes since the 2010 Census;
 Information on areas currently experiencing growth, or areas expected to
experience growth (an example being the Mebane/Efland area);
 Demographic information on the two county school systems, and county
funding levels for each district (Note: the Chapel Hill/Carrboro Schools
have additional funding based on a voter approved tax surcharge that is
dedicated to the schools assessed on the residents of the school district.);
 Information on additional demographic features of the county provided
by the UNC Demography Center and its director Dr. Rebecca Tippett
(see Appendix D);
 The legal options used in other counties and the legal options available to
Orange County from UNC School of Government and Professor Robert
Joyce (see Appendix E);
 Online sources referenced by Group Member Dr. Jennifer Bremer (see
Appendix F);
 Population information broken down by precinct;
 Information on recently approved and proposed large residential
developments in the County;
 Other sources (see Appendix F).

March 25, 2021 Meeting
Judge James T. Bryan III was engaged by Orange County to facilitate the BEAG
meetings, and he led the remaining meetings. The BEAG discussed voting
methods for the Group itself and determined that it would require a supermajority
on major decision items. The discussion was extensive and the Group voted to
require that approval of major motions required at least sixty (60) percent of Group
members present at the meeting including at least two members from District 1 and
at least two members from District 2 voting in support of the motion. The Group
thought strongly that the decisions made should be representative of both districts
and the Group as a whole. (See Appendices G and H.) Co-chairs were elected and
their roles and responsibilities were approved. (See Appendix I).
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April 22, 2021 Meeting
The BEAG used this meeting to hear from outside presenters. Dr. Rebecca Tippett
reported on the county’s demographics. Dr. Tippett pointed out that it would be at
least September before any information would be available in Census blocks from
the 2020 Census, but she was able to give the Group a sense of where the growth
would be based on mid-decade figures and estimates. Professor Robert Joyce
presented an overview of the methods used in other North Carolina counties with
the numbers of counties using each method. Todd McGee, Orange County
Community Relations Director, gave a presentation on the methods that could be
used in surveying public opinion on the methods of electing county
commissioners. The BEAG appointed a Public Input Subcommittee to develop a
survey that would invite public opinion.
May 27, 2021 Meeting
Prior to the meeting, the BOCC extended the deadline for the BEAG report to
August 15, 2021. The Public Input Subcommittee presented proposed survey
questions. Each question was analyzed by the Group with help from Todd McGee.
Following discussion of each survey question, amendments were suggested and
some were incorporated into the questions. Each question, after analysis and
changes were made, was unanimously approved by the BEAG. (See Appendix J).
Members of the Group discussed ways of circulating the survey to get the best
possible representative sample, noting the inability to confirm only one response
submitted per person. Mr. McGee was charged with issuing a news release about
the survey, posting it on the Orange County website for two weeks and compiling
the results for analysis by the BEAG. Before adjournment, the BEAG also voted
to entertain comments from the public related to future work or discussions.
June 24, 2021 Meeting
In advance of this meeting, Group members were provided with the survey results
so that there would be time to digest them. Group members also were provided
with a decision grid to enable them to reach final recommendations. (See
Appendices K, L, M, and N.)
The survey was available to the public for two weeks. It was publicized on the
Orange County social media pages and through various email list serves. It was
also sent to WCHL, WHUP, Chapelboro.com, and to municipal partners and
community groups to reach underserved communities.
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Based on survey responses, the following results were presented by Todd McGee:
 89.3% of respondents said they always vote
 16.46% said their voices were often heard, 37.29% said sometimes,
28.5% said rarely and 17.68% said their voices were never heard
 23.95% said they were satisfied with the current election method, 41.05%
said they were not satisfied and 35% were unsure
 30.79% preferred single member districts; 18.95% preferred a
combination of single member districts and at-large seats; 15.26%
preferred a combination of multi-member districts and at-large seats;
14.47% preferred multi-member districts with no at-large seats; and
10.79% preferred all at-large seats.
 80.37% said they thought only people living in a district should vote for
that district’s commissioner
 35.53% said they arrived at the polls surprised at who they were voting
for; 64.4% were not surprised
 Ethnicity of respondents: 69.76% white, 3.98% African American,
2.92% Hispanic, 2.12% multi-racial, 2.12% Asian and 1.59% another
race. 17.51% preferred not to answer.
After the presentation of the survey results, BEAG members discussed the
perceived strengths and weaknesses of the current system. The current method is
complicated and not understood. Parts of the county, particularly rural areas, feel
unrepresented. Southern Orange County has most of the population of Orange
County, but the at-large voting increases the dominance of Southern Orange. The
current method leads to a funding imbalance in the county’s communities. There
was considerable discussion about the pros and cons of at-large districts with a
sentiment among some that commissioners elected at-large would keep the whole
county’s interest at heart rather than only local interests.
The BEAG then discussed the following options legally available for electing
county commissioners:
 The Current Method
Strengths of the current election method were identified as the opportunity
for people to vote for representatives in at-large districts and acceptance of
the reality that Chapel Hill and Carrboro dominate due to their population. A
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more detailed summary of what members identified as the positive aspects
of the current method appears in the Meeting Summary for June 24th.
Concerns included that the method was complicated and not understood, and
that parts of the county, particularly rural areas, feel unrepresented. It allows
Chapel Hill and Carrboro to dominate voters in other parts of the County in
a county-wide vote. Questions 5 and 7 of Appendix L indicated the extent
those who responded did not feel heard and were not satisfied with the
current method of voting. It was also discussed that the current methods
resulted in a funding imbalance between north and south Orange County,
and that having fewer, larger districts reduced the ability for people with
fewer financial resources to run for office. Questions 8 and 9 of Appendix L
were cited as indicating public dissatisfaction with the current election
method.
 All elections at-large (no districts)
Members discussed the benefits and limitations of at-large districts. Those
supporting them touted how they would cover future growth by accounting
for areas that have gained in population and would be based on
representation of people, not land. Commissioners elected at-large would
understand the interests of, and be accountable to, the whole county. It can
be harder to develop and support county-wide solutions when they compete
with the interests of representing a single district. At-large allows a person to
vote for more than one commissioner to represent them. Arguing against
Chapel Hill and Carrboro being able to capture the bulk of at-large could be
viewed as a form of disenfranchisement since Chapel Hill and Carrboro have
the bulk of the county population. Also noted was the support by non-white
voters for at-large elections and multi-member districts (Question 8,
Appendix L).
Those not in favor of at-large seats cited the domination of Chapel Hill and
Carrboro over the more northern and rural interests of the county, including
those living in unincorporated areas. As a result, at-large elections would not
increase representation of these areas. The history of using at-large elections
to dilute the representation of minority interest groups, and especially racial
groups, was also noted. Single member districts can avoid mixing urban and
rural more effectively than at-large.
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 Single-members districts – Voters living in a district vote for one
commissioner who lives in the same district, in both the primary and general
election (True Election Districts).
The following combinations of single member districts were proposed –
seven, seven to nine, nine, five and two at-large, and seven and two at-large.
Those favoring single member districts suggested that such a structure
would give voters in different communities in the county more opportunity
to vote for someone who would truly represent them. Single member
districts would be easier to understand and would avoid confusion over
whom voters were voting for. It would allow equal representation of each
voter and their perspectives, and campaigning in single member districts
would be more affordable than campaigning for a county-wide seat.
Representatives would be directly linked to their constituents. The more
districts that were allowed, the more areas could be represented.
 Blended districts – In the primary, district voters nominate candidates
residing in the district but in the general election, all voters in the county
elect all commissioners.
 Residency districts – Candidates must live within the district; but instead of
only voters in the district voting for them, all county voters vote in the
primary and general for the district commissioner.
The BEAG went back to its Charge, and determined that the best method for
proportionality, equity, better representation and maximum voter engagement was
the 3rd option (single-member districts).
Following discussion of all the options including the method of election and the
number of commissioners and districts, the BEAG coalesced on the following
recommendations to the BOCC.

July 22, 2021 Meeting
The BEAG discussed two drafts of a final Report. One draft was selected. After
discussion, the BEAG voted to incorporate certain sections from the other report
into the selected draft. Minor changes were also made to the Appendices. The
BEAG agreed to meet on August 5, 2021 to review the changes it had approved in
a final Report. It also recommended to the Board of Commissioners its preference
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that the Board receive a presentation and discuss the report at its September 9,
2021 work session rather than the Board’s September 2, 2021 Business meeting.
August 5, 2021 Meeting
The BEAG made minor edits to the Report and then approved the Report as edited.
RECOMMENDATIONS/FINDINGS
1) The current system of mixing multiple representatives and at-large districts,
where people vote in the primaries in the districts, and the whole county
votes for district representation in the general election, is unsatisfactory and
not acceptable based on the Group’s research, SurveyMonkey responses, and
experiences of members as voters and precinct chairs.
2) The BEAG recommends seven single member residency districts where
candidates living in the district are voted on in both the primary and general
election by only the voters in the respective districts (True Election District).
One member voted against this option, believing that the county could
benefit from some at-large districts.
3) The BEAG strongly recommends that the Board of Commissioners establish
a multi-partisan/non-partisan independent advisory group and process in
order to create the seven single member districts. The BEAG recommends
that the criteria outlined in the Charge (Constitutionality, statutory
requirements, voting rights law, proportionality, equity, uniformity,
simplicity/clarity and maximizing voter engagement) be paramount in
drawing districts. In addition, the drawing of districts should keep
communities of interest intact (geographic, socio-economic and racialethnic) and avoid splitting precincts.
4) The BEAG recommends that the BOCC hold a series of public meetings and
listening sessions to allow public input, and that the BOCC act in time to
allow for a public referendum in 2022.

ADDITIONAL CONSIDERATIONS
Although there was some mention of non-partisan elections, ranked choice voting
and public financing, the BEAG did not pursue these options, as all would have
required action by the North Carolina General Assembly and was outside the
Charge from the Board of Commissioners.
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APPENDICES

APPENDIX A: BOCC Elections Advisory Group Charge and Timeline
APPENDIX B: Agendas for BEAG Meetings (February 25th, March 25th, April
22nd, May 27th, June 24th, July 22nd, and August 5th, 2021)
APPENDIX C: Meeting Summaries (February 25th, March 25th, April 22nd, May
27th, June 24th, July 22nd, and August 5th, 2021)

APPENDIX D: Slides from Dr. Rebecca Tippett

APPENDIX E: Materials from Professor Robert Joyce

APPENDIX F: Other Materials and Information requested and reviewed by the
BEAG
(Note: Election results from 2000 to 2020 for Orange County Board of
Commissioners seats were made available to the Group, but were not discussed at
any meetings. Those records are not included here, but can be accessed through
the Orange County Board of Elections and the North Carolina State Board of
Elections).

APPENDIX G: Discussion Guidelines for BOCC BEAG

APPENDIX H: Decision Guide for BEAG Approval and Disapproval of Actions

APPENDIX I: Responsibilities of the BEAG Facilitator and Co-Chairs
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APPENDIX J: Finalized Survey

APPENDIX K: Decision Grid for Matching BOCC Criteria to Election Methods

APPENDIX L: BEAG Community Survey Results

APPENDIX M: SurveyMonkey Data Results

APPENDIX N: BEAG Community Comments Survey
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BOCC Elections Advisory Group
Charge & Timeline

Charge
To review, research, and evaluate the current method of electing
commissioners, as well as any alternative electoral methods or models,
including but not limited to single member districts, aligning primary and
general election methods, multi-seat elections, and the number of
commissioners. The Advisory Group shall assess all options and alternatives
pursuant to the following criteria:
 Constitutional and statutory requirements and voting rights law;
 Proportionality
 Equity
 Uniformity
 Simplicity/clarity
 Maximizing voter engagement
The Advisory Group’s assessment should incorporate, to the extent possible,
anticipated population distribution changes based on the 2020 census.
The Advisory Group may consider options that require enabling legislation;
however, it must present to the BOCC options that do not require such
authorization.

Timeline
At its May 5, 2020 Virtual Business meeting, the Board of Commissioners
voted to have the Group review options and report back by July 31, 2021.

APPENDIX B
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ORANGE COUNTY BOCC ELECTIONS ADVISORY GROUP
AGENDA
BOCC Elections Advisory Group
February 25, 2021
Virtual Meeting – 7:00 p.m.
Due to current public health concerns, the BOCC Elections Advisory Group is conducting
a Virtual Meeting on February 25, 2021. Members of the Group will be participating in
the meeting remotely.
1.

Welcome and Introductions

2.

Review of the Group Charge and Timeline

3.

Review of County’s Legal Authority Related to the Election of Members of the
Board of Commissioners

4.

Potential Desire for Facilitator to Assist Group

5.

Potential Establishment of Specific Meeting Date & Time

6.

Discussion on and Potential Election of Group Co-Chairs – One from District 1
and One from District 2

7.

Other General Organizational Matters

8.

Current Framework for the Election of Members of the Board of
Commissioners

9.

Discussion on Initial Information or Presentation Requests
Adjourn

BOCC Elections Advisory Group virtual meetings are open to the public to attend
remotely. Should any member of the public wish to view this meeting, please click the
following link to register:
https://orangecountync.zoom.us/webinar/register/WN_t078hB7eS1GlRtRGpS_IvQ
After registering, you will receive a follow-up email which will allow you to access and
view the meeting. If you have any comments or questions, please email Greg Wilder at
gwilder@orangecountync.gov before 3:00 pm on February 25, 2021.

ORANGE COUNTY BOCC ELECTIONS ADVISORY GROUP
AGENDA
BOCC Elections Advisory Group
March 25, 2021
Virtual Meeting – 7:00 p.m.
Due to current public health concerns, the BOCC Elections Advisory Group is conducting
a Virtual Meeting on March 25, 2021. Members of the Group will be participating in the
meeting remotely.
1.

Welcome and Introductions – Greg Wilder

2.

Discussion on Responsibilities of the Facilitator and Co-Chairs

3.

Ground Rules for Group Function & Interaction

4.

Discussion on Decision-making Process

5.

Discussion on Process to Elect Co-Chairs

6.

Approval of February 25, 2021 Meeting Summary

7.

Potential Election of Group Co-Chairs – One from District 1 and One from
District 2

8.

Discussion on Various Information Requests
a) Orange County Population Information – 1980 to 2010
b) Estimated Orange County Population Information – 2010 to 2020
c) Orange County Precinct/Electoral District/Census Block Mapping
d) OCS & CHCCS Schools Information
e) Recent and Planned Development Activity
f) Election Methods for 100 North Carolina Counties (NCACC)
g) Redistricting for Local Governments After the 2000 Census – Robert
Joyce, UNC School Government – Popular Government, Spring 2001
h) Other Information

9.

Planning/Potential Topics for April 22, 2021 and Future Group Meetings

10.

Meeting Evaluation
Adjourn

The BOCC Elections Advisory Group conducts regular meetings on the 4th Thursday of
each month, currently in a virtual format. These virtual meetings are open to the public to
attend remotely. Should any member of the public wish to view this meeting, please click
the following link to register:
https://orangecountync.zoom.us/webinar/register/WN__aQ2hDFVT72u91JKOd3TOA
After registering, you will receive a follow-up email which will allow you to access and
view the meeting. If you have any comments or questions, or would like an emailed copy
of the entire agenda package for this meeting, please email Greg Wilder at
gwilder@orangecountync.gov before 3:00 pm on March 25, 2021.
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ORANGE COUNTY BOCC ELECTIONS ADVISORY GROUP
AGENDA
BOCC Elections Advisory Group
April 22, 2021
Virtual Meeting – 7:00 p.m.
Due to current public health concerns, the BOCC Elections Advisory Group is conducting
a Virtual Meeting on April 22, 2021. Members of the Group will be participating in the
meeting remotely.
7:00 – 7:05

1.

Roll Call for Quorum – Co-Chair Patrick Mulkey

7:05 – 7:10

2.

Approval of March 25, 2021 Meeting Summary

7:10 – 7:30

3.

Discussion with Robert (Bob) Joyce, UNC School of Government
Professor of Public Law and Government

7:30 – 7:50

4.

Discussion with Rebecca Tippett, Carolina Demography, UNC Population
Center

7:50 – 8:10

5.

Discussion with Orange County Community Relations Director Todd
McGee

8:10 – 8:30

6.

Identify Strengths and Concerns with Current Framework/Method for
Board of Commissioners Elections

8:30 – 8:50

7.

Determine Action Steps in Preparation for BEAG Final Recommendations
- Next Steps for Public Input
- Other Steps?
- Potential Need for Additional Meetings? Or Changes in Meeting
Time

8:50 – 8:55

8.

Planning for Next Meeting

8:55 – 9:00

9.

Meeting Evaluation

9:00

Adjourn
The BOCC Elections Advisory Group conducts regular meetings on the 4th Thursday of
each month, currently in a virtual format. These virtual meetings are open to the public to
attend remotely. Should any member of the public wish to view this meeting, please click
the following link to register:
https://orangecountync.zoom.us/webinar/register/WN_6iXE0CPvRv2DFZO_6xWOSA
After registering, you will receive a follow-up email which will allow you to access and
view the meeting. If you have any comments or questions, or would like an emailed copy
of the entire agenda package for this meeting, please email Greg Wilder at
gwilder@orangecountync.gov before 3:00 pm on April 22, 2021.

33
ORANGE COUNTY BOCC ELECTIONS ADVISORY GROUP
AGENDA
BOCC Elections Advisory Group
May 27, 2021
Virtual Meeting – 7:00 p.m.
Due to current public health concerns, the BOCC Elections Advisory Group is conducting
a Virtual Meeting on May 27, 2021. Members of the Group will be participating in the
meeting remotely.
7:00 – 7:05

1.

Roll Call for Quorum – Co-Chair Lisa Hazirjian

7:05 – 7:10

2.

Approval of April 22, 2021 Meeting Summary

7:10 – 7:25

3.

Receipt of Report/Recommendations from Public Input Subcommittee
 DRAFT Subcommittee SurveyMonkey
https://www.surveymonkey.com/r/XZHDPS7

7:25 – 8:15

4.

Discuss and Finalize Plans Regarding Public Input
 Discuss Survey Content, Propose Any Revisions, and Vote on Final
Version
 Discuss & Approve Plans to Generate Survey Responses
 Discuss & Vote on Additional Methods of Gathering Public Input
(e.g., Holding a Public Hearing, Inviting Written and/or Recorded
Public Input, etc.)

8:15 – 8:35

5.

Identify Remaining Tasks to be Completed by Group
 What Decision Points/Questions Need to be Answered Before a
Report on Group Recommendations is Drafted?

8:35 – 8:55

6.

Set a Timeline for Completing These Tasks
 Does the Group Need Any Additional Meeting(s)?

8:55 – 9:00

7.

Meeting Evaluation

9:00

Adjourn
The BOCC Elections Advisory Group conducts regular meetings on the 4th Thursday of
each month, currently in a virtual format. These virtual meetings are open to the public to
attend remotely. Should any member of the public wish to view this meeting, please click
the following link to register:
https://orangecountync.zoom.us/webinar/register/WN_g1dwY5DHRFybDHF02BaOUw
After registering, you will receive a follow-up email which will allow you to access and
view the meeting. If you have any comments or questions, or would like an emailed copy
of the entire agenda package for this meeting, please email Greg Wilder at
gwilder@orangecountync.gov before 3:00 pm on May 27, 2021.
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ORANGE COUNTY BOCC ELECTIONS ADVISORY GROUP
AGENDA
BOCC Elections Advisory Group
June 24, 2021
Virtual Meeting – 7:00 p.m.
Due to current public health concerns, the BOCC Elections Advisory Group is conducting
a Virtual Meeting on June 24, 2021. Members of the Group will be participating in the
meeting remotely.
7:00 – 7:05

1.

Roll Call for Quorum – Co-Chair Patrick Mulkey

7:05 – 7:10

2.

Approval of May 27, 2021 Meeting Summary

7:10 – 7:15

3.

Review of Any Written Comments Received

7:15 – 7:35

4.

Review and Discussion of SurveyMonkey Results

7:35 – 8:40

5.

Review of Preliminary Perspectives Submitted by Individual Group
Members and Development of Draft Scenarios for Group Consideration
(Potential Three Minute Limit Per Speaker)

8:40 – 9:10

6.

Discussion on Finalizing Recommendations

9:10 – 9:15

7.

Potential Need for Any Additional Meeting(s)

8.

Adjourn

The BOCC Elections Advisory Group (BEAG) conducts regular meetings on the 4th
Thursday of each month, currently in a virtual format. These virtual meetings are open to
the public to attend remotely. Should any member of the public wish to view this
meeting, please click the following link to register:
https://orangecountync.zoom.us/webinar/register/WN_O7b7wgGsQ7OoZT_fglHN8g
After registering, you will receive a follow-up email which will allow you to access and
view the meeting. If you have any comments or questions, would like to submit any
written comments to the BEAG, or would like an emailed copy of the entire agenda
package for this meeting, please email Greg Wilder at gwilder@orangecountync.gov
before 3:00 pm on June 24, 2021.
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ORANGE COUNTY BOCC ELECTIONS ADVISORY GROUP
AGENDA
BOCC Elections Advisory Group
July 22, 2021
Virtual Meeting – 7:00 p.m.
Due to current public health concerns, the BOCC Elections Advisory Group is conducting
a Virtual Meeting on July 22, 2021. Members of the Group will be participating in the
meeting remotely.
7:00 – 7:05

1.

Roll Call for Quorum – Co-Chair Lisa Hazirjian

7:05 – 7:10

2.

Approval of June 24, 2021 Meeting Summary

7:10 – 7:15

3.

Review of Any Written Comments Received

7:15 – 7:35

4.

Discussion on Draft Report

7:35 – 8:05

5.

Approval of Specific Revisions to the Draft Report

8:05 – 8:20

6.

Discussion on Final Approval of the Report

8:20 – 8:30

7.

Potential Need for Any Additional Follow-up or Meeting Based on Report
Status/Revisions

8:30 – 8:40

8.

Plan for Report Presentation to Board of Commissioners

8:40

9.

Adjourn

The BOCC Elections Advisory Group (BEAG) conducts regular meetings on the 4th
Thursday of each month, currently in a virtual format. These virtual meetings are open to
the public to attend remotely. Should any member of the public wish to view this
meeting, please click the following link to register:
https://orangecountync.zoom.us/webinar/register/WN_8VplcrSQTPmbIE5Gs8vhNQ
After registering, you will receive a follow-up email which will allow you to access and
view the meeting. If you have any comments or questions, would like to submit any
written comments to the BEAG, or would like an emailed copy of the entire agenda
package for this meeting, please email Greg Wilder at gwilder@orangecountync.gov
before 3:00 pm on July 22, 2021.
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ORANGE COUNTY BOCC ELECTIONS ADVISORY GROUP
AGENDA
BOCC Elections Advisory Group
August 5, 2021 (Reconvening of Recessed July 22, 2021 Meeting)
Reconvened Virtual Meeting – 7:00 p.m.
Due to current public health concerns, the BOCC Elections Advisory Group is conducting
a reconvened Virtual Meeting on August 5, 2021. The Group’s Virtual Meeting on July
22, 2021 was recessed and scheduled to reconvene on August 5, 2021 at 7:00 pm.
Members of the Group will be participating in the reconvened meeting remotely.
7:00 – 7:05

1.

Vote to Reconvene the July 22, 2021 Recessed Meeting/Roll Call for
Quorum – Co-Chair Lisa Hazirjian

7:05 – 7:10

2.

Approval of July 22, 2021 Meeting Summary

7:10 – 7:15

3.

Review of Any Written Comments Received

7:15 – 7:35

4.

Review of Revised Draft Report

7:35 – 8:05

5.

Approval of Specific Revisions to the Draft Report

8:05 – 8:20

6.

Approval of the Revised Final Report

8:20 – 8:30

7.

Potential Need for Any Additional Follow-up or Meeting Based on Report
Status/Revisions

8:30

8.

Adjourn

The BOCC Elections Advisory Group (BEAG) conducts regular meetings on the 4th
Thursday of each month, currently in a virtual format. These virtual meetings and this
reconvened meeting are open to the public to attend remotely. Should any member of the
public wish to view this meeting, please click the following link to register:
https://orangecountync.zoom.us/webinar/register/WN_uAcvwwX7SUmpz9dYf_QoBQ
After registering, you will receive a follow-up email which will allow you to access and
view the meeting. If you have any comments or questions, would like to submit any
written comments to the BEAG, or would like an emailed copy of the entire agenda
package for this meeting, please email Greg Wilder at gwilder@orangecountync.gov
before 3:00 pm on August 5, 2021.
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Orange County BOCC Elections Advisory Group
Meeting Summary
Thursday, February 25, 2021 at 7:00 PM
Virtual Meeting
Members Present: Kathy Arab, Nicholas Batman, Dr. Nathan Boucher, Dr. Jennifer
Bremer, Jaazaniah Catterall, Dr. Lisa Hazirjian, Dr. Krishna Mondal,
Dr. Jonathan Weiler, Brian Crawford, Martha Jenkins, Patrick
Mulkey, Alicia Reid, Jenn Sykes, Rex Williams
Members Absent: Susana Dancy
Staff Present: County Attorney John Roberts, Greg Wilder from the County Manager’s
Office, and Brian Carson from the Planning & Inspections Department
1. Welcome and Introductions
Greg Wilder welcomed everyone to the Virtual meeting and expressed appreciation for
members’ willingness to serve on the BOCC Elections Advisory Group (BEAG). He noted
that the Group would likely meet via Zoom for all of its meetings unless health
circumstances changed substantially. Mr. Wilder also shared that the meeting was open
to the public and that several members of the public were viewing the meeting virtually
just as they would if the meeting was an in-person meeting.
Mr. Wilder detailed the materials that Group members had received as part of the meeting
agenda package.
All Group members, followed by staff, briefly introduced themselves and each member
shared background on the perspectives/interest that prompted their interest in serving on
the BEAG.
2. Review of the Group Charge and Timeline
Group members discussed the Group Charge, the Timeline for providing a report to the
Board of Commissioners, and related issues. The July 31, 2021 deadline for completing
the Group’s work would require the Group to be diligent.
County Attorney John Roberts shared that the Board of Commissioners only had certain
authority to consider changes to the method and structure of elections via local
referendum, while other changes would require legislative action by the North Carolina
General Assembly. Mr. Roberts noted that Orange County approaching the General
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Assembly at this time requesting something special for Orange County elections would
be, at least, difficult and that a referendum would be a better way to go.
It was noted that 2020 Census information was not expected to be available until
September 2021 at the earliest and that may lead the Group to look at other data,
including voter registration, voter turnout, political affiliation data, etc. It was noted that
population data was the determining factor for voting district parameters and decisionmaking.
The Group also discussed the format for its report and who would receive it. Mr. Wilder
shared that there was not a specific report framework and that the format and its size
would likely be dictated by the Group’s work and conclusions. Mr. Wilder added that he
believed the report was expected to transmit from the Group directly to the Board of
Commissioners, and that he surmised that the Board of Commissioners would consider
the report, determine a direction, and then pursue opportunities for public input and public
hearing as appropriate before considering any specific actions. It was noted that Group
may want to receive input from the public as its work proceeded.
3. Review of County’s Legal Authority Related to the Election of Members of the
Board of Commissioners
County Attorney Roberts shared information with the Group regarding the legal
parameters under which the Board of Commissioners can change the current framework
and method for electing individuals to the Board of Commissioners. The Board of
Commissioners itself cannot determine how members are elected, the length of terms,
etc. The Board of Commissioners can propose items through voter referendum such as
the number of Commissioners, the terms of office, and how the Chair is determined, as
well as determining the method of election from the four State-authorized methods. Other
changes require North Carolina General Assembly action, including early voting, voting
sites, cumulative voting, absentee voting, and mail-in voting. The Group could discuss
those topics. However, the Board of Commissioners does not have any decision-making
authority in those areas. Attorney Roberts added that he would share this information
with the Group in writing.
4. Potential Desire for Facilitator to Assist Group
Group members discussed the potential desire for the County to contract with a facilitator
to help guide the Group’s meetings and its discussion, consideration of issues and
decision-making processes. Group members noted: the need for an independent person
to guide the Group discussions; the desire to make sure all voices were heard, ensuring
that a majority of Group members did not dominate the discussion or thereby the
decisions made; the desire for the Co-Chairs to be actively involved in the discussions
and have opinions rather than just lead/guide the meetings’ activities; the need for a
professional to help the Group figure out how it was going to make decisions; how to
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potentially establish a threshold higher than a simple majority for Group decisions; the
need for transparency; concerns related to the North/South issue and Chapel Hill
influence and Hillsborough influence; and a desire to avoid any potential bias that staff
might have.
A question arose about how the Group should make decisions on a temporary basis until
a potential facilitator could lead the Group through a discussion on voting thresholds for
decision-making. County Attorney Roberts noted that the Board of Commissioners’
adopted Advisory Board Policy outlined that decisions by advisory boards occurred by
simple majority approval, but the Policy did not apply to this Group. He suggested that
the Group could consider a higher threshold if it wished.
It was noted that the County and the Board of Commissioners itself had utilized facilitators
from the Dispute Settlement Center, the UNC School of Government and other entities.
Group Member Patrick Mulkey expressed hesitancy with a facilitator as he expected there
would not be consensus and there would potentially be split votes on recommendations.
Group Members Kathy Arab, Jennifer Bremer and Nathan Boucher expressed interest in
pursuing a facilitator. The Group subsequently voted 11-3 to ask staff to work with the
County Manager to pursue a facilitator for future Group meetings, hopefully beginning
with the March 25, 2021 Group meeting.
After some additional discussion of the County’s Advisory Board Policy, Group Member
Brian Crawford recommended that the Group adopt the County’s Advisory Board Policy
as a temporary operating policy to conduct business until a facilitator could assist the
Group with a potential alternative framework. Group Member Dr. Krishna Mondal
seconded, and the Group voted 11-3 to approve, with Group Member Lisa Hazirjian
noting an uncomfortableness with voting for something not yet seen.
5. Potential Establishment of Specific Meeting Date & Time
Mr. Wilder noted that the current meeting was occurring on the 4th Thursday of the month
at 7:00 pm. He wondered if that day and time might be amenable to the Group to establish
as a standard meeting schedule.
Group Member Jaazaniah Catterall motioned that the Group establish the 4th Thursday
of each month at 7:00 pm as its standard meeting date and time. Group Member Jenn
Sykes seconded, and the Group voted to approve unanimously.
6. Discussion on and Potential Election of Group Co-Chairs – One from District 1
and One from District 2
Mr. Wilder noted that the Board of Commissioners had directed that the Group elect two
Co-Chairs, one from the current District 1 electoral area in the County and one from the
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current District 2 electoral area in the County. The Co-Chairs would customarily be
elected at the first meeting, but staff understood there might be some uncertainty how
well Group members knew each other, or members simply might not be prepared to elect
Co-Chairs at the first meeting. Mr. Wilder noted that this agenda item provided the
opportunity for the Group to discuss and determine how it wanted to proceed.
There was some question about which members of the Group should be involved in
selecting the two Co-Chairs for the two respective election districts. A facilitator may also
help guide the Group in the process of selecting the two Co-Chairs.
After further discussion, Group Member Martha Jenkins motioned that any members
wanting to be considered for election as one of the Co-Chairs should send an email
outlining the reasons for their interest to fellow Group members. Group Member Catterall
seconded, and the motion was approved unanimously.
7. Other General Organizational Matters
The Group discussed other items related to Group interaction. In follow-up to a question
from Group Member Rex Williams, County Attorney Roberts shared information on the
need to avoid Group discussions on topics via email in order to comply with open
meetings requirements. It was recommended that the Group not use the “Reply All”
feature and that the emails of interest regarding Co-Chairs discussed earlier only be
submitted to staff for organized distribution, and not sent to the entire Group. It was
determined that all emails of interest be sent only to Mr. Wilder by March 11, 2021 – two
weeks prior to the next Group meeting.
8. Current Framework for the Election of Members of the Board of Commissioners
Mr. Wilder noted that Group members had received a copy of the current BOCC Elections
District Map as part of the agenda materials, and that this agenda item provided the
opportunity for any Group members to discuss the current framework, clarify any
uncertainties, and otherwise discuss as needed. Mr. Wilder briefly detailed the
nomination and election method applicable to the current seven seats on the Board of
Commissioners.
Group Member Jennifer Bremer asked if the method Orange County utilized with district
nomination and at-large election was used in other NC counties. Mr. Wilder noted that,
on a general basis, the method used by Orange County was not prevalent across the
state. Group Member Mulkey requested that the Group receive information on how the
other 99 North Carolina counties elect members of their boards of commissioners.
There was no additional discussion.
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9. Discussion on Initial Information or Presentation Requests
Group members took the opportunity to discuss and suggest potential information that
might be helpful to the Group as it moved forward to future meetings and discussions.
The following information and presentations were suggested:
 Demographic information related to the urban and rural population and changes
since the 2010 Census
 Information on areas experiencing or expected to experience significant population
growth such as the Mebane/Efland corridor
 Demographic information for both school systems and County funding levels for
each district
 Presentation by Rebecca Tippett with UNC Demography Center
 Presentation by Bob Joyce with the UNC School of Government
 Online links referenced by Group Member Bremer
 Population information broken down by precinct
 Information on Recently-approved and Proposed Large/Planned Developments in
the County (Example: Collins Ridge)
Adjourn
Upon motion by Group Member Sykes, seconded by Group Member Nicholas Batman,
the Group unanimously voted to adjourn the meeting at 9:01 pm.

This Meeting Summary was approved at the March 25, 2021 BOCC Elections Advisory
Group Meeting.
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Orange County BOCC Elections Advisory Group
Meeting Summary
Thursday, March 25, 2021 at 7:00 PM
Virtual Meeting
Members Present: Kathy Arab, Dr. Nathan Boucher, Dr. Jennifer Bremer, Jaazaniah
Catterall, Susana Dancy, Dr. Lisa Hazirjian, Dr. Krishna Mondal, Dr.
Jonathan Weiler, Martha Jenkins, Patrick Mulkey, Alicia Reid, Jenn
Sykes, Rex Williams
Members Absent: Nicholas Batman, Brian Crawford
Facilitator: Jay Bryan, Retired District Court Judge
Staff Present: County Attorney John Roberts, Greg Wilder from the County Manager’s
Office, and Brian Carson from the Planning & Inspections Department
1. Welcome and Introductions
Greg Wilder welcomed everyone to the Virtual meeting and expressed appreciation for
members’ willingness to serve on the BOCC Elections Advisory Group (BEAG). He noted
that the meeting was open to the public and several members of the public were viewing
the meeting virtually just as they would if the meeting was an in-person meeting.
Mr. Wilder referenced the Group’s February 25, 2021 meeting discussion regarding the
interest in a facilitator assisting the Group. Based on that discussion, County staff moved
forward with engaging a facilitator. Mr. Wilder introduced Jay Bryan, a retired District
Court Judge for Orange and Chatham counties, as the Group facilitator. He also
referenced an online link that staff had previously provided Group members sharing
information regarding Judge Bryan.
Judge Bryan introduced himself to Group members and expressed his appreciation for
the opportunity to assist them. He noted that he and Group Member Brian Crawford
generally knew each other as legal colleagues and that they jointly serve on a mentoring
committee through the Bar Association. He noted that he did not recall any other specific
connections between him and other Group members.
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2. Discussion on Responsibilities of the Facilitator and Co-Chairs
Judge Bryan moved the Group forward to discussing the DRAFT “Responsibilities of the
Facilitator and Co-Chairs” document that had been provided with the agenda package.
He noted several aspects of the proposed responsibilities to help coordinate efforts and
complement each other and opened the floor for Group questions and discussion on any
portions of the roles detailed in the draft document. There were no topics for discussion.
Judge Bryan requested a show of hands from Group members to indicate support for the
“Responsibilities of the Facilitator and Co-Chairs” document as written, and all Group
members raised their hands.
3. Ground Rules for Group Function & Interaction
Judge Bryan referenced the DRAFT “Discussion Guidelines for BOCC EAG Meetings”
document that had been provided with the agenda package. He noted that the draft
document originated with Roger Schwarz, with some minor refinements. Judge Bryan
opened the floor for Group questions and discussion on any portions of the draft
document. There were no topics for discussion.
Judge Bryan requested a show of hands from Group members to indicate support for the
“Discussion Guidelines for BOCC EAG Meetings” document as written, and all Group
members raised their hands.
4. Discussion on Decision-making Process
Judge Bryan moved the Group forward to discussing the “Decision-making Processes”
document that had been provided with the agenda package. He noted previous Group
discussion on consensus and a super-majority framework, and he discussed the various
options detailed in the document.
In response to a request for clarification from Group Member Martha Jenkins, Group
Member Jenn Sykes noted that there had been discussion at the February 25, 2021
meeting regarding the need to establish a framework for the Group to make decisions.
Group Member Jenkins suggested that the Group move forward with deciding how
decisions were going to be made.
Group Member Lisa Hazirjian noted that several members had shared their thoughts at
the February 25, 2021 meeting, and that she would like to hear perspectives from other
members who had not previously spoken on this matter. She also asked for any
viewpoints on previous experiences with any of the voting frameworks. She noted that
for some things, like approval of meeting minutes, a simple majority would work.
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Group Member Nathan Boucher noted that he had used consensus for much of his past
work and that he liked it. He shared that matters of weight for this Group should require
a supermajority and that routine actions should be a simple majority.
Group Member Sykes shared that a supermajority threshold needed to be considered
with District 1 having 9 representatives and District 2 having 6 representatives on the
Group.
Group Member Jaazaniah Catterall requested an additional breakdown on the types of
decisions that would be made, and he proposed an approval standard of three-fifths plus
one of all members present at a meeting.
Group Member Jennifer Bremer referenced an alternative with a simple majority that
included an additional required support threshold such as two votes in support from Group
members from the northern portion of the County. She noted a desire to avoid a
framework that was awkward,
Judge Bryan inquired with Group members regarding the kind of decisions that would
require the higher super-majority standard for approval.
Group Member Jonathan Weiler noted that a super-majority should apply for matters of
weight and should reference only members actually present at a meeting, not the full
membership.
Group Member Krishna Mondal questioned whether it was possible for voting to occur by
Districts that Group members represented.
Group Member Weiler noted that it sounded like there was a definite interest in a twothirds majority for major decisions.
Group Member Hazirjian referenced Group Member Catterall’s earlier suggestion and
questioned what type of decisions the Group was going to be considering.
Group Member Rex Williams noted agreement with Group Member Weiler’s comments.
A question arose regarding voting in public. County Attorney John Roberts followed up
that due to the virtual nature of the meeting, Group members needed to vote in ways that
identified the voter publicly by actively expressing votes during meetings through roll call
voting or the Chair publicly confirming each member’s vote by name.
Mr. Wilder read written comments provided by Group Member Kathy Arab who was
experiencing internet connections issues as the meeting progressed and had emailed
comments to Mr. Wilder as an alternative. Group Member Arab indicated support for a
qualified supermajority (2/3 vote of the entire group, not just those in attendance) on
decisions other than closing discussion and closing a meeting itself, and a desire to
accommodate unfortunate circumstances, like she was experiencing with internet issues,
that affected Group members participation and voting.
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Group Member Boucher inquired about the work-around the Group was attempting to
address in recognition of District 1 having nine representatives and District 2 having six
representatives and how that unevenness was created. Mr. Wilder shared the process
the County pursued to solicit applications from residents interested in serving on the
BEAG. The Board of Commissioners then reviewed all the applications and selected the
Group members to appoint and balance the Group based on various criteria that could
include geographical location in the County, gender, population distribution in the County,
and other factors.
Group Member Hazirjian commented that she would appreciate additional comments
from District 2 representatives on the possible parameters for a super-majority threshold
for making decisions.
Group Member Jenkins asked if members could use a phone to call in to a meeting and
to vote, and it was noted that the virtual framework did allow for the use of a phone to
participate and vote, with County Attorney Roberts adding that it was permissible provided
the phone caller could be heard by everyone. County Attorney Roberts also noted that
actual attendance at the meeting was required in order to vote on any items.
Group members discussed several factors related to approval of an item by a supermajority plus additional votes in support. Group Member Bremer suggested that a
standard of approval for major decision items be at least sixty (60) percent of Group
members present at the meeting and at least two members from District 1 and at least
two members from District 2 voting in support. Multiple Group members voiced support
for the proposal.
Group Member Williams motioned that the standard of approval for major decision items
be at least sixty (60) percent of Group members present at the meeting including at least
two members from District 1 and at least two members from District 2 voting in support.
Additionally, items such as approval of minutes and adjourning a meeting would only
require a simple majority of members present. Group Member Catterall seconded the
motion.
Judge Bryan called for any discussion on the motion. Group Member Susana Dancy
indicated that she would not be voting on the item since she was not present for all of the
discussion. There was no other discussion.
Group members then voted by raised hand and roll call on the motion, and it was
unanimously approved.
Judge Bryan recognized Group Member Dancy to introduce herself since that had not
been possible at the beginning of the meeting. Group Member Dancy shared some brief
comments with the Group.
5. Discussion on Process to Elect Co-Chairs
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Judge Bryan focused Group discussion to the election of two Co-Chairs as directed by
the Board of Commissioners, with one Co-Chair to represent District 1 and one Co-Chair
to represent District 2. Group Member Sykes referenced discussion at the February 25,
2021 meeting regarding each District electing its respective Co-Chair.
It was noted that Group Member Patrick Mulkey had submitted a Statement of Interest in
serving as the District 2 Co-Chair. Group Member Mulkey commented that the Co-Chairs
should be elected by simple majority.
Group Member Hazirjian noted that she and Group Member Catterall each submitted
Statements of Interest in serving as the District 1 Co-Chair, and they had discussed the
Co-Chair position prior to the BEAG meeting. Group Member Catterall indicated that he
would be supporting Group Member Hazirjian as the District 1 Co-Chair. Group Member
Catterall subsequently motioned to elect Group Member Hazirjian as Co-Chair
representing District 1 and Group Member Mulkey as Co-Chair representing District 2.
Group Member Sykes seconded the motion. Group members then voted by roll call on
the motion, and it was approved unanimously.
6. Approval of February 25, 2021 Meeting Summary
As the presiding Co-Chair for the remainder of the meeting, Group Co-Chair Hazirjian
requested a motion to approve the February 25, 2021 Meeting Summary as written and
distributed with the agenda package. Group Co-Chair Mulkey motioned to approve the
meeting summary, and Group Member Jenkins seconded the motion. Group Member
Dancy indicated that she was abstaining from voting since she did not attend the February
25, 2021 meeting. Group members voted by roll call on the motion, and the meeting
summary was approved unanimously.
County Attorney Roberts noted that the Group did need to decide how it wanted to treat
abstentions for the purposes of voting. Group Member Sykes motioned that for purposes
of all voting by the Group, all abstentions on all items would be considered as a vote in
support of the motion on the floor. Group Member Bremer seconded the motion. It was
noted that there might need to be an allowance in certain cases for a Group member to
abstain due to a legitimate reason or something unforeseen at this time. After discussion,
it was agreed that scenario would be an occasion for potential recusal from voting, but
not an abstention.
Group members voted by roll call on the motion, and the motion was approved by a vote
of 12 to 1 with Group Member Williams opposed.
7. Potential Election of Group Co-Chairs – One from District 1 and One from
District 2
It was noted that this item was addressed earlier in the meeting.
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8. Discussion on Various Information Requests
Group discussion moved to the information provided by staff in follow-up to requests from
the February 25, 2021 Group meeting. Brian Carson highlighted Orange County
population and demographic information for the period 1980 to 2010, estimated Orange
County population and demographic information for the period 2010 to 2020, and
mapping related to Orange County Precincts, Electoral District, Census Blocks.
Mr. Wilder briefly discussed some additional population and demographic information,
and also detailed population, demographics, and budget information from Orange County
Schools (OCS) and Chapel Hill Carrboro City Schools (CHCCS). He also noted Recent
and Planned Development Activity information that had been provided with the agenda
package and expressed appreciation to the County’s Planning staff for compiling that
information.
Mr. Wilder then referenced the “Election Methods for 100 North Carolina Counties”
document from the North Carolina Association of County Commissioners (NCACC) and
noted that Mr. Carson had developed the map that was provided based on the list from
NCACC.
Group Co-Chair Hazirjian expressed appreciation for the map of the NC counties and
asked which counties required NC General Assembly legislative action for their voting
methods. County Attorney Roberts shared that he could not specifically identify which
counties required legislative action, but noted that all the counties that aligned with the
the four methods outlined in the NC General Statutes would not have required specific
General Assembly action.
Group Member Bremer noted that this topic had been confusing as part of her work on
redistricting research, and that Orange County was one of the few in the state that utilized
the districts nomination/at large general election method. She also referenced a chart
she was working on that summarized election methods.
Mr. Wilder noted an article provided in the agenda package, “Redistricting for Local
Governments After the 2000 Census”, by Robert Joyce with the UNC School
Government. Mr. Wilder noted that Group Member Bremer had recommended the Group
members review the article by Mr. Joyce and that Mr. Joyce might be a potential speaker
to the Group, as well as Rebecca Tippett with the Carolina Demography Center.
Group Member Bremer noted that she was not necessarily pushing Mr. Joyce as a
speaker, rather as something for the Group to consider as possibly useful. Group
Member Jenkins noted that it might be useful to hear from him, and County Attorney
Roberts stated that Mr. Joyce is considered an elections law expert.
Judge Bryan noted that inviting the speakers would be a discussion topic for the CoChairs for the next Group meeting
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Mr. Wilder closed by noting other information provided in the agenda package that had
been previously referenced.
9. Planning/Potential Topics for April 22, 2021 and Future Group Meetings
Group Co-Chair Hazirjian noted a need for the Group to discuss potentially and, if so,
how to engage the public in the Group’s work and receive input. Group Members Bremer
agreed. After additional discussion, Judge Bryan proposed that the Co-Chairs discuss
options in preparation for the April 22, 2021 Group meeting. Group Member Sykes noted
that the County and Towns should be able to solicit public input and poll the public through
their public information officers. Group Co-Chair Mulkey noted that the Group needed to
have a framework that the public could respond to rather than something poorly defined.
Group Member Jaaz Catterall noted that the presentations by Mr. Joyce, as discussed
earlier, as well as by Rebecca Tippett with the Carolina Demography Center, may help
identify issues and help the Group determine potential changes.
Group members discussed receiving local election turnout data and precinct voting data
from past elections and proportion of completed ballots that would allow Group members
to see voting trends across the County. Group Member Sykes noted that much of this
information for Orange County was accessible through the State Board of Elections
website and suggested staff utilize the State site as a resource.
10. Meeting Evaluation
This item was not addressed due to the length of the meeting.
Adjourn
Group Member Bremer motioned to adjourn the meeting at 9:17 pm. Group Member
Boucher seconded the motion. Group members voted by roll call on the motion to
adjourn, and it was approved unanimously.

This Meeting Summary was approved at the April 22, 2021 BOCC Elections Advisory
Group Meeting.

49
APPROVED

Orange County BOCC Elections Advisory Group
Meeting Summary
Thursday, April 22, 2021 at 7:00 PM
Virtual Meeting
Members Present: Kathy Arab, Dr. Jennifer Bremer, Jaazaniah Catterall, Susana Dancy,
Dr. Lisa Hazirjian, Martha Jenkins, Dr. Krishna Mondal, Patrick
Mulkey, Alicia Reid, Jenn Sykes, Dr. Jonathan Weiler, Rex Williams
Members Absent: Nicholas Batman, Dr. Nathan Boucher, Brian Crawford
Facilitator: Jay Bryan, Retired District Court Judge
Staff Present: Greg Wilder from the County Manager’s Office, and Brian Carson from the
Planning & Inspections Department
Others Present: Bob Joyce, UNC School of Government, Rebecca Tippett with Carolina
Demography at the UNC Population Center, and Todd McGee, Orange
County Community Relations Director
1. Welcome and Introductions
Group Co-Chair Patrick Mulkey welcomed everyone to the Virtual meeting and expressed
appreciation for members’ willingness to serve on the BOCC Elections Advisory Group
(BEAG). He noted that the meeting was open to the public and several members of the
public were viewing the meeting virtually just as they would if the meeting was an inperson meeting.
Group Co-Chair Mulkey requested a roll call of the members present and asked Mr.
Wilder to announce the names of Group members for roll call purposes. Mr. Wilder read
the names of Group members, with members present responding accordingly.
2. Approval of March 25, 2021 Meeting Summary
Group Co-Chair Mulkey requested a motion to approve the March 25, 2021 Meeting
Summary as written and distributed with the agenda package. Group Member Jenn
Sykes motioned to approve the meeting summary, and Group Member Jonathan Weiler
seconded the motion. Group Co-Chair Mulkey asked Mr. Wilder to call the names of
Group members for voting purposes. Group members voted by roll call on the motion,
and the meeting summary was approved unanimously.
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3. Discussion with Robert (Bob) Joyce, UNC School of Government Professor of
Public Law and Government
Judge Bryan introduced Dr. Bob Joyce, UNC School of Government Professor of Public
Law and Government, to discuss county elections provisions within the state. Dr. Joyce
shared that counties were structures created by and subject to the North Carolina General
Assembly. Dr. Joyce referenced materials he had provided that were included in the
published agenda materials.
Dr. Joyce continued that there were four elements related to the election of members to
boards of commissioners – number of commissioners, term lengths, selection method for
the board chair, and the method of election for members of boards of commissioners. He
followed up by outlining the four methods of election for members of boards of
commissioners. He also shared that the procedures to change the method of electing
members of the boards of commissioners could not be determined by board members
themselves, but were subject to approval of voters by public referendum. He added that,
conversely, city councils were authorized under state law to change the method their
members are elected with or without a referendum, but boards of county commissioners
did not have that authority and must conduct a voter referendum.
Dr. Joyce subsequently shared information regarding the North Carolina General
Assembly’s ability to change the method of elections for a county board of commissioners
through state legislation. He noted three examples from the North Carolina General
Statutes that were referenced in the published agenda materials. He confirmed that these
were local acts, not public acts that would apply across the state. Bladen County had
been the subject of local act authorization making changes in the method of elections for
Bladen commissioners. Lee County also had a local act addressing its commissioners’
elections.
Judge Bryan inquired if Group members had any questions for Dr. Joyce. It was noted
that Orange County had a blended election method and that Orange and Carteret
counties may be the only counties that utilized similar blended methods. Dr. Joyce stated
that he was not aware of any specific rationale for Orange County’s current method and
not aware of any specific advantages to it. He also shared that any proposed method
change for Orange County could, at the earliest, be scheduled for public referendum as
part of the May 2022 primary election or November 2022 general election, and if approved
by voters, could not be implemented until 2024 elections. The only way a change could
occur sooner would be through a local act by the General Assembly. Dr. Joyce also
shared up that he had some uncertainty about the availability of results from the 2020
Census and that the General Assembly surely needed to take action regarding the 2022
election schedule based on that delay.
Responding to other inquiries from Group members, Dr. Joyce stated that a local act
affecting a county’s method of elections was typically introduced by a General Assembly
member who represented that county; that the act traditionally, but not always, had the
support of the entire delegation from a county; that the legislation may or may not have
public input; and that the General Assembly had complete autonomy since even the
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Governor did not have a role in approving or signing a local act addressing a county’s
method of election.
Mr. Joyce addressed a final topic, noting that school board members in North Carolina do
not have the authority to change the system under which they are elected, but that they
could re-district, and only the General Assembly can change the way members of boards
of education are elected.
Judge Bryan thanked Mr. Joyce for his presentation and response to questions from the
Group, and Mr. Joyce noted he was glad to respond to any future questions via email or
otherwise.
4. Discussion with Rebecca Tippett, Carolina Demography, UNC Population
Center
Judge Bryan moved the Group forward to a presentation from Dr. Rebecca Tippett with
Carolina Demography at the UNC Population Center.
Dr. Tippett shared that state level census numbers would be published in the next few
weeks, but local census numbers were scheduled for release in September 2021 and that
she was cautiously optimistic on that date. Dr. Tippett briefly discussed multiple slides
that were included in the published agenda package for the meeting, noting Orange
County population growth increases, percentage growth numbers across different
decades, and population growth in different locations within the county over time. She
noted that many Orange County changes were attributable to migration and changes in
characteristics of the population related to race/ethnicity and age. She added that Orange
County’s population was getting older naturally, as opposed to Chatham County with its
population getting older as a result of being a retiree destination for people moving there.
Judge Bryan inquired if Group members had any questions for Dr. Tippett. Dr. Tippett
clarified that the figures and population numbers she shared for Orange County included
the municipalities and that the boundaries for the mapping were city limit boundaries, not
planning areas. She also noted that the upcoming census data proposed for distribution
in September 2021 would be the most detailed ever and that data was collected and
compiled to avoid any double-counting or confusion as it may relate to the racial
composition of the public.
Judge Bryan thanked Dr. Tippett for her presentation and response to questions from the
Group, and Dr. Tippett noted she was glad to respond to and future questions via email
or otherwise.
5. Discussion with Orange County Community Relations Director Todd McGee
Judge Bryan turned the Group to a discussion with Orange County Community Relations
Director Todd McGee. Judge Bryan introduced Mr. McGee and noted that he was with
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the North Carolina Association of County Commissioners (NCACC) for 15 years before
joining Orange County.
Mr. McGee provided a brief presentation on the various areas of public interaction that he
and the County as a whole pursued to inform, involve and solicit feedback from the public.
He referenced the County website, electronic newsletters, social media, survey monkey,
digital message monitors in County facilities, press releases, and local newspapers. He
noted that the tools that would work best depended on what information was being sought.
He also confirmed a good relationship with the towns and their public information officers.
Judge Bryan inquired if Group members had any topics they would like to discussion with
Mr. McGee. Responding to inquiries, Mr. McGee noted that he had worked with
countywide polls and surveys utilizing mailing lists as well as email groups, including for
initiatives for the County’s Library Services and Animal Services. He noted 5-10%
response rates. He added that short answer/multiple choice answer options worked
better than open-ended questions. He added that response rates varied and it was
sometimes difficult to determine the exact individuals and/or groups who were
responding.
It was noted that the County had partners who could help with soliciting public input, and
Mr. McGee stated that the Chambers were good for amplifying messages along with other
entities. It was good to use multiple avenues to solicit responses. Mr. McGee noted that
members of the Board of Commissioners had conducted town hall type meetings, but he
was not aware of the use of focus groups. Mr. McGee also noted the use of a customer
satisfaction survey by Orange County several years ago.
Mr. McGee also briefly discussed bias in responses, commenting that it was often difficult
to assess responses due to the limited number of responses and inability to make
judgements. A large response is necessary to create statistical relevant data. He noted
the lack of ability to target specific geographic areas. He also noted that getting too deep
into election law would be a challenge to succeeding with a short form survey.
Group members then discussed the nature of survey questions with Mr. McGee. Mr.
McGee shared that an entity should have a survey available for at least two weeks, and
longer if possible, and that compiling the results was relatively easy and quick once the
survey period closed. An introductory page/paragraph may be worth considering leading
into the survey.
Judge Bryan thanked Mr. McGee for his information and response to questions from the
Group,
6. Identify Strengths and Concerns with Current Framework/Method for Board of
Commissioners Elections
Group discussion moved to the current framework/method for Board of Commissioners
elections, with Group members voicing their thoughts. Comments were as follows:
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Strengths
Jonathan Weiler – If people really do not care, why change?
Jennifer Bremer – Having an at-large seat gives rural or north area an opportunity to have
representation
Rex Williams – Having the two district shows that there is an understanding that Chapel
Hill and Carrboro will dominate the election process
Susana Dancy – An at-large seat allows people to think more broadly rather than districtly
oriented
Concerns
Jaaz Catterall
 Having district voting in primary and then at-large during general election
allows the larger portion of the county to elect who they want
 Having a district based system would give the candidate opportunity to
campaign in areas they are familiar with. Give people in districts better
access to their candidate
Jonathan Weiler
 Blended system does not make any sense.
Martha Jenkins
 Current system is complicated
 The public does not understand it
 People do not understand the at-large concept
 A large area of the county does not feel represented
 Northern Orange feels southern Orange will out vote for at-large
Jenn Sykes
 Current system shifts funding towards the south rather than equally
throughout county
Jennifer Bremer
 More single member districts gives more representation to other parts of the
county.
Kathy Arab
 Needs closer representation to people throughout the county
 More districts could allow people to feel more connected to their
representative
 Sections of the population do not feel represented
 At-large option could allow all to be from Chapel Hill
 Make requirement that one at-large does not live in Chapel Hill
Krishna Mondal
 Blended system causes confusion
 Get rid of at-large
 Need more representation
Rex Williams
 At-large voting dominated by Chapel Hill and Carrboro area
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Blended and at-large system does not represent a true representative
government
Susana Dancy
 At large has some value, but would like to see more districts leading to a
more represented system
Alicia Reid
 Chapel Hill and Carrboro seems to be making all the decisions because that
is where the population is
 Rural parts are not being represented
Patrick Mulkey
 Single member districts county wide
 Better representation
Lisa Hazirjian
 Creates barrier to people without access to wealth getting elected
 More districts might help avoid this
7. Potential Determine Action Steps in Preparation for BEAG Final
Recommendations
- Next Steps for Public Input
- Other Steps?
- Potential Need for Additional Meetings? Or Changes in Meeting Time
Judge Bryan moved the Group to discussing how it would like to proceed forward based
on the information received during the meeting and the subsequent discussion. Group
members considered various ways to begin soliciting public input, including the Co-Chairs
drafting potential questions that could be utilized in a public input process, limiting
individuals to only one response to a survey, and a potential subcommittee to consider
the next steps.
The Group then discussed potential volunteers to serve on a Public Input Subcommittee
to meet and bring back a recommendation to the full Group on a public input framework.
Group Member Dancy made a motion to establish a Public Input Subcommittee of up to
6 members. Group Member Sykes seconded the motion. Group Co-Chair Mulkey asked
Mr. Wilder to call the names of Group members for voting purposes. Group members
voted by roll call on the motion, and the motion was approved unanimously.
Volunteers for the Subcommittee were then solicited, and Group Members Weiler,
Bremer, Mondal, Sykes, and Catterall voiced their interest. Group Member Dancy made
a motion to appoint the five volunteers to the Public Input Subcommittee. Group Member
Catterall seconded the motion. Group Co-Chair Mulkey asked Mr. Wilder to call the
names of Group members for voting purposes. Group members voted by roll call on the
motion, and the motion was approved unanimously.
It was noted that the Subcommittee would provide information to the full Group at the May
meeting.
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8. Planning for Next Meeting
Group members briefly discussed future meetings, specifically the May 27th meeting and
potentially rescheduling it to May 20th. After discussion, it was decided to keep the
meeting scheduled for May 27th.
9.

Meeting Evaluation

This item was not addressed due to the length of the meeting.
Adjourn
Group Member Sykes motioned to adjourn the meeting at 9:17 pm. Group Member
Mondal seconded the motion. Group members voted by roll call on the motion to adjourn,
and it was approved unanimously.

This Meeting Summary was approved at the May 27, 2021 BOCC Elections Advisory
Group Meeting.
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Orange County BOCC Elections Advisory Group
Meeting Summary
Thursday, May 27, 2021 at 7:00 PM
Virtual Meeting
Members Present: Kathy Arab, Dr. Nathan Boucher, Dr. Jennifer Bremer, Jaazaniah
Catterall, Brian Crawford, Susana Dancy, Dr. Lisa Hazirjian, Martha
Jenkins, Dr. Krishna Mondal, Patrick Mulkey, Alicia Reid, Jenn
Sykes, Dr. Jonathan Weiler
Members Absent: Rex Williams
Facilitator: Jay Bryan, Retired District Court Judge
Staff Present: John Roberts, Orange County Attorney, Greg Wilder from the County
Manager’s Office, Brian Carson from the Planning & Inspections
Department, and Todd McGee, Orange County Community Relations
Director
Others Present: None
1. Welcome and Introductions
Group Co-Chair Lisa Hazirjian welcomed everyone to the Virtual meeting and expressed
appreciation for members’ willingness to serve on the BOCC Elections Advisory Group
(BEAG). Group Co-Chair Hazirjian also thanked the members of the Public Input
Subcommittee for their work.
Group Co-Chair Hazirjian requested a roll call of the members present and asked Mr.
Wilder to announce the names of Group members for roll call purposes. Mr. Wilder noted
that Group Member Nicholas Batman had stepped down from his membership on the
Group, and that Group Member Rex Williams had indicated he could not attend the
meeting due to a conflict. Mr. Wilder then read the names of Group members, with
members present responding accordingly.
2. Approval of April 22, 2021 Meeting Summary
Group Co-Chair Hazirjian requested a motion to approve the April 22, 2021 Meeting
Summary as written and distributed with the agenda package. Group Co-Chair Patrick
Mulkey motioned to approve the meeting summary, and Group Member Jenn Sykes
seconded the motion. Group Co-Chair Hazirjian asked Mr. Wilder to call the names of
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Group members for voting purposes. Group members voted by roll call on the motion,
and the meeting summary was approved unanimously.
3. Receipt of Report/Recommendations from Public Input Subcommittee
 DRAFT Subcommittee SurveyMonkey
https://www.surveymonkey.com/r/XZHDPS7
Judge Jay Bryan thanked staff for its work preparing for the meeting and also joined with
Co-Chair Hazirjian in appreciation to the Subcommittee members. He asked members
of the Subcommittee to share information on their work and the proposed SurveyMonkey
that had been shared as part of the agenda materials.
Group Member and Subcommittee Member Sykes initiated discussion on the
Subcommittee’s efforts and, with assistance from Mr. McGee, began a question by
question review of the draft SurveyMonkey.
Group members suggested language changes on several draft questions related to
determining the geographical location of respondents and respondents feeling connecting
to County Commissioners and their voice/their community’s voice being heard by County
Commissioners. Mr. McGee incorporated those proposed revisions as discussion
continued.
Group Co-Chair Hazirjian suggested that the Subcommittee complete an overview of the
entire SurveyMonkey, detailing the entire set of draft questions first, and then the full
Group discuss the questions and consider additional revisions.
Group Member and Subcommittee Member Sykes, with assistance from Mr. McGee,
continued with the question by question summary of the draft SurveyMonkey.
4. Discuss and Finalize Plans Regarding Public Input
 Discuss Survey Content, Propose Any Revisions, and Vote on Final Version
 Discuss & Approve Plans to Generate Survey Responses
 Discuss & Vote on Additional Methods of Gathering Public Input (e.g., Holding
a Public Hearing, Inviting Written and/or Recorded Public Input, etc.)
Judge Bryan moved the Group forward to discussion on the draft SurveyMonkey
questions. Group members suggested various language changes on several draft
questions as the discussion proceeded, including questions related to respondents’
potential interest in single-member districts, multi-member districts, at large seats, and a
combination of these election methods. Mr. McGee incorporated those proposed
revisions. Various questions were added, re-worded or replaced, and some questions
were deleted.
Group Co-Chair Hazirjian noted that the Board of Commissioners had extended the
Group’s Report/Recommendations deadline from July 31, 2021 to August 15, 2021.
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Group Co-Chair Hazirjian also referenced an email that Mr. Wilder had received from a
resident earlier in the day indicating a desire to speak to the Group at the meeting about
the draft SurveyMonkey. Based on Group Co-Chair Hazirjian’s request, Mr. Wilder
shared the email on the Zoom remote meeting. Mr. Wilder had consulted with both CoChairs and had responded to the resident, encouraging the submittal of written
comments. The resident’s email voiced disappointment with the lack of the opportunity
to speak directly to the Group. Group Co-Chair Hazirjian noted that the email also
referenced the lack of content related to potential non-partisan election for the Board of
Commissioners and the lack of any questions related to “ranked choice” voting. It was
noted that both options would require action by the North Carolina General Assembly to
be available for consideration since neither was authorized in the State law, and that
pursuing action through the General Assembly may not be workable.
Group Co-Chair Hazirjian suggested that the press release announcing the survey should
give definite context for the survey.
Group Member Brian Crawford suggested that the Group add an item to all future
agendas for the Group to receive public written comments on any topics related to the
Group’s work and discussions.
Group members continued discussion on various wording changes for several draft
questions, including the addition of an open-ended question at the end of the survey.
County Attorney John Roberts shared, just for Group members’ reference, that a recent
Supreme Court decision had resulted in the mix of multi-member and single-member
districts being determined to be unconstitutional at the State level, and that the result
could conceivably also become true at some point at the local level.
With discussion and revision of the draft questions concluding, Group Co-Chair Hazirjian
requested that Mr. McGee scroll through all the questions one-by-one to allow Group
members one final review and any additional refinements. Mr. McGee proceeded through
all the questions and Group members made a few minor modifications.
Group Member Susana Dancy motioned to approve the updated SurveyMonkey
document. Group Member Crawford seconded the motion.
Upon further consideration, Group Member Dancy provided an amended motion to
approve the updated SurveyMonkey document with the addition of language
“Unincorporated southern portion of the county” to the geographical locatgion question
and the addition of an open-ended question at the end requesting any other comments.
Group Member Crawford seconded the amended motion. Group Co-Chair Hazirjian
asked Mr. Wilder to call the names of Group members for voting purposes. Group
members voted by roll call on the motion, and the motion was approved unanimously.
Group Co-Chair Hazirjian directed the Group to the comments earlier by Group Member
Crawford regarding adding an item to all future agendas for the Group to receive public
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written comments on any topics related to the Group’s work and discussions. She asked
if the Group wanted to consider any action on that proposal. Group Member Crawford
motioned to add an item to all future agendas for the Group to receive public written
comments on any topics related to the Group’s work and discussions. Group Member
Jaaz Catterall seconded the motion. Group Co-Chair Hazirjian asked Mr. Wilder to call
the names of Group members for voting purposes. Group members voted by roll call on
the motion, and the motion was approved unanimously.
Judge Bryan asked if the Group wanted to consider any specific plans regarding
distribution of the SurveyMonkey. He noted the time and that the meeting was scheduled
to adjourn in 5 minutes, and asked for the Group to extend the meeting. Based on
discussion, Judge Bryan stated that the meeting would be extended.
Group Member Sykes commented that Mr. McGee had shared a list of planned
distribution options during the Subcommittee’s meeting. Group Member Sykes and Mr.
McGee then shared a list of expected distribution options including town public
information officers, social media, local radio stations, County email distribution lists, local
groups, the County’s weekly newsletter, the County’s 2020 Census partners, the Orange
County Government website front page, and the News of Orange. It was also noted that
Group members could share it with the various organizations and groups they were
affiliated with.
Mr. McGee indicated that the SurveyMonkey would be limited to one response per IP
address to limit duplicate submittals. It was also noted that the survey could be available
during the first week in June, would be available for a period of two weeks, which would
allow the results to be available for the Group’s June meeting, and that the Co-Chairs
would provide final review prior to publication.
Group Co-Chair Hazirjian referenced any other public input opportunities, including any
Group interest in scheduling a public hearing to receive public input. It was noted that the
Board of Commissioners would have an open public process and that the Group could
receive written comments.
Group Co-Chair Hazirjian asked Group members if there was any need to consider
additional action related to the Group accepting written, audio and video comments from
the public. It was noted that the press release developed by the Co-Chairs and staff
announcing the SurveyMonkey should include language soliciting written, audio, and
video comments from the public and include a mailing address for submittals through the
US Postal Service.
Group members discussed and left the options open for future consideration. Group
Member Crawford volunteered to assist the Co-Chairs in drafting information for a
potential public hearing that would potentially occur sometime after the June Group
meeting, likely for the public to provide input on the Group’s draft recommendations.
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5. Identify Remaining Tasks to be Completed by Group
 What Decision Points/Questions Need to be Answered Before a Report on
Group Recommendations is Drafted?
This item was addressed in conjunction with Item 6 below.
6. Set a Timeline for Completing These Tasks
 Does the Group Need Any Additional Meeting(s)?
Group Co-Chair Hazirjian, with the assistance of Group Member Catterall, shared a
Jamboard document in the Zoom remote meeting outlining the remaining timeline and
activities for Group discussion and decisions. Group Co-Chair Hazirjian reminded Group
members of the extension to August 15, 2021 for the Group’s Report/Recommendations.
Group Members discussed the schedule, the drafting of the report by Judge Bryan,
Report review by the Co-Chairs and the full Group, and the opportunity to solicit public
feedback on an executive summary before refining and finalizing the Report. It was noted
that the Report could include recommendations to the Board of Commissioners on
soliciting public opinion on the Report and any other potential considerations in follow-up
to the Group’s work and that the press release should also solicit written comments.
Group Co-Chair Hazirjian shared that there may be a need for an additional Group
meeting to review and approve the final Report document between the scheduled meeting
in July and the August 15, 2021 deadline.
7.

