MINUTES OF RETREAT OF THE
CITY COUNCIL CITY OF SANFORD
SANFORD, NORTH CAROLINA
-

The City Council met in Gallery Five of the 21c Museum Hotel Durham, located at 1 1 1 North
Corcoran Street, Durham, North Carolina, on Thursday, February 10, 2022, at 9:00 a.m., to hold its
annual retreat. The following people were present:
Mayor T. Chet Mann
Council Member Sam Gaskins
Council Member Charles Taylor
Council Member Rebecca Wyhof Salmon
City Manager Hal Hegwer
City Clerk Bonnie Davis
Management Analyst Holly Marosites

Mayor Pro Tem Byron Buckels
Council Member Jimmy Haire
Council Member Norman “Chas” Post, III
Council Member James Williams
City Attorney Susan Patterson (in @ 9:30 a.m.)
Deputy City Clerk Vicki Cannady

financial Services Director Beth Kelly
Public Works Director Vic Czar
Community Development Director Marshall Downey

Call to Order
Mayor Mann welcomed everyone to the retreat and called the meeting to order.
Financial Overview Exhibit A
Financial Services Director Beth Kelly reviewed information on the City’s General Fund and
explained that information from the water rate study can be finalized after discussion on usage and ARPA
(American Rescue Plan Act) funds. Consumption information through December 3 1 202 1 is available
and CIP (construction improvement program) schedules for the Utility Fund are being finalized. She
reviewed tax rate and solid waste fee histories; revenue sources; ad valorem tax revenue and sales tax
revenue histories. City sales tax revenue increased $2.283 million over the past ten years (34 percent)
while the County increased $9.740 million over the same time (110 percent). She noted that much of
that is attributed to Pfizer’s increased ad valorem property tax values, which skews sales tax revenue in
the County’s favor, and there will be another increase in Pfizer’s tax values in 2022. State shared
revenues declined from the prior fiscal year, which she suggested is due to weather (lower electricity
sales tax) and the decreasing number of land lines (lower telecommunication tax). She reviewed the
summary of larger sources of General Fund revenues totaling $34.585 million (about 80 percent).
—

,

,

Fund balance was $19,585,298 as ofJune 30, 2021, with an unassigned fund balance (after State
required restrictions, commitments and assignments) of $14,992,210, for an estimated adjusted fund
balance (after re-appropriations) of $12,121,088, or 39.18 percent of net expenditures. Mrs. Kelly stated
that the target is 30 percent and there was a decline after the 200$ recession, when fund balance was
used to help with operations due to the shortage in sales and property tax. Fund balance was also reduced
when the sales tax distribution method was revised by the County. She also reminded Council that FEMA
reimbursements are still pending for approximately $2 million of the total $4.5 million in expenses the
City incurred related to flooding at the Wastewater Treatment Plant.
Mrs. Kelly reviewed information on the upcoming 2022-2023 Fiscal Year budget based on the
current year budget and year-end estimates. Revenue estimates are conservative; are based on sales tax
project increases; and do not include debt proceeds or fund balance appropriations. Expenses are based
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on year-end estimates and include street resurfacing but exclude all other capital expenses (since vehicle
fee revenues, which fund resurfacing, are included with revenue). These figures do not include ARPA
funding since statute requires that to be set aside in a special revenue fund before being transferred for
appropriations. The COLA (cost-of-living adjustment) of four percent is based on inflation; the capital
estimate is for pay-as-you-go items; and the health insurance estimate includes the same three-percent
(3%) increase as last year. These estimates do not account for any potential increase in ad valorem
revenue or debt payment (which may be impacted by ARPA related decisions) and would result in a
budget surplus ofapproximately $166,000 for FY 2022-2023.
Council Member Haire expressed concern with merchants who are not collecting or submitting
sales tax. He suggested State officials should monitor those merchants and fine violators. Mrs. Kelly
stated that State auditors have examined City invoices to determine which vendors are not charging sales
tax (staff still calculates tax and submits it to the State for reimbursement). Council Member Taylor
pointed out that all merchants receive City services (fire, police), regardless ofwhether they charge sales
tax. Council Member Gaskins noted that some merchants include sales tax in their prices, making it
difficult to know which ones are not collecting. Mr. Haire stated that he often gets complaints from
people who use photographers and don’t receive their images in a timely manner. He suggests that these
people inform the photographers they are going to inform Department of Revenue about the delay and
the fact that the photographers are not charging sales tax, and those customers have received their images
within a week every time this has been done.
Mrs. Kelly reviewed the CIP (based on departmental requests) which will be addressed during
the budget process and ARPA discussions. Planning for estimated expenses include Street projects
(resurfacing funded through vehicle fees; sidewalk repair; street and engineering projects based on asset
studies); Public Safety (#5 Fire Station; SCBA/self-contained breathing apparatus equipment); General
Services (park improvements; West Lee greenway; rock/salt facility; Depot; new utility building). Public
Works Manager Vic Czar will likely present revised figures later in the retreat. She also reviewed the
CIP for water and sewer projects, including the full Water Plant Expansion. While this cost will be shared
with other entities, the entire expense must be budgeted and revenue from partners will be budgeted to
offset it. Many of these projects were recommended through the water and sewer asset inventory to
prevent issues with repairs and/or rehabilitation at lift stations and other critical infrastructure.
Regarding ARPA funds, Council Member Taylor questioned whether it would be easier, from a
staffing and budgetary standpoint, to limit the number of projects funded. Mrs. Kelly confirmed that a
great deal of reporting will be required on ARPA and state funded projects and there is a correlation
between reporting and the number of projects. Reporting will also be required for any funding to subrecipients, along with other engineering procurement requirements, uniform guidance and internal
control policy accounting requirements. City Manager Hegwer confirmed that additional staff will be
needed in the Finance and Engineering departments but staff and outsourcing costs for ARPA projects
are chargeable to the process. He also noted there is a huge demand for engineering and a shortage of
workers, so we will have to shore up internally. These needs and several ongoing projects, including
those with other municipalities, have created growing pains for the City. Mrs. Kelly stated that projects
funded through ARPA proceeds will allow us to fund other projects while reducing potential tax, water
and/or sewer rate increases and provide revenue for debt payment. She had planned to use debt to fund
some projects but that could be an option for other projects that are not time restricted (since ARPA
funds must be encumbered before December 3 1 2024, and spent before December 3 1 2026).
,

