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J. NEWTON COHEN, SR. ROWAN COUNTY ADMINISTRATION BUILDING

Present: Greg Edds, Chairman 
Jim Greene, Vice-Chairman 

Mike Caskey, Member 
Craig Pierce, Member 

Judy Klusman, Member 

County Manager Aaron Church, Clerk to the Board Carolyn Barger, County Attorney 
Jay Dees, and Finance Director James Howden were also present. 

Chairman Edds convened the meeting at 6:00 p.m. 

Chaplain Michael Taylor provided the Invocation. 

Chairman Edds led the Pledge of Allegiance. 

CONSIDER ADDITIONS TO THE AGENDA 
Chairman Edds said the Board had received a list of five (5) items for consideration as 
additions to the Consent Agenda.   

• Contract with Tyler Technologies for PACE (Consent Agenda Item L):
The Purchasing Director recommends the Board of Commissioners authorize the
County Manager to sign a contract with Tyler Technologies for PACE for $12,580

• Contract with WSP USA, Inc. for Long Ferry Corridor Study (Consent
Agenda Item M)
The Planning and Purchasing Directors recommend the Board of Commissioners
authorize the County Manager to sign a contract with WSP USA, Inc. for the
Long Ferry Road Corridor Study in an amount not to exceed $37,497.34.

• Budget Amendment for Health Department (Consent Agenda Item N)
Funding awarded in the amount of $188,843 to support school nurses and school
health serving positions.
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• Request to pursue funding via U.S. Senate Appropriations Committee’s
Congressionally Directed Spending Request (Consent Agenda Item O)
The Director of Grants Administration and Government Relations asks the Board
to approve staff to submit “Congressionally Directed Spending Requests” to
North Carolina’s United States Senators in support of:

• Road and Sewer improvements in Red Rock

• West End Agricultural Center

• Detox Crisis Center

It is further requested to approve Chairman Edds to write to North Carolina’s U.S. 
Senators on behalf of the Board of Commissioners regarding the Congressionally 
Directed Spending requests for the above projects. 

• Authorization to request funding for Interchange Justification Report (IJR)
(Consent Agenda Item P)
The Director of Grants Administration and Government Relations asked the
Board to approve staff to apply for funding in the amount of $500,000 to fund
completion of an Interchange Justification Report to support the I-85 Interchange
Project pursuing federal grant dollars.  It is further requested that the Board
approve Chairman Edds to write a letter to the County’s district legislators
regarding the request.

CONSIDER DELETIONS FROM THE AGENDA 
There were no deletions from the agenda. 

CONSIDER APPROVAL OF THE AGENDA 
Commissioner Pierce moved, Commissioner Klusman seconded and the vote to 
approve the agenda with the additions above passed unanimously. 

CONSIDER APPROVAL OF THE MINUTES 
Commissioner Pierce moved, Commissioner Greene seconded and the vote to approve 
the minutes of the April 4, 2022 Commission Meeting passed unanimously. 

1. CONSIDER APPROVAL OF CONSENT AGENDA
Commissioner Klusman moved approval of the Consent Agenda as amended.  The 
motion was seconded by Commissioner Pierce and passed unanimously.  

The Consent Agenda consisted of the following: 

A. Habilitation Center, LLC Contract for DSS
B. Yadkin PeeDee Water Management Group MOU and Dues
C. Tax Refunds for Approval
D. Grant Agreement NCDOT Project No: 36244.56.11.1 Design/Bid Taxiway

Rehabilitation
E. Davco Roofing and Sheet Metal, Inc Contract for Courthouse Roof
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F. REI Engineers contract for engineering fees for facilities roof
G. Health Insurance Premiums Effective 07-01-22
H. Request for Temp Full-Time Senior Heavy Equipment Operator
I. Acceptance of Grant/Interlocal Agreement for FY 21 Local Justice Assistance

Grant
J. Approval to Apply for 5310 City of Concord FFY22
K. Blanche & Julian Robertson Foundation Grant Acceptance
L. Contract with Tyler Technologies for PACE (addition to the Consent Agenda and

attached to these minutes for the record)
M. Contract with WSP USA, Inc. for Long Ferry Corridor Study (addition to the

