
 PUBLIC HEARING I (AND ACTION): The purpose of the Public Hearing is to hear citizens' comments on
proposed changes to Chapter 18 Code of Ordinances GS to make the required 160D reference updates.

 Oak Island Chapter 18 - 160A to 160D changes
 Plan Consistency Statement Planning Board Chapter 18 - 160D state statute reference

 PUBLIC HEARING II (AND ACTION): The purpose of the Public Hearing is to receive citizens' comments
on proposed amendments to remove the Flood Ordinance from the Unified Development Ordinance (and to
retain it in Chapter 18).  

 Flood Prevention Ordinance
 Planning Board PlanConst.Statement Flood Ordinance Revision

 PUBLIC HEARING III (AND ACTION): The purpose of the Public Hearing is to hear citizens' comments on
proposed amendments to Chapter 32 -Vegetation.

 Chapter 32 Tree Ordinance
 Plan Consistency Statement Planning Board Chapter 32 Tree Ordinance

 Proclamation -- National Public Works Week, May 16-23, 2021 
 NationalPublicWorksWeek

 Presentation -- Brunswick County Tourism Development Authority -- Mitzi York, Executive Director

 Presentation -- Proposed FY 2021-2022 Budget - Town Manager David Kelly and Finance Director David
Hatten

PROPOSED AGENDA 
OAK ISLAND TOWN COUNCIL REGULAR MEETING

TUESDAY, MAY 11, 2021 – 6:00 PM 
COUNCIL CHAMBERS - OAK ISLAND TOWN HALL

CALL TO ORDER - Honorable Mayor Ken Thomas

INVOCATION AND PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE - Mayor Pro Tempore Scott

PUBLIC HEARINGS AND ACTION

 
 
 

 
 
 

 
 
 
PRESENTATIONS, PROCLAMATIONS AND RECOGNITIONS

 
 

 

 
ADJUSTMENT/APPROVAL OF THE AGENDA

PUBLIC COMMENT - GENERAL TOPICS & AGENDA ITEMS  Please state your name and address before
addressing Council. Observance of the 3-minute time limit for Public Comments as described in Rule 4 (b) and 24 (2) (a)
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https://legistarweb-production.s3.amazonaws.com/uploads/attachment/pdf/896368/Oak_Island_Chapter_18_-_160A_changes.pdf
https://legistarweb-production.s3.amazonaws.com/uploads/attachment/pdf/896369/Plan_Consistency_Statement_Planning_Board_Chapter_18_-_160D_state_statute_reference.pdf
https://legistarweb-production.s3.amazonaws.com/uploads/attachment/pdf/896499/Flood_Prevention_Ordinance.pdf
https://legistarweb-production.s3.amazonaws.com/uploads/attachment/pdf/896498/PB_PlanConst.Statement_Flood_Ordinance_Revision.pdf
https://legistarweb-production.s3.amazonaws.com/uploads/attachment/pdf/896520/Chapter_32_Tree_Ordinance.pdf
https://legistarweb-production.s3.amazonaws.com/uploads/attachment/pdf/896519/Plan_Consistency_Statement_Planning_Board_Chapter_32_Tree_Ordinance.pdf
https://legistarweb-production.s3.amazonaws.com/uploads/attachment/pdf/907427/21NPWW_SampleProclamationUS.pdf


I. CONSENT AGENDA

 I.1 Approval of Minutes
 April 6 2021 Town Council Minutes
 April 20 2021 Town Council Minutes
 April 22 2021 Town Council Budget Workshop Minutes
 April 22 2021 Town Council Minutes
 April 27 2021 Town Council Minutes
 April 29 2021 Town Council Minutes

 I.2 Consideration of Ordinance Amendments to Comply with Changes in the State Statutes (160D)
 Chapter_2___ADMINISTRATION
 Chapter_8__revisions

 I.3 Authorization for Mayor to Execute Easements Regarding Riparian Rights at Blue Water Point

II. ITEMS REMOVED FROM CONSENT AGENDA, IF ANY

III. COMMITTEE APPOINTMENTS 

IV. ADMINISTRATIVE REPORTS (TOWN MANAGER AND TOWN ATTORNEY)

 IV.1 Department Reports
 DevServices_April2021
 Oak Island Fire-April2021
 OIPD_April2021
 PierComplex_April2021
 PublicUtilities_April2021
 PublicWorks_April2021
 Recreation_April2021

V. OLD BUSINESS

 V.1 Consideration of Awarding Bid, Approving Contract for Paving, and Approving the Associated Budget
Ordinance Amendment

 PavingBidAndContract
 BOA FY 2021 - May 2021 - Powell Bill Funds

 V.2 Consideration of an amendment to the Contract with WK Dickson (to include SWRF conversion)
 WKDicksonAmendment1

VI. NEW BUSINESS

VII. ADJOURN

of the Council Rules of Procedure is appreciated. Written comments are also appreciated and should be submitted to the
Town Clerk to be recorded in their entirety in the official Minutes. These may be given to the clerk following comments or
via e-mail to lstites@ci.oak-island.nc.us.

COUNCIL REPORTS (MAYOR AND COUNCIL)
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mailto:lstites@ci.oak-island.nc.us
https://legistarweb-production.s3.amazonaws.com/uploads/attachment/pdf/915973/April_6_2021_Town_Council_Minutes.pdf
https://legistarweb-production.s3.amazonaws.com/uploads/attachment/pdf/913297/April_20_2021_Town_Council_Minutes.pdf
https://legistarweb-production.s3.amazonaws.com/uploads/attachment/pdf/913353/April_22_2021_Town_Council_Budget_Workshop_Minutes.pdf
https://legistarweb-production.s3.amazonaws.com/uploads/attachment/pdf/913206/April_22_2021_Town_Council_Special_Meeting.pdf
https://legistarweb-production.s3.amazonaws.com/uploads/attachment/pdf/913202/April_27_2021_Town_Council_Minutes.pdf
https://legistarweb-production.s3.amazonaws.com/uploads/attachment/pdf/914745/April_29_2021_Town_Council_Minutes.pdf
https://legistarweb-production.s3.amazonaws.com/uploads/attachment/pdf/896991/Chapter_2___ADMINISTRATION.pdf
https://legistarweb-production.s3.amazonaws.com/uploads/attachment/pdf/904682/Chapter_8__revisions.pdf
https://legistarweb-production.s3.amazonaws.com/uploads/attachment/pdf/914096/DevServices_April2021.pdf
https://legistarweb-production.s3.amazonaws.com/uploads/attachment/pdf/911200/Oak_Island_Fire-April.pdf
https://legistarweb-production.s3.amazonaws.com/uploads/attachment/pdf/914087/OIPD_April2021.pdf
https://legistarweb-production.s3.amazonaws.com/uploads/attachment/pdf/911199/PierComplex_April2021.pdf
https://legistarweb-production.s3.amazonaws.com/uploads/attachment/pdf/911197/Utilities_April2021.pdf
https://legistarweb-production.s3.amazonaws.com/uploads/attachment/pdf/911202/PublicWorks_April2021.pdf
https://legistarweb-production.s3.amazonaws.com/uploads/attachment/pdf/914094/Recreation_April2021.pdf
https://legistarweb-production.s3.amazonaws.com/uploads/attachment/pdf/914081/PavingBidAndContract.pdf
https://legistarweb-production.s3.amazonaws.com/uploads/attachment/pdf/916033/BOA_FY_2021_-_May_2021_-_Powell_Bill_Funds.pdf
https://legistarweb-production.s3.amazonaws.com/uploads/attachment/pdf/916020/WKDicksonAmendment1.pdf
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TOWN COUNCIL REGULAR

MEETING
AGENDA ITEM MEMO

 

 

SUBJECT: PUBLIC HEARING I (AND ACTION): The purpose of
the Public Hearing is to hear citizens' comments on
proposed changes to Chapter 18 Code of Ordinances GS
to make the required 160D reference updates.

DATE: May 7, 2021
DEPARTMENT: Development Services

Subject Summary:

The proposed ordinance amendment is staff initiated. The General Assembly has enacted significant legislation
affecting planning and development regulations in North Carolina. To be compliant with the new 160D state laws,
the Town ordinances have to mirror 160D. The new Chapter 160D of the North Carolina General Statutes
consolidates current city- and county-enabling statutes for development regulations into a single, unified chapter.
Chapter 160D places these statutes into a more logical, coherent organization.

All this proposed text amendment does is change the 160A references in Chapter 18 of the Oak Island Code of
Ordinances to the applicable 160D section. The amendment is clerical in nature. Other Chapters of the Oak Island
Code of Ordinances have already been updated to reference the new 160D state statutes. The state law mandated
ordinance is consistent with the Comprehensive Land Use Plan (LUP) because the LUP states in Implementation
Action I.20 that the UDO should be consistent with the current North Carolina Statutes. The Planning Board voted
unanimously to approve the text amendment.

 
Attachments:
Oak Island Chapter 18 - 160A to 160D changes
Plan Consistency Statement Planning Board Chapter 18 - 160D state statute reference
 
Recommendation/Action Needed: Approval
 
Suggested Motion:

I make a motion to approve or deny the text amendment and to adopt the associated plan consistency statement.

 
Follow up Action Needed:  Update Code of Ordinances
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https://legistarweb-production.s3.amazonaws.com/uploads/attachment/pdf/896368/Oak_Island_Chapter_18_-_160A_changes.pdf
https://legistarweb-production.s3.amazonaws.com/uploads/attachment/pdf/896369/Plan_Consistency_Statement_Planning_Board_Chapter_18_-_160D_state_statute_reference.pdf


Chapter 18 - LAND USE DEVELOPMENT[1]

Footnotes: 

--- (1) ---

Cross reference— Buildings and building regulations, ch. 8; streets, sidewalks and other public 
places, ch. 26; utilities, ch. 30; vegetation, ch. 32. 

State Law reference— Planning and regulation of development, G.S. 160A-360 160D-201 et 
seq. 

______________________________________________________________________________

DIVISION 1. - GENERALLY 

Sec. 18-541. - Statutory authorization. 

Municipal. The legislature of the State of North Carolina has in part 6, article 21 of chapter 
143; parts 3, 5, and 8 of article 19 of chapter 160A the applicable sections of 160D; and article 8 
of chapter 160A of the North Carolina General Statutes, delegated to local governmental units 
the responsibility to adopt regulations designed to promote the public health, safety, and general 
welfare. 

Therefore, the Town Council of Oak Island, North Carolina, does ordain as follows: 

(Amend. of 10-10-2017, Art. 1, § A; Amend. of 4-9-2018(3))

______________________________________________________________________________

Sec. 18-652. - Authority. 

The Town of Oak Island is authorized to adopt this article pursuant to North Carolina law, 
including but not limited to article 14, section 5 of the Constitution of North Carolina; the charter 
of the Town of Oak Island; G.S. 143-214.7 and rules promulgated by the environmental 
management commission there under; Session Law 2004-163; ch. 160A 160D, §§ 174, 185. 
Session Law 2007- S.B. 1967. 

(Ord. of 3-10-2009) 
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TOWN COUNCIL REGULAR

MEETING
AGENDA ITEM MEMO

 

 

SUBJECT: PUBLIC HEARING II (AND ACTION): The purpose of
the Public Hearing is to receive citizens' comments on
proposed amendments to remove the Flood Ordinance
from the Unified Development Ordinance (and to retain it
in Chapter 18).  

DATE: May 7, 2021
DEPARTMENT: Development Services

Subject Summary:

The proposed ordinance amendment is staff initiated. When the state model flood ordinance was last adopted, it was
inserted into Chapter 18 of the Code of Ordinances and the correct most recent adopted version was not
incorporated into the UDO (Unified Development Ordinance). The versions of the flood ordinance in Chapter 18
and in the UDO should match. The purpose of the text amendment is to keep the flood ordinances in Chapter 18 and
remove them from the UDO. Since the most up-to-date flood codes are already in Chapter 18, the proposed text
amendment merely references in the UDO the applicable ordinance section number in Chapter 18. The stormwater
portion on the UDO is done the same way. The Planning Board reviewed and recommended approval of the current
flood ordinance on July 2017, and the Town Council adopted the flood ordinance on October 2017.

Appendix A in the UDO, entitled Definitions, has a separate section in it just for flood definitions. This also is
removed and replaced with language that says “See Chapter 18, Article IV – Flood Damage Prevention Section 18-
553.” Article 10 Part VII in the UDO entitled Flood Damage Prevention Regulations - Coastal Regular Phase covers
section 10.75 to section 10.102 is proposed to be removed since the more up-to-date version to be used and
references is in Chapter 18.

Flood history and development pressures are among the factors for a municipality to balance when determining the
appropriate development standards to protect its citizens from flood damage. Development that complies with the
minimum floodplain management requirements is better protected against major flood-related damage. To
participate in the National Flood Insurance Program the town is required to adopt and enforce a flood damage
prevention ordinance. Federal flood insurance is required for all buildings in mapped Special Flood Hazard Areas
shown on FEMA’s maps if they are financed by federally-backed loans or mortgages. For Oak Island that means
anything in the AE or VE flood zone. All homeowners, business owners and renters in communities that participate
in the NFIP may purchase federal flood insurance on any building and its contents, even if it is located outside of
the mapped flood zone. The NFIP’s CRS (Community Rating System) gives “extra credit” to communities in the
form of reduced flood insurance premiums. The attached flood model ordinance is state mandated and benefits the
town by increasing the amount of CRS (Community Rating System) points the town can obtain.

All this proposed text amendment does is replace the outdated flood ordinance in the UDO with the most up-to-date
copy in Chapter 18. The amendment is clerical in nature. Article 10 part VII  is where the proposed language is
inserted. The Land Use Plan contains a plethora of data about flood zones and discusses the importance of effective
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flood codes to mitigate damage caused by flooding. Implementing Actions I.20, I.56 and I.64 in the Comprehensive
Land Use Plan address this topic in a supportive way. The Planning Board unanimously recommended approval of
this text amendment.

 
Attachments:
Flood Prevention Ordinance
Planning Board PlanConst.Statement Flood Ordinance Revision
 
Recommendation/Action Needed: the amendments to the Unified Development Ordinance as presented.
 
Suggested Motion:

I make a motion to approve the flood ordinance amendments as presented and to adopt the associated plan
consistency statement.

 
Follow up Action Needed:  Update ordinances
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https://legistarweb-production.s3.amazonaws.com/uploads/attachment/pdf/896499/Flood_Prevention_Ordinance.pdf
https://legistarweb-production.s3.amazonaws.com/uploads/attachment/pdf/896498/PB_PlanConst.Statement_Flood_Ordinance_Revision.pdf


ARTICLE 10.  PERFORMANCE STANDARDS

PART VII. FLOOD DAMAGE PREVENTION REGULATIONS - COASTAL REGULAR PHASE
PART VII. FLOOD DAMAGE PREVENTION

The owner and/or applicant developer shall comply with all applicable requirements and thresholds 
established by Chapter 18, Article IV – Flood Damage Prevention. All development must comply with 
Chapter 18, Article IV – Flood Damage Prevention (see Chapter 18, Article IV of the Code of Ordinances).

DIVISION I. STATUTORY AUTHORIZATION, FINDINGS OF FACT, PURPOSE, AND OBJECTIVES

SECTION 10.75   STATUTORY AUTHORIZATION.

The Legislature of the State of North Carolina has in Part 6, Article 21 of Chapter 143; Parts 3, 5, and 8 of 
Article 19 of Chapter 160A; and Article 8 of Chapter 160A of the North Carolina General Statutes, 
delegated to local governmental units the responsibility to adopt regulations designed to promote the 
public health, safety, and general welfare.  Therefore, the Town Council of Oak Island, North Carolina, 
does ordain as follows.

SECTION 10.76   FINDINGS OF FACT.

10.76.1. The flood prone areas within the jurisdiction of Oak Island are subject to periodic inundation 
which results in loss of life, property, health and safety hazards, disruption of commerce and 
governmental services, extraordinary public expenditures of flood protection and relief, and impairment 
of the tax base, all of which adversely affect the public health, safety, and general welfare.

10.76.2. These flood losses are caused by the cumulative effect of obstructions in floodplains causing 
increases in flood heights and velocities and by the occupancy in flood prone areas of uses vulnerable to 
floods or other hazards.

SECTION 10.77   STATEMENT OF PURPOSE.

It is the purpose of Part VII, Flood Damage Prevention Regulations to promote public health, safety, and 
general welfare and to minimize public and private losses due to flood conditions within flood prone areas 
by provisions designed to:

10.77.1. Restrict or prohibit uses that are dangerous to health, safety, and property due to water or 
erosion hazards or that result in damaging increases in erosion, flood heights or velocities;

10.77.2. Require that uses vulnerable to floods, including facilities that serve such uses, be protected 
against flood damage at the time of initial construction;

10.77.3. Control the alteration of natural floodplains, stream channels, and natural protective barriers, 
which are involved in the accommodation of flood waters;
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10.77.4. Control filling, grading, dredