MINUTES OF SPECIAL MEETING
CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF SANFORD
SANFORD, NORTH CAROLINA
-

The City Council met on Tuesday, April 6, 2021, at 6:00 p.m., in the Exhibition Hall of the
Dennis Wicker Civic Center, 1 20 1 Nash Street, Sanford, North Carolina. The following people were
present:
Mayor T. Chet Mann
Council Member Sam Gaskins
Council Member Charles Taylor
Council Member James Williams
City Manager Hal Hegwer
City Clerk Bonnie Davis

Council Member Rebecca Wyhof Salmon
Mayor Pro Tem Byron Buckels
Council Member Norman “Chas” Post
Management Analyst Holly Marosites
City Attorney Susan Patterson
Deputy City Clerk Vicki Cannady

Absent:
Council Member Jimmy Haire
CALL TO ORDER
Mayor Mann called the meeting to order. Council Member Williams led the invocation and the
Pledge of Allegiance was recited.
PUBLIC COMMENT
No individuals signed up to speak.
APPROVAL OF AGENDA
Mayor Mann requested that Item 8-D Public Hearing on the Oriole Circle Sewer Extension
and Consider Resolution Directing that the Project be Undertaken Oriole Circle Sewer Extension and
Closed Session be removed from the agenda. Council Member Gaskins made the motion to approve
the agenda as amended. Council Member Salmon seconded the motion and the motion carried
unanimously.
-

—

CONSENT AGENDA
No items were on the consent agenda.
SPECIAL AGENDA
Mayor Mann read a proclamation (Exhibit A) honoring Police ChiefRonnie V. Yarborough for
50 years of service, strong leadership in law enforcement and dedication to the City of Sanford. A
video of photos was displayed of Police Chief Yarborough from his childhood to the present. He was
presented a key to the City as a token of appreciation for his dedicated years of service.
Downtown Sanford Executive Director Kelli Laudate reminded the public and Council of the
“One Picnic One Depot” fundraiser to help restore the Depot building on Saturday, April 22, 2021.
There are eight restaurants contributing to these meals for that day and there are two options, lunch or
supper and it will be to-go boxes. She encouraged everyone to attend and share this information on
the event.
CASES FOR PUBLIC HEARINGS
Public Hearing on the Cliffside Drive Sewer Extension
City Engineer Paul Weeks explained that this involves one parcel that was annexed in 1 976 and
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the line is installed and construction is complete. The assessment is $9,588 for one parcel.
Mayor Mann opened the public hearing. With no one speaking in favor or in opposition, the
public hearing was closed.
.

Consider Resolution Confirming Assessment Roll and Levying Assessments Cliffside Drive
Sewer Extension (Exhibit B)
Council Member Gaskins made the motion to approve the Resolution Confirming Assessment Roll
and Levying Assessments Cliffside Drive Sewer Extension. Seconded by Council Member
Salmon, the motion carried unanimously.
—

—

—

Public Hearing on the Pine Lake Drive Sewer Extension
City Engineer Paul Weeks explained that this project is complete and involves eleven parcels;
seven ofwhich have tied in to the line. The assessment to the homeowners is $2,128.52 per lot.

Mayor Mann opened the public hearing. With no one speaking in favor or in opposition, the
public hearing was closed.
.

Consider Resolution Confirming Assessment Roll and Levying Assessments Pine Lake Drive
Sewer Extension (Exhibit C)
Council Member Gaskins made the motion to approve the Resolution Confirming Assessment Roll
and Levying Assessments Pine Lake Drive Sewer Extension. Seconded by Council Member
Salmon, the motion carried unanimously.
—

—

—

Public Hearing on the Tomberlin Road Sewer Extension
City Engineer Paul Weeks explained that this project is complete. It involves eleven parcels
and eight parcels have tied in to the line; the assessment per lot is $4,646.20.
Mayor Mann opened the public hearing. With no one requesting to speak in favor or in
opposition, the public hearing was closed.
.

Consider Resolution Confirming Assessment Roll and Levying Assessments Tomberlin Road
Sewer Extension (Exhibit D)
Council Member Gaskins made the motion to approve the Resolution Confirming Assessment Roll
and Levying Assessments—Tomberlin Road Sewer Extension. Seconded by Mayor Pro Tem
Buckels, the motion carried unanimously.
—

—

Public Hearing on the Oriole Circle Sewer Extension
This item was removed from the agenda.
.

Consider Resolution Directing that the Project Be Undertaken
(Exhibit E)
Removed from agenda.