Meeting Evaluation

This item was not addressed due to the length of the meeting.
Adjourn
Group Member Dancy motioned to adjourn the meeting at 9:35 pm. Group Member
Sykes seconded the motion. Group members voted by roll call on the motion to adjourn,
and it was approved unanimously.

This Meeting Summary was approved at the June 24, 2021 BOCC Elections Advisory
Group Meeting.

61
APPROVED

Orange County BOCC Elections Advisory Group
Meeting Summary
Thursday, June 24, 2021 at 7:00 PM
Virtual Meeting
Members Present: Kathy Arab, Dr. Nathan Boucher, Dr. Jennifer Bremer, Jaazaniah
Catterall, Susana Dancy, Dr. Lisa Hazirjian, Martha Jenkins, Dr.
Krishna Mondal, Patrick Mulkey, Alicia Reid, Jenn Sykes, Dr.
Jonathan Weiler, Rex Williams
Members Absent: Brian Crawford
Facilitator: Jay Bryan, Retired District Court Judge
Staff Present: Anne Marie Tosco, Orange County Attorney’s Office, Greg Wilder from the
County Manager’s Office, Brian Carson from the Planning & Inspections
Department, and Todd McGee, Orange County Community Relations
Director
Others Present: None
1. Welcome and Introductions
Group Co-Chair Patrick Mulkey welcomed everyone to the Virtual meeting and expressed
appreciation for members’ willingness to serve on the BOCC Elections Advisory Group
(BEAG).
Group Co-Chair Mulkey requested a roll call of the members present and asked Mr.
Wilder to announce the names of Group members for roll call purposes. Mr. Wilder then
read the names of Group members, with members present responding accordingly.
2. Approval of May 27, 2021 Meeting Summary
Group Co-Chair Mulkey requested a motion to approve the May 27, 2021 Meeting
Summary as written and distributed with the agenda package. Group Member Jenn
Sykes motioned to approve the meeting summary, and Group Member Kathy Arab
seconded the motion. Group Co-Chair Mulkey asked Mr. Wilder to call the names of
Group members for voting purposes. Group members voted by roll call on the motion,
and the meeting summary was approved unanimously.
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3. Review of Any Written Comments Received
It was noted that County staff had previously shared with Group members one email trail
that was sent to the Board of Commissioners regarding the SurveyMonkey public input
effort initiated by the BEAG. It was also noted that County staff had previously shared
one individual email that was sent to the Board of Commissioners regarding the lack of
opportunity on one of the SurveyMonkey questions to address the current election
method for seats on the Board of Commissioners. There was no additional discussion.
4. Review and Discussion of SurveyMonkey Results
Orange County Community Relations Director Todd McGee presented a Powerpoint
presentation on the Zoom screen detailing the responses to the public input
SurveyMonkey published by the BEAG. Mr. McGee shared that 413 responses were
received during the two week response window, and that he felt that was a pretty good
response level for the survey. Mr. McGee detailed various demographics of the
respondents as well as the cumulative percentage results for each of the SurveyMonkey
questions.
Group Co-Chair Mulkey indicated that that was definitely more public input than had been
received during the 1993 discussions on the elections for Commissioners seats and likely
more than was received when the current election system was implemented. Group CoChair Lisa Hazirjian stated that responses and demographics were great, and that the
Group should include suggestions to the Board of Commissioners regarding soliciting
additional public input and participation and use of community centers and other ways to
involve the public. Group Member Rex Williams expressed concern that the survey did
not have sufficient time and had not reached those that did not vote and were not involved
in the community.
5. Review of Preliminary Perspectives Submitted by Individual Group Members
and Development of Draft Scenarios for Group Consideration (Potential Three
Minute Limit Per Speaker)
Group discussion moved forward to the preliminary perspective responses and Group
Members thoughts on potential scenarios for consideration and recommendations.
Group Member Arab shared her thoughts that the true election districts were the only
election method that addressed the criteria of proportionality, equity, uniformity,
simplicity/clarity, maximizing voter engagement, and better representation. The current
two district blended election system allowed the Chapel Hill area to disenfranchise the
voting interests of the other parts of the County in a countywide vote. The imbalance had
been recognized by the Group and noted in the SurveyMonkey responses. The desire
for true election districts appeared to be strong based on responses in questions 5 and 7
on the SurveyMonkey. Responses to questions 8 and 9 indicated the need for true
election districts. Eliminating at-large seats and the mix of urban and rural areas could
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lead to better representation. Seven single member districts matched the number of
seven townships in the County. Responses in the SurveyMonkey also supported nonpartisan elections. Candidates could also be required to be long-standing members of
the community, not individuals new to the County who do not understand what rural voters
need. If nothing changes, the citizens of Orange County will be greatly discouraged.
Group Member Jaaz Catterall indicated agreement with many of Group Member Arab’s
comments and noted that true election districts would increase voter engagement.
Group Member Nathan Boucher indicated an interest in the Group recommending
providing greater representation for the northern part of the County.
Group Member Jennifer Bremer commented that she leaned toward single member
districts and not in favor of at-large candidates and noted that 60 counties in North
Carolina have five commissioner seats and 33 have seven seats.
Group Member Williams stated that he agreed with individual districts and that at-large
seats might be worth considering if the population was more evenly distributed throughout
the County. He expressed concern that the Group had not conducted much discussion
so that he could be comfortable with making a recommendation and that it might be worth
requesting more time for the Group to work.
Group Member Susana Dancy noted the strong interest in district level voting from the
SurveyMonkey and that pursuing districts along township lines was hard given the
County’s population distribution.
Group Member Martha Jenkins noted that she appreciated Group Member Arab’s
comments and agreed with many of the other comments, that the Group was not drawing
the districts, and that following township lines would not comply with the one person/one
vote requirements.
Group Member Krishna Mondal expressed an interest in seven single member districts
which would provide good representation from various groups and from the
unincorporated areas.
Group Member Jonathan Weiler noted that he supported the re-balancing from the heavy
Chapel Hill representation on the Board of Commissioners, and that he realized he was
in the minority with the thought there should be a mix of at-large and district seats with
better representation of the other areas of the County.
Group Member Sykes indicated an interest in single member districts with seven or nine
seats, with population growth being a consideration for more than seven seats, and that
she felt like it was best to not pursue something that might involve the North Carolina
General Assembly.
Group Co-Chair Mulkey indicated interest in seven single member districts. He noted
that making elections non-partisan usually wound up focusing to political parties anyway
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since the different parties actively supported their preferred candidates, so non-partisan
elections often did not have the intended effect. He stated that he was not inclined to
nine commissioner seats due to additional cost to taxpayers and single member districts
gave those with less means to be able to afford to run.
Group Co-Chair Hazirjian shared that she agreed with some of the comments made by
Group Member Williams, that she supported single member residency and voting
districts, and that she would have preferred to have more responses from non-white
residents as part of the SurveyMonkey.
Group Member Mondal noted that the responses from the SurveyMonkey and the
preliminary perspectives from Group members aligned regarding seats being elected by
district.
Group Member Jenkins noted that she thought there were only two options up for
consideration based on discussion – seven single member districts, or five or seven single
member districts with two at-large seats.
The concept of straw votes was discussed. However, Anne Marie Tosco from the County
Attorney’s Office noted that, for lack of a specific procedure, Robert’s Rules of Order did
not provide the option for straw votes.
6. Discussion on Finalizing Recommendations
The Group moved forward to discussing whether there was a consensus on seven
commissioner seats. Group Co-Chair Hazirjian commented that either of the options with
seven single member districts noted by Group Member Jenkins opened up opportunities
to vote. Group Member Catterall expressed support for seven commissioner seats.
Group Member Arab noted the current seven seats and that she was not in favor of any
at large seats. Group Member Dancy shared that nine people on a board was a lot, that
she was currently serving on another commission and they were trying to reduce that
committee down from nine members, and that seven members was preferable.
Group Co-Chair Hazirjian questioned if the Group wanted to provide a set
recommendation in its report to the Board of Commissioners, or a set of ideas and some
specific things to not consider. Group Member Sykes recommended that the Group
specifically state in its report that the current system is not acceptable. Group Members
Hazirjian and Catterall agreed with Group Member Sykes. Group Member Bremer
expressed interest in a single recommendation, but also note other items and options that
were considered.
Group Co-Chair Mulkey inquired with Group members regarding a motion that made a
statement regarding the current system for electing members of the Board of
Commissioners. Group Member Sykes motioned that the Group state that the current
system to elect commissioners is not acceptable and unsatisfactory in Orange County
based on the Group’s research, SurveyMonkey responses, and the real world results in
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the County and is in need of reclamation. Group Co-Chair Hazirjian seconded the motion.
Group Co-Chair Mulkey asked Mr. Wilder to call the names of Group members for voting
purposes. Group members voted by roll call on the motion, and the motion was approved
unanimously.
Group Member Weiler commented that he knew he was in the minority, but he wanted to
note that at-large seats can capture and reflect population growth and that seats should
represent people, not land.
Group Member Dancy stated that she agreed with Group Member Weiler and that she
was supportive of a couple of at-large seats.
Group Member Sykes noted that with single member districts, sometimes you do not find
countywide solutions.
Group Co-Chair Hazirjian stated she was most comfortable with single member districts
and Group Member Bremer noted that single member districts were the easiest to
understand.
Group Member Catterall noted that while he was supportive of single member districts, at
large seats did allow a person to vote for more than one person to represent them.
Group Member Arab commented that she can understand the interest in at-large
members, but seven districts will allow equal representation of their perspectives.
Group Co-Chair Mulkey inquired with Group members regarding a motion. Group
Member Jenkins made a motion that the Group recommend seven single member
residency districts where candidates in the districts are voted on in both the primary and
the general election by only the voters in the respective districts. Group Member Catterall
seconded the motion. Group Co-Chair Mulkey asked Mr. Wilder to call the names of
Group members for voting purposes. Group members voted by roll call on the motion,
and the motion was approved by a vote of 12 to 1, with Group Member Dancy opposed.
Group Member Dancy indicated that she agreed with the recommendation for seven
seats, but that there is value in having some at-large seats.
Group Co-Chair Hazirjian noted that seven single member districts would require
redistricting, and motioned that the Group strongly recommend that the Board of
Commissioners establish a multi-partisan/non-partisan independent advisory group and
process to create the seven districts:
 based the criteria outlined in the Group’s Charge – Constitutional and statutory
requirements and voting rights law; Proportionality, Equity, Uniformity,
Simplicity/clarity, and Maximizing voter engagement
 that seeks wherever possible to keep communities of interest together; and
 that avoids splitting precincts.
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Group Member Sykes seconded the motion. Group Co-Chair Mulkey asked Mr. Wilder to
call the names of Group members for voting purposes. Group members voted by roll call
on the motion, and the motion was approved unanimously.
The discussion moved to the actual drafting of the Group report, and it was noted that
Judge Bryan would develop the initial draft document. Group Co-Chair Hazirjian
expressed an interest in trying to review that draft document and have it ready for Group
approval at the July 22, 2021 meeting. Group Member Jenn Sykes noted the potential to
have a Google document or other technical means to enable Group members to review
and make comments, but not changes, on the draft and therefore avoid one Group
member deleting language provided by another Group member.
Group Member Sykes then motioned that the report include a recommendation that the
Board of Commissioners hold a series of public meetings and listening sessions to allow
public input and that the Board act in time to allow for a public referendum on any
proposed election plan/method in 2022. Group Member Williams seconded the motion.
Group Co-Chair Mulkey asked Mr. Wilder to call the names of Group members for voting
purposes. Group members voted by roll call on the motion, and the motion was approved
unanimously.
Group Co-Chair Hazirjian noted that the report should also reference non-partisan
elections, ranked choice voting, and public financing not being addressed since the
County does not have legislative authority on this issues, but that there is interest in
discussion even though the Group agreed to not pursue anything that required North
Carolina General Assembly action.
7. Potential Need for Any Additional Meeting(s)
There was no specific discussion of this item.
8. Adjourn
Group Member Jenkins motioned to adjourn the meeting at 9:18 pm. Group Member
Sykes seconded the motion. Group members voted by roll call on the motion to adjourn,
and it was approved unanimously.

This Meeting Summary was approved at the July 22, 2021 BOCC Elections Advisory
Group Meeting.
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Orange County BOCC Elections Advisory Group
Meeting Summary
Thursday, July 22, 2021 at 7:00 PM
Virtual Meeting
Members Present: Kathy Arab, Dr. Jennifer Bremer, Jaazaniah Catterall, Dr. Lisa
Hazirjian, Martha Jenkins, Patrick Mulkey, Alicia Reid, Jenn Sykes,
Dr. Jonathan Weiler, Rex Williams
Members Absent: Dr. Nathan Boucher, Brian Crawford, Susana Dancy, Dr. Krishna
Mondal
Facilitator: Jay Bryan, Retired District Court Judge
Staff Present: James Bryan, Orange County Attorney’s Office, Greg Wilder from the
County Manager’s Office, Brian Carson from the Planning & Inspections
Department, and Todd McGee, Orange County Community Relations
Director
Others Present: None
(NOTE: There is no known relationship/family connection between Facilitator/Retired
District Court Judge Jay Bryan and James Bryan with the Orange County Attorney’s
Office.)
1. Roll Call for Quorum
Group Co-Chair Lisa Hazirjian welcomed everyone to the Virtual meeting and expressed
appreciation for members’ willingness to serve on the BOCC Elections Advisory Group
(BEAG) and for the work everyone had completed together.
Group Co-Chair Hazirjian requested a roll call of the members present and asked Mr.
Wilder to announce the names of Group members for roll call purposes. Mr. Wilder then
read the names of Group members, with members present responding accordingly.
2. Approval of June 24, 2021 Meeting Summary
Group Co-Chair Hazirjian requested a motion to approve the June 24, 2021 Meeting
Summary as written and distributed with the agenda package. Group Member Jennifer
Bremer motioned to approve the meeting summary, and Group Member Jenn Sykes
seconded the motion. Group Co-Chair Hazirjian asked Mr. Wilder to call the names of
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Group members for voting purposes. Group members voted by roll call on the motion,
and the meeting summary was approved unanimously.
3. Review of Any Written Comments Received
It was noted that County staff had received one email requesting a copy of the draft report.
Mr. Wilder shared that he subsequently provided the full agenda package to that
individual which included the draft report as well as the alternate report document. There
was no additional discussion.
4. Discussion on Draft Report
Judge Jay Bryan opened discussion on the updated draft Report document that had been
included in the agenda package. Group Member Martha Jenkins shared that she was
open to either Report document and that she was glad to follow the will of the Group.
Group Member Kathy Arab commented that she had reviewed and provided some
suggestions to the document provided by Group Member Jenkins.
It was noted that approximately five Group members had previously provided individual
suggested revisions on the original first draft, and those comments were reflected in the
“mark-up” version in the agenda package. A “clean” version of the Report reflecting those
updates was also included. Approximately three members had previously responded that
the original draft Report read well and addressed all the necessary items. And, as
referenced earlier, Group Member Jenkins had provided an alternate Report document
that was included in the agenda package and could also be discussed and considered.
Group Member Bremer commented that both documents were good and asked if there
was a specific format for reports submitted to the Board of Commissioners. Mr. Wilder
responded that there was not a specific format, and that the format for this report is up to
the Group.
Group Co-Chair Patrick Mulkey noted that he appreciated the benefits of both report
documents, adding that the Bryan document read like a legal document, which
appropriately followed Judge Bryan’s background, and the Jenkins document read more
simplistically and for laypeople. He also noted that he appreciated the unique opportunity
for Group members to be involved in the review and finalization of the Report document,
since that was not provided years ago during his past effort on this same topic. He
indicated he was good with either document.
Group Member Sykes commented that she appreciated Group Member Mulkey’s
comments relative to the report and it being simple to read for all the future readers.
Shorter may also be better for presentation to the Board of Commissioners.
Group Member Jaaz Catterall shared that he appreciated having both documents, and
that he hoped that the final document would include the language in the Bryan document
regarding the Group’s discussion and conclusions on election methods not being pursued
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and the at-large election method. Group Member Jonathan Weiler voiced his agreement
with Group Member Catterall’s comments.
Group Co-Chair Hazirjian shared that she had been reviewing both Report documents
and that potentially the Group consider using the Jenkins document as the principal
document and incorporate the substance of Recommendations/Suggestions section from
the Bryan document into the Jenkins document under the first bullet point.
5.

Approval of Specific Revisions to the Draft Report

Group Member Arab suggested that the Group consider, as detailed by Group Co-Chair
Hazirjian, incorporating the language from the Bryan document (“Response” section on
page 8) into the Jenkins document (on page 6 under the first bullet point). Group Member
Arab further commented, as Group Member Catterall had suggested, that the Group
consider incorporating the at-large, last two paragraphs language from page 10 of the
Bryan document into page 6 of the Jenkins document under the second bullet point.
Group Member Arab followed up and suggested that the Group consider incorporating
the one paragraph single member district language from page 9 of the Bryan document
into the Jenkins document on page 6 under the third bullet point.
Group Co-Chair Hazirjian asked if any Group members would like to make a motion based
on the suggestions. Group Member Sykes motioned for the Group to proceed with the
Jenkins document and incorporate the “Response” language, the at-large language, and
the single member language from the Bryan document into the Jenkins document as
discussed. Group Member Bremer seconded the motion. Group Co-Chair Hazirjian
asked Mr. Wilder to call the names of Group members for voting purposes. Group
members voted by roll call on the motion, and the motion was approved unanimously.
Group Co-Chair Hazirjian and Judge Bryan asked if there were any other potential
revisions to consider for the Report document. After a brief discussion on information
County Attorney John Roberts had provided regarding multi-member districts, it was
determined there were not any additional proposals from Group members. Mr. Wilder
requested some direction from the Group regarding the Appendices. He noted that the
current proposed Appendices totaled 295 pages and shared examples of the content and
number of pages for each.
He shared that there were no materials to include for the proposed Appendix J, thereby
meaning that it needed to be deleted and the subsequent appendices re-lettered
appropriately.
Mr. Wilder then asked if the Group wanted to consider eliminating one potential portion
of Appendix F that consisted of 110 pages detailing voting results for Orange County
Commissioner elections from 2000 through 2020. The 110 pages had been emailed to
Group members as information, and were not specifically discussed at any meetings. He
also noted that the documents were public information readily available through the Board
of Elections. Group Member Arab commented that she did not think the voting results
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materials had impacted the Group’s efforts and discussion and suggested the materials
not be included in the Appendices.
Group Member Sykes inquired regarding the plan and schedule for presenting the Report
to the Board of Commissioners, specifically in light of other items the Board might be
discussing at its meetings. Mr. Wilder responded that, from his limited perspective, he
expected that the presentation would occur at either the Board of Commissioners’
September 2, 2021 Business meeting or at its September 9, 2021 work session.
Mr. Wilder noted that the September 2 meeting would likely have a full agenda based on
the Board’s summer break, along with the current plan for the Board to also consider
appointing an individual to fill the vacant Commissioner seat due to Commissioner Mark
Dorosin’s resignation effective July 31, 2021. He noted that presentation at the
September 2 meeting would allow for public comment on the Report item, and that public
comment could potentially be extensive.
Mr. Wilder further shared that the September 9 work session already had proposed items
for discussion, but that the Report may also be considered as a topic for that meeting.
He noted that the Board of Commissioners by practice did not receive public comments
at work sessions, so the public would not have the opportunity to provide comments at
that meeting.
However, Mr. Wilder expressed confidence that the Board of
Commissioners would welcome significant public comment on this entire topic as
discussions proceeded in the future.
After some additional discussion, it was agreed to not include the 110 pages in the
Appendices, and a reference to the materials would be included under Appendix F.
After Group discussion, Group members generally expressed a preference that the Board
receive a presentation and discuss the Report at the September 9 work session rather
than the September 2 Business meeting since the Business meeting would potentially
have a substantial number of other matters on the agenda, and the Co-Chairs would
address that interest. The September 9 work session would also allow the newlyappointed Commissioner to be seated and additional time to prepare for the Report
discussion.
6. Discussion on Final Approval of the Report
This item is addressed in discussion below.
7. Potential Need for Any Additional Follow-up or Meeting Based on Report
Status/Revisions
Judge Bryan and Group Co-Chair Hazirjian directed discussion to the potential approval
of the report and the process the Group wanted to pursue based on the revisions. Mr.
Wilder noted that the full Group could potentially reconvene for another meeting to review
the revisions and provide final Report approval. Alternatively, the Group could approve
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the Report at the current meeting with the approved revisions and that he and Judge
Bryan could work with the Co-Chairs to ensure all revisions occurred as appropriate,
thereby allowing the Group to conclude its meetings this evening.
Group Member Arab suggested that the Group meet again to approve the meeting
summary for the current meeting as well as provide final Report approval. Group
members then discussed potential meeting dates, with August 5, 2021 at 7:00 pm being
a primary option. Group Member Sykes asked if that meeting would be remote or inperson. Mr. Wilder responded that was an open question and that he had pursued
determining what direction the County was pursuing for the month of August, but he did
receive a specific answer. He shared that he was aware that the County Manager had
approved a few of the County’s advisory boards to meet remotely in August.
Group Member Sykes made a motion that Group meet on August 5, 2021 to approve the
Report and July 22, 2021 Meeting Summary. Group Member Jenkins seconded the
motion. Group Co-Chair Hazirjian asked Mr. Wilder to call the names of Group members
for voting purposes. Group members voted by roll call on the motion, and the motion was
approved unanimously.
8. Plan for Report Presentation to Board of Commissioners
The Group addressed this topic earlier in the meeting.
9. Adjourn
James Bryan with the County Attorney’s Office and Mr. Wilder conferred regarding the
Group’s normal meeting schedule being on the fourth Thursday of each month, and that
an August 5, 2021 meeting would deviate from that schedule, thereby creating a need to
call a special meeting. Mr. Wilder commented that, as an alternative, he wondered if the
Group could vote to recess the current meeting to be reconvened on August 5th. Mr. Bryan
confirmed that was a legal option that could be considered. Group Member Jenkins
motioned to recess the current meeting and reconvene the meeting on August 5, 2021 at
7:00 pm via Zoom. Group Co-Chair Mulkey seconded the motion. Group members voted
by roll call on the motion to recess the meeting, and it was approved unanimously. The
meeting recessed at 8:24 pm.

This Meeting Summary was approved at the August 5, 2021 BOCC Elections Advisory
Group Reconvened Meeting.

COMPILED BY STAFF
NOT APPROVED BY BEAG DUE TO NO ADDITIONAL MEETINGS
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Orange County BOCC Elections Advisory Group
Meeting Summary
Thursday, August 5, 2021 at 7:00 PM
RECONVENED Virtual Meeting
from Recessed July 22, 2021 Virtual Meeting
Members Present: Kathy Arab, Dr. Jennifer Bremer, Jaazaniah Catterall, Dr. Lisa
Hazirjian, Martha Jenkins, Dr. Krishna Mondal, Patrick Mulkey, Alicia
Reid, Dr. Jonathan Weiler, Rex Williams
Members Absent: Dr. Nathan Boucher, Brian Crawford, Susana Dancy, Jenn Sykes
Facilitator: Jay Bryan, Retired District Court Judge
Staff Present: Greg Wilder from the County Manager’s Office, Brian Carson from the
Planning & Inspections Department, and Todd McGee, Orange County
Community Relations Director
Others Present: None
1. Vote to Reconvene the July 22, 2021 Recessed Meeting/Roll Call for Quorum –
Co-Chair Lisa Hazirjian
Group Co-Chair Lisa Hazirjian welcomed everyone to the Virtual meeting and expressed
appreciation for members’ willingness to serve on the BOCC Elections Advisory Group
(BEAG) and for the work everyone had completed together.
Group Co-Chair Hazirjian requested a motion to reconvene the Group from the recessed
July 22, 2021 meeting, and noted that the motion would also serve as a roll call of the
members present. Group Member Jonathan Weiler made a motion to reconvene the
Group from the recessed July 22, 2021 meeting, and that the motion also serve as a roll
call of the members present. Group Member Jennifer Bremer seconded the motion.
Group Co-Chair Hazirjian asked Mr. Wilder to call the names of Group members for voting
and roll call purposes. Group members voted by roll call on the motion, and the motion
was approved unanimously.
2. Approval of July 22, 2021 Meeting Summary
Group Co-Chair Hazirjian requested a motion to approve the July 22, 2021 Meeting
Summary as written and distributed with the agenda package. Group Co-Chair Patrick
Mulkey motioned to approve the meeting summary, and Group Member Bremer
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seconded the motion. Group Co-Chair Hazirjian asked Mr. Wilder to call the names of
Group members for voting purposes. Group members voted by roll call on the motion,
and the meeting summary was approved unanimously.
3. Review of Any Written Comments Received
Mr. Wilder commented that he was not aware of any written communication submitted to
the Group or to him regarding the BOCC Elections Advisory Group or its work since the
last Group meeting. There was no additional discussion.
4. Review of Revised Draft Report
Judge Jay Bryan thanked Group members, the Co-Chairs and staff for their work. He
shared that the agenda package for the meeting included an updated “clean” version of
the primary 12-page report, as well as all of the Appendices, based on discussion and
Group action at the July 22, 2021 meeting. Judge Bryan also noted that a “markup”
version of the 12-page report was also included in the agenda package so that Group
members could review the specific updates that had occurred since the July 22nd meeting.
He then opened discussion on the updated draft Report document and Appendices.
Group Member Weiler stated that the updated document looked good and consistent with
the discussions at the July 22nd meeting. Group Member Jaaz Catterall agreed, and
added that he had also reviewed the seven potential clarification items that Mr. Wilder
had previously emailed to Group, as well as the follow-up comments that Group Member
Martha Jenkins had provided. He noted that all the clarifications and comments seemed
appropriate.
Group Co-Chair Hazirjian noted that she had attempted to review the Report from a
member of the general public’s perspective, and she had some suggestions for
consideration.
Group Co-Chair Hazirjian suggested, on page 3 of the Report, under Current Voting
Method, that the second sentence, beginning with “Two commissioners…” be revised to
read, “Two commissioners are elected at-large, meaning candidates must reside
somewhere in Orange County, and voters from the entire county vote on these candidates
in both primaries and general elections.”
Group Co-Chair Hazirjian also suggested, in the same paragraph, that the long final
sentence beginning “In the primary…”, be revised with shorter sentences to read,
“Candidates for these seats must reside in the district in which they are running. In
primaries, voters living in District One vote only on District One candidates, and voters
from District Two vote only on District Two candidates. In general elections, voters from
the whole county can vote in both District One and District Two races.”
Group Member Jenkins, Group Member Kathy Arab and Group Member Krishna Mondal
all commented that they thought both suggestions were good changes.
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After some discussion it was decided that rather than voting on each individual proposed
revision one-by-one, the Group would only vote on specific individual changes that had
some uncertainty/objection, and that all of the other agreed-upon changes that had no
uncertainties/objections would be addressed together through one motion and vote.
Group Co-Chair Hazirjian continued that on Page 7, in the paragraph beginning “After the
presentation,” the Group consider the addition of the word “perceived” to read “perceived
strengths and weaknesses”. She noted that the current wording made it sound like the
stated points were all established facts, when some if not all of them could be open to
debate. Group members generally indicated agreement with the update.
Lastly, Group Co-Chair Hazirjian shared that on Page 8, under the paragraph on at-large
districts, she was uncertain of the meaning of the second sentence, beginning with “Those
supporting them.…” She suggested the Group consider a clarification. It was noted that
the word “members” at the end of the sentence should instead be “land”, that the word
“and” was not needed in the sentence, and that the verb should be “have”, not “has.”
Group Member Catterall suggested a revised sentence read, “Those supporting them
touted how they would cover future growth by accounting for areas that have gained in
population and would be based on representation of people, not land.” Group members
accepted this revised sentence.
Group Member Bremer noted two minor updates, suggesting that the word “district” be
made “districts” on page 7 in the first paragraph under the Current Method. She also
suggested the addition of the word “the” on Page 8, under the paragraph on at-large
districts to read, “….capture the bulk…” The Group accepted these suggestions.
With no other items from Group members, Judge Bryan asked Mr. Wilder to share
information on the seven potential clarification items he had previously emailed to Group
members.
Mr. Wilder noted on page 5 of the Report, middle of the page, in the last bullet point, the
word “mention” appeared extraneous and possibly should be deleted. Group Member
Jenkins had previously agreed in her follow-up email, and Group members concurred.
Mr. Wilder shared, on page 7, under the bullet “Current Method”, the last sentence of the
first paragraph read, “A more detailed summary of what members identified as the
positive aspects of the current method appears below.” He wondered if the information
actually was below or the sentence needed to be deleted. He noted that Group Member
Jenkins had followed up that potentially the language should read “in the meeting
summary for June 24th.” After some discussion, Group members concurred with revising
the wording as suggested by Group Member Jenkins.
Mr. Wilder asked, on page 9 after the July 22nd paragraph, if there was any need for Judge
Bryan to add a quick summary of the August 5th meeting (tonight’s meeting) in the Report
document. Group Member Jenkins had followed up that Judge Bryan could add
something brief under a new August 5, 2021 heading that stated something like, "The
BEAG made minor edits to the report and then approved the report as edited." Group
members concurred with this addition.
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Mr. Wilder commented that on Page 9, in the middle of the page, there was a reference
to Appendices L and M. He wondered if the reference to Appendices L and M was
applicable at this particular location in the Report since Appendices L and M were Todd
McGee’s Powerpoint presentation on the SurveyMonkey results, and the printout of the
actual survey results from the SurveyMonkey. The paragraph immediately proceeding
the Appendices reference did not address Mr. McGee’s presentation or the
SurveyMonkey results.
Mr. Wilder added that he did not see a specific reference to “Appendix K” (the grid) in the
Report and wondered if incorporating a reference at the appropriate location was needed.
Mr. Wilder also added that he did not see a reference to “Appendix N” (which was part of
the SurveyMonkey results) in the Report and wondered if incorporating a reference at the
appropriate location was needed.
As a potential solution to the items above regarding Appendices K, L, M, and N, Mr. Wilder
suggested that the Appendices L and M reference be deleted on page 9. Concurrently,
he suggested that on page 6 under June 24th, the potential addition of “(See Appendices
K, L, M & N)” at the end of the first paragraph after the word “recommendations.” That
paragraph referenced both the grid and the survey results, which constituted the content
of Appendices K, L, M and N.
Group Member Jenkins had previously followed up that Mr. Wilder was correct and that
his proposed update was probably the best way to handle these items. Group members
concurred with Mr. Wilder and Group Member Jenkins.
Moving to two final clarifications, Mr. Wilder noted that the July 22, 2021 Meeting
summary currently provided in Appendix C was marked as “DRAFT”. Based on the Group
approving the Meeting Summary earlier in this meeting, staff would update the document
appropriately and replace the current “Draft” in the Report with an “Approved” version in
the final Report.
Lastly, Mr. Wilder shared that the August 5, 2021 Meeting summary in Appendix C was
currently noted as “DRAFT” since it was just a placeholder. Staff planned to compile a
document after tonight’s meeting to replace this placeholder and it would be marked as
“Not Approved Due to No Additional Group Meetings” at the top of the first page. Group
Member Jenkins commented that it might be helpful to also add wording to the effect
“Compiled by Staff.”
5.

Approval of Specific Revisions to the Draft Report

With no other suggestions or discussion on proposed changes or revisions, Judge Bryan
moved the Group forward to considering approval of the updates and revisions that had
been discussed. He deferred to Group Co-Chair Hazirjian for the potential consideration
of any motions.
Group Co-Chair Hazirjian opened the floor for any motions on the updates and revisions
that had been previously discussed. Group Member Jenkins motioned to approve all of
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the changes as had been discussed and concurred with earlier in the meeting. Group
Member Bremer seconded the motion. Group Co-Chair Hazirjian asked Mr. Wilder to call
the names of Group members for voting purposes. Group members voted by roll call on
the motion, and the motion was approved unanimously.
6. Approval of Revised Final Report
With no other aspects of the Report to discuss, Group Co-Chair Hazirjian opened the floor
for any motions on approving the Report as revised. Group Member Weiler motioned to
approve the revised BEAG Report. Group Member Catterall seconded the motion. Group
Co-Chair Hazirjian asked Mr. Wilder to call the names of Group members for voting
purposes. Group members voted by roll call on the motion, and the motion was approved
unanimously.
7. Potential Need for Any Additional Follow-up or Meeting Based on Report
Status/Revisions
Group Co-Chair Hazirjian commented that the Group had completed its work and there
was not a need for any additional “business” meetings. It was noted that the Group
members might pursue gathering on a social basis if circumstances allowed. Group CoChair Hazirjian asked Mr. Wilder if he would send an email to all Group members, and
specifically members who could not be at this meeting, to let them know there was a
potential interest in gathering on a social basis to celebrate the Group’s work. There was
some discussion on the timing of the presentation of the Report to the Board of
Commissioners, and it was noted that Group members would be invited to join with Judge
Bryan and the Co-Chairs to attend that Board of Commissioners meeting if they wished.
Group Co-Chair Mulkey expressed his appreciation to Judge Bryan for facilitating the
Group’s work and discussions. Group Co-Chair Hazirjian concurred, and noted that she
appreciative that conversations among all Group members had been productive.
Judge Bryan thanked the Group members for their service and hard work, and expressed
appreciation to Mr. Wilder, Mr. Carson, Mr. McGee, and the County Attorney’s Office for
their efforts on behalf of the Group. Group Member Bremer also expressed her
appreciation to staff.
8. Adjourn
Group Member Mondal motioned to adjourn the meeting at 8:01 pm. Group Member
Arab seconded the motion. Group members voted on the motion to adjourn, and it was
approved unanimously.
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Redistricting for
Local Governments after
the 2000 Census
ith the results of the 2000 census in hand, more than one
hundred North Carolina cities,
counties, and school systems may face the
politically loaded challenge of redrawing
their election districts to comply with the
one-person/one-vote requirement of the
U.S. Constitution.
Through the 1990s the North Carolina General Assembly drew and redrew
the state’s twelve congressional election
districts four times, as successful challenges under the Voting Rights Act of
1965 and the Equal Protection Clause of
the U.S. Constitution occurred one after
another. No city, county, or school system wants that to be its fate in the first
decade of the 2000s.
The responsibility for drawing new
districts for elections to Congress and to
the state House of Representatives and
Senate lies with the General Assembly.
The responsibility for drawing new districts for local government rests with the
city councils, the county commissions,
and the school boards.
Compared with the state legislature,
local governments may receive less attention when they face redistricting, but
the questions of law and the practical
problems will be just as challenging.
This article describes those questions
and problems, and gives some answers.

W

The author is an Institute of Government
faculty member who specializes in election
law. Contact him at joyce@iogmail.iog.
unc.edu.
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Robert P. Joyce

Must you consider
redistricting at all?
Whether a jurisdiction must consider
redistricting turns on the sort of electoral
system it uses.
Do you elect all your
members at large?
If all the members of the city council, the
county commission, or the board of education are elected at large—that is, if
everyone in the city, the county, or the
school system votes for all the members—then you do not have to redistrict.
There are no districts to redraw. You
need not finish reading this article. If you
elect board members from districts,
however, you should go on to the next
question.

What kinds of districts do you have:
mere residency districts or true
electoral districts?
The North Carolina statutes for cities
and counties permit three types of districts, with very different redistricting
consequences.1
Residency districts. In the first type of
district, candidates must reside in
the district from which they wish to run,
but all the voters of the jurisdiction vote
for that seat. This type is commonly referred to as a “residency district.” As with
at-large voting (of which this is a variant), there is no requirement to redistrict
after the 2000 census.2 In fact, for counties a statutory provision requires a local
act of the General Assembly to change
residency-district boundaries.3
Single-member districts. In the second
type of district, candidates must reside in
the district from which they wish to run,
and only the voters of the district can
vote for that seat. Commonly referred to
as a “single-member district,” this is the
type to which the greatest redistricting
attention must be paid after the 2000 census. The trend in recent years has been
for jurisdictions to move from at-large
elections to single-member districts. It
has been spurred, as discussed later, by a
drive to create districts that provide minority populations with greater opportunities to elect candidates of their choice.
Blended districts. The third type of
district is a variant of residency districts.
In this type the candidate must reside in
the district from which he or she wishes
to run, and all the voters of the jurisdiction vote for that seat in the general election, just as in regular residency districts.
In this third type, however, in the primary election, only the voters of the district
vote. So this type of district resembles a
single-member district in the primary
election and an at-large arrangement in
the general election. This type requires
the same attention after the 2000 census
that the single-member district does.
If the election of your board members
is from residency districts, you do not
have to redistrict, and you may stop
reading this article. If, however, you
have single-member or blended districts,
you should go on to the next question.

Do you have the
necessary power?
If your jurisdiction has single-member or
blended districts, you must consider
redistricting. As discussed later, you may
not have to redistrict. That will depend
on the relative population changes
among your districts since 1990. But if
you must redistrict, do you have the
authority to do so? The answer to that
question generally is yes. The General
Assembly has passed special boundaryrevision statutes for cities, counties, and
school systems,4 but in any jurisdiction’s
particular situation, the answer may
turn on how the use of electoral districts
(and the current actual boundaries)
came about.

How did your use of electoral
districts come about?
The presumptive method of elections is
at large. For most of North Carolina’s
modern history, nearly all the members
of city councils, county commissions, and
school boards were elected that way.
Beginning in the 1980s, however, there
was a movement away from at-large
elections to elections by districts, spurred
primarily by the need to comply with the
federal Voting Rights Act of 1965 (again,
discussed in more detail later). Today,
103 jurisdictions use single-member or
blended districts and so are subject to
redistricting (see Table 1, page 4).
There are three ways in which electoral districts may have come into use
for a city or a county, but only two ways
for a school system. First, the General
Assembly may have moved a city, a county, or a school system from at-large elections to district elections through a local
act. The General Assembly passes two
kinds of acts, public and local. A public
act applies to the entire state generally,
and it is the most common kind of enactment. About 90 percent of bills introduced in any session of the General
Assembly are public bills.5 A local act
applies only to one or more named cities,
counties, or other units of government.
North Carolina’s Constitution places
some limitations on the subjects that
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TABLE 1. NORTH CAROLINA JURISDICTIONS SUBJECT TO REDISTRICTING
Subject to Redistricting

COUNTIES (30)

CITIES (41)

SCHOOL BOARDS (32)

Anson
Bladen
Camden
Carteret (blended)
Caswell
Chowan
Columbus
Craven
Cumberland
Duplin
Edgecombe
Forsyth
Granville
Guilford
Halifax
Harnett
Lee
Lenoir
Mecklenburg
Montgomery
Nash
Pamlico
Pasquotank
Pitt
Robeson
Sampson
Vance
Washington
Wilson
Wayne

Albemarle
Benson
Cary
Charlotte
Clinton
Dunn
Edenton
Elizabeth City
Enfield
Fayetteville
Fremont
Goldsboro
Greensboro
Greenville
Henderson
High Point
Jacksonville
Kings Mountain
Lake Waccamaw
Laurinburg
Lexington
Longview
Lumberton
Mooresville
New Bern
Plymouth
Princeville
Raleigh
Randleman
Reidsville
Roanoke Rapids
Rocky Mount
Siler City
Smithfield
Statesville
St. Pauls
Tarboro
Thomasville
Williamston
Wilson
Winston-Salem

Alexander
Anson
Beaufort
Bladen
Caswell
CharlotteMecklenburg
Cumberland
Duplin
Durham
Edenton-Chowan
Edgecombe
Franklin
Granville
Guilford
Harnett
Hickory City
Iredell-Statesville
Lenoir
Madison
Martin
Montgomery
Nash–Rocky Mount
Newton–
Conover City
Pamlico
Pitt
Robeson
Rockingham
Union
Vance
Wake
Wilson
Winston-Salem/
Forsyth

may be covered by local
acts, but none of them
relate to the election of
city council members,
county commissioners,
or school board members. Cities, counties, and school systems
are creatures of the General Assembly,
and the General Assembly is free to
impose on any of them an electoral system of its choosing.
Second, the city, the county, or the
school system may have moved from atlarge elections to district elections
through a court order or a consent
decree. That is, someone may have chal4

Not Subject to Redistricting
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COUNTIES USING
RESIDENCY DISTRICTS (24)

CITIES USING RESIDENCY
DISTRICTS (26)

Bertie
Brunswick
Chatham
Cherokee
Currituck
Dare
Franklin
Gaston
Gates
Henderson
Hertford
Hyde
Johnston
Macon
Moore
Northampton
Pender
Randolph
Rutherford
Scotland
Surry
Watauga
Wake
Wayne

Angier
Archdale
Atkinson
Ayden
Belhaven
Bessemer City
Bladenboro
Calabash
Cherryville
Concord
Durham
Eden
Fletcher
Gastonia
Hickory
Lewiston-Woodville
Lincolnton
Morganton
Mt. Airy
Sanford
Shelby
Southport
Stanley
Trinity
Valdese
Weddington

COUNTIES, CITIES, AND
SCHOOL BOARDS USING
AT-LARGE VOTING
All the rest

lenged the at-large system in
court on some legal basis—most
likely as a violation of the
Voting Rights Act of 1965—and
either prevailed in the lawsuit,
thereby obtaining a court order,
or reached a court-approved settlement
with the jurisdiction, resulting in a consent decree signed by the challengers, the
jurisdiction, and the judge.
Third, the city or the county (but not
a school system) may have voluntarily
moved from at-large elections to district
elections, using “home rule” powers
granted by the General Assembly. The
home-rule statutes permit a city or a
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county, by following procedures laid out
in the statutes, to change a number of
aspects of its elections, including the
number of members of the governing
board, the length of their terms, and
whether they are elected at large or from
districts.6 There is no comparable homerule provision for school systems.
How were the particular boundaries
for your current districts set?
As with the use of electoral districts, the
current boundaries for your districts
may have been drawn in one of three
ways. First, they may have been set in
the local act that moved you from at-
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large to district voting in the first place.
Second, they may have been set by the
court order or the consent decree that
moved you to district voting. Third, they
may have been set by action of the governing board. In the third case, the city
council, the county commission, or the
school board acted under the authority
of statutes specifically giving it this linedrawing authority.7
What difference does it make how
the current boundaries were set?
Your authority to change the current
boundaries may depend on how they
were put into place. If the boundaries
were set by local act, then cities and
counties are specifically authorized by
the boundary-revision statutes to revise
them to correct for population imbalances after the 2000 census.8 For school
systems, the relevant statute says that the
board may revise them to correct for

population imbalances after the census if
the local act does not provide a method
for revising them.9
If the boundaries were set by court
order or consent decree, you need to check
the document to determine whether it provides a method for revising the boundaries. There are three possibilities. First,
the document may set the boundaries
but provide no method for revision. In
that case you must consider whether you
need to go to the court that entered the
order or the decree to get an order permitting you to revise boundaries. Second,
the document may both set the boundaries and provide a method for revision.
If so, you must follow that method.
Third, the document may set the boundaries and explicitly provide that they
may be revised to correct for population
imbalances after a census, in which case
you may proceed under the boundaryrevision statutes.10

If the boundaries were set by action of
the governing board, then you may proceed under the boundary-revision statutes.
May the General Assembly do the
redistricting for you?
Yes, if it is willing to do so, except perhaps in the case of districts set by court
order. The General Assembly retains the
power to draw your district lines by
local act. If it exercised that power, it
could handle problems that might prove
tricky for the local board, like assigning
incumbents to districts or shortening
current incumbents’ terms. For more discussion of this subject, see the later section on incumbency protection.

Are you required to redistrict?
Population imbalance triggers the obligation to redistrict. Through much of
American history, the courts did not
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impose an obligation to redistrict even
when populations became extremely
imbalanced. After the 1960 census, for
example, of twenty states retaining the
same number of members in the U.S.
House of Representatives as they had
been allocated after the 1950 census, not
one redistricted. Among them were
Georgia, which had last redistricted in
1931; Colorado and Connecticut, in
1921; Idaho and Montana, in 1917;
Louisiana, in 1912; and New Hampshire, in 1881.
The issue came to a head in two U.S.
Supreme Court cases in the early 1960s.
In the first, Baker v. Carr,11 the Court for
the first time recognized that population
imbalances in electoral districts may violate the Equal Protection Clause of the
Fourteenth Amendment. In the second,
Reynolds v. Sims,12 the Court for the first
time held a legislative districting plan to
be unconstitutional on the basis of population imbalance. In that case the thirtyfive districts of the Alabama Senate varied
in population from 15,417 to 634,864.
The spread in the state House of Representatives was even greater. Advancing
the notion that came to be called “one
man, one vote” (later, “one person, one
vote”), the Court said that “the right of
suffrage can be denied by a debasement
or dilution of the weight of a citizen’s
vote just as effectively as by wholly prohibiting the free exercise of the franchise.”13 These early cases dealt with
redistricting for elections to state legislatures. The Court soon made clear that
the one-person/one-vote principle applied to local elections as well.14
How do you know whether you should
redistrict after the 2000 census?
In determining whether there is substantial equality in population among districts, courts routinely apply a “10 percent rule.” Local jurisdictions can use
this rule too. It works like this: Divide
the new population by the total number
of seats. That gives you the “ideal” population per seat. Next, apply the new
census numbers to your old election districts. Look at the new population of
your most populous district, and figure
the percentage by which it exceeds the
ideal population. Next, look at the population of the least populous district,
and figure the percentage by which it is
6
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short of the ideal district. Now add those
two percentages. If the total is 10 percent
or more, you should redistrict.
The 10 percent rule is court made, not
statutory, and its effect is a highly technical, legal one.15 It serves as the method
by which courts allocate the burden of
proof in a lawsuit regarding whether a
districting plan violates the one-person/
one-vote principle. A deviation of 10 percent or more automatically establishes a
prima facie violation. The burden of proof
is then on the city, the county, or the
school system to justify the deviation by
showing a rational and legitimate policy

A

dvancing the
notion that came
to be called “one
man, one vote” (later,
“one person, one vote”),
the Court said that “the
right of suffrage can be
denied by a debasement
or dilution of the weight
of a citizen’s vote just as
effectively as by wholly
prohibiting the free
exercise of the franchise.”

for the inequality in districts—be they
old districts that have become unbalanced
or new districts that have been drawn
with such a deviation. This is a difficult
task. If the maximum deviation is less
than 10 percent, on the other hand, the
courts consider the population disparity
minimal, and the city, the county, or the
school system “is entitled to a presumption that the apportionment plan was
the result of an honest and good faith effort to construct districts . . . as nearly of
equal population as is practicable.”16
Are you required to redistrict if the
numbers show an imbalance of
10 percent or higher?
Yes, even though not all the statutes
directly say so. For cities the applicable
statute explicitly requires city councils to
review the 2000 census data to “deter-
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mine whether it would be lawful to hold
the next election without revising districts to correct population imbalances.”17
For counties there is no requirement in
the North Carolina statutes that they correct a population imbalance after the
census; there is only authorization for
them to do so. The statute provides that
the county commissioners “may by resolution redefine the electoral districts.”18
By contrast, the statute for school systems
appears to require redistricting: “The
local board of education shall revise
electoral district boundaries from time
to time as provided in this subsection.”19
Even in the absence of a statutory
requirement, however, city council members, county commissioners, and school
board members are obligated by the
oaths they take (in which they pledge to
uphold the U.S. Constitution)—and
should be motivated by the fear of liability in a lawsuit—to redraw districts
promptly to redress imbalances.
Do you count people not eligible
to vote?
Yes. Provisions in the North Carolina
statutes call for substantial equality
among districts based on total population. For cities the statute specifies “the
same number of persons as nearly as
possible”; for counties, the statute speaks
of assigning “the population” to districts
that are “as nearly equal as practicable”;
and for school systems, the statute
addresses “correcting population imbalances.”20 In each case the statute clearly
contemplates consideration of total population, which will include some people
who are not eligible to vote. The largest
group will be people under eighteen
years of age.
To comply with these statutes, cities,
counties, and school systems should use
the census numbers that count all residents, whether or not they are eligible to
vote. That is, in figuring whether there is
a 10 percent deviation, you should count
people under the age of eighteen and
nonresident citizens, including military
personnel assigned locally and inmates in
state correctional or medical facilities.21
In the mid-1990s the voters of
Mecklenburg County approved changes
in the methods of election of their county commissioners and school board
members, moving from at-large elec-

tions to a mix of at-large and singlemember districts, using the same districts for both the commissioners and the
school board members. The deviation
between the most populous district and
the least populous district was 8.33 percent, well within the 10 percent rule. But
if the comparison had been based solely
on voting-age population (that is, not
counting people under age eighteen), the
deviation would have been 16.17 percent. This difference arises because the
proportion of people under eighteen is
higher among nonwhites than among
whites, so districts with high concentra-
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ven in the absence
of a statutory requirement, . . . city council
members, county commissioners, and school board
members are obligated by
the oaths they take (in
which they pledge to
uphold the U.S. Constitution)—and should be
motivated by the fear of
liability in a lawsuit—to
redraw districts promptly
to redress imbalances.

council members, the county commissioners, and the school board members.
For cities and school systems, no particular procedures are specified. For counties the statute sets out a requirement
that the commissioners find as a fact
“whether there is substantial inequality
of population among the districts.”23
The commissioners should by formal
action make such a finding. For “substantial inequality” the board may rely
on the 10 percent rule, described earlier.
If the commissioners find that there is a
substantial inequality, they may draw
new districts.
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Left, a precinct official assists a voter
with disabilities. Below, a young mother
votes while her son looks on.

What procedures are required?
The statutes clearly place the authority
for redistricting in the hands of the city

Should you embody the new
districts in an ordinance or a
resolution or some other action?
For counties the statute requires that
the redefined districts be set out in a
resolution.24 For cities and school systems, the statutes do not specify particular forms. Cities may employ either
ordinances or resolutions; if the election districts were embodied in an ordinance the last time they were drawn,
the city should stick to the ordinance
format. School boards do not have the
authority to adopt ordinances, so a resolution is the proper format.
For cities and counties, there are
direct statutory requirements that city
and county maps show the boundaries.25
There is no corresponding requirement
for school systems; nonetheless, a map is
imperative.
p o p u l a r g ov e r n m e n t
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tions of nonwhites will have a lower proportion of voting-age people than districts with high concentrations of whites.
In a lawsuit the claim was put forward
that this 16.17 percent deviation among
the voting age population violated the
one-person/one-vote principle. The federal district court agreed, but the federal
circuit court of appeals overturned the
district court’s decision, holding that the
constitutional requirements are satisfied
by deviations under 10 percent based on
total population as reflected in the census.22 This federal appeals court decision
cites with favor the North Carolina
total-population statutes.
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Should you have public hearings?
The answer to this question will depend
on local circumstances. Cities, counties,
and school systems are all free to adopt
additional procedures if they wish. They
might, for example, appoint a citizen
advisory board to study the redistricting
question and propose new boundaries.
The danger, of course, is that the advisory board will come up with a plan that
the governing board does not like, and
the result is a political problem. The board
might conduct public hearings or in some
other way establish procedures for public comment.
There is no requirement that the
board obtain public input, but doing so
may be a very good idea for two reasons.
First, it demonstrates that the board is
responsive to the people on an issue
as fundamental as the election of their
representatives. Second, a hearing (or
another input mechanism) may be helpful in achieving preclearance of the redistricting plan for cities, counties, and
school systems subject to the requirements of Section 5 of the Voting Rights
Act of 1965, discussed later.
A public hearing, if held, will likely be
most effective if a couple of alternative
plans are available for discussion. They
will help focus the comments and provide a meaningful context. Citizens attending should be permitted to present
their own plans.
Should you hire outside consultants?
There are valid reasons to consider hiring outside consultants and valid reasons
not to do so. In some instances, of course,
redistricting will not be necessary at
all—where population change has not
been great and the 10 percent rule is not
violated. In some other instances, even
where the imbalance does exceed 10 percent, it will be possible with relatively
straightforward effort to bring the districts into compliance. The duty to come
up with a proposal can be delegated to
the manager or to the city’s or county’s
planning staff, for instance, to work in
conjunction with the unit’s attorney.
There is a political bomb waiting to explode, however, if the redrawing necessitates pitting incumbents against one
another, and the manager or the staff
may not wish to be involved.
Consultants, on the other hand, bring
8
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two great advantages. First, if they are
carefully chosen, they bring expertise.
They should have skills in assessing the
census data that exceed the skills likely
to be found on the board or the staff.
Also, they should be thoroughly familiar
with the legal considerations involved in
the one-person/one-vote principle, discussed earlier, and in the tricky notions
of racial fairness and equal protection,
discussed later. Second, consultants can
lend the process a sense of fairness—they
are outsiders brought in, not insiders
protecting themselves—and they can be
blamed if things go wrong.
Can you consider redistricting in
closed sessions?
No. The open meetings law requires that
meetings of public bodies be open to the
public, except for particular subjects set
out in the statute.26 Redistricting is not
an exception. If the board sets up a committee of board members to work on
redistricting, the meetings of that com-
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mittee too must be open. Work by staff
on the project is not subject to the statute, however.
Can you keep drafts of tentative
plans secret?
Not completely, no. The North Carolina
Supreme Court has interpreted the state’s
public records law,27 which gives citizens
the right to see and copy most documents
made or received in the course of the government’s business, to include preliminary drafts of documents.28 At what
point a working document becomes a
preliminary draft subject to the requirements of public inspection is a matter not
fully settled in the law.29 The safe procedure is to assume that once a redistricting
map is recognizable as such, it is probably a public record.
May you protect incumbents?
Yes. The U.S. Supreme Court has recognized “incumbency protection, at least
in the limited form of avoiding contests

between incumbent[s], as a legitimate
state goal.”30 Expecting incumbent members of a city, county, or school governing board not to look out for their own
interests is asking too much.
It is fully defensible to make every
effort to ensure that, after redistricting,
no two incumbents share a district.
Demographics and other considerations
may make it unavoidable, however, and
in that case, incumbents will face one
another. Board Member A, elected from
District 1, may find himself, after redistricting, residing in District 2, along with
Board Member B. In that case, until the
next election, District 1 will have no
member living within it and no one
directly representing it. An effort should
be made to avoid this undesirable situation, but it may occur. In no event, however, may the redistricting work to shorten any member’s term31 unless the redistricting is done by the General Assembly
through a local act.
A problem may arise when, because
of staggered four-year terms, only some
members of the board will be up for
reelection at the election immediately following redistricting and others will be up
two years after that. In that instance
Board Member A, whose residence is
redistricted from District 1 to District 2
but who is not up for election at the next

F

or many jurisdictions,
taking race into
account in drawing
new district lines will be
the most difficult part of
the redistricting process.
Race is typically a politically
challenging issue, and in
the politics of redistricting,
it is especially challenging.

election, may find himself with a choice
down the line. If the District 2 seat is up
at the next election, someone will be
elected from District 2 in that election.
Board Member A may choose to file to
run then (perhaps against Board Member
B, who has remained in District 2 all
along, or perhaps against someone else).
If Board Member A wins, then he becomes the representative from District 2,
and a vacancy is created in District 1. If
Board Member A loses, then he remains
in office for two more years until his original term expires. At that point he has no
seat to run for, since he resides in District
2 and the District 2 seat is not up then.
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How do you take race
into account?
For many jurisdictions, taking race into
account in drawing new district lines
will be the most difficult part of the
redistricting process. Race is typically a
politically challenging issue, and in the
politics of redistricting, it is especially
challenging. As difficult as the politics of
the matter are, however, the legal issues
involved may be even more difficult.
Why are the legal issues so difficult?
In 2001 the nation finds itself at the
uneasy intersection of two important
legal standards: the Voting Rights Act of
1965 and the Equal Protection Clause of
the Fourteenth Amendment to the U.S.
Constitution. The law under the Voting
Rights Act has been developing for more
than three decades, and jurisdictions
faced with redistricting after the 1990
census focused on its requirements as a
primary legal concern. In the 1990s,
however, a body of law began developing under the Equal Protection Clause. It
is not yet fully formed, but it has drawn
directly into question the former legal
interpretations of the requirements of
the Voting Rights Act.

p o p u l a r g ov e r n m e n t
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Table 2. North Carolina Counties Subject to Section 5 of the
Voting Rights Act
Anson

Edgecombe

Hoke

Person

Beaufort

Franklin

Jackson

Pitt

Bertie

Gaston

Lee

Robeson

Bladen

Gates

Lenoir

Rockingham

Camden

Granville

Martin

Scotland

Caswell

Greene

Nash

Union

Chowan

Guilford

Northampton

Vance

Cleveland

Halifax

Onslow

Washington

Craven

Harnett

Pasquotank

Wayne

Cumberland

Hertford

Perquimans

Wilson

Are you covered by the
Voting Rights Act?
Yes, you are covered by the Voting
Rights Act, along with every other part
of the United States, but that answer is a
little misleading. Frequently when people say, “We are covered by the Voting
Rights Act,” or “We are a Voting Rights
Act county,” they are using shorthand to
mean that their jurisdiction is covered by
a particular part of the act known as
Section 5.32 Section 5 applies only to certain governmental units that had especially low voter-registration rates when
the Voting Rights Act was passed. In
effect, those jurisdictions were presumed
to have been discriminating. Most southern states are entirely under Section 5,
but only forty North Carolina counties
are subject to it.
To prevent the introduction of new
election procedures that adversely affect
minority voting, governmental units subject to Section 5 must obtain approval
from the U.S. Department of Justice before making any change in election procedures. The approval procedure is commonly referred to as “preclearance.”33
In a Section 5 county, do you have to
submit your redistricting plan for
preclearance?
Yes. Any change in election procedures in
any of those forty counties must be precleared. (For the identities of the counties, see Table 2. The requirement applies
to all governmental units within these
10
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Below, college students register voters
during a campus drive. Redistricting
will not require already-registered voters
to re-register.
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Note: All cities and school systems within these counties also are subject to the preclearance requirement.

counties, including cities and school systems.) Examples include a switch to or
from an at-large election system, any
change in the term of office for an elected
position, municipal annexations, moving
of polling places or precinct lines, new
office hours for the board of elections,
conversion from paper ballots to voting
machines, and, of course, redistricting.
Because any statewide election law or
procedure change obviously affects those
forty counties, all such changes must
be precleared before they can become
effective.
The Justice Department reviews each
such change to determine whether the
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change makes it less likely that AfricanAmericans or other minorities will be able
to elect candidates of their choice. This
standard is known as “retrogression.”34
The question, in effect, is whether the
change makes things worse for minorities. The department objects to few
changes, but it is most likely to challenge
certain kinds of changes, including
annexations, changes in the method of
election (from district to at-large elections, for example), and alterations in district lines. An objection from the department may be the start of negotiations
between the governmental unit and federal officials to alter the proposed change to
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Figure 1. Districting Plan Proposed in 1993 for Election of Brunswick
County Commissioners
District 1
The plaintiffs in a 1993 voting rights case
proposed this districting plan for election
of Brunswick County commissioners.
District 1 was drawn to create a district
with an African-American majority. The
court rejected the plan.

B R U N S W I C K

C O U N T Y

Source: Michael Crowell, of Tharrington Smith, Raleigh, LLP, attorneys for Brunswick County in the 1993 case

make it acceptable. If a change is made
without department approval or without
ever having been submitted for preclearance, the department is likely to go to
court to stop its implementation.
How does the submission work?
State law sets the responsibility for submitting changes for preclearance.35 The
State Board of Elections is responsible for
submitting statewide changes that affect
all governmental units in the state. City
and county attorneys are responsible
for those that apply only to their jurisdictions. Changes concerning school systems are to be submitted by the board
attorneys.
The rules for making a preclearance
submission are found in the Code of
Federal Regulations.36 No change can go
into effect until it has been precleared.
Once the submission is made, the Justice
Department has sixty days either to
object to the change (as retrogressive) or
to ask for more information.