Consent Agenda and attached to these minutes for the record)
N. Budget Amendment for Health Department (addition to the Consent Agenda and

attached to these minutes for the record)
O. Request to Pursue Funding via U.S. Senate Appropriations Committee’s

Congressionally Directed Spending Request (addition to the Consent Agenda
and attached to these minutes for the record)

P. Authorization to Request Funding for Interchange Justification Report (IJR)
(addition to the Consent Agenda and attached to these minutes for the record)

2. PUBLIC COMMENT PERIOD
Chairman Edds opened the Public Comment Period to entertain comments from any 
citizens wishing to address the Board.  The following individual came forward: 

• Timothy Trogdon, 205 Southern ES Street, Salisbury, NC provided the Board
with a handout and talked about trying to improve the 911 emergency system.

With no one else coming forward, Chairman Edds closed the Public Comment Period. 

3. PUBLIC HEARING FOR Z 03-22
Planner Aaron Poplin presented the staff report via a power point for Rezoning Petition 
Z 03-22.  Mr. Poplin stated Connie Merrell on behalf of Merrell Partners was petitioning 
to rezone two parcels at 1505 Peach Orchard Rd, owned by Diane Brandon, from Rural 
Residential (RR) to 85-ED-2. The properties were further referenced as county tax 
parcels 406 010 and 406 126. A majority of parcel 406 126 was zoned 85-ED-2; the 
front of parcel 406 126 was zoned RR; all of 406 010 is zoned RR. The road frontage 
for all the properties was on parcel 406 126. 

Using the power point, Mr. Poplin showed the site in question, as well as the 
surrounding areas.  Mr. Poplin noted a small sliver of property that was currently 
unclaimed and for which staff recommended including in the rezoning.  Mr. Poplin noted 
the property owner planned to utilize water/sewer from the City of Salisbury at the site. 

Mr. Poplin highlighted the information contained in the staff report with regards to the 
property’s relationship with any plans and policies, consistency with the requested 
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zoning district’s purpose and intent, compatibility of all uses, and potential impact on 
facilities such as roads, utilities and schools. 
 
Procedurally, Mr. Poplin said the Board must develop a statement of consistency 
describing whether its action is consistent with any adopted comprehensive plans and 
indicate why their action is reasonable and in the public interest [sec. 21-362 (j)]. A 
statement analyzing the reasonableness of the decision is also necessary. A statement 
of reasonableness is necessary to substantiate a small-scale zoning decision and 
ensure the decision is “reasonable”.  
 
The Planning Board conducted a courtesy hearing for Z 03-22 in February with no one 
speaking for or against the rezoning.  The Planning Board approved the rezoning, 
including portions of parcels 406 020 and 406 127, with the following statement:  
Statement of Consistency and Reasonableness- Z 03-22 is consistent with area 2 of the 
Eastern Area Land Use Plan, the Hwy 29 and I 85 corridor and it is consistent with the 
85-ED-2 standards and is reasonable based on the fact that it aligns with the intent and 
spirit of the ordinance, it is surrounded to the east by CBI and 85-ED-2 districts. 
 
Staff comments were: 

• This is a straight rezoning so all uses in the 85-ED-2 district should be 
considered. 

• There can be no conditions of approval. 

• Staff recommends rezoning a portion of parcel 406 020 and parcel 406 127 from 
RR to CBI to remove the rest of the remaining RR zone on the southern side of 
Peach Orchard Road. 

 
The applicant, Connie Merrell, came forward.  Ms. Merrell said the property was being 
purchased for her husband’s company, Structural Unlimited.  Ms. Merrell said the 
company erected concrete buildings.  Ms. Merrell felt the property under consideration 
would be a great fit between their Richmond, VA and Spartanburg, SC business 
operations.  Ms. Merrell described the business operations, current space and the 
Company’s plans for the property in Rowan County if it were to be rezoned.  Ms. Merrell 
stated the Company, currently headquartered at 6130 Harris Technology Boulevard in 
Charlotte, NC, would be a good neighbor in Rowan County and follow all requirements.     
 