—

Oriole Circle Sewer Extension

—

DECISIONS ON PUBLIC HEARINGS
Application by Christian Provision Ministries, Inc. to rezone a 134 + acre tract ofland, developed with
Christian Provision Ministries church campus addressed as 2300 W. Courtland Drive, from Residential
Single-family (R-20) to Residential Mixed (R-6) zoning district. The subject property is identified as
-
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Lee County Tax Parcel 9642-80-0627-00 as depicted on Lee County Tax Maps 9641 .02 and 9642.04.
(Exhibit F)
Community Development Director Marshall Downey explained that a public hearing was held
on Tuesday, March 1 6, 2021 Bishop Charles Mellette spoke at the public hearing, representing
Christian Provisions Ministries. The Planning Board met and recommended unanimously that Council
approve the rezoning request. Topics of discussion were the land use designation of this site as Urban
Neighborhood; the staff recommendation for a site plan specific conditional zoning district so that the
boards could see the proposed subdivision design because the UDO subdivision regulations are in the
process of being updated as per the direction of the City Council. Staff put a caveat that the Planning
Board and Council consider doing this as a conditional zoning request because it matches the urban
neighborhood; there was concern about not having a site plan to a conditional zoning so it is unknown
as to what would be occurring; however, the Planning Board, after considering all this information,
ultimately recommended in favor ofthe request as submitted with the general use R-6 zoning.

—

.

Council Member Taylor noted that Mr. Downey stated that conditional zoning was the preferred
method and referenced Urban Neighborhood. There is a lot of identifiers that will come forward in the
new UDO. The question is what options are available to us. The Planning Board rejected the notion
from the Planning staffon the conditional zoning. He said, with no reflection on the applicant, he thinks
Council, as a governing body, should consider the opportunities and also address them no matter who
is behind the issue. The applicant is not obligated to present any plans or any documentation. Much
of Council’s discussions on projects in the last couple of months have related to stormwater and
impervious surfaces; there are some issues that have not been addressed and this has created discussions
among our elected body on how to address these issues, as well as issues like curb and gutter and storm
runoff. He said he has attended planning board meetings and City Council meetings in other areas, and
the issues we face in Sanford are no different than issues faced in the other areas. Mr. Taylor stated
that we have a Unified Development Ordinance (UDO) that is forthcoming to the Council and we are
in a transitional and awkward state. Conditional zoning has been a great product, which we are trying
to move away from in the future; however, we have a lot of projects coming up that are conditional
zoning. He and the Mayor serve on the UDO rewrite board and they have to follow the procedures that
are in place.
Mr. Taylor made a motion to table this rezoning for one month until additional information is
provided by the applicant and staff consideration of Conditional Zoning.
Council Member Taylor explained his reason for a motion to table. He stated that at the last
Council meeting, the applicant did not have a plan for this property; therefore, he would like to give
the applicant some time to develop his plan and provide additional information; this information may
include some plans the applicant may have. This plan is not binding and can change but it gives some
idea of what they are working with. He said he would like staff to review conditional zoning. He
added that this will come back to Council for a decision in one month, which he defended Council
rendering a vote in a month’s time frame. He said the new UDO has unfortunately not been adopted,
and in fairness to the integrity of our governing body and the applicant, he would like additional
information from the applicant and conditional zoning consideration to take place no later than one
month.
Council Member Taylor said he felt it would be advantageous for City Council to have a
workshop to have some detail around our current state and the transition period, as well as the future
state of our new UDO.
3
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Mayor Mann clarified that we have a motion to table this for one month until the first meeting
in May to gain some additional information about the site plan and also to give the applicant a chance
to learn more about the potential for conditional zoning and how that might help or hurt his project.
Council Member Gaskins seconded the motion. Mr. Gaskins commented that he feels Council will be
reviewing and voting on the new UDO soon.
Mayor Pro Tern Buckels stated that as far as comrnitrnent is concerned, he feels the applicant,
Mr. Mellette, has shown his commitment over the last 3 1 years in this community. The ministry has
done an outstanding job with all the work they have done. Concerning ftwther commitment, he felt the
applicant conferred with Planning staff to ensure that he was doing everything by the book; the
applicant asked Planning staff if he had everything needed to move forward with this project.
Community Development Director Marshal Downey stated for clarity of general use zoning, the
applicant has all he needs for a General Use zoning application; there is no plan required.
Mayor Pro Tern Buckels stated that this request is similar to a request a couple of months ago
for another applicant and is directly across from the property this applicant is requesting to be rezoned.
Mr. Downey confirmed Council approved R-6 zoning across the street.
Mayor Pro Tern Buckels said that this rezoning request is for a standard general use rezoning as
opposed to a conditional rezoning request; therefore, as stated in the agenda packet, no site
plan/subdivision plans or building plans are required as part of the rezoning request. He understands
Mr. Taylor and Mr. Gaskins concerns; however, he did not see any reason to hold the applicant hostage
because the applicant has complied with the zoning requirements and Council just approved an R-6
zoning in the same vicinity of this rezoning request. Mayor Pro Tern Buckels said he did not feel a
motion to table was right for the reasons stated.
Mayor Mann said he has had several conversations with some Council members and thinks it is
not about denying the project in any way but he felt staff recommended a site plan/concept; going
forward we need to have a precedent to see a plan; however, we also think that there is no question
about Mr. Mellette’s commitment. He added that the applicant might be in a better place to do a
conditional zoning, depending on what he may determine he wants to do with that property later, where
this zoning could pigeon-hole him into only one type of product or preclude him from doing other
things. He felt Council Member Taylor’s position was to take a month to let him discuss those options
and advantages or disadvantages with Planning staff before he is in a rezoning that in five years from
now, or whenever he decides to move forward, decides he does not want this zoning. He said it was
not the intent to target or delay other than a month. He wanted everyone to understand the essence of
the tabling and wanted to make it clear he was not endorsing or advocating the motion.
Mayor Pro Tern Buckels asked ifanyone had a conversation with Mr. Mellette. Council Member
Taylor replied that he had a conversation with Mr. Mellette this afternoon. Mr. Buckels asked Mr.
Taylor what was Mr. Mellette’s reply. Mr. Taylor replied that Mr. Mellette said that he had a plan and
would present it to Council tonight. Mr. Taylor said he felt there should be time for review if that is
the case and he wanted to clarify something that Mr. Buckels said that was not correct; the general
zoning that we had on the other two parcels, which was Mark Lyczkowski and Ronnie Turner’s project,
sketches and drawings were given to Council prior to making a decision. Council is perfectly in its
purview to ask for additional information, which would allow Council to make wiser decisions. He
felt the intention is not to stall the applicant from making decisions; he may or may not have a plan,
but Council has not seen a plan. Regardless, he does not want to drag the decision out to when we get
4
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the new UDO or for several months; he is only suggesting a delay of one month. If he does not have
a plan firmly in place right now, one month will not hinder anything. Mr. Taylor commented that
Council tabled the Forbes project for several weeks and that did not have an adverse effect. He wants
Council to be sure what we are putting in place and the decisions being made are not only favorable
for Council as a governing body, but also favorable for the applicant. With all the R-6 and R-lO
development, he may see he wants townhomes in this development. With the R-6 designation, you
cannot develop over six units per acre; he may want to put in a Christian book store. He wants the
applicant to be fully educated on the options that are available to him. It could be a more profitable
venture for the applicant. Mr. Taylor added that ifhe was not in favor ofthe project, he would simply
vote against it. He made the motion to table for a month to have dialogue to make sure the applicant is
taken care of. It may not be about the money for him but we do have to show some favor to him as
well as the citizens that Council represents.
Mayor Pro Tern Buckels asked Council Member Taylor ifhe felt the applicant understood what
he was trying to portray. Mr. Taylor replied that he did not know; they had a good conversation but he
did not feel comfortable with the conclusion. Mr. Buckels commented that he felt the applicant knew
what he wanted. He appreciated Mr. Taylor’ s comments on education and what he is trying to provide
for the applicant. Mr. Buckels did not feel Council should table its decision on the application; the
applicant was smart and knew what he wanted. Mr. Taylor reiterated that the applicant may not know
what is available to him; he cannot tell what the perspective uses are in R-6 and the restrictions. Mr.
Downey said the applicant is comfortable speaking about the project.
Mr. Mellette addressed Council and said he appreciates Mr. Taylor’s concerns; however, he and
his colleagues have been working in the community for 3 1 years and have over four million dollars
invested in the property they currently own. They have been good stewards over everything that has
been entrusted in their care and honored all oftheir commitments; they have paid all their creditors and
their track record shows that they are capable of making decisions in the best interest of what they
believe they would like to do with what has been entrusted in their care. He said this is something they
have been talking about for over twenty years, not something they were able to implement and put in
place because they have to pay bills. When they submitted their application, he spoke directly with the
Planning Department and asked what he needed to do to submit his application for the rezoning request.
He said Ms. McNeill emailed him a category list of what he had to submit to qualify for this rezoning
and she indicated that until she received this documentation, she would not be able to include it on the
City’s agenda for consideration. He hand-delivered the required items to Ms. McNeill and he would
have gladly provided the plan information, ifhe had been told to do so in the beginning. Mr. Mellette
said he has done everything he was asked to do and questioned the motion to table the decision on his
request and hold him responsible for something that he was not required to do. Mr. Mellette added that
he made phone calls to all the Council Members and asked if there were any questions before the
meeting tonight and Mr. Taylor returned his phone call. Mr. Mellette said he listened to Mr. Taylor
and told him respectfully that he appreciated what he was saying; however, he should allow the people
with a track record and who have invested money in what they have done in over 3 1 years in this
community to make their own decisions on what they wanted to do with their land. He said Mr.
Taylor’s concern was about who was giving him advice as to which way he should go; that Mr. Taylor
felt whoever was advising him was not telling him right. He said he told Mr. Taylor that he appreciated
it; however, he trusts the voices that have been advising him because they have been working with
them for years. Mr. Mellette stated that Mr. Taylor told him on the phone that he was concerned they
would not be as profitable as they could be; he did not want them to lose money. Mr. Mellette said
he repeatedly told Mr. Taylor to let them make that decision and let their track record speak for itself.
Mr. Mellette said he felt Mr. Taylor’ s concerns were not any of his business. If they make $5 or $20
5
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off an acre, let them decide. Mr. Mellette said Mr. Taylor asked him ifhe had a plan, and their distant
plan was for homes and nothing more. He said he informed Ms. McNeill he had no immediate decisions
as they are still working with it.
Council Member Taylor said that if Mr. Mellette would recall in their conversation, they
discussed different options; he never once told Mr. Mellette what he needed to do or what he was
required to do. Mr. Taylor said in that conversation he did tell Mr. Mellette that he was not required to
bring a map to the meeting; he knows it would not be binding if he did bring a map. Mr. Taylor said
Council has, in their purview, the right to ask for additional information. He said Mr. Mellette indicated
that he worked with a firm out of Indianapolis and then engaged with Timmons Group a couple of
weeks ago and has a meeting with them next week. Mr. Taylor said he was merely asking for additional
information for Council, which he felt should be a consistent pattern for any project that comes before
Council for conditional zoning products.
Mr. Mellette replied he respects what Mr. Taylor was saying and suggesting; however, he had
to aggressively go back and forth with Mr. Taylor during their phone conversation to get him to back
off and leave him alone about their ability to make decisions. Mr. Mellette said Mr. Taylor knows this
and it was wrong. Mr. Mellette said he felt pressure from Mr. Taylor but he had to listen to him because
he knew he had to come before Council tonight and hear what was going on. Mr. Mellette said he felt
Mr. Taylor crossed the line and was pushy. Mr. Mellette said Mr. Taylor’ s whole line of conversation
was suggesting that he go back to Planning and have further discussions with Mr. Downey and Ms.
McNeill. Mr. Taylor seemed to be concerned that he was not being done right or that he was not doing
himself right; that he was missing the mark and did not know what he wanted. Mr. Mellette said he
told Mr. Taylor to let him make that decision, that he was entitled to so. Mr. Mellette said Mr. Taylor
should not be the one to decide to table this issue based on concern that this bishop did not know what
was available to him. He added that his years of experience proves he knows what he is doing.
Council Member Taylor commented that townhomes were on Mr. Mellette’s drawings. Mr.
Mellette said all residential was on the drawings. Mr. Taylor asked Mr. Mellette if there were any
townhomes in the project. Mr. Mellette said no, there were no townhomes. Mr. Mellette said he
appreciated Mr. Taylor’s concern; however, he would not come before Council with this request if the
people behind him had not approved his decision. Mr. Mellette asked Mr. Taylor and his fellow
colleagues to respect his decision because he made good decisions and will continue to do so.
Mr. Taylor commented that he wanted to make it clear that there will not be a conditional zoning
element in the new UDO. He said between now and the time the new UDO is in place, applicants will
have the option ofcomplying with the current UDO or the new UDO regulations. He said his objective
in calling Mr. Mellette was to make him aware ofhis choices.
Mayor Mann said that Mr. Mellette clearly knows his rights within the R-6 zoning and he is
comfortable with that knowledge. He reminded Council ofthe motion and second on the floor to table
this item.
The motion to table failed with a vote of two in favor and four against. By a show of hands,
Council Member Taylor and Council Member Gaskins voted in favor of the motion to table. Voting
against the motion were Mayor Pro Tern Buckels, Council Members Williams, Post, and Salmon.
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.

Vote to Approve a Statement on Long-Range Plan Consistency as it Relates to this Rezoning
Request
Mayor Pro Tem Buckels made the motion that the proposed zoning map amendment is consistent
with the adopted long-range plan. Seconded by Council Member Post, the motion carried with a
five to one vote, with Council Member Taylor casting the dissenting vote.

.

Vote to Approve or Deny the Rezoning Request Consider Adoption of the Ordinance Amending
the Official Zoning Map ofthe City of Sanford. NC (Exhibit G)
Mayor Pro Tem Buckels made the motion that the proposed zoning map amendment is reasonable
and in the public interest because the rezoning request complies with the long-range plan designation
ofUrban Neighborhood which allows single-family up to ten dwelling units per acre. Therefore, he
moved to approve the request to rezone a 134 ± acre tract of land addressed as 2300 W. Courtland
Drive, identified as Lee County Tax Parcel 9642-80-0627-00 from Residential Single-family (R-20)
to Residential Mixed (R-6) zoning district. Seconded by Council Member Post, the motion carried
with a five to one vote, with Council Member Taylor casting the dissenting vote.
—

Application by Harrington Properties of NC, LLC to rezone a 5.35 + acre vacant tract of land, with
frontage on Bragg Street, Ray Avenue, Barnes Street, and S. Seventh Street, from General Commercial
(C-2) to Residential Mixed Conditional (R-6-C) Zoning District to allow the development of a
residential subdivision as illustrated on the site plan/subdivision plan submitted as part of the
application. The subject property is identified as Lee County Tax Parcel 9652-27-9721-00 as depicted
on Lee County Tax Maps 9652.06 and 9652.10 and is illustrated as a 5.30-acre tract ofland on a 1997
survey ofan existing parcel labeled “Survey ofD. Hobson Cooper, Jr. and Frances W. Cooper”, recorded
at the Lee County Register ofDeeds Office in Plat Cabinet 8, Slide 84C (Exhibit H)
Community Development Director Marshall Downey explained that this rezoning request was
presented at the March 1 6, 2021, City and joint public hearing with the Planning Board. He reminded
Council that the property owner is requesting to rezone a 5.35 ± acre vacant tract of land at the corner
of Bragg and Seventh Street in order to build a duplex project. He said the Planning Board voted four
to one in favor of recommending this item to Council for adoption as presented. The Planning Board
discussed the land use designation of the site as Neighborhood Center; the site plan that was submitted
with conditional zoning showing how the site would be developed; the house plans submitted with the
conditional zoning; and City Engineer recommendation that curb and gutter should be installed along
Ray Avenue and Barnes Street. Mr. Downey commented that there seemed to be some confusion at the
public hearing as to what staff was recommending. He said that the Planning staff recommended
approval ofthe overall project; however, they were not advocating as part ofthat approval that Council
go against the Engineering recommendation for curb and gutter. It was simply pointed out because with
conditional zoning, there is the option that the applicant can deviate from the ordinance. Mr. Downey
said typically with any project like this, the ordinance requires sidewalk and curb and gutter on at least
one side ofan interior street, as well as all the perimeter streets that the development would be connected
to: in this case, all four corners would be required to have curb and gutter and sidewalk.
Mayor Pro Tem Buckels commented this project will be an improvement to this area.
Mr. Gaskins noted that he would like to see curb and gutter installed and questioned if language
needed to be included within the motion to include curb and gutter. Mr. Downey recommended that if
Council wants curb and gutter, that would be a request to the developer because they have asked that
curb and gutter not be required. If Council includes curb and gutter as a requirement, then the developer
must come forward and verbalize their acceptance of this requirement. Mr. Gaskins said he is in favor
of requiring curb and gutter along Ray Avenue and Barnes Street.
7
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Jeremy Thomas, of J Thomas Engineering, stated that at the public hearing they conveyed the
cost of installing curb and gutter on an existing street. He said you not only have the cost of the curb
and gutter but they would be required to widen the road to meet City requirements and add storm
drainage in the curb and gutter. He said there were other costs associated with adding curb and gutter
and they were concerned that the infrastructure costs would cause the price of the lots and homes to
increase and harm this project.
Council Member Gaskins commented that not so long ago, Council approved a $2 million bond
to install sidewalks and if it is not done now and the need arises, the installation goes to the developer
or comes back to the City. Council Member Salmon commented that this project has sidewalks; they
just do not have curb and gutter. Mr. Thomas said they were installing infrastructure and there is a gap
in the sewer and water systems that they have to install and they are installing sidewalks around the
entire project perimeter, minus the convenience store at the corner of Seventh Street and Barns Street,
which is not a part ofthis project.
Council Member Salmon commented that she agrees this is a great project and questioned if
stormwater remediation was needed. Community Development Director Marshall Downey said they
did not look into this issue and referred the question to the City Engineering Department. City Engineer
Paul Weeks explained that they could not evaluate the stormwater issue without construction drawings;
however, they do not see stormwater issues in this area at this point.
Mayor Pro Tem Buckels asked the developer about the price ofthe homes. Brandon Harrington,
of 121 Glenbrook Drive, Sanford, replied the approximate cost would be $160,000; however, the cost
ofbuilding materials is increasing every day but they were trying to make these homes affordable. They
did a cost estimate for curb and gutter, which would be between $5,000 to $6,000 per lot. Mr. Buckels
commented that these are affordable homes and any additional requirements would be incurred by the
citizens, and since Sanford needs affordable housing, he was in favor of approving this request.
Council Member Taylor thanked the developer for having a preliminary plat and stated that the
cost ofthese homes is not part ofthe Council’s decision-making process for this project. He reminded
Council that during deliberation of the previous rezoning request, he proposed to table the decision in
order to obtain additional information. He said Mayor Pro Tern Buckels’ inquiry of the cost of these
houses has no bearing on the rezoning request and should not be a part of Council’s decision. Mayor
Pro Tern Buckels said he brought this question up just to reiterate what was discussed at the last meeting.
.

Vote to Approve a Statement on Long-Range Plan Consistency as it Relates to this Rezoning
Request
Council Member Post made the motion that the proposed zoning map amendment is consistent with
the adopted long-range plan. Seconded by Council Member Taylor, the motion carried unanimously.

.

Vote to Approve or Deny the Rezoning Request Consider Adoption of the Ordinance Amending
the Official Zoning Map ofthe City of Sanford, NC (Exhibit I)
Council Member Post made the motion that the proposed zoning map amendment is reasonable and
in the public interest because, even though the density is less than the 10 to 1 6 dwelling units per
acre recommended, it appears to be a good buffer between existing R-12 residential neighborhood
and the industrial property on the opposite side of South Seventh Street. Also, the applicant has
provided conceptional subdivision plans and conceptional architectural plans for this project which
specifies the conditions that will govern the development and use of the property; therefore, he
moved to approve the request to rezone a 5.35 ± acre vacant tract of land with frontage on Bragg
—
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Street, Ray Avenue, Barnes Street and South Seventh Street, identified as Lee County Tax Parcel
9652-27-9721-00 from General Commercial (C-2) to Residential Mixed Conditional (R-6-C)
Zoning District to allow the development of a residential subdivision as illustrated on the site
plan/subdivision plan submitted as a part ofthe application. Seconded by Mayor Pro Tem Buckels,
the motion carried in favor five to one with Council Member Gaskins casting the dissenting vote.
REGULAR AGENDA
Consider Amendment to Project Star Incentive Agreement (Exhibit J)
City Attorney Susan Patterson explained the changes in this project. The number of jobs
increased from 3 16 to 325 but the incentive amount decreased to $4,628,778; however, the amount of
the incentive may change depending on the net taxable investment made by the company. She said
this is calculated as a percentage of ad valorem taxes paid. In addition, there is a requirement of the
325 new jobs that they would create as part of this project and would be considered in compliance
under this agreement if they provided 80 percent of the jobs. The contract was changed from a
$5,000,000 incentive to a $4,628,778 ± depending on the number of investments made on the project.
Another change is that it is considered to be a State of Delaware, LLC, instead of a corporation, and the
incentive calculation on Exhibit A changed because the investment will be made in different calendar
years than first anticipated. The amount of the inventive does go down because it is being done on the
90-20-80-70-60-50-50 percentage categories. Also Exhibit B has changes with the number of jobs
based on the cumulative number (not that they have to create 80 jobs in year two, but cumulative of
year one and two). This was changed because she was asked ifthey created 325 jobs in the first year,
would they be in compliance for the rest of the years or would they have to do so many in each year.
City Attorney Patterson added that she needs Council’s approval giving her authority to make minor
changes once we have the company name and address to include in the document as normal.
Council Member Post made the motion to approve the amendment to the Project Star Incentive
Agreement and giving authority to the City Attorney to change the name to the company once it is
received. Seconded by Council Member Salmon, the motion carried unanimously.
NEW BUSINESS
Renewal of a Preliminary Plat for “Golf Course Road Subdivision,” a New 10 Lot Residential Singlefamily Home Subdivision with an Additional Lot Dedicated for Open Space Proposed for Development
off of Golf Course Road (Exhibit K)
Community Development Director Marshall Downey explained that Brandon Harrington with
Harrington Properties ofNC, LLC is the applicant for this request. He came to the Planning Board and
City Council in February 2019 for plat approval for this ten-lot subdivision off Golf Course Road on
the south side and the developer wants to have this plat renewed. There were no real changes to the
plat, the developer simply wants Council to approve it again. Under the City ordinance, when a
preliminary plat is approved by Council, it is valid for two years, then you have to get a final plat (or a
phase ofthat plat) approved or it expires. This plat has expired and the developer is requesting for re
approval so they can get the project going again. Mr. Downey added that the developer was working
on other projects and was not able to get to this project before the expiration period.
Council Member Post made the motion to adopt the preliminary plan for “Golf Course Road
Subdivision. Seconded by Council Member Salmon, the motion carried unanimously.
Consider Resolution to Adopt and Approve 202 1 Water System Capital Improvement Plan (Exhibit L)
City Engineer Paul Weeks referenced the handout of the proposed capital improvement plan
and explained that they are in the middle ofthe engineering effort for expansion ofthe Water Treatment
9
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Plant. In September 2020, they applied for a grant and it was not approved because of some issues