Once the Justice Department makes
its final decision on a local preclearance
request, the notification letter must be
filed by the local attorney with the
North Carolina Office of Administrative
Hearings for publication in the North
Carolina Register.
What if you are not in a
Section 5 county?
You still are covered by the major part of
the Voting Rights Act, Section 2.37 Section
2 prohibits all states, cities, counties, and
other political units from setting voting
qualifications or using election procedures
that deny or abridge the voting rights of
minorities. A person who believes that any
governmental unit has such a qualification or procedure may sue in federal court
to have it invalidated under Section 2.
The most common subject matter for
these lawsuits is a challenge to methods
of conducting elections that make it
harder for African-Americans to be elected, especially the use of at-large elections.

I

f, for example, 30
percent of a county’s
population consists of
African-Americans but
none have ever been
elected to the five-member
board of commissioners,
that is strong evidence that
the method of election is
discriminatory.

The two issues at the heart of such lawsuits are the extent to which AfricanAmericans have been elected to office
under the election system being challenged and whether voting is polarized
along racial lines. If, for example, 30
percent of a county’s population consists
of African-Americans but none have
ever been elected to the five-member
board of commissioners, that is strong
evidence that the method of election is
discriminatory. If, in addition, statistical
analysis shows that whites seldom vote
for African-American candidates in that
county—generally the case in North
Carolina—then the court will need to
consider requiring an election method
that provides African-Americans with an
opportunity to elect candidates without
depending on white support. The leading
U.S. Supreme Court decision setting out
these Section 2 requirements, Thornburg
v. Gingles,38 involved North Carolina’s
multimember districts for electing members of the General Assembly.
Traditionally in North Carolina, most
governing boards were elected at large.
In cities, counties, and school districts
that have significant African-American
populations but a sparse record of electing African-Americans to the board,
Section 2 lawsuits—or threats of Section
2 lawsuits—have been used to force a
conversion to a different method of election. The courts’ usual remedy has been
to require the jurisdiction to switch to
a system in which it is divided into sever-
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Map 1. The Original Districting Plan for Electing North Carolina’s Representatives to the U.S. House,
1991 (following the 1990 census)
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Map 2. The Second Districting Plan, 1992

al districts and only the voters of each
district vote for the seat representing
that area—single-member districts. By
creating districts with predominantly
African-American populations, the court
can give African-Americans a much better opportunity to elect candidates of
their own choosing than they would have
with an at-large election system.
Because of the outcomes in these
cases, advice given to units of local government typically ran like this: If you can
draw a district boundary for creating a
district with an African-American majority, do so. Then draw the other districts around that district to fit. If you
can draw two districts with AfricanAmerican majorities, do so, and draw
the remaining districts to fit. Following
this advice, cities, counties, and school
systems sometimes came up with oddly
12
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shaped districts (see Figure 1, page 11).
This common advice came into question—and the creation of the oddly
shaped districts slowed down dramatically—when another North Carolina
districting case came to the U.S. Supreme
Court in the mid-1990s. That case, Shaw
v. Reno,39 looked at the intersection of the
requirements of Section 2 of the Voting
Rights Act and the Equal Protection
Clause of the Fourteenth Amendment.
What happened in the Shaw case?
In 1991, following the national census
of 1990, the General Assembly drew the
districts for electing the state’s twelve
members of the U.S. House of Representatives, creating 11 that had white
majorities and 1, district 1, that had an
African-American majority (see Map 1).
In so doing, the legislature was applying
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the advice described earlier, commonly
given for complying with Section 2 of the
Voting Rights Act.
That districting plan was submitted
for preclearance, and the Justice Department disapproved the plan. It would
have been possible, the Justice Department said, to create two districts with
African-American majorities, and the
failure to do was a violation of Section 2.
So in 1992 the General Assembly
adopted a second plan, creating two districts with African-American majorities,
districts 1 and 12, both with very odd
shapes (see Map 2). The Justice Department approved the new plan, but several
white citizens sued, claiming that the
General Assembly had made an unconstitutional use of race in drawing the
lines. In Shaw v. Reno the U.S. Supreme
Court held that the use of race in draw-
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Map 3. The Third Districting Plan, 1997

Map 4. The Fourth Districting Plan, 1998

There has been continuing controversy over the North Carolina
General Assembly’s efforts to create one or more congressional
districts with African-American majorities. The result has been
the drawing of four different maps in the 1990s. Districts 1 and
12 have been the focus of much of the attention.
ing district lines may in fact constitute a
violation of the Equal Protection Clause
of the Fourteenth Amendment, especially when, to achieve African-American
majority districts, the shape of the districts must be drawn very oddly.
The matter came back to the Supreme
Court in 1996, and in Shaw v. Hunt,40 the
Court held that the districting plan did in
fact violate the Equal Protection Clause.
As a result, in 1997 the General Assembly
adopted yet another plan (its third), with
one majority African-American district,
district 1, and one district nearly evenly
split but majority white, district 12 (see
Map 3). The Justice Department approved the new plan, but in early 1998 a
federal district court struck it down as
violating the Equal Protection Clause and
ordered the General Assembly to redraw
the lines once again. The General As-

Source: 1991 and 1992 maps adapted
from maps in Popular Government archives;
1997 and 1998 maps adapted from maps
available at www.ncga.state.nc.us/
Redistricting/Dist_Plans/distplanshome.html
.

sembly did so (its fourth 1990s plan—see
map 4), but it appealed the order striking
down the 1997 plan. The Supreme Court
sent the matter back to the federal district
court to consider again, and in early 2000
the district court once more declared it
unconstitutional. The state appealed, and
in April 2001 the Supreme Court found
the plan constitutional, holding that political considerations, not race, were dominant in drawing the plan.
What do the Shaw decisions mean
for you in drawing districts?
The Shaw decisions mean at least two
things. First, there is a violation of the
Equal Protection Clause if a board, in
drawing the district lines, makes race the
“dominant and controlling” consideration.41 Second, the creation of very oddly
shaped “majority-minority districts”

(districts in which a minority group is
the majority) will be considered as
strong evidence of unlawful consideration of race. As the Supreme Court said,
[W]e believe that reapportionment
is one area in which appearances
do matter. A reapportionment
plan that includes in one district
individuals who belong to the
same race, but who are otherwise
widely separated by geographical
and political boundaries, and who
may have little in common with
one another but the color of their
skin, bears an uncomfortable resemblance to political apartheid.42
What do you do?
The task for cities, counties, and school
systems in areas with sizeable minority
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populations is difficult. To satisfy your
Section 2 obligations, in drawing your
districts, you must take race into account to determine whether the AfricanAmerican population is found in areas
that can be incorporated into districts
obeying normal district-drawing principles: they are reasonably compact, they
incorporate natural dividing lines such
as major roads, and they bring together
people with common interests. If you
can do that, it is probably lawful to take
race into account. If you cannot, then
you must not go further to try to draw
majority-minority districts. Creating noncompact districts for the sake of achieving majority-minority districts is almost
certainly, in the words of the Supreme
Court, allowing race to become the
dominant and controlling factor.
The task is especially great for cities,
counties, and school systems that are subject to Section 5’s preclearance requirements under the retrogression standard.
If a jurisdiction has created majorityminority districts in the past, with lessthan-compact design, how can it in 2001
both (1) avoid a Shaw problem by not
drawing unusually shaped districts again
and (2) avoid retrogression? Unfortunately, the answer is not clear.

How do you use the
census numbers?
The U.S. Bureau of the Census counted
the nation’s population in April 2000.
It spent the following months sorting
14
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T

o satisfy your Section
2 obligations, in
drawing your districts, you must take race
into account to determine
whether the AfricanAmerican population is
found in areas that can be
incorporated into districts
obeying normal districtdrawing principles. If you
can do that, it is probably
lawful to take race into
account.

and analyzing the data that it had accumulated. By April 2001 the Census Bureau expects to have available the data
that cities, counties, and school systems
will need for redistricting. Those data go

spring 2001

by the term “P.L. 94-171 data,” after
Public Law 94-171, which set out the
information-reporting requirements. The
bureau will produce paper maps showing the information.
The data can be used in conjunction
with what are known as TIGER (Topologically Integrated Geographic Encoding and Referencing) files.43 The TIGER
files are not maps. They contain digital
data describing geographic features such
as railroads, rivers, lakes, political
boundaries, and census statistical boundaries. A jurisdiction can purchase the relevant TIGER files from the bureau for a
nominal price.
To use the TIGER files and the population data, a jurisdiction will need mapping or Geographic Information System
software that can incorporate all the
information. In larger jurisdictions,
planning departments already may have
software capable of analyzing the information. Other jurisdictions may wish to
purchase it from commercial vendors.
The National Conference of State
Legislatures has identified seven vendors
that have demonstrated their services for
drawing districting plans. They can be
found at http://www.tlc.state.tx.us/tlc/
research/ncls/vendors.htm.
In small jurisdictions or in jurisdic-

tions where the population change has
been small, it may be possible to rely
totally on census data provided in paper
form combined with paper maps. In
more complex situations, the versatility
of the software programs may be very
helpful. Jurisdictions that purchase the
software and undertake the manipulation of the data themselves must keep in
mind the lessons of Shaw with respect to
the use of racial data. The ease of manipulation—figuring the exact racial makeup and drawing practically any boundary desired—may result in unconstitutional considerations of race.
Finally, a potential resource exists at
the General Assembly. As mentioned at
the outset of this article, the legislature is
responsible for redrawing the districts
for elections to the state House of Representatives, the state Senate, and Congress. For those purposes it has purchased sophisticated hardware and software. In the 1990 redistricting, legislative staff assisted several local jurisdictions in drawing district boundaries, and
they stand available again. A request for
such assistance must be received by the
staff from a member of the legislature,
and it must be worked into available
staff time. This capability may be a very
valuable resource.

By what date must you have
completed the redistricting?
Counties should have their new districts
drawn in time for the beginning of candidate filing for county commissioner
seats in January 2002. School systems
generally have their elections at the same
time as counties, so they also should
have their new districts drawn by January 2002.
Cities have a special problem in that
their candidate-filing period begins in
July 2001.44 Because drawing new districts and preclearing them (if necessary)
by the candidate-filing deadline might
not be possible, the General Assembly
passed a statute permitting delay of the
2001 elections to 2002 if necessary and
spelling out how that will work.45
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Notes
1. Section 160A-101 of the North Carolina
General Statutes for cities, Section 153A-58
for counties. Hereinafter the North Carolina
General Statutes will be referred to as G.S.
2. Dusch v. Davis, 389 U.S. 112 (1967);
Dallas County, Ala. v. Reese, 421 U.S. 477
(1975).
3. G.S. 153A-23(g).
4. G.S. 160A-23(b) for cities, G.S. 153A-22
for counties, and G.S. 115C-37(i) for school
systems.
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Under GS 153A-58, counties may, without action by the General Assembly, chose for
themselves (through a referendum process) one of four modes of election for county
commissioner.1
1.
GS 153A-58(3)a. At large elections—everybody votes for all candidates in primary and in
general election; no districts
The voters of the entire county vote for all candidates for nomination (in the primary) and for
election (in the general election).
2.
GS 153A-58(3)b. True electoral districts–only district voters vote for candidates in district
primary and in district general election
The voters of each district vote to nominate (in the primary) and elect all candidates (typically
only one) from that district (in the general election).
3.
GS 153A-58(3)c. Blended districts—only district voters vote for candidates in district primary
but all voters of the county vote for all candidates in general election
The voters of each district vote to nominate all candidates (typically only one) from the district
(in the primary) but all voters of the county vote to elect all candidates (in the general election)
4.
GS 153A-58(3)d. Residency districts—candidates must reside in districts but all voters of the
county vote for candidates in primary and in general election.
The voters of the entire county vote for all candidates in all districts in the primary election and
in the general election, but the candidates must reside in the district they are running from.
May a county combine districts with at-large seats?
Under method #2, the answer is Yes. GS 153A-58(3)b specifically says so.
Under method #3, the answer is Yes. GS 153A-58(3)c specifically says so.
Under method #4, the answer appears to be No. GS 153A-58(3)d does not provide for
combining at-large seats with residency district seats.
Orange County uses method #3, combined with at-large seats.
1

In addition to the mode of election, under GS 153A-58, counties may choose (within constraints) the number of
members of the board, the length of terms of the board, and the manner of election of the chair of the board.
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The General Assembly has nearly plenary authority over the method of election of boards of
county commissioners. The following are examples (not an exhaustive list) of actions by the
General Assembly related to changes in the method of election for the following counties:
Bladen County 1987
Allowing the commissioners, on a temporary basis, to make changes without a
referendum
Lee County 1989
Allowing the commissioners to make changes without a referendum and authorizing
changes in the method of determining winners in the primary
Union County 2007
Subject to a referendum, increasing the number of members and establishing voting
districts

2
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GENERAL ASSEMBLY OF NORTH CAROLINA
1987 SESSION
CHAPTER 646
HOUSE BILL 869
AN ACT TO ALLOW THE BLADEN COUNTY BOARD OF COMMISSIONERS TO ALTER
THE MANNER OF THEIR ELECTION.
The General Assembly of North Carolina enacts:
Section 1 The Bladen County Board of Commissioners may alter the structure of that board as
provided under G.S. 153A-58 and G.S. 153A-59 by adopting a resolution before January 1,
1988, which complies with the provisions of G.S. 153A-60(1) through G.S. 153A-60(3).
Sec. 2 Any modification adopted under Section 1 of this act may not be used for any election
held after January 1, 1991, unless it is either:
(1) ratified by act of the General Assembly which is ratified on or before April 15, 1991;
or
(2) approved by referendum conducted on or before December 31, 1990, in accordance
with G.S. 153A-60(4), G.S. 153A-61, G.S. 153A-62, G.S. 153A-63, and G.S. 153A-64.
Sec. 3. Before adopting any resolution under Section 1 of this act, the Bladen County Board of
Commissioners shall hold a public hearing on that resolution, and shall publish notice of the
hearing at least ten days before it is held.
Sec. 4. If a resolution is adopted under Section 1 of this act, a certified true copy of it shall be
filed with the Secretary of State, the Supreme Court Library, and with the Legislative Library.
Sec. 5. This act is effective upon ratification.
In the General Assembly read three times and ratified this the 20th day of July, 1987.
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GENERAL ASSEMBLY OF NORTH CAROLINA
1989 SESSION
CHAPTER 195
HOUSE BILL 595
AN ACT CONCERNING THE MANNER OF ELECTION OF THE BOARD OF
COMMISSIONERS OF LEE COUNTY.
The General Assembly of North Carolina enacts:
Section 1. [repeals section calling for referendum].
Sec. 2. [repeals section calling for referendum].
Sec. 3 [repeals section calling for referendum]
Sec. 4 [this section adds the following provisions to GS 153A-58]
(5) Manner of determining results of the primary:
a. As provided by G.S. 163-111.
b. When more than one person is seeking election to a single office, the candidate
who receives the highest number of votes shall be declared the nominee. When
more persons are seeking nomination to two or more offices (constituting a group)
than there are offices to be filled, those candidates receiving the highest number
of votes, equal in number to the number of offices to be filled, shall be declared
the nominee. If two or more candidates receiving the highest number of votes
necessary to be nominated each receive the same number of votes, the proper
party executive committee shall, from among those candidates receiving the same
number of votes, select the party nominee in accordance with G.S. 163-114.
c. As provided by G.S. 163-111, except that some percentage established by the
resolution but less than a majority shall be sufficient to be nominated without
another candidate having the right to call for a second primary.
(6) Manner of voting in the primary: Each voter may not vote for more than a certain
number of candidates in the primary, which total is less than the number of seats to be
nominated.
(7) Manner of voting in the general election: Each voter may not vote for more than a
certain number of candidates in the general election, which total is less than the number
of seats to be elected.
Sec. 5. Before adopting any resolution under Part 4 of Article 4 of Chapter 153A of the General
Statutes, a county board of commissioners shall hold a public hearing on that resolution, and
shall publish notice of the hearing at least 10 days before it is held.
Sec. 6. This act applies to Lee County only.

4
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GENERAL ASSEMBLY OF NORTH CAROLINA
SESSION 2007
SESSION LAW 2007-328
SENATE BILL 398
AN ACT to allow the citizens of union county to determine if district representation should be
implemented for the union county board of commissioners.
The General Assembly of North Carolina enacts:
SECTION 1. [extraneous]
SECTION 2. Effective the first Monday in December 2008, the membership of the Union
County Board of Commissioners shall be increased by two members. Effective the first Monday
in December 2008, the membership of the Union County Board of Commissioners shall consist
of two members elected at large and five members elected from electoral districts as set out in
this act.
SECTION 3. For the purpose of nominating and electing members of the Union County Board
of Commission in 2008, and periodically thereafter, Union County shall be divided into the
following districts with each district electing one commissioner:
[detailed census block descriptions of the new districts]
SECTION 4. [setting up staggered terms]
SECTION 5. In accordance with G.S.153A-22, the electoral districts as set out in Section 2 of
this act may be redrawn as required by federal and State law following each decennial federal
census.
SECTION 6. The Union County Board of Elections shall place on the ballot, on the first
Tuesday following the first Monday in November 2007, a referendum for the purpose of
submission to the qualified voters of Union County the question of whether or not the structure
of the board of county commissioners shall be altered to increase the number of commissioners
to seven and create electoral districts. The Union County Board of Elections shall adopt a
procedure to provide for legal notice of the referendum consistent with the intent of Chapter 163
of the General Statutes.
SECTION 7. In the election, the ballot question shall be separate from other ballot questions,
and the question on the ballot shall be:
"Shall the structure of the county board of commissioners be altered such that the number of
commissioners is increased to seven and electoral districts are created.
[ ] FOR

[ ] AGAINST"

5
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SECTION 8. In the election, if a majority of the votes are cast "YES," Sections 1 through 5 of
this act shall become effective on the date that the Union County Board of Elections certifies the
results of the election. Otherwise, Sections 1 through 5 of this act shall have no force and effect.
SECTION 9. This act applies only to Union County.

6
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Voting District 1
Voting District 2

Actual Population Ideal Population
133,801
82,412
80,280
51,389
53,520

People per Commissioner: 133,801/5=26,760

1

2
Miles

Orange County Planning and Inspections Department
GIS Map Prepared by Brian Carson. 5/26/2011

Current BOCC Voting Districts

Census 2010 County Population
District 1 Population (3 Members)
District 2 Population (2 Members)

0

5% Deviation
+/- 4,014
+/- 2,676

Actual Difference Actual % Deviation
+ 2,132
- 2,131

+ 2.66 %
- 3.98 %

One person, one vote applies to people being elected from a district not to a person who is elected at-large. This is why the total
population is divided by 5 and not 7.

109

110

Option
1
2

Statute
reference*
a
b‐1

Candidate Nominated
by primary
must
voters in:
Abbrev. reside in:
al
county
county
d
district
district

System
Pure at‐large
Pure districts
Districts‐at‐large 1: only district
voters nominate in primary
3
c‐1
dal1
Districts‐at‐large 2: all county voters
nominate in the primary
dal2
4
d
Combination of pure districts &
5
b‐2
cda
pure at‐large seats
Orange
Combination of districts‐at‐large 1
6
c‐2
cdal
County>>
& pure at‐large seats
*Based on General Statute 153A‐58, paragraph (3).
Statute link
Abbrev:
al
d
cda
cdal
dal
dal1
dal2

Elected by
general
election
voters in:
county
district

Elected
commissioner
officially
represents:
county
district

district

district

county

district

district
district
county
district
county

county
district
county
district
county

county
district
county
county
county

district
district
county
district
county

Summary of how it works:
at‐large seat; any county resident can run; all county votes
district residency; only district votes
combination of d and al seats
combination of dal1 and al seats
district residency required; all county votes to elect in general (see dal1 and dal2 for primary rules)
district residency required; only district voters nominate in primary, all county voters elect for each seat in general election
district residency required; all county votes for each seat, for both nomination (primary) and general election
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.DWK\$UDE±'LVWULFW

1LFKRODV%DWPDQ±'LVWULFW

'U1DWKDQ%RXFKHU±'LVWULFW

-HQQLIHU%UHPHU±'LVWULFW

-DD]DQLDK&DWWHUDOO±'LVWULFW

6XVDQD'DQF\±'LVWULFW

'U/LVD+D]LUMLDQ±'LVWULFW

'U.ULVKQD0RQGDO±'LVWULFW

'U-RQDWKDQ:HLOHU±'LVWULFW

%ULDQ&UDZIRUG±'LVWULFW

0DUWKD-HQNLQV±'LVWULFW

3DWULFN0XONH\±'LVWULFW

$OLFLD5HLG±'LVWULFW

-HQQ6\NHV±'LVWULFW

5H[:LOOLDPV±'LVWULFW
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-DD]&DWWHUDOO

,DPVXEPLWWLQJWKLVVWDWHPHQWRILQWHUHVWDVDUHODWLYHQHZFRPHUWRWKHDUHDEXWDOVRDV
VRPHRQHZKRKRSHVWRPDNH2UDQJH&RXQW\P\KRPHIRU\HDUVWRFRPH%HFDXVH,
KDYHPRYHGIUHTXHQWO\EHWZHHQVPDOOUXUDOWRZQVDQGODUJHUFLWLHV,XQGHUVWDQGWKH
WHQVLRQVWKDWFDQDULVHEHWZHHQSHRSOHZKRIHHOWKHLULQWHUHVWVDUHQRWDOZD\V
DGHTXDWHO\UHSUHVHQWHGE\WKRVHIURPQHLJKERULQJFRPPXQLWLHVEHFDXVH,amQHZWR
WKHFRXQW\,FDQKHOSFRQGXFWRXUPHHWLQJVIURPDQHXWUDOSHUVSHFWLYHUDWKHUWKDQDVD
GLVWULFWSDUWLVDQ
,MRLQHGWKLVERDUGEHFDXVH,FDUHDERXWGHPRFUDF\DQGHQVXULQJWKDWSHRSOH VYRLFHV
DUHKHDUGDQG,DPDSSO\LQJWREHFRFKDLUIRUWKHVDPHUHDVRQ,FDUHDERXWWKH
SHRSOHRIWKLVFRXQW\DQG, PH[FLWHGWREHZRUNLQJDORQJVLGHRWKHUVZKRVKDUHP\JRDO
RIFUHDWLQJDIDLUDQGHTXLWDEOHPHWKRGRIHOHFWLQJRXUFRXQW\FRPPLVVLRQHUV-XVWDV,
FDUHDERXWSHRSOHKDYLQJWKHLUYRLFHVKHDUGLQ2UDQJH&RXQW\,DPFRPPLWWHGWR
HQVXULQJHYHU\RQHLQWKLVJURXSKDVDQRSSRUWXQLW\WREHKHDUG0DNLQJWKDW
FRPPLWPHQWDUHDOLW\ZLOOWDNHHIIRUWDVLW VHDV\WRVHWWOHLQWRDOORZLQJWKHPRVWHDJHU
YRLFHVWRUXQWKHFRQYHUVDWLRQ%XWPDNLQJWKDWHIIRUWWRLQFOXGHHYHU\RQHLVHVSHFLDOO\
LPSRUWDQWLQDJURXSDVSHUVRQDOO\DQGJHRJUDSKLFDOO\GLYHUVHDVRXUVZKHUHLIZH UH
QRWFDUHIXOEXLOWLQPDMRULWLHVFDQWDNHRYHUDPHHWLQJ
$WWKHVDPHWLPH,UHFRJQL]HWKHVKRUWWLPHIUDPHZH YHEHHQJLYHQWRFRPSOHWHRXU
WDVNVDQGZLOOZRUNWRNHHSXVPRYLQJLQWKHULJKWGLUHFWLRQ,KDYHH[SHULHQFH
FRQGXFWLQJPHHWLQJVRIDGR]HQRUVRSHRSOHDQG, PVXUHZH YHDOOEHHQLQJURXSVWKDW
IRFXVRQVPDOOSRLQWVLQH[FUXFLDWLQJGHWDLODWWKHH[SHQVHRIPDNLQJSURJUHVVWRZDUG
ODUJHUJRDOV7KDW VQRWZKDW,KRSHWRDFFRPSOLVKKHUHDQGLIVHOHFWHG,ZRXOGZRUN
ZLWKP\FRFKDLUWRERWKVHWWKHDJHQGDDQGFRQGXFWGLVFXVVLRQLQDZD\WKDWSURPRWHV
SURJUHVV)LQDOO\,DPWDNLQJWKHWLPHWROHDUQWKHUXOHVDQGSURFHGXUHVDSSOLFDEOHWRXV
DVDERDUGDQGWRWKHZRUNZHKDYHEHIRUHXVVRWKDW,FDQPDNHVXUHP\RZQ
FRQWULEXWLRQVDUHSURGXFWLYHUDWKHUWKDQJUDWXLWRXV
7KDQN\RXIRU\RXUFRQVLGHUDWLRQDQG,ORRNIRUZDUGWRVHHLQJDOORI\RX
-DD]&DWWHUDOO
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/LVD+D]LUMLDQ

, PVWHSSLQJIRUZDUGDVDQRPLQHHIRU&R&KDLUIRU'LVWULFW2QHLQKRSHVWKDWP\
H[SHULHQFHKHOSLQJRUJDQL]DWLRQVGHYHORSHIIHFWLYH HQMR\DEOHJURXSSURFHVVHVDQG
GHVLJQHIIHFWLYHPHHWLQJVFDQEHDQDVVHWWRWKH%($*,QP\\HDUVZRUNLQJLQWKH
QRQSURILWVHFWRUDVZHOODVVHUYLQJRQWKH&DUUERUR+XPDQ6HUYLFHV$GYLVRU\%RDUG
, YHSDUWQHUHGZLWKERDUGPHPEHUVWRGHYHORSRXWFRPHRULHQWHGPHHWLQJDJHQGDVWKDW
PDNHWKHPRVWRIOLPLWHGRSSRUWXQLWLHVWRGRFROOHFWLYHWKLQNLQJVKDUHLGHDVLGHQWLI\
SLYRWDOTXHVWLRQVDQGFRPHWRDJUHHPHQWV)RUH[DPSOHWKLVSDVWIDOO ZLQWHU,
ZRUNHGUHPRWHO\ZLWKDQRQSURILWFOLHQWWRKHOSDVWDIIVXEFRPPLWWHHDUWLFXODWHDVKRUW
WHUPJRDO GHVLUHGRXWFRPHEUHDNGRZQVWHSVWRUHDFKWKDWUHVXOWDQGGHYHORS
PRQWKO\PHHWLQJDJHQGDVWRJHWXVWKURXJKWKHSURFHVV,DOVRFRPHWRWKLVSURFHVV
ZLWKWUDFNUHFRUGRIZDQWLQJDVPDQ\SHUVSHFWLYHVDVSRVVLEOHLQSXEOLFGLVFRXUVHDQG
ZRUNLQJKDUGWRPDNHVSDFHIRUHYHU\RQHWREHKHDUG$VDPHPEHURIWKH&DUUERUR
+XPDQ6HUYLFHV$GYLVRU\&RPPLVVLRQWRWDNHRQHH[DPSOH,SDUWQHUHGZLWKWKHFKDLU
ODVW\HDUWRPDNHRXUEXGJHWUHFRPPHQGDWLRQPHHWLQJVPRUHLQFOXVLYHDQGHIILFLHQW
KDSS\WRH[SODLQWKHPDJLFLI\RX UHLQWHUHVWHG ,EHOLHYHZHKDYHDWUHPHQGRXVWHDP
RISHRSOHDVVHPEOHGLQWKLVJURXSDQG,ZDQWWRGRZKDW,FDQWRPDNHVXUHZHHQGWKLV
SURFHVVIHHOLQJWKDWERWKLQGLYLGXDOO\DQGFROOHFWLYHO\ZH YHXVHGRXUUHVRXUFHVWRIXOILOO
RXUFKDUJH,ZRXOGEHKRQRUHGWRVHUYHLQWKDWFDSDFLW\
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3DWULFN0XONH\

,DPLQWHUHVWHGLQRQHRIWKH&R&KDLUSRVLWLRQVRIWKH%($*
x ,KDYHOLYHGLQWKH%LQJKDP7RZQVKLSDUHDIRU\HDUV
x 6HUYHGRQWKH3ODQQLQJ%RDUG V%LQJKDP7RZQVKLS$GYLVRU\%RDUG \HDUVDV
&KDLUPDQ 
x 6HUYHGWHUPVRQWKH&RXQW\3DUNVDQG5HFUHDWLRQ$GYLVRU\%RDUG \HDUVDV
&KDLUPDQ 
x 6HUYHGPDQ\\HDUVRQWKH&KDSHO+LOO&DUUERUR)DUPHUV0DUNHW%RDUGRI
'LUHFWRUV \HDUVDV3UHVLGHQW 
,ZRXOGDOVRDGGWKDWGXULQJP\WHUPDV3UHVLGHQWRIWKH)DUPHUV 0DUNHWZHPRYHGLQWR
RXUFXUUHQWORFDWLRQQH[WWR&DUUERUR7RZQ+DOO7KHVHZHUHFKDOOHQJLQJWLPHVIRUWKH
0DUNHWDVWKHUHZHUHPDQ\XQNQRZQVDERXWWKHQHZPDUNHWVSDFHDQGZHKDGVRPH
IDUPHUVXQZLOOLQJWRPRYHWRWKHQHZORFDWLRQ7KHQHZORFDWLRQDOVRZDVXQOLNHZKDW
\RXVHHWRGD\7KHUHZHUHQHJRWLDWLRQVEHWZHHQWKH7RZQDQG0DUNHWEHIRUHWKHPRYH
FRXOGEHFRPSOHWHG

,ORRNDWWKH%($*FRFKDLUPDQVKLSDVDFKDOOHQJHIRUERWK&KDLUVWRZRUNWRJHWKHULQ
RUGHUWRKDYHDVPRRWKUXQQLQJFRPPLWWHHWKDWDFKLHYHVLWVJRDOVHIILFLHQWO\IRUDOORIXV
RQWKHFRPPLWWHHDQGWRVHUYHWKHFLWL]HQVRI2UDQJH&RXQW\3DUWRIWKHMRERIDQ\
FKDLULVWRSURPRWHWKHRSSRUWXQLW\IRU$//YLHZSRLQWVWREHH[SUHVVHG

,DVNIRU\RXUVXSSRUWDQG\RXUYRWHDV'LVWULFW&R&KDLURIRXU&RPPLWWHH
3DWULFN0XONH\
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dŽǁŶŽĨĂƌƌďŽƌŽ
dŽǁŶŽĨŚĂƉĞů,ŝůů
hŶŝŶĐŽƌƉŽƌĂƚĞĚ
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ŝƚǇŽĨDĞďĂŶĞ
hŶŝŶĐŽƌƉŽƌĂƚĞĚ

dŽǁŶŽĨ,ŝůůƐďŽƌŽƵŐŚ
hŶŝŶĐŽƌƉŽƌĂƚĞĚ

1RWHdŚĞϮϬϬϬƉŽƉƵůĂƚŝŽŶŶƵŵďĞƌƐĨŽƌƚŚĞdŽǁŶŽĨŚĂƉĞů,ŝůů͕ŚĂƉĞů

,ŝůůdǁƉĂŶĚKƌĂŶŐĞŽƵŶƚǇŚĂǀĞďĞĞŶĐŽƌƌĞĐƚĞĚďǇƚŚĞh͘^͘ĞŶƐƵƐ
ƵƌĞĂƵ͘dŚŝƐǁŽƌŬƐŚĞĞƚƌĞĨůĞĐƚƐƚŚŽƐĞĐŚĂŶŐĞƐ͘
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KƌĂŶŐĞŽƵŶƚǇWŽƉƵůĂƚŝŽŶƌĞĂŬĚŽǁŶďǇůĞĐƚŽƌĂůŝƐƚƌŝĐƚϮϬϬϬͲϮϬϭϬ

dŽƚĂůWŽƉƵůĂƚŝŽŶ
ŐĞ
hŶĚĞƌϱzĞĂƌƐKůĚ
ϱͲϵzĞĂƌƐKůĚ
ϭϬͲϭϰzĞĂƌƐKůĚ
ϭϱͲϭϳzĞĂƌƐKůĚ
ϭϴͲϭϵzĞĂƌƐKůĚ
ϮϬzĞĂƌƐKůĚ
ϮϭzĞĂƌƐKůĚ
ϮϮͲϮϰzĞĂƌƐKůĚ
ϮϱͲϮϵzĞĂƌƐKůĚ
ϯϬͲϯϰzĞĂƌƐKůĚ
ϯϱͲϯϵzĞĂƌƐKůĚ
ϰϬͲϰϰzĞĂƌƐKůĚ
ϰϱͲϰϵzĞĂƌƐKůĚ
ϱϬͲϱϰzĞĂƌƐKůĚ
ϱϱͲϱϵzĞĂƌƐKůĚ
ϲϬͲϲϭzĞĂƌƐKůĚ
ϲϮͲϲϰzĞĂƌƐKůĚ
ϲϱͲϲϲzĞĂƌƐKůĚ
ϲϳͲϲϵzĞĂƌƐKůĚ
ϳϬͲϳϰzĞĂƌƐKůĚ
ϳϱͲϳϵzĞĂƌƐKůĚ
ϴϬͲϴϰzĞĂƌƐKůĚ
ϴϱzĞĂƌKůĚĂŶĚKǀĞƌ

ŝƐƚƌŝĐƚϭ
ŝƐƚƌŝĐƚϮ
ϮϬϬϬ ϮϬϭϬ ϮϬϬϬ ϮϬϭϬ
ϳϰ͕Ϭϴϱ ϴϮ͕ϰϭϮ ϰϰ͕ϭϰϮ ϱϭ͕ϯϴϵ

ϯ͕ϭϱϬ
ϯ͕ϳϰϵ
ϯ͕ϵϳϰ
Ϯ͕Ϯϰϲ
ϳ͕ϭϭϵ
ϰ͕ϰϵϰ
ϯ͕ϵϲϮ
ϲ͕ϱϭϭ
ϲ͕ϴϲϳ
ϰ͕ϵϱϲ
ϰ͕ϰϵϴ
ϰ͕ϳϴϲ
ϰ͕ϲϳϲ
ϯ͕ϲϰϴ
Ϯ͕ϯϴϬ
ϳϰϰ
ϵϯϮ
ϱϳϳ
ϴϮϮ
ϭ͕Ϯϱϲ
ϭ͕ϮϭϬ
ϳϴϲ
ϳϰϮ

ϯ͕ϳϵϲ
ϰ͕ϱϱϲ
ϰ͕ϳϬϴ
Ϯ͕ϴϴϳ
ϲ͕ϰϭϯ
ϯ͕ϵϯϴ
ϰ͕Ϭϯϱ
ϲ͕ϳϴϴ
ϲ͕ϴϳϯ
ϰ͕ϵϵϭ
ϰ͕ϱϱϵ
ϱ͕Ϭϱϱ
ϱ͕Ϭϭϱ
ϰ͕ϴϭϱ
ϰ͕ϮϬϮ
ϭ͕ϰϭϯ
ϭ͕ϳϴϲ
ϵϴϱ
ϭ͕ϮϬϬ
ϭ͕ϰϱϰ
ϭ͕ϭϯϭ
ϴϱϲ
ϵϱϲ

Ϯ͕ϳϬϰ
ϯ͕ϭϵϮ
ϯ͕Ϯϴϱ
ϭ͕ϲϴϰ
ϴϰϵ
ϯϱϳ
ϯϵϭ
ϭ͕ϭϵϬ
Ϯ͕ϲϵϰ
ϯ͕ϯϳϬ
ϯ͕ϵϭϯ
ϰ͕Ϯϱϭ
ϰ͕ϭϭϮ
ϯ͕ϰϴϳ
Ϯ͕ϰϭϭ
ϳϰϱ
ϵϲϵ
ϱϵϰ
ϳϴϮ
ϭ͕Ϯϰϰ
ϵϭϱ
ϱϳϭ
ϰϯϮ

ϯ͕Ϭϵϰ
ϯ͕ϰϮϵ
ϯ͕ϯϰϳ
Ϯ͕ϭϱϮ
ϭ͕Ϭϯϭ
ϰϰϳ
ϯϴϮ
ϭ͕ϯϳϲ
Ϯ͕ϱϲϭ
Ϯ͕ϵϬϰ
ϯ͕ϱϯϵ
ϯ͕ϵϬϱ
ϰ͕ϰϮϵ
ϰ͕ϱϰϮ
ϰ͕ϯϴϵ
ϭ͕ϰϲϯ
Ϯ͕ϬϵϮ
ϭ͕ϬϮϮ
ϭ͕ϯϮϱ
ϭ͕ϱϮϬ
ϭ͕ϬϮϲ
ϳϴϬ
ϲϯϰ

ϭϴzĞĂƌƐKůĚĂŶĚKǀĞƌ

ϲϬ͕ϵϲϲ ϲϲ͕ϰϲϱ ϯϯ͕Ϯϳϳ ϯϵ͕ϯϲϳ

ZĂĐĞĂŶĚƚŚŶŝĐŝƚǇ
tŚŝƚĞůŽŶĞ
ŵĞƌŝĐĂŶ/ŶĚŝĂŶĂŶĚůĂƐŬĂEĂƚŝǀĞůŽŶĞ
ƐŝĂŶůŽŶĞ
ůĂĐŬŽƌĨƌŝĐĂŶŵĞƌŝĐĂŶůŽŶĞ
EĂƚŝǀĞ,ĂǁĂŝŝĂŶĂŶĚKƚŚĞƌWĂĐŝĨŝĐ/ƐůĂŶĚĞƌůŽŶĞ
^ŽŵĞKƚŚĞƌZĂĐĞůŽŶĞ
WŽƉƵůĂƚŝŽŶdǁŽŽƌDŽƌĞZĂĐĞƐ

ϱϳ͕ϮϰϬ ϱϵ͕ϲϳϯ ϯϱ͕ϬϯϮ ϯϵ͕ϴϮϮ
ϮϴϬ
Ϯϴϵ
ϭϳϳ
Ϯϴϭ
ϰ͕ϱϳϯ ϴ͕ϰϵϳ
ϮϳϮ
ϱϮϲ
ϴ͕ϵϭϴ ϴ͕ϰϭϴ ϳ͕ϯϴϬ ϳ͕ϱϭϬ
ϭϯ
Ϯϰ
ϳ
ϭϳ
ϭ͕ϲϯϮ ϯ͕Ϯϲϳ
ϲϴϬ Ϯ͕Ϭϳϰ
ϭ͕ϰϮϵ Ϯ͕Ϯϰϰ
ϱϵϰ ϭ͕ϭϱϵ

dŽƚĂů,ŝƐƉĂŶŝĐŽƌ>ĂƚŝŶŽ
dŽƚĂůEŽƚ,ŝƐƉĂŶŝĐŽƌ>ĂƚŝŶŽ

ϯ͕ϴϲϯ ϲ͕ϵϮϱ ϭ͕ϰϭϬ ϰ͕ϬϵϮ
ϳϬ͕ϮϮϮ ϳϱ͕ϰϴϳ ϰϮ͕ϳϯϮ ϰϳ͕Ϯϵϳ

^ŽƵƌĐĞ͗h^ĞŶƐƵƐƵƌĞĂƵ;ŚƚƚƉƐ͗ͬͬǁǁǁ͘ĐĞŶƐƵƐ͘ŐŽǀͬĚĂƚĂ͘ŚƚŵůͿ
dŚĞϮϬϬϬĂŶĚϮϬϭϬĐĞŶƐƵƐďůŽĐŬƐĚŽŶŽƚĨŽůůŽǁƚŚĞ
ĚŝƐƚƌŝĐƚďŽƵŶĚĂƌŝĞƐĞǆĂĐƚůǇ͕ƐŽŝĨĂĐĞŶƐƵƐďůŽĐŬǁĂƐ
ƐƉůŝƚďǇĂĚŝƐƚƌŝĐƚƚŚĞŶŝƚǁĂƐĂƐƐŝŐŶĞĚƚŽƚŚĞĚŝƐƚƌŝĐƚ
ƚŚĂƚƚŚĞŵĂũŽƌŝƚǇŽĨƚŚĞďůŽĐŬǁĂƐŝŶ͘dŚĞƐĞŶƵŵďĞƌƐ
ƐŚŽƵůĚďĞƵƐĞĚĂƐĞƐƚŝŵĂƚĞƐ͘
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TotalPopulation

CALDWELL
2000
2010
3,034
3,431

CAMERONPARK
CARR
CARRBORO
2000
2010
2000 2010 2000
2010
1,470
2,964 1,393 1,458 1,806
1,863

Age
Under5YearsOld
5Ͳ9YearsOld
10Ͳ14YearsOld
15Ͳ17YearsOld
18Ͳ19YearsOld
20YearsOld
21YearsOld
22Ͳ24YearsOld
25Ͳ29YearsOld
30Ͳ40YearsOld
35Ͳ39YearsOld
40Ͳ44YearsOld
45Ͳ49YearsOld
50Ͳ54YearsOld
55Ͳ59YearsOld
60Ͳ61YearsOld
62/64YearsOld
65Ͳ66YearsOld
67Ͳ69YearsOld
70Ͳ74YearsOld
75Ͳ79YearsOld
80Ͳ84YearsOld
85YearsOldandOver

174
205
230
134
69
20
20
63
160
238
275
338
292
269
167
45
61
39
64
69
47
38
17

153
197
228
140
56
31
20
83
128
128
198
300
347
388
321
106
176
66
93
106
79
49
38

79
106
102
59
35
12
9
34
74
88
110
129
155
113
100
26
39
22
28
50
57
26
17

18YearsOldandOver

2,291

2,713

RaceandEthnicity
WhiteAlone
AmericanIndianandAlaskaNativeAlone
AsianAlone
BlackorAfricanAmericanAlone
NativeHawaiianandOtherPacificIslanderAlone
SomeOtherRaceAlone
PopulationTwoorMoreRaces

2,689
7
14
267
0
31
26

TotalHispanicorLatino
TotalNotHispanicorLatino

44
2,990

Source:USCensusBureau(https://www.census.gov/data.html)

The2000and2010censusblocksdonotfollowtheprecinctboundariesexactly,
soifacensusblockwassplitbyaprecinctthenitwasassignedtotheprecinct
thatthemajorityoftheblockwasin.The2000and2010censusblocksdonot
sharethesameboundariesinsomecasessothismightbewhysomeprecincts
mayappeartohavelargedifferencesbetweenthetwoyears.Thesenumbers
shouldbeusedasestimates.

212
312
257
110
42
19
16
49
82
115
246
308
289
212
188
70
102
49
85
81
52
34
34

79
95
111
66
26
11
24
34
90
111
143
107
122
105
62
29
30
13
24
43
28
20
20

62
97
96
64
38
21
9
40
68
73
95
141
132
108
124
51
56
29
44
43
20
28
19

CEDARFALLS
2000
2010
4,918
6,574

CEDARGROVE
2000
2010
1,807
1,998

CHEEKS
COKERHILLS
2000
2010
2000 2010
5,053
6,680 1,456 1,476

93
105
126
62
24
21
48
121
172
167
163
174
140
122
59
18
31
11
23
40
38
26
22

93
94
81
60
26
40
71
142
210
165
132
132
133
115
120
42
55
16
20
30
25
30
31

300
405
415
217
89
51
79
317
432
333
397
439
445
301
217
57
71
50
78
104
72
30
19

346
527
514
352
155
66
55
347
559
428
459
527
531
515
369
125
148
94
99
114
112
83
49

113
141
152
58
44
10
15
47
79
138
189
199
166
125
94
30
43
24
13
48
41
17
21

90
118
137
106
47
21
24
54
72
85
131
168
199
177
174
61
71
43
62
67
29
34
28

366
381
351
183
94
39
44
150
416
450
442
403
394
360
250
67
123
71
99
151
108
73
38

492
453
415
249
156
58
59
226
394
511
582
493
508
473
467
165
236
120
148
174
134
92
75

61
81
105
74
14
3
11
71
121
94
95
109
124
111
73
32
42
20
40
66
55
37
17

64
94
96
58
32
12
19
56
102
81
74
113
105
134
117
42
56
33
37
57
42
30
22

1,124

2,073 1,042 1,139 1,420

1,535

3,581

4,835

1,343

1,547

3,772

5,071

1,135

1,164

3,055
11
17
254
1
44
49

1,152
1
8
281
0
4
24

2,421
4
51
384
0
23
81

879 1,007 1,595
4
14
5
1
2
31
442 366 114
0
0
0
37
43
26
30
26
35

1,569
5
59
113
0
66
51

3,800
18
554
362
0
69
115

4,035
19
1,485
585
1
254
195

1,383
21
4
314
0
67
18

1,535
19
5
336
0
72
31

3,637
18
9
1,218
2
124
45

4,861
24
50
1,488
3
107
147

1,198
5
63
137
1
35
17

1,191
3
80
147
0
12
43

91
3,340

40
1,430

89
55 100
62
2,875 1,338 1,358 1,744

130
1,733

183
4,735

679
5,895

93
1,714

152
1,846

257
4,796

385
6,295

65
1,391

75
1,401
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TotalPopulation

COLESSTORE
COLONIALHEIGHTS
2000
2010
2000
2010
1,765
1,917
2,903
3,477

DAMASCUS
2000
2010
3,322
3,437

DOGWOODACRES
2000
2010
2,594
3,982

EASTFRANKLIN
2000
2010
3,159
3,276

EASTSIDE
2000
2010
2,119
2,270

EFLAND
2000
2010
2,018
2,595

Age
Under5YearsOld
5Ͳ9YearsOld
10Ͳ14YearsOld
15Ͳ17YearsOld
18Ͳ19YearsOld
20YearsOld
21YearsOld
22Ͳ24YearsOld
25Ͳ29YearsOld
30Ͳ40YearsOld
35Ͳ39YearsOld
40Ͳ44YearsOld
45Ͳ49YearsOld
50Ͳ54YearsOld
55Ͳ59YearsOld
60Ͳ61YearsOld
62/64YearsOld
65Ͳ66YearsOld
67Ͳ69YearsOld
70Ͳ74YearsOld
75Ͳ79YearsOld
80Ͳ84YearsOld
85YearsOldandOver

102
144
152
61
28
8
11
38
63
88
173
209
234
155
98
25
34
18
32
44
32
9
7

90
125
114
79
27
8
9
35
53
75
115
147
168
222
240
86
102
38
57
52
22
26
27

157
158
195
114
59
84
121
261
279
238
213
216
262
180
105
25
36
23
35
68
38
20
16

175
179
175
109
65
193
304
473
269
188
182
201
173
219
205
75
79
32
41
48
42
32
18

95
137
197
95
98
236
308
527
397
212
182
181
216
132
70
21
33
12
24
36
30
30
53

123
157
216
125
69
91
116
525
507
218
208
205
201
156
181
53
56
26
31
52
47
26
48

200
253
197
94
40
23
20
114
224
245
297
266
222
109
81
25
29
23
27
44
32
16
13

267
407
407
211
47
11
19
119
241
252
340
437
348
305
211
52
59
53
45
53
42
29
27

52
39
45
28
123
370
509
635
329
176
126
91
119
137
97
31
29
30
31
64
40
37
21

55
52
48
28
150
391
648
633
289
168
95
96
86
108
95
32
79
36
51
53
30
34
19

112
153
140
83
33
10
21
92
190
134
157
198
168
117
98
33
49
29
38
59
83
51
71

107
131
153
86
46
17
9
98
198
168
150
151
171
155
136
48
65
37
54
76
67
51
96

132
150
149
88
28
14
15
54
123
151
162
186
183
149
129
45
40
30
39
61
53
24
13

146
178
198
121
56
26
16
68
117
138
188
181
217
216
205
67
106
63
69
85
63
44
27

18YearsOldandOver

1,306

1,509

2,279

2,839

2,798

2,816

1,850

2,690

2,995

3,093

1,631

1,793

1,499

1,952

RaceandEthnicity
WhiteAlone
AmericanIndianandAlaskaNativeAlone
AsianAlone
BlackorAfricanAmericanAlone
NativeHawaiianandOtherPacificIslanderAlone
SomeOtherRaceAlone
PopulationTwoorMoreRaces

1,660
5
22
55
0
5
18

1,771
11
27
63
0
15
30

2,452
7
156
213
2
28
45

2,590
19
316
371
4
53
124

2,863
5
178
177
1
46
52

2,563
23
321
332
2
107
89

2,247
3
159
113
0
26
46

3,261
5
446
113
1
37
119

2,760
23
158
126
0
35
57

2,756
12
202
208
2
35
61

1,559
7
234
236
0
19
64

1,446
3
346
297
1
120
57

1,688
7
10
263
0
21
29

2,076
16
15
351
7
95
35

TotalHispanicorLatino
TotalNotHispanicorLatino

24
1,741

77
1,840

95
2,808

187
3,290

109
3,213

262
3,175

99
2,495

159
3,823

108
3,051

158
3,118

66
2,053

184
2,086

70
1,948

199
2,396

Source:USCensusBureau(https://www.census.gov/data.html)
The2000and2010censusblocksdonotfollowtheprecinct
boundariesexactly,soifacensusblockwassplitbyaprecinctthen
itwasassignedtotheprecinctthatthemajorityoftheblockwasin.
The2000and2010censusblocksdonotsharethesameboundaries
insomecasessothismightbewhysomeprecinctsmayappearto
havelargedifferencesbetweenthetwoyears.Thesenumbers
shouldbeusedasestimates.
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TotalPopulation
Age
Under5YearsOld
5Ͳ9YearsOld
10Ͳ14YearsOld
15Ͳ17YearsOld
18Ͳ19YearsOld
20YearsOld
21YearsOld
22Ͳ24YearsOld
25Ͳ29YearsOld
30Ͳ40YearsOld
35Ͳ39YearsOld
40Ͳ44YearsOld
45Ͳ49YearsOld
50Ͳ54YearsOld
55Ͳ59YearsOld
60Ͳ61YearsOld
62/64YearsOld
65Ͳ66YearsOld
67Ͳ69YearsOld
70Ͳ74YearsOld
75Ͳ79YearsOld
80Ͳ84YearsOld
85YearsOldandOver

ENO
ESTESHILLS
2000 2010 2000
2010
3,533 4,014 2,717
2,702

GRADYBROWN
2000
2010
4,049
5,488

HILLSBOROUGH
HILLSBOROUGHEAST
2000
2010
2000
2010
1,498
1,523
1,540
1,646

HOGANFARMS
2000
2010
1,438
3,068

KINGSMILL
2000
2010
2,193
2,242

329
343
260
175
81
33
27
94
266
271
281
280
309
311
326
99
136
59
77
112
75
45
25

83
158
214
115
61
90
138
200
189
161
133
207
225
196
166
54
52
32
61
72
61
30
19

90
129
152
107
51
71
175
260
203
128
112
131
156
205
184
63
98
75
91
80
68
41
32

69
83
82
47
22
45
84
190
250
181
111
112
80
83
67
23
31
19
22
51
69
48
60

153
202
175
74
28
32
58
245
351
197
202
219
168
149
158
67
83
49
57
92
54
47
59

329
336
315
136
70
45
58
155
372
440
406
361
301
249
144
40
54
38
39
80
46
22
13

458
436
382
238
115
66
42
210
416
409
455
463
457
412
317
74
128
80
72
93
68
52
45

74
85
111
47
32
14
20
37
87
113
116
134
128
122
73
23
28
24
34
64
54
32
46

76
77
78
39
40
8
14
50
108
112
105
103
120
122
124
52
52
34
53
46
43
35
32

69
112
102
33
23
11
19
48
99
126
112
116
118
100
98
25
40
21
28
70
61
52
57

91
80
87
46
32
21
8
42
119
103
109
102
115
118
127
40
64
30
52
60
49
63
88

88
115
124
83
25
7
13
33
81
92
113
170
153
115
65
24
25
19
17
34
21
12
9

218
347
339
197
47
16
10
41
88
132
213
330
326
282
197
55
57
27
49
44
28
17
8

96
136
172
93
31
13
12
56
116
95
142
199
235
227
168
59
54
31
55
82
70
36
15

86
141
166
117
32
10
15
68
93
83
103
123
208
236
229
88
113
69
74
96
42
31
19

18YearsOldandOver

2,646 2,907

2,147

2,224

1,548

2,315

2,933

3,974

1,181

1,253

1,224

1,342

1,028

1,967

1,696

1,732

RaceandEthnicity
WhiteAlone
AmericanIndianandAlaskaNativeAlone
AsianAlone
BlackorAfricanAmericanAlone
NativeHawaiianandOtherPacificIslanderAlone
SomeOtherRaceAlone
PopulationTwoorMoreRaces

3,121 2,921
20
33
26
35
294 267
0
0
30 615
42 143

2,196
4
217
233
2
32
33

2,104
2
263
225
0
33
75

1,555
8
120
98
0
18
30

2,425
12
264
112
0
31
75

3,153
26
28
650
1
86
105

4,093
53
91
780
2
281
188

849
1
7
588
0
23
30

978
14
23
455
0
35
18

1,396
2
5
102
0
20
15

1,403
5
16
118
0
61
43

1,144
6
24
202
0
35
27

2,418
3
272
216
0
82
77

1,969
2
66
124
0
6
26

1,967
6
76
108
2
38
45

TotalHispanicorLatino
TotalNotHispanicorLatino

94 922
3,439 3,092

66
2,651

115
2,587

55
1,774

114
2,805

186
3,863

641
4,847

39
1,459

84
1,439

56
1,484

139
1,507

66
1,372

237
2,831

28
2,165

96
2,146

Source:USCensusBureau(https://www.census.gov/data.html)
The2000and2010censusblocksdonotfollowtheprecinct
boundariesexactly,soifacensusblockwassplitbyaprecinctthen
itwasassignedtotheprecinctthatthemajorityoftheblockwasin.
The2000and2010censusblocksdonotsharethesameboundaries
insomecasessothismightbewhysomeprecinctsmayappearto
havelargedifferencesbetweenthetwoyears.Thesenumbers
shouldbeusedasestimates.

227
242
267
151
75
27
23
99
235
264
306
357
335
262
195
68
76
56
60
93
60
36
19

GLENWOOD
2000
2010
1,829
2,919
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TotalPopulation

LIONSCLUB
NORTHCARRBORO
2000
2010
2000
2010
2,635
3,285
2,923
2,918

NORTHSIDE
2000
2010
2,583
2,957

ORANGEGROVE
2000
2010
3,872
4,220

OWASA
2000
2010
3,580
4,066

PATTERSON
2000
2010
3,417
3,634

RIDGEFIELD
2000
2010
3,000
2,686

Age
Under5YearsOld
5Ͳ9YearsOld
10Ͳ14YearsOld
15Ͳ17YearsOld
18Ͳ19YearsOld
20YearsOld
21YearsOld
22Ͳ24YearsOld
25Ͳ29YearsOld
30Ͳ40YearsOld
35Ͳ39YearsOld
40Ͳ44YearsOld
45Ͳ49YearsOld
50Ͳ54YearsOld
55Ͳ59YearsOld
60Ͳ61YearsOld
62/64YearsOld
65Ͳ66YearsOld
67Ͳ69YearsOld
70Ͳ74YearsOld
75Ͳ79YearsOld
80Ͳ84YearsOld
85YearsOldandOver

72
66
53
35
33
52
53
324
577
377
231
155
106
86
81
30
50
31
37
44
59
37
46

166
103
88
45
65
67
76
460
675
418
212
183
151
117
115
34
52
29
46
64
47
32
40

222
320
324
186
45
16
8
46
77
167
310
379
364
223
72
17
18
9
28
40
30
14
8

155
242
331
188
56
12
7
31
56
87
167
272
346
332
309
79
87
23
29
39
26
25
19

85
90
98
44
110
252
274
417
271
193
150
132
93
90
60
18
35
17
21
33
47
32
21

80
69
77
53
120
332
564
624
259
132
88
93
87
96
78
32
28
21
15
32
22
18
37

237
246
264
147
64
36
28
94
208
307
383
457
426
312
198
66
85
60
77
81
52
24
20

197
227
272
173
87
37
25
83
166
236
268
323
399
485
466
116
191
73
94
120
101
48
33

201
159
103
77
92
94
169
604
764
407
261
209
145
90
59
16
42
12
21
32
11
4
8

284
225
173
111
71
96
102
440
708
523
340
234
218
185
133
36
37
37
31
35
29
11
7

154
239
280
177
65
18
15
54
150
163
218
297
425
353
234
66
85
44
57
112
96
59
56

157
199
240
191
78
19
18
97
148
138
167
202
279
336
455
158
198
109
135
126
70
67
47

127
189
247
118
51
35
62
178
236
189
197
240
220
197
163
49
62
47
81
95
101
57
59

149
200
177
116
50
28
47
151
193
157
150
176
176
190
177
62
82
59
66
85
82
58
55

18YearsOldandOver

2,409

2,883

1,871

2,002

2,266

2,678

2,978

3,351

3,040

3,273

2,567

2,847

2,319

2,044

RaceandEthnicity
WhiteAlone
AmericanIndianandAlaskaNativeAlone
AsianAlone
BlackorAfricanAmericanAlone
NativeHawaiianandOtherPacificIslanderAlone
SomeOtherRaceAlone
PopulationTwoorMoreRaces

1,910
9
120
429
0
84
83

2,222
11
229
484
1
254
84

2,621
1
168
66
1
10
56

2,580
2
184
44
0
28
80

1,521
8
50
929
0
28
47

2,028
7
87
701
1
76
57

3,409
17
35
293
0
80
38

3,682
8
40
265
3
140
82

2,094
26
254
675
0
437
94

2,091
32
378
659
1
755
150

3,082
5
66
187
4
39
34

3,005
10
113
163
0
267
76

2,396
17
146
342
1
44
54

1,933
15
176
400
1
81
80

TotalHispanicorLatino
TotalNotHispanicorLatino

180
2,455

461
2,824

55
2,868

112
2,806

93
2,490

183
2,774

121
3,751

242
3,978

894
2,686

1,354
2,712

113
3,304

390
3,244

124
2,876

200
2,486

Source:USCensusBureau(https://www.census.gov/data.html)
The2000and2010censusblocksdonotfollowtheprecinct
boundariesexactly,soifacensusblockwassplitbyaprecinctthen
itwasassignedtotheprecinctthatthemajorityoftheblockwasin.
The2000and2010censusblocksdonotsharethesameboundaries
insomecasessothismightbewhysomeprecinctsmayappearto
havelargedifferencesbetweenthetwoyears.Thesenumbers
shouldbeusedasestimates.
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TotalPopulation

ROGERSEUBANKS
2000
2010
2,121
3,727

STJOHN
2000
2010
2,999
3,309

STMARYS
2000
2010
2,382
2,850

TOLARS
2000
2010
1,759
1,815

TOWNHALL
2000
2010
3,251
2,407

Age
Under5YearsOld
5Ͳ9YearsOld
10Ͳ14YearsOld
15Ͳ17YearsOld
18Ͳ19YearsOld
20YearsOld
21YearsOld
22Ͳ24YearsOld
25Ͳ29YearsOld
30Ͳ40YearsOld
35Ͳ39YearsOld
40Ͳ44YearsOld
45Ͳ49YearsOld
50Ͳ54YearsOld
55Ͳ59YearsOld
60Ͳ61YearsOld
62/64YearsOld
65Ͳ66YearsOld
67Ͳ69YearsOld
70Ͳ74YearsOld
75Ͳ79YearsOld
80Ͳ84YearsOld
85YearsOldandOver

163
233
251
102
45
10
9
41
61
136
211
258
250
160
74
18
15
15
10
28
13
12
6

220
369
428
236
86
27
30
77
92
158
277
407
429
314
231
57
79
39
51
58
29
22
11

155
220
278
155
49
23
28
79
92
138
203
345
340
330
199
63
58
49
49
60
45
23
18

167
229
276
182
57
20
24
75
95
141
169
224
262
341
336
135
164
83
100
87
68
44
30

127
167
182
87
54
15
15
40
108
151
231
255
220
239
165
51
54
22
55
57
36
35
16

128
187
166
126
40
19
25
50
78
103
179
203
321
302
271
114
157
75
89
89
57
41
30

99
126
147
61
36
8
12
44
75
117
162
188
182
153
94
34
52
23
38
51
22
18
17

83
95
123
87
43
14
20
59
54
76
105
131
173
174
174
51
90
47
54
69
48
25
20

228
185
141
95
102
94
142
399
539
380
260
186
167
113
71
21
23
13
15
18
24
22
13

155
105
87
58
28
55
93
268
328
293
229
159
156
110
93
38
54
23
18
21
16
6
14

18YearsOldandOver

1,372

2,474

2,191

2,455

1,819

2,243

1,326

1,427

2,602

RaceandEthnicity
WhiteAlone
AmericanIndianandAlaskaNativeAlone
AsianAlone
BlackorAfricanAmericanAlone
NativeHawaiianandOtherPacificIslanderAlone
SomeOtherRaceAlone
PopulationTwoorMoreRaces

1,489
1
226
349
0
21
35

2,023
19
1,038
389
0
106
152

2,251
6
39
641
0
24
38

2,390
13
93
593
0
164
56

2,094
2
23
213
0
21
29

2,477
11
20
250
0
35
57

1,280
10
3
425
0
23
18

1,323
10
7
393
0
44
38

TotalHispanicorLatino
TotalNotHispanicorLatino

90
2,031

260
3,467

73
2,926

271
3,038

43
2,339

102
2,748

35
1,724

65
1,750

Source:USCensusBureau(https://www.census.gov/data.html)
The2000and2010censusblocksdonotfollowtheprecinct
boundariesexactly,soifacensusblockwassplitbyaprecinctthen
itwasassignedtotheprecinctthatthemajorityoftheblockwasin.
The2000and2010censusblocksdonotsharethesameboundaries
insomecasessothismightbewhysomeprecinctsmayappearto
havelargedifferencesbetweenthetwoyears.Thesenumbers
shouldbeusedasestimates.