Commissioner Caskey inquired if the property would be a satellite office or if Structural 
Unlimited planned to move its headquarters to Rowan County.  Ms. Merrell said for now 
the Company would probably use its Charlotte office.  Ms. Merrell said approximately 
90% of their employees were on the road, setting up and tearing down cranes and 
moving to the next job site.   Ms. Merrell said she lived in Cabarrus County not far from 
the Rowan County line.  Ms. Merrell expressed appreciation for the feel of home that 
she and her husband felt in Rowan County, both personally and professionally. 
 
In response to an inquiry from Chairman Edds, Mr. Poplin said since the request was a 
straight district rezoning, everything in the ED-2 District would have to be considered. 
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Ms. Merrell confirmed to Chairman Edds the Company would be utilizing the 
accessibility of city water; however, she said they had not spoken with the City as she 
and her husband had felt the rezoning should be the first step.  
 
Commissioner Greene inquired as to the size of the building.  Ms. Merrell said it was 
estimated anywhere from 5,000 square feet to upwards of 8,000 square feet.  Ms. 
Merrell said there would also be an office space for the Company and they would 
potentially build another office space in the future for the Company to possibly lease 
out. 
 
Chairman Edds opened the public hearing to receive citizen input regarding Z 03-22.  
With no one wishing to address the Board, Chairman Edds closed the public hearing. 
 
Chairman Edds moved approval of the Statement of Consistency and Reasonableness 
as follows:  Z 03-22 is consistent with area 2 of the Eastern Area Land Use Plan, the 
Hwy 29 and I 85 corridor and it is consistent with the 85-ED-2 standards and is 
reasonable based on the fact that it aligns with the intent and spirit of the ordinance, it is 
surrounded to the east by CBI and 85-ED-2 districts.  The motion was seconded by 
Commissioner Pierce and carried unanimously. 
 
Commissioner Klusman moved, Commissioner Pierce seconded and the vote to 
approve Z 03-22 passed unanimously. 
 
4.   PUBLIC HEARING FOR ZTA 02-22:  CONDITIONAL ZONING 
Assistant Planning Director Shane Stewart provided a power point as he presented the 
staff report for ZTA 02-22.  Based on the staff report, staff was requesting an 
amendment to sections 21-11, 21-61 and 21-62 of the Zoning Ordinance regarding 
development agreements and conditional districts.  Specifically, amendments to 
conditional districts involved the following sections:  application details, administrative 
minor changes, and district expiration. 
 
Mr. Stewart reported that over the past decade or more, generally half of all rezoning 
requests received had been for a conditional district (CD); a trend likely to continue.  
The district serves as a necessary approach in rezoning property that offers additional 
clarity on permitted development in the district through submission of a site plan and 
other details, which allowed an appropriate evaluation of the request. One challenge 
with a CD request related to the required process to consider plan changes that may 
arise after the rezoning. Current language included three (3) variables that may be used 
by Planning Staff to guide a decision into whether a proposed variation in plan detail 
would be required to repeat the original rezoning process. 
 
Staff proposed additional guidance for minor change decisions and the elimination of 
waiting periods where amendments may be requested, the latter of which was rarely 
used.  Revocation language is proposed for removal, which was historically consistent 
with that for special use permits (quasi-judicial decisions), but not as relevant in 
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legislative decisions. New language is provided indicating the same two (2) year 
duration to obtain permits for development within the CD but would not “expire” unless a 
subsequent rezoning was initiated by staff.  
 
Using the power point, Mr. Stewart highlighted the recommended changes. 
 
Procedurally, Mr. Stewart said the Commissioners must develop a statement of 
consistency regarding the proposed zoning ordinance amendment describing whether 
its action was consistent with any adopted comprehensive plans.   
 
Mr. Stewart said the required notices for the hearing were published in the Salisbury 
Post on April 7, 2022 and again on April 14, 2022.   
 