,

A recess was taken at approximately 10:00 a.m. and the meeting reconvened at approximately
10:15 a.m.
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American Rescue Plan Exhibit B
City Manager Hal Hegwer explained that this session will be an initial discussion ofthe American
Rescue Plan (ARPA) and no decisions will be made until Council has a thorough understanding of
options available for using those funds.
—

Management Analyst Holly Marosites informed Council that the City will receive $9,588,012 in
ARPA funding. We have received the first transfer and will be receiving a second in the upcoming
months. A total of $9,093,012 remains after Council approved premium pay for staff. These funds can
be used to cover costs from March 3 202 1 through December 3 1 2026, but funds must be obligated
before December 3 1 2024. Allowable expenditure categories include addressing the COVID-19
pandemic public health crisis; addressing COVID’s economic impact; replacing lost revenue; premium
pay; and infrastructure investments. The final rule from the U.S. Treasury Office issued January 6, 2022,
provided guidance and clarification on how funds can be used. Since there is a standard revenue loss
formula of $10 million for populations of less than 250,000, we could use all of our funding under the
revenue loss category (anything we are allowed to spend money on statutorily, including state and
federally required matches). Ms. Marosites summarized requirements for capital expenditures: the City
must own the property (we cannot build a facility for another organization); property cannot be
collateralized (we cannot partially fund a project that we are also going to finance, we would have to use
cash); funds cannot be used to retire existing debt; and there are restrictions on proceeds from future
sales with reimbursement requirements (such as purchasing police vehicles that would be sold in the
future). There will be guidelines, audit requirements, sub-recipient restrictions, and any misspent funds
can be recovered. We can work with other organizations as sub-recipients, but the City would ultimately
be responsible for ensuring their compliance. Financial Services Director Beth Kelly noted that subrecipients would be required to have an audit, internal controls, and policies for cost and procurement.
,

,

,

,

Staff has met to consider options and strategies to present to Council for various projects and
programs, including CIP projects (which would lessen future tax and utility rate increases);
transformational community projects; local matches on grant projects in certain cases; collaborative
projects (County staff expressed interest in working with the City on an Urgent Repair “Lite” program
to help people stay in their homes); and to generate future revenue. Ms. Marosites cautioned that we
should avoid using funds in any way that would result in recurring expenditures and expenses
(maintenance and upkeep). Council members should also consider if and how they would like to obtain
citizen feedback. Council Member Taylor suggested this could result in politicizing the issue and
requested that staff make recommendations based on their knowledge of current and proposed projects,
and long-range plans. City Manager Hegwer agreed that staff could provide guidance but explained that
Council will make the ultimate decisions. Mrs. Kelly noted that the final rule was unclear as to whether
citizen feedback would be required for entities with populations less than 250,000 and receiving less
than $ 1 0 million in ARPA funding. The UNC School of Government is currently suggesting that some
sort of citizen feedback be sought, which could be done through a public hearing. Council Member
Gaskins suggested presenting a list of options for public feedback.
Ms. Marosites referenced Exhibit B-2, a summary of projects mentioned at Council meetings,
Council workshops, staff meetings, or from other organizations, including the following:
. 53 Housing Connect request;
. The Salvation Army request letter with information on the proposed Navigation Center; site plan
of the proposed site at the corner of Rose and Third Streets; and Executive Summary of the
mission planning study report);
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Brick Capital Community Development Corporation request letter with information on the
Washington Avenue project for a 44-lot single-family subdivision to provide lower-income
housing and a 16-unit supportive housing unit apartment complex;
Brick Capital Community Development Corporation request for housing counseling services
( email correspondence between Executive Director Kerry Bashaw and City Manager Hegwer);
Sanford Housing Authority request for operational funds (Ms. Marosites noted that staff is
investigating to determine whether this request is ARPA eligible).