UNC
WEAVERDAIRY
2000
2010 2000
2010
13,097 11,352 3,789
4,007

205
98
91
83
5,718
2,657
1,376
946
608
334
154
117
106
139
95
41
49
25
53
56
62
55
29

253
130
108
91
4,963
2,065
1,038
697
499
375
217
139
116
129
124
56
75
35
51
73
50
26
42

159
228
222
160
73
88
138
308
332
240
213
243
302
261
154
39
61
36
35
86
157
121
133

210
263
302
190
80
51
81
291
347
249
265
337
322
264
252
93
110
46
79
80
44
29
22

2,002

12,620 10,770 3,020

3,042

1,799
18
116
835
0
386
97

1,624
14
139
322
4
251
53

10,246
70
998
1,486
2
64
231

8,717 2,991
44
13
1,045
262
1,164
343
1
2
126
94
255
84

2,597
10
600
352
0
324
124

772
2,479

357
2,050

220
429
209
12,877 10,923 3,580

509
3,498
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TotalPopulation

WEAVERDAIRYSAT
2000
2010
59

503

WESTHILLSBOROUGH
2000
2010
3,235
2,841

WESTWOOD
2000

2010
3,601

3,917

WHITECROSS
2000
2010
2,310
2,307

Age
Under5YearsOld
5Ͳ9YearsOld
10Ͳ14YearsOld
15Ͳ17YearsOld
18Ͳ19YearsOld
20YearsOld
21YearsOld
22Ͳ24YearsOld
25Ͳ29YearsOld
30Ͳ40YearsOld
35Ͳ39YearsOld
40Ͳ44YearsOld
45Ͳ49YearsOld
50Ͳ54YearsOld
55Ͳ59YearsOld
60Ͳ61YearsOld
62/64YearsOld
65Ͳ66YearsOld
67Ͳ69YearsOld
70Ͳ74YearsOld
75Ͳ79YearsOld
80Ͳ84YearsOld
85YearsOldandOver

0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
1
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
5
13
40

1
2
3
1
1
0
0
2
8
1
0
2
4
1
3
1
5
6
18
38
83
103
220

204
277
260
121
76
43
42
124
213
226
266
273
214
215
169
60
76
61
56
98
77
56
28

199
182
176
127
62
33
34
85
185
183
181
190
194
247
196
74
117
48
67
102
73
49
37

127
138
154
86
182
220
339
552
530
267
180
160
194
129
86
30
37
24
22
46
47
25
26

179
159
136
92
88
235
474
665
503
249
175
164
143
158
150
49
65
37
47
48
37
33
31

139
140
110
75
30
26
21
75
141
199
218
242
217
206
141
45
49
28
38
70
45
28
27

131
123
118
81
31
13
16
51
107
148
134
170
201
238
213
78
110
59
74
94
42
46
29

18YearsOldandOver

59

496

2,373

2,157

3,096

3,351

1,846

1,854

RaceandEthnicity
WhiteAlone
AmericanIndianandAlaskaNativeAlone
AsianAlone
BlackorAfricanAmericanAlone
NativeHawaiianandOtherPacificIslanderAlone
SomeOtherRaceAlone
PopulationTwoorMoreRaces

58
0
0
0
0
0
1

480
0
13
9
0
1
0

1,672
23
4
1,423
0
54
59

1,412
25
8
1,195
1
132
68

2,533
18
234
688
1
65
62

2,668
10
386
476
2
233
142

1,881
8
7
365
0
15
34

1,797
13
5
380
0
65
47

TotalHispanicorLatino
TotalNotHispanicorLatino

0
59

3
500

84
3,151

228
2,613

151
3,450

390
3,527

56
2,254

186
2,121

Source:USCensusBureau(https://www.census.gov/data.html)
The2000and2010censusblocksdonotfollowtheprecinct
boundariesexactly,soifacensusblockwassplitbyaprecinctthen
itwasassignedtotheprecinctthatthemajorityoftheblockwasin.
The2000and2010censusblocksdonotsharethesameboundaries
insomecasessothismightbewhysomeprecinctsmayappearto
havelargedifferencesbetweenthetwoyears.Thesenumbers
shouldbeusedasestimates.
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County and Municipal Population Totals
2010

2019

Growth

Growth Rate

133,693

148,476

14,783

11% (1.1% PY)

Hillsborough

6,599

7,161

562

8.5% (0.9% PY)

Carrboro

19,568

21,190

1,622

8.3% (0.9% PY)

Chapel Hill

57,221

64,051

6,830

11.9% (1.2% PY)

Chatham County

63,485

74,470

10,985

17.3% (1.7% PY)

9,535,751

10,488,084

952,333

10% (1.0% PY)

Orange County

North Carolina

Source: U.S. Census Bureau Population Estimates
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Orange County 2010s Population Growth Smaller Than
All Decades Since the 1960s
Numeric Population Growth by Decade, 1930-2019

24,376
14,737
11,363

19,348
16,796

15,57414,783

8,535

1,901
1930s

1940s

1950s

1960s

Source: Decennial Census and Census Population Estimates

1970s

1980s

1990s

2000s

2010s
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2010s Second-Slowest Decade of Population Growth
since 1930s for Orange County
Percent Population Increase by Decade, 1930-2019

49%
34%

34%

25%

22%

26%

9%
1930s

1940s

1950s

1960s

Source: Decennial Census and Census Population Estimates

1970s

1980s

1990s

13%

11%

2000s

2010s
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2010s Slowest-Growing Decade for Chapel Hill Since 1970s
Percent Population Increase by Decade, 1970-2019

24%

24%
19%

19%
12%

1970s

1980s

Source: Decennial Census and Census Population Estimates

1990s

2000s

2010s
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Carrboro Population Growth Less Than 10%
Percent Population Increase by Decade, 1970-2019

65%
45%

38%
17%
8%

1970s

1980s

Source: Decennial Census and Census Population Estimates

1990s

2000s

2010s
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2010s Slowest-Growing Decade for Hillsborough Since 1970s
Percent Population Increase by Decade, 1970-2019

109%

41%
28%

1970s

1980s

Source: Decennial Census and Census Population Estimates

1990s

12%

9%

2000s

2010s
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Memo 1: Population Change and
Census 2020 Response

5/15/2020

Population Change – Orange County and Municipalities
Orange County approaching 2000s growth
x

x

Orange County grew by 11.1% between 2010 and 2019. This is a nearly two percentage
point increase in total growth from last year (9.2%); if these growth trends continued
through early 2020, the growth rate over the decade may be close to the total growth
observed in 2000.
It has added 14,783 residents since 2010, less than 1K below the numeric population
growth of the 2000s (15,574).
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Hillsborough fastest-growing municipality in Orange County
x
x

As of 2018 – the latest year of data – Hillsborough’s growth rate was 9.5%. This was 0.6
percentage points greater than Carrboro and 2.9 percentage points above Chapel Hill.
While numeric growth in Hillsborough was smallest of the three municipalities (+630
residents added), it is the only municipality to likely meet or exceed its 2000 numeric
growth (+641).
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Gap in growth rate widens between Orange County and North Carolina
x
x
x

As of 2019, Orange County’s growth rate (11.1%) is 1.1 percentage points greater than
the state.
Last year, this gap was 0.3 percentage points: 9.2% in Orange County vs. 8.9%
statewide.
Among the core Triangle counties, Orange County has grown the slowest since 2010:
Wake County has grown more than twice as quickly as Orange (23.4%) while Durham
County’s growth rate is 8.0 percentage points higher than Orange’s.
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KƌĂŶŐĞŽƵŶƚǇWŽƉƵůĂƚŝŽŶĂŶĚĚĞŵŽŐƌĂƉŚŝĐƌĞĂŬĚŽǁŶďǇ^ĐŚŽŽůŝƐƚƌŝĐƚͲϮϬϬϬͲϮϬϭϬ

WŽƉƵůĂƚŝŽŶ
ŐĞ
hŶĚĞƌϱǇĞĂƌƐ
ϱƚŽϵǇĞĂƌƐ
ϭϬƚŽϭϰǇĞĂƌƐ
ϭϱƚŽϭϳǇĞĂƌƐ
ϭϴĂŶĚϭϵǇĞĂƌƐ
ϮϬǇĞĂƌƐ
ϮϭǇĞĂƌƐ
ϮϮƚŽϮϰǇĞĂƌƐ
ϮϱƚŽϮϵǇĞĂƌƐ
ϯϬƚŽϯϰǇĞĂƌƐ
ϯϱƚŽϯϵǇĞĂƌƐ
ϰϬƚŽϰϰǇĞĂƌƐ
ϰϱƚŽϰϵǇĞĂƌƐ
ϱϬƚŽϱϰǇĞĂƌƐ
ϱϱƚŽϱϵǇĞĂƌƐ
ϲϬĂŶĚϲϭǇĞĂƌƐ
ϲϮƚŽϲϰǇĞĂƌƐ
ϲϱĂŶĚϲϲǇĞĂƌƐ
ϲϳƚŽϲϵǇĞĂƌƐ
ϳϬƚŽϳϰǇĞĂƌƐ
ϳϱƚŽϳϵǇĞĂƌƐ
ϴϬƚŽϴϰǇĞĂƌƐ
ϴϱǇĞĂƌƐĂŶĚŽǀĞƌ

ŚĂƉĞů,ŝůůͲĂƌƌďŽƌŽ
ϮϬϬϬ
ϮϬϭϬ
ϳϱϱϲϱ
ϴϯϴϲϯ

KƌĂŶŐĞ
ϮϬϬϬ
ϰϮϲϲϬ

ϮϬϭϬ
ϰϵϵϯϴ

ϯ͕Ϭϵϱ
ϯϴϵϬ
ϰϬϭϬ
Ϯϰϯϱ
ϳ͕ϭϱϱ
ϰ͕ϰϴϬ
ϯ͕ϴϲϱ
ϲ͕ϱϵϱ
ϲ͕ϵϲϱ
ϰ͕ϵϭϬ
ϰ͕ϲϴϬ
ϱ͕ϬϮϬ
ϰ͕ϵϬϱ
ϯ͕ϴϱϬ
Ϯ͕ϯϯϬ
ϳϵϱ
ϭ͕ϭϭϱ
ϱϴϬ
ϲϳϱ
ϭ͕ϰϱϬ
ϭ͕Ϯϰϱ
ϳϴϬ
ϳϯϬ

ϯ͕ϴϰϴ
ϰ͕ϲϱϱ
ϰ͕ϴϬϳ
Ϯ͕ϵϳϴ
ϲ͕ϰϰϱ
ϯ͕ϵϰϲ
ϰ͕Ϭϰϯ
ϲ͕ϴϮϴ
ϲ͕ϵϮϭ
ϱ͕Ϭϯϱ
ϰ͕ϲϭϯ
ϱ͕ϭϰϵ
ϱ͕ϭϯϬ
ϰ͕ϵϰϲ
ϰ͕ϯϴϬ
ϭ͕ϰϳϵ
ϭ͕ϴϲϱ
ϭ͕ϬϯϮ
ϭ͕Ϯϱϰ
ϭ͕ϰϵϴ
ϭ͕ϭϱϭ
ϴϴϱ
ϵϳϱ

ϮϲϴϬ
ϯϬϴϱ
ϯϭϵϬ
ϭϱϳϱ
ϴϭϬ
ϯϱϱ
ϰϬϬ
ϭϬϲϱ
Ϯ͕ϱϯϱ
ϯ͕ϯϰϱ
ϰ͕Ϭϳϱ
ϯ͕ϵϵϱ
ϯ͕ϴϳϬ
ϯ͕ϰϭϬ
Ϯ͕ϭϴϱ
ϲϴϱ
ϭ͕ϬϬϱ
ϰϲϱ
ϴϯϱ
ϭ͕ϮϯϬ
ϴϰϬ
ϲϱϱ
ϯϳϱ

ϯ͕ϬϰϮ
ϯ͕ϯϯϬ
ϯ͕Ϯϰϴ
Ϯ͕Ϭϲϭ
ϵϵϵ
ϰϯϵ
ϯϳϰ
ϭ͕ϯϯϲ
Ϯ͕ϱϭϯ
Ϯ͕ϴϲϬ
ϯ͕ϰϴϱ
ϯ͕ϴϭϭ
ϰ͕ϯϭϰ
ϰ͕ϰϭϭ
ϰ͕Ϯϭϭ
ϭ͕ϯϵϳ
Ϯ͕Ϭϭϯ
ϵϳϱ
ϭ͕Ϯϳϭ
ϭ͕ϰϳϲ
ϭ͕ϬϬϲ
ϳϱϭ
ϲϭϱ

ϭϴzĞĂƌƐKůĚĂŶĚKǀĞƌ

ϲϮ͕ϭϮϱ

ϲϳ͕ϱϳϱ

ϯϮ͕ϭϯϱ

ϯϴ͕Ϯϱϳ

ZĂĐĞĂŶĚƚŚŶŝĐŝƚǇ
tŚŝƚĞĂůŽŶĞ
ůĂĐŬŽƌĨƌŝĐĂŶŵĞƌŝĐĂŶĂůŽŶĞ
ŵĞƌŝĐĂŶ/ŶĚŝĂŶĂŶĚůĂƐŬĂEĂƚŝǀĞĂůŽŶĞ
ƐŝĂŶĂůŽŶĞ
EĂƚŝǀĞ,ĂǁĂŝŝĂŶĂŶĚKƚŚĞƌWĂĐŝĨŝĐ/ƐůĂŶĚĞƌĂůŽŶĞ
^ŽŵĞKƚŚĞƌZĂĐĞĂůŽŶĞ
dǁŽŽƌDŽƌĞZĂĐĞƐ

ϱϴϲϰϬ
ϴϴϬϱ
ϰϭϬ
ϰϯϰϱ
Ϯϱ
ϭϰϵϬ
ϭϴϱϱ

ϲϬϵϬϯ
ϴϰϱϯ
Ϯϵϭ
ϴϱϲϭ
Ϯϰ
ϯϯϳϭ
ϮϮϲϬ

ϯϯϵϵϱ
ϳϬϵϬ
ϮϮϱ
ϯϬϬ
ϰ
ϱϬϬ
ϱϰϱ

ϯϴϱϵϮ
ϳϰϳϱ
Ϯϳϵ
ϰϲϮ
ϭϳ
ϭϵϳϬ
ϭϭϰϯ

dŽƚĂů,ŝƐƉĂŶŝĐŽƌ>ĂƚŝŶŽ
dŽƚĂůEŽƚ,ŝƐƉĂŶŝĐŽƌ>ĂƚŝŶŽ

ϰϬϮϬ
ϳϭϱϰϱ

ϳϬϳϴ
ϳϲϳϴϱ

ϭϰϱϱ
ϰϭϮϬϱ

ϯϵϯϵ
ϰϱϵϵϵ

^ŽƵƌĐĞ͗
dŚĞĞŶƐƵƐϮϬϬϬ^ĐŚŽŽůŝƐƚƌŝĐƚdĂďƵůĂƚŝŽŶ;^dWϮͿŝƐĂƐƉĞĐŝĂůƚĂďƵůĂƚŝŽŶƉƌĞƉĂƌĞĚďǇƚŚĞh͘^͘ĞŶƐƵƐƵƌĞĂƵ͛Ɛ
WŽƉƵůĂƚŝŽŶŝǀŝƐŝŽŶĂŶĚƐƉŽŶƐŽƌĞĚďǇƚŚĞEĂƚŝŽŶĂůĞŶƚĞƌĨŽƌĚƵĐĂƚŝŽŶ^ƚĂƚŝƐƚŝĐƐ͘
ΎŐĞƉŽƉƵůĂƚŝŽŶŵŝŐŚƚŶŽƚĂĚĚƵƉƚŽƚŽƚĂůƉŽƉƵůĂƚŝŽŶďĞĐĂƵƐĞŽĨƌŽƵŶĚŝŶŐ͘
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ORANGE COUNTY BOARD OF EDUCATION
Student Statistics
Last Ten Fiscal Years

Year Ended
June 30
2020
2019
2018
2017
2016
2015
2014
2013
2012
2011

White
53%
55%
56%
58%
60%
61%
62%
63%
66%
67%

Ethnic Distribution Percentage(3)
Black
Asian
Hispanic
13%
1%
25%
14%
1%
24%
14%
1%
24%
15%
1%
22%
15%
1%
20%
16%
1%
18%
16%
1%
17%
16%
1%
16%
16%
1%
14%
17%
1%
12%

Other
8%
6%
5%
4%
4%
4%
4%
4%
3%
3%

Graduates(3)
N/A
534
558
570
577
543
521
465
539
444

Percentage of Graduates
Continuing Education(3)
N/A
78%
79%
79%
83%
80%
85%
85%
84%
87%

N/A = Not Available
Sources:
(1) NC Department of Public Instruction Average Daily Attendance(ADA):Average Daily Membership(ADM) Ratio Reports
(2) NC Department of Public Instruction Free & Reduced Meals Application Data Reports. Information for 2020 obtained from Orange County Board of Education Student Data.
(3) North Carolina Public Schools Statistical Profile (2011-2020 Editions).
Note: This table is a ten year schedule. However, the graduate data for the year ended June 30, 2020 could not be obtained from the North
Carolina Department of Public Instruction prior to this report being issued. Therefore, there are only nine years of comparative data noted above.
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&KDSHO+LOO&DUUERUR&LW\6FKRROVDQG2UDQJH&RXQW\6FKRROV
'HPRJUDSKLFDQG)XQGLQJ,QIRUPDWLRQ )< 

'LVWULFW6WXGHQW3RSXODWLRQV )<%XGJHWHG(QUROOPHQW¶V 

0DUFK'HSDUWPHQWRI3XEOLF
,QVWUXFWLRQ$'0$OORWPHQWV
Less2XWRI'LVWULFW

Plus:%XGJHWHG&KDUWHU6WXGHQWV
7RWDO%XGJHWHG6WXGHQWV


&+&&6

2&6

7RWDO






 




















'HPRJUDSKLF'DWD
See Attached for Demographic information from both Chapel Hill-Carrboro City Schools
and Orange County Schools.


/RFDO3HU3XSLO)XQGLQJ2SHUDWLRQDO)XQGLQJ
&XUUHQW([SHQVH
/RFDOFXUUHQWH[SHQVHIXQGLQJVXSSOHPHQWV6WDWHDQG)HGHUDOIXQGVUHFHLYHGE\HDFKGLVWULFWIRU
WKH RSHUDWLRQ RI WKH VFKRROV  1RUWK &DUROLQD ODZ UHTXLUHV ERDUGV RI FRXQW\ FRPPLVVLRQHUV WR
SURYLGHHTXDOSHUSXSLODSSURSULDWLRQVWRHDFKV\VWHPLQFRXQWLHVWKDWKDYHPRUHWKDQRQHVFKRRO
DGPLQLVWUDWLYHXQLWDVLVWKHFDVHLQ2UDQJH&RXQW\

,WLVLPSRUWDQWWRQRWHWKDWWKH&KDSHO+LOO&DUUERUR&LW\6FKRROV\VWHPDOVRUHFHLYHVSURFHHGV
IURPDVSHFLDOGLVWULFWWD[DSSURYHGPDQ\\HDUVDJRE\WKHYRWHUVRIWKDWGLVWULFW$WWKLVWLPHWKH
2UDQJH&RXQW\6FKRROV\VWHPGRHVQRWKDYHDVLPLODUWD[LQJDXWKRULW\

7KH DSSURYHG ILVFDO \HDU  EXGJHW SURYLGHV  SHU VWXGHQW IRU HDFK RI WKH 
VWXGHQWV LQ WKH WZR VFKRRO V\VWHPV  7KLV UHSUHVHQWV D  SHU SXSLO LQFUHDVH IURP WKH
SHUSXSLODSSURYHGIRUILVFDO\HDU

x &XUUHQW([SHQVH)XQGLQJIRUWKH2UDQJH&RXQW\6FKRROV

7KHDSSURYHGEXGJHWLQFUHDVHVWKHFXUUHQW\HDUIXQGLQJOHYHOE\DQGEULQJVWKH
WRWDODSSURSULDWLRQLQFXUUHQWH[SHQVHIXQGLQJWR


x &XUUHQW([SHQVH)XQGLQJIRUWKH&KDSHO+LOO&DUUERUR&LW\6FKRROV

7KHDSSURYHGEXGJHWGHFUHDVHVWKHFXUUHQW\HDUIXQGLQJOHYHOE\DQGEULQJVWKHWRWDO
FXUUHQWH[SHQVHIXQGLQJIRUWKH'LVWULFWWR
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x 'LVWULFW7D[±&KDSHO+LOO&DUUERUR&LW\6FKRROV

7KHVSHFLDOGLVWULFWWD[UDWHIRUWKH&KDSHO+LOO&DUUERUR&LW\6FKRROVLVDSSURYHGWRUHPDLQDW
WKHFXUUHQWWD[UDWHRIFHQWVSHUDVVHVVHGYDOXHIRU)<(DFKSHQQ\RQ
WKH &KDSHO +LOO&DUUERUR GLVWULFW WD[ UDWH IRU ILVFDO \HDU  LV H[SHFWHG WR SURGXFH
$QWLFLSDWHGUHYHQXHIURPWKLVVSHFLDOWD[LVHVWLPDWHGWRJHQHUDWHDSSUR[LPDWHO\
SHUVWXGHQWIRUWKHGLVWULFW3URMHFWHGUHYHQXHIURPGLVWULFWWD[SURFHHGVIRUILVFDO\HDU
WRWDOV



6FKRRO1XUVHVDQG6FKRRO5HVRXUFH2IILFHUV)XQGLQJ


7KH )<  DSSURYHG EXGJHW LQFOXGHV IXQGV WRWDOLQJ  RXWVLGH RI WKH SHU SXSLO
IXQGLQJWRFRYHUWKHFRVWVRI6FKRRO5HVRXUFH2IILFHUVLQHYHU\PLGGOHDQGKLJKVFKRRODQGD
6FKRRO+HDOWK1XUVHLQHYHU\HOHPHQWDU\PLGGOHDQGKLJKVFKRROLQERWKVFKRROV\VWHPVLQDQ
HIIRUWWRUHSODFHWKH)DLU)XQGLQJPRGHOLPSOHPHQWHGLQ)<ZKLFKSURYLGHGHTXDOIXQGV
RIWRERWKVFKRROV\VWHPVRXWVLGHRIWKHSHUSXSLOIXQGLQJWRSD\IRUFRVWVDVVRFLDWHG
ZLWK6FKRRO5HVRXUFH2IILFHUVDQG6FKRRO+HDOWK1XUVHV7KHVHVHUYLFHVDUHSURYLGHGWKURXJK
DFRQWUDFWXDODJUHHPHQWZLWKERWKVFKRROV\VWHPVWRSURYLGHWKHVHVDIHW\DQGKHDOWKLQLWLDWLYHV


&DSLWDO)XQGLQJDQG'HEW6HUYLFH
5HFXUULQJ&DSLWDO
5HFXUULQJ FDSLWDO RXWOD\ IXQGLQJ VXSSRUWV &DWHJRU\ , IDFLOLW\ LPSURYHPHQWV  &DWHJRU\ ,,
HTXLSPHQWDQGIXUQLVKLQJV DQG&DWHJRU\,,, YHKLFOHVDQGEXVSXUFKDVHV H[SHQGLWXUHV7KH
HTXDOSHUSXSLODOORFDWLRQVUHTXLUHGE\ODZIRUFXUUHQWH[SHQVHDSSURSULDWLRQVDUHQRWDSSOLFDEOH
WRWKLVFDWHJRU\RIORFDOVFKRROIXQGLQJ

7KLVDPRXQWLVGLVWULEXWHGWRHDFKGLVWULFWEDVHGRQLWVVKDUHRIWKHWRWDOQXPEHURIVWXGHQWV)RU
ILVFDO \HDU  WKH DSSURYHG EXGJHW SURYLGHV WRWDO IXQGLQJ IRU UHFXUULQJ FDSLWDO DW 
PLOOLRQ2IWKHWRWDOUHFXUULQJFDSLWDOIRUWKH&KDSHO+LOO&DUUERUR&LW\6FKRROVHTXDOV
DQG2UDQJH&RXQW\6FKRROV¶DOORFDWLRQLV,QVWHDGRIIXQGLQJWKHUHFXUULQJFDSLWDO
IURPSD\DV\RXJRIXQGVGHEWILQDQFLQJZLOOEHXWLOL]HGLQ)<DVLWZDVLQ)<


/RQJ5DQJH&DSLWDODQG6FKRRO&DSLWDO3URMHFWV
7KH&RXQW\SODQVDQGSURJUDPVORQJUDQJHVFKRROFDSLWDOIXQGLQJWKURXJKWKH&RXQW\¶V&DSLWDO
,QYHVWPHQW3ODQ &,3 3URMHFWVDUHIXQGHGE\DFRPELQDWLRQRI6WDWHDQGORFDOERQGVQRQERQG
ILQDQFLQJ DQG SD\DV\RXJR IXQGLQJ VRXUFHV 7KH ODWWHU LQFOXGH GHGLFDWHG KDOIFHQW VDOHV WD[
UHYHQXHVDQGSURSHUW\WD[HDUPDUNHGXQGHUWKH%RDUG¶V&DSLWDO)XQGLQJ3ROLF\7KHDSSURYHG
EXGJHWIRU)<LQFOXGHVIRU&KDSHO+LOO&DUUERUR&LW\6FKRROVDQG
IRU2UDQJH&RXQW\6FKRROVIRUDWRWDORILQ)<,QVWHDGRIIXQGLQJWKHORQJ
UDQJHFDSLWDOIURPSD\DV\RXJRIXQGVGHEWILQDQFLQJZLOOEHXWLOL]HGLQ)<DVLWZDVLQ
)<
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'HIHUUHG0DLQWHQDQFH)XQGVIRU6FKRRO&DSLWDO3URMHFWV
7KH)<&RPPLVVLRQHU$SSURYHG%XGJHWLQFOXGHVDOORFDWHGE\$'0WRZDUGV
GHIHUUHGPDLQWHQDQFHQHHGVDVDGGUHVVHGLQERWKGLVWULFWV¶DVVHVVPHQWRIROGHUIDFLOLWLHVLQWKH
IROORZLQJDPRXQWV&KDSHO+LOO&DUUERUR&LW\6FKRROV¶DSSURSULDWLRQRIDQG2UDQJH
&RXQW\6FKRROVDSSURSULDWLRQRI


See Attached for a Schools Summary as presented in the Capital Investment Plan
(CIP), which reflects total Capital related funding.

'HEW6HUYLFH
7KHVHIXQGVUHSD\SULQFLSDODQGLQWHUHVWGXHRQ6FKRROUHODWHGGHEWLQFOXGLQJJHQHUDOREOLJDWLRQ
ERQGV DQG SULYDWH SODFHPHQW ORDQV )RU )<  WRWDO GHEW VHUYLFH UHODWHG WR 6FKRROV WRWDO
  3ULQFLSDO DQG ,QWHUHVW IRU *HQHUDO 2EOLJDWLRQ *2  %RQGV LV  DQG
3ULQFLSDODQG,QWHUHVWIRU1RQ*HQHUDO2EOLJDWLRQ%RQGVLV







142

Current
FiscalYear
2019Ͳ20
8,689,391

Appropriations
ChapelHillͲCarrboroCitySchools
BondReferendum
DeferredMaintenanceProjects
1,804,200
5,080,991
ChapelHillͲCarrboroCitySchools
1,223,319
Article46SalesTaxProceeds
601,400
DebtFinancingͲOlderFacilities
2,412,896
DebtFinancingͲSchoolImprovements
LotteryProceeds
843,376
1,804,200
RecurringCapitalItems
SupplementalDeferredMaintenanceProgram
OrangeCountySchools
25,823,215
BondReferendum
20,064,000
DeferredMaintenanceProjects
1,195,800
OrangeCountySchools
3,367,615
810,801
Article46SalesTaxProceeds
398,600
DebtFinancingͲOlderFacilities
1,599,236
DebtFinancingͲSchoolImprovements
LotteryProceeds
558,978
1,195,800
RecurringCapitalItems
SupplementalDeferredMaintenanceProgram
DurhamTechCommunityCollege
GrandTotal
34,512,606
Revenues/FundingSources
2,034,120
Article46SalesTaxProceeds
20,064,000
DebtFinancingͲBondProceeds
DebtFinancingͲDurhamTech
1,000,000
DebtFinancingͲOlderFacilities
7,012,132
DebtFinancingͲSchoolImprovements
3,000,000
FromCapitalReserveFunds
LotteryProceeds
1,402,354
GrandTotal
34,512,606

SchoolProjectsSummaryͲAPPROVED
FiscalYears2020Ͳ25
Year1
Year2
Year3
FiscalYear
FiscalYear
FiscalYear
2020Ͳ21
2021Ͳ22
2022Ͳ23
10,460,944 18,279,059 12,652,619
1,922,000
1,799,700
5,061,544
4,557,359
4,655,919
1,165,356
1,211,971
1,260,449
599,900
2,455,016
2,504,116
2,554,198
841,272
841,272
841,272
1,799,700
1,799,700
1,799,700
1,800,000 10,000,000
6,197,000
9,926,369 19,225,805
8,558,540
11,386,000
1,200,300
3,375,769
3,039,505
3,105,240
777,228
808,317
840,650
400,100
1,637,359
1,670,106
1,703,508
561,082
561,082
561,082
1,200,300
1,200,300
1,200,300
4,150,000
3,600,000
4,253,000
1,000,000 14,000,000 11,547,911
21,387,313 51,504,864 32,759,070
1,942,584
1,000,000
1,000,000
13,042,375
3,000,000
1,402,354
21,387,313

2,101,099

Year4
FiscalYear
2023Ͳ24
6,557,121

Year5
FiscalYear
2024Ͳ25
6,661,661

4,757,421
1,310,867

4,861,961
1,363,302

2,605,282
841,272
1,799,700

2,657,387
841,272
1,799,700

4,373,236

4,442,959

3,172,936
874,276

3,242,659
909,247

1,737,578
561,082
1,200,300

1,772,330
561,082
1,200,300

10,930,357

11,104,620

2,185,143

2,272,549

2,020,288
13,308,000
14,000,000

11,547,911

20,774,222

17,707,706

7,342,860

7,429,717

1,402,354
51,504,864

1,402,354
32,759,070

1,402,354
10,930,357

1,402,354
11,104,620

Five
Year
Total
54,611,404
1,922,000
1,799,700
23,894,204
6,311,945
599,900
12,775,999
4,206,360
8,998,500
17,997,000
46,526,909
11,386,000
1,200,300
15,936,109
4,209,718
400,100
8,520,881
2,805,410
6,001,500
12,003,000
26,547,911
127,686,224
10,521,663
13,308,000
26,547,911
1,000,000
66,296,880
3,000,000
7,011,770
127,686,224

Year6
to
Year10
84,197,532
49,207,493
25,991,539
7,679,447
14,105,732
4,206,360
8,998,500
67,639,483
44,303,065
17,334,918
5,121,766
9,407,742
2,805,410
6,001,500

151,837,015
12,801,213

132,024,032
7,011,770
151,837,015
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Development
Status
Hillsborough
Complete
Complete
Complete
Under Construction
Under Construction
Under Construction
Under Construction

Project Name
Waterstone Estates
Waterstone Terraces
Crescent Magnolia (Waterstone)
Forest Ridge
Harmony at Waterstone
Collins Ridge
Fiori Hill

Address/Location
Cates Creek Parkway
College Park Road
265 College Park Road
810 US Highway 70 East
Waterstone Drive
258 Orange Grove Road
734 US Highway 70 East

Total Units - Hillsborough

Total Number
of Units1

Proposed or
Approval2 Date

139
114
24
235
200
950
46

2015
2015
2017
2009
2015
2016
2015

1,708

Mebane
Under Construction
Under Construction
Approved
Approved
Approved
Proposed
Proposed

The Meadows
Northeast Village
The Townes of Oakwood Square
Villas at Havenstone
Stagecoach Corner
Bowman Village/Bowman Place
Tupelo Junction

NE corner of Ben Wilson Road and Bowman Road
Lebanon Road
906 Oakwood Street
1808 Saddle Club Road/Lebanon Road
Stagecoach Road
NE corner of Rock Quarry Road and Bowman Road
1818 Saddle Club Road

Total Units - Mebane

167
169
88
43
35
177
181

2016
2017
2018
2019
2019
2019
2020

860

Chapel Hill
Complete
Complete
Complete
Under Construction
Under Construction
Under Construction
Under Construction
Approved
Proposed
Proposed
Proposed
Proposed

Carraway Village
Greenfield Place and Commons
Azalea Estates Gracious Retirement Living
Grove Park Apartments
Hillstone
Fordham Boulevard Apartments
Glen Lennox Link Apartments
Independent Senior Housing
2200 Homestead Road
Park Apartments
Weavers Grove
Flats

3200 Eubanks Road
150 Formosa Lane
700 N. Estes Drive
425 Hillsborough Street
1736 Fordham Boulevard
1300 Fordham Boulevard
Fordham Boulevard and Brandon Road
2217 Homestead Road
2200 Homestead Road
1250 Ephesus Church Road
7516 Sunrise Road
605 Martin Luther King Boulevard

400
149
152
346
328
272
215
198
146
312
243
200

Total Units – Chapel Hill

2,961

Total Units – Orange County

220
5,749

2014
2016
2017
2017
2017
2017
2017
2019
2018
2019
2019
2021

Carrboro
Proposed
1
2

Lloyd Farms

706 Old Fayetteville Road

2018

Approximate number of units based on available site plans, application submittals, and Orange County Geographic information System (GIS)
Reflects key stages of the Jurisdiction’s development review process (concept plan, rezoning, special use permit, conditional use permit, site plan, etc.) related to the proposed project
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1) At this time, what would you propose as the total Number of Seats on the
Orange County Board of Commissioners?
DISTRICT 1
Kathy Arab – Either (a) six: three seats each for the two current districts, or (b) seven: only if we expand
the number of districts to seven, or (c) five: only if we expand the number of districts to
five.
Jennifer Bremer – 7, although 5 would also be ok.
Jaaz Catterall – 7
Lisa Hazirjian – 7 or 9
Krishna Mondal – I propose seven as the total number of seats.
Jonathan Weiler – 7

DISTRICT 2
Martha Jenkins – 7
Patrick Mulkey – 7
Alicia Reid – 9
I would propose to increase the Number of Seats on the Orange County Board of
Commissioners. It would effectively ensure all areas of the counties are exposed by
increasing the Number of Seats.
Jenn Sykes – 7 is fine

2) Based on the number of seats noted in #1 above, how many would be At‐
Large?
DISTRICT 1
Kathy Arab – Zero
Jennifer Bremer – Either 2 as at present, one from each part of the county, or none. I was persuaded by
the argument that just having one would essentially give Chapel Hill an additional
commissioner. Perhaps these should be residence districts (DAL), rather than pure at‐
large seats, with one from Chapel Hill/Carrboro and one from the rest of the county.
Pitt has a two‐level system sort of like that. I’m indifferent as to whether the
nomination by sub‐region should continue or not.
Jaaz Catterall – 0‐1. While I’m not personally thrilled by the idea of at‐large members, I would be open
to considering one if public opinion ends up being largely in favor of having a say in
electing both a member from their own district and a member for the county at large.
This openness would be muted if the geographic distribution of favorability is skewed so
that people in less populous areas preferred not to have any at‐large seats.
Lisa Hazirjian – See next response (#3 below)
Krishna Mondal – None
Jonathan Weiler – 4

DISTRICT 2
Martha Jenkins – 0
Patrick Mulkey – 0
Alicia Reid – 2
Jenn Sykes – None
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3) Based on the number of seats noted in #1 above, how many would be
elected by district?
DISTRICT 1
Kathy Arab – All of them would be district‐elected.
Jennifer Bremer – 5, from single‐member districts.
Jaaz Catterall – 6‐7, same reasoning as above
Lisa Hazirjian – I might be open to a 9 seat board with 7 single‐seat districts and 2 at‐large, or a 7
member board with 6 districts and 1 at‐large, or a 7 members board that’s all single‐
member districts. I’m truly undecided, though if I had to decide now it would be all single
member districts – and I could be persuaded to go up to 9 seats, though I know some
folks would rather avoid the extra cost of two more commissioners
Krishna Mondal – All seven should be elected by district.
Jonathan Weiler – 3

DISTRICT 2
Martha Jenkins – All
Patrick Mulkey – 7
Alicia Reid – 7
Jenn Sykes – All

4) For any district seats, would you propose candidates reside and be
nominated in the primary by district, and then elected in the general
election by all voters in the County?
DISTRICT 1
Kathy Arab – No
Jennifer Bremer – No, I would prefer the pure single‐member model for the 5 (or whatever) district
seats, nominated and elected by voters in the district.
Jaaz Catterall – No
Lisa Hazirjian – Absolutely not
Krishna Mondal – None of the district seats should have this system of election.
Jonathan Weiler – No

DISTRICT 2
Martha Jenkins – No
Patrick Mulkey – No
Alicia Reid – No…vote by district
Jenn Sykes – No
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5) For any district seats, would you propose candidates reside and be
nominated in the primary by district, and then elected in the general
election by only the voters in that same district?
DISTRICT 1
Kathy Arab – Yes
Jennifer Bremer – Yes, I would favor the pure district model for the single‐member districts seats.
Jaaz Catterall – Yes
Lisa Hazirjian – Empathetically yes
Krishna Mondal – I would propose this system of election for all district seats.
Jonathan Weiler – Yes

DISTRICT 2
Martha Jenkins – Yes
Patrick Mulkey – Yes
Alicia Reid – Yes
Jenn Sykes – Yes

6) Would a pure district format that resulted in each voter in the County
only electing only one commissioner be acceptable?
DISTRICT 2
Martha Jenkins – Yes
Patrick Mulkey – Yes
Alicia Reid – No
Jenn Sykes – Yes ‐ it would require redistricting but lead to a 4‐3 split possibly, depending on how the
lines are drawn and the growth in the unincorporated areas seems to go in the upcoming
census

DISTRICT 1
Kathy Arab – Yes
Jennifer Bremer – Yes, I would also find that acceptable.
Jaaz Catterall – Yes
Lisa Hazirjian – Absolutely
Krishna Mondal – Yes, this system would be acceptable.
Jonathan Weiler – No
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7) Would a district format that, due to population numbers, resulted in four
commissioners always being elected from within the city limits of the
Towns of Chapel Hill and Carrboro be acceptable?
DISTRICT 2
Martha Jenkins – Yes, no way around that if we do geographical districts
Patrick Mulkey – It will depend on the legally defined numbers, just as it is now.
Alicia Reid – No
Jenn Sykes – Makes sense given population

DISTRICT 1
Kathy Arab – No
Jennifer Bremer – Yes, although it appears that a lot of the growth may be outside the city limits.
Jaaz Catterall – Yes, though very open to discussion on this—this makes sense mathematically, based on
the population info we were given, but there are obvious and valid concerns about the
impact this would have on the rest of the county.
Lisa Hazirjian – Yes, given the realities of population distribution.
Krishna Mondal – Yes, this would be acceptable.
Jonathan Weiler – Yes

8) Would a district format that, due to population numbers, resulted in all of
the Town of Hillsborough, the area immediately around Efland, and the
area in Orange County near Mebane being located within the same
district be acceptable?
DISTRICT 2
Martha Jenkins – Not sure – would have to see the whole map.
Patrick Mulkey – Yes, see number 7
Alicia Reid – No
Jenn Sykes – No, and I don’t see a situation where the numbers actually work out that way if you have 7
commissioners

DISTRICT 1
Kathy Arab – NO, I don’t think so. Those regions might be better represented by their own separate
districts.
Jennifer Bremer – Yes, that would be acceptable to me. It’s basically the I‐40 corridor, right?
Jaaz Catterall – No, not unless the group members from District 2 found that acceptable
Lisa Hazirjian – Yes, with the caveat that as a District One resident I strongly defer to folks who live in
those areas.
Krishna Mondal – Yes, this would be acceptable.
Jonathan Weiler – Yes
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9) Would a district format that resulted in voters in the unincorporated area
south of Chapel Hill and Carrboro not being in the same district as voters
within those towns be acceptable?
DISTRICT 2
Martha Jenkins – Not sure – would have to see the whole map.
Patrick Mulkey – Yes
Alicia Reid – No
Jenn Sykes – I don’t see how in the world that can happen, but I can see them split between a CH and
Carrboro district.

DISTRICT 1
Kathy Arab – Yes
Jennifer Bremer – No, I think it would be better to have that area be kept together with CH and
Carrboro, especially as it seems likely to become more densely developed (although it
occurs to me that it would have been useful to have a presentation from the town
planners for CH‐Carrboro and maybe Hillsborough. We can anticipate more residential
development along the I‐40 corridor, I think.
Jaaz Catterall – Potentially, yes, if necessary for population distribution purposes
Lisa Hazirjian – Potentially; where would those folks wind up?
Also, for lack of a better place to mention this, in drawing district lines for single‐member
districts, I would love to see the extremely affluent areas bundled together and the much
more affordable areas bundled together. It feels like that’s something we can do to
create a few districts where candidates without significant access to wealth can get
elected.
Krishna Mondal – Yes, this would be acceptable.
Jonathan Weiler – Yes
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10) Do you have any additional thoughts you would like to share about
election alternatives that would require legislative action by the NC
General Assembly even if we do not pursue them at this time?
DISTRICT 2
Martha Jenkins – Single member districts would likely be approved by the General Assembly.
Patrick Mulkey – Stay away from legislative action required. I don’t see any elected officials at any level
wanting to carry this football.
Alicia Reid – Yes…A current Republican Legislator and Democratic Governor will change in the future and
there will be difference in decision making in every area of government. Additional parties
could arise and the future is unknown. Having alternatives and continual open‐minds to
change (such as this Board) will make sure communities and government work together.
Jenn Sykes – I’d love rank choice voting but in no world would the GA let that happen. I can get the
studies on the voter satisfaction on that if you want them at some point, but not politically
viable right now.

DISTRICT 1
Kathy Arab – We need more than two districts, especially with the large number of transient voters in
our county. Permanent residents need to have their voices heard more fairly.
Jennifer Bremer – Nah. County commission redistricting is complicated enough as it is. I think the
current legislation provides enough alternatives to select from. I personally feel
avoiding engaging with the legislature would be a good idea, given that they can’t be
trusted not to apply their own lens, shall we say.
Jaaz Catterall – Not at this time
Lisa Hazirjian – Yes, thank you for asking! I’m deeply concerned about access to wealth – or lack thereof
– being a huge factor in “electability” right now. Creating smaller districts should mitigate
that somewhat by lowering the number of households one would want to reach with
paid mailers, yard signs, etc (big ticket campaign expenses), but the best fix would be to
take fundraising out of county elections entirely through public financing.
Also, should we wind up with multi‐member districts, I’d love to see a deeper look at
ranked‐choice voting as an alternative to the current system. For me as a voter, I’d much
rather rank candidates in multiseat races than have to decide whether to use all my votes
and potentially help my second choice candidate beat my first choice candidate (with
two seats available) or to cast only one vote to give the best chances to my top choice
candidate (which I have done).
Krishna Mondal – No
Jonathan Weiler – (No Comments Submitted)
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This is a summary of the Preliminary Perspectives of Individual BEAG Members questionnaire. Staff
received responses from 10 BEAG members, but the total of responses noted may be greater than 10
since some Group members provided options/alternatives in some cases. Some of the members
answers relied on caveats and the below assumed that the caveats were met. The below information
was compiled from questionnaires completed by: Kathy Arab, Jennifer Bremer, Jaaz Catterall, Lisa
Hazirjian, Krishna Mondal, Jonathan Weiler, Martha Jenkins, Patrick Mulkey, Alicia Reid, and Jenn Sykes.

1) At this time, what would you propose as the total Number of Seats on the Orange County Board of
Commissioners?
5 Members
6 Members
7 Members
9 Members
2
1
9
2
2) Based on the number of seats noted in #1 above, how many would be At‐Large?
O Members
1 Member
2 Members
4 Members
7
2
3
1
3) Based on the number of seats noted in #1 above, how many would be elected by district?
3 Members
5 Members
6 Members
7 Members
1
2
3
8
4) For any district seats, would you propose candidates reside and be nominated in the primary by
district, and then elected in the general election by all voters in the County?
Yes
No
0
10
5) For any district seats, would you propose candidates reside and be nominated in the primary by
district, and then elected in the general election by only the voters in that same district?
Yes
No
10
0
6) Would a pure district format that resulted in each voter in the County only electing only one
commissioner be acceptable?
Yes
No
8
2
7) Would a district format that, due to population numbers, resulted in four commissioners always
being elected from within the city limits of the Towns of Chapel Hill and Carrboro be acceptable?
Yes
No
No Answer
7
2
1
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8) Would a district format that, due to population numbers, resulted in all of the Town of
Hillsborough, the area immediately around Efland, and the area in Orange County near Mebane
being located within the same district be acceptable?
Yes
No
Not Sure
5
4
1
9) Would a district format that resulted in voters in the unincorporated area south of Chapel Hill and
Carrboro not being in the same district as voters within those towns be acceptable?
Yes
No
Not Sure
No Answer
5
2
1
2
Information compiled from questionnaires completed by: Kathy Arab, Jennifer Bremer, Jaaz Catterall,
Lisa Hazirjian, Krishna Mondal, Jonathan Weiler, Martha Jenkins, Patrick Mulkey, Alicia Reid, and Jenn
Sykes.

APPENDIX G
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DISCUSSION GUIDELINES FOR BOOC EAG MEETINGS (Attribution to Roger
Schwarz)


TEST ASSUMPTIONS AND INFERENCES. By verifying assumptions or inferences,
members can make informed decisions and nurture understanding.



SHARE ALL RELEVANT INFORMATION. This ensures that the group has a common
base of information upon which to solve problems and achieve general commitment.



USE SPECIFIC EXAMPLES AND AGREE ON WHAT IMPORTANT WORDS
MEAN. This guideline generates observable data – people, places, things or events - that
allows group members to determine independently whether the examples are valid and to
agree on the meaning of words.



EXPLAIN REASONING AND INTENT. Members explain what leads them to make a
comment, ask a question, or take an action so that listeners can respond, and both
speakers and listeners can learn from each other.



FOCUS ON INTERESTS, NOT POSITIONS. Interests – needs, desires, and concerns are criteria that may need to be met in order to solve a problem in a way that others can
support.



COMBINE ADVOCACY AND CUROSITY. In curious inquiry, a question, often openended, is asked with the intent on learning, rather than conveying a point of view.



JOINTLY DESIGN NEXT STEPS AND WAYS TO TEST DISAGREEMENTS. Joint
design takes into account the members’ interests, relevant information, reasoning, and
intent. Testing disagreements is seeing if there is a disagreement, and if so, discussing
possible joint resolutions.



DISCUSS UNDISCUSSABLE ISSUES. Applying these ground rules, difficult issues,
which are relevant but are perceived to possibly have negative consequences if raised,
can be addressed.



USE DECISION-MAKING THAT GENERATES THE LEVEL OF COMMITMENT
NEEDED. The more members are able to make an informed choice, the more they are
likely to be internally committed to a decision.



APPRECIATE AND TREAT ONE OTHER WITH COMPASSION

APPENDIX H
Decision Guide for BEAG Approval and Disapproval of Actions
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Items for Approval by Simple Majority Vote of Members Present at the Meeting
Roll Call at the Beginning of the Meeting for Establishing a Quorum
Approval of Meeting Summaries from Previous Group Meetings
Approval of a Motion to Excuse a Member from Voting on an item being considered
Approval of a Motion to Adjourn a Group Meeting

Items for Approval by Super-Majority Vote of Members Present at the Meeting
All Others Actions
For purposes of the BOCC Elections Advisory Group, a Super-Majority required to approve a
motion consists of at least sixty (60) percent of Group members present at the meeting including
at least two members from District 1 and at least two members from District 2 voting in support
of the motion.

Abstentions
Any abstentions or lack of response will be considered as a vote in support of the motion on the
floor. A vote in opposition to a motion being considered must be specifically voiced by a Group
member.

APPENDIX I

BOCC ELECTIONS ADVISORY GROUP
RESPONSIBILITIES OF THE FACILITATOR AND CO-CHAIRS
Responsibilities of the Facilitator
1) Lead/assist the Group in developing Ground Rules
for discussions.
2) Lead/assist
the
Group
in
establishing
parameters/thresholds for decision-making, i.e. a
simple majority, a supermajority, etc.
3) Lead/assist the Group in the process and election
of Co-Chairs.
4) Upon recognition by the designated Co-Chair, lead
the Group through discussion of all items on all
meeting agendas, except the call to order,
approval of minutes/meeting summaries and
adjournment.
5) Develop draft minutes/meeting summaries for all
Group meetings, review those draft documents
with Co-Chairs and staff prior to distribution to
Group members.
6) In an orderly fashion, recognize Group members
wishing to speak on an agenda item or motion that
is being considered.
7) Guide discussions and reference Ground Rules
where appropriate to assist the Group and
individual Group members.
8) Assist Group members with identifying common
interests, areas of uncertainty, items for further
discussion, etc.
9) Remind, when appropriate, the Group of the
BOCC's charge and deadline, and encourage
members to work together collaboratively.
10) In collaboration with the Co-Chairs, jointly agree to
and schedule special meetings in circumstances
where the Group’s normal meeting schedule does
not allow a majority of the Group members to
schedule the special meeting.
11) In collaboration with the Co-Chairs, determine the
format and location for any special meetings.
12) Draft final report/recommendations/etc., distribute
for review and suggestions from all Group
members, and collaborate with Co-Chairs to
finalize the materials.
13) Join with the Co-Chairs to present the Group’s final
reports/recommendations/etc. to the Board of
Commissioners.
14) In the absence of both Co-Chairs, assume the
duties of the Co-Chairs, except as it relates to
voting on any matters before the Group.
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Responsibilities of the Co-Chairs
1) Collaborate with the Facilitator and County staff
to develop and finalize the agendas for each
Group meeting.
2) On an alternating, meeting-by-meeting basis,
the Co-Chairs shall call each meeting to order,
and adjourn each meeting, except in cases
where the designated Co-Chair is absent, arrives
late to, or leaves early from, a Group meeting.
3) Ensure that draft minutes/meeting summaries
are developed for all Group meetings, review
those draft documents prior to distribution to
Group members, and ensure review and
approval by the Group.
4) Following the Call to Order and approval of any
minutes/meeting summaries, recognize the
Facilitator to lead the Group through discussion
portions of all agenda items.
5) At the appropriate times during Group
discussions on agenda items, and in conjunction
with the Facilitator, the designated Co-Chair
should request a motion and a second on a
potential Group decision/action. Following the
motion and second, the designated Co-Chair
should recognize the Facilitator to guide any
discussion on the motion. Upon completion of
discussion, the designated Co-Chair should
restate the motion and call for a vote by Group
members. Following the vote, the designated
Co-Chair should announce the approval or
disapproval of the motion based on the decisionmaking
parameters/thresholds
previously
established by the Group.
6) Remind, when appropriate, the Group of the
BOCC's charge and deadline, and encourage
members to work together collaboratively
7) In collaboration with the Facilitator, jointly agree
to and schedule special meetings in
circumstances where the Group’s normal
meeting schedule does not allow a majority of
the Group members to schedule the special
meeting.
8) In collaboration with the Facilitator, determine
the format and location for any special meetings.
9) Collaborate with the Facilitator to finalize the
Group’s final reports/recommendations/etc. to
the Board of Commissioners.
10) Join with the Facilitator to present the Group’s
final reports/recommendations/etc. to the Board
of Commissioners.
11) Serve as the Spokespersons for the Group.
12) In the absence of the Facilitator, the designated
Co-Chair will assume the duties of the Facilitator.

165

APPENDIX J

The Orange County BOCC Elections Advisory Group is seeking feedback from the community on how
the Orange County Board of Commissioners are elected. This brief, anonymous survey will take less
than five minutes to complete. This survey is intended for voting-age residents of Orange County,
North Carolina. (El Grupo Asesor de Elecciones de la BOCC del Condado de Orange busca
retroalimentación de la comunidad sobre cómo se elige la Junta de Comisionados del Condado de
Orange (BOCC). Esta encuesta breve y anónima le llevará menos de cinco minutos para completar.
Esta encuesta está destinada a los residentes en edad de votar del Condado de Orange, Carolina del
Norte.)
1. Do you live in Orange County, North Carolina? (¿Vive en el Condado de Orange, Carolina del Norte?)
Yes/Si
No/No

2. Which area of the county do you live in? (1.

¿En qué área del condado vive?)

Carrboro
Chapel Hill
Hillsborough
Mebane

Unincorporated northern part of the county/Parte norte no
incorporada del condado
Unincorporated western part of the county/Parte oeste no
incorporada del condado
Unincorporated southern part of the county/Parte sur no
incorporada del condado
Unincorporated eastern part of the county/Parte este no
incorporada del condado

3. How often do you vote? (¿Con qué frecuencia vota?)
Always/Siempre

Rarely/Casi nunca

Usually/Generalmente

Never/Nunca

Sometimes/A veces

4. In which of the following elections did you vote? Check all that apply. (¿En cuál de las siguientes elecciones
votó? Marque todas las que correspondan.)
2020 General Election/Elecciones Generales del 2020
2020 Primary Election/Elecciones Primarias del 2020
2018 General Election/Elecciones Generales del 2018
2018 Primary Election/Elecciones Primarias del 2018
All of the above/Todas las anteriores
None of the above/Ninguna de las anteriores

1
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5. Do you feel your voice is heard on the Board of County Commissioners? (¿Siente que se escucha su voz
en la Junta de Comisionados del Condado?)
Often/A menudo
Sometimes/A veces
Rarely/Casi nunca
Never/Nunca

6. Have you ever had an interaction with a county commissioner in their capacity as an elected official? (¿Ha
tenido alguna vez interacción con un comisionado del condado en su calidad de funcionario electo?)
Yes/Si
No/No
Don't know/can't remember (No sé/no recuerdo)

7. Are you satisfied with the current method of electing County Commissioners? (¿Está satisfecho con el
método actual de elección de Comisionados del Condado?)
Yes/Si
No/No
Unsure/No estoy seguro

8. How would you prefer to elect county commissioners? (¿Cómo preferiría elegir a los comisionados del
condado?)
Single-member districts where voters in a district choose one representative for their district/Distritos uninominales donde los
votantes de un distrito elijan un representante para su distrito
Multi-member districts where voters in a district choose multiple representatives for their district/Distritos multinominales donde
los votantes de un distrito elijan a varios representantes para su distrito
At-large seats voted on by all voters in the county/Escaños no declarados votados por todos los votantes del condado
A combination of single-member districts and at-large/Una combinación de miembros de distritos uninominales y no declarados
A combination of multi-member districts and at-large/Una combinación de miembros de distritos multinominales y no declarados
Don't have an opinion/No tengo una opinión

9. Who should get to vote for a district representative? (¿Quién debería ser capaz de votar por un
representante de distrito?)
Only those who live in the district/Sólo aquellos que viven en el distrito
Everyone in the county/Todos en el condado
Don't have an opinion/No tengo una opinión

2
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10. Have you ever voted in an election for county commissioner and been surprised at who you were voting
for? (¿Ha votado alguna vez en una elección para comisionado del condado y se ha sorprendido de por quién
estaba votando?)
Yes/Si
No/No

11. Do you have any other comments to share? (¿Tiene algún otro comentario para compartir?)

12. How long have you lived in Orange County? (¿Hace cuánto vive en el Condado de Orange?)
Less than 5 years/Menos de cinco años
5-10 years/5-10 años
10-20 years/10-20 años
More than 20 years/Más de 20 años

13. What is your race or ethnicity? (¿Cuál es su raza u origen étnico?)
Asian/Asiático
Black or African American/Negro o Afroamericano
Hispanic or Latino/Hispano o Latino
Middle Eastern or North African/Del Medio Oriente o África del Norte
Multiracial or Multiethnic/Multirracial o multiétnico
Native American or Alaska Native/Nativo Americano o Nativo de Alaska
Native Hawaiian or other Pacific Islander/Nativo Hawaiano u otro Isleño del Pacífico
White/Blanco
Prefer not to answer/Prefiero No Responder
Another race or ethnicity, please describe below/Otro, por favor describa a continuación:
Self-describe below:

14. What is your age? (Otro, por favor describa a continuación:)
18-24

45-54

25-34

55-64

35-44

65+

3
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15. Gender: How do you identify? (Género: ¿Cómo se identifica?)
Man/Hombre
Non-binary/No-Binario
Woman/Mujer
Prefer to self-describe, below/Prefiero autodescribirme a continuación:
Self-describe/autodescribirme:

Survey Complete
Thank you for taking our survey. The data will be presented to the Board of Commissioners at a future
meeting.

4
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APPENDIX K
Current Method
· District voters live in district
· Only district voters
vote/nominate in primary
· Voters vote county-wide in
general election
· At-large seats included

At-large (no districts)

True Election Districts
· District voters live in
district
· District voter
nominate/elect
· Candidates live in
district

Blended Districts
· District voters live in
district
· Only district voters
vote/nominate in primary
· Voters vote county-wide
in general election

Residency Districts
· Candidates live in district
· Voters county-wide vote
for all candidates
· Voters vote county-wide
in primary
· Voters vote county-wide
in general election

Method Constitutionally
Allowed
Method Statutorily
Allowed
Method is Proportional

Method Offers Equity
Method Offers Better
Representation
Method Offers
Simplicity/Clarity
Method Maximizes Voter
Engagement
Methods Offers
Uniformity
Total
Rank

0

0

Rating Scale 0 to 5 (the higher the number, the better the criteria matches the option)

0

0

0
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Instructions to fill in the Decision Grid
You will score each criteria, column A, for each election method, row 1, with a value from 0 (least) to 5
(very good). You can use a score multiple times for each criteria. For example if three of the criteria
don’t fit for an election method then you can give all three a score of 0. If you are using the excel
spreadsheet the “Total” row should automatically add the values for each criteria for each election
method.
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Sykes
Current Method
∙ District voters live in district
∙ Only district voters
vote/nominate in primary
∙ Voters vote county‐wide in
general election
∙ At‐large seats included

At‐large (no districts)

True Election Districts
∙ District voters live in
district
∙ District voter
nominate/elect
∙ Candidates live in
district

Blended Districts
∙ District voters live in
district
∙ Only district voters
vote/nominate in primary
∙ Voters vote county‐wide
in general election

Residency Districts
∙ Candidates live in district
∙ Voters county‐wide vote
for all candidates
∙ Voters vote county‐wide
in primary
∙ Voters vote county‐wide
in general election

Method Constitutionally

5

5

5

5

5

Method Statutorily
Allowed

5

5

5

5

5

Method is Proportional

0

0

5

0

0

Method Offers Equity

0

5

5

0

0

Method Offers Better
Representation

0

0

5

0

0

Method Offers
Simplicity/Clarity

0

5

5

0

0

Method Maximizes
Voter Engagement

0

5

5

0

0

Methods Offers
Uniformity

5

5

5

5

5

15

30

40

15

15

Total
Rank

Rating Scale 0 to 5 (the higher the number, the better the criteria matches the option)
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Bremer
Current Method
∙ District voters live in district
∙ Only district voters
vote/nominate in primary
∙ Voters vote county‐wide in
general election
∙ At‐large seats included

At‐large (no districts)

True Election Districts
∙ District voters live in
district
∙ District voter
nominate/elect
∙ Candidates live in
district

Blended Districts
∙ District voters live in
district
∙ Only district voters
vote/nominate in primary
∙ Voters vote county‐wide
in general election

Residency Districts
∙ Candidates live in district
∙ Voters county‐wide vote
for all candidates
∙ Voters vote county‐wide
in primary
∙ Voters vote county‐wide
in general election

Method Constitutionally
Allowed

5

5

5

5

5

Method Statutorily
Allowed

5

3

5

5

5

Method is Proportional

2

1

5

3

2

Method Offers Equity

3

2

5

4

3

Method Offers Better
Representation

2

2

5

3

2

Method Offers
Simplicity/Clarity

2

4

5

4

5

Method Maximizes Voter
Engagement

3

2

4

3

3

Methods Offers
Uniformity

2

3

5

3

4

24
4

22
5

39
1

30
2

29
3

Total
Rank

Rating Scale 0 to 5 (the higher the number, the better the criteria matches the option)
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Mondal
Current Method
∙ District voters live in district
∙ Only district voters
vote/nominate in primary
∙ Voters vote county‐wide in
general election
∙ At‐large seats included

At‐large (no districts)

True Election Districts
∙ District voters live in
district
∙ District voter
nominate/elect
∙ Candidates live in
district

Blended Districts
∙ District voters live in
district
∙ Only district voters
vote/nominate in primary
∙ Voters vote county‐wide
in general election

Residency Districts
∙ Candidates live in district
∙ Voters county‐wide vote
for all candidates
∙ Voters vote county‐wide
in primary
∙ Voters vote county‐wide
in general election

Method Constitutionally
Allowed

5

5

5

5

5

Method Statutorily
Allowed

5

5

5

5

5

Method is Proportional

3

2

4

3

2

Method Offers Equity

3

2

4

3

2

Method Offers Better
Representation

2

2

5

2

2

Method Offers
Simplicity/Clarity

0

5

5

0

4

Method Maximizes Voter
Engagement

0

5

5

0

3

Methods Offers
Uniformity

0

3

4

0

3

18

29

37

18

26

Total
Rank

Rating Scale 0 to 5 (the higher the number, the better the criteria matches the option)
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Jenkins
Current Method
∙ District voters live in district
∙ Only district voters
vote/nominate in primary
∙ Voters vote county‐wide in
general election
∙ At‐large seats included

At‐large (no districts)

True Election Districts
∙ District voters live in
district
∙ District voter
nominate/elect
∙ Candidates live in
district

Blended Districts
∙ District voters live in
district
∙ Only district voters
vote/nominate in primary
∙ Voters vote county‐wide
in general election

Residency Districts
∙ Candidates live in district
∙ Voters county‐wide vote
for all candidates
∙ Voters vote county‐wide
in primary
∙ Voters vote county‐wide
in general election

Method Constitutionally

5

5

5

5

5

Method Statutorily
Allowed

5

5

5

5

5

Method is Proportional

0

0

5

3

3

Method Offers Equity

0

0

5

2

2

Method Offers Better
Representation

0

0

5

3

2

Method Offers
Simplicity/Clarity

0

0

5

0

1

Method Maximizes
Voter Engagement

0

0

5

3

3

Methods Offers
Uniformity

0

0

5

2

10

10

40

23

Total
Rank

Rating Scale 0 to 5 (the higher the number, the better the criteria matches the option)
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Background

177

• Survey was initially drafted by BEAG
subcommittee, updated and approved by
full BEAG.
• Survey was open for two weeks
• Shared with municipal partners and
community groups who work with
historically underserved communities
• Shared via social media
• Media coverage on WCHL, WHUP and
Chapelboro.com
• More than 400 responses
2

178

Responses by day

3

Survey results
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
4

Carrboro – 9.9%
Chapel Hill – 23.2%
Hillsborough – 27.4%
Mebane – 3.9%
Unincorporated Northern – 15.0%
Unincorporated Southern – 9.7%
Unincorporated Eastern – 2.7%
Unincorporated Western – 8.2%
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Survey results

5
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Survey results

6
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Survey results

7
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Survey results

8
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Survey results

9
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Survey results

10

185

Survey results

11
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187

Demographics
• 80% of respondents have lived in county
at least 10 years
• 80% of respondents were 45 or older
• 60% of respondents were female
• 55% had an interaction with an elected
official
• 90% always vote
12

Chapel Hill-Carrboro

13

188

Hillsborough

14

189

Unincorporated

15

190

Minority

16

191

White

17
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Chapel Hill-Carrboro

18
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Hillsborough

19

194

Unincorporated
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195

Minority

21

196

White
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Chapel Hill-Carrboro

23

198

Hillsborough

24

199

Unincorporated

25

200

Minority

26

201

White

27
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Chapel Hill-Carrboro

28

203

Hillsborough

29

204

Unincorporated

30

205

Minority

31

206

White

32
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BEAG Community Survey

APPENDIX M
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Q1 Do you live in Orange County, North Carolina? (¿Vive en el Condado
de Orange, Carolina del Norte?)
Answered: 413

Skipped: 0

Yes/Si

No/No

0%

10%

20%

30%

40%

50%

60%

70%

ANSWER CHOICES

RESPONSES

Yes/Si

99.52%

No/No

0.48%

TOTAL

80%

90% 100%

411
2
413
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Q2 Which area of the county do you live in? (1.
condado vive?)
Answered: 413

¿En qué área del

Skipped: 0

Carrboro

Chapel Hill

Hillsborough

Mebane
Unincorporated
northern par...
Unincorporated
western part...
Eﬂand area
Unincorporated
southern par...
Unincorporated
eastern part...
Northern
Orange County
White Cross
area
Other (please
specify)
0%

10%

20%

30%

40%

50%
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60%

70%

80%

90% 100%

BEAG Community Survey

210

ANSWER CHOICES

RESPONSES

Carrboro

9.93%

41

Chapel Hill

23.24%

96

Hillsborough

27.36%

113

Mebane

3.87%

16

Unincorporated northern part of the county/Parte norte no incorporada del condado

15.01%

62

Unincorporated western part of the county/Parte oeste no incorporada del condado

8.23%

34

Efland area

0.00%

0

Unincorporated southern part of the county/Parte sur no incorporada del condado

9.69%

40

Unincorporated eastern part of the county/Parte este no incorporada del condado

2.66%

11

Northern Orange County

0.00%

0

White Cross area

0.00%

0

Other (please specify)

0.00%

0

TOTAL

413
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Q3 How often do you vote? (¿Con qué frecuencia vota?)
Answered: 413

Skipped: 0

Always/Siempre

Usually/General
mente
Sometimes/A
veces
Rarely/Casi
nunca

Never/Nunca

0%

10%

20%

30%

40%

50%

60%

70%

80%

90% 100%

ANSWER CHOICES

RESPONSES

Always/Siempre

89.83%

371

Usually/Generalmente

7.75%

32

Sometimes/A veces

1.21%

5

Rarely/Casi nunca

0.73%

3

Never/Nunca

0.48%

2

TOTAL

413
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Q4 In which of the following elections did you vote? Check all that apply.
(¿En cuál de las siguientes elecciones votó? Marque todas las que
correspondan.)
Answered: 412

Skipped: 1

None of the
above/Ningun...
2020 General
Election/Ele...
2020 Primary
Election/Ele...
2018 General
Election/Ele...
2018 Primary
Election/Ele...
All of the
above/Todas ...
0%

10%

20%

30%

40%

50%

60%

70%

80%

90% 100%

ANSWER CHOICES

RESPONSES

None of the above/Ninguna de las anteriores

0.97%

2020 General Election/Elecciones Generales del 2020

42.72%

176

2020 Primary Election/Elecciones Primarias del 2020

36.89%

152

2018 General Election/Elecciones Generales del 2018

38.11%

157

2018 Primary Election/Elecciones Primarias del 2018

31.55%

130

All of the above/Todas las anteriores

82.52%

340

Total Respondents: 412
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Q5 Do you feel your voice is heard on the Board of County
Commissioners? (¿Siente que se escucha su voz en la Junta de
Comisionados del Condado?)
Answered: 413

Skipped: 0

Often/A menudo

Sometimes/A
veces

Rarely/Casi
nunca

Never/Nunca

0%

10%

20%

30%

40%

50%

60%

70%

80%

90% 100%

ANSWER CHOICES

RESPONSES

Often/A menudo

16.46%

68

Sometimes/A veces

37.29%

154

Rarely/Casi nunca

28.57%

118

Never/Nunca

17.68%

73

TOTAL

413
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Q6 Have you ever had an interaction with a county commissioner in their
capacity as an elected official? (¿Ha tenido alguna vez interacción con un
comisionado del condado en su calidad de funcionario electo?)
Answered: 413

Skipped: 0

Yes/Si

No/No

Don't
know/can't...

0%

10%

20%

30%

40%

50%

60%

70%

80%

90% 100%

ANSWER CHOICES

RESPONSES

Yes/Si

54.48%

225

No/No

41.65%

172

Don't know/can't remember (No sé/no recuerdo)

3.87%

16

TOTAL

413
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Q7 Are you satisfied with the current method of electing County
Commissioners? (¿Está satisfecho con el método actual de elección de
Comisionados del Condado?)
Answered: 380

Skipped: 33

Yes/Si

No/No

Unsure/No
estoy seguro

0%

10%

20%

30%

40%

50%

60%

70%

80%

90% 100%

ANSWER CHOICES

RESPONSES

Yes/Si

23.95%

91

No/No

41.05%

156

Unsure/No estoy seguro

35.00%

133

TOTAL

380
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Q8 How would you prefer to elect county commissioners? (¿Cómo
preferiría elegir a los comisionados del condado?)
Answered: 380

Skipped: 33

Single-member
districts wh...
Multi-member
districts wh...
At-large seats
voted on by ...
A combination
of...
A combination
of multi-mem...
Don't have an
opinion/No...
0%

10%

20%

30%

40%

50%

60%

70%

80%

90% 100%

ANSWER CHOICES

RESPONSES

Single-member districts where voters in a district choose one representative for their district/Distritos uninominales
donde los votantes de un distrito elijan un representante para su distrito

30.79%

117

Multi-member districts where voters in a district choose multiple representatives for their district/Distritos
multinominales donde los votantes de un distrito elijan a varios representantes para su distrito

14.47%

55

At-large seats voted on by all voters in the county/Escaños no declarados votados por todos los votantes del condado

10.79%

41

A combination of single-member districts and at-large/Una combinación de miembros de distritos uninominales y no
declarados

18.95%

72

A combination of multi-member districts and at-large/Una combinación de miembros de distritos multinominales y no
declarados

15.26%

58

Don't have an opinion/No tengo una opinión

9.74%

37

TOTAL

380
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Q9 Who should get to vote for a district representative? (¿Quién debería
ser capaz de votar por un representante de distrito?)
Answered: 377

Skipped: 36

Only those who
live in the...

Everyone in
the...

Don't have an
opinion/No...

10%

20%

30%

40%

50%

60%

70%

80%

90% 100%

ANSWER CHOICES

RESPONSES

Only those who live in the district/Sólo aquellos que viven en el distrito

80.37%

303

Everyone in the county/Todos en el condado

16.45%

62

Don't have an opinion/No tengo una opinión

3.18%

12

TOTAL

377
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Q10 Have you ever voted in an election for county commissioner and been
surprised at who you were voting for? (¿Ha votado alguna vez en una
elección para comisionado del condado y se ha sorprendido de por quién
estaba votando?)
Answered: 380

Skipped: 33

Yes/Si

No/No

0%

10%

20%

30%

40%

50%

60%

70%

80%

90% 100%

ANSWER CHOICES

RESPONSES

Yes/Si

35.53%

135

No/No

64.47%

245

TOTAL

380
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Q11 Do you have any other comments to share? (¿Tiene algún otro
comentario para compartir?)
Answered: 118

Skipped: 295
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Q12 How long have you lived in Orange County? (¿Hace cuánto vive en el
Condado de Orange?)
Answered: 377

Skipped: 36

Less than 5
years/Menos ...

5-10
years/5-10 años

10-20
years/10-20...

More than 20
years/Más de...

0%

10%

20%

30%

40%

50%

60%

70%

80%

90% 100%

ANSWER CHOICES

RESPONSES

Less than 5 years/Menos de cinco años

11.67%

44

5-10 years/5-10 años

7.96%

30

10-20 years/10-20 años

22.55%

85

More than 20 years/Más de 20 años

57.82%

218

TOTAL

377
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Q13 What is your race or ethnicity? (¿Cuál es su raza u origen étnico?)
Answered: 377

Skipped: 36

Asian/Asiático
Black or
African...
Hispanic or
Latino/Hispa...
Middle Eastern
or North...
Multiracial or
Multiethnic/...
Native
American or...
Native
Hawaiian or...
White/Blanco
Prefer not to
answer/Preﬁ...
Another race
or ethnicity...
0%

10%

20%

30%

40%

50%

60%

70%

80%

90% 100%

ANSWER CHOICES

RESPONSES

Asian/Asiático

2.12%

8

Black or African American/Negro o Afroamericano

3.98%

15

Hispanic or Latino/Hispano o Latino

2.92%

11

Middle Eastern or North African/Del Medio Oriente o África del Norte

0.00%

0

Multiracial or Multiethnic/Multirracial o multiétnico

2.12%

8

Native American or Alaska Native/Nativo Americano o Nativo de Alaska

0.00%

0

Native Hawaiian or other Pacific Islander/Nativo Hawaiano u otro Isleño del Pacífico

0.00%

0

White/Blanco

69.76%

263

Prefer not to answer/Prefiero No Responder

17.51%

66

Another race or ethnicity, please describe below/Otro, por favor describa a continuación:

1.59%

6

TOTAL

377
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Q14 What is your age? (Otro, por favor describa a continuación:)
Answered: 377

Skipped: 36

18-24

25-34

35-44

45-54

55-64

65+

0%

10%

20%

30%

40%

50%

60%

70%

80%

90% 100%

ANSWER CHOICES

RESPONSES

18-24

1.86%

7

25-34

6.10%

23

35-44

12.20%

46

45-54
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Q15 Gender: How do you identify? (Género: ¿Cómo se identifica?)
Answered: 377

Skipped: 36

Man/Hombre

Non-binary/No-B
inario

Woman/Mujer

Prefer to
self-describ...

0%

10%

20%

30%

40%

50%

60%

70%

80%

90% 100%

ANSWER CHOICES

RESPONSES

Man/Hombre

36.87%

Non-binary/No-Binario

0.80%

Woman/Mujer

59.68%

225

Prefer to self-describe, below/Prefiero autodescribirme a continuación:

2.65%

10

TOTAL

139
3

377
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Q11 Do you have any other comments to share? (¿Tiene algún otro
comentario para compartir?)
Answered: 118

Skipped: 295

#

RESPONSES

DATE

1

Chapel Hill/Carrboro too heavily represented. Northern part of County often able to be
disregarded by the numbers from CH/C

6/22/2021 10:25 PM

2

Thank you.

6/22/2021 5:24 PM

3

1) I am surprised to see new projects with poor implementation

6/22/2021 5:19 PM

4

Questionaire could use historical context. Question 9 should differentiate primary and general
elections, as in current system.

6/22/2021 3:38 PM

5

I voted for Joe

6/22/2021 3:25 PM

6

Would love to have more conservative representatives in Orange Co.

6/22/2021 3:13 PM

7

Penny Rich should be appointed to Mark Dorosin’s seat.

6/22/2021 1:49 PM

8

the "county" is over-represented, chapel hill and carrboro are under-represented

6/22/2021 1:31 PM

9

I like the at large and bigger area districts because it makes the commissioners want to
represent the ENTIRE county - not just a small area of it. It helps with collaboration

6/22/2021 12:20 PM

10

nO

6/22/2021 12:11 PM

11

Think creatively. Be open to election methods, such as methods for achieving proportional
representation, that may require approval from the legislature. Be mindful of previous research
the county has done on this topic. Thanks for your service!

6/22/2021 11:28 AM

12

There currently is no representation for northern/central Orange County

6/22/2021 10:50 AM

13

None

6/22/2021 10:48 AM

14

I live near Hillsborough but not in city limits. I see Chapel Hill, Hillsborough & Carrboro as
basically running the county. The outlying areas are underrepresented & candidates are always
Democrats. I am Republican but registered as unaffiliated because I need to have some say in
elections.

6/22/2021 10:36 AM

15

The northern part of the county is disenfranchised by the existing system.

6/22/2021 7:39 AM

16

This area is wired for the left.

6/21/2021 5:18 PM

17

Seems all of this depends on truthful information about candidates, and citizens like me
knowing an accurate place to learn that information. Truthfulness and good results on basic
common-sense things can begin good momentum.

6/21/2021 3:13 PM

18

Voter ID must be show !! Have yo use ID for everything except voting. A bit messed up.

6/21/2021 1:39 PM

19

Northern Orange County is overwhelmingly underrepresented. most if our views are very
different from Chapel Hill and our views are ignored.

6/21/2021 9:09 AM

20

Ensure no gerrymander. Any district lines must be drawn by impartial non-political
commissions.

6/20/2021 3:00 PM

21

Let’s have elections that are fair and square. Not set up.

6/20/2021 10:52 AM

22

In Chapel Hill there is rarely a non democrat running so I feel like it is a waste of time to go
vote in secondary election.

6/19/2021 4:04 PM

23

Keep the current method of electing commissioners.

6/19/2021 3:35 PM

24

Heed the old saying: "If it isn't broken, don't fix it."

6/19/2021 2:47 PM
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25

We need non communist candidates to run.

6/19/2021 11:20 AM

26

we should require voter ID

6/19/2021 9:48 AM

27

No one is accounted for there actions,the countymake decision that no one agrees with being
nice but throw them all out they dont speak for ME

6/19/2021 9:36 AM

28

Send me moresurvays if you have any. Thank you

6/19/2021 9:18 AM

29

More publicity needs to occur for this post.

6/19/2021 7:38 AM

30

A conservative voice on bocc

6/19/2021 6:51 AM

31

Instead of aspring to divide the county into rednecks versus the rich whities down south, why
don't you try having disticts for some of the voices that are actually missing. Let's have some
seats dedicated to renters, students, and young people - then you might start actually
representing their interests instead of just the wealthy homeowners who control the local
political process and actively push everyone who's not a boomer or a helicopter mom out of
the conversation.

6/18/2021 8:33 PM

32

Geographic diversity is among the shittiest kinds of diversity you could be aspiring to. Try
harder

6/18/2021 8:27 PM

33

Question #5 was odd. I would have liked an answer that reflected N/A.

6/18/2021 2:54 PM

34

I think the current system ensures an all Democratic Party commission. Not everyone in the
county is a far left democrat. Just like you didn’t like Trump. I don’t like being taxed and force
fed every progressive policy. Moderation is desperately needed i this county.

6/18/2021 11:39 AM

35

Only American Citizens should be able to vote in any US Elections

6/18/2021 10:38 AM

36

We need equitable representation of rural areas of Orange County. We do not currently have
anyone representing the conservative voice or the citizens of our rural county.

6/17/2021 2:02 PM

37

I appreciate the county assessing ways to ensure all constituents have representation on the
BOC, rather than the current system that effectively means CH/Carrboro elects our
commissioners

6/17/2021 1:58 PM

38

I just think we need to empower/involve citizens at the lowest level possible. Having a local
representative seems like a good way to facilitate that.

6/16/2021 4:47 PM

39

NO

6/16/2021 10:48 AM

40

yes, not sure of question nimber 8. its not clear as to what is being asked and not sure if i
answered what i would like to see. I think its greatly unfair that all of Orange county gets to
vote for the District 2 person running in the general election. as we all knwo Orange county is
80+% democrat in southern Orange therefore whoever wins the dem. primary is a lock to win
the general election. So any other party beside a dem has no chance of winning the general
election the way it si now. totally unfair. most other counties or cities have distict only voting

6/15/2021 9:44 PM

41

We need adequate representation for county residents as well as Chapel Hill and Carrboro city.
The needs/wants are often different and I feel like county residents aren’t adequately
represented.

6/15/2021 9:22 PM

42

BOCC do not listen or comment to people who speak at the meetings...

6/15/2021 7:28 PM

43

For qiestion 8/9, would prefer multi-member where one seat open to all voters and one seat indistrict only, otherwise all at-large.

6/15/2021 3:57 PM

44

Not enough diverse voices of different thought on the County Commissioners

6/15/2021 3:11 PM

45

Would only support “only those who live in the district” for no. 9 if there were also at least 2 atlarge members.

6/15/2021 2:09 PM

46

As a taxpayer in the City of Mebane as well as Orange County, I often feel as if I am in "no
man's land" when it comes to representation. I sometimes feel we are ignored by the city as
well as the county officials. Our area is growing very rapidly, so maybe that will change in the
future. I always participate in elections and will continue to, but it would be nice to feel as if we
had a bit more representation here.o man's land" when it comes to representation. It
sometimes feels as if we are forgotten by the city as well as the county commissioners.

6/15/2021 12:59 PM

2/6

BEAG Community Survey

226

However, I always have and will continue to participate in elections. Our area is growing very
rapidly
47

Yes. County Commissioners should respond to comments and questions posed by the public.

6/15/2021 12:18 PM

48

If we are going to have districts, I really think they need to be the same size.

6/15/2021 9:34 AM

49

please implement ranked voting if there is multiple seats per district

6/15/2021 7:55 AM

50

Disappointed that this process was initiated because a commissioner almost lost his seat.
Changing the process to at large reduces the likelihood that people of color will be elected to
the commission.

6/14/2021 10:51 PM

51

The current method favors urban areas such as Chapel Hill, who get to have more districts.
This imbalance silences the rural and smaller areas. We have a House of Representatives, but
we need a Senate to balance it out, so to speak. I would also favor automatic voter
registration, mail-in ballots, and ranked choice voting in local elections. Local election
participation is extremely poor across the US, and making it easier to vote could help alleviate
this issue.

6/14/2021 11:09 AM

52

I talk to a lot of registered voters who are so discouraged by the political bias of Orange
County's governance that they've given up hope of ever having fair representation. We need to
make changes that will open the door for more diverse political perspectives to have a seat at
the table.

6/13/2021 8:29 PM

53

The lack of representation of moderate views in this county is shocking.

6/13/2021 10:17 AM

54

The current district system is unfair, due to Chapel Hill votes in my Nothern Orange District.

6/13/2021 7:10 AM

55

It has for many years appeared that Chapel Hill/Carrboro is disproportionately represented on
the BOCC. There should be 1 district for each unincorporated area of the county and 1 district
for each municipality. Easy solution. Elections should also be non-partisan.

6/12/2021 9:36 PM

56

Chapel Hill controls Orange County and that needs to change.

6/12/2021 9:22 PM

57

Please consider implementing ranked choice voting!

6/12/2021 9:18 PM

58

I think we all know that the majority of our county’s residents live in carrboro/chapel hill.
Because of this the “majority” makes decisions for our entire county.. it’s like living in a
country where urban folks make decisions for all of us! It’s gotten worse in the past twenty
years than it’s ever been! I’ve noticed also that the board consists of people who know nothing
of the heritage of our county, the hardworking country folks or the everyday small business
owners on the outskirts of the county. The has to be a better way for ALL residents to feel
represented in this county. And when we consider that unc-chapel hill has about 30,000 voters
Abd most know NOTHING about our county,,esp the needs of its residents, well, let’s just say
a lot of folks have given up on voting because they see no point in voting when the vote is for
people who have nothing in common with their belief system.

6/12/2021 8:35 PM

59

Thank you for asking these questions!

6/12/2021 8:20 PM

60

Not at this time

6/12/2021 6:40 PM

61

The unincorporated areas need rep in west/south and north/east or something like that

6/12/2021 2:56 PM

62

Less toxicity please.... need more collaborative public servants, not anyone we just got rid of.

6/12/2021 1:06 PM

63

What do you mean by question 10? Surprised at who ran? Surprised by who won? Surprised by
the choices who didn't feel like people from your area? Surprised that the person wanted to
serve your area of the county? What information are you trying to gather with question 10?

6/12/2021 9:54 AM

64

What does question 10 even mean??

6/11/2021 10:48 PM

65

There is not enough representation of District 2. With the population of District 2 growing so
quickly, there needs to be another representative from District 2 and one less at-large member
in order for there to be a more equitable representation of the population distribution in the
county.

6/11/2021 4:56 PM

66

Given the population of Chapel Hill, it is critical to preserve dedicated representatives for the
REST of the County. In a County-wide vote, Chapel Hill will disenfranchise everyone else.

6/11/2021 4:15 PM

67

I'm very familiar with how county government works, having been a county employee for over

6/11/2021 7:38 AM
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30 years, and a county agency director. However, I'm new to Orange County. So, my answers
to the above are more specific to the previous county where i lived.
68

Make Commissioner a non-partisan office; vote in general only and use ranked-choice (3)..

6/10/2021 8:35 PM

69

We should put Penny Rich back in for Mark Dorosin. The election was so close; it makes so
much sense.

6/10/2021 5:09 PM

70

Elections being decided in the primary seems problematic, and internal appointments to fill
seats is not democratic.

6/10/2021 3:53 PM

71

My answer to Question 9 really depends on how a district is defined.

6/10/2021 1:16 PM

72

In your initial survey questions, your definitions of areas we live in were totally unclear; I have
Chapel Hill address but not inside Chapel Hill/Carrboro, zip 27516; Is that unincorporated
southern or eastern OC?? Q10: what do you mean by "surprised"? It is hard to find information
about people who are running for local offices (including commissioners).

6/10/2021 10:46 AM

73

There are 7 townships in Orange Co there should be 7 districts where candidate must be from
that district. That would give representation to all districts and not just the southern part of our
county.

6/10/2021 10:05 AM

74

The candidates do not get their information out very well. They should need to send
statements of their positions to every voter in the county, for every county election.

6/10/2021 9:21 AM

75

District 2 should be divided into multiple districts with representatives, northern orange county,
southern, Hillsborough region,, etc.. many in Northern OC, north of Hillsborough, do not feel
there is equal representatives on the BOCC. s

6/10/2021 7:31 AM

76

Getting rid of partisan elections and voting for the best person for you would be great.

6/9/2021 11:08 PM

77

I think the balance between city and more rural areas concentrates power into Chapel Hill.
Example: the library is 30 minutes from my house. Durham has regional branches and several
of them are closer for me because of the way the county has centralized that resource. Same
for parks and recreation, the best fields, pools etc are very far from me.

6/9/2021 10:28 PM

78

We need better candidates. OC is a dumpster fire to use the 2021 lingo. Roads are a mess,
traffic is a mess, crime rising, lack of internet for many, rising taxes and county budget "Just
put it on credit"

6/9/2021 9:12 PM

79

None at this point

6/9/2021 6:01 PM

80

We need rural representation. Chapel hill & carrboro cannot decide for the whole county.
People living in that district alone should vote

6/9/2021 4:01 PM

81

The county needs more representation from the northern half of the county. Chapel hill is a
small portion of the county yet they dominate the board. The views of the northern residents
are being ignored.

6/9/2021 3:27 PM

82

Landowners should have more control of our future than students.

6/9/2021 2:50 PM

83

People in the rural and unincorporated areas of the county (especially western and northern
areas) basically have no voice and no representation in the BOCC. Carrboro and Chapel Hill
interests largely control the entire county, which is unfair considering that these urban areas
are vastly different from the rural areas. Personally, I would like to see Orange County split in
to two counties - Orange and Northern Orange. A pipe dream I know, but this might solve the
“no voice/no representation” issue better than changing how commissioners are elected.

6/9/2021 2:31 PM

84

None

6/9/2021 1:29 PM

85

I moved here during the 2020 elections and had absentee voted in my former home state.

6/9/2021 12:55 PM

86

The overweight of Chapel Hill/Carrboro that's further driven by the at-large commissioners
results really is unfair to residents of (especially) the unincorporated areas to the west and
north. I say this as someone who usually agrees with the politics/policies and agendas of the
board

6/9/2021 12:38 PM

87

The northern part of the county as well as other rural parts are sorely un-represented. County
Commissioners should be willing to preserve the rural areas and help protect the farmers.
Commissioners should have a feel for the whole county's needs rather than just the cities. Fair

6/9/2021 12:36 PM
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representation! Commissioners should be LONG standing community members, not newbies
who don't understand what the rural parts of the county need.
88

North side of Orange County should have same number of Commisoners as Chapel
Hill/Carrboro. Allowing students who are just attending UNC for studies should not be allowed
to vote.

6/9/2021 12:32 PM

89

It would be inequitable to not have districts or to allow everyone to vote for all districts. The
bulk of the population is centered in specific areas, and the entire county needs a voice.

6/9/2021 12:31 PM

90

I like multi-member districts, but it's not clear to me why Chapel Hill / Carrboro has more
members than the rest of the county.

6/9/2021 12:28 PM

91

Cumulative voting (or another form of proportional representation) is a superior method.

6/9/2021 12:19 PM

92

require voter ID

6/9/2021 12:04 PM

93

Single party system is no good for the people

6/9/2021 11:48 AM

94

if it is only single member districts, there should be more of these in the southern part of the
county. It seems representation should be more according to population than geography.

6/9/2021 11:43 AM

95

At the end of the day, we want a fair, nonpartisan, representative apportionment of
Commissioner votes

6/9/2021 11:36 AM

96

It would be nice if Chapel Hill and Carrboro didn't also control Hillsborough and the rest of the
county.

6/9/2021 10:53 AM

97

All 7 seats should be elected the same way. District 1 during a presidential election should
have a district 1 seat A and seat B. Folks who want to campaign for a seat should need to
declare seat A or B. This will eliminate a 2 seat election and everyone only voting for one seat.
The fall off this past election was in the thousands. This should not happen.

6/9/2021 9:46 AM

98

Chapel Hill runs the county and that's wrong. All county residents should have a voice.

6/9/2021 9:33 AM

99

I don't feel the need for a County Commissioner position to be partisan, it's a representation of
the county not a bygone partisan political spectrum. Do away with the partisan application and
have districts represented by individual community members. Many rural parts of the county
feel as if they're voices aren't heard because of the current geographical makeup of the board
members.

6/9/2021 9:21 AM

100

As a relatively new Orange County resident (1 year), I had to go back and look up the 2020
General info to remember how the system worked. Incorporating background on the current
system would have helped me respond to this survey more quickly and effectively. I also
suspect that while many folks don't have opinions about single-member versus multi-member
districts, questions about what kinds of values we want to prioritize in choosing representation
might help reach clear answers as well.

6/9/2021 9:20 AM

101

Chapel Hill and Carrboro should be separate districts with staggered terms so voters only need
to pick 1 candidate per election, even if multi-member districts are needed

6/9/2021 9:17 AM

102

Current system is unfair and unexplainable.

6/9/2021 9:01 AM

103

Make it nonpartisan.

6/9/2021 8:36 AM

104

Since viable media no longer exists in Orange County, it's difficult to follow OCBOC. About a
year ago, I learned about signing up for email updates of agendas, etc. I don't trust social
media (NextDoor) to provide balanced coverage & opinion. I suggest the county widely
publicize the availability of email updates from the BOC (and other depth) and MAKE IT
EASIER TO SIGN UP! The set-up now, or when I signed up a year ago, is super difficult.
Thanks

6/9/2021 7:22 AM

105

Appoint a replacement. don't waste money on an election.

6/9/2021 12:02 AM

106

Do not reappoint canidates who have lost an election

6/8/2021 9:50 PM

107

I have NEVER felt that I had any opportunity to be heard by the Orange Co. Commissioners.
They have to have an agenda and don't want to even consider someone who has something
else to say. Some of us feel tolerated until the commissioners can get on with THEIR agenda.
Before coming here I was very active in the county and our Board of Supervisors. No chance
here.

6/8/2021 9:40 PM
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108

we need county commissioners who will honor their oath of office to support and maintain the
Constitution and laws of the United States of America

6/8/2021 8:50 PM

109

I prefer to have non-partisan commissioners

6/8/2021 8:36 PM

110

The current primary system is unfair and unrepresentative.

6/8/2021 7:28 PM

111

Would like to see the county better manage overall development and infrastructure so we don't
end up like parts of CA, Wash DC area, or Atlanta

6/8/2021 6:08 PM

112

more public candidate meetings

6/8/2021 4:50 PM

113

would support shift to proportional voting

6/8/2021 4:49 PM

114

Still a bad survey without background. You do not for example discuss a non-partisan or non
primary elections. You do not address the reason for this "group" which seems whole
undemocratic. You do not discuss why district 1 has 3 reps and district 2 has only 2. I see this
whole survey as shallow and out of touch.

6/8/2021 4:37 PM

115

This is a seriously flawed survey. It assumes respondents understand the pros and cons of
each election option. For those who already live and vote in District 1 (the majority of voters in
OC), the current voting method has been generally satisfactory. It's the northern area of the
county that is under represented due to the at-large seats. And yet, the majority of the
respondents to this survey will most likely be from District 1 and will be satisified. Without
information on how the survey will be sliced and diced, it feels like the results are assured of
approving the current set up.

6/8/2021 4:29 PM

116

I prefer 5 single member districts with 2 at-large members

6/8/2021 4:20 PM

117

The current system is working.

6/8/2021 4:16 PM

118

I arrived in June 2018 and found that you have a system that works well. No need to alter it.

6/8/2021 4:13 PM
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ORANGE COUNTY
BOARD OF COMMISSIONERS
ACTION AGENDA ITEM ABSTRACT
Meeting Date: October 5, 2021
Action Agenda
6-b
Item No.
SUBJECT: Longtime Homeowner Assistance (LHA) Program
DEPARTMENT: Housing and Community
Development
ATTACHMENT(S):
Attachment 1 - LHA Application Draft
Attachment 2 - LHA Proposed Process
Description
Attachment 3 - LHA Draft Communication
Plan

INFORMATION CONTACT:
Corey Root, Director, Housing and
Community Development, 919-2452492
Nancy Freeman, Tax Administrator,
Orange County Tax Office, 919-2452735
Gary Donaldson, Chief Financial Officer,
Orange County Finance, 919-2452453

PURPOSE: To approve the implementation of the proposed program design for the Longtime
Homeowner Assistance Program.
BACKGROUND: At its June 15, 2021 Business meeting, the Board of Commissioners allocated
$250,000 in American Rescue Plan Act (ARPA) funds for a new program to assist households
affected by revaluation of property tax bills. The current staff proposal creates a program to cover
the increase in property taxes due to revaluation and would serve Orange County homeowners
who:
 are at least 50 years old;
 earn below 80% of the area median income;
 have lived in their home for at least 10 years; and
 experienced an increase in property taxes during the 2021 tax revaluation.
Staff from the Orange County Housing and Community Development Department (OCHCD), Tax
Department, and Finance and Administrative Services Department met over the summer to
coordinate, design and begin implementing the proposed program. Staff created a draft program
application (Attachment 1), a proposed plan for reviewing and approving applications and outlining
each department’s role in process (Attachment 2), and a proposed communications and outreach
strategy to share information about the program with County residents (Attachment 3).
Housing and Community Development Department staff will be primarily responsible for
administering the LHA program – collecting applications and supporting documentation from
applicants, and verifying program eligibility for each applicant. The Orange County Housing
Helpline will play a key role in assisting County residents with completing applications and
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gathering documentation. The Tax Department will provide some of the eligibility verification
details to Housing and Community Development Department staff during application review. Once
an application is approved for assistance, Housing and Community Development Department
staff will coordinate with the Finance and Administrative Services Department and Tax
Department to issue a credit towards the taxpayer’s property tax bill. The program has a proposed
launch date of October 8, 2021. All applications must be received by 5:00pm on December 15,
2021 to allow time for processing.
FINANCIAL IMPACT: The program would expend $250,000 in ARPA funding that has been
allocated to assist long-term, low-income households affected by the tax revaluation of their
property.
SOCIAL JUSTICE IMPACT: The following Orange County Social Justice Goals are applicable to
this 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.
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT: There are no Orange County Environmental Responsibility Goal
impacts applicable to this item.
RECOMMENDATION(S): The Manager recommends that the Board approve the proposed
Longtime Homeowner Assistance program design.
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Attachment 1

LONG TIME HOMEOWNER ASSISTANCE PROGRAM
**PLEASE ENSURE ENTIRE APPLICATION IS COMPLETE BEFORE SUBMITTING**
HOMEOWNER NAME:

APPLICATION DATE:

HOMEOWNER PHONE NUMBER AND EMAIL:
HOMEOWNER BIRTHDATE:
NUMBER OF ADULTS IN HOUSEHOLD:
NUMBER OF CHILDREN IN HOUSEHOLD:
ADDRESS OF PROPERTY:
HAVE YOU OWNED THE PROPERTY AND HAS IT BEEN YOUR PRIMARY RESIDENCE FOR
THE LAST 10 YEARS? ☐ Yes
☐ No
DID YOUR PROPERTY TAXES INCREASE THIS YEAR (2021)? ☐ Yes

80% AMI

1

2

3

$48,400

$55,300

$62,200

Household Size
4
5

$69,100

$74,650

☐ No

☐ Unsure

6

7

8

$80,200

$85,700

$91,250

Source: 2021 HUD Income Limits

GROSS ANNUAL HOUSEHOLD INCOME:
Assistance is available to Orange County households earning no more than 80% of the area median income (AMI).

GENDER OF HOMEOWNER: ☐ Male

☐ Female

☐ Nonbinary

RACE OF HOMEOWNER:
DATA WILL BE USED FOR ONGOING RACIAL EQUITY ANALYSES TO IMPROVE PROGRAM DELIVERY

☐ White
☐ Black/African American
☐ Native Hawaiian/Other Pacific Islander

☐ Asian
☐ American Indian/Alaskan Native
☐ Other / Multi‐racial

ETHNICITY OF HOMEOWNER:
Hispanic or Latinx? ☐ Yes

☐ No

HOW WERE YOU REFERRED TO THIS PROGRAM? ☐ Housing Helpline ☐ Agency referral
REFERRING AGENCY (IF APPLICABLE):
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HOMEOWNER CONSENT
Does the homeowner give consent for their personal information, including information on this form and in any
attachments, to be shared with the Orange County Department of Housing and Community Development
(OCHCD), the Orange County Tax Department, the Orange County Finance Department and with other parties, as
needed in order for OCHCD to provide assistance to the homeowner?
☐ Yes

☐ No

HOMEOWNER CERTIFICATION
Does the homeowner certify that all information included in this application and any attachments is correct and
complete?
☐ Yes

☐ No

REQUIRED ATTACHMENTS:
☐ Documentation verifying gross income for all household members over age 18
☐ Income certification form (see next page for form)
AND, IF POSSIBLE, ONE OR MORE OF THE FOLLOWING:

☐ Copy of last two (2) bi‐weekly or four (4) weekly paycheck stubs OR
☐ W‐2 or other wage statement OR
☐ Current benefit award letters or other documents that includes name and amount of the benefit OR
☐ Tax form 1040 from latest tax year OR
☐ Bank statements showing income OR
☐ Employer letter attesting to income
☐ Copy of property tax bill

NOTES:

Revised 9/7/21

2

5

Income Certification Form
You may use this form to self‐certify your household’s gross monthly income. Please complete the
table and certify that the information you provide is true and accurate to the best of your knowledge
with your signature below. The person reviewing your application will use this information to
calculate your household’s annual income and determine your eligibility for the program.
Monthly Income Information
Please list all income for the last full month for each household member.
Household
Household
Member 1
Member 2
(Homeowner)
Full Name

Household
Member 3

Wages, salaries, tips, commissions, etc.
Unemployment Income
Self‐employment income
Retirement/fixed income
Other income
Total income per month

$

$

$

Household
Member 4

Household
Member 5

Household
Member 6

$

$

$

Full Name
Wages, salaries, tips, commissions, etc.
Unemployment Income
Self‐employment income
Retirement/fixed income
Other income
Total income per month

I certify that to the best of my knowledge the monthly household income reported for each member of
my household above is correct, complete and accurate as of the date this form is signed and completed.
I agree to provide, upon request, documentation on all income sources to the Orange County
Department of Housing and Community Development.

________________________________
Homeowner’s Signature

_________________________
Date

3
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Return completed application and required documents to Orange County Housing
and Community Development Department (OCHCD) via the following options:
Email: housinghelp@orangecountync.gov
Fax: 919‐644‐3056
Mail to: PO Box 8181, Hillsborough, NC 27278

Contactless drop‐off available at our two office locations
OCHCD Hillsborough Office: 300 W Tryon Street, Hillsborough, NC 27278 (Drop box located outside
elevator entrance on the right side of the building OR directly outside the OCHCD office on the 3rd floor)
OCHCD Chapel Hill Office: 2501 Homestead Rd, Chapel Hill, NC 27516 (Drop box is located outside of the
main entrance and is labeled Housing and Community Development)

4

7

Attachment 2

DRAFT

Orange County, NC
Longtime Homeowner Assistance Program
NOTES
Eligibility Requirements
Incremental Increase from Tax Year 2020 to 2021
Approved FY 2021‐22 ARPA Tax Relief Funding, $250,000
Grants will be awared on a First Come, First Served Basis
Policies and Procedures
Public Outreach and Program Education
Application Distribution
Housing and Community Development Intake Applicants and verify
Income Requirements based on income verification documents
Property must be Real Property, and Property Owners Primary
Residence for minimum of Ten Years
Create online and paper program applications

File of Eligible Applicants for ARPA Grants forwarded to the Tax
Administration Office for Verification

<80% Area Median Income
Minimum age of 50
No award cap

Modeled from Jackson Center Program
Preliminary research indicates Orange County would pay an average of $150 for property owners currently under tax assistance
program; other Counties have programs caps of $350 & $750

Departments of Purview
Various channels include Public Information Press Releases, Tax, Housing, Human Rights and Community Partners.

Timeframe
TBD

Tax, Housing, Human Rights and Community Partners (Community Centers) and Workshops, also via Websites
Housing

FY 2022‐ October 8 through
December 15, 2021

Housing
Housing/Information Technology

Housing

Confirm Applicant's ownership for Ten Years, Verify Incremental
Increase in County Tax from 2020 to 2021. Review Applicant's
information for Possible Outreach for Other Tax Assistance Programs
for Future Tax Years
Tax Administration
Tax Administration sends Verification Information to Housing
Tax Administration
Housing prepares Grant Award Documentation, forward to Tax &
Finance with all supporting documentation (income eligibility, proof of
primary residence and approved application)
Housing
Upon receipt of Grant Award Documentation, Tax Office apply Grant Funds to
Current Year Tax Bill
Tax Administration & Finance
If 2021 Tax Bill is paid, apply to Delinquent Taxes for the same property. If no
delinquencies, Refund Applicant/Property Owner
Tax Administration & Finance
Provide Batch Report and Grant Award Document outlining disposition of funds
to Finance and Housing
Tax Administration
GL Entry to Internally Transfer Funds
Finance
Post Program; Process Review and Lessons Learned
County Manager, Tax, Housing, and Finance
Issue Executive Summary Program Report
County Manager, Tax, Housing, and Finance

Schedule to be established
based on number of
applicants; possibly every
two weeks

Final File Prior to December
31, 2021
Final File On or Prior to January
5, 2022

Attachment 3
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Longtime Homeowner Assistance Program
DRAFT COMMUNICATION PLAN

Materials
Description
Create program flyer
Program info on OCHCD website
Create press release
Create FAQ

Who
OCHCD, Melissa Blackburn
OCHCD
OCHCD, Todd McGee
Whole team

Start
10/6/21
10/6/21
10/6/21
10/6/21

Complete
10/7/21
10/7/21
10/7/21
10/7/21

Who
Orange County Partnership
to End Homelessness email
list, ask service providers to
distribute widely
Todd McGee
Todd McGee
OCHCD

Start

Complete
10/7/21

Community Outreach
Description
Send flyer and program info by
email

Program info in Weekly OC email
Program info in News of Orange ad
Brief nonprofit partners about
program
Highlight program info at meetings

Program info in Health Dept and FSA
newsletters
Twitter campaign
Program info and updates in Town
of Chapel Hill Housing and
Community Newsletter & Town‐
wide newsletters for CH, Carrboro
and Hillsborough

10/8/21
12/1/21
Ongoing
through
12/1/21

Orange County Partnership
to End Homelessness, Local
Reentry Council, OC
Changemakers, Orange
County Affordable Housing
Coalition, Affordable
Housing Advisory Board
Kristin Prelipp
OCHCD, OCPEH, Orange
County
OCHCD

11/15/21
10/7/21

12/15/21

10/7/21

11/15/21
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Media
Description
Send press release
Ask BOCC Chair to include program
info in weekly Chapelboro spot
Respond to media requests as
needed

Who
Todd McGee
Renee Price
Corey Root, Nancy
Freeman

2

Start

Complete
10/7/21
11/15/21
12/31/21
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ORANGE COUNTY
BOARD OF COMMISSIONERS
ACTION AGENDA ITEM ABSTRACT
Meeting Date: October 5, 2021
Action Agenda
Item No.
6-c
SUBJECT: Durham-Chapel Hill-Carrboro Metropolitan Planning Organization 2050
Metropolitan Transportation Plan
DEPARTMENT: Planning and Inspections

ATTACHMENT(S):
1. Orange County Transportation Planning
Map
2. MTP Process Steps
3. Public Meeting Schedule
4. Orange County Highway Projects
5. OUTBoard 2021 Comments

INFORMATION CONTACT:
Andy Henry, MPO Senior Transportation
Planner, 919-560-4366 (x36419)
Nishith Trivedi, Transportation Planner, 919245-2582
Tom Altieri, Comprehensive Planning
Supervisor, 919-245-2579
Craig Benedict, Planning Director, 919-2452592

PURPOSE: To receive a presentation from Durham-Chapel Hill-Carrboro (DCHC) Metropolitan
Planning Organization (MPO) staff on the 2050 Metropolitan Transportation Plan (MTP)
Alternatives Analysis and offer comments.
BACKGROUND: The DCHC MPO is responsible for long-range transportation planning for
Durham County and parts of Orange and Chatham counties, and the organization is updating
its MTP. In Orange County, the DCHC MPO planning area covers the areas around
Hillsborough, Chapel Hill and Carrboro delineated by a blue line in Attachment 1.
The MTP, which is required by Federal law, recommends major transportation projects, policies
and strategies designed to maintain existing transportation systems and to plan for the region's
future travel needs. The Plan must be fiscally constrained, which means that projected revenues
must cover the anticipated costs. Projects must be in the 2050 MTP to receive any state and
federal transportation funding through the State Transportation Improvement Program (STIP).
Projects are selected from the MTP and processed through the State’s prioritization process
(SPOT) for inclusion in the STIP, which is a 10-year funding program. This requires several
steps over a multi-year timeframe, and not all projects listed in the MTP will be included in the
final STIP.
There are several steps involved in the MTP Process (Attachment 2), and the current focus is
on the Alternatives Analysis. Goals and objectives were identified previously, and the Deficiency
Analysis and Needs Assessment were completed in May 2021. An Alternative is a combination
of improvements to a transportation network. This includes a set of highway, transit, other
transportation improvements (such as bicycle and pedestrian improvements), and a land use
scenario that depicts the distribution of population and employment for the year 2050. These
Alternatives are then analyzed using the Triangle Regional Model (TRM), which forecasts future
travel statistics based on assumptions concerning the highway network, transit service and other
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transportation facilities. It is very unlikely that one of the Alternatives in its entirety would be
advanced as the Preferred Option. Most likely, the final MTP will be a combination of the various
Alternatives.
Attachment 3 provides the full schedule of MTP Local Input meetings on the Alternatives
Analysis. Press releases and public engagement events have been posted on the County’s
website throughout the planning process. More information on the 2050 MTP can be found on
DCHC MPO 2050 MTP website.
MPO Next Steps
Over the next few months, the DCHC MPO Board will use comments collected from the public
and local governments to direct the development of a Preferred Option. The Preferred Option
becomes the Draft 2050 MTP, which is anticipated to be released in October 2021. The Final
2050 MTP is tentatively scheduled to be adopted by the MPO Board in December 2021.
Staff Involvement
Orange County Transportation Planning staff attends bi-weekly meetings at Triangle J Council
of Government (TJCOG) where TJCOG, the University of North Carolina Chapel Hill Institute of
Transportation Research and Education (UNC ITRE), the Federal Highway Administration
(FHWA), the North Carolina Department of Transportation (NCDOT), the Capital Area
Metropolitan Planning Organization (CAMPO), DCHC MPO, and local technical staff discuss
every aspect and detail of the Community Viz model and the Triangle Regional Model (TRM).
Both programs analyze the transportation network in a comprehensive and multimodal manner.
The TRM is vetted by multiple agencies including UNC’s ITRE (ITRE), TJCOG, CAMPO, and
DCHC MPO technical staff. Throughout the planning process, Orange and Durham County staffs
worked with local jurisdictions and regional agencies in multi-step data review including:
 Community Viz – Current and Future Land Use parcels, including Certificate of Occupancy
 Network Analysis – Road network data review, including lane and shoulder width
 Employment Analysis – Point data for all places of employment
Attachment 4 is a list of Orange County (including municipal) major highway projects in the
Alternatives Analysis. Any specific comments on the list are welcome at this time and may assist
with the selection of highway projects to be included in the Preferred Option (Draft 2050 Plan).
Transit, bicycle and pedestrian project lists are not yet available from the MPO. However, it is
expected that the Orange County transit projects will be initially taken from the Orange County
Transit Plan (2017) and any new or different projects resulting from the Transit Plan Update
(2021) will be incorporated at a later date.
Key highlight in Draft 2050 MTP highway projects:
 Due to the financial constrained nature of the MTP, when highway projects are removed,
they are replaced by other highway projects per state and federal transportation funding
regulations.
o Example: Orange Grove Road extension (2045 MTP) was removed from the State
Transportation Improvement Program (STIP). This allows for Orange County’s priority
– NC-86 improvement from US-70 to NC-57 – to be added to the 2050 MTP.
OUTBoard Action
On September 15, 2021, the Orange Unified Transportation Board (OUTBoard) provided the
memo at Attachment 5 for the BOCC’s consideration. Highlights of OUTBoards comments are
provided below:
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The OUTBoard recommends that Orange County collaborate with other local jurisdictions
to add off-street bicycle and pedestrian corridors within Orange County to the MTP, with
an emphasis on linking parks, population centers, and other destinations.
Recreational facilities available for the public use in a manner that is multi-generational
and accessible to all County citizens at both the countywide and community level.
(Orange County Comprehensive Plan - Park and Recreation Goal #3)
An efficient and integrated multi-modal transportation system that protects the natural
environment and community character. (Orange County Comprehensive Plan Transportation Goal 1)
A multi-modal transportation system that is affordable, available, accessible to all users,
and that promotes public health and safety. (Orange County Comprehensive Plan Transportation Goal 2)
A countywide and regionally-integrated, multi-modal transportation planning process that
is comprehensive, creative and effective. (Orange County Comprehensive Plan Transportation Goal 4)

FINANCIAL IMPACT: There is no immediate financial impact associated with this item.
SOCIAL JUSTICE IMPACT: There is no Orange County Social Justice Goal impact associated
with this item.
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT: There is no Orange County Environmental Responsibility Goal
impact associated with this item.
RECOMMENDATION(S): The Manager recommends the Board:
1. Receive the presentation;
2. Discuss as appropriate; and
3. Endorse the OUTBoard comments (Attachment 5) as written, or modify as appropriate, to
reflect BOCC comments for staff to convey to the DCHC MPO Board.

Attachment 1
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2050 MTP Milestones

"UUBDINFOU

January 2022

Adopted 2050 MTP &
Air Quality Conformity
October 2021

Preferred Option
June/July 2021

Alternatives Analysis
May 2021

Deficiency Analysis &
Needs Assessment
Goals and Objectives

DCHCMPO.ORG

9

9
6
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6

Project Web site: www. DCHCMPO.org

MTP Local Input (August-September 2021)
Organization/Date
MPO

Location

Participation

MPO Board
9/1 (Wed), 9am

Online virtual meeting. See MPO
Facebook to view meeting, Email
andrew.henry@durhannc.gov to request
to speak to the Board.
Online virtual meeting. See MPO
Facebook to view meeting, Email
andrew.henry@durhannc.gov to request
to speak to the Board.

Public Hearing: citizens can directly
address the Board

Online virtual meeting, or
Durham County Courthouse
200 E. Main St.
Online virtual meeting (link to be
published)

Presentation to BOCC, who typically
allow citizens to address them on
work session agenda items
Citizens can attend and participate.
BPAC usually provides detailed
comments on long-range plans.

Council Chambers (Durham City Hall)
101 City Hall Plaza, Durham, NC

Planning Commission usually receives
presentation but does not submit
official comments

Online virtual meeting, or
Richard Whitted Meeting Facility
300 West Tryon Street
Hillsborough, NC 27278
Online virtual meeting (link to be
published)

Presentation at Orange BOCC, who
typically allow citizens to address
them on the agenda item

Online virtual meeting (link to be
published)

Citizens can attend and speak at TCAB
meetings.

Carrboro Town Hall
301 W. Main St., Carrboro, NC 27510

Presentation at Town Board, who
typically allow citizens to address
them on the agenda items

MPO Board
2nd Wednesday of most
months, 9am

Board will address 2050 MTP at
monthly meetings from September
through January. Board typically
allows citizens to address the Board

Durham County
Durham County BOCC
9/7 (Mon), 9am
Bicycle and Pedestrian
Advisory Commission
8/17 (Tues), 7PM
Planning Commission
10/12 (Tue), 5:30pm

Orange County
Orange County BOCC
9/2 or 9/14 (Tue), 7PM
Orange County
OUTBoard
8/18, 6:30PM
Chapel Hill Trans. &
Connectivity Advisory
Bd. (TCAB)
8/24, 7PM
Carrboro Town Council
(to be determined, 9/14,
9/21, or 9/28, 7:30pm

Presentation to OUTBoard and
receive comments

Chatham County
Historic Courthouse
Presentation at Chatham BOCC work
Chatham BOCC
Park
at
Chatham
County
offices
session, who typically allow citizens to
9/20 (Mon), 2pm work
80
East
St,
Pittsboro,
NC
27312
address them on the agenda item
session.
Contact: Andy Henry, DCHC MPO, 919-560-4366 ext. 36419, andrew.henry@durhamnc.gov

Public comment period for the Alternatives Analysis is July 29 through September 15. However, citizens are
encouraged to submit comments after that period because the overall 2050 MTP planning will continue
through January 2022.
Last updated 07/29/21
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Attachment 4

Project
From
To
Fordham Blvd (US 15-501)
I-40
Ephesus Ch Rd
Purefoy Rd Ext
Sandberg Ln
Weaver Dairy Rd
S Elliot Rd Ext
Fordham Blvd
Ephesus Church Rd
Legion Rd Ext
Legion Rd
Fordham Blvd
Fordham Blvd (US 15-501)
NC 54
Ephesus Ch Rd
Mt Carmel Ch Rd
US 15-501
Bennett Rd
Homestead Rd
Old NC 86
Rogers Rd
I-40
NC 86
I-85
I-85
Orange Grove Rd
Sparger Rd
NC 54
Fordham Blvd (US 15-501)
Barbee Chapel Rd
Fordham Blvd (US 15-501)
NC 54
NC 86 (S Columbia St)
NC 86
Old NC 10
US 70 Business
NC 86 (and US 70 intersection)
US 70 Bypass
NC 57
New Hope Commons Dr Extension
Eastowne Dr
New Hope Commons Dr
Marriott Way
Friday Center Dr
Barbree Chapel Rd
Eno Mountain Rd realignment
Mayo St
Eno Mountain Rd
Freeland Memorial Extension
S Churton St
New Collector Rd
New Collector Rd
Orange Grove Rd Ext
Becketts Ridge Rd
S Churton St
Eno River in Hillsborough
I-40
NC 54
Old Fayetteville Rd
County Line
Lake Hogan Farms Rd
Eubanks Rd
Legends Way
Homestead Rd
Rogers Rd
NC 86
I-40
Durham County line
NC 86
Eubanks Rd
MLK Blvd (NC 86)
Millhouse Rd
Orange Grove Connector
Orange Grove Rd
New Connector Rd
NC 54
Old Fayetteville Rd
County Line

Fordham Blvd/Raleigh Rd

US 15-501

NC 54

Fordham Blvd/S Columbia St

US 15-501/NC 54

S Columbia St

I-85/S Churton St

I-85

S Churton St

I-85/NC 86
Fordham Blvd/Manning Dr
(Intersection or Interchange)

I-85

NC 86

US 15-501

Manning Dr

Exist
Lanes
4
0
0
0
4
2
2
4
4
6
4
2
2
0
0
2
0
0
2
2
0
2
4
2
0
2

Proposed
2020 Cost
Lanes
Improvement
Miles Original Cost
Update
STI
4
Modernization
1.60
$33,276,000
$46,586,400
State
2
New Location
0.60
$3,777,000
$5,287,800 Division
2
New Location
0.28
$4,230,000
$5,922,000 Division
2
New Location
0.09
$1,500,000
$2,100,000 Division
4
Modernization
2.10
$35,344,000
$49,481,600
State
2
Modernization
0.37
$1,997,000
$2,795,800 Division
2
Modernization
2.06
$10,234,000
$14,327,600 Division
6
Widening
7.82
$58,784,000
$82,297,600
State
6
Widening
7.80 $133,400,000 $186,760,000
State
6
Modernization
1.20
$32,106,000
$44,948,400 Regional
4
Modernization
2.30
$28,285,000
$39,599,000
State
4
Widening
0.90
$7,259,000
$10,162,600 Regional
4
Widening
0.34
$4,742,000
$6,638,800 Regional
2
New Location
0.38
$4,588,000
$6,423,200 Division
2
New Location
0.20
$682,000
$954,800 Division
2
New Location
0.32
$2,015,000
$2,821,000 Division
2
New Location
0.47
$3,203,000
$4,484,200 Division
2
New Location
0.80
$7,232,000
$10,124,800 Division
4
Widening
2.20
$54,055,000
$75,677,000 Division
2
Modernization
2.91
$14,457,000
$20,239,800 Regional
2
New Location
0.70
$4,407,000
$6,169,800 Division
2
Modernization
1.27
$6,855,000
$9,597,000 Division
6
Widening
3.90
$29,316,000
$41,042,400
State
4
Widening
0.81
$7,487,000
$10,481,800 Division
2
New Location
0.38
$5,299,000
$7,418,600 Division
4
Widening
0.00
$8
$0
Intersection/Interchange
Interchange
Upgrade
$14,800,000
State
Interchange
Upgrade
$35,000,000
State
Interchange
Upgrade
$20,700,000
State
Interchange
Upgrade
$16,488,000
State
New Intersection
or Interchange
$37,446,000
State

AQYear
2035
2025
2025
2025
2035
2045
2035
2035
2045
2027
2035
2045
2045
2035
2035
2045
2025
2025
2035
2023
2035
2035
2025
2025
2035
0

TIP
U-5304F
N/A
N/A
N/A
U-5304D
N/A
N/A
I-3306AA
I-0305
U-5774B
U-5304B
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
U-5845
R-5821A
N/A
N/A
I-3306AB
N/A
N/A

2035

U-5774A

2027

U-5304A

2026

I-5967

2027

I-5984

2025

U-5304E

Functional Classification
Prin Arterial Other Fwy
Local
Local
Local
Prin Arterial Other Fwy
Minor Arterial
Local
Interstate
Interstate
Prin Arterial Other
Prin Arterial Other Fwy
Prin Arterial Other
Minor Arterial
Local
Local
Local
Local
Local
Minor Arterial
Minor Arterial
Local
Local
Interstate
Local
Local
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Attachment 5
PLANNING & INSPECTIONS DEPARTMENT
Craig N. Benedict, AICP, Director
Administration
(919) 245-2575
(919) 644-3002 (FAX)
www.orangecountync.gov

131 W. Margaret Lane
Suite 201
P. O. Box 8181
Hillsborough, NC 27278

MEMORANDUM
TO:
FROM:
CC:
DATE:
SUBJECT:

Board of County Commissioners
Orange Unified Transportation Board
Craig Benedict, Orange County Planning Director
Tom Altieri, Comprehensive Planning Supervisor
September 15, 2021
Comments Regarding the Durham-Chapel
Metropolitan Planning Organization’s 2050
Transportation Plan

Hill-Carrboro
Metropolitan

The Orange Unified Transportation Board (OUTBoard) met Wednesday, September 15,
2021 and received a presentation from the Durham-Chapel Hill-Carrboro Metropolitan
Planning Organization (DCHC MPO) staff regarding the Alternatives Analysis for the
DCHC MPO 2050 Metropolitan Transportation Plan (MTP). The following comments
are conveyed:
 Define the term “non-motorized modes” in presentations or state more simply as
bicycle and pedestrian.
 Commuter Rail, which is currently in the Comprehensive Transportation Plan
(CTP), should be revisited for inclusion in the 2050 MTP.
 The MPO should be vigilant with regard to the advancements in technology to
come, such as autonomous vehicles.
 The MPO should further explore the Managed Motorways Concept* and look for
opportunities to implement as an alternative to widening projects.
 It would be helpful for review if there were a way to quantify the cost versus
benefit for each project.
 Presentation materials should include project length in miles.
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The following comments are added following OUTBoard Meeting:
 The OUTBoard recommends that Orange County collaborate with other local
jurisdictions to add off-street bicycle and pedestrian corridors within Orange County
to the MTP, with an emphasis on linking parks, population centers, and other
destinations.
 Recreational facilities available for the public use in a manner that is multi-generational
and accessible to all County citizens at both the countywide and community level.
(Orange County Comprehensive Plan - Park and Recreation Goal #3)
 An efficient and integrated multi-modal transportation system that protects the natural
environment and community character. (Orange County Comprehensive Plan Transportation Goal 1)
 A multi-modal transportation system that is affordable, available, accessible to all users,
and that promotes public health and safety. (Orange County Comprehensive Plan Transportation Goal 2)
 A countywide and regionally-integrated, multi-modal transportation planning process
that is comprehensive, creative and effective. (Orange County Comprehensive Plan Transportation Goal 4)

2
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ORANGE COUNTY
BOARD OF COMMISSIONERS
ACTION AGENDA ITEM ABSTRACT
Meeting Date: October 5, 2021
Action Agenda
Item No.
6-d
SUBJECT: Proposed Performance Agreement Provision Requiring that Non-profit
Organizations Receiving Funds through the County’s Outside Agencies Process
Provide the Opportunity for Public Comment at Regular Meetings
DEPARTMENT: County Manager
ATTACHMENT(S):

INFORMATION CONTACT:
Bonnie Hammersley, County Manager,
919-245-2306

PURPOSE: To consider approval of a proposed Performance Agreement provision requiring that
non-profit organizations receiving funds through the County’s Outside Agencies Process provide
the opportunity for public comment at regular meetings.
BACKGROUND: At the September 2, 2021 Board of Orange County Commissioners (BOCC)
Business meeting, a petition was submitted by Commissioner Earl McKee for the Board to
consider a policy requiring any entity receiving County funds include on their regular meeting
agendas an opportunity for public comments.
Each year Orange County allocates over $1 million to local non-profits to provide various services
and meet needs across the community. Applications for funding are submitted by the non-profits
through the County’s Outside Agency process. The applications are assigned to appropriate
County advisory groups and staff based on subject matter, and reviewed and scored based on an
established matrix. As part of the County’s annual budget process, the Manager then makes
funding recommendations for each non-profit to the Board of Commissioners, and the Board
approves the final funding amounts for each entity.
Recipient organizations subsequently sign performance agreements with the County agreeing to
utilize the funds as proposed and in compliance with other provisions. It is proposed that the
Board consider a Performance Agreement provision requiring that the non-profit organizations
receiving funds through the County’s Outside Agencies Process provide the opportunity for public
comment at their regular meetings.
FINANCIAL IMPACT: There is no financial impact associated with this item.
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SOCIAL JUSTICE IMPACT: The following Orange County Social Justice Goal is applicable to
this item:
 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.
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT: There is no Orange County Environmental Responsibility Goal
impact associated with this item.
RECOMMENDATION(S): The Manager recommends that the Board direct the County Attorney
to include an additional provision in performance agreements requiring that non-profit
organizations receiving funds through the County’s Outside Agencies Process provide the
opportunity for public comment at regular meetings.
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ORANGE COUNTY
BOARD OF COMMISSIONERS
ACTION AGENDA ITEM ABSTRACT
Meeting Date: October 5, 2021
Action Agenda
7-a
Item No.
SUBJECT: Orange County Partnership to End Homelessness – 2021 Data Update
DEPARTMENT: Housing & Community
Development
ATTACHMENT(S):
1. 2021 Homeless Infographic
2. Data Update PowerPoint

INFORMATION CONTACT:
Rachel Waltz, 919-245-2496

PURPOSE: To review updated data about homelessness in Orange County submitted to the
United States Department of Housing and Urban Development (HUD) earlier this year.
BACKGROUND: The Orange County Partnership to End Homelessness (OCPEH) was created
in 2008 to coordinate funding and activities to end homelessness in Orange County. OCPEH is
jointly funded by Orange County (39%) and the Towns of Carrboro (15%), Chapel Hill (41%), and
Hillsborough (5%).
OCPEH Manager Rachel Waltz will present the updated data and discuss how current data relate
to identified gaps in the homeless service system.
FINANCIAL IMPACT: There is no financial impact associated with receiving the report.
SOCIAL JUSTICE IMPACT: The following Orange County Social Justice Goals are applicable
to this 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: CREATE A SAFE COMMUNITY
The reduction of risks from vehicle/traffic accidents, childhood and senior injuries, gang
activity, substance abuse and domestic violence.
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT: There is no Orange County Environmental Responsibility Goal
impact associated with this item.
RECOMMENDATION(S): The Manager recommends that the Board receive the report as
information and provide any comments or questions.

Attachment 1
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2021 HOMELESSNESS IN ORANGE COUNTY
On one night…

The Point-in-Time (PIT) Count is a nationwide, annual count of people experiencing sheltered homelessness (emergency shelter and transitional housing) and unsheltered
homelessness (places not meant for human habitation like vehicles, sheds, or outside) on one night. PIT data track demographic information and trends over time.

POINT-IN-TIME COUNT DATA
2017-2021
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INCREASE
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140
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37
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The Orange County Partnership to End Homelessness conducted the latest Point-in-Time (PIT) Count on January 27, 2021 and submitted 2021 PIT data to the Dept. of
Housing & Urban Development (HUD) in May 2021. The Point-in-Time Count provides a high-level snapshot about people experiencing homelessness on one night,
usually the last Wednesday in January.

For more information about homelessness in Orange County, contact Rachel Waltz, rwaltz@orangecountync.gov, (919) 245-2496.
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2021 HOMELESSNESS IN ORANGE COUNTY
How we are doing overall…

The Orange County Partnership to End Homelessness, aligned with the U.S. Interagency Council on Homelessness strategic plan, Home, Together,
works to make homelessness Rare, Brief & One-Time. System Performance Measure data inform our progress on these goals.
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Data from FY2020 System Performance Measures covers outcomes from October 2019 – September 2020 recorded in the Homeless Management Information System
(HMIS) database. The Orange County Partnership to End Homelessness submitted FY2020 SysPM data to the Dept. of Housing & Urban Development (HUD) in March
2021. System Performance Measures track homeless system-level outcomes over a 12-month period.

For more information about homelessness in Orange County, contact Rachel Waltz, rwaltz@orangecountync.gov, (919) 245-2496.
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How many people are
experiencing homelessness?

6

Orange County Point-in-Time (PIT) count
numbers increased significantly

Subpopulations are seeing different
outcomes
• Steady decreases for families
• Veterans flat lined
• Most chronic homeless identified since 2010

7

8

PIT counted 176 people on one night, how
many in 12 months?

• % total that experienced homelessness for the first time
2017

2018

2019

2020

2021

85%

72%

63%

75%

79%

• Shelter, Transitional Housing, & Permanent Housing
• Homeless for first time = no entries for 24 months prior
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What do we know about people
experiencing homelessness?

10

There have not been significant changes in
MOST demographic categories

11

5% of people exp. homelessness are Latinx
compared with 9% in overall population

12

67% of people exp. homelessness are
Black/African American – 5.5x general pop

13

How are people exiting
homelessness?

14

Length of time homeless large and
increasing

• Shelter, Transitional
Housing, & Permanent
Housing
• Includes approximate date
of homelessness

• Shelter &
Transitional
Housing only
• Program entry to
exit

A bright point: Returns are low and
continue to decrease

Exited
Oct. 2017Sept. 2019
to
permanent
housing

15

16

Next up: filling homeless
system gaps

17

So many pandemic response changes affect
homeless data – many successes!
• Noncongregate & expanded shelter
• $7 million in rent & utility assistance
• New programs: SOHRAD, Rapid Rehousing, Housing Helpline, Housing
Stability
• Tighter collaboration with healthcare
system

18

Other pandemic responses created
challenges
• Decreased in-person services
• Coordination and collaboration had to
happen in different ways and with
different people
• Gaps exacerbated

19

Orange County has significant gaps in the
homeless service system
14 current gaps
• Housing: Rapid Re-housing, Permanent Supportive
Housing, Youth housing, Landlord Incentive Program,
Housing Locator, Household goods
• Services – Temporary Housing: Accessible housingfocused shelter, Medical respite, Bridge housing
• Services – Connections: Housing Helpline, Sober Center,
Integrated service center
• Services – Dignity: 24-hour bathroom access, Memorial
service funding

20

Please let me know if I can present to your
group, or provide further info
• Rachel Waltz

• rwaltz@orangecountync.gov
• (919) 245-2496
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ORANGE COUNTY
BOARD OF COMMISSIONERS
ACTION AGENDA ITEM ABSTRACT
Meeting Date: October 5, 2021
Action Agenda
Item No. 8-a
SUBJECT: Minutes
DEPARTMENT: Board of County Commissioners
ATTACHMENT(S):
Draft Minutes (Under Separate Cover)

INFORMATION CONTACT:
Laura Jensen, Clerk to the Board, 919245-2130

PURPOSE: To correct and/or approve the draft minutes as submitted by the Clerk to the Board
as listed below.
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.
Attachment 1: September 2, 2021 Virtual Business Meeting
Attachment 2: September 9, 2021 Virtual Budget Work Session
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.
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT: There is no Orange County Environmental Responsibility Goal
impact associated with this item.
RECOMMENDATION(S): The Manager recommends the Board approve minutes as
presented or as amended.
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MINUTES
ORANGE COUNTY
BOARD OF COMMISSIONERS
VIRTUAL BUSINESS MEETING
September 2, 2021
7:00 p.m.
The Orange County Board of Commissioners met for a Virtual Business Meeting on
Thursday, September 2, 2021 at 7:00 p.m.
COUNTY COMMISSIONERS PRESENT: Chair Renee Price, Vice Chair Jamezetta Bedford,
and Commissioners Amy Fowler, Jean Hamilton, Sally Greene, and Earl McKee
COUNTY COMMISSIONERS ABSENT: None.
COUNTY ATTORNEYS PRESENT: John Roberts
COUNTY STAFF PRESENT: County Manager Bonnie Hammersley, Deputy County Manager
Travis Myren, and Clerk to the Board Laura Jensen. (All other staff members will be identified
appropriately below)
Chair Price called the meeting to order at 7:00 p.m.
A roll call was called; all members were present.
Chair Price welcomed everyone back from the summer break. She commented that the Delta
variant of COVID-19 is making life difficult and confusing for many with new protocols, and that
the Pfizer vaccine has been approved by the Federal Drug Administration. She said that the
budget has not yet been passed by the General Assembly, and bills are being passed that may
either help or have an adverse impact on counties. She continued with updates regarding
Hurricane Ida and noted the loss of 13 service members who were helping people leave
Afghanistan. She said there may be Afghan nationals coming to the United States over time,
and encouraged the public to welcome them.
Due to current public health concerns, the Board of Commissioners is conducting a Virtual
Business Meeting on Thursday, September 2, 2021. Members of the Board of Commissioners
participated in the meeting remotely. As in prior meetings, members of the public were able to
view and listen to the meeting via live streaming video at
http://www.orangecountync.gov/967/Meeting-Videos and on Orange County Gov-TV on
channels 1301 or 97.6 (Spectrum Cable).
In this new virtual process, there are two methods for public comment.
 Written submittals by email
 Speaking during the virtual meeting
Detailed public comment instructions for each method are provided at the bottom of this
agenda. (Pre-registration is required.)
1.