The Planning Board met on March 28, 2022 and no one provided comments during the 
courtesy hearing.  The Planning Board voted unanimously to recommend approval of 
the request, with two (2) minor wording changes incorporated, based on the following 
statement of consistency:  ZTA 02-22 is reasonable, appropriate and necessary to meet 
the development needs of Rowan County not previously envisioned by the East and 
West Area Land Use Plan.  Furthermore, the adoption of ZTA 02-22 is deemed an 
amendment to the East and West Area Land Use Plans based on the following: 

1. It adds definition and flexibility for conditional districts based on guidance by the 
North Carolina School of Government; and 

2. It adds flexibility for staff level amendments to establish and approve the CDs; 
3. It adds better definition on expiration of approved CDs that have not been acted 

upon. 
  
A brief question and answer period followed the presentation between board members 
and Mr. Stewart.   
 
Chairman Edds opened the public hearing to receive citizen input regarding ZTA 02-22.  
With no one wishing to address the Board, Chairman Edds closed the public hearing.   
 
Commissioner Caskey moved approval of the Statement of Consistency as follows:  
ZTA 02-22 is reasonable, appropriate and necessary to meet the development needs of 
Rowan County not previously envisioned by the East and West Area Land Use Plan.  
Furthermore, the adoption of ZTA 02-22 is deemed an amendment to the East and 
West Area Land Use Plans based on the following: 

1. It adds definition and flexibility for conditional districts based on guidance by the 
North Carolina School of Government; and 

2. It adds flexibility for staff level amendments to establish and approve the CDs; 
3. It adds better definition on expiration of approved CDs that have not been acted 

upon. 
 
The motion was seconded by Commissioner Pierce and carried unanimously. 
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Commissioner Klusman moved approval of ZTA 02-22 followed by a second from 
Commissioner Greene.  The motion passed unanimously. 
 
The text amendments were approved as follows: 
 
Existing text proposed for deletion appear highlighted with strikethroughs while new text appear as bold red text. 
 
Chapter 21: ZONING ORDINANCE 

 
 Article I.  In General 

Sec. 21-1.  Title. 
Sec. 21-2.  Purpose. 
Sec. 21-3.  Authority. 
Sec. 21-4.  Definitions. 
Sec. 21-5.  Jurisdiction. 
Sec. 21-6.  Bona fide farms exempt. 
Sec. 21-7.  Severability. 
Sec. 21-8.  Abrogation. 
Sec. 21-9.  Use or sale of land or buildings except in conformity with chapter provisions. 
Sec. 21-10.  Relationship to other ordinances. 
Sec. 21-11.  Permit choice, vested rights, and site-specific vesting plans, and development agreements. 

Sec. 21-11.  Permit choice, vested rights, and site-specific vesting plans, and development agreements. 

Pursuant to G.S. 143-755, 160D-108, and 160D-108.1, and Article 10 of 160D provisions to secure a permit choice, 
vested right, or site-specific vesting plan, or development agreement shall be as follows: 
 

(a) Permit choice.   
 

(b) Vested rights.   
 
(c) Site-specific vesting plans.  

 
(d) Development Agreements.  Properties subject to an approved development agreement with the Board 
of Commissioners consistent with Article 10 of G.S. 160D may have a vesting period which exceed the 
duration identified in this subsection. 

Sec. 21-61.  Conditional districts. 
(a) Purpose. There are instances where certain uses may have significant impacts on the surrounding area and 

the county which cannot be predetermined and controlled by general district standards. As a result, a general 
zoning district designation is clearly inappropriate for a property, but a specific use or uses permitted as a 
conditional district subject to development requirements to address the anticipated impacts would be 
consistent with the spirit and intent of this chapter.  a rezoning request to a general district would be 
inappropriate and could not effectively be managed by the district’s general development standards.  
As an alternative manner to evaluate such a request, a conditional district may propose specific 
development standards necessary to address anticipated impacts on surrounding properties and the 
county, establish consistency with adopted plans, and / or provide a clear understanding of the type 
and degree of future development allowed within the district.  This can often be achieved by the 
commitment to a specific use or uses permitted in the conditional district, increased development 
standards, or site plan details, which are tailored to address the aforementioned objectives and 
sufficient to allow for an appropriate evaluation of the request.  This voluntary procedure must be 
petitioned by the property owner or their authorized agent as a firm development proposal and not for securing 
early zoning for tentative uses which may not be undertaken for a long period of time. 
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General Zoning Districts Conditional Districts 