She also referenced Exhibit B-3, Lee County’s unofficial project list, which was distributed at
their recent retreat, including comments from the citizen questionnaire. The Commissioners were asked
to rate the various projects and this information will be shared with City staffwhen compiled.
Public Works Director Vic Czar agreed that Council will make the decisions on how to use ARPA
funds and what they want to achieve. He reviewed projects for consideration as shown on the attached
Exhibit B-4, including the following:
. First Street Revitalization: A developer who is very interested in the Singer Building wants a
developer’s agreement but several other things must happen in this area to allow him to move
forward. Plans have been discussed for the Sanford Area Marketplace (“SAM”) at the King
Roofing site, but the floors would be problematic for children or wheelchairs, and flooding along
the creek would make it difficult, so staffrecommends moving the building or parts ofit. Another
building could be designed with a smaller footprint, more functionality, and lower maintenance
costs. The nearby hose repair building, which affects flooding in the area, could be purchased
and removed. The City already owns several properties along First Street but some are subject to
federal regulations. Having a building, open space, a community garden and/or playground could
attract citizens, help address potential food insecurity and serve as an educational resource. Since
the creek needs to be relocated, it could be designed (subject to federal regulations) to determine
the greenway location and a bike track could connect to the greenway to create some synergies.
Staffhas not developed cost estimates on moving the building or acquiring another property near
the site since Council has not directed them to move forward. Mr. Czar reminded Council that
Pilgrim’s Pride donated $500,000 for the SAM building; about $210,000 has been received
toward kitchen costs; and additional funding may be forthcoming from the State legislature.
Mayor Mann reminded Council of the goal to redevelop East Sanford and attract private
investment. The County’s update ofTemple Park will benefit approximately 1,500 homes in the
area. Revitalizing one of our most distressed older areas could serve as a catalyst for East Sanford
and provide recreational opportunities for everyone. Council Member Salmon commented that
there will not be an opportunity to create more green space in the future and suggested that the
City secure this opportunity as we grow. Mann Mann suggested that the City purchase properties
that could be removed to prevent the need for a bridge. Mrs. Kelly noted that ARPA funds cannot
be used for a design/build project but she can supplant (swap) projects which would allow funds
to be earmarked for another use. Mr. Czar suggested that this project would likely be done as
design/bid/build to acquire input upfront to ensure that all interests are being considered before
the project is released for bid. City Manager Hegwer suggested that moving the King Building
doesn’t appear feasible and staff will meet soon with an architect to consider redesigning the
project. Mr. Czar noted that the project could be done in stages and suggested that it could likely
meet ARPA timeframe but decisions must be made soon. We have a $500,000 commitment from
the State to renovate the building but costs are increasing and renovations may total $1,250,000.
He also noted if other park amenities were located nearby, the Third Street Park site could be
4
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attractive to a developer. Staff met recently with a developer who constructs rental housing and
the East Sanford area could match his target market. He reminded Council that the UNC
Development finance Initiative study indicated that many East Sanford residents could actually
afford “step-up” housing but there is very little supply and this could fill that gap. Mr. Hegwer
agreed that this acreage, along with water and sewer infrastructure, could entice a builder to
construct affordable housing. Mayor Mann also confirmed that the developer who previously
spoke to Council about a skateboard park in East Sanford still wants to move forward.
.

Greenways: Mr. Czar reminded Council that details have not been finalized for the greenway
bond referendum project approved by voters. Potential projects include the “Medical Mile” (from
Kiwanis family Park to the YMCA and Central Carolina Hospital) and along Wicker Street (from
Kiwanis Family Park to Kiwanis Children’s Park). He suggested these projects could be
completed within ARPA timeframes but expressed concern with extending it further along
Wicker Street due to utilities; timeline constraints (particularly in a time of labor shortages); and
uncertainty about DOT’s timeline for the Carthage/Wicker Street intersection project. The
greenway would be a good opportunity to link both Kiwanis parks, particularly with the County’s
recent park improvements at both. Mr. Czar commented that greenways generally revolve
around parks and suggested that we update and improve our Master Plan if we are to apply for
PARTF grants. We also need a plan and a backbone for a greenway system mapped out so we
could offer a “fee-in lieu” component to developers, with a recreational requirement through
which they could contribute to the greenway. This is the missing link that could provide a nexus
between funds they would contribute and how we would use them. Mr. Hegwer informed Council
that this would likely be included in next year’ s budget if Council approves, so that we will be
prepared when the time comes to connect these projects.

.

Water and Sewer for Brick Capital: Brick Capital has proposed an affordable housing project on
Washington Avenue (across from Horton Park, on property the City donated). This would be an
infill project in a qualified census tract area. The City could contribute to water and sewer
infrastructure afier site grading. The project will be a Land Trust model, with an authority owning
the real estate and purchasers owning the house, thereby reducing prices and maintaining
affordability. There is potential for some state and Community Development Block Grant
funding, and if the City were to contribute ARPA funding, it would help with other funding
sources. If there are issues with ARPA deadlines, this project may be eligible for other
infrastructure funding. Since the County lost some property along the right-of-way at Kiwanis
Children’ s Park and federal regulations require that to be replaced, the City will transfer the
Community Garden property to the County. There may be some sidewalk gaps in the area and
the County may link some of them.