Additions or Changes to the Agenda

Commissioner Price made a motion, seconded by Commissioner Fowler, to postpone
item 7-a, the Update on the 2021 Appeals Process, until the September 14 meeting due to
availability of the Tax Administrator.
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Roll call ensued
VOTE: UNANIMOUS
Chair Price dispensed with reading the public charge.
Public Charge: The Board of Commissioners pledges its respect to all present. The Board asks
those attending this meeting to conduct themselves in a respectful, courteous manner toward
each other, county staff and the commissioners. At any time should a member of the Board or
the public fail to observe this charge, the Chair will take steps to restore order and decorum.
Should it become impossible to restore order and continue the meeting, the Chair will recess
the meeting until such time that a genuine commitment to this public charge is observed. The
BOCC asks that all electronic devices such as cell phones, pagers, and computers should
please be turned off or set to silent/vibrate. Please be kind to everyone.
Arts Moment – No Arts Moment was available for this meeting.
2.

Public Comments

a. Matters not on the Printed Agenda
Christian Kenna voiced his opposition to the standing face covering mandate within
indoor public settings, including private businesses. He said he believes the decision to institute
the mandate was not made based on medical evidence and fact. He said Commissioner Price
told him the Commissioners consulted with the Orange County Health Director and the Mayors
of Chapel Hill, Carrboro, and Hillsborough in making the decision. He said the medical director
is an advisor and should not be in a position to make decisions that elected officials are
accountable for making themselves. He said the decision was made by 6 commissioners and 3
mayors who are all Democrats, and said the decision making process was not one of due
diligence, but rather groupthink. He said he would like to see the Commissioners seek the input
of others in the community, and is here to give his perspective. He said wearing a mask has
become a political issue across America. He said he hoped the Commissioners would have
sought out medical studies that show masks provide measurable evidence in reducing the
transmission of disease rather than blindly following the political legions. He said there has
been no medical study that has proven that masks meaningfully reduced the spread of COVID,
so why impose such a requirement. He said the mask is a symbol of county government doing
something that everyone can see. He said there has not been a COVID death in Orange
County since May 14 when the Governor lifted the statewide restrictions and mask mandate. He
said the County’s current average case county is 459 per 100,000, which is less than half a
percent occurrence rate. He said Orange County also has the highest vaccination rate in the
entire state at 80%. He said the Commissioners should commend and reward residents for this
accomplishment and not impose mask mandates like other counties that have far less
vaccination rates success. He said it is important to realize that Covid is here to stay and
thinking must shift to it being like the annual flue. He said it is not realistic to endure facemasks
and gathering limits with no foreseeable end date. He said Orange County residents need real
leadership from Commissioners, not simply falling in line with what all the other counties are
doing. He said the Commissioner should immediately end the mask mandate for all.
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b. Matters on the Printed Agenda
(These matters will be considered when the Board addresses that item on the agenda
below.)
3.

Announcements, Petitions and Comments by Board Members
Commissioner Hamilton said she is glad to be back and encouraged residents to take
COVID-19 seriously and follow guidelines of the health directives. She said hospitals are filling
up with COVID patients, which affects others seeking health care.
Commissioner Fowler said she attended the Triangle Area Rural Planning Organization
(TARPO) meeting on August 12, and the NCDOT is planning to suspend the prioritization 6.0
process, due to over programming, and will move onto the 2024-2033 plan. She said the US
Congress infrastructure bill may provide benefits in terms of roads, bridges, public transit, etc.
She said there is a surplus in fund balance, due to lack of travel, in the amount of $30,000 in
local funds. She said there was a request to put $3-4,000 towards a plotter, which was
approved. She said she attended a behavioral health task force meeting on August 19, and the
Crisis Diversion Subcommittee reported it is entering phase 2 of planning facility design work.
She said they also heard from Alliance about its realignment from Cardinal, and there is a
timeline they are following to get providers onboard. She said they heard a presentation from
UNC School of Public Health on the burden of excess alcohol use in Orange County, which is
one of the few studies at a county level in the entire nation. She said this issue costs Orange
County $11.8 million per year in lost productivity, health care, criminal justice, etc.
Commissioner Greene welcomed back her colleagues. She said the Broadband
Taskforce is on the cusp of putting out an RFP to get potential partners in the mission to get
broadband to rural Orange County.
Chair Price said Commissioner Greene received an Outstanding County Commissioner
Award.
Commissioner Bedford said she attended the Durham-Chapel Hill-Carrboro Metropolitan
Planning Organization (DCHCMPO) meeting, and there are plans for 2050 to be done with more
analysis and scenarios to include bike/ped projects and what that would look like. She said she
attended the school collaboration meeting this week, and the joint meeting with the Board and
the schools will be September 23. She encouraged the Commissioners to send any agenda
items to Chair Price. She said Orange County has been approved to move to Alliance MCO,
with December 15 as the target date for the transition, and there will be more news to come.
She said Travis Myren, Deputy County Manager, is the contact person and is managing all of
that work.
Commissioner McKee said the Broadband Task Force has been busy, and the RFP is
ready to go out. He said Commissioner Greene’s leadership on this has been exemplary and
has really helped move this work along. He said this is a long process, but hopefully it will get
moving along with responses from providers. He made a petition, to the extent possible, that
the Board of County Commissioners (BOCC) receive a report on performance of students and
grade levels at the joint meeting with the schools. He said he heard a report on the radio that
only 47% of students are scoring proficient in multiple areas now, which is not a pretty picture.
He petitioned the Board to schedule an item for an upcoming work session on creating a policy
to require any entity funded through the BOCC to set aside a time slot in their formal standing
meetings to receive public comment. He said he is concerned that those who are allocating and
spending public money should be willing to set aside a time slot for anyone to come to their
meetings for public discourse. He said there should be a time for people to speak their minds
because the County is spending their money.
Chair Price said there is an information item on the BOCC Elections Advisory Group
(BEAG) that will be discussed on October 5. She said the public is welcome to make comments
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at this meeting. She said she received a request from Chapel Hill to form a new library task
force, as there is an MOU, which has expired. She said another meeting regarding the
Buckhorn area is in the planning stage, and should be held in October. She said was requested
to have a joint task force to look at school capital needs, and both schools boards have agreed.
She said another topic that came out of the school collaboration meeting is the need for picnic
tables and other items due to students eating outside at school. She said there are plans to get
tents and shelters, and currently some children are bringing blankets to picnic. She said
anyone who is willing to help should contact the school systems.
4.

Proclamations/ Resolutions/ Special Presentations

a. Discussion and Appointment for the Vacant Position on the Orange County Board
of Commissioners
The Board discussed nominees for the vacant position, heard comments from nominees,
and made an appointment.
BACKGROUND:
At the June 15, 2021 Business Meeting, the Board of County Commissioners addressed the
issue of filling the vacancy for the District 1 seat on the board, which occurred on July 31, 2021.
State statute requires that the Board consult the political party with which the departing
commissioner is affiliated. The Board decided on the following course of action for filling the
vacancy.
 The application form for nomination was designed and produced by the Clerk to the
Board, Laura Jensen, in coordination with the Chair of the BOCC, Renée Price.
 Questions to be included in the application were received from members of the BOCC
by June 22, 2021. The Orange County Democratic Party was also invited to submit
questions.
 Applications for the vacancy were submitted to the Clerk to the Board by Monday, July
19, 2021, at 5:00 pm. Any individual wanting to be considered for the vacancy had to
submit an application.
 The Clerk’s Office forwarded all applications to the Orange County Democratic Party and
BOCC for review. In addition, the applications were provided to the Board of Elections to
verify the eligibility of each candidate.
 The Orange County Democratic Party had until August 16, 2021 to review the
applications and provide three nominations to the Clerk to the Board and the Chair of the
BOCC.
 The BOCC agreed to consider the nominations and vote by ballot on an individual to fill
the vacancy at the September 2, 2021 BOCC meeting. The BOCC also agreed to give
each nominee two minutes to address the BOCC at the meeting.
According to State statute, a decision on the next county commissioner must be made within
sixty days of the vacancy. Otherwise, the Clerk of Superior Court shall make the appointment.
Thus, the BOCC has a deadline to make a decision by September 29, 2021.
The Clerk to the Orange County Board of Commissioners received applications from the
following individuals for the anticipated commissioner vacancy by the published deadline of 5:00
pm on Monday, July 19, 2021. The Director of Elections, Rachel Raper, confirmed that all of the
applicants are registered Democrats and reside in District 1, making them eligible for
appointment to the vacant seat.
 Marilyn Carter
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Rani Dasi
Penny Rich
Anna Richards

The applications from each applicant are attached. An August 19, 2021 letter from the Orange
County Democratic Party is also attached.
The person chosen by the Board of Commissioners will take the Oath of Office shortly after the
September 2, 2021 Business meeting and begin service on the Board of Commissioners in
advance of the Board’s work session on September 9, 2021. The selected individual will serve
until December 5, 2022. A primary and general election will occur in 2022 to elect an individual
to serve the remaining two years of the unexpired term through 2024.
Chair Price reviewed the background information for this item, and invited applicants to
give their two-minute remarks.
Marilyn Carter greeted the Commissioners, and said she is honored to be considered for
the open District 1 position on the Board. She said Orange County is one of the best run
counties in North Carolina, but there is still work to do. She said she is running for
Commissioner because there is work to do to create a more equitable Orange County now, in
the face of a pandemic, and over the long term. She said citizens and community leaders in
District 1, and across the County, have attested to her professional skills, life experiences, and
track record of getting things done. She said she is honored to receive the highest level of
support from Orange County Democratic party. She said since vacancy was announced, she
has met with community leaders, elected officials, and citizens to gather ideas for building a
better Orange County. She attended advisory board councils and task force meetings to
immerse herself in operations of the county government. She said she has reviewed the county
budget, ethics guidelines and Commissioner duties, as well as a 2-day, phase 1, racial equity
institute training. She said she has worked to prepare for this position and is ready to work for
the citizens as next commissioner.
Rani Dasi said while advocating for education as the foundation for heathy communities,
she has come to more fully appreciate how important county government is to meeting basic
needs, like access to healthcare, housing, employment, and other factors that contribute to
community wellness and education. She said the pandemic has exposed resource disparities.
She said as the community looks towards recovery, there is an opportunity to build on federal
and state funding to cover core needs for residents. She said she wants to work with
Commissioners to deepen collaboration across local municipalities, businesses and other
stakeholders creating specific plans and prioritizing action in areas such as economic
development, broadband, climate action, health resources, education, etc. She said she is a
Carrboro resident and parent of 4, and understands what it means to residents and families
when they lack resources. She said leadership requires considering different experiences that
represent the diversity of Orange County residents, as well as the ability to understand finances
and balance realities of funding constraints with short and long term County needs. She said
she has 20+ years of financial leadership experience, and looks forwards to working hard at
learning and being a part of the process forward. She said her 10 year old indicated his
support, and will help her be a better Commissioner.
Penny Rich said the Board should appoint the most experienced and qualified person to
fill the seat vacated by Mark Dorosin, and she is that person. She said the voters of Orange
County agree, as she is the only applicant that ran as a candidate for that seat, receiving 12,496
votes. She asked the Commissioners not to silence the voters and tell them that their vote does
not count. She encouraged the BOCC to believe in the democratic process and be leaders who
believe that voting is the most important action that residents in Orange County can take. She
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said the voters spoke and the Commissioners need to make their decision by listening to the
voters of Orange County.
Anna Richards greeted the Commissioners. She said since submitting her application,
she has heard the perspectives of Orange County residents and has attempted to educate
herself further about the challenges facing the community. She said the process solidified her
desire to serve as Commissioner. She said she is an advocate, working to advance
opportunities and protect the rights of all people. She said in that role it has been clear for
some time that community efforts alone only go so far, thus she has sought to build coalitions
and collaborations with a broad range of civic and governmental organizations. She said she
has come to appreciate more that Commissioners have a stated duty to provide safety and
welfare for all County residents. She said the pandemic has laid bare the disparities across
systems, affecting people, the challenges are many, and solutions will require a collaborative
approach with creativity, perspective, experience, curiosity, passion, and empathy. She said
her education, professional experience, and heart for the community prepare her for the
opportunity. She said it would be her distinct honor to serve with the BOCC.
The Commissioners began the balloting process via Zoom polling.
Laura Jensen read the results, which indicated a unanimous vote for Anna Richards to
be appointed to the vacant position on the BOCC.
Chair Price congratulated Commissioner-appointee Richards, and said that it was a hard
decision to make. She said the Commissioners received emails, talked to community members,
and all applicants were considered to be the best choice by various people in the community.
She said she hopes all applicants will stay active in the community.
Commissioner Greene congratulated Commissioner-appointee Richards. She said this is
not the ideal process for filling a vacancy on the Board. She said ideally, there would have
been a special election, which is expensive and has drawbacks. She said, regardless, this is
the process in place and the Commissioners have followed it and worked through it. She said
the votes for former Commissioner Rich were not disregarded, and this was a statutory process,
as opposed to an election, but she understands any frustration. She said she believes Anna
Richards will be a very strong Commissioner.
John Roberts said remote meeting laws require Commissioners to be visible any time
they are taking action, and unfortunately, the balloting process that had to be conducted due to
a technical glitch made Commissioners not visible to everyone else. He asked if the
Commissioners would each confirm their votes.
All Commissioners held up a sheet of paper with visible votes, indicating a unanimous
vote for Anna Richards.
Commissioner McKee thanked all applicants, and said he thought any of them would
have made a good Commissioner.
Chair Price invited Commissioner-appointee Richards to turn on her camera if she
wished. She said there is a Work Session on September 9 and Commissioner-appointee
Richards can work with Clerk to be sworn in and get her meeting packet for that meeting.
Commissioner Fowler said all 4 applicants were strong, smart, and engaged leaders,
and this was a difficult decision. She acknowledged and appreciated the public service of
Penny Rich and Rani Dasi and the strong leadership of Marilyn Carter in the local Democratic
Party. She said she looks forward to working with Commissioner-appointee Richards, who,
despite a successful career, remains engaged for the betterment of the community.
Commissioner Hamilton echoed Commissioner Fowler’s comments, and said Orange
County is lucky to have so much talent and people willing to serve. She said she is sure all
candidates will continue to be engaged in the community.
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Chair Price said it was a tough choice between intelligent and committed women, and
this appointment leaves Earl McKee as the only male on the Board for probably the first time in
its history.
Anna Richards said she appreciates the other applicants in this process, and it is her
intention to engage with them because they are strong leaders in the community and do
represent voices in the community, to which she wants to be sensitive. She said she wants to
hear from them and hopes they will be open to collaborating and working with her. She said she
is beyond humbled for the opportunity to serve, and is her intention to get on the learning curve.
She said she appreciates staff for meeting with her. She said she will do the best she can to
represent the needs of District 1 and Orange County.
b. Presentation Regarding The Beacon
The Board received a presentation on The Beacon Public Art Festival, scheduled to
occur in the downtown communities of Chapel Hill, Carrboro and Hillsborough July 15 through
August 15, 2022.
BACKGROUND:
The Beacon is a new, biennial, large-scale arts festival to be presented in partnership with
fourteen community organizations. Its purpose is three-fold:
 To showcase high-quality, three-dimensional art in accessible locations throughout the
downtowns of Chapel Hill, Carrboro, and Hillsborough while financially supporting the
participating artists.
 To generate foot traffic, visitation, and patronage throughout our downtown communities
following the negative impact of the COVID-19 pandemic, and during a traditionally lowtraffic time of year, while showcasing our community hospitality.
 To provide the public with an accessible, barrier-free activity that encourages interaction
with art, where they are directly responsible for selecting a winner.
Event partners include:
 Orange County Arts Commission (OCAC): Lead planning agency
 Chapel Hill Downtown Partnership: Funding/marketing partner
 Chapel Hill/Orange County Visitors Bureau: Funding/marketing partner
 Greater Chapel Hill Chamber of Commerce: Funding/marketing partner
 Hillsborough Arts Council: Community Partner
 Hillsborough Chamber of Commerce: Marketing partner
 Orange County Department of Economic Development: Funding partner
 Town of Carrboro (Tourism Bureau and Town Arts Committee): Funding/marketing
partner
 Town of Chapel Hill (Department of Community Arts and Culture and Town Arts
Commission): Funding/planning partner
 Town of Hillsborough (Tourism Board, Public Spaces Manager): Funding/planning
partner
 UNC-Chapel Hill (UNC Arts Everywhere): Community Partner
Art on the Hill is inspired by similar events including Art Prize in Grand Rapids, Michigan, and
Art Fields in Lake City, South Carolina. However, several factors will make Art on the Hill unique
to Orange County and the only event of its kind in North Carolina. Like the events inspiring Art
on the Hill, the festival will be an economic boon for our communities and bring attention to
Orange County through a showcase of large-scale, fascinating works of public art. Further, our
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festival will prioritize the support of participating artists, creating an environment where artists
are compensated and made to feel celebrated.
Artists will apply to participate and be juried by a panel of professional visual artists. Accepted
artists will be provided compensation to support their travel costs. In addition, artists will be
housed with partner hotels, making the experience as affordable and welcoming as possible.
During the event, the public will seek out the locations of the installations, voting on their favorite
pieces through an online portal. The piece with the most votes will receive a People’s Choice
Award. A professional jury panel will also evaluate entries and award prizes. The prize for the
People’s Choice Award and juror’s 1st place award be the same amount, prioritizing the input of
the public. Jury members include Larry Wheeler, retired director of the NC Museum of Art, and
Stacey Kirby, Art Prize 2016 First Place Winner.
Chair Price reviewed the background information for this item.
Katie Murray, Arts Commission Director, made the following PowerPoint Presentation:
Slide #1

Katie Murray said this event will be the first of its kind for Orange County and the state.
She resumed the PowerPoint presentation:
Slide #2
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Slide #3

Katie Murray said a study conducted by the tourism board showed that one of the
challenges in the local community is showing a sense of hospitality. She said this event will be
an opportunity to show off the county’s hospitality. She resumed the PowerPoint presentation:
Slide #4

Slide #5
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Commissioner Greene said this festival sounds great. She said it has been in the works
for a long time, and she is confident Katie Murray will be able to pull off. She said she is a little
worried if COVID will still be around, and is also concerned about the weather with it being hot
in the summer. She suggested fans and water stations.
Commissioner Hamilton thanked Katie Murray for her presentation, and said this idea
reminds her of her hometown, which had an Arts Festival every year. She said the information
on the festival in Michigan was interesting, and she would like to understand the full benefits
and full costs of this event for the Orange County community.
Commissioner Bedford asked if the festival could pair with musical events or other
events.
Katie Murray said there will be all sorts of associated events going on, including a kickoff
and closing event. She said the event will take advantage of the things that are already
happening in the community.
Commissioner Bedford said this would be a great opportunity for students who need
service hours.
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Chair Price said she thinks this is a great idea, and wants to spread the word about the
economic impacts statewide. She said it will have a rippling effect, bringing money, happiness
and joy, which everyone will need after the pandemic. She said it will also bring communities
together.
Katie Murray thanked the Commissioners for the comments, and said she believes the
heat will be beneficial in driving people into businesses to cool off. She said there will also be
spritzers and fans as merchandise for the event.
Chair Price said there are misters at festivals in Las Vegas, which could be an option for
certain areas of the festival.
5.

Public Hearings

a. NCDOT Public Transportation Division/Public Transportation – 5311 Community
Transportation Program Grant Application for FY 2023
The Board conducted a public hearing on the proposed NCDOT 5311 Community
Transportation Program grant application; approved submittal of the 5311 Grant application for
FY 2023 in the total amount of $187,568, with a local match total of $28,135 to be provided
when necessary; approved and authorized the Chair to sign the 5311 Program Resolution,
Local Share Certification, Anticipated DBE/DWE Vendor Awards; DBE Certification Form; EEO
Questionnaire Form; and the Title VI Program Report; reviewed the 2021 Certification and
Assurances Signature Pages and authorized the Chair and the County Attorney to review and
sign the FY22 Certifications and Assurances when available; and reviewed and approved the
Grant Designee Certification Form Resolution authorizing the Transportation Services Director
to serve as the designee.
BACKGROUND:
Each year, the NCDOT Public Transportation Division accepts requests for administrative needs
for county-operated community transportation programs. OCPT is eligible to make application
for administrative funding. NCDOT has awarded OCPT $159,433 in grant funds, a detailed
breakdown is outlined in the table below:

5311 Grant Application: FY23

33
34
35
36
37
38
39
40
41
42
43
44

Total

$ 187,568

Federal

$ 159,433

Local

$ 28,135

Theo Letman, Transportation Director, reviewed the background information for the item.
He said this is an annual request for approval to apply for the rural transportation administrative
grant program. He said the Community Transportation Program (CTP) is administered by the
state and requires a local match. He said it provides administrative support for community
operated Community transportation programs. He said the County typically uses these funds
for administrative and staff salaries, as well as other administrative supplies that reduces cost to
the County for services provided in rural areas. He said the grant provides Orange County
access to funds for transportation infrastructure that promotes economic self-sufficiency to a
wide range of residents and locations. He said in the past year, this funding undergirded the
rural transportation services in Orange County. He said a public hearing is required for the grant
to give the public the opportunity to speak and to share comments relative to the grant.
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Chair Price said there is no one signed up to speak, but the Commissioners must still
open and close the public hearing.
A motion was made by Commissioner Bedford, seconded by Commissioner Hamilton, to
open the public hearing on the proposed grant application.
Roll call ensued
VOTE: UNANIMOUS
A motion was made by Commissioner Greene, seconded by Commissioner McKee, to
close the public hearing.
Roll call ensued
VOTE: UNANIMOUS
A motion was made by Commissioner Bedford, seconded by Commissioner Fowler, to
approve submittal of the 5311 Grant application for FY 2023 in the total amount of $187,568,
with a local match total of $28,135 to be provided when necessary; approve and authorize the
Chair to sign the 5311 Program Resolution, Local Share Certification, Anticipated DBE/DWE
Vendor Awards, DBE Certification Form, EEO Questionnaire Form, and the Title VI Program
Report; and approve the Grant Designee Certification Form Resolution authorizing the
Transportation Services Director to serve as the designee.
Roll call ensued
VOTE: UNANIMOUS
6.

Regular Agenda

a. Change in BOCC Meeting Schedule for 2021
The Board considered changes to the Board of Commissioners’ meeting calendar for
2021.
BACKGROUND:
Pursuant to North Carolina General Statute 153A-40, the Board of County Commissioners must
fix the time and place of its meetings or provide a notice of any change in the Meeting Schedule.
There is one proposed Meeting Calendar change for 2021, as it relates to Board of
Commissioners’ meetings currently scheduled to occur in-person in 2021. Due to current public
health concerns, it is proposed that the Board of Commissioners conduct Virtual Board
Meetings during the months of September and October 2021.
Members of the Board of Commissioners would be participating in the meetings remotely. As in
prior meetings, members of the public would be able to view and listen to the meeting via online
streaming video or on Spectrum Cable TV. The meetings would be streamed in real-time on the
County’s website for public viewing/listening, real-time broadcast on Spectrum Cable, and
video-recorded for future television broadcast and reference on the County’s website.
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September 2021 Virtual Meetings
September 9 BOCC Virtual Work Session – 7:00 pm
September 14 BOCC Virtual Business Meeting – 7:00 pm
September 23 BOCC Joint Virtual Meeting with Schools – 7:00 pm
October 2021 Virtual Meetings
October 5
BOCC Virtual Business Meeting – 7:00pm
October 7
BOCC Virtual Joint Meeting with Fire Departments and Work Session – 7:00 pm
October 19
BOCC Virtual Business Meeting – 7:00pm
Chair Price reminded the Commissioners that the Board planned back in June to have
tonight’s meeting in person, but that did not happen due to the delta variant. She said this item
is for the Board to consider a revised schedule again. Chair Price asked if the Clerk to the
Board had any comments on this item.
Laura Jensen said staff will make sure the Board’s decision is properly noticed.
Commissioner McKee said his petition is that the Board go into, and remain in, open
session besides the September 2 and September 9 meetings. He said Commissioners and
staff can fit comfortably and safely in the boardroom at the Whitted Building, and described how
this is possible. He said elected officials should meet in public when discussing public matters,
and while virtual meetings work, they do not have the same access as in person meetings. He
said children are back in school safely, and the BOCC should be able to do the same.
Commissioner Bedford agreed with Commissioner McKee about the quality of the
meeting being better in person when the public can be present. She said children under age
12, who cannot be vaccinated, are still at risk and, given breakthrough cases and heightening
restrictions elsewhere, she thinks continuing virtual meetings for the time being is more
appropriate. She said 6 week check-ins seem appropriate. She said she does not feel safe not
knowing which members of the public are and are not vaccinated.
Commissioner Hamilton said she understands and sees both sides of this issue. She
said her mother lives in a facility, and it just went into lock down due to a positive test for Covid.
She said she would like to think through a middle position, especially regarding the issue of how
to accommodate the public in the space. She said she would also like to determine agreed
upon criteria to trigger meeting in public again: what figures does the Board want to see, etc.
Chair Price agreed the Commissioners and staff could fit in the room safely, but does not
know how logistics of bringing in the public would work. She said she wants to take the delta
variant seriously, as it is so transmissible, and no one knows what the next variant may look
like. She said she is willing to meet virtually for the next 3 meetings, and understands the
Clerk’s concern of wanting to have advanced notice. She said the County is taking this one-day
at a time, in many ways.
Commissioner McKee said he does not want to jeopardize anyone else’s health either.
He said his only intent is to get public business back into public meetings. He said this should
be a thought out plan. He asked if staff would work with the Health Director and Asset Manager
on how the room can be configured to achieve the goal of safely returning to in person
meetings, so that the plan will be in place when the time comes.
A motion was made by Commissioner Bedford, seconded by Commissioner McKee, to
amend the Board of Commissioners’ meeting calendar for 2021 and conduct all meetings
scheduled for September and October 2021 virtually.
Roll call ensued
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VOTE: UNANIMOUS
Commissioner Fowler agreed with Commissioner Hamilton that there should be a
process and rules and said everyone should be wearing masks for the meetings. She said in
June and July everyone thought the Board was good to go back in person, but the delta variant
has changed that. She said she supports continuing some virtual aspect for the public going
forward, as it creates more access for some people.
Commissioner Greene suggested the Board start with a work session in person to start
the process and see how to set the room up, since public comments are not accepted at work
sessions.
7.

Reports
a. Update on 2021 Appeals Process
The Board received a report on the progress of the 2021 Appeals Process.

BACKGROUND:
2021 is a Revaluation year, and in March 2021, the Notices of Revaluation were mailed to
property owners. Property owners have the right to appeal their value each year, and it is
especially important in a revaluation year when values are adjusted to current fair market value
per NC General Statute 105-286 to equalize and redistribute the County’s tax base.
Soon after the Notices were mailed, community leaders in the area brought inconsistencies in
the valuation of properties within neighborhoods, including Chapel Hill’s Northside
Neighborhood Conservation District and other conservation districts in the Chapel Hill area, to
the attention of the Tax Assessor and the Board.
Community leaders also expressed concerns that the established appeal period did not allow
enough time for property owners to appeal, citing the need to provide assistance for property
owners not familiar with the process and the constraints of the current pandemic. By resolution
approved on June 15, 2021, the Board of Commissioners directed the Tax Assessor to extend
the Board of Equalization and Review’s adjournment date from June 30 to September 1, 2021.
This action extended the formal appeals period until September 1, 2021.
Many of the properties located in the Northside Neighborhood Conservation District submitted
value appeals. After reviewing these properties, and considering information provided by
leaders of the Jackson Community Center about the neighborhood conservation districts, the
Tax Assessor approached the Board of Equalization and Review (BOER) to exercise its power
and duties as noted in NC General Statute 105-322(g)(1)(b,c,d) and request the Tax Office
review the remaining properties in the Northside neighborhoods that were not appealed, and
make any necessary corrections to these properties and their values to be consistent with the
actions taken on properties within the Northside neighborhoods that were appealed. The BOER
requested the additional review at its July 28, 2021 meeting.
The BOER will adjourn as of September 1, 2021 and continue to hold post-adjournment
hearings to complete review of the appeals submitted through the adjournment date, and
according to the 30-day appeal period provided in decision notices.
Current data on appeals (through August 24, 2021):
 2,004 appeals total – 1,682 informal and 322 formal
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 1,802 have been completed, including all but 3 of the informal appeals which are
commercial properties
 58 appeals have been submitted since the original appeals deadline of June 30
 191 total appeals from Northside area - 183 informal and 8 formal
As Decision Notices continue to be mailed for the ongoing appeals, the appellants are provided
a 30-day window from the date of the decision notice to appeal at the formal level to the BOER,
and are not held to the date of adjournment if the 30-day window reaches beyond the
September 1 deadline. Post-adjournment hearings are expected to continue through December.
This item was postponed until the September 14, 2021 Business Meeting.
8.

Consent Agenda
Commissioner Bedford noted a change to the May 20, 2021 meeting minutes.

A motion was made by Commissioner Bedford, seconded by Commissioner Fowler, to
approve the consent agenda.
Roll call ensued.
VOTE: UNANMIOUS




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
The Board approved the draft minutes for the May 18, 2021, May 20, 2021, May 27, 2021, June
1, 2021, June 3, 2021, June 8, 2021, June 15, 2021, and June 28, 2021 Commissioner
Meetings.
b. Motor Vehicle Property Tax Releases/Refunds
The Board adopted a resolution, which is incorporated by reference, to release motor vehicle
property tax values for thirteen (13) taxpayers with a total of fourteen (14) bills that will result in
a reduction of revenue.
c. Property Tax Releases/Refunds
The Board adopted a resolution, which is incorporated by reference, to release property tax
values for twenty-eight (28) taxpayers with a total of thirty-five (35) bills that will result in a
reduction of revenue.
d. Tax Collector’s Annual Settlement for Fiscal Year 2020-21
The Board received the tax collector’s annual settlement on current and delinquent taxes,
approved by resolution the accounting thereof, and upon acceptance of the reports, issued the
Order to Collect for Fiscal Year 2021-2022.
e. Resolution Confirming Orange County’s Agreement to Adopt the General Records
Retention and Disposition Schedule for Local Government Agencies
The Board adopted a resolution, which is incorporated by reference, confirming Orange
County’s adoption and enforcement of the redesigned General Records Retention and
Disposition Schedule for Local Government Agencies (“General Schedule”); authorized the
Chair to sign the resolution and execute the necessary documents on behalf of the Board;
authorized the County Manager and Clerk to the Board to execute the necessary documents as
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required by the NC Department of Natural and Cultural Resources; following review by the
County Attorney, authorized the County Manager to approve any subsequent amendments to
the General Schedule; and following review by the County Attorney, authorized the County
Manager to approve any Department or Program-specific records retention schedules.
f. Fiscal Year 2021-22 Budget Amendment #1
The Board approved budget, grant, and capital project ordinance amendments for Fiscal Year
2021-22 for the Department on Aging; Planning and Inspections Department; Orange County
Transportation Services; Health Department; Department of Environment, Agriculture, Parks
and Recreation; Child Support Services; Series 2021 Financing – General Obligation Bonds;
Chapel Hill Carrboro City Schools Capital Projects; County Manager’s Office; Animal Services;
Department of Social Services; Housing and Community Development; Library Services;
County Manager – Arts Commission; Criminal Justice Resource Department; and Orange Rural
Fire Department.
g. Approval of Financing Arrangements for White Cross Fire Department to Purchase
Fire Truck and Associated Equipment
The Board approved White Cross Volunteer Fire Department (WCFD) entering into a financing
arrangement to purchase a replacement fire engine truck and associated equipment and
authorized the Board of Commissioners’ Chair to sign the appropriate documents related to the
financing arrangements.
h. Approval of Boards and Commissions Assignments
The Board approved assignments for members of the Board of Commissioners on Boards and
Commissions with current vacancies.
i. 401 Valley Forge Road Annexation
The Board approved the submittal of a petition for voluntary annexation to the Town of
Hillsborough for 12.866 acres of land, buildings and other improvements owned by Orange
County and located at 401 Valley Forge Road, Hillsborough, NC; and upon review by the
County Attorney, authorized the Chair to sign the petition and related documents.
j. North Carolina Forest Service Lease of a Portion of the Orange County Bonnie B.
Davis Environmental and Agricultural Center (EAC)
The Board adopted and authorized the Chair to sign a resolution, which is incorporated by
reference, approving the lease of a portion of the Orange County Bonnie B. Davis
Environmental and Agricultural Center to the North Carolina Forest Service; and reviewed and
authorized the Manager to sign the lease upon final review by the County Attorney.
k. Northern Campus Water and Sewer – Transfer of Ownership to Town of Hillsborough
The Board approved transferring the ownership of the recently constructed water and sewer
utility infrastructure associated with the construction of the Northern Campus Project to the
Town of Hillsborough.
l. Revision of a 1986 Memorandum of Understanding between the Town of Chapel Hill
and Orange County for the County to Provide Enforcement of Chapel Hill’s Soil
Erosion and Sedimentation Control Regulations
The Board considered revisions to an existing Memorandum of Understanding (MOU) between
the Town of Chapel Hill and Orange County regarding the provision of Erosion Control services
by Orange County to the Town of Chapel Hill; and approved and authorized the Chair to sign
the resolution regarding the proposed MOU revisions and authorize the County Manager to sign
the revised MOU on behalf of the County.
m. Designation of Inflatable Boat as Surplus Property and Approval of Transfer to
Orange Rural Fire Department
The Board approved the designation of a 2015 Inmar inflatable rubber boat (vessel I.D.
IMG3SA45J415) and accompanying 20 HP Suzuki (02002F-513562) jet prop as surplus
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property; and approved and authorized the Chair to sign a resolution approving and authorizing
staff to transfer the surplus property to Orange Rural Fire Department.
n. Appointment of Corey Root to the Central Piedmont Community Action, Inc. Board of
Directors
The Board approved and authorized the Chair to sign a resolution authorizing the appointment
of Corey Root to the Central Piedmont Community Action, Inc. (CPCA) Board of Directors.
o. Quarterly Report (2021 Q2) for Orange County’s CDBG-CV Grant
The Board reviewed the quarterly report and authorized the Chair to sign the report for
submission to the NC Department of Commerce.
9.

County Manager’s Report
Bonnie Hammersley highlighted three information items: the first is the BOCC Elections
Advisory Group report, which she wanted to give the Board and public a chance to read. She
said this is scheduled for discussion on October 5. She said staff will try to do the same with
information on Broadband, as it develops. She said Nancy Freeman, Tax Administrator, will be
available on September 14 to share the developments on the Tax Appeals process. She said
there is also an update on the Buckhorn Outreach Plan and what was done over the summer.
She said staff will try to keep Board apprised of developments in small group updates.
Chair Price said she would like to meet some of the new Directors and people who have
taken over for retirees.
Bonnie Hammersley said Rebecca Crawford, formerly Quintana Stewart’s assistant in
the Health Department, has taken over Paul Laughton’s position following his retirement. She
said she will also introduce the Board to the new Animal Services Director, Dr. Sandra Strong,
at the September 14th meeting.
10.

County Attorney’s Report
John Roberts said he usually does legislative updates by email, but wanted to point out
a couple because they will directly affect BOCC meetings, and even affected the meeting
tonight. He said the 24-hour waiting period after public hearings, which has caused the Board
to not be able to make some decisions on the night of a public hearing, was amended and no
longer applies. He said going forward there will not have to be a delay. He said the Governor
signed a bill today that has been several years in the making, which makes it harder for
counties to adopt ordinances with misdemeanors as part of the enforcement provisions and flat
out prohibits misdemeanors and certain types of ordinances such as land use ordinances,
zoning subdivisions, etc.
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11.

*Appointments

12.









Information Items
June 15, 2021 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
Memorandum Regarding Outreach Status as Follow-up to the Buckhorn Area Study
Memorandum Regarding Orange County/Durham County DCHC MPO – Durham City
Governance Study Interlocal Agreement (ILA)
Memorandum – LME/MCO Realignment Status
Transmittal of the Final Report from the BOCC Elections Advisory Group (BEAG) on the
Process for Electing County Commissioners in Orange County

Commissioner Greene said the dedication of the Schley Grange Hall on the national
historic register will take place on September 12th from 2:00-4:00 p.m. She said this is a
significant event for that community and the County.
13.

Closed Session

A motion was made by Commissioner McKee and second by Commissioner Fowler to
enter into closed session at 8:39 p.m. “pursuant to G.S. § 143-318.11(a)(3) "to consult with an
attorney retained by the Board in order to preserve the attorney-client privilege between the
attorney and the Board” and to approve closed session minutes.
Roll call ensued.
VOTE: UNANIMOUS
Resume regular session
A motion was made by Commissioner McKee and seconded by Commissioner Hamilton
to enter into regular session at 9:18 p.m.
14.

Adjournment

A motion was made by Commissioner Greene and seconded by Commissioner Bedford
to adjourn the meeting at 9:18 p.m.
Roll call ensued
VOTE: UNANMIOUS
Renee Price, Chair
Tara May
Deputy Clerk to the Board
Submitted for approval by Laura Jensen, Clerk to the Board.
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MINUTES
ORANGE COUNTY
BOARD OF COMMISSIONERS
WORK SESSION
September 9, 2021
7:00 p.m.
The Orange County Board of Commissioners met for a Virtual Work Session on Thursday,
September 9, 2021 at 7:00 p.m.
COUNTY COMMISSIONERS PRESENT: Chair Renee Price, Vice Chair Jamezetta Bedford,
and Commissioners Amy Fowler, Sally Greene, Jean Hamilton, and Anna Richards
COUNTY COMMISSIONERS ABSENT: Earl McKee
COUNTY ATTORNEYS PRESENT: John Roberts
COUNTY STAFF PRESENT: County Manager Bonnie Hammersley, Deputy County Manager
Travis Myren, and Clerk to the Board Laura Jensen. (All other staff members will be identified
appropriately below)
Chair Price called the Board of County Commissioners meeting to order at 7:00 p.m.
Due to current public health concerns, the Board of Commissioners is conducting a
Virtual Work Session on September 9, 2021 utilizing Zoom. Members of the Board of
Commissioners will be participating in the meeting remotely. As in prior meetings, members of
the public will be able to view and listen to the meeting via live streaming video at
orangecountync.gov/967/Meeting-Videos and on Orange County Gov-TV on channels 1301 or
97.6 (Spectrum Cable).
A roll call of the County Commissioners was called; all members except Commissioner
McKee were present.
Chair Price welcomed Commissioner Richards to the Board.
1.

Options to Expand Affordable Housing Incentives and Opportunities
The Board received a presentation on options to expand affordable housing incentives
and opportunities in Orange County.
BACKGROUND:
Staff from the County Attorney’s Office, Housing and Community Development Department, and
Planning and Inspections Department were requested to explore opportunities to incentivize
affordable housing in Orange County, with a focus on modifications to the Orange County
Unified Development Ordinance (UDO). Staff met to discuss opportunities as they relate to
regulations contained in the UDO, but also examined other options including housing policy and
programs.
At the February 16, 2021 BOCC Business Meeting, the County Attorney’s Office drafted an
information item (Attachment A) related to this request. The information item included an
affordable housing report examining regulations contained in the UDO and a proposed list of
items to incentivize affordable housing related to the UDO. At that meeting, Board members
requested the item be brought back at a later date to review and discuss further. The Board
further requested all options and opportunities to incentivize affordable housing be considered.
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As a result of the Board’s request, staff have compiled a revised list of twenty-two action items
to expand affordable housing incentives and opportunities in Orange County. This list includes
items related to land use, planning, and zoning regulations, which were in the list presented at
the February 16 BOCC meeting. In addition, the revised list includes proposed action items
related to housing programs and policies. Proposed action items, including brief descriptions,
timeframes, and complexity, are contained in Attachment B.
John Roberts introduced the item. He said he was asked to investigate increasing the
County’s affordable housing through land use designation. He said he worked with the
Planning, Zoning, and Housing departments on the topic.
John Roberts said affordable housing requires several things to work, and the County’s
existing land use policies limit that. He said current policies and laws make it difficult to have
large-scale affordable housing. He said the County will need partnerships with towns and other
institutions to make it successful.
James Bryan, County Attorney’s office, made the following PowerPoint presentation:
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Commissioner Richards asked if the recommendations have been evaluated through a
social justice lens.
James Bryan said no.
Commissioner Richards referred to stakeholders, and asked if the partners were also
considered, or just the developers.
James Bryan said the previous Housing Director spoke with non-profit developers.
Commissioner Fowler asked if the Human Rights Commission (HRC) could review the
recommendations through a social justice lens. She also asked about the density bonus that
has never been used. She asked if the stakeholders were asked if there was a reason it is not
viable.
James Bryan said he has not spoken to any stakeholders, and Maria Dewees, Acting
Housing and Community Development Manager, will be able to speak more on stakeholders.
He said the formula is fairly complex, and he clarified the options for a density bonus.
Commissioner Fowler clarified that none of the options have appealed to developers.
James Bryan said yes.
Commissioner Fowler asked if there is a reason why, other than the math did not work
out.
James Bryan said he does not have a good answer to that question.
Maria Dewees said the stakeholders that were engaged were primarily affordable
housing developers.
Corey Root, Director of Housing and Community Development, said the density bonus
alone is not attractive for an affordable housing developer, but it could be combined with other
incentives.
Commissioner Greene said she submitted a memo to the Board about density bonuses,
saying that they do not work in areas where developers can make a profit without doing
affordable housing. She said Fairfax County, Virginia has had some success, as developers
could have unlimited housing density when a certain amount of affordable housing was
provided. She said Chapel Hill instituted mandatory incentives. She said the County does not
have a lot of land and there are other values at play. She said areas of Northern Virginia were
able to tap into local, state and federal subsidies.
Chair Price said she does not think the County is allowed to mandate any affordable
housing requirements on a developer, due to a bill in the General Assembly.
James Bryan said jurisdictions cannot have non-mandatory bonuses, except by special
legislation.
Chair Price said she thought the bill intended to put limits on what counties could require
of developers.
Chair Price said density is not always the answer to affordable housing, and it can also
lead to high cost condos. She said in the past, she mentioned asking Annette Moore, Human
Rights and Relations Director, to present videos on how zoning has been used in the past to
segregate communities.
Chair Price asked if the Planning Department needs more staff to reduce delays.
Craig Benedict, Planning Director, said the department makes every effort to streamline
work, including technological supports, and he continues to evaluate workloads and staffing
needs annually. He said he will let the Board know if additional staffing is needed.
John Roberts followed up on the bill that Chair Price mentioned. He said the bill (HB
821) is still moving through the General Assembly, and is currently in the house judiciary
committee.
Commissioner Bedford referred to page 15, and said the respondents were two nonprofit and two for profit developers. She said it has been the perception that development in
Orange County has been difficult for many years.
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Commissioner Richards asked for clarification on policy limitations. She asked if they
are state limitations or local ones. She also asked about the length of the UDO and if that is
within the County’s control to streamline.
John Roberts said the UDO is under the County’s control, and the length is due to policy
considerations that the Board has had for many years. He said it could be streamlined but that
would take a great deal of work and clear direction from the Board of County Commissioners
(BOCC).
Commissioner Richards asked if the policies are from Orange County or the State.
John Roberts said some are state and some are local. He said some are the result of
working with municipal partners for years, such as the rural buffer. He said changes would
require a lot of coordination and work by staff and the town partners.
Commissioner Hamilton reminded the Board to consider its goals. She asked if there
are targets for affordable housing, and what can be done under existing constraints. She also
said the list of stakeholders should be expanded to hear more viewpoints.
Commissioner Greene said the question is what can the County do about affordable
housing that is under its jurisdictional control. She said she thought the County’s role was to
support affordable housing within the municipalities.
Commissioner Bedford asked for clarification on how affordable housing is being
defined.
Chair Price said 30% Average Median Income.
James Bryan said depending on the method, one can define affordable housing how one
wants. He said some programs have definitions already decided.
Corey Root said it is usually defined at 80% and lower. She said 30% and below is a
very particular interest with people who have very low incomes.
Corey Root said there is cooperation in the community to address affordable housing,
and the affordable housing commission is very collaborative.
Chair Price said when the subject was brought up it was to determine how to help
people displaced by gentrification. She said some of the policies and zoning rules that Orange
County has locally drives up the cost of housing. She said the question is how does the BOCC
manage growth and development, while providing for people of all income levels to live here.
Commissioner Fowler asked if any of the five recommendations help make mobile home
developments easier.
James Bryan said it could. He said one is the rural buffer and water and sewer. He said
this would strike at density and getting services closer close. He said updating the
comprehensive plan would correct messages about priorities, and would allow obstacles and
opportunities to be more visible. He said it is likely that substantial changes to the
comprehensive plan will be needed. He said the density bonus could play into this, but it likely
will not as it does not work. He said the initial bonds money could be applied to anything, in his
understanding.
Commissioner Richards asked for clarification of the goal of the work session.
Bonnie Hammersley said staff would like direction from the Board on next steps, based
on information provided to the BOCC from the staff. She said staff takes notes during the
conversation.
Maria Dewees made the following PowerPoint presentation:
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Ashley Moncado, Planning Department, continued the presentation:
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Maria Dewees continued the presentation:
Slide #15
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Commissioner Richards asked if there is a reason the County owned parcel option was
in the long-term action items list.
Maria Dewees said staff was thinking of it in terms of cost and the resources needed to
acquire large parcels.
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Commissioner Richards said she was referring to the nine parcels that were previously
identified.
Maria Dewees said those parcels are not suitable for development.
Ashley Moncado agreed, but said parts of the Greene Tract might be suitable.
Bonnie Hammersley said an analysis showed that they were not buildable parcels. She
said the County put out an RFP for anyone interested in the parcels, but no one was interested.
Commissioner Richards said there is a question in the community of why the County is
not using County-owned parcels. She asked if the better response to that question is the
County does not have any land that is appropriate.
Bonnie Hammersley said there are a few properties that will be available soon that might
be suitable, but at this moment there are none that are buildable. She said the potential
properties would take time to be ready for use.
Chair Price asked Craig Benedict if he could provide a map of where those parcels are
and an explanation of why some can or cannot be built upon.
Craig Benedict said yes.
Commissioner Fowler asked if there is a plan for the nine remaining parcels. She also
referred to the two parcels that were developed, and asked what was built on those lands.
Bonnie Hammersley said it was two single-family units, and the other nine parcels have
various limitations and features that make them unsuitable.
Commissioner Greene said when the Revere Road property is vacated it would be a
good site for affordable housing.
Commissioner Hamilton thanked staff for the presentation.
Commissioner Hamilton asked the Board to consider the size of homes that could be
considered for small parcels, such as tiny homes. She said she would like to know what can be
built on parcels, not what cannot. She said the BOCC should consider a variety of types of
affordable housing, because everyone’s needs are different.
Chair Price said having more information would help the Board decide how to change
the UDO in order to accommodate a variety of housing options, like tiny homes.
Commissioner Greene said she is not in favor of expanding the rural buffer for affordable
housing. She said she has concerns it would be vulnerable to challenges by for-profit
developers.
Craig Benedict said staff would like to hear from the Board on the action items that are
appealing, so staff can bring them back for future action.
Commissioner Bedford agreed with Commissioner Greene. She said there may have
been decisions made in the past that might need to be re-weighed, given the affordable housing
needs. She said the Board may want to change priorities on various properties to help with
housing needs.
Commissioner Hamilton asked if a certain percentage of a project needs to be
subsidized for a non-profit developer to build 50 units.
Maria Dewees said it depends on the project and the development costs, and there are
many ways that a development could be subsidized, such as using County owned land. She
said a ballpark figure would really depend on the project, the land itself, etc.
Bonnie Hammersley said the County got 261 units for a County subsidy of the $5 million
bond, but there were many other subsidies involved beside the County’s.
Chair Price said the Homestead Road development might be good to consider, as it is a
recent project.
Travis Myren suggested staff work with CASA to get an example of the costs and
percentage subsidy for Perry Place, which had 48 units.
Commissioner Hamilton said she wants the County to stay focused on goals. She said
there are a lot of needs, and it all takes money. She said she wants to be clear on the trade
offs, the benefits, and what kinds of partnerships are available.
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Commissioner Hamilton said the subdivision issue needs further consideration and it
seems more complicated than it needs to be. She said she does not want to lose sight of the
reasons why some of these regulations were put into place, and she wants to be sure to include
the public in the conversation.
Commissioner Hamilton asked if the role of the Affordable Housing Advisory Committee
in the recommendations could be identified.
Chair Price asked staff what would be helpful for moving forward.
Bonnie Hammersley said it would help staff to know which options (short term, mid term,
long term) the Board prefers so staff could do further research.
Commissioner Greene echoed the request for more of an understanding of the role of
the Affordable Housing Advisory Committee.
Commissioner Greene said there is also the government affordable housing
collaborative, and this group is set up to work collaboratively and strategically.
Commissioner Richards asked if the target could be more clearly identified. She said
30% AMI (average median income) was mentioned, as well as 80% and 31-50%. She said she
does not want to focus strictly on the 30%, as there are teachers and government workers who
may be at 50% but still need help.
Chair Price said all kinds of affordable housing have been discussed.
Commissioner Richards referred to the municipal taxes for affordable housing, and
asked if the County can have a similar type of tax.
Bonnie Hammersley said it was not included as an option, but that is allowable.
Commissioner Richards asked how much a 1-cent tax would generate.
Bonnie Hammersley said 1-cent generates a little over $2 million.
Commissioner Richards said it seems like the towns are working together on housing,
and it would not be hard for the County to work with them.
Bonnie Hammersley concurred, and said County staff is working very closely with the
towns.
Commissioner Fowler asked if the greatest gap in housing could be identified. She said
she would like staff to give guidance on this, as the staff’s presentation shows a need for
housing for 30% AMI.
Commissioner Hamilton said going greater than 30% AMI is fine, but the County should
know what that means for the number of units and households that can be served. She said
she would like to know what it looks like to go up to 60% of AMI.
Corey Root said developers like to have a mix of levels in a development, which is
considered best practice. She said in the past there were no units designated for 30% of AMI,
but this has been changing more recently.
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The Board reviewed Slide #10 again:

Craig Benedict gave an overview of what policy conflicts there are with the goals of
affordable housing and planning and zoning regulations. He said some of the long-term
complex areas take legislation, and staff can give further details about those items. He said the
comprehensive plan needs updating, which is a large process involving many boards. He said
density bonuses cannot be offered in protected watersheds, of which there are many in Orange
County. He said the Board should determine its priorities.
Commissioner Greene said she would like to quickly go one by one through the items on
the list. She asked if more information could be provided about action item 1.2 regarding UDO
text amendments.
Ashley Moncado said the first text amendment package will focus on subdivisions. She
said the other text amendment package will include home parks and buffer requirements, as
well as the size of accessory dwelling units.
Craig Benedict said the term “home parks” includes mobile home and tiny homes.
Craig Benedict said staff can pursue short term items now, and mid term in early 2022.
Commissioner Greene said she does not see any point in pursuing voluntary density
bonuses any more.
Commissioner Richards said the short-term action items seem like they are within reach.
She also supported moving away from the voluntary density bonus, and to consider what is
working in other places.
Commissioner Richards asked for clarification on amending the UDO and the impact on
revising the comprehensive plan. She said she thought those needed to be done at the same
time.
Craig Benedict said the comprehensive plan took five years and required working with
several departments and advisory boards. He said existing conditions must be reviewed,
trended, and evaluated to see if they cause problems. He said goals, objectives, and policies
come out of that in the form of the UDO. He said it is a long process and will likely involve a
consultant.
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Craig Benedict said UDO changes should be base in the comprehensive plan, but some
UDO changes are achievable without starting anew with the comprehensive plan.
Commissioner Richards asked for clarification of the time periods of data used to create
the current comprehensive plan.
Craig Benedict said some of the trends were put together over several decades. He
said various departments are responsible for different elements of the plan, and there is much
better data available now than in 2008, when the last revision was done.
Chair Price said some of the older data was used to illustrate the immense growth in the
County over time.
The Board agreed by consensus to move forward on action items 1.1 and 1.3.
The Board reviewed the mid-term options.
Chair Price asked if there is consensus to discontinue the voluntary density bonus.
Commissioner Bedford said she agreed with the mid-term options, and wanted to give
staff flexibility to mix and match.
Commissioner Bedford supported the top three short-term action items, but also said to
empower staff to pursue the others too. She said the voluntary density bonuses seem
ineffective.
Chair Price said the Board would review the other short-term items not on Slide #10.
The Board decided by consensus to move forward on action items 2.1 and 2.3.
The Board also agreed by consensus to no longer pursue action item 2.2.
The Board reviewed the long-term options, and agreed by consensus to pursue 3.1 and
3.2.
The Board did not have consensus on action item 3.3.
Chair Price asked if staff could provide clarification of item 3.3.
Craig Benedict said the County has flexibility to reduce watershed protections since the
County exceeds State requirements in many areas. He said any reduction would be reviewed
by the State.
The Board did not have consensus to move forward on action item 3.3.
The Board agreed by consensus to move forward on action item 3.5.
Chair Price said action item 3.6 should be discussed among partners.
The Board did not have consensus to move forward with action items 3.6 and 3.7.
Commissioner Richards said it is difficult to make a decision on these items since the
Board does not have updated information in the form of a comprehensive plan.
Chair Price said for 3.3, the Board will wait and revisit it at a later time when staff can
come back with more information. She said 3.6 and 3.7 would require conversations with
partners.
Commissioner Hamilton said the existing comprehensive plan was prescient and
forward-looking. She said updating the plan would require understanding the tradeoffs and it
would impact several of the items in the long-term section. She said from her perspective, none
of these action items are completely off the table, but some may need to wait until the
comprehensive plan is completed.
Commissioner Greene agreed with Commissioner Hamilton. She said the long-term
goals require identifying the values that County residents have now.
Chair Price said the watershed protection item could have been worded a bit better, but
it is not seeking to back down on protecting the watershed.
Commissioner Greene said Orange County residents wanted to go beyond the State
requirements, and she expects many still do.
The Board reviewed the long-term items listed on Slide #10. Action items 3.1, 3.2, 3.4,
and 3.5 action items were agreed upon by consensus. Action items 3.3, 3.6, and 3.7 will not be
pursued at this time.
The Board reviewed the action items on Slide #14
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The Board agreed by consensus to pursue the short-term items.
The Board agreed by consensus on the mid-term items.
Commissioner Fowler asked how 2.5 would be addressed.
Bonnie Hammersley said it would be focused on in the budget process for the next fiscal
year.
The Board clarified that these items would be brought back for further action by staff.
The Board agreed by consensus on action items 3.8 and 3.9.
Chair Price asked if action item 3.10 should be a mid-term item.
Commissioner Greene said action item 3.10 seems it should involve a discussion with
the towns.
Corey Root said the item could be pushed up as a mid-term item, and she agreed to
discuss with the towns.
A motion was made by Commissioner Fowler, seconded by Commissioner Bedford, to
recess the meeting for 3 minutes.
Roll call ensued
VOTE: UNANIMOUS
RECONVENE THE MEETING
Chair Price asked for a motion to reconvene the meeting.
A motion was made by Commissioner Fowler, seconded by Commissioner Hamilton, to
reconvene at 9:17 p.m.
Roll call ensued.
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VOTE: UNANIMOUS
2.

Adult Care Home Community Advisory Committee – Appointment Discussion
The Board discussed an appointment to the Adult Care Home Community Advisory
Committee.
BACKGROUND: The following appointment information is for Board consideration:
NAME

SPECIAL
REPRESENTATIVE

MaryLou
Gelblum

At-Large

EXPIRATION
DATE
10/31/2023

NOTE - If the individual listed above is appointed, the following vacancies remain:
SPECIAL NOTATION: None of the other applicants have completed the mandatory preappointment training, and are therefore not eligible for appointment at this time.
POSITION
DESIGNATION
At-Large
At-Large
At-Large
At-Large
At-Large

17
18
19
20
21
22
23
24
25
26
27
28
29
30
31
32
33
34
35
36
37
38

TYPE OF
APPOINTMENT
TERM
First Full Term

EXPIRATION
DATE
03/31/2022
06/30/2022
06/30/2022
10/31/2022
06/30/2022

VACANCY INFORMATION
Vacant since 12/09/2020
Vacant since 10/17/2020
Vacant since 05/12/2020
Vacant since 10/17/2020
Vacant since 10/31/2017

REMINDER: As of July 1, 2017, HB248 was passed in the North Carolina Legislature
regarding the training period for pending members of the “Adult Care Home Community
Advisory Committee and Nursing Home Community Advisory Committee”. Applicants
will be selected from our county “Applicant Interest List” for a condensed training and if
the applicant successfully completes the training, they would be recommended for
appointment. Therefore, when an applicant is recommended for appointment, it would
initially be for a one-year preliminary term and their training will have already been
completed.
Chair Price reviewed the process for making appointments. She said the Board would
have the opportunity to discuss making changes to the process.
Tara May introduced the item.
Commissioner Bedford nominated MaryLou Gelblum for appointment to the Adult Care
Home Community Advisory Committee.
The Board agreed by consensus.
Commissioner Fowler asked for clarification on the appointment of a different member of
the committee.
Tara May clarified the expiration date for the member.
Tara May said there will be a future appointment consideration to this board when the
applicant completes his training.
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3.

Affordable Housing Advisory Board – Appointment Discussion
The Board discussed an appointment to the Arts Affordable Housing Advisory Board.

BACKGROUND: The following appointment information is for Board consideration:
NAME

SPECIAL
REPRESENTATIVE

Dion Graham

At-Large

EXPIRATION
DATE
09/30/2024

NOTE – If the individual listed above is appointed, the following vacancy remains:
POSITION
DESIGNATION
At-Large

10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21
22
23
24
25
26
27
28
29
30
31
32

TYPE OF
APPOINTMENT
TERM
First Full Term

EXPIRATION
DATE
06/30/2022

VACANCY INFORMATION
Vacant since 08/10/2021

Tara May introduced the item.
Tara May said the Affordable Housing Advisory Board (AHAB) will make a future
recommendation for the second vacant at-large position.
Commissioner Greene suggested Diane Stoy for the second at-large vacancy.
Tara May said Diane Stoy was no longer interested.
Commissioner Fowler said she is interested in William Spang. She asked if the AHAB
gave a reason why it wants to wait on making a recommendation.
Commissioner Greene said that Alice Mahood looked like a good applicant.
Commissioner Bedford said Alice Mahood is on another board, and the Board of
Commissioners tries to not appoint the same people to multiple advisory boards or
commissions.
The Board agreed by consensus on Dion Graham.
The Board agreed to give the Affordable Housing Advisory Board a chance to make a
recommendation on the second position.
4.

Animal Services Hearing Panel Pool – Appointments Discussion
The Board discussed appointments to the Animal Services Hearing Panel Pool.

BACKGROUND: The following appointment information is for Board consideration:
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NAME

SPECIAL
REPRESENTATION

Pam C.
Schwentner

At-Large
Unincorporated
County
Veterinarian

Cynthia J.
Stubbs

2
3
4
5
6
7
8
9
10
11
12
13
14

First Full Term

03/31/2024

09/30/2024

The Board agreed by consensus on the recommended applicants.
5.

Carrboro Board of Adjustment – Appointment Discussion
The Board discussed an appointment to the Carrboro Board of Adjustment.

BACKGROUND: The following appointment information is for Board consideration:

John Garret
Baker

SPECIAL
REPRESENTATIVE
ETJ

BOCC
Appointee

TYPE OF
APPOINTMENT
TERM
First Full Term

EXPIRATION
DATE
02/28/2023

NOTE - If the individual listed above is appointed, the following vacancy remains:
POSITION
DESIGNATION
N. Transition Area
BOCC Appointee

18
19
20
21
22
23
24
25
26
27
28
29
30
31

EXPIRATION
DATE

NOTE - If the individuals listed above are appointed, the following vacancies remain:
 None
Tara May introduced the item.

NAME

15
16
17

TYPE OF
APPOINTMENT
TERM
First Full Term

EXPIRATION
DATE
02/28/2022

VACANCY INFORMATION
Vacant since 03/05/2020

Tara May introduced the item.
Chair Price said the BOCC needs to fill the N. Transition Area appointee.
The Board agreed by consensus to appoint John Garret Baker to the ETJ BOCC
Appointee position.
Commissioner Bedford suggested Erle Smith for the Northern Transition Area position.
She said he lives in the Carrboro city limits, but as the position has been vacant so long the
Board can fill the position with someone who does not meet the preferred qualifications.
Tara May said it is her understanding that the BOCC would pass a resolution and the
town would vote on it.
The Board agreed by consensus on Erle Smith.
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6.

Carrboro Northern Transition Area Advisory Committee – Appointment Discussion
The Board discussed an appointment to the Carrboro Northern Transition Area Advisory
Committee.
BACKGROUND: The following appointment information is for Board consideration:
NAME

SPECIAL
REPRESENTATIVE

Anahid Vrana

N. Transition Area
BOCC Appointee

TYPE OF
APPOINTMENT
TERM
Third Full Term

EXPIRATION
DATE
02/28/2024

NOTE - If the individual listed above is appointed, the following vacancies remain:
 None
Tara May introduced the item.
The Board agreed by consensus to appoint Anahid Vrana.
7.

Chapel Hill Orange County Visitors Bureau – Appointment Discussion
The Board discussed an appointment to the Chapel Hill Orange County Visitors Bureau.

BACKGROUND: The following appointment information is for Board consideration:
NAME

SPECIAL
REPRESENTATIVE

Sharon Hill

Economic
Development
Advisory Board

TYPE OF
APPOINTMENT
TERM
Partial Term

EXPIRATION
DATE
12/31/2023

NOTE – If the individual listed above is appointed, the following vacancies remain:
 None
Tara May introduced the item.
The Board agreed by consensus to appoint Sharon Hill to the Economic Development
Advisory Board.
8.

Board of Health – Appointment Discussion
The Board discussed an appointment to the Board of Health.

BACKGROUND: The following appointment information is for Board consideration:
NAME

SPECIAL
REPRESENTATIVE

Tony Whitaker

Professional Engineer

TYPE OF
APPOINTMENT
TERM
First Full Term

EXPIRATION
DATE
06/30/2024

NOTE - If the individual listed above is appointed, the following vacancies remain:
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None

Tara May introduced the item.
The Board agreed by consensus to appoint Tony Whitaker to the Professional Engineer
position on the Board of Health.
9.

Hillsborough Board of Adjustment – Appointment Discussion
The Board discussed an appointment to the Hillsborough Board of Adjustment.

BACKGROUND: The following appointment information is for Board consideration.
NAME

SPECIAL
REPRESENTATIVE

Richard
Chapple

ETJ County

TYPE OF
APPOINTMENT
TERM
First Full Term

EXPIRATION
DATE
09/30/2023

NOTE - If the individuals listed above are appointed, the following vacancies remain:
 None
Tara May introduced the item.
The Board agreed by consensus to appoint Richard Chapple to the ETJ County position
on the Hillsborough Board of Adjustment.
10.

Historic Preservation Commission – Appointment Discussion
The Board discussed an appointment to the Historic Preservation Commission.

BACKGROUND: The following appointment information is for Board consideration.
NAME

SPECIAL
REPRESENTATIVE

Cecelia Moore

At-Large

TYPE OF
APPOINTMENT
TERM
First Full Term

EXPIRATION
DATE
03/31/2024

NOTE – If the individual listed above is appointed, the following vacancies remain:
 None
Tara May introduced the item.
The Board agreed by consensus to appoint Cecelia Moore to the Historic Preservation
Commission.
11.

Jury Commission – Appointment Discussion
The Board discussed an appointment to the Jury Commission.

BACKGROUND: The following appointment information is for Board consideration:
NAME

SPECIAL

TYPE OF

EXPIRATION

26
REPRESENTATIVE
Bob Hall

1
2
3
4
5
6
7
8
9
10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21
22
23

06/30/2023

Tara May introduced the item. She said the Jury Commission is not subject to the
Advisory Board Policy. She said appointees serve for 2-year terms, but there are no term limits.
Chair Price said Bob Hall is good on this commission and continuity was important for a
season. She suggested Phyllis Horton as the appointee.
Commissioner Bedford said she also thinks Horton would be good on the commission.
Commissioner Fowler said there is a typo in the agenda materials regarding term limits.
Commissioner Fowler said she would be open to appointing Horton.
Commissioner Hamilton also agreed on Horton.
The Board agreed by consensus to appoint Phyllis Horton to the Jury Commission.
12.

Nursing Home Community Advisory Committee – Appointment Discussion
The Board discussed an appointment to the Nursing Home Community Advisory
Committee.
BACKGROUND:
The following appointment information is for Board consideration:
SPECIAL
REPRESENTATIVE

TYPE OF
APPOINTMENT
TERM
Partial Term

EXPIRATION
DATE

Jacqulyn
At-Large
03/31/2022
Podger
NOTE - If the individual listed above is appointed, the following vacancies remain:
SPECIAL NOTATION: None of the other applicants have completed the mandatory preappointment training, and are therefore not eligible for appointment at this time.
POSITION
DESIGNATION
At-Large
Nursing Home
Administration
Nursing Home
Administration
At-Large
At-Large
At-Large
At-Large
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DATE

NOTE - If the individuals listed above are appointed, the following vacancies remain:
 None

NAME

24
25
26
27
28

At-Large
BOCC Appointee

APPOINTMENT
TERM
Tenth Full Term

EXPIRATION
DATE
09/30/2020
06/30/2023

VACANCY INFORMATION

06/30/2023

Vacant since 03/29/2019

03/31/2023
06/30/2023
03/31/2023
06/30/2022

Vacant since 05/18/2020
Vacant since 02/25/2018
Vacant since 08/25/2021
Vacant since 08/25/2021

Vacant since 11/06/2019
Vacant since 06/21/2017

27
1
2
3
4
5
6
7
8
9
10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20

21
22
23
24
25
26
27
28
29
30

REMINDER: As of July 1, 2017, HB248 was passed in the North Carolina Legislature
regarding the training period for pending members of the “Adult Care Home Community
Advisory Committee and Nursing Home Community Advisory Committee”. Applicants
will be selected from our county “Applicant Interest List” for a condensed training and if
the applicant successfully completes the training, they would be recommended for
appointment. Therefore, when an applicant is recommended for appointment, it would
initially be for a one year preliminary term and their training will have already been
completed.
Tara May introduced the item.
The Board agreed by consensus to appoint Jacqulyn Podger.
Tara May said there are two applicants in training for this board.
13.

Orange Unified Transportation Board – Appointments Discussion
The Board discussed appointments to the Orange Unified Transportation Board.

BACKGROUND:
The following appointment information is for Board consideration:
NAME

SPECIAL
REPRESENTATION

EXPIRATION
DATE

At-Large
At-Large
Bingham Township

TYPE OF
APPOINTMENT
TERM
Second Full Term
Second Full Term
Second Full Term

Amy Cole
Todd Jones
Julian (Randy)
Marshall Jr.
Roy Schonberg
To Be
Determined
BOCC
Appointment
To Be
Determined
BOCC
Appointment
To Be
Determined
BOCC
Appointment

Chapel Hill Township
At-Large

Second Full Term
First Full Term

09/30/2024
09/30/2024

Cedar Grove
Township

Partial Term

09/30/2023

Little River Township

Partial Term

09/30/2023

09/30/2024
09/30/2024
09/30/2024

NOTE - If the positions listed above are filled, the following vacancies remain:
 None
Tara May introduced the item.
Chair Price recommended Michael Hughes for the At-large vacant position.
Commissioner Bedford agreed with Chair Price’s suggestion.
The Board agreed by consensus on the recommendations, and to add Michael Hughes
to the board.
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3
4
5
6
7
8

9
10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21
22
23
24
25
26
27
28
29
30

31
32
33
34
35
36
37
38
39

14.

Orange County Parks and Recreation Council – Appointment Discussion
The Board discussed an appointment to the Orange County Parks and Recreation
Council.
BACKGROUND:
The following appointment information is for Board consideration:
NAME

SPECIAL
REPRESENTATIVE

Kevin Mason

Cedar Grove Township/AtLarge

TYPE OF
APPOINTMENT
TERM
First Full Term

EXPIRATION
DATE
03/31/2024

NOTE - If the individual listed above is appointed, the following vacancies remain:
 None
Tara May introduced the item. She said the council recommended Kevin Mason for his
experience and the diversity he would bring to the council. She said the other applicant already
serves on another board.
Tara May said Kevin Mason would be appointed as an at-large member since he does
not live in Cedar Grove. Tara May reviewed the advisory board policy, which allows for
appointing a member to a board if they do not live in the area required since the position was
vacant for more than 6 months.
Commissioner Bedford said the council is majority male, and suggested Natalie Ziemba
for the position.
The Board agreed by consensus to appoint Natalie Ziemba to the Orange County Parks
and Recreation Council.
15.

Workforce Development Board – Appointment Discussion
The Board discussed an appointment to the Workforce Development Board.

BACKGROUND:
The following appointment information is for Board consideration:
NAME

SPECIAL
REPRESENTATIVE

Sue Holaday

Private Sector-Business

TYPE OF
APPOINTMENT
TERM
Second Full Term

EXPIRATION
DATE
06/30/2024

NOTE - If the individual listed above is appointed, the following vacancies remain:
 None
Tara May introduced the item.
The Board agreed by consensus to appoint Sue Holaday to the Workforce Development
Board.
Chair Price said this board sometimes meets out of the area and it can be difficult to
attend. She said this is why no commissioner currently volunteers to be on the board.
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1
2
3
4
5
6
7
8
9
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14
15
16
17
18

Bonnie Hammersley said the BOCC will next meet on Tuesday September 14, where
she will introduce the new Animal Services Director.
A motion was made by Commissioner Fowler, seconded by Commissioner Greene, to
adjourn the meeting at 9:42 p.m.
Roll call ensued
VOTE: UNANMIOUS
Renee Price, Chair
Laura Jensen
Clerk to the Board
Submitted for approval by Laura Jensen, Clerk to the Board.
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ORANGE COUNTY
BOARD OF COMMISSIONERS
ACTION AGENDA ITEM ABSTRACT
Meeting Date: October 5, 2021
Action Agenda
8-b
Item No.
SUBJECT: Motor Vehicle Property Tax Releases/Refunds
DEPARTMENT: Tax Administration
ATTACHMENT(S):
Resolution
Releases/Refunds Data Spreadsheet
Reason for Adjustment Summary

INFORMATION CONTACT:
Nancy T. Freeman, Tax Administrator,
(919) 245-2735

PURPOSE: To consider adoption of a resolution to release motor vehicle property tax values for
six taxpayers with a total of twelve 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
$4,034.20 to Orange County, the towns, and school and fire districts. Financial impact year to
date for FY 2021-2022 is $10,912.75.
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SOCIAL JUSTICE IMPACT: There is no Orange County Social Justice Goal impact associated
with this item.
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT: There is no Orange County Environmental Responsibility 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.

RES-2021-059

NORTH CAROLINA
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, Laura Jensen, 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 business 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
____________, 2021.
___________________________________
Clerk to the Board of Commissioners
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BOCC REPORT - REGISTERED MOTOR VEHICLES
OCTOBER 5, 2021

NAME
Blake, William
Ferrin, Rhett Ashton
Harris, Mark
Heavner, James Allen
Heavner, James Allen
Heavner, James Allen
Heavner, James Allen
Heavner, James Allen
Heavner, James Allen
Heavner, James Allen
Ingold, James Edward
Sandhu, Shabaaz

ACCOUNT
NUMBER

62429639
62499218
62482422
61924447
62297273
30336595
30571862
30571862
30571862
30571862
47641290
62795137

BILLING
YEAR

2020
2021
2021
2021
2020
2016
2019
2018
2017
2016
2020
2021

ORIGINAL
VALUE

46,100
21,994
33,810
63,700
8,070
34,940
8,960
10,010
11,210
12,620
18,600
15,000

ADJUSTED
VALUE

500
33,810
500
500
Total

FINANCIAL
IMPACT

(422.75)
(383.24)
(270.42)
(995.50)
(169.67)
(592.67)
(174.58)
(188.18)
(214.76)
(233.23)
(169.42)
(219.78)
(4,034.20)

REASON FOR ADJUSTMENT

ADDITIONAL EXPLANATION

Antique plate (property classification)
County changed to Chatham (illegal tax)
*Situs error (illegal tax)
County changed to Durham (illegal tax)
County changed to Chatham (illegal tax)
County changed to Durham (illegal tax)
County changed to Durham (illegal tax)
County changed to Durham (illegal tax)
County changed to Chatham (illegal tax)
County changed to Durham (illegal tax)
Antique plate (property classification)
Antique plate (property classification)

Adjustment Descriptions
Clerical error G.S. 105-381(a)(1)(a): e.g. when there is an actual error in mathematical calculation.
Illegal tax G.S. 105-381(a)(1)(b): e.g. when the vehicle should have been billed in another county, an incorrect name was used, or an incorrect rate code was used.
Tax levied for an illegal purpose G.S. 105-381(a)(1)(c): e.g. charging a tax that was later deemed to be impermissible under State law.
Appraisal appeal G.S. 105-330.2(b): e.g. reduction in value due to excessive mileage or vehicle damage.
*Situs error: An incorrect rate code was used to calculate bill. Value remains constant but bill amount changes due to the change in specific tax rates applied to that physical location.
Classification GS 105-330-9(b): e.g. Antique automobiles are designated a special class of property under the NC Constitution.
The spreadsheet represents the financial impact that approval of the requested release or refund would have on the principal amount of taxes.
Approval of the release or refund of the principal tax amount also constitutes approval of the release or
refund of all associated interest, penalties, fees, and costs appurtenant to the released or refunded principal tax amount.

August 12, 2021 thru September 15, 2021
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Military Leave and Earning Statement (LES): Is a document given on a monthly basis
to members of the United States military which reports their pay, home of record and
service status. The LES is required when applying for exemption from Motor Vehicle
Property Taxes. Active duty, non-resident military personnel may be exempt from North
Carolina motor vehicle property tax as allowed by United States Code, Title 50, Service
members’ Civil Relief Act of 1940. (Amended in 2009 by The Military Spouse’s
Residency Relief Act)

Titles and Brands: Section 1, Chapter 7
NCDMV Title Manual 14th Edition Revised January 2016
Title: Document that records the ownership of vehicles and the liens against them.
Custom-Built: A vehicle that is completely reconstructed or assembled from new or used
parts. Will be branded “Specially Constructed Vehicle”
Flood Vehicles: A motor vehicle that has been submerged or practically submerged in
water to the extent that damage to the body, engine, transmission or differential has
occurred.
Reconstructed Vehicles: A motor vehicle required to be registered that has been
materially altered from original construction due to the removal addition or substitution of
essential parts.
Salvaged Motor Vehicles: Is a vehicle that has been damaged by collision or other
occurrence to the extent that the cost of repairs exceeds 75% of fair market value, whether
or not the motor vehicle has been declared a total loss by an insurer. Repairs shall include
the cost of parts and labor, or a vehicle for which an insurance company has paid a claim
that exceeds 75% of the Fair Market Value. If the salvaged vehicle is six model years old
or newer, an Anti-Theft Inspection by the License and Theft Bureau is required.
Salvage Rebuilt Vehicle: A salvaged vehicle that has been rebuilt for title and registration.
Junk Vehicle: A motor vehicle which is incapable of operation or use upon the highways
and has no resale value except as scrap or parts. The vehicle shall not be titled.
Antique Vehicle: A motor vehicle manufactured in 1980 and prior
Commercial Trucking (IRP): The International Registration Plan is a registration
reciprocity agreement among jurisdictions in the US and Canada which provides for
payment of license fee on the basis of fleet miles operated in various jurisdictions.
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 Destruction: NC DMV will not register this type of vehicle. It is not fit
for North Carolina roads.
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ORANGE COUNTY
BOARD OF COMMISSIONERS
ACTION AGENDA ITEM ABSTRACT
Meeting Date: October 5, 2021
Action Agenda
8-c
Item No.
SUBJECT: Property Tax Releases/Refunds
DEPARTMENT: Tax Administration
ATTACHMENT(S):
Resolution
Releases/Refunds Data Spreadsheet

INFORMATION CONTACT:
Nancy T. Freeman, Tax Administrator,
(919) 245-2735

PURPOSE: To consider adoption of a resolution to release property tax values for eighteen
taxpayers with a total of twenty-one bills that will result in a reduction of revenue.
BACKGROUND: The Tax Administration Office has received eighteen 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
$46,593.10 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.
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT: There is no Orange County Environmental Responsibility Goal
impact associated with this item.
RECOMMENDATION(S): The Manager recommends that the Board approve the attached
resolution approving these property tax release/refund requests in accordance with North Carolina
General Statute 105-381.

RES-2021-060

NORTH CAROLINA
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, Laura Jensen, 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 business 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
____________, 2021.
___________________________________
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)

NAME
Ashbury Owners Association Inc.
Blacknell, Lonita Shoreman
Chapman, Brandie Rae
Broadwell, Annette
Carwile, Michael Kent
Christ United Methodist Church
Clark, Douglas Palmer Jr
Eady, James Matthew
Ehrlich, Matthew Evan
Empowerment, Inc.
Farrington, Voncille E
Kingsdown Inc.
Kipos
Larkspur Homeowners Association Inc.
Mann, Robert Michael
North Carolina CVS Pharmacy
North Carolina CVS Pharmacy
North Carolina CVS Pharmacy
North Carolina CVS Pharmacy
Principato, Nicole Lynn Botteri
Stoney River Steakhouse and Grill LLC

BOCC REPORT - REAL/PERSONAL
OCTOBER 5, 2021

ACCOUNT
NUMBER
290320
3196264
3191582
3190666
3196333
252727
3191983
3195225
3182562
183935
270225
271052
1062694
262197
238365
1051374
1051378
1051372
1067270
3191691
1064465

BILLING
YEAR
2021
2021
2020
2021
2021
2021
2021
2021
2021
2021
2021
2021
2021
2021
2021
2021
2021
2021
2021
2020
2021

ORIGINAL
VALUE
150,300
10,170
31,790
532,500
80,630
2,603,165
139,163
15,400
22,298
190,400
354,600
835,231
99,514
332,000
185,363
364,840
232,023
167,821
65,327
5,130
1,704,518

ADJUSTED
VALUE
1
10,170
162,000
1,232,900
23,435
1,201
264,328
811,454
2
19,063
364,840
232,023
167,821
65,327
1,499,189
Total

FINANCIAL
IMPACT
(1,936.92)
(143.00)
(513.00)
(4,168.50)
(296.11)
(20,769.10)
(1,090.28)
(466.83)
(266.56)
(2,885.89)
(850.44)
(337.07)
(1,729.22)
(5,032.12)
(1,566.71)
(576.34)
(351.68)
(269.54)
(103.19)
(128.43)
(3,112.17)
(46,593.10)

REASON FOR ADJUSTMENT
Assessed in error (illegal tax)
Assessed in error (illegal tax)
Assessed in error (illegal tax)
Assessed in error (clerical error)
Assessed in error (illegal tax)
Incorrect value (clerical error)
Incorrect value (clerical error)
Assessed in error (illegal tax)
Assessed in error (clerical error)
Assessed in error (illegal tax)
Incorrect value (clerical error)
Double billed (illegal tax)
Incorrect value (clerical error)
Assessed in error (illegal tax)
Assessed in error (illegal tax)
Assessed in error (clerical error)
Assessed in error (clerical error)
Assessed in error (clerical error)
Assessed in error (clerical error)
Assessed in error (illegal tax)
Assessed in error (illegal tax)

ADDITIONAL INFORMATION
Billed in error property was transferred to Homeowner Association
Gap bill: Gap period only 39 months instead of 51 months
Gap bill: Vehicle registered in Oklahoma during gap period
Home is located on an adjacent parcel
Gap bill: Not true gap, the plates were transferred
Land and paving value was not included in the exemption
Watercraft was valued incorrectly
Gap bill: Vehicle registered in South Carolina during the gap period
Information entered in error during listing period
Exempt property billed in error
Homestead value was incorrect
Also billed on account 3196512
Business closed March 2020
Property is Homeowners Association common area
Residence and carport on property moved to leasehold account
Extension received timely but not keyed
Extension received timely but not keyed
Extension received timely but not keyed
Extension received timely but not keyed
Gap bill: Vehicle registered in New Jersey during the gap period
Leasehold improvements were deemed real property

Gap Bill: A property tax bill that covers the months between the expiration of a vehicle's registration and the renewal of that registration or the issuance of a new registration.
The spreadsheet represents the financial impact that approval of the requested release or refund would have on the principal amount of taxes.
Approval of the release or refund of the principal tax amount also constitutes approval of the release or
refund of all associated interest, penalties, fees, and costs appurtenant to the released or refunded principal tax amount.

August 12, 2021 thru September 15, 2021
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ORANGE COUNTY
BOARD OF COMMISSIONERS
ACTION AGENDA ITEM ABSTRACT
Meeting Date: October 5, 2021
Action Agenda
8-d
Item No.
SUBJECT: Applications for Property Tax Exemption/Exclusion
DEPARTMENT: Tax Administration
ATTACHMENT(S):
Exempt Status Resolution
Spreadsheet
Requests for Exemption/Exclusion

INFORMATION CONTACT:
Nancy T. Freeman, Tax Administrator,
(919) 245-2735

PURPOSE: To consider three untimely applications for exemption/exclusion from ad valorem
taxation for three bills for the 2021 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.
Two of the applicants are applying for homestead exclusion based on NCGS 105-277.1, which
allows exclusion of the greater of $25,000 or 50% of the appraised value of the residence.
One applicant is applying for exclusion based on NCGS 105-277.1C, which allows for an
exclusion of $45,000 for an honorably discharged Disabled American Veteran.
Including these three applications, the Board will have considered a total of three untimely
applications for exemption of 2021 taxes since the 2021 Board of Equalization and Review
adjourned on September 01, 2021. Taxpayers may submit an untimely application for exemption
of 2021 taxes to the Board of Commissioners through December 31, 2021.
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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 105282.1(a1) permits approval of such application if good cause is demonstrated by the taxpayer.
FINANCIAL IMPACT: The reduction in the County’s tax base associated with approval of the
exemption application will result in a reduction of FY 2021/2022 taxes due to the County,
municipalities, and special districts in the amount of $ 4,764.35.
SOCIAL JUSTICE IMPACT: There is no Orange County Social Justice Goal impact associated
with this item.
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT: There is no Orange County Environmental Responsibility Goal
impact associated with this item.
RECOMMENDATION(S): The Manager recommends that the Board approve the attached
resolution for the above-listed applications for FY 2021/2022 exemption.
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RES-2021-061

NORTH CAROLINA
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
2021 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
2021 are so approved as exempt.
Upon motion duly made and seconded, the foregoing resolution was passed by the following
votes:
Ayes:

Commissioners ________________________________________________________

___________________________________________________________________________________
Noes:

_____________________________________________________________________

I, Laura Jensen, 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 business 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 ____________,
2021.
_________________________________
Clerk to the Board of Commissioners
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BOCC REPORT - REAL/PERSONAL
LATE EXEMPTION/ EXCLUSION
OCTOBER 5, 2021

Late exemption/exclusion application - GS 105-282.1(a1)

NAME
Banh, Michele
Shafer, Therese
Thompson, Larry

ACCOUNT
NUMBER
73777
301080
227243

BILL
ORIGINAL
YEAR
VALUE
2021
290,500
2021
254,700
2021
79,200

TAXABLE
VALUE
145,250
127,350
34,200

FINANCIAL
IMPACT
REASON FOR ADJUSTMENT
(2,201.55)
Late application for exemption General Statute 105-277.1 (homestead exemption)
Late application for exemption General Statute 105-277.1 (homestead exemption)
(1,930.24)
(632.56)
Late application for exemption General Statute 105-277.1C (disabled veteran exemption)
(4,764.35) Total

*Circuit Breaker does not result in a reduction in value. The exemption received is based on the income of the taxpayer.
The spreadsheet represents the financial impact that approval of the requested release or refund would have on the principal amount of taxes.
Approval of the release or refund of the principal tax amount also constitutes approval of the release or
refund of all associated interest, penalties, fees, and costs appurtenant to the released or refunded principal tax amount.

August 12, 2021 thru September 15, 2021
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ORD-2021-023

ORANGE COUNTY
BOARD OF COMMISSIONERS
ACTION AGENDA ITEM ABSTRACT
Meeting Date: October 5, 2021
Action Agenda
Item No. 8-e
SUBJECT: Amendment to Personnel Ordinance, Section 28-38(j) Regarding Special
Separation Buyout for Law Enforcement Officers
DEPARTMENT: Human Resources
ATTACHMENT(S):
1. §143-166.42. Special Separation
Allowances for Local Officers
2. §143-166.43. Separation Buyouts for
Law Enforcement Officers
3. General Assembly of North Carolina
Session 2017 Session Law 2018-22
House Bill 284
4. §28-38 of Personnel Ordinance with
Recommended Revisions Underlined
and Red Font

INFORMATION CONTACT:
Brenda Bartholomew, Human
Resources Director, 919-245-2552
John Roberts, County Attorney, 919245-2318

PURPOSE: To consider an amendment to the Orange County Code of Ordinances providing an
option to elect a lump sum buyout of the Special Separation Allowance for qualifying Law
Enforcement Officers (LEOs) for early retirement or in the event of disability.
BACKGROUND: Under N. C. General Statutes §143-166.42, local governments are required to
pay a special separation allowance to sworn local law enforcement officers under age 62 if they:
(1) Have (i) completed 30 or more years of creditable service or, (ii) have attained 55 years
of age and completed five or more years of creditable service; and
(2) Not have attained 62 years of age; and
(3) Have completed at least five years of continuous service as a law enforcement officer
as herein defined immediately preceding a service retirement. Any break in the continuous
service required by this subsection because of disability retirement or disability salary
continuation benefits shall not adversely affect an officer's qualification to receive the
allowance, provided the officer returns to service within 45 days after the disability benefits
cease and is otherwise qualified to receive the allowance.
In addition, N. C. Session Law 2018-22 provides that under N. C. General Statutes §143-166.43,
any local government employer, may, in its discretion, offer a lump sum separation buyout to a
law enforcement officer who leaves employment prior to reaching the officer's eligibility for a
separation allowance under this Article. The lump sum separation buyout shall be paid from funds
available and shall not exceed the total that would otherwise be paid in separation allowance
payments under G.S. 143-166.41 or G.S. 143-166.42. (2018-22, s. 1.)
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The Orange County Sheriff’s Office has requested an ordinance change to be able to offer a lump
sum separation buyout as provided in the Session Law, to be based on the years of service with
Orange County. This benefit would be available to qualifying Law Enforcement Officers subject
to consideration of special circumstances as determined by the Sheriff and the County Manager
regarding the LEO’s early retirement or disability.
FINANCIAL IMPACT: The financial impact of this ordinance change will be determined by the
number of qualifying early retirements for Law Enforcement Officer that are approved by the
Sheriff and County Manager as special circumstances. An average cost is approximately $41,000,
but varies greatly since a buyout is based on the LEO’s years of service with Orange County.
Based on consideration of possibly three disability retirements or special consideration by the
County Manager and the Sheriff each year, an annual financial impact of $123,000 is realistic.
Buyout Examples
Law Enforcement Officer A makes $55,000 a year with 15 years of credible service and is 51
years of age. The value of a separation buyout would be a one-time payment of $29,452.
Law Enforcement Officer B makes $63,000 a year with 23 years of credible service and is 46
years of age. The value of a separation buyout would be a one-time payment of $60,350.
SOCIAL JUSTICE IMPACT: There is no Orange County Social Justice Goal impact associated
with this request.
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT: There is no Orange County Environmental Responsibility Goal
impact associated with this request.
RECOMMENDATION(S): The Manager recommends that the Board approve the attached
revision to Section 28-33(j) – Additional Retirement Benefits for Law Enforcement Officers in the
Orange County Code of Ordinances.
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ATTACHMENT 1
§ 143-166.42. Special separation allowances for local officers.
(a)
On and after January 1, 1987, every sworn law enforcement officer as defined
by G.S. 128-21(11d) or G.S. 143-166.50(a)(3) employed by a local government employer
who qualifies under this section shall receive, beginning in the month in which the officer
retires on a basic service retirement under the provisions of G.S. 128-27(a), an annual
separation allowance equal to eighty-five hundredths percent (0.85%) of the annual
equivalent of the base rate of compensation most recently applicable to the officer for each
year of creditable service. The allowance shall be paid in equal installments on the payroll
frequency used by the employer. To qualify for the allowance, the officer shall:
(1)
Have (i) completed 30 or more years of creditable service or (ii) have
attained 55 years of age and completed five or more years of creditable
service; and
(2)
Not have attained 62 years of age; and
(3)
Have completed at least five years of continuous service as a law
enforcement officer as herein defined immediately preceding a service
retirement. Any break in the continuous service required by this
subsection because of disability retirement or disability salary
continuation benefits shall not adversely affect an officer's qualification
to receive the allowance, provided the officer returns to service within 45
days after the disability benefits cease and is otherwise qualified to
receive the allowance.
(b)
As used in this section, "creditable service" means the service for which credit
is allowed under the retirement system of which the officer is a member, provided that at
least fifty percent (50%) of the service is as a law enforcement officer as herein defined.
(c)
Payment to a retired officer under the provisions of this section shall cease at the
first of:
(1)
The death of the officer;
(2)
The last day of the month in which the officer attains 62 years of age; or
(3)
The first day of reemployment by a local government employer in any
capacity.
(c1) Notwithstanding the provisions of subdivision (3) of subsection (c) of this
section, payments to a retired officer shall not cease when a local government employer
employs a retired officer for any of the following:
(1)
In a public safety position in a capacity not requiring participation in the
Local Governmental Employees' Retirement System.
(2)
In service to a county board of elections on an election day in a capacity
that complies with G.S. 128-21(19) and does not result in cessation or
suspension of the retiree's benefit from the Local Government
Employees' Retirement System.
(d)
This section does not affect the benefits to which an individual may be entitled
from State, local, federal, or private retirement systems. The benefits payable under this

4

section shall not be subject to any increases in salary or retirement allowances that may be
authorized by local government employers or for retired employees of local governments.
(e)
The governing body of each local employer shall determine the eligibility of
employees for the benefits provided herein.
(f)
The governing body of each local employer shall make the payments set forth
in subsection (a) of this section to those persons certified under subsection (e) of this
section from funds available. (1985 (Reg. Sess., 1986), c. 1019, s. 2; 2009-396, s. 1; 201825, s. 1.)
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ATTACHMENT 2
§ 143-166.43. Separation buyouts for law enforcement officers.
Any State department, agency, or institution, or any local government employer, may,
in its discretion, offer a lump sum separation buyout to a law enforcement officer who
leaves employment prior to reaching the officer's eligibility for a separation allowance
under this Article. The lump sum separation buyout shall be paid from funds available and
shall not exceed the total that would otherwise be paid in separation allowance payments
under G.S. 143-166.41 or G.S. 143-166.42. (2018-22, s. 1.)
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GENERAL ASSEMBLY OF NORTH CAROLINA
SESSION 2017
SESSION LAW 2018-22
HOUSE BILL 284
AN ACT TO ALLOW LAW ENFORCEMENT OFFICERS WHO ARE MEMBERS OF
THE TEACHERS' AND STATE EMPLOYEES' RETIREMENT SYSTEM OR THE
LOCAL GOVERNMENT EMPLOYEES' RETIREMENT SYSTEM TO RETIRE
AFTER ACHIEVING TWENTY‑FIVE YEARS OF CREDITABLE SERVICE, TO
ALLOW FOR SEPARATION BUYOUTS FOR LAW ENFORCEMENT OFFICERS,
AND TO ALLOW TRANSFERS UNDER THE SPECIAL RETIREMENT
ALLOWANCE TO BE PAID IN WHOLE OR IN PART WITH EMPLOYER
CONTRIBUTIONS.
The General Assembly of North Carolina enacts:
SECTION 1. Article 12D of Chapter 143 of the General Statutes is amended by
adding a new section to read:
"§ 143‑166.43. Separation buyouts for law enforcement officers.
Any State department, agency, or institution, or any local government employer, may, in
its discretion, offer a lump sum separation buyout to a law enforcement officer who leaves
employment prior to reaching the officer's eligibility for a separation allowance under this
Article. The lump sum separation buyout shall be paid from funds available and shall not
exceed the total that would otherwise be paid in separation allowance payments under
G.S. 143‑166.41 or G.S. 143‑166.42."
SECTION 2.(a) G.S. 135‑5(m2) reads as rewritten:
"(m2) Special Retirement Allowance. – At any time coincident with or following
retirement, a member may make a one‑time, irrevocable election to transfer any portion of
the member's eligible accumulated contributions, not including any Roth after‑tax
contributions and the earnings thereon, from the Supplemental Retirement Income Plan of
North Carolina or the North Carolina Public Employee Deferred Compensation Plan to this
Retirement System and receive, in addition to the member's basic service, early or disability
retirement allowance, a special retirement allowance which shall be based upon the
member's transferred balance.
A member who became a member of the Supplemental Retirement Income Plan prior to
retirement and who remains a member of the Supplemental Retirement Income Plan may
make a one‑time, irrevocable election to transfer eligible balances, not including any Roth
after‑tax contributions and the earnings thereon, from any of the following plans to the
Supplemental Retirement Income Plan, subject to the applicable requirements of the
Supplemental Retirement Income Plan, and then through the Supplemental Retirement
Income Plan to this Retirement System: (i) a plan participating in the North Carolina Public
School Teachers' and Professional Educators' Investment Plan; (ii) a plan described in
section 403(b) of the Internal Revenue Code; (iii) a plan described in section 457(b) of the
Internal Revenue Code that is maintained by a state, political subdivision of a state, or any
agency or instrumentality of a state or political subdivision of a state; (iv) an individual
retirement account or annuity described in section 408(a) or section 408(b) of the Internal
Revenue Code that is eligible to be rolled over and would otherwise be includible in gross
income; or (v) a tax‑qualified plan described in section 401(a) or section 403(a) of the
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Internal Revenue Code. In addition, any transfer under this subsection may be paid in whole
or in part with employer contributions paid directly to this Retirement System at the time of
transfer.
Notwithstanding anything to the contrary, a member may not transfer such amounts as
will cause the member's retirement allowance under the System to exceed the amount
allowable under G.S. 135‑18.7(b). The Board of Trustees may establish a minimum amount
that must be transferred if a transfer is elected. The member may elect a special retirement
allowance with no postretirement increases or a special retirement allowance with annual
postretirement increases equal to the annual increase in the U.S. Consumer Price Index.
Postretirement increases on any other allowance will not apply to the special retirement
allowance. The Board of Trustees shall provide educational materials to the members who
apply for the transfer authorized by this section. Those materials shall describe the special
retirement allowance and shall explain the relationship between the transferred balance and
the monthly benefit and how the member's heirs may be impacted by the election to make
this transfer and any costs and fees involved.
For the purpose of determining the special retirement allowance, the Board of Trustees
shall adopt straight life annuity factors on the basis of yields on U.S. Treasury Bonds and
mortality and such other tables as may be necessary based upon actual experience. A single
set of mortality and such other tables will be used for all members, with factors differing
only based on the age of the member and the election of postretirement increases. The Board
of Trustees shall modify the mortality and such other tables every five years, as shall be
deemed necessary, based upon the five‑year experience study as required by G.S. 135‑6(n).
Provided, however, a member who transfers the member's eligible accumulated contributions
from an eligible retirement plan pursuant to this subsection to this Retirement System shall
be taxed for North Carolina State Income Tax purposes on the special retirement allowance
the same as if that special retirement allowance had been paid directly by the eligible plan or
the plan through which the transfer was made, whichever is most favorable to the member.
The Teachers' and State Employees' Retirement System shall be responsible to determine the
taxable amount, if any, and report accordingly.
The Supplemental Retirement Board of Trustees established under G.S. 135‑96 may
assess a one‑time flat administrative fee not to exceed the actual cost of the administrative
expenses relating to these transfers. An eligible plan shall not assess a fee specifically
relating to a transfer of accumulated contributions authorized under this subsection. This
provision shall not prohibit other fees that may be assessable under the plan. Each plan,
contract, account, or annuity shall fully disclose to any member participating in a transfer
under this subsection any surrender charges or other fees, and such disclosure shall be made
contemporaneous with the initiation of the transfer by the member.
The special retirement allowance shall continue for the life of the member and the
beneficiary designated to receive a monthly survivorship benefit under Option 2, 3 or 6 as
provided in G.S. 135‑5(g), if any. The Board of Trustees, however, shall establish two
payment options that guarantee payments as follows:
(1)
A member may elect to receive the special retirement allowance for life
but with payments guaranteed for a number of months to be specified by
the Board of Trustees. Under this plan, if the member dies before the
expiration of the specified number of months, the special retirement
allowance will continue to be paid to the member's designated beneficiary
for the life of the beneficiary, if Option 2, 3 or 6 is selected. If Option 2, 3
or 6 is not selected, the member's designated beneficiary will receive the
benefit only for the remainder of the specified number of months. If the
member's designated beneficiary dies before receiving payments for the
specified number of months, any remaining payments will be paid to the
member's estate.
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(2)

A member may elect to receive the special retirement allowance for life
but is guaranteed that the sum of the special allowance payments will
equal the total of the transferred amount. Under this payment option, if the
member dies before receiving the total transferred amount, the special
retirement allowance will continue to be paid to the member's designated
beneficiary for the life of the beneficiary, if Option 2, 3 or 6 is selected. If
Option 2, 3 or 6 is not selected, the member's designated beneficiary or
the member's estate shall be paid any remaining balance of the transferred
amount.
The Board of Trustees shall report annually to the Joint Legislative Commission on
Governmental Operations on the number of persons who made an election in the previous
calendar year, with any recommendations it might make on amendment or repeal based on
any identified problems.
The General Assembly reserves the right to repeal or amend this subsection, but such
repeal or amendment shall not affect any person who has already made the one‑time election
provided in this subsection."
SECTION 2.(b) G.S. 128‑27(m2) reads as rewritten:
"(m2) Special Retirement Allowance. – At any time coincident with or following
retirement, a member may make a one‑time, irrevocable election to transfer any portion of
the member's eligible accumulated contributions, not including any Roth after‑tax
contributions and the earnings thereon, from the Supplemental Retirement Income Plan of
North Carolina or the North Carolina Public Employee Deferred Compensation Plan to this
Retirement System and receive, in addition to the member's basic service, early or disability
retirement allowance, a special retirement allowance which shall be based upon the
member's transferred balance.
A member who became a member of the Supplemental Retirement Income Plan prior to
retirement and who remains a member of the Supplemental Retirement Income Plan may
make a one‑time, irrevocable election to transfer eligible balances, not including any Roth
after‑tax contributions and the earnings thereon, from any of the following plans to the
Supplemental Retirement Income Plan, subject to the applicable requirements of the
Supplemental Retirement Income Plan, and then through the Supplemental Retirement
Income Plan to this Retirement System (i) a plan participating in the North Carolina Public
School Teachers' and Professional Educators' Investment Plan; (ii) a plan described in
section 403(b) of the Internal Revenue Code; (iii) a plan described in section 457(b) of the
Internal Revenue Code that is maintained by a state, political subdivision of a state, or any
agency or instrumentality of a state or political subdivision of a state; (iv) an individual
retirement account or annuity described in section 408(a) or section 408(b) of the Internal
Revenue Code that is eligible to be rolled over and would otherwise be includible in gross
income; or (v) a tax‑qualified plan described in section 401(a) or section 403(a) of the
Internal Revenue Code. In addition, any transfer under this subsection may be paid in whole
or in part with employer contributions paid directly to this Retirement System at the time of
transfer.
Notwithstanding anything to the contrary, a member may not transfer such amounts as
will cause the member's retirement allowance under the System to exceed the amount
allowable under G.S. 128‑38.2(b). The Board of Trustees may establish a minimum amount
that must be transferred if a transfer is elected. The member may elect a special retirement
allowance with no postretirement increases or a special retirement allowance with annual
postretirement increases equal to the annual increase in the U.S. Consumer Price Index.
Postretirement increases on any other allowance will not apply to the special retirement
allowance. The Board of Trustees shall provide educational materials to the members who
apply for the transfer authorized by this section. Those materials shall describe the special
retirement allowance and shall explain the relationship between the transferred balance and
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the monthly benefit and how the member's heirs may be impacted by the election to make
this transfer and any costs and fees involved.
For the purpose of determining the special retirement allowance, the Board of Trustees
shall adopt straight life annuity factors on the basis of yields on U.S. Treasury Bonds and
mortality and such other tables as may be necessary based upon actual experience. A single
set of mortality and such other tables will be used for all members, with factors differing
only based on the age of the member and the election of postretirement increases. The Board
of Trustees shall modify the mortality and such other tables every five years, as shall be
deemed necessary, based upon the five‑year experience study as required by G.S. 128‑28(o).
Provided, however, a member who transfers the member's eligible accumulated contributions
from an eligible retirement plan pursuant to this subsection to this Retirement System shall
be taxed for North Carolina State Income Tax purposes on the special retirement allowance
the same as if that special retirement allowance had been paid directly by the eligible plan or
the plan through which the transfer was made, whichever is most favorable to the member.
The Local Governmental Employees' Retirement System shall be responsible to determine
the taxable amount, if any, and report accordingly.
The special retirement allowance shall continue for the life of the member and the
beneficiary designated to receive a monthly survivorship benefit under Option 2, 3 or 6 as
provided in G.S. 128‑27(g), if any. The Board of Trustees, however, shall establish two
payment options that guarantee payments as follows:
(1)
A member may elect to receive the special retirement allowance for life
but with payments guaranteed for a number of months to be specified by
the Board of Trustees. Under this plan, if the member dies before the
expiration of the specified number of months, the special retirement
allowance will continue to be paid to the member's designated beneficiary
for the life of the beneficiary, if Option 2, 3 or 6 is selected. If Option 2, 3
or 6 is not selected, the member's designated beneficiary will receive the
benefit only for the remainder of the specified number of months. If the
member's designated beneficiary dies before receiving payments for the
specified number of months, any remaining payments will be paid to the
member's estate.
(2)
A member may elect to receive the special retirement allowance for life
but is guaranteed that the sum of the special allowance payments will
equal the total of the transferred amount. Under this payment option, if the
member dies before receiving the total transferred amount, the special
retirement allowance will continue to be paid to the member's designated
beneficiary for the life of the beneficiary, if Option 2, 3 or 6 is selected. If
Option 2, 3 or 6 is not selected, the member's designated beneficiary or
the member's estate shall be paid any remaining balance of the transferred
amount.
The Supplemental Retirement Board of Trustees established under G.S. 135‑96 may
assess a one‑time flat administrative fee not to exceed the actual cost of the administrative
expenses relating to these transfers. An eligible plan shall not assess a fee specifically
relating to a transfer of accumulated contributions authorized under this subsection. This
provision shall not prohibit other fees that may be assessable under the plan. Each plan,
contract, account, or annuity shall fully disclose to any member participating in a transfer
under this subsection any surrender charges or other fees, and that disclosure shall be made
contemporaneous with the initiation of the transfer by the member.
The Board of Trustees shall report annually to the Joint Legislative Commission on
Governmental Operations on the number of persons who made an election in the previous
calendar year, with any recommendations it might make on amendment or repeal based on
any identified problems.
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The General Assembly reserves the right to repeal or amend this subsection, but such
repeal or amendment shall not affect any person who has already made the one‑time election
provided in this subsection."
SECTION 3.(a) G.S. 135‑5(a)(4) reads as rewritten:
"(4)
Any member who is a law‑enforcement officer and who (i) attains age 50
and completes 15 or more years of creditable service in this capacity or
who capacity, (ii) attains age 55 and completes five or more years of
creditable service in this capacity, or (iii) has completed 25 years of
creditable service with a minimum of 15 years of creditable service in a
law enforcement capacity may retire upon electronic submission or
written application to the Board of Trustees setting forth at what time, as
of the first day of a calendar month, not less than one day nor more than
120 days subsequent to the execution and filing thereof, he the member
desires to be retired; Provided, also, any member who has met the
conditions herein required but does not retire, and later becomes a teacher
or an employee other than as a law‑enforcement officer shall continue to
have the right to commence retirement."
SECTION 3.(b) G.S. 135‑5(b19) reads as rewritten:
"(b19) Service Retirement Allowance of Members Retiring on or After July 1,
2002.2002, but Before July 1, 2018. – Upon retirement from service in accordance with
subsection (a) or (a1) of this section, on or after July 1, 2002, but before July 1, 2018, a
member shall receive the following service retirement allowance:
(1)
A member who is a law enforcement officer or an eligible former law
enforcement officer shall receive a service retirement allowance computed
as follows:
a.
If the member's service retirement date occurs on or after his 55th
birthday, and completion of five years of creditable service as a
law enforcement officer, or after the completion of 30 years of
creditable service, the allowance shall be equal to one and
eighty‑two hundredths percent (1.82%) of his average final
compensation, multiplied by the number of years of his creditable
service.
b.
If the member's service retirement date occurs on or after his 50th
birthday and before his 55th birthday with 15 or more years of
creditable service as a law enforcement officer and prior to the
completion of 30 years of creditable service, his retirement
allowance shall be equal to the greater of:
1.
The service retirement allowance payable under
G.S. 135‑5(b19)(1)a. reduced by one‑third of one percent
(1/3 of 1%) thereof for each month by which his retirement
date precedes the first day of the month coincident with or
next following the month the member would have attained
his 55th birthday; or
2.
The service retirement allowance as computed under
G.S. 135‑5(b19)(1)a. reduced by five percent (5%) times
the difference between 30 years and his creditable service
at retirement.
(2)
A member who is not a law enforcement officer or an eligible former law
enforcement officer shall receive a service retirement allowance computed
as follows:
a.
If the member's service retirement date occurs on or after his 65th
birthday upon the completion of five years of membership service
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or after the completion of 30 years of creditable service or on or
after his 60th birthday upon the completion of 25 years of
creditable service, the allowance shall be equal to one and
eighty‑two hundredths percent (1.82%) of his average final
compensation, multiplied by the number of years of creditable
service.
b.
If the member's service retirement date occurs after his 60th
birthday and before his 65th birthday and prior to his completion
of 25 years or more of creditable service, his retirement allowance
shall be computed as in G.S. 135‑5(b19)(2)a. but shall be reduced
by one‑quarter of one percent (1/4 of 1%) thereof for each month
by which his retirement date precedes the first day of the month
coincident with or next following his 65th birthday.
c.
If the member's early service retirement date occurs on or after his
50th birthday and before his 60th birthday and after completion of
20 years of creditable service but prior to the completion of 30
years of creditable service, his early service retirement allowance
shall be equal to the greater of:
1.
The service retirement allowance as computed under
G.S. 135‑5(b19)(2)a. but reduced by the sum of
five‑twelfths of one percent (5/12 of 1%) thereof for each
month by which his retirement date precedes the first day
of the month coincident with or next following the month
the member would have attained his 60th birthday, plus
one‑quarter of one percent (1/4 of 1%) thereof for each
month by which his 60th birthday precedes the first day of
the month coincident with or next following his 65th
birthday; or
2.
The service retirement allowance as computed under
G.S. 135‑5(b19)(2)a. reduced by five percent (5%) times
the difference between 30 years and his creditable service
at retirement; or
3.
If the member's creditable service commenced prior to July
1, 1994, the service retirement allowance equal to the
actuarial equivalent of the allowance payable at the age of
60 years as computed in G.S. 135‑5(b19)(2)b.
d.
Notwithstanding the foregoing provisions, any member whose
creditable service commenced prior to July 1, 1963, shall not
receive less than the benefit provided by G.S. 135‑5(b)."
SECTION 3.(c) G.S. 135‑5 is amended by adding a new subsection to read:
"(b21) Service Retirement Allowance of Members Retiring on or After July 1, 2018. –
Upon retirement from service on or after July 1, 2018, in accordance with subsection (a) or
(a1) of this section, a member shall receive the following service retirement allowance:
(1)
A member who is a law enforcement officer or an eligible former law
enforcement officer shall receive a service retirement allowance computed
as follows:
a.
If the member's service retirement date occurs on or after the
member's 55th birthday and completion of five years of creditable
service as a law enforcement officer, or after the completion of 30
years of creditable service, the allowance shall be equal to one and
eighty‑two hundredths percent (1.82%) of the member's average
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final compensation, multiplied by the number of years of the
member's creditable service.
b.
If the member's service retirement date occurs prior to the
member's 50th birthday and after the completion of 25 years of
creditable service with a minimum of 15 years of creditable
service in a law enforcement capacity but before the completion of
30 years of creditable service, the retirement allowance shall be
equal to the greater of the following amounts:
1.
The service retirement allowance payable under
G.S. 135‑5(b21)(1)a. reduced by one‑third of one percent
(1/3 of 1%) thereof for each month by which the member's
retirement date precedes the first day of the month
coincident with or next following the month the member
would have attained age 55.
2.
The service retirement allowance as computed under
G.S. 135‑5(b21)(1)a. reduced by five percent (5%) times
the difference between 30 years and the member's
creditable service at retirement plus four percent (4%)
times the difference between age 50 and the member's age
at retirement.
c.
If the member's service retirement date occurs on or after the
member's 50th birthday and before the member's 55th birthday
with 15 or more years of creditable service as a law enforcement
officer and prior to the completion of 30 years of creditable
service, the retirement allowance shall be equal to the greater of
the following amounts:
1.
The service retirement allowance payable under
G.S. 135‑5(b21)(1)a. reduced by one‑third of one percent
(1/3 of 1%) thereof for each month by which the retirement
date precedes the first day of the month coincident with or
next following the month the member would have attained
age 55.
2.
The service retirement allowance as computed under
G.S. 135‑5(b21)(1)a. reduced by five percent (5%) times
the difference between 30 years and the amount of
creditable service at retirement.
A member who is not a law enforcement officer or an eligible former law
enforcement officer shall receive a service retirement allowance computed
as follows:
a.
If the member's service retirement date occurs on or after the
member's 65th birthday upon the completion of five years of
membership service, or after the completion of 30 years of
creditable service, or on or after his 60th birthday upon the
completion of 25 years of creditable service, the allowance shall
be equal to one and eighty‑two hundredths percent (1.82%) of the
member's average final compensation, multiplied by the number of
years of creditable service.
b.
If the member's service retirement date occurs after the member's
60th birthday and before the member's 65th birthday and prior to
the completion of 25 years or more of creditable service, the
retirement allowance shall be computed as in G.S. 135‑5(b21)(2)a.
but shall be reduced by one‑quarter of one percent (1/4 of 1%)
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thereof for each month by which the retirement date precedes the
first day of the month coincident with or next following the
member's 65th birthday.
c.
If the member's early service retirement date occurs on or after the
member's 50th birthday and before the member's 60th birthday and
after completion of 20 years of creditable service but prior to the
completion of 30 years of creditable service, the early service
retirement allowance shall be equal to the greater of the following
amounts:
1.
The service retirement allowance as computed under
G.S. 135‑5(b21)(2)a. but reduced by the sum of
five‑twelfths of one percent (5/12 of 1%) thereof for each
month by which the member's retirement date precedes the
first day of the month coincident with or next following the
month the member would have attained his 60th birthday,
plus one‑quarter of one percent (1/4 of 1%) thereof for
each month by which the member's 60th birthday precedes
the first day of the month coincident with or next following
the member's 65th birthday.
2.
The service retirement allowance as computed under
G.S. 135‑5(b21)(2)a. reduced by five percent (5%) times
the difference between 30 years and the amount of
creditable service at retirement.
3.
If the member's creditable service commenced prior to July
1, 1994, the service retirement allowance equal to the
actuarial equivalent of the allowance payable at the age of
60 years as computed in G.S. 135‑5(b21)(2)b.
d.
Notwithstanding the foregoing provisions, any member whose
creditable service commenced prior to July 1, 1963, shall not
receive less than the benefit provided by G.S. 135‑5(b)."
SECTION 3.(d) G.S. 135‑5(m) reads as rewritten:
"(m)
Survivor's Alternate Benefit. – Upon the death of a member in service, the
beneficiary designated to receive a return of accumulated contributions shall have the right to
elect to receive in lieu thereof the reduced retirement allowance provided by Option 2 of
subsection (g) above computed by assuming that the member had retired on the first day of
the month following the date of his the member's death, provided that all four of the
following conditions apply:
(1)
a.
The member had attained such age and/or creditable service to be
eligible to commence retirement with an early or service
retirement allowance, or
b.
The member had obtained 20 years of creditable service in which
case the retirement allowance shall be computed in accordance
with G.S.
135‑5(b19)(1)b.
or
G.S.
135‑5(b19)(2)c.,
G.S. 135‑5(b21)(1)c. or G.S. 135‑5(b21)(2)c., notwithstanding the
requirement of obtaining age 50, or
b1.
The member was a law enforcement officer who had obtained 15
years of service as a law enforcement officer and was killed in the
line of duty, in which case the retirement allowance shall be
computed
in
accordance
with
G.S.
135‑5(b19)
(1)b.,G.S. 135‑5(b21)(1)c., notwithstanding the requirement of
obtaining age 50.
c.
Repealed by Session Laws 2010‑72, s. 2(a), effective July 1, 2010.
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…."
SECTION 3.(e) G.S. 128‑27(a)(5) reads as rewritten:
"(5)
Any member who is a law enforcement officer, officer and who (i) attains
age 50 and completes 15 or more years of creditable service in this
capacity or who capacity, or (ii) attains age 55 and completes five or more
years of creditable service in this capacity, or (iii) who has completed 25
years of creditable service with a minimum of 15 years of creditable
service in a law enforcement capacity may retire upon electronic
submission or written application to the Board of Trustees setting forth at
what time, as of the first day of a calendar month, not less than one day
nor more than 120 days subsequent to the execution and filing thereof, he
the member desires to be retired; provided, also, any member who has met
the conditions required by this subdivision but does not retire, and later
becomes an employee other than as a law enforcement officer, continues
to have the right to commence retirement."
SECTION 3.(f) G.S. 128‑27(b21) reads as rewritten:
"(b21) Service Retirement Allowance of Member Retiring on or After July 1,
2003.2003, but Before July 1, 2018. – Upon retirement from service in accordance with
subsection (a) or (a1) above, on or after July 1, 2003, but before July 1, 2018, a member shall
receive the following service retirement allowance:
(1)
A member who is a law enforcement officer or an eligible former law
enforcement officer shall receive a service retirement allowance computed
as follows:
a.
If the member's service retirement date occurs on or after his 55th
birthday and completion of five years of creditable service as a law
enforcement officer, or after the completion of 30 years of
creditable service, the allowance shall be equal to one and
eighty‑five hundredths percent (1.85%) of his average final
compensation, multiplied by the number of years of his creditable
service.
b.
If the member's service retirement date occurs on or after his 50th
birthday and before his 55th birthday with 15 or more years of
creditable service as a law enforcement officer and prior to the
completion of 30 years of creditable service, his retirement
allowance shall be equal to the greater of:
1.
The service retirement allowance payable under
G.S. 128‑27(b21)(1)a. reduced by one‑third of one percent
(1/3 of 1%) thereof for each month by which his retirement
date precedes the first day of the month coincident with or
next following the month the member would have attained
his 55th birthday;
2.
The service retirement allowance as computed under
G.S. 128‑27(b21)(1)a. reduced by five percent (5%) times
the difference between 30 years and his creditable service
at retirement.
(2)
A member who is not a law enforcement officer or an eligible former law
enforcement officer shall receive a service retirement allowance computed
as follows:
a.
If the member's service retirement date occurs on or after his 65th
birthday upon the completion of five years of creditable service or
after the completion of 30 years of creditable service or on or after
his 60th birthday upon the completion of 25 years of creditable
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service, the allowance shall be equal to one and eighty‑five
hundredths percent (1.85%) of average final compensation,
multiplied by the number of years of creditable service.
b.
If the member's service retirement date occurs after his 60th
birthday and before his 65th birthday and prior to his completion
of 25 years or more of creditable service, his retirement allowance
shall be computed as in G.S. 128‑27(b21)(2) a. but shall be
reduced by one‑quarter of one percent (1/4 of 1%) thereof for each
month by which his retirement date precedes the first day of the
month coincident with or next following his 65th birthday.
c.
If the member's early service retirement date occurs on or after his
50th birthday and before his 60th birthday and after completion of
20 years of creditable service but prior to the completion of 30
years of creditable service, his early service retirement allowance
shall be equal to the greater of:
1.
The service retirement allowance as computed under
G.S. 128‑27(b21)(2)a. but reduced by the sum of
five‑twelfths of one percent (5/12 of 1%) thereof for each
month by which his retirement date precedes the first day
of the month coincident with or next following the month
the member would have attained his 60th birthday, plus
one‑quarter of one percent (1/4 of 1%) thereof for each
month by which his 60th birthday precedes the first day of
the month coincident with or next following his 65th
birthday; or
2.
The service retirement allowance as computed under
G.S. 128‑27(b21)(2)a. reduced by five percent (5%) times
the difference between 30 years and his creditable service
at retirement; or
3.
If the member's creditable service commenced prior to July
1, 1995, the service retirement allowance equal to the
actuarial equivalent of the allowance payable at the age of
60 years as computed in G.S. 128‑27(b21)(2)b.
d.
Notwithstanding the foregoing provisions, any member whose
creditable service commenced prior to July 1, 1965, shall not
receive less than the benefit provided by G.S. 128‑27(b)."
SECTION 3.(g) G.S. 128‑27 is amended by adding a new subsection to read:
"(b22) Service Retirement Allowance of Member Retiring on or After July 1, 2018. –
Upon retirement from service in accordance with subsection (a) or (a1) of this section, on or
after July 1, 2018, a member shall receive the following service retirement allowance:
(1)
A member who is a law enforcement officer or an eligible former law
enforcement officer shall receive a service retirement allowance computed
as follows:
a.
If the member's service retirement date occurs on or after the
member's 55th birthday and completion of five years of creditable
service as a law enforcement officer, or after the completion of 30
years of creditable service, the allowance shall be equal to one and
eighty‑five hundredths percent (1.85%) of the member's average
final compensation, multiplied by the number of years of the
member's creditable service.
b.
If the member's service retirement date occurs prior to the
member's 50th birthday and after the completion of 25 years of
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creditable service with a minimum of 15 years of creditable
service in a law enforcement capacity but before the completion of
30 years of creditable service, the retirement allowance shall be
equal to the greater of the following amounts:
1.
The service retirement allowance payable under
G.S. 128‑27(b22)(1)a. reduced by one‑third of one percent
(1/3 of 1%) thereof for each month by which the member's
retirement date precedes the first day of the month
coincident with or next following the month the member
would have attained age 55.
2.
The service retirement allowance as computed under
G.S. 128‑27(b22)(1)a. reduced by five percent (5%) times
the difference between 30 years and the member's
creditable service at retirement plus four percent (4%)
times the difference between 50 and the member's age at
retirement.
c.
If the member's service retirement date occurs on or after the
member's 50th birthday and before the member's 55th birthday
with 15 or more years of creditable service as a law enforcement
officer and prior to the completion of 30 years of creditable
service, the retirement allowance shall be equal to the greater of
the following amounts:
1.
The service retirement allowance payable under
G.S. 128‑27(b22)(1)a. reduced by one‑third of one percent
(1/3 of 1%) thereof for each month by which the retirement
date precedes the first day of the month coincident with or
next following the month the member would have attained
age 55.
2.
The service retirement allowance as computed under
G.S. 128‑27(b22)(1)a. reduced by five percent (5%) times
the difference between 30 years and the amount of
creditable service at retirement.
A member who is not a law enforcement officer or an eligible former law
enforcement officer shall receive a service retirement allowance computed
as follows:
a.
If the member's service retirement date occurs on or after the
member's 65th birthday upon the completion of five years of
creditable service, or after the completion of 30 years of creditable
service, or on or after the member's 60th birthday upon the
completion of 25 years of creditable service, the allowance shall
be equal to one and eighty‑five hundredths percent (1.85%) of the
member's average final compensation, multiplied by the number of
years of creditable service.
b.
If the member's service retirement date occurs after the member's
60th birthday and before the member's 65th birthday and prior to
the completion of 25 years or more of creditable service, the
retirement allowance shall be computed as in G.S. 128‑27(b22)
(2)a. but shall be reduced by one‑quarter of one percent (1/4 of
1%) thereof for each month by which the retirement date precedes
the first day of the month coincident with or next following the
member's 65th birthday.
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If the member's early service retirement date occurs on or after the
member's 50th birthday and before the member's 60th birthday and
after completion of 20 years of creditable service but prior to the
completion of 30 years of creditable service, the early service
retirement allowance shall be equal to the greater of the following
amounts:
1.
The service retirement allowance as computed under
G.S. 128‑27(b22)(2)a. but reduced by the sum of
five‑twelfths of one percent (5/12 of 1%) thereof for each
month by which the retirement date precedes the first day
of the month coincident with or next following the month
the member would have attained the member's 60th
birthday, plus one‑quarter of one percent (1/4 of 1%)
thereof for each month by which the member's 60th
birthday precedes the first day of the month coincident
with or next following the member's 65th birthday.
2.
The service retirement allowance as computed under
G.S. 128‑27(b22)(2)a. reduced by five percent (5%) times
the difference between 30 years and the amount of
creditable service at retirement.
3.
If the member's creditable service commenced prior to July
1, 1995, the service retirement allowance equal to the
actuarial equivalent of the allowance payable at the age of
60 years as computed in G.S. 128‑27(b22)(2)b.
d.
Notwithstanding the foregoing provisions, any member whose
creditable service commenced prior to July 1, 1965, shall not
receive less than the benefit provided by G.S. 128‑27(b)."
SECTION 3.(h) G.S. 128‑27(m) reads as rewritten:
"(m)
Survivor's Alternate Benefit. – Upon the death of a member in service, the
beneficiary designated to receive a return of accumulated contributions shall have the right to
elect to receive in lieu thereof the reduced retirement allowance provided by Option two of
subsection (g) above computed by assuming that the member had retired on the first day of
the month following the date of his the member's death, provided that all four of the
following conditions apply:
(1)
a.
The member had attained such age and/or creditable service to be
eligible to commence retirement with an early or service
retirement allowance, or
b.
The member had obtained 20 years of creditable service in which
case the retirement allowance shall be computed in accordance
with G.S. 128‑27(b21)(1)b. or G.S. 128‑27(b21)(2)c.,
G.S. 128‑27(b22)(1)c. or G.S. 128‑27(b22)(2)c., notwithstanding
the requirement of obtaining age 50, or
b1.
The member was a law enforcement officer who had obtained 15
years of service as a law enforcement officer and was killed in the
line of duty, or the member was a firefighter or a rescue squad
worker who had obtained 15 years of service as a firefighter or a
rescue squad worker and was killed in the line of duty, in which
cases the retirement allowance shall be computed in accordance
with
G.S.
128‑27(b21)(1)b.,
G.S.
128‑27(b22)(1)c.,
notwithstanding the requirement of obtaining age 50.
c.
Repealed by Session Laws 2010‑72, s. 2(b), effective July 1, 2010.
…."
c.
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SECTION 4. Notwithstanding any other provision of law to the contrary, in
order to administer the changes to the special retirement allowance, as well as the change in
creditable service required for law enforcement officers to retire with a reduced benefit, as
provided for in Sections 2 and 3 of this act, the Retirement Systems Division of the
Department of State Treasurer may increase receipts from the retirement assets of the
corresponding retirement system or pay costs associated with the administration of these
changes directly from the retirement assets.
SECTION 5. Sections 2 and 3 of this act become effective July 1, 2019. The
remainder of this act is effective when it becomes law.
In the General Assembly read three times and ratified this the 14th day of June,
2018.
s/ Philip E. Berger
President Pro Tempore of the Senate
s/ Tim Moore
Speaker of the House of Representatives
s/ Roy Cooper
Governor
Approved 9:11 a.m. this 22nd day of June, 2018

file:///C:/Users/bbartholomew/Documents/ATT 3 ABTRACT 9 14 2021 SL 2018-22 (HB 284).html

13/13

19

ATTACHMENT 4
Sec. 28-38. - Retirement.
(a) Membership in the North Carolina Local Government Retirement System is mandatory for full-time
permanent and part-time permanent employees. Employees become a member of the North Carolina Local
Governmental Employees' Retirement System on the date of hire if the duties require the employee work
at least 1,000 hours a year and the employee is under age 62 at the date of hire.
(b) Vested Right. After five years of service, employees are eligible for monthly retirement benefits based
on salary, age and years of service.
(c) Service Retirement With 30 Years. After 30 or more years of creditable service, an employee is eligible
for unreduced service retirement. An employee must not work nor be paid in advance for work dating the
month following retirement.
(d) Service Retirement At Age 65. At age 65 or thereafter an employee is eligible for unreduced service
retirement, with at least five years of service. (Age 55 if the employee is a member of the Law Enforcement
Officer's Retirement System)
(e) Post Retirement Increases. After retirement, an employee may become eligible for increases that
become a permanent part of retirement benefits.
(f) Disability. Disability benefits are available after five years of service, should the employee become
permanently disabled, mentally or physically, for the further performance of duty as certified by the Medical
Board of the Retirement System, upon written application to the Board of Trustees, be retired on a disability
retirement allowance. This allowance is calculated as a service retirement allowance based on the average
final compensation prior to retirement and the years of service the employee would have had at age 65.
(g) Death Benefit. Death benefit is paid the beneficiary if death occurs in active service after one year of
service. The beneficiary would be paid a death benefit equal to the compensation earned and on which
contributions were made in the previous calendar year, or the compensation earned and on which
contributions were made in the 12 months preceding the month of death, whichever is greater, subject to a
maximum of $20,000.00. If death occurs within 90 days after the last day of actual service, the death benefit
would be payable; or, if the employee had applied for and was entitled to receive a disability retirement
allowance, the death benefit would be payable provided the disability retirement allowance had not been
discontinued or revoked during the one year period. In case of resignation or termination, last day of actual
service is the last day actually worked; in all other cases, it is the date on which sick and annual leave
expires.
(h) Tax Sheltering of Retirement Contributions. Effective July 1, 1982, Orange County elected a method
of tax sheltering of member contributions to the North Carolina Local Government Employees' Retirement
System. This change became effective January 1, 1983 for the N.C. Law Enforcement Officer Retirement
System. This is funded by the same six percent retirement contribution deducted from a member's gross
salary. Using this arrangement, there is no additional cost to an employer. The Retirement System will
continue to credit the amount of contribution to the employee's account in the Retirement System. Also, the
Retirement System would continue to recognize an employee's full salary for purposes of compensation.
Should an employee terminate and request a refund, the total of contributions both before and after the
election would be refunded. Upon a refund, the System will report to the Internal Revenue Service an
employee's contribution made after the election of the pick up as taxable income in the year of the refund.
At retirement, an employee has to pay Federal income tax on all amounts received over and above the
contributions made prior to the date of election to tax shelter the contributions.
(i)

Supplemental Retirement Savings Plan Employer Contribution.
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(1) Orange County makes a Supplemental Retirement contribution to an authorized 401(k) or
457 Plan for each eligible employee as the Board of County Commissioners provides in its annual
budget.
(2) For this purpose, eligible employees are County employees both full time and part time
(regularly scheduled at least 20 hours each workweek) appointed to permanent positions who are
members of the N. C. Local Government Employees' Retirement System and who are not sworn
law enforcement officers. See Section 28-38(j) for additional retirement benefits for Law
Enforcement Officers.
(3)

To participate, an eligible employee completes the appropriate enrollment form.