RS RS (CD) 

RR RR (CD) 

RA RA (CD) 

MHP MHP (CD) 

MFR  MFR (CD) 

CBI CBI (CD) 

85-ED-1 85-ED-1 (CD) 

85-ED-2 85-ED-2 (CD) 

85-ED-3 85-ED-3 (CD) 

85-ED-4 85-ED-4 (CD) 

IND IND (CD) 

NB NB (CD) 

INST INST (CD) 

(b) Applications.  Applications for conditional districts shall be on forms provided by the county planning and 
development department. Only property owners or their authorized agents shall apply for rezoning to an 
appropriate conditional district (amended 6-19-00).  In addition to the general information required in section 21-
52 and other applicable sections of this chapter, the petitioner may propose additional limitations or restrictions to 
ensure compatibility between the development and the surrounding area.  The applicant may propose additional 
limitations or restrictions that address: compatibility between the development and surrounding area; 
anticipated impacts; land use plan objectives; or other concerns.  Supporting documentation must clearly 
identify proposed restrictions or conditions that exceed general district standards and govern future 
development within the district. Only uses listed in section 21-113 as permitted by right or as a CD may and as 
a CD be considered within a conditional district. 
Applications must include a site plan containing information from section 21-52 including the general 
location and size of buildings, proposed streets, parking areas, and other operational area improvements.  
While the applicant has discretion in the level of detail or conditions offered to govern the proposed 
conditional district, the application must contain sufficient content for a substantive evaluation by the 
board of commissioners.  The applicant must consider the potential degree of administrative change 
afforded to an approved district in section 21-62(d) when submitting an application.   
(c) Permitted uses and development requirements. Upon approval of If approved as a conditional district, only the 
use or uses identified in the conditional district are allowed subject to any associated conditions or limitations 
therein.  All use requirements of the underlying general use district and section 21-64, if applicable, shall apply 
as well as all other requirements of the ordinance. In no situation shall approval of a conditional district reduce 
required standards of this ordinance unless otherwise provided herein. 
(d) Review Procedures.  Conditional district requests shall follow review procedures referenced in Sec. 21-362. 
(e) Conditional District Approval. The board of commissioners may approve a reclassification of a property to a 
conditional district only upon determining that the proposed use or uses will meet all standards and regulations in 
this chapter that are applicable. Specific conditions applicable to the districts may be proposed by the petitioner or 
the board of commissioners, but only those conditions consented by the petitioner in writing consistent with G.S. 
160D-703(b) may be incorporated into the zoning regulations.  Conditions and site-specific standards imposed in 
a conditional district shall be limited to those that address the conformance of the development and use of the site 
to applicable ordinances, officially adopted comprehensive plans, or impacts reasonably expected to be generated 
by the development or use of the site.     
The approval of the district and any requested conditions shall be included on an a certificate of approval form 
provided by the county. If the approval and any attached conditions are acceptable to the petitioner, then this 
acceptance shall be indicated by the petitioner signing the approval form. 

 
 (Ord. of 1-19-98, § IV; Ord. of 6-17-02; Amend. of 3-7-05; Amend. of 2-20-06(1); Amend. of 6-16-08; Amend. of 6-19-
10; Amend. of 3-5-12; Amend. of 9-6-16; Amend. of 6-21-21) 
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Sec. 21-62.  Effect of approval for conditional districts. 

(a)Conditions attached to approval. Approval of a conditional district and the attached conditions are binding on the 
property as an amendment to the zoning maps. All subsequent development and use of the property shall be in 
accordance with the standards for the approved conditional district, the approved rezoning request, and all 
conditions attached to the certificate of approval.  In accordance with Sec. 21-11(c), an approved conditional 
district secures a vested right to undertake a project for two (2) years unless a longer duration is requested by the 
applicant and approved by the Board of Commissioners. 

(b) Uses allowed. Only uses and structures development indicated on within the approved site plan conditional 
district shall be allowed on the subject property. All uses and structures in a conditional district shall also comply 
with all standards and requirements for development in the underlying zoning district. 