with the application, which needed strengthening to give them more points. One of the things they
added was a ten-year capital improvement plan, which is before Council for approval. They are
requesting $20,000,000 in funding at 0.2 percent interest. He said there is a level ofcapital forgiveness
dispute because of where Sanford stands compared with the rest of the State. Mr. Weeks said that the
administrator putting the application package together said this is a very strong package and based on
the last applications that were approved, ours would have been approved as well. He added that the
intent is to apply twice more for this level of funding, which could possibly result in $40 million and
potentially $60 million.
City Manager Hal Hegwer said we should do everything possible to secure funding at 0.2
percent. He reminded Council that they just received funding of $3 million at 0. 1 percent interest for
sewer rehabilitation in the East Sanford area.
Council Member Taylor commented that one of the areas of planning is strategic growth and
incorporating developments in these areas. Regarding the lift station, Mr. Taylor asked whether this
would allow us to know the capacity and what it will take to upgrade those particular lift stations to a
higher capacity. He also asked what plans were for dealing with this regarding development throughout
Lee County. Mr. Weeks said they were working on updates and upgrades to the land use tool to
increase its integrity to add more of these items to it, which will give us a better picture and allow us
to make decisions on where these lift stations should be located based on growth, then they can
determine the size; thus, the cost can go into our capital improvement plan.
Council Member Taylor asked if improvements could be done with the existing lift stations.
Mr. Weeks said that when they go through land-use tools and if they decide to move the station to a
different location, it would open up different areas, which means the lift stations would need to be
bigger and some ofthe gravity systems that are discharged into them would also need to be bigger. The
land use tool will give staff a picture of the areas they need to review in order to nail down a better
cost. City Manager Hal Hegwer commented that the proposed $500,000 that was indicated in the
financial report was a part ofthis study and it would be budgeted within the next year for this project.
Mayor Mann commented that where your master plan is, your growth will follow. We must have this
resource asset in the water and waste water systems and we need our infrastructure in place.
Council Member Gaskins made the motion to adopt the Resolution to Adopt and Approve the
2021 Water System Capital Improvement Plan. Seconded by Council Member Post, the motion carried
unanimously.
Consider Resolution by Governing Body ofApplicant (Funding for Water Treatment Plant Expansion)
(Exhibit M)
City Engineer Paul Weeks explained that this resolution will allow staff to apply for funding
and every time they apply, it will be brought before Council for a resolution. This resolution will allow
the city manager to sign off on the paperwork.
Council Member Salmon made the motion to adopt the Resolution by Governing Body of
Applicant (funding for Water Treatment Plant Expansion). Seconded by Council Member Gaskins,
the motion carried unanimously.
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Consider Resolution Declaring the Intention of the City Council to Consider the Closing of an
Unopened Portion of Hufford Street East of Hawkins Avenue (Exhibit N)
Senior Long-Range Planner David Montgomery stated that staffreceived a request from Oscar
Pace and Joseph Cameron to close an unopened portion of Hufford Street east of Hawkins Avenue,
between 1 2 1 8 and 1 300 Hawkins Avenue. They would like to hold the public hearing on May 4, 2021.
Council Member Taylor thanked staff, and commented that people are trampling this area now and the
applicants want it closed.
Mayor Pro Tem Buckels made the motion to adopt the Resolution Declaring the Intention of
the City Council to Consider the Closing of an Unopened Portion of Hufford Street East of Hawkins
Avenue. Seconded by Council Member Post, the motion carried unanimously.
Consider Mowing Agreement with the NC Department of Transportation (Exhibit 0)
Facilities/Beautification Administrator Kris furmage explained that this is the annual
agreement between the City of Sanford and the North Carolina Department of Transportation (DOT)
for mowing rights-of-way in the City. Mr. Furmage said DOT is willing to reimburse the City for four
cycles and anticipate five next year. Because ofbudget cuts last year, they paid for two cycles.
Council Member Post made the motion to adopt the mowing agreement with the NC
Department ofTransportation. Seconded by Council Member Salmon, the motion carried unanimously.
Consider Resolution in Support of the Temporary Closure of a Portion of Woodland Avenue for the
Purpose of a Live Bum Training Exercise (Exhibit P)
Transportation Administrator Phil Lawrence stated that the Sanford Fire Department would like
close
to
a portion of Woodland Avenue from Harkey Road to Hughes Street for the purpose of a live
fire training exercise on April 17, 2021 from 7 AM to 4 PM.
,