.

Theatre District Parking: Parking and lighting improvements could be made.

.

Water to the Airport: A developer has purchased about 400 acres (and may be purchasing more)
in this area that may be used as an industrial park. The site is being submitted by SAGA on some
incoming projects requests. Sewer service is available nearby but many water lines end in the
area, so there is very little redundancy, lowering residual pressures (which is not attractive for
industry. Options to increase volume include running additional lines or larger lines. Since a new
waterline will be installed to Pittsboro, we should consider whether that line is large enough to
create large loops. A request has also been made to furnish waterlines to nearby Chatham Park,
making this option more viable, and staff receives frequent inquiries from industrial companies
5
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interested in property in and near the Moncure Megasite (now known as “Triangle Innovation
Point” or “TIP”), so this project would attract development and generate revenue.
Regarding Ms. Kelly’s point about the CIP and rate models, Mr. Czar reminded Council that the
City received a $34 million grant from the state, with $17 million going toward the water
treatment plant and $17 million toward that waterline. We have also been approved twice for
State Revolving Funds of $40 million (at 0.2 interest for 20 years) toward the water treatment
plant, so our share of costs is currently just under $50 million. The sewer system project with
Chatham County (funded through the Golden Leaf Fund) will provide service to TIP and has
helped attract a great deal of attention to the site. Mayor Mann stated that an announcement is
expected very soon about a project locating on the western portion ofthe property. Mr. Hegwer
reminded Council that the City will receive 20 percent of Chatham County’s tax revenue
generated by new development at this site.
Little Buffalo Lift Station Force Main: This sewer line would be necessary for development at
Triangle Innovation Point (“TIP”, formerly known as the Moncure Megasite). An agreement has
already been reached with the Town ofPittsboro for a force main to the Little Buffalo Lift Station
but it needs some improvements to handle more volume to TIP. Pittsboro has agreed to pay for
improvements to that lift station since their project will cost less (they will have to use less pipe
since we allowed them to take a different direction). Mr. Czar referenced Exhibit B-4, page 13,
showing the Lee Brick property on Hawkins Avenue, the Wastewater Treatment Plant and Little
Buffalo Lift Station, and explained that a developer is interested in developing about 800 acres
into an industrial park but the force main bisecting the property will have to be relocated. He
suggested that we move forward with designing this force main relocation (shown in red) so that
work and environmental work is complete when a potential purchaser asks about a timeline,
rather than explaining that it will take twelve to eighteen months to complete. He estimated the
cost of the relocation to be in the $4 to $5 million dollar range and design work to be
approximately $500,000. Because this project would open 800 acres of land for development in
Lee County, and foster development in Pittsboro and Chatham County, Mr. Hegwer suggested
that economic development grant funding would be possible. It could also attract automotive
suppliers for the new Toyota project in Randolph County and increase our tax base.
—

Utility Building: Space is very limited at City Hall and the only space currently available is in
the West End Conference Room. Additional staff is needed and while we have relied on
consultants in the past, they are extremely busy now with labor shortages. A 25,000 square foot
building has been considered (approximately the size of one City Hall floor) in order to relocate
several departments, with the exception of the City Manager’s office. Another building would
also allow easier access for customers; allow room for future expansion (including the Police
Department); and provide an option for an updated Council Chambers that could possibly serve
other uses (School Board, County Commissioner meetings). Mr. Hegwer confirmed this project
could be at least partially funded through the Utility fund since it would provide several utility
functions. Mr. Czar agreed that space is needed and the City will have to rent or construct it since
the need is not going away with continued growth.
City Manager Hegwer explained that staff will update Exhibit B-2 and email it to Council so
members can rank projects, narrow the list, identify what Council wants to accomplish, and begin
developing strategies. These projects will be discussed at a workshop meeting soon. Council Member
Taylor questioned how funds would be apportioned between the Utility Fund and ARPA funding, if
Council decides to proceed with a new utility building. Mrs. Kelly explained that ARPA requirements
6
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will not allow financing, so we would have to use cash and she isn’t sure that would be an option,
particularly with the reimbursement delay on some Utility projects. Mr. Taylor suggested that this type
of information would help determine which projects Council may want to pursue. He suggested it may
be best to use ARPA funds on projects where matches have already been budgeted. Mr. Hegwer agreed
and stated that staff can make better recommendations after Council prioritizes projects. Responding to
a request for clarification, Mrs. Kelly explained that more information is needed on projects indicated as
“maybe” for ARPA funding and reminded Council that the City has already received funding on some
projects (Depot, SAM, DOT projects), which are also within our control and timeftame. Mayor Mann
encouraged Council members to list projects they support on the whiteboard for discussion at tomorrow’s
meeting. Mrs. Kelly noted that some projects previously discussed by Council, such as Fire Station No.
5, were not on the list since staff did not originally think they could be funded through ARPA but after
additional information was received, they will be added for consideration. Mr. Hegwer suggested that
the federal government would like to show that these funds were used for transformational projects.
Mayor Mann commented that Council could do another bond referendum for a project (such as
streetscape to complete the north and south end of what has already been done along Steele Street) or
other listed projects. Council Member Gaskins commented that projects funded through ARPA would
free funds for other needs.
Council and stafftoured the 21c Museum Hotel art collection at 1 1 :45 a.m., and a lunch recess
was taken afterward. Council and staff then toured the American Underground at 1 : 1 5 p.m. and the
retreat meeting reconvened at 2:45 p.m.
Boards and Commissions Exhibit C
City Attorney Susan Patterson referenced information on current vacancies and board positions
which will expire on June 30 (Exhibit C-i); minutes from several boards (Exhibit C-2); and a current
directory of City boards, commissions and committees (Exhibit C-3). After interested parties complete
an application, it is processed by staffand presented for Council nominations and appointments to threeyear terms. A legislative act from 1971 amended the City Charter to allow a new section on boards and
committees authorizing Council to set terms and conditions for appointments to all City boards and
committees, regardless of whether they were created by general law, local law or charter ordinance.
Council subsequently approved another ordinance that superseded some state laws, authorizing Council
as a whole to make appointments. Council can also appoint successors who serve at the pleasure of
Council and Council can change these appointments at any time.
—

Council Member Taylor expressed concern that some board members may be voting on issues
in which they have a personal interest, creating a conflict of interest. Attorney Patterson explained that
this distinction may be different for quasi-judicial boards and regular advisory boards, but members of
quasi-judicial boards should not make decisions on anything that benefits them financially. She
suggested that boards provide training to new members addressing how potential conflicts of interest be
handled. Council Member Gaskins noted that all meetings ofthe Historic Preservation Commission and
TARPO (Triangle Area Rural Planning Organization) begin by asking whether any member has a
conflict of interest. Mayor Mann suggested that City boards provide training at the first meeting after
appointments are made, and to address potential conflicts of interest at the beginning of meetings.
Attorney Patterson offered to provide a “script” for Chairpersons to read at each board meeting. Council
Member Salmon questioned whether the application should be revised to specify qualifications or
determine why applicants are interested in serving on a particular board (to ensure that they are not
representing a special interest). She also suggested that Council be very clear when making a specific
charge to a board, such as Council’s interest in public art, which would fall to the Appearance
Commission to implement (since that may be reflected by budget funding). Council could identify
7
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annually what, if any, charge it wants to make of each board in order to empower them and provide
necessary tools. Council Member Taylor suggested that each board update Council regularly on its
progress.
Mayor Mann encouraged Council members to help seek qualified applicants for positions on
these boards. He also noted that many qualified applicants attended Citizens Academy, which was
suspended due to the pandemic for the past two years, and suggested the program be re-implemented.
Council also discussed the requirement, which can be waived by Council, that members serve no more
than two terms or serve on no more than two boards at once but Attorney Patterson confirmed that
Council has regularly waived these requirements in order to retain qualified members.
Council Member Post questioned whether language in the ordinance regarding city residency
should be reviewed (the application requires an affirmative statement that the applicant is registered to
vote in the City and in order to be registered, you must be a City resident), referencing a recent situation
where a member was a City resident when appointed but subsequently moved outside the City limits.
Attorney Patterson explained that Council has the authority to place terms and conditions on
appointments as desired and an ordinance amendment could address revisions fairly simply. Mr. Post
suggested language be revised to require that members must be voting residents of the City throughout
their terms, not just when appointed and Attorney Patterson agreed to prepare an ordinance amendment
for Council approval to address this requirement going forward
Planning and Growth Management Exhibit D
Community Development Director Marshall Downey explained that he would present
information to Council that could factor into strategic planning conversations. He reviewed residential
growth trends (shown on Exhibit D), noting that development projects within the City’s jurisdiction are
first reviewed by the Zoning Department even ifthey don’t go through the Technical Review Committee
(“TRC”). From 2019 through 2021, a total of 1,453 residential projects were approved and are “under
construction”, meaning they have received zoning and administrative approvals (recorded plats of lots,
etc.), and developers could begin installing infrastructure (water, sewer, streets). Mr. Downey stressed
that this does not mean it has been installed nor that building permits have been requested; it means only
that they have received the authorization to begin installing infrastructure and creating lots, and
developers could request building permits on these 1,453 lots. There are 2,793 lots in the “approved
only” category, meaning they have received some level ofstaffreview (approval by TRC, Public Works,
Council) but are not yet ready for permitting. A total of 1,983 projects have been submitted and are still
“in review”, with representatives still working with staff (primarily zoning) or TRC to finalize the
project. This data shows that the City had an active period from 2019 through 2021, despite the
pandemic, and if all of these projects were actually constructed, there would be more than 6,200 new
single-family dwellings. Mr. Downey noted that this includes only single-family lots and homes will not
actually be constructed on all of these lots, and most lots are in large projects. Mayor Mann reminded
everyone that about 2,500 new jobs will be coming to Sanford and currently, there are only about 50
single-family residences listed for sale, so housing is very much needed. He stated that there are about
five bidders for every existing home listed in Sanford and about nine on newly-construction homes, with
the large majority of buyers from another town or state (not local residents).
—

Regarding multi-family housing, Mr. Downey reviewed information from the same time frame
(2019 through 2021) and stated that there was a total of 3,400 total multi-family units: combined with
about 6,200 single-family units, that means there are almost 10,000 new dwelling units in some level of
final approval. He suggested we have a unique supply and demand situation not seen in Sanford before,
and while we haven’t seen construction yet, it will be coming soon. Regarding building permits, Mr.
8
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Downey stated that there was no drop in construction during the pandemic. We have not seen a huge
increase in permitting yet but the first batch of permits has just been received for Galvin’ s Ridge and
from Smith-Douglas Builders, so staff is beginning to see the impact of these large tract builders that
will only increase.
Mr. Downey noted that orange on the scatter map (page 6, Exhibit D) shows new single-family
housing building permits over the past six years, while blue shows multi-family, which ballooned over
the past two years and was concentrated in several large projects (Hawkins Walk, the Keller project off
Commerce Drive, projects in Tramway). Permit trends for Sanford, Lee County and Broadway show
both residential and commercial permits over the past three years, illustrating this upper trend and the
fact that growth is not isolated to only one area of our community.
Mr. Downey reminded Council that he has worked with staffand Council over the past few years
on the Land Use Plan, which illustrates the vision for how and where we want to grow, while the Uniform
Development Ordinance is the primary regulatory tool to help achieve that vision. We are now in the
final steps ofupdating the residential portion ofthe UDO. With increasing development in our area, the
goal is to update our ordinances to reflect the process through which everyone can work under the same
rules while balancing it with higher standards of expectations for neighborhoods. There will be a higher
bar when a project is presented to Council for conditional zoning or preliminary plat approval.
Regarding the status of UDO updates, Mr. Downey explained that staff is working with the
Public Works and Geographic Information Services Departments to clarify some details. Properties must
be identified, letters sent to property owners, and changes must be advertised. Staff plans to present
updates to the Joint Planning Commission in March before releasing them for public viewing; presenting
to Council perhaps in April; and holding public hearings in May, with adoption possible in May or June.
The next phase of updates will be multi-family projects.
Mr. Downey explained that UDO changes include replacing the current six regular zoning
districts and two overlay districts with four districts, while Conditional Zoning Districts will remain.
Staffwill strongly recommend that any high-density project (lots less than 12,000 square feet) with more
than 125 lots be submitted as Conditional Zoning so they will be subject to Council approval. This was
discussed with the Steering Committee since staff doesn’t believe there was a comfort level with
allowing large subdivisions without some type of public hearing, so there will be a requirement that for
every 125 units of a project, another lot size must be available as shown in the table. The developer can
begin with the highest density, but the next 125 lots must be at least one step above that density level
and if there are more than 600 lots, they can begin again with the highest density level. This will require
different products but would not dictate pricing.
UDO updates would also include city-wide rezoning to replace current zoning districts and Mr.
Downey informed Council that staff is suggesting upzoning. While R20 (two units per acre) has been
the typical default, there is no longer a demand for this in the City. Higher density also makes more sense
from a planning viewpoint on utilities. Staff is recommending an aggressive approach of applying UN-6
(6,000 square foot lots/seven units per acre) inside the urban core to encourage higher density infill
projects, and SN-12 (12,000 square foot lots/3.5 units per acres) for developable tracts in the suburban
fringe areas. The urban core would include the area generally bounded by Highway #1, Tramway Road,
and the Highway #421 Bypass, along with some areas in Jonesboro. This means that staff would
recommend upzoning every vacant tract currently zoned residential, as well as some already zoned R-6,
to UN-6, subject to Council approval. These transitions will create opportunities for development and
help direct it into areas served by City water and sewer without having to extend and then maintain more
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infrastructure. Council Member Taylor suggested the transition will be difficult but noted that developers
were involved into the process, which dissipated some tensions and allowed incorporating their input.
Mayor Pro Tem Buckels questioned the volume of new housing that would be considered
affordable or constructed by non-profit entities like Brick Capital. Mr. Downey stated that staff generally
doesn’t track the number of homes constructed by Brick Capital and staff doesn’t yet know price points
for new construction; however, he suggested that the volume of truly “affordable” housing, which is
defined as housing priced within reach of those earning less than 80 percent of average median income
(AMI), would likely be low since most development is profit-driven and priced for whatever the market
will bear. He suggested that affordable housing would have to be subsidized by the local or federal
government. Mr. Buckels asked whether the City was doing the best it can to increase affordable housing
options. Council Member Gaskins suggested we are doing the most we can, but not the best we can. City
Manager Hegwer referenced the Autumn Oaks apartment project on Woodland Avenue and noted that
other similar tax-credit projects aren’t being pursued. Council Member Taylor commented that the City
can’t control developers’ price points. Mr. Downey suggested that going to a higher density model would
indirectly support affordable housing and noted that studies have shown that communities with higher
density provide more opportunities by having a variety of housing products. He referenced the UNC
School of Government study that showed that many people in East Sanford could actually afford “step
up” housing but there is a lack of inventory, so higher density may provide more naturally occurring
affordable housing and more options. He also reminded Council that another recommended UDO update
would be to allow Accessory Dwelling Units (ADUs), which provides another affordable housing
benefit. Mr. Hegwer reminded everyone that the City has donated land for affordable housing projects.
Mayor Mann commented that we have not only a shortage of affordable housing, but a shortage of all
housing, so the market will try to meet that demand, and we should try to entice more development
through incentives, including the proposed Land Trust model for the Brick Capital project.
Council Member Taylor asked Mr. Downey how the perception that R-6 or higher density
housing is lower quality could be changed. Mr. Downey responded that it would take a developer
constructing higher quality homes, such as those at Twelve Oaks, Briar Chapel, or Chatham Park, all
high-density, high-quality neighborhoods. He also suggested that Council not approve projects that fail
to meet the vision for Sanford and aren’t good for our community. Mayor Mann suggested it will take a
successful project in a high-density neighborhood in our community and referenced a project coming to
Jonesboro by developers who have built in Southern Pines.
Mr. Taylor also questioned how we can align plans for growth with infrastructure as large tracts
of land are being purchased throughout the county. Public Works Director Vic Czar stated that we have
historically accommodated any development in our area, but we are reaching a point where we no longer
have to do that. He also reminded Council of discussions from last year’s retreat where tools illustrated
how we can grow and provide infrastructure most efficiently. A recent study of our 20 1 8 adopted Land
Use Plan estimated there are about 3,000 acres of larger undeveloped tracts suitable for development
that would allow our population to double in the next 20 years or so. Staff asked Mr. Downey where he
sees growth occurring and how that can be balanced with infrastructure costs in various areas (since
developers are not going to bear the cost of new lift stations and the City will have to). He questioned
whether we want to grow in areas where it is less expensive to provide infrastructure and where service
delivery would be most efficient. Mr. Taylor suggested it may be more practical to build near water and
sewer facilities, but it would be difficult to halt growth below Carolina Trace (the southern portion of
the County). Mr. Czar suggested that the City could control that by requiring developers to bear the full
cost of constructing a lift station. He reminded everyone that we are building on infrastructure that is 50
years old and this generation will have to bear a larger burden than prior generations. We could choose
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where to locate a lift station and that would be the extent of our participation, with additional expenses
being the responsibility ofthose going beyond that point. He suggested that people would then begin to
look more closely at infihl projects and outward growth, rather than growing inward from the outside.
Mr. Downey confirmed that his staffhas worked with Public Works staffto identify likely growth
patterns in order to plan for where we want to be in the future. He, along with staff, want to provide
guidance and good information in order for Council to make these decisions. He agreed that we are in a
position to be much more selective and deliberate about which projects in which areas to approve.
Mr. Taylor commented on very large tracts being purchased along the Kelly Drive Corridor and
questioned whether we are communicating our plans for infrastructure. Mr. Downey stated that staff is
getting more inquiries about development at the edge ofthe City, and about higher-density development
not R-6, but R-20 type projects on community spray systems rather than the city sewer system. It has
been suggested that the County be involved with UDO updates since those properties may not be in Citydefined growth areas and may cut off some of those areas. There could also be problems with those
systems in the future, as seen in Hameft and Cumberland County. Mr. Czar noted that annexation in
Fayefteville was restricted due to the proximity of Fort Bragg, so there was a great deal of subdivision
development on septic tanks. When a large annexation was done years later, the City had to deal with a
large number of failing septic systems. Mr. Downey stated that from his perspective, working for the
City and County, he believes there are areas in the County that are acceptable growth areas, but we
should work together to identify them and determine whether we want to encourage development in
areas that will likely never be in the City or have urban fire or police services. Council Member Salmon
suggested that conveying our emphasis on infihl projects will assure County officials that we are not
seeking to expand into the County but they should ensure that their projects are feasible for the long term
(such as a large number ofseptic systems with potentially serious future consequences). Council Member
Williams suggested we develop a strategy to combat the beliefthat the City wants to annex only in order
to sell water and sewer services. Mr. Czar suggested that identifying areas for future growth, where sewer
service would be provided, would indicate the direction and show it is not a random approach.