(c) Effect on zoning maps. Following approval of the rezoning request for a conditional district, the subject property 
shall be identified on the zoning map by the appropriate district designation as listed in section 21-61 (a).  All 
parallel conditional use districts approved prior to September 6, 2016 shall hereby be replaced by a comparable 
conditional district.  For example, a pre-existing CBI-CUD designation will be changed to a CBI-CD designation.  
Associated applications, site plans, conditions, and limitations placed on the conditional use district are 
incorporated without change into the standards and conditions for the new conditional district. Changes to a pre-
existing conditional use district are subject to the conditional district process identified in subsection (d).  Nothing 
in the section shall be interpreted to invalidate a pre-existing conditional use district. 

(d) Alterations to approval. Alterations to an approved plan for a conditional district shall be as provided in this 
subsection. 

(1) Except as provided in subsection (2) below, changes to the approved conditional district and maps shall be 
treated as amendments to this chapter and the zoning maps. 

(2) Minor changes. 

a. The county recognizes slight deviations in site-specific development proposals plans may arise from 
circumstances that could not reasonably be anticipated during the rezoning, warranting which may 
warrant changes to the plans and therefore offers a provision for administrative approval of a minor 
change.  The applicant may submit a written request to the planning director that includes supporting 
documentation (e.g. federal / state permits, survey / engineering information, water or sewer permit, soil 
suitability) substantiating the need for the minor change.  After reviewing the record of proceedings, the 
planning director may consider minor changes that are substantially similar to that approved by the Board 
of Commissioners except in instances where reliance was made on an adopted development 
condition identified on the certificate of approval.  Additionally, each request must comply with 
all of subject to the following criteria used as a guide in evaluating and approving a minor change 
request: 
1.Relocation of an operational area improvement(s) that do does not project into the required adopted 
conditional district setback for that respective improvement; 
2.  Reduced setback of no more than ten (10) percent for the operational area improvement       
depicted on the approved plan, provided compliance with the corresponding general district 
setback; 
3.  Increase in total gross floor area(s) by no more than ten (10) percent of the floor area(s) depicted 

on the approved plan, provided the size comply with the corresponding general and / or 
overlay district allowance; 

4.  Change in driveway location along the same road provided the location complies with NCDOT 
standards; 

5. Structural alterations that do not significantly effect the basic style, ornamentation, and / or character 
of the building; or 

6.  Change in detail which does not affect the basic relationship of the use to the required standards of 
the applicable ordinances or condition(s) of approval. or 

7. Any change that impose a standard greater than the conditional district. 
b. Regardless of Sec. 21-62(d)(2)(a)(1-3), the planning director may forward the requested change to the 

Board of Commissioners for consideration require the applicant to submit a new application in the 
same procedure as required for the original issuance of the conditional  district as per Sec. 21-61(b).  All 
Additionally, all other changes shall be reviewed by the Board of Commissioners as per Sec. 21-61(b).  
Modifications requesting reduction of the minimum standards within the zoning ordinance shall be treated 
as a variance request and not considered herein. 

c. Requests for a minor change may be submitted to the planning director at any time, although proposals 
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to change or amend any approved conditional district shall not be considered by the Board of 
Commissioners within one (1) year after date of original authorization of such permit or within one (1) year 
after hearing of any previous proposal to amend or change the district unless deemed appropriate by the 
planning director.  Applicants of amendment proposals to the Board of Commissioners within the one (1) 
year period denied by the planning director may request referral to the Board.  Failure of the Board of 
Commissioners to schedule a legislative hearing regarding an amendment shall constitute denial of the 
request and conditions of the original district shall remain in effect. 

 
d. The Board of Commissioners may consider revocation of an approved conditional district through the 

same procedure as the original permit.  Following the hearing, the Board of Commissioners may elect to 
revoke the district if it is factually determined that one or more instances listed below have occurred: 

 
(1)  Substantial departure from the approved application, plans, or specifications; 
(2) Refusal or failure to comply with the requirements of any applicable local development regulation; 
(3)  False statements or misrepresentations made in securing the approval; or 

(4)  Mistakenly issued in violation of an applicable State or local law. 