Council Member Salmon asked if the public could be notified of this exercise and detour.
Mayor Mann asked Mr. Lawrence ifhe would make sure Public Information Officer Kelly Miller gets
this information so she can post it on our website. Mr. Lawrence said they planned to display a sign
board at the location. Council Member Taylor asked if the City has a lighted message sign. Mr.
furmage said this is a large sign that can be rotated with several different messages.
Council Member Salmon made the motion to adopt the Resolution in Support ofthe Temporary
Closure ofa Portion ofWoodland Avenue for the Purpose ofa Live Bum Training Exercise. Seconded
by Mayor Pro Tern Buckels, the motion carried unanimously.
Consider Petition for Non-Contiguous Annexation for Village of Cumnock, LLC Phase II
Senior Long-Range Planner David Montgomery explained that staff received a petition from
Cumnock, LLC, to annex two large pieces of land. Last year there was an annexation and rezoning
request by the Village of Cumnock and the City annexed a large parcel. They are now requesting two
large pieces of land, totaling approximately 260.39 acres, to be considered for non-contiguous
annexation and possible rezoning.
.

Consider Resolution Directing the Clerk to Investigate a Petition for Non-Contiguous
Annexation for Village of Cumnock. LLC Phase II (Exhibit Q)
Council Member Gaskins made the motion to adopt the Resolution Directing the Clerk to
Investigate a Petition for Non-Contiguous Annexation for Village of Cumnock, LLC Phase II.
Seconded by Mayor Pro Tern Buckels, the motion carried unanimously.
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.

Receive the Certificate of Sufficiency (Exhibit R)
City Clerk Bonnie Davis verified the petition was sufficient.

.

Consider Resolution fixing the Date of the Public Hearing for Village of Cumnock, LLC
Annexation Phase II (Exhibit 5)
Mr. Montgomery explained that this resolution sets a date of April 20, 2021 at 6 PM for the
public hearing.
,

Council Member Gaskins made the motion to adopt the Resolution Fixing the Date ofthe Public
Hearing for Village of Cumnock, LLC Annexation Phase II. Seconded by Mayor Pro Tern
Buckels, the motion carried unanimously.
Consider Resolution Authorizing the Advertisement ofan Offer to Purchase 0 Hawkins Avenue Having
PIN Number 9643-64-5895 Sanford, NC (Exhibit T)
City Attorney Susan Patterson stated that we received an offer from Ameer Rental Properties,
LLC, to purchase a vacant lot at 0 Hawkins Avenue in the amount of $22,000. Ameer Rental
Properties, LLC, owns other properties in this area. She sent Council an email noting the reason we
have this property in the City’s possession. This resolution would authorize advertisement of an offer
to purchase this property and declares this property surplus. This offer must be published in the
newspaper for advertisement ofthe upset bid period. Attorney Patterson said the tax value is $11,900.
Council could have the property appraised before the bid is advertised but the declared offer should be
considered as being allowed so that other people could bid against it. This property is on Hawkins
Avenue at Stroud Street and is a part of Stroud Street that is private and unopened.
Council Member Salmon asked for clarification as to whether or not Council could declare this
property surplus or should this be discussed at a workshop. Mr. Buckels agreed with Council Member
Salmon. Council Member Taylor said Third Street does not extend down as far as this particular
property. City Manager Hal Hegwer suggested placing this item on the next workshop agenda.
Council Member Salmon made a motion to table the Resolution Authorizing the Advertisement
ofan Offer to Purchase 0 Hawkins Avenue Having PIN Number 9643-64-5895 Sanford, NC, until it is
discussed at a workshop. Seconded by Council Member Buckels, the motion carried unanimously.
OTHER BUSINESS
Closed Session
This item was removed from the agenda.
Council Member Taylor commented that they have had very good meetings concerning the
UDO and were still working on it. At the Joint Planning Board meeting, they discussed provisions on
bee-keeping policies and had healthy discussions on extended stay hotels verses regular hotels. He
pointed out that providing training to the Planning Board is good and it would probably be beneficial
to offer training for elected officials. He would like to see this on the agenda, as well as a workshop
dealing with the transition period between the current and future UDO and how to handle projects to
make it easier on staff, as well as Council.
Attorney Susan Patterson reminded Council that when looking at revising the UDO, there will
be at least two revisions; one for residential standards and the other for NC General Statute Section
1 60D, which will be brought before Council separately for approval prior to changing residential place
types or development standards.
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City Attorney Hal Hegwer mentioned as of next Monday, April 1 2, 202 1 the City will be
returning to normal operating hours at City Hall and ensuring that Covid protocols are in place. Many
of our citizens have learned to conduct their business remotely, which has helped us improve efficiency
and he hopes this will be a good process moving forward. We will still have a few meetings at the
Civic Center (at least through April) but our goal is to return meetings to City Hall.
,

Mayor Mann thanked everyone for their attendance and participation. He reminded Council
that there were boards and commissions with expiring terms and encouraged Council members to be
cognizant of potential members for these boards. These are important boards and they need people
with passion and leadership to serve. He asked Council to try very hard to get some applications to
people who can help shape the City’s growth. He mentioned the “One Picnic, One Depot” on April
22, 2021 and asked Council to encourage businesses to go on line and purchase lunches or dinners.
The money will go to restoring the Depot. He reminded everyone to get vaccinated.
,

RETURN TO REGULAR SESSION AND ADJOURNMENT
Mayor Pro Tem Buckels made the motion to adjourn the meeting; seconded by Council Member
Gaskins, the motion carried unanimously.
ALL EXhIBITS CONTAINED HEREIN ARE HEREBY INCORPORATED BY REFERENCE
AND MADE A PART OF THESE MINUTES.

Respectfully Submitted,

I. CHET MANN, MAOR

BO

IE DAVIS, CITY CLERK
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