—

Mr. Downey reviewed the map on page 16, Exhibit D, with green circles indicating the most
logical places to grow, regardless ofwhether utilities are serving that area. These areas are already in the
Land Use Plan, are primarily undeveloped and could be assembled for growth. There is the possibility
of moving a lift station to areas that would be good growth areas and where we are beginning to see a
great deal of development interest, as shown by red circles that total about 1 ,600 acres. While this
planning perspective is based on a “flat map”, Mr. Czar pointed out that some areas would be more
expensive to serve than others due to topography or geography. After all ofthese factors are considered,
staffwill have a project to present to Council. Mr. Downey conceded that the market will indicate growth
areas but Mayor Mann noted that that does not mean that the City must necessarily supply sewer service
or other City services to those areas. Mr. Downey noted that an example is the Valley Road area where
several projects have been proposed but sewer service is not provided: a ridge line and several properties
would have to be crossed in order to provide it. Mayor Mann commented that any developer doing
business in Wake County would be shown a map indicating what can be done in a given area and if they
choose to develop outside those areas, they would be responsible for the cost. Mr. Czar commented that
developers would rather have these areas indicated since that that would provide direction, rather than
being responsible for costs.
Regarding the upcoming budget, Mr. Downey stated that his department will be requesting
funding for Phase 2 ofthe UDO updates. He also reminded Council that the City has been working with
the Lee County Environmental Health Department to create a centralized permitting office. The goal is
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for Lee County to move their permitting function out of that department and place it in the Building
Inspections Office to create a true one-stop shop at the Buggy Building. Applicants for trade permits,
building permits, or septic system repair permits would work with Inspection staff, similar to the systems
used in Chatham and Hamett County, where all administrative aspects ofpermitting are handled through
Inspection staff. Environmental Health would still have field specialists but the permitting aspect would
be shifted, freeing them up for field work. He noted that there have been many complaints about that
work not being done in a timely manner, but that is not their fault. Mayor Mann expressed wholehearted
support for that effort. Mr. Downey informed Council that staff received a reasonable quote on software
and he will present additional information on this project to the City and County soon, including costs
to upgrade the physical layout ofthe building.
Regarding the TRC, Mr. Downey explained that they are having some very lengthy meetings due
to the high volume of projects. The biggest challenge is being short-staffed and he commented on the
challenge in finding qualified applicants. With concern about timely processing of applications and
permits, he continues to monitor staffing. The Inspections Department is now fully-staffed but there is
great deal of competition for staff in these fields.
A recess was taken at 4:45 pm and the meeting reconvened at approximately 5:00 p.m.
Legislative Updates- Exhibit E
Representative John Sauls provided budget appropriation highlights, including pay raises,
bonuses and cost-of-living adjustments to state employees (public school personnel; teachers;
community college staff law enforcement and correctional officers and staff; residential and treatment
facility employees; probation and parole officers) over the bi-annual budget. Funding will also be
provided for the State Capital Infrastructure Fund, the UNC system capital projects and for community
colleges; water and sewer improvements; and grants to businesses impacted by Covid-19 in the
hospitality and entertainment industry. The zero tax bracket will be increased; the personal income tax
rate will be reduced; the child tax deduction will be increased; the state tax on military pensions will be
eliminated.

Senator Jim Burgin commented on the increased economic activity in Sanford and Lee County.
He encouraged Council to submit requests for infrastructure funding as quickly as possible since more
funding may be available and commented on increasing costs. City Manager Hegwer thanked
Representative Sauls and Senator Burgin for helping secure infrastructure funding. He also provided
information on the Little Buffalo Lift Station/Force Main project to provide service to the Triangle
Innovation Point (formerly known as the “Moncure Megasite”); replacing the force main currently
bisecting the proposed industrial park at the Lee Brick site; extending water to the area around the airport
in anticipation of industrial development; the Brick Capital project; and the Sanford Area Marketplace
project. Mayor Mann suggested these would be ideal projects to submit for funding since they will have
major economic impacts for our area.
City Manager Hegwer reviewed Exhibit E which summarized funding provided to our area by
the General Assembly and thanked our representatives for their efforts. Representative Sauls reminded
Council that they hope to secure $500,000 toward the Sanford Area Marketplace project as well.

Senator Burgin informed Council that he continues to support mental health related issues and
new funding will be going to related areas. Fund balance is about $3.2 billion and the “Rainy Day” fund
balance is about $3 .1 billion. He noted that state funding is going out and the City should be receiving
its transfers soon.
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Council Member Haire shared his concerns about merchants who are not collecting sales tax and
noted that many businesses no longer have local offices, including the N.C. Department of Revenue.
Senator Burgin stated that he has spoken about this issue with the Department of Revenue and agreed it
is a problem, particularly with merchants who primarily deal in cash. Mr. Haire suggested implementing
a system to reward people who report violators by sharing a portion of the amount recovered.
Council Member Taylor questioned whether Representative Sauls or Senator Burgin anticipated
any headwinds in the next few years that would have to be addressed. Representative Sauls commented
on the uncertainly on recently redrawn redistricting maps. Senator Burgin encouraged everyone to
prepare for uncertainty, suggesting that there is too much money in the market now with all ofthe federal
funding and inflation. He commented on the labor shortage and difficulty in finding qualified staff
(resulting in wage increases), as well as increasing construction costs, interest rates, and fuel prices. He
also commented on the extraordinary volume of construction in our area, informing Council that 50,000
homes are anticipated to be built in Hamett County in the next five years and 20,000 permits already
outstanding.
The meeting was recessed at approximately 5:50 p.m. until Friday morning at 8:30 a.m.
ALL EXHIBITS CONTAINED HEREIN ARE HEREBY INCORPORATED BY
REFERENCE AND MADE A PART OF THESE MINUTES.

Respectfull Submitted,
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