 Failure to validate at least one of these instances shall allow the conditional district to remain valid.  
Petitioners may appeal this decision to superior court.  Should a conditional district be revoked, the Board 
of Commissioners will rezone the property back to a general zoning district. 

 (e) Expiration.  If a zoning permit is not issued for development allowed in the conditional district within two 
(2) years of district approval or within a longer duration established by section 21-11, the Planning Director 
may review effort made and / or continued interest in the proposed development with the property owner 
or developer.  If it is apparent that development within the district may not occur for a long period of time, 
the Planning Director may schedule a courtesy hearing to consider an appropriate general zoning district 
consistent with section 21-362.  Absent a rezoning to a general zoning district, all conditions, restrictions, 
and plan details of the conditional district remain in effect. 

 (Ord. of 1-19-98, § IV; Ord. of 10-18-04; Amend. of 11-2-09; Amend. of 10-4-10; Amend. of 3-5-12; Amend. of 9-6-16; 
Amend. of 6-21-21) 

 
5.   LITTER REPORT 
Chairman Edds read from the Litter Report in the agenda packet.  During the month of 
March, Rowan County’s self-funded litter mitigation program removed 18,990 lbs. of 
roadside litter and debris along with 47 discarded tires.  
 
The Rowan County Sheriff’s Office, by virtue of the Environmental Crimes Special 
Deputy, contributed to curb illegal dumping by issuing 9 citations for littering or illegally 
dumping and by identifying 20 illegal dump sites along with providing public outreach 
and promoting the Department of Environmental Management’s Secure Your Load and 
proper waste disposal initiatives. 
 
6.  FINANCIAL REPORTS 
Finance Director James Howden presented several financial graphs depicting the 
following information: 

• Annual Cumulative Expenditure Comparisons as of March 2022 - $113,573,563 

• Annual Cumulative Revenue Comparisons as of March 2022 - $133,004,549 

• Annual Cumulative Current Year Property Tax Comparisons as of February 2022    
– $ 85,681,442 

• Annual Cumulative Sales Tax Comparisons as of December in FY ’2022 - 
$17,823,862 

• Monthly Sales Tax Comparisons as of December in FY’ 2022 - $3,534,929 

DRAFT



 

11 

 

7.  BUDGET AMENDMENTS 
Finance Director James Howden presented the following budget amendments for the 
Board’s consideration: 
 

• Finance – Transfer funds to cover precinct workers and part-time salaries 
through the end of the fiscal year. $12,875 

• Sheriff – Recognize insurance payment received from wrecked asset forfeiture 
vehicle and place funds in the proper expense capital asset: Asset Forfeiture 
Account to allow for purchase of replacement vehicle.  $15,308 

• Finance – Recognize reserved funds from FY 2021 for Sheriff’s Office.  Reserved 
funds represent money received by a department for a restricted purpose. The 
funds that have not been spent by year-end are budgeted for expenditure in the 
new fiscal year.  $3,070 

• Finance – Requesting a budget amendment to address estimated rest of year 
occupancy fees received and paid out to Rowan County TDA. $315,000 

• Airport – Request to transfer money from the General Fund, using Article 44 
economic development reserves to the Airport Fund to purchase large fan.  
$20,892 

 
Commissioner Pierce moved approval of the budget amendments as presented.  The 
motion was seconded by Commissioner Greene and passed unanimously. 
 
8.  ADJOURNMENT 
There being no further business to come before the Board, Commissioner Pierce 
moved to adjourn at 6:57 p.m.  The motion was seconded by Commissioner Greene 
and passed unanimously.    
 
Chairman Edds took a brief moment to introduce and welcome Ann Kitalong-Will, 
recently hired as the County’s Director of Grants Administration and Government 
Relations.  Chairman Edds also wished County Manager Aaron Church a happy 
birthday. 
 
Chairman Edds declared the Board adjourned. 

 
Respectfully Submitted, 
 
 
 

    Carolyn Barger, MMC, NCMCC 
     Clerk to the Board 
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