(4) Employees are eligible for coverage effective the date of appointment to the permanent
position and enrollment in the retirement system. Contributions are suspended for any pay period
in which the employee is in leave without pay status for that pay period. At termination, the County's
supplemental retirement contribution ends.
(j) Additional Retirement Benefits for Law Enforcement Officers. In accordance with N.C. Gen. Stat. §
143-166.70 additional retirement benefits are provided for Local Law Enforcement Officers.
(1) Local governments are required to provide contributions to the Special Retirement Income
Program (401K Plan) for local law enforcement officers as follows:
2% of salary amount in F.Y. 1987 - 1988
5% of salary amount in F.Y. 1988 - 1989 and thereafter
(2) Special Separation Allowance. Local governments are required to pay a special separation
allowance to sworn local law enforcement officers in accordance with N.C. Gen. Stat. § 143-166.42.
a. Eligibility. The local law enforcement officer must meet one of the following two criteria:
1.
are at least age 55 and have five years creditable service as a law
enforcement officer, or
2. have at least 30 years creditable service (regardless of age) in the Local
Government Employees' Retirement System with at least 50 percent of that service
being in law enforcement.
b. Termination of Benefits. If the law enforcement officer meets one of the two criteria in
Subsection 28-38(j)(2) the officer is entitled to a special separation allowance from
retirement until:
1. The death of the officer;
2. The last day of the month in which the officer attains 62 years of age; or
3.
The first day of reemployment by a local government employer in any
capacity; however, an officer may be employed in a public safety position in a
capacity not requiring participation in the Local Government Employees'
Retirement system, and doing so will not cause payments to cease.
c. Calculation of Benefits. The Special Separation Allowance received by the officer shall
be calculated as provided by N.C. Gen. Stat. § 143-166.42.
d. Separation Buyout for Law Enforcement Officers. Upon a qualifying retirement, with the
Local Government Employee Retirement System (LGERS), a local law enforcement officer
may receive a buyout of the Special Separation Allowance subject to the following:
1. The officer has at least 10 years of service to Orange County in any classification
and at least 5 years creditable service to Orange County as a law enforcement
officer; and
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2. The officer does not otherwise qualify for the Special Separation Allowance as
defined within this Ordinance; and
3. Either the Officer,
a. has applied for and received disability retirement from the Local
Government Employees Retirement System, or
b. upon submission of a written request by the Sheriff to the County
Manager, the County Manager will make a determination based on the
following:
i. the Sheriff’s request is reasonable and agreeable by
the officer; and
ii. there are unique circumstances for the request; and
iii. the officer is in good standing based on the officer’s
law enforcement record; and
iii. any other special considerations, including but not
limited to the retiring officer and the County deriving a
greater benefit from the retiring officer receiving the
buyout than from their continued service as a law
enforcement officer.
4. In the event a law enforcement officer is eligible for the Separation Buyout as
described in subsections 1 - 4 of this section the officer may receive a Separation
Buyout as follows;
Years of Creditable Service as a Law Percentage of Separation Buyout Value
Enforcement Officer
as Calculated by Subsection c. above
5 but less than 10 years
50%
10 but less than 15 years
60%
15 but less than 20 years
70%
20 but less than 25 years
80%
25 but less than 30 years
90%
5. The lump sum separation buyout shall be paid from funds available and shall
not exceed the total that would otherwise be paid had the officer been eligible for
the Special Separation Allowance as described herein.
e. The benefits payable under this section are not subject to any increases in salary or
retirement allowances that may be authorized by the Board of County Commissioners.
(3) Administrative rulings, opinions and procedures of the Retirement System shall be considered
in the administration of retirement benefits.
(k)

Separate Benefit Fund for Law Enforcement Officers Only.
(1)

If an employee dies while an active member of the Separate Benefit Fund, a death benefit
of $5,000.00 is paid to the designated beneficiary. To qualify the employee must be an active
member of six months or the employee's death is accidental, regardless of length of service.
To become an active member, the employee must be under age 55, in active service and have
completed and returned a written application form.

(2) Retired members of the Separate Benefit Fund beneficiaries will receive a death benefit of
$3,000.00. To be eligible for this benefit, the employee must have been an active member of the
Separate Benefit Fund with at least 20 years of creditable service or retired because of total and
permanent disability with at least ten years of creditable service or line-of-duty disability.
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(l)

Accidental Death Benefit for Law Enforcement Officers Only.
(1) The accidental death benefit automatically protects the employee's survivors if the employee
should die in an on-the-job accident. The accident must occur while the employee is performing
duties as an officer.
(2) In addition, the employee's surviving spouse, parent, or other relative will receive $1,000.00
for burial expenses. Each of the employee's dependent children under 18 (or over, if incapable of
earning a living) will receive $200.00. The employee's surviving spouse will receive $500.00. If the
employee has no surviving spouse, the Retirement System may distribute the $500.00 to the
employee's other eligible family members. Under the accidental death benefit, the total amount of
payments to the employee's survivors cannot be greater than $2,100.00.

(m) A Line-of-Duty Death Benefit (For Law Enforcement Officers Only). Law Enforcement Officers may
also be entitled to additional benefits to include:
(1) $25,000.00 administered jointly by the North Carolina Industrial Commission and the State
Auditor.
(2) $50,000.00 from the Federal Law Enforcement Assistance Administration.
(n) Lump Sum Death Benefit (For Law Enforcement Officers) See Section 28-38(g) Death Benefit.
(Ord. of 06-07-1976, eff. 08-01-1976; Amend. of 01-21-2010, Art. IV § 7.0, eff. 01-21-2010; Amend. of 1005-2010, eff. 01-01-2011; Amend. of 11-16-2010, eff. 01-01-2011; Amend. of 6-18-2013, eff. 7-1-2013)
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ORANGE COUNTY
BOARD OF COMMISSIONERS
ACTION AGENDA ITEM ABSTRACT
Meeting Date: October 5, 2021
Action Agenda
8-f
Item No.
SUBJECT: Performance Agreement Between the Town of Chapel Hill and Visitors Bureau
DEPARTMENT: Economic Development/Visitors Bureau
ATTACHMENT(S):
2021-22 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 the 2021-22 performance agreement between the Town of Chapel Hill
and the Chapel Hill/Orange County 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, $200,000 has been
allocated to the Visitors Bureau for Fiscal Year 2021-22. 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 $1,000,000.
Budget
Year

Contribution per Performance Agreement

FY2012-13
FY2013-14
FY2014-15
FY2015-16
FY2016-17
FY2017-18
FY2018-19
FY2019-20

$175,000 plus 50% of collections over $950,000
$175,000 plus 50% of collections over $950,000
$175,000 plus 50% of collections over $950,000
$175,000 plus 50% of collections over $950,000
$200,000 plus 50% of collections over $1,000,000
$200,000 plus 50% of collections over $1,000,000
$200,000 plus 50% of collections over $1,000,000
$200,000 plus 50% of collections over $1,000,000

Additional Amount
Received Following
Release of that Years
Audited Revenues
$ 13,000
$ 43,750
$ 57,739
$108,903
$ 93,755
$140,855
$174,502
$0

FINANCIAL IMPACT: The Town of Chapel Hill will provide $200,000 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 $1,000.000.
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SOCIAL JUSTICE IMPACT: The following Orange County Social Justice Goal is applicable to
this 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.
Tourism is a clean and green industry that fuels the economy leading to the economic selfsufficiency of Orange County residents.
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT: There is no Orange County Environmental Responsibility Goal
impact associated with this item.
RECOMMENDATION(S): The Manager recommends that the Board approve the performance
agreement between the Town of Chapel Hill and the Chapel Hill/Orange County Visitors Bureau.
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STATE OF NORTH CAROLINA
COUNTY OF ORANGE

PERFORMANCE AGREEMENT
OPERATIONAL SUPPORT

This Contract is made and entered into by and between the “Town of Chapel Hill”, herein “Town”,
and “Orange County by and for Chapel Hill/Orange County Visitors Bureau, 501 West Franklin
Street, Suite 104, Chapel Hill, NC 27516”, herein “Contractor”, for services hereinafter described
for the Town of Chapel Hill. This Contract is for monetary support for operation of visitor’s center
in Chapel Hill.
WITNESSETH
That for and in consideration of the mutual promises and conditions set forth below, the Town and
Contractor agree:
1.

Duties of the Contractor: The Contractor agrees to perform those duties described in
Exhibit A attached hereto and incorporated herein by reference.

2.

Duties of the Town: The Town appropriated the sum of Two Hundred Thousand Dollars
($200,000) to the Contractor for the fiscal year 2021-2022. The Town will also pay the
Contractor 50% of any additional revenues collected in the even that hotel/motel
occupancy receipts exceed the budgeted amount of $1,000,000 during the Town’s fiscal
year 2021-2022. The town does not obligate itself to provide any other support to
Contractor this fiscal year or in succeeding years.

3.

Fee Schedule and Maximum Sum: Contract amount is not to exceed $200,000. Unless
occupancy receipts exceed $1,000,000 (see paragraph 2). Payments of $50,000 each will
be made on or after the following dates: July 1, 2021; October 1, 2021; January 1, 2022;
and April 1, 2022. The Town’s obligation to make each payment is contingent upon
receiving satisfactory documentation and account of expenditures as detailed in Exhibit A.

4.

Billing and Payment: The Contractor shall submit a bill to the Town for work performed
under the terms of this Contract. The Contractor shall bill and the Town shall pay the rates
set forth therein. Payment will be made by the Town within thirty (30) days of receipt of
an accurate invoice, approved by the contact person or his/her designee.

5.

Indemnification and Hold Harmless: To the extent authorized by law, Contractor agrees
to indemnify and hold harmless the Town of Chapel Hill and its officers, agents and
employees from all loss, liability, claims or expense (including reasonable attorneys’ fees)
arising from bodily injury, including death or property damage to any person or persons
proximately caused in whole or in part by the negligence or willful misconduct of the
Contractor arising out of or related to the Contract, except to the extent same are caused by
the negligence or misconduct of the Town.
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6.

Insurance Provisions: The Town requires evidence of Contractor’s current valid insurance
(if applicable) in the amounts stated below during the duration of the named project and
further requires that the Town be named as an additional insured for Commercial General
Liability and Business Automobile policies. The required coverage limits are: 1)
Commercial General Liability and Business Automobile - $1,000,000 per occurrence and
2) Workers’ Compensation - $100,000 for both employer’s liability and bodily injury by
disease for each employee and $500,000 for the disease policy limit. Based on nature of
services to be provided by the contractor and assessment of risk posed to the Town, the
Town may require evidence of supplementary insurance coverages.

7.

Non-Discrimination: The Contractor contractually agrees to administer all functions
pursuant to this Contract without discrimination because of race, creed, sex, national origin,
age, economic status, sexual orientation, gender identity or gender expression.

8.

Federal and State Legal Compliance: The Contractor must be in full compliance with all
applicable federal and state laws, including those on immigration.

9.

E-Verify: The Contractor shall comply with the requirements of Article 2 of Chapter 64 of
the North Carolina General Statutes. Further, should Contractor utilize a subcontractor(s),
Contractor shall require the subcontractor(s) to comply with the requirements of Article 2,
Chapter 64 of the General Statutes. Pursuant to North Carolina General Statute § 143-133.3
(c)(2), contracts solely for the purchase of apparatus, supplies, materials, and equipment
are exempt from this E-Verify provision.

10.

Amendment: This Contract may be amended in writing by mutual agreement of the Town
and Contractor.

11.

Termination: Either party may terminate this Contract at any time by giving the other party
thirty (30) days written notice of termination prior to the end of the term as described
herein.

12.

Interpretation/Venue: This Contract shall be construed and enforced under the laws of
North Carolina. The courts and the authorities of the State of North Carolina shall have
exclusive jurisdiction over all controversies between the parties which may arise under or
in relation to this Contract. In the event of any dispute between the parties, venue is
properly laid in Orange County, North Carolina for any state court action and in the Middle
District of North Carolina for any federal court action. Contrary to any provision that may
be contained in any exhibit attached hereto the Town shall not consent to 1) resolving any
dispute by means of arbitration and/or 2) waiver of a trial by jury.

13.

Preference: In the event that the terms of any exhibit attached hereto are not consistent with
the terms of this Contract, this Contract shall have preference; provided that where either
any exhibit attached hereto or this Contract establishes higher standards for performance
by either party, the higher standard, wherever located, shall apply.
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14.

Severability: The parties intend and agree that if any provision of this Contract or any
portion thereof shall be held to be void or otherwise unenforceable, all other portions of
this Contract shall remain in full force and effect.

15.

Assignment: This Contract shall not be assigned without the prior written consent of the
parties.

16.

Entire Agreement: This Contract shall constitute the entire agreement of the parties and no
other warranties, inducements, considerations, promises, or interpretations shall be implied
or impressed upon this Contract that are not expressly addressed herein. All prior
agreements, understandings and discussions are hereby superseded by this Contract.

17.

Construction Project Related Sales Tax: If applicable, the Contractor shall furnish the
Town certified statements setting forth, the cost of all materials purchased from each
vendor and the amount of North Carolina sales and use taxes paid thereon. In the event the
Contractor makes several purchases from the same vendor, the Contractor’s certified
statement shall indicate the invoice number, the inclusive dates of the invoices, the total
amount of the invoices, and the North Carolina sales and use taxes paid thereon. The
Contractor’s certified statement shall also include the cost of any tangible personal property
withdrawn from the Contractor's warehouse stock and the amount of North Carolina sales
or use tax paid thereon by the Contractor. The Contractor shall furnish such additional
information as the Commissioner of Revenue of the State of North Carolina may require
to substantiate a refund claim by the Town for sales or use taxes. The Contractor shall
obtain and furnish to the Town similar certified statements by the subcontractors. The
certified statements to be furnished shall be in the form of the standard CONTRACTOR'S
SALES TAX REPORT and shall be submitted with each request for payment. The Town
will not make payment to the Contractor until the CONTRACTOR'S SALES TAX
REPORTS ARE SUBMITTED. Any and all refunds received by the Town of said taxes shall
remain with the Town, and the Contractor shall not be entitled to such refund.

18.

Term: This Contract, unless amended as provided herein, shall be in effect until June 30,
2022.
[SIGNATURES ON FOLLOWING PAGE.]
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This Contract is between the Town of Chapel Hill and Orange County by and for its Chapel
Hill/Orange County Visitors Bureau for operation of a visitor’s center in Chapel Hill.
IN WITNESS WHEREOF, the parties hereto cause this agreement to be executed in their
respective names.
ORANGE COUNTY by and for its CHAPEL HILL/ORANGE COUNTY VISITORS
BUREAU
_______________________________
SIGNATURE

___________________________________
PRINTED NAME & TITLE

_______________________________
WITNESS

___________________________________
PRINTED NAME & TITLE

TOWN OF CHAPEL HILL
________________________________________________
DEPARTMENT HEAD/EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR OR DEPUTY/TOWN MANAGER
________________________________________________
PRINTED NAME & DEPARTMENT
ATTEST BY TOWN CLERK:
____________________________________
TOWN CLERK

TOWN SEAL

Town Clerk attests date this the ______day of ___________, 20____.
Approved as to Form and Authorization
________________________________
TOWN LEGAL STAFF
This instrument has been pre-audited in the manner required by the Local Government Budget and
Fiscal Control Act.
_________________________________
FINANCE OFFICER

Small Service Contract Revised 9/2019
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EXHIBIT A
Chapel Hill/ Orange County Visitors Bureau

1. Contractor provides a comprehensive visitor services program targeted toward
providing services to potential visitors to Chapel Hill and Orange County.
2. The Contractor will participate in discussions with the Town’s Economic
Development Committee to define the appropriate roles and responsibilities of the
Contractor in the Town’s economic development strategy in consideration of this
payment.
3. Town funds may be utilized for office supplies, postage, telephone, training materials,
advertising, printing and duplicating, staff time, and marketing.
4. Contractor will provide the Town with a final financial report for the fiscal year July
1, 2021- June 30, 2022. The report will include a budget breakdown showing
expenditures of the Town’s $200,000 appropriation. The report is due by August 1,
2022.
5. Contractor will provide an annual report of activities supported by the funding
provided under this performance agreement including specific program outcomes. This
report should be submitted with the final financial report. This report is due by August 1,
2022.
6. The final financial report and the annual report of activities should be sent to:
Monica Rainey, Administrative Services Manager
Chapel Hill Parks and Recreation Department
200 Plant Road
Chapel Hill, NC 27514
mrainey@townofchapelhill.org
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ORANGE COUNTY
BOARD OF COMMISSIONERS
ACTION AGENDA ITEM ABSTRACT
Meeting Date: October 5, 2021
Action Agenda
8-g
Item No.
SUBJECT: Approval to Transfer Properties Back to West Orange Fire Insurance District
from Cedar Grove Fire Insurance District
DEPARTMENT: Emergency Services
ATTACHMENT(S):
2015 Map of Property Transfer From West
Orange To Cedar Grove Fire Insurance
District
2021 Map of Property Transfer From
Cedar Grove To West Orange Fire
Insurance District

INFORMATION CONTACT:
Elizabeth Farnan, (919) 245-6153
Kevin Brooks, (336) 264-2898
Jeff Borland, (919) 619-2566

PURPOSE: To approve the transfer of properties back to the West Orange Fire Insurance District
that had previously been transferred to the Cedar Grove Fire Insurance District due to not being
in the rated insurance district prior to the certification of Efland Fire Station 3.
BACKGROUND: This is the same concept used in the past by other county fire departments to
address insurance concerns for property owners.
Certain properties in the northwest area of the Efland Fire District were located greater than six
miles from the Efland Fire Station 2 located at 5800 US HWY 70 West. As a result, those
properties were not in the West Orange Fire Insurance District and were rated as a protection
class 10. Cedar Grove Fire Department Station 2 is located at 5912 Pentecost Road in the
southern area of the Cedar Grove Fire Insurance District and serves an area which is adjacent to
the Efland Fire District. In 2015, those properties, as depicted on the first attached map, were
transferred to Cedar Grove Fire Insurance District so they could be in a rated district.
The Fire Marshal’s Division worked with representatives from the Efland Fire Department and the
Cedar Grove Fire Department to identify properties originally transferred to Cedar Grove Fire
Insurance District that are now in the West Orange Fire Insurance District due to the certification
(by the Office of State Fire Marshal) of the Efland Fire Station 3 located at 4111 Harmony Church
Road. Staff also worked with Orange County Geographic Information Systems (GIS) to identify
those parcels that were transferred to Cedar Grove Fire Insurance District.
Staff proposes to move these parcels back into the West Orange Fire Insurance District which will
allow fifty-five (55) property owners to be included in that rated insurance district and be eligible
for insurance premiums in their original insurance district. GIS staff developed the attached
revised map showing those parcels to be added back into the West Orange Fire Insurance District.
Upon approval by the Board of County Commissioners, the Office of the State Fire Marshal can

2
legally approve transfer of those affected parcels to the West Orange Fire Insurance District. The
area is located in the Governor Scott Road/ Millcreek Road portion of the map.
FINANCIAL IMPACT: The approval of this item has no financial impact on the county. This is an
administrative action only and no changes in fire protection, service delivery or tax rates will be
reflected by approval of the Board of County Commissioners. Upon approval by the Board and
the NC Department of Insurance, property owners in the transferred area will be eligible for fire
insurance premiums in their original fire insurance district.
SOCIAL JUSTICE IMPACT: There is no Orange County Social Justice Goal Impact with this
item.
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT: There is no Orange County Environmental Responsibility Goal
impact associated with this item.
RECOMMENDATION(S): The Manager recommends that the Board approve the transfer of fiftyfive (55) properties back to the West Orange Fire Insurance District as depicted on the attached
Property Transfer From Cedar Grove Fire Insurance District To West Orange Fire Insurance
District map.

SCNOBIA TAYLOR
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ORANGE COUNTY
BOARD OF COMMISSIONERS
ACTION AGENDA ITEM ABSTRACT
Meeting Date: October 5, 2021
Action Agenda
8-h
Item No.
SUBJECT: Updates to the Assistance Policies for the 2021 North Carolina Housing Finance
Agency (NCHFA) Urgent Repair Program (URP21)
DEPARTMENT: Department of Housing and
Community Development
ATTACHMENT(S):
Attachment 1: URP21 Assistance Policy
Attachment 2: Orange County Procurement
and Disbursement Policy

INFORMATION CONTACT:
Corey Root, Director, Housing and
Community Development, (919) 2452492

PURPOSE: To approve and authorize the County Manager to sign the URP21 Assistance Policy.
BACKGROUND: The North Carolina Housing Finance Agency (NCHFA) requires recipients of
Urgent Repair Program (URP) to adopt an Assistance Policy and Procurement and Disbursement
Policy that describes how eligible applicants are selected for the program, and how the bid
solicitation and payment processes for the rehabilitation work are conducted.
The Department of Housing and Community Development proposes the attached URP21
Assistance Policy in alignment with the County’s adopted Procurement and Disbursement Policy
for rehabilitation and repair programs. A copy of both policies is attached.
FINANCIAL IMPACT: There is no financial impact associated with this item.
SOCIAL JUSTICE IMPACT: The following Orange County Social Justice Goals are applicable to
this 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.

2
The creation and preservation of affordable housing options helps to meet a basic need and
advances economic self-sufficiency.


GOAL: CREATE A SAFE COMMUNITY
The reduction of risks from vehicle/traffic accidents, childhood and senior injuries, gang
activity, substance abuse and domestic violence.

Affordable housing options allow individuals to reduce risks associated with being un-housed.
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT: There are no Orange County Environmental Responsibility Goal
impact associated with this item.
RECOMMENDATION(S): The Manager recommends that the Board approve and authorize the
Manager to sign the URP21 Assistance Policy, thereby adopting the policy.

Attachment 1
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Orange County Assistance Policy
Urgent Repair Program 2021
What is the Urgent Repair Program?
Orange County has been awarded $100,000 by the North Carolina Housing Finance Agency (“NCHFA”)
under the 2021 cycle of the Urgent Repair Program (“URP21”). This program provides funds to assist verylow and low- income households with special needs in addressing housing conditions which pose imminent
threats to their life and/or safety or to provide accessibility modifications and other repairs necessary to
prevent displacement of very-low and low- income homeowners with special needs such as frail elderly
and persons with disabilities. A total of 14 households will be assisted under URP21.
This Assistance Policy describes who is eligible to apply for assistance under URP21, how applications for
assistance will be rated and ranked, what the form of assistance is, and how the repair/modification
process will be managed. Orange County has designed this URP21 project to be fair, open, and consistent
with the County’s approved application for funding and with NCHFA’s URP Program Guidelines.
The funds provided by NCHFA come from the North Carolina Housing Trust Fund. Additional funds for
construction costs are provided by Orange County in the amount of $40,000.
EMERGENCY and HEALTH Notifications: Due to the current COVID-19 pandemic, increased awareness of
the need to protect Orange County representatives and the homeowners they service from various healthrelated exposures has become more apparent than ever. Homeowners participating in URP must agree to
follow all local, state, and federal guidelines for emergency preparedness surrounding the COVID-19
pandemic and any other emergency declared that includes their property address for the duration of
construction on the property.

Who is eligible to apply?
To be eligible for assistance under URP21 applicants must:
 Reside within the county limits of Orange County and own and occupy the home in need of repair
 Have a household income which does not exceed 50% of the County median income for the
household size (see income limits below)
 Have a special need (i.e. be > 62 years old, handicapped or disabled, a single parent with a
dependent living at home, a Veteran, a large family with >5 household members or a household
with a child below the age of six with lead hazards in the home).
 Have urgent repair needs that cannot be met through other state- or federally-funded housing
assistance programs
URP21 Income Limits* for Orange County
Number in
Household
1
2
3

30% of Median
(very-low income)
$18,150
$20,750
$23,350

Orange County 2021 Urgent Repair Program Assistance Policy

50% of Median
(low income)
$30,250
$34,600
$38,900
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4
5
6
7
8

$25,900
$28,000
$30,050
$32,150
$34,200

$43,200
$46,700
$50,150
$53,600
$57,050

*Income limits are subject to change based on annually published HUD HOME Limits and will be updated each year.
This update will not require a re-approval of the governing authority.

Outreach efforts of the Urgent Repair Program
Orange County will advertise or publish an article about the Urgent Repair Program in local Englishspeaking and Spanish-speaking newspapers serving the County (such as The Daily Tarheel, The News of
Orange and La Noticia), at senior centers throughout the County, with the County’s partner agencies, and
on the County's website.

Selection of applicants
The County has devised the following priority system to rank eligible applicants, determine which of them
will be selected for assistance and in what order. Under this system, applicants will receive points for
falling into certain categories of special need and income. The applications will be ranked according to
which receive the most points.
Priority Ranking System for Orange County URP21
Special Needs (for definitions, see below)

Points

Disabled, Elderly or Veteran Head of Household (62 or older)

4

Disabled, Elderly, or Veteran Household Member (not Head of Household)

3

Single-Parent Household (with one or more children in the home)

3

Large Family (5 or more permanent residents)

2

Emergency (may submit without regard to application deadlines)

2

Child under six years of age with lead hazards in the home

2

Income (See Income Table above)

Points

Less than 30% of County Median Income

10

30% to 50% of County Median Income

5

Under NCHFA Program Guidelines, a minimum of 50% of households assisted must have incomes which
are less than 30% of the area median income for the household size, and no household with an income
exceeding 50% of the area median income will be eligible. This guideline will be adhered to strictly and will
be the primary factor in the selection of those households to be assisted under URP21.
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Recipients of assistance under the URP21 will be chosen by the above criteria without regard to race,
color, religion, national origin, sex, familial status and disability.
The definitions of special needs populations under URP21 are:














Elderly: An individual aged 62 or older.
Emergency: A situation in which a household member has an immediate threat of being evicted or
removed from a home due to health or safety issues within a time frame that the program can
complete a repair to stop eviction or removal. These applications will be received at any time
during the funding cycle and evaluated on the ability of the program to complete the work in a
timely manner that meets the goal of assisting homeowners to remain in their home.
Disabled: A person who has a physical, mental or developmental disability that greatly limits one
or more major life activities, has a record of such impairment, or is regarded as having such an
impairment.
Large Family: A large family household is composed of five or more individuals; at least four are
immediate family members.
Head of Household: The person or persons who own(s) the house.
Household Member: Any individual who is an occupant (defined below) of the unit to be
rehabilitated shall be considered a “household member” (the number of household members will
be used to determine household size and all household members are subject to income
verification).
Occupant: An occupant is defined as any immediate family member (mother, father, spouse,
son/daughter of the head of the household, regardless of the time of occupancy); or nonimmediate family member who has resided in the dwelling at least 3 months prior to the
submission of the family’s application.
Single-Parent Household: A household in which one and only one adult resides with one or more
dependent children.
Veteran: A person who served in the active military, naval, or air service, and who was discharged
or released therefrom under conditions other than dishonorable.
Child with lead hazards in the home: a child below the age of six living in the applicant house which
contains lead hazards.

Client referral and support services
Many homeowners assisted through the Urgent Repair Program may also need other services. When the
Urgent Repair Program staff meet the homeowner during the work write-up process, they will discuss the
resources and programs available in Orange County and provide pamphlets and a list of the agencies with
contact information. With the homeowner's permission, a case file will be created and a staff person will
follow up with the homeowner concerning the available services in the referral network.

What is the form of assistance under URP21?
The County will provide assistance to homeowners, whose homes are selected for repair/modification in
the form of a loan. Homeowners will receive an unsecured deferred, interest-free loan, forgiven at a rate
of $2,000 per year, until the principal balance is reduced to zero.

Orange County 2021 Urgent Repair Program Assistance Policy
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What is the amount of the loan?
The amount of the loan will depend on the scope of work necessary to address the identified imminent
threats to life and/or safety, and that will be determined by the County’s rehabilitation specialist. There is
no minimum to the amount of the loan; however, the maximum life-time limit according to the guidelines
of URP21 is $10,000.

What kinds of work will be done?
Only repairs that address imminent threats to the life and/or safety of occupants of the dwelling unit or
accessibility modifications will be performed under the County’s URP. Please understand that all
deficiencies in a home will likely not be able to be repaired with the available funds.
All work that is completed under URP21 must meet or exceed NC Residential Building Code.

Who will do the work on the homes?
The County is obligated under URP21 to ensure that quality work is done at reasonable prices and that all
work is contracted through a fair, open and competitive process. To meet those very difficult
requirements, the County will invite bids only from contractors who are part of an “approved contractors’
registry”. Please request a copy of the County’s Procurement and Disbursement Policy for further
information.
(Homeowners who know of quality rehabilitation contractors that are not on the County’s Contractor
Registry are welcome to invite them to apply.)
A minimum of three approved contractors will be invited to bid on each job, and the lowest responsive
and responsible bidder will be selected for the contract. “Responsive and responsible” is described in the
Procurement and Disbursement Policy.

What are the steps in the process, from application to completion?
Now that you have the information about how to qualify for Orange County URP21, what work can be
done, and who will do it, let’s go through all the major steps in the process:
1. Completing an Application form: Homeowners who wish to apply for assistance may apply by
completing an application form, available at http://orangecountync.gov/2211/Home-RepairPrograms or by contacting Erika Brown at (919) 558-2700 or ebrown@tjcog.org. Applications will
be accepted on a rolling basis beginning October 18, 2021 until all funds are committed. Proof of
ownership and income will be required. Those who have applied for housing assistance from the
County in the past will not automatically be reconsidered. A new application will need to be
submitted.
2. Preliminary inspection: The County's Rehabilitation Specialist will visit the homes of potential loan
recipients to determine the need and feasibility of repairs/modifications.
3. Screening of applicants: Applications will be rated and ranked by the County based on the priority
system outlined on page 2. The first round of households to be assisted will be selected by
November 30, 2021. Household income will be verified for program purposes only (information
will be kept confidential). Ownership of property will be verified along with other rating factors.
From this review, the fourteen (14) most qualified applicants will be chosen according to the
Orange County 2021 Urgent Repair Program Assistance Policy
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priority system described above. There will also be a list of alternates in the order of qualification.
If fewer than fourteen (14) applications are received by November 30, or if funds remain to assist
more than fourteen (14) units, applications will continue to be accepted on a rolling basis until all
funds are committed. Applicants not receiving notification by November 30, 2021 that they were
chosen may contact Erika Brown at (919) 558-2700 to confirm the disposition of the application.
4. Applicant interviews: Approved applicants will be provided detailed information on assistance,
program repair/modification standards and the contracting procedures associated with their
project at this informational interview.
5. Work write-up: The County's Rehabilitation Specialist will visit the home again for a more
thorough inspection. All parts of the home must be made accessible for inspection, including the
attic and crawlspace, if any. The owner should report any known problems such as electrical short
circuits, blinking lights, roof leaks and the like. The Rehabilitation Specialist will prepare complete
and detailed work specifications (known as the "work write-up". A final cost estimate will also be
prepared by the Rehabilitation Specialist and held in confidence until bidding is completed.
6. Formal agreement: After approval of the work write-up, the homeowner will sign a formal
agreement that will explain and govern the repair/modification process and an explanation of the
Promissory Note, which is considered a forgivable loan. This agreement will define the roles of the
parties involved throughout the process.
.
7. Contractor selection: The County will, at its discretion (based on the availability of the contractor,
demands of the job, and recent history of performance), select a contractor from the Contractors’
Registry. The Rehab Specialist will make an effort to offer opportunity to all qualified contractors
throughout each year by using the Registry on a rotational basis, returning to the top of the list
once all contractors have been offered an opportunity to participate. Identified contractors will be
provided with detailed work write-ups on each job and must submit a detailed and reasonable
quote for the proposed work. The contractor will bill the Orange County Housing and Community
Development Department and submit all invoices to the Rehab Specialist for review and approval
prior to any disbursements from the Orange County Housing and Community Development
Department.
8. Execution of loan and contract: The loan will be executed as well as the repair/modification
contract prior to work beginning on the project. This contract will be between the contractor and
homeowner, with the County signing as an interested third party. The cost of the actual work and
project related support costs up to the maximum amount of $1,000 will be included in the loan
document.
9. Pre-construction conference: A pre-construction meeting will be held at the home. At this time,
the homeowner, contractor and program representatives will be present and discuss the details of
the work to be done. Starting and ending dates will be agreed upon, along with any special
arrangements such as weekend or evening work hours and disposition of items to be removed
from the home (such as old plumbing, etc.). If the contract has been executed, the County will
issue a "proceed order" formally instructing the contractor to commence by the agreed-upon date
Orange County 2021 Urgent Repair Program Assistance Policy
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within 24 hours of the pre-construction meeting.
10. Construction: The contractor will be responsible for obtaining any required building permits for
the project before beginning work. The permit must be posted at the house during the entire
period of construction. Program staff will closely monitor the contractor during the construction
period to make sure that the work is being done according to the work write-up (which is made a
part of the rehabilitation contract by reference) and in a timely fashion. Code Enforcement Officers
will inspect new work for compliance with the State Building Code as required by the guidelines of
URP21. The homeowner will be responsible for working with the contractor toward protecting
personal property by clearing work areas as much as practicable.
11. Change Orders: All changes to the scope of work must be reduced to writing as a contract
amendment (“change order”) and approved by all parties to the contract: the owner, the
contractor and two representatives of Orange County. If the changes require an increase in the
loan amount, a loan modification stating these changes in the contract amount must be completed
by the County, and executed by the owner. If the changes result in a decrease in the loan amount,
an estoppel informing the homeowner of these changes in the contract amount will be completed
by the County and conveyed to the owner.
12. Payments to contractor: The contractor will be paid following inspection of and satisfactory
completion of all items on the work write-up and change orders, if any, as outlined in the County’s
Procurement and Disbursement Policy. The contractor will also be responsible for handing over all
owner’s manuals and warranties on equipment, and reviewing with the homeowner all operating
and maintenance requirements for new equipment installed.
13. Closeout: Once each item outlined in section 12 has been satisfied and the homeowner has signed
a Certificate of Satisfaction, the job will be closed out (fully completed).

What are the key dates?
If, after reading this document, you feel that you qualify for this program and wish to apply, please keep
the following dates in mind:


Applications available to the public starting October 18, 2021.



First round of households selected from applications on November 30, 2021.



All rehabilitation work must be under contract by October 12, 2022.



All rehabilitation work must be completed by December 31, 2022.

How do I request an application?


Contact Erika Brown
(919) 558-2700
ebrown@tjcog.org



OR download an application online: http://orangecountync.gov/2211/Home-Repair-Programs



OR pick up an application at the Orange County Department of Housing and Community

Orange County 2021 Urgent Repair Program Assistance Policy
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Development office at 300 W. Tryon Street, Hillsborough, NC 27278.

Is there a procedure for dealing with complaints, disputes and appeals?
Although the application process and repair/modification guidelines are meant to be as fair as possible,
Orange County realizes that there is still a chance that some applicants or participants may feel that they
were not treated fairly. The following procedures are designed to provide an avenue for resolution of
complaints and appeals.
During the application process:
If an applicant feels that his/her application was not fairly reviewed or rated and would like to appeal the
decision made about it, he/she should contact Erika Brown within five (5) days of the initial decision and
voice their concern. If the applicant remains dissatisfied with the decision, the detailed complaint should
be put into writing.
A written appeal must be made within ten (10) business days of the initial decision on an application.
Orange County will respond in writing to any complaints or appeals within 10 business days of receiving
written comments.
During the repair/modification process:
If the homeowner feels that repairs or modifications are not being completed per the contract, he/she
must inform the contractor and the Rehabilitation Specialist.
The Rehabilitation Specialist will inspect the work in question. If it is found that the work is not being
completed according to contract, the Rehabilitation Specialist will review the contract with the contractor
and ask the contractor to remedy the problem.
If problems persist, a mediation conference between the homeowner and the contractor may be
convened by the Rehabilitation Specialist and facilitated by the Orange County Housing and Community
Development Director.
Should the mediation conference fail to resolve the dispute, the Director will render a written final
decision.
If the Rehabilitation Specialist finds that the work is being completed according to contract, the complaint
will be noted and the Rehabilitation Specialist and the homeowner will discuss the concern and the reason
for the Rehabilitation Specialist’s decision.

Will the personal information provided remain confidential?
Yes. All information in applicant files will remain confidential. Access to the information will be provided
only to County employees who are directly involved in the program, the North Carolina Housing Finance
Agency and auditors.

What about conflicts of interest?
No officer, employee or other public official of the County, or member of the County Commissioners, or
entity contracting with the County that exercises any functions or responsibilities with respect to URP21
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shall have any interest, direct or indirect, in any contract or subcontract for work to be performed with
program funding, either for themselves or those with whom they have family or business ties, during their
tenure or for one year thereafter. Relatives of County employees, Board of Commissioners and others
closely identified with the County, may be approved for rehabilitation assistance only upon public
disclosure before the County Commissioners and written permission from NCHFA.

What about favoritism?
All activities under URP21, including rating and ranking applications, inviting bids, selecting contractors and
resolving complaints, will be conducted in a fair, open and non-discriminatory manner, entirely without
regard to race, color, religion, national origin, sex, familial status and disability.

Who can I contact about URP21?
Any questions regarding any part of this application or program should be addressed to:
Erika Brown
(919) 558-2700
ebrown@tjcog.org

David Saconn
(919) 612-1527
dsaconn@orangecountync.gov

These contacts will do their utmost to answer questions and inquiries in the most efficient and correct
manner possible.

This Assistance Policy is adopted this ____day of ______________ 2021.

__________________________________
County Manager

________________________________
Notary Public

Orange County 2021 Urgent Repair Program Assistance Policy
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Orange County Procurement and Disbursement Policy
Urgent Repair and Housing Rehabilitation Programs
Procurement Policy
To the maximum extent practical, Orange County (the “County”) promotes a fair, open and competitive
procurement process as required under the North Carolina Housing Finance Agency (“NCHFA”) Urgent
Repair Program (“URP”), NCHFA Essential Single-Family Rehabilitation Loan Pool (“ESFRLP”) and the
County’s local urgent repair and housing rehabilitation programs. Bids are invited from contractors on the
County's Contractor Registry. Any current contractor listed with and approved by the County and in good
standing (i.e., no unresolved past performance issues and not listed on the federal or state debarred list)
will receive automatic approval status on the Contractor Registry.
To be listed on the Contractor Registry, a contractor must complete an application, submit proof of
insurance and have their recent work inspected and approved by the Rehabilitation Specialist. All
contractors’ insurance renewals must be submitted to the County on an annual basis. In order to bid on a
pre-1978 property, the contractor’s firm must be Renovate, Repair and Paint (“RR&P”) certified and have
their RR&P certificate on file with the County.
To the maximum extent practical, a minimum of three (3) eligible contractors on the Contractor Registry
should be invited to bid on each job and the lowest, most responsive and responsible bidder shall be
selected for the contract. “Responsive and responsible” means the following: the contractor is deemed
able to complete the work in a timely fashion; the bid is within 15% in either direction of the County's cost
estimate; the contractor has not been suspended or debarred; and there is no real or perceived conflict of
interest. Because of the increasing difficulty of soliciting eligible bids for URP projects, the County can
solicit a bid from an eligible contractor on the Contractor Registry based on their rotating placement on
the Registry. If the selected contractor submits a responsive and responsible bid then it will be accepted
and after successful completion of the project that contractor’s name will rotate to the end of the Registry.
If the contractor does not submit a responsive and responsible bid or chooses not to submit a bid, then the
next contractor on the Registry will be eligible to submit a bid on the project. In addition, in emergency
situations, telephone or email bids or quotes will be accepted and documentation of such bids or quotes
will be maintained in the applicable file.
Although bid packages may be bundled for multiple job sites, these bids shall be considered separate and
apart when awarded and shall be awarded to the lowest responsive and responsible bidder(s) for each job
site. No contractor shall have more than three (3) open jobs at any one time. A job shall be considered
“open” once a contract is signed.
Bid packages shall consist of an invitation to bid, work write-up(s) and bid sheet(s) for each job, including
instructions for distribution and receipt of bids. For urgent repair activities, contractors will be given no
less than seven (7) days in which to inspect the property and prepare bid proposals. Each contractor will
need access to all parts of the house in order to prepare a bid. For minor and comprehensive housing
rehabilitation activities, contractors will be given no less than ten (10) days in which to inspect the
property and prepare bid proposals.
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Bids must include a cost-per-item breakdown with line item totals equaling the submitted bid price. Any
discrepancies must be reconciled prior to a contract being awarded.
The County reserves the right to reject any or all bids at any time during the procurement process.
In the event of an emergency situation, the County reserves the right to waive normal procurement
procedures in favor of more expedient methods, which may include seeking quotes and bids by telephone,
email, fax and the like. Should such methods ever become necessary the transaction, including the nature
of the emergency, will be fully documented and placed in the project file. In the event telephone bids are
used, the County will call the next eligible contractor on the Approved Contractor Registry who has
indicated a desire to be on the Emergency Call List. The County will track who has been called and been
responsive and will rotate through the Emergency Call List before beginning the rotation again.
All sealed bids will be opened publicly at a date, time, and venue specified in the bid invitation. All bidders
are invited and welcome to attend. Within 72 hours of the bid opening, after the review of bid breakdowns
and construction schedules, the winning bidder(s) will be selected. All bidders and the homeowner will be
notified in writing of the selection of the winning bid, the amount of the winning bid, and the specific
reasons for the selection if the lowest bidder was not selected.
The contractor is responsible for obtaining a building permit for the project before beginning work. The
permit must be posted at the project site during the entire period of construction. If applicable, the
contractor will obtain a permit for lead and/or asbestos hazard-related activities. The Rehabilitation
Specialist will closely monitor the construction to make sure that the work is being done according to the
work write-up (which is made part of the contract by reference) and in a timely fashion. Local code
enforcement officials will, if required, inspect the work for compliance with the NC State Building Code and
the local minimum housing code, when applicable. The homeowner will be responsible for working with
the contractor to clear their personal property from the work areas as needed, as much as practicable. The
contractor will be responsible for all clearing and cleaning activities necessary due to construction.
Any change to the original scope of work must be in writing in the form of a change order to be agreed
upon and signed by all parties to the original contract and two representatives of the County. The change
order must detail any changes to the original contract price.
No work may begin prior to a contract being awarded and executed and a written order to proceed
provided to the contractor. A pre-construction conference and a walk through of the project site must also
be held prior to the commencement of the project. At this time, the homeowner, contractor, and
Rehabilitation Specialist will discuss the details of the work to be completed. Project start and end dates
will be finalized, along with any special arrangements such as weekend or evening work hours and the
disposition of items to be removed from the home. Within 24 hours of the pre-construction conference,
the County will issue a “proceed order” formally instructing the contractor to commence work by the
agreed upon date.
Orange County is an equal opportunity employer, implements non-discriminatory practices in its
procurement and disbursement and will make special outreach efforts to include Minority/Women
Business Enterprise (M/WBE) businesses within its contractor and subcontractor pool. Contractors will be
chosen by the above criteria without regard to race, color, national origin, disability, religion, age,
sex/gender, sexual orientation, gender identity and expression, marital status or veteran status.
Orange County Urgent Repair and Housing Rehab Procurement and Disbursement Policy
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Disbursement Policy
All repair work must be inspected by the Rehabilitation Specialist, the local Building or Minimum Housing
Code Inspector, when applicable, and the homeowner prior to any payments to contractors. If all
construction work is deemed satisfactory and all other factors and written agreements are in order,
payment shall be issued upon presentation of an original cost-per-item invoice from the contractor. The
contractor should allow up to fourteen (14) business days for processing of the invoice for payment.
The contractor is entitled to request two partial payments and a final payment. The first partial payment
may be requested when the work is 50% complete. The second partial payment may be requested when
the work is 90% complete. When a payment is requested, the Rehabilitation Specialist will inspect the
work within three (3) days, determine the percentage of job completion and calculate a payment based on
90% of the total work completed. For projects that have a contract amount of less than $5,000, the second
payment will be the final payment for 100% of the total work completed.
Following the completion of the construction, the contractor and the Rehabilitation Specialist will meet
with the homeowner in a post-construction conference. At this time, the contractor will provide to the
homeowner the owner's manuals and warranties on equipment and materials and be available to answer
any questions.
When the contractor declares the work complete, the Rehabilitation Specialist will thoroughly inspect the
work as part of the project closeout. If any of the work is deemed unsatisfactory, it must be corrected prior
to the authorization of final payment. If the contractor fails to correct the work to the satisfaction of the
Rehabilitation Specialist, payment may be withheld until such time as the work is deemed satisfactory. If a
dispute occurs, contractors may follow the procedure dealing with complaints, disputes, and appeals in
the applicable program’s Assistance Policy. Contractors must abide by the final decision as stated in the
policy. The homeowner, Rehabilitation Specialist, and Housing and Community Development Manager
must sign off on the work. After the receipt of the contractor's final invoice, inspections, certificate of
completion and lien releases, the final payment will be processed. All material and workmanship will be
guaranteed by the contractor for a period of one (1) year from the date of completion of the work.
Orange County assures, through this policy, that adequate funds shall be available to pay the contractor
for satisfactory work.
All contractors, subcontractors and suppliers must sign a lien waiver prior to the disbursement of funds.

This Procurement and Disbursement Policy is adopted this ____day of ______________ 20__.

__________________________________
County Manager
________________________________
Notary Public
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Contractor’s Statement:
I have read and understand the attached Procurement and Disbursement Policy.

SIGNED: ______________________________________________________________

COMPANY NAME: ______________________________________________________

WITNESS: _____________________________________________________________
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ORANGE COUNTY
BOARD OF COMMISSIONERS
ACTION AGENDA ITEM ABSTRACT
Meeting Date: October 5, 2021
Action Agenda
Item No.
8-i
SUBJECT: Advisory Boards and Commissions - Appointments
DEPARTMENT: Board of Commissioners
ATTACHMENT(S):
No Attachments

INFORMATION CONTACT:
Clerk’s Office, 919-245-2130

PURPOSE: To approve the Advisory Boards and Commissions appointments as reviewed and
discussed during the Board’s September 9, 2021 Work Session.
BACKGROUND: The following appointments are for Board approval:


Adult Care Home Community Advisory Committee
VOLUNTEER
TO BE
APPOINTED
MaryLou
Gelblum



At-Large

TYPE OF
APPOINTMENT
TERM
First Full Term

TERM
EXPIRATION DATE

TYPE OF
APPOINTMENT
TERM
First Full Term

TERM
EXPIRATION DATE

TYPE OF
APPOINTMENT
TERM
First Full Term

TERM
EXPIRATION DATE

First Full Term

03/31/2024

10/31/2023

Affordable Housing Advisory Board
VOLUNTEER
TO BE
APPOINTED
Dion Graham



POSITION
DESCRIPTION

POSITION
DESCRIPTION
At-Large

09/30/2024

Animal Services Hearing Panel Pool
VOLUNTEER
TO BE
APPOINTED
Pam C.
Schwentner
Cynthia J.
Stubbs

POSITION
DESCRIPTION
At-Large
Unincorporated
County
Veterinarian

09/30/2024

2



Board of Health
VOLUNTEER
TO BE
APPOINTED
Tony Whitaker



TYPE OF
APPOINTMENT
TERM
First Full Term

TERM
EXPIRATION DATE

Partial Term

02/28/2022

06/30/2024

POSITION
DESCRIPTION
ETJ
BOCC Appointee
N. Transition Area
BOCC Appointee

02/28/2023

POSITION
DESCRIPTION
N. Transition Area
BOCC Appointee

TYPE OF
APPOINTMENT
TERM
Third Full Term

TERM
EXPIRATION DATE
02/28/2024

Chapel Hill Orange County Visitors Bureau
VOLUNTEER
TO BE
APPOINTED
Sharon Hill



TERM
EXPIRATION DATE

Carrboro Northern Transition Area Advisory Committee
VOLUNTEER
TO BE
APPOINTED
Anahid Vrana



Professional
Engineer

TYPE OF
APPOINTMENT
TERM
First Full Term

Carrboro Board of Adjustment
VOLUNTEER
TO BE
APPOINTED
John Garret
Baker
Erle Smith



POSITION
DESCRIPTION

POSITION
DESCRIPTION
Economic
Development
Advisory Board

TYPE OF
APPOINTMENT
TERM
Partial Term

TERM
EXPIRATION DATE

TYPE OF
APPOINTMENT
TERM
First Full Term

TERM
EXPIRATION DATE

12/31/2023

Hillsborough Board of Adjustment
VOLUNTEER
TO BE
APPOINTED
Richard
Chapple

POSITION
DESCRIPTION
ETJ County
BOCC Appointee

09/30/2023

3


Historic Preservation Commission
VOLUNTEER
TO BE
APPOINTED
Cecelia Moore



POSITION
DESCRIPTION
At-Large
BOCC Appointee

POSITION
DESCRIPTION
At-Large

TYPE OF
APPOINTMENT
TERM
Partial Term

TERM
EXPIRATION DATE

03/31/2024

06/30/2023

TYPE OF
APPOINTMENT
TERM
Partial Term

TERM
EXPIRATION DATE
03/31/2022

Orange County Parks and Recreation Council
VOLUNTEER
POSITION
TO BE
DESCRIPTION
APPOINTED
Natalie Ziemba At-Large (previously
Cedar Grove
Township)



TERM
EXPIRATION DATE

Nursing Home Community Advisory Committee
VOLUNTEER
TO BE
APPOINTED
Jacqulyn
Podger



At-Large

TYPE OF
APPOINTMENT
TERM
First Full Term

Jury Commission
VOLUNTEER
TO BE
APPOINTED
Phyllis Horton



POSITION
DESCRIPTION

TYPE OF
APPOINTMENT
TERM
First Full Term

TERM
EXPIRATION DATE

TYPE OF
APPOINTMENT
TERM
Second Full Term
Second Full Term
Second Full Term

TERM
EXPIRATION DATE

Second Full Term

09/30/2024

First Full Term

09/30/2024

03/31/2024

Orange Unified Transportation Board
VOLUNTEER
TO BE
APPOINTED
Amy Cole
Todd Jones
Julian (Randy)
Marshall Jr.
Roy
Schonberg
Michael
Hughes

POSITION
DESCRIPTION
At-Large
At-Large
Bingham Township
Chapel Hill
Township
At-Large

09/30/2024
09/30/2024
09/30/2024

4


Workforce Development Board
VOLUNTEER
TO BE
APPOINTED
Sue Holaday

POSITION
DESCRIPTION
Private Sector-Business

TYPE OF
APPOINTMENT
TERM
Second Full Term

TERM
EXPIRATION DATE
06/30/2024

FINANCIAL IMPACT: There is no financial impact associated with this item.
SOCIAL JUSTICE IMPACT: The following Orange County Social Justice Goal is applicable to
this item:
 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.
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT: There is no Orange County Environmental Responsibility Goal
impact associated with this item.
RECOMMENDATION(S): The Manager recommends that the Board approve the recommended
appointments as reviewed and discussed during the Board’s September 9, 2021 Work Session.

DRAFT

INFORMATION ITEM

Date Prepared: 09/15/21
Date Revised: 09/27/21

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

9/14/21

Review and consider request by resident that the County
follow-up on concerns related to Winmore development and
activities by the Community Home Trust (CHT)

10/2021

Chair/Vice
Chair/Manager

9/14/21

Send the signed Preparedness Month Proclamation to the
North Carolina Association of County Commissioners
(NCACC)

9/2021

Laura Jensen

9/14/21

Move forward with next steps on Comprehensive Plan
Future Land Use Map and Zoning Atlas related to Eno
Economic Development District

10/2021

Craig Benedict

Staff to develop draft materials
to move the process forward as
discussed

9/14/21

Provide follow-up information to the Board on further
appeals in follow-up to mailing of informal appeal results

11/2021

Nancy Freeman

Information to be provided

9/14/21

Contact tax officials with Buncombe County to exchange
ideas and solutions that may benefit current and future
revaluation efforts

10/2021

Nancy Freeman

Contact to be made

9/14/21

Continue moving forward with Mountains to Sea Trail
efforts with other entities as discussed

12/2021

David Stancil

Staff to continue collaborating
with others to move the MST
forward

Staff has met with town and
CHT staff; review to continue
DONE

INFORMATION ITEM

Tax Collector's Report - Numerical Analysis
Property Tax Collection - Tax Effective Date of Report: September 10, 2021
Tax Year 2021

Amount Charged in
FY 21-22

Amount Collected

Accounts Receivable

Amount Budgeted in
FY 21-22

Remaining Budget

% of Budget
Collected

Real and Personal Current
Year Taxes $

165,001,124.00 $

21,817,064.00

144,109,362.34

165,001,124.00 $

143,184,060.00

13.22%

Real and Personal Prior
Year Taxes $
Total $

3,676,980.95 $
168,678,104.95 $

330,433.62
22,147,497.62 $

2,916,427.83 $
147,025,790.17 $

1,155,000.00 $
166,156,124.00 $

824,566.38
144,008,626.38

13.33%

$2,417.08 $

10,339,468.00 $

7,878,153.11

23.81%

Registered Motor Vehicle
Taxes

Tax Year 2020

$2,461,314.89
Amount Charged in
FY 20-21

Amount Collected

Accounts Receivable

Amount Budgeted in
FY 20-21

Remaining Budget

28.61%

% of Budget
Collected

Real and Personal Current
Year Taxes $

154,198,531.00 $

19,308,392.98

134,709,944.85 $

154,198,531.00 $

134,890,138.02

12.52%

Real and Personal Prior
Year Taxes $
Total $

3,818,647.51 $
158,017,178.51 $

390,164.85
19,698,557.83 $

3,078,451.90 $
137,788,396.75 $

1,155,000.00 $
155,353,531.00 $

764,835.15
135,654,973.17

33.78%

12.68%

$9,806.80 $

10,770,627.00 $

8,188,551.25

23.97%

Registered Motor Vehicle
Taxes

$2,582,075.75

2021 Current Year Overall Collection Percentage - Real & Personal

13.15%

2021 Current Year Overall Collection Percentage - with Registered
Motor Vehicles

14.42%

2020 Current Year Overall Collection Percentage - Real & Personal

12.54%

2020 Current Year Overall Collection Percentage - with Registered
Motor Vehicles

13.98%

INFORMATION ITEM

Tax Collector's Report - Measures of Enforced Collections
Fiscal Year 2021-2022

Effective Date of Report: August 31, 2021
July

August

Wage garnishments

12

Bank attachments
-

Rent attachments

-

Housing/Escheats/Monies

November

December

January

February

March

April

May

6
-

2

2

Levies

-

-

Foreclosures initiated

-

-

NC Debt Setoff collections

October

19

8

Certifications

September

$2,819.45 $ 1,699.69

This report shows the Tax Collector's efforts to encourage and enforce payment of taxes for the fiscal year 2021-22. 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.

June

YTD

Delegation of Authority per NCGS 105-381
To Finance Officer

NAME
Christian, Robert B.
Community Home Trust
Community Home Trust
Community Home Trust
Community Home Trust
Community Home Trust
Community Home Trust
Community Home Trust
Community Home Trust
Community Home Trust
Community Home Trust
Community Home Trust
Community Home Trust
Community Home Trust
Community Home Trust
Community Home Trust
Community Home Trust
Community Home Trust
Cordero Diaz, Carlos Andres
Ferrin, Rhett Ashton
Gambling, Ellen
Gooch, Michael Eric
Greenberg, Jason A.
Heavner, James Allen
Heavner, James Allen
Heavner, James Allen
Heavner, James Allen
Heavner, James Allen
Holland, James
Ingold, James Edward
Principato, Michael Anthony
Redmon, Benjamin Francis
Shelley, Kimberly
Volant, Jessica
Volant, Jessica
Volant, Jessica

INFORMATION ITEM - RELEASES AND REFUNDS UNDER $100 OCTOBER 5, 2021

ACCOUNT BILLING
NUMBER
YEAR
309839
2021
1005415
2021
1005416
2021
1005421
2021
1005422
2021
1005423
2021
1005424
2021
1005425
2021
1005431
2021
1005439
2021
1005440
2021
1005441
2021
1005442
2021
1005543
2021
1005444
2021
1005451
2021
1005452
2021
1005453
2021
3178688
2019
62498273
2021
3190420
2021
1076630
2021
3190290
2021
62297335
2020
30571365
2019
30571365
2018
30571365
2017
30571365
2016
306476
2021
37218568
2020
3191684
2020
3191761
2021
62444827
2021
42332429
2020
42332429
2019
42332429
2018

ORIGINAL
VALUE
3,610
125,800
117,000
146,200
110,200
146,700
145,900
99,000
111,800
139,000
139,100
84,000
94,000
89,600
91,000
147,700
91,600
136,200
5,150
3,580
5,550
1,960
2,300
3,170
3,410
3,730
4,080
4,520
207,700
5,000
5,300
39,021
23,530
11,840
10,510
12,010

ADJUSTED
VALUE
526
122,300
113,500
142,700
106,700
143,200
142,400
95,500
108,300
135,500
135,600
80,500
90,500
86,100
87,500
144,200
88,100
132,700
207,200
500
5,300
39,021
20,236
11,840
10,510
12,010

TAX
(54.49)
(56.21)
(56.21)
(56.21)
(56.21)
(56.21)
(56.21)
(56.21)
(56.21)
(56.21)
(56.21)
(56.21)
(56.21)
(56.21)
(56.21)
(56.21)
(56.21)
(56.21)
(63.83)
(57.50)
(60.64)
(17.30)
(21.67)
(54.86)
(55.03)
(58.94)
(66.77)
(72.79)
(5.22)
(44.24)
(16.98)
(52.91)
(25.76)
(22.87)
(26.14)

FEE

(30)

(30)
(30)
(30)
(30)
(30)

(43.30)

FINANCIAL
IMPACT
(54.49)
(56.21)
(56.21)
(56.21)
(56.21)
(56.21)
(56.21)
(56.21)
(56.21)
(56.21)
(56.21)
(56.21)
(56.21)
(56.21)
(56.21)
(56.21)
(56.21)
(56.21)
(63.83)
(87.50)
(60.64)
(17.30)
(21.67)
(84.86)
(85.03)
(88.94)
(96.77)
(102.79)
(5.22)
(44.24)
(16.98)
(43.30)
(52.91)
(25.76)
(22.87)
(26.14)
(1,956.81) Total

TAX
CLASSIFICATION
REASON FOR ADJUSTMENT
Assessed in error (illegal tax)
Personal
Incorrect value (clerical error)
Real
Incorrect value (clerical error)
Real
Incorrect value (clerical error)
Real
Incorrect value (clerical error)
Real
Incorrect value (clerical error)
Real
Incorrect value (clerical error)
Real
Incorrect value (clerical error)
Real
Incorrect value (clerical error)
Real
Incorrect value (clerical error)
Real
Incorrect value (clerical error)
Real
Incorrect value (clerical error)
Real
Incorrect value (clerical error)
Real
Incorrect value (clerical error)
Real
Incorrect value (clerical error)
Real
Incorrect value (clerical error)
Real
Incorrect value (clerical error)
Real
Incorrect value (clerical error)
Real
Assessed in error (illegal tax)
Personal
County changed to Chatham (illegal tax)
RMV-VTS
Double billed (illegal tax)
Personal
Assessed in error (illegal tax)
Personal
Assessed in error (illegal tax)
Personal
County changed to Durham (illegal tax)
RMV-VTS
County changed to Durham (illegal tax)
RMV-VTS
County changed to Durham (illegal tax)
RMV-VTS
County changed to Durham (illegal tax)
RMV-VTS
County changed to Durham (illegal tax)
RMV-VTS
Assessed in error (illegal tax)
Personal
Antique plate (property classification)
RMV-VTS
Assessed in error (illegal tax)
Personal
Assessed in error (clerical error)
Personal
High mileage (appraisal appeal)
RMV-VTS
*Situs error (illegal tax)
RMV-VTS
*Situs error (illegal tax)
RMV-VTS
*Situs error (illegal tax)
RMV-VTS

ACTION
Approve
Approve
Approve
Approve
Approve
Approve
Approve
Approve
Approve
Approve
Approve
Approve
Approve
Approve
Approve
Approve
Approve
Approve
Approve
Approve
Approve
Approve
Approve
Approve
Approve
Approve
Approve
Approve
Approve
Approve
Approve
Approve
Approve
Approve
Approve
Approve

Approved by
CFO
9/13/2021
9/13/2021
9/13/2021
9/13/2021
9/13/2021
9/13/2021
9/13/2021
9/13/2021
9/13/2021
9/13/2021
9/13/2021
9/13/2021
9/13/2021
9/13/2021
9/13/2021
9/13/2021
9/13/2021
9/13/2021
9/13/2021
9/13/2021
9/13/2021
9/13/2021
9/13/2021
9/13/2021
9/13/2021
9/13/2021
9/13/2021
9/13/2021
9/13/2021
9/13/2021
9/13/2021
9/13/2021
9/13/2021
9/13/2021
9/13/2021
9/13/2021

Additional Explanation
Watercraft value corrected
Land value changed after tax relief processed resulting in land value correction after billing
Land value changed after tax relief processed resulting in land value correction after billing
Land value changed after tax relief processed resulting in land value correction after billing
Land value changed after tax relief processed resulting in land value correction after billing
Land value changed after tax relief processed resulting in land value correction after billing
Land value changed after tax relief processed resulting in land value correction after billing
Land value changed after tax relief processed resulting in land value correction after billing
Land value changed after tax relief processed resulting in land value correction after billing
Land value changed after tax relief processed resulting in land value correction after billing
Land value changed after tax relief processed resulting in land value correction after billing
Land value changed after tax relief processed resulting in land value correction after billing
Land value changed after tax relief processed resulting in land value correction after billing
Land value changed after tax relief processed resulting in land value correction after billing
Land value changed after tax relief processed resulting in land value correction after billing
Land value changed after tax relief processed resulting in land value correction after billing
Land value changed after tax relief processed resulting in land value correction after billing
Land value changed after tax relief processed resulting in land value correction after billing
Gap bill: Active duty in Italy during gap period
Also billed on account 232743
Vehicle located in Person County
Property licensed annually since August 2019 and motorcycle sold before Jan 1, 2021

Trailer was not sold with the real property account 306476
Gap bill: vehicle registered in New Jersey during gap period
Late fees should not have been assessed on this property

*Situs error: An incorrect rate code was used to calculate bill. Value remains constant but bill amount changes due to the change in specific tax rates applied to that physical location.
Gap Bill: A property tax bill that covers the months between the expiration of a vehicle's registration and the renewal of that registration or the issuance of a new registration.
The spreadsheet represents the financial impact that approval of the requested release or refund would have on the principal amount of taxes.
Approval of the release or refund of the principal tax amount also constitutes approval of the release or refund of all associated interest, penalties, fees, and costs appurtenant to the released or refunded principal tax amount.

August 12, 2021 thru September 8, 2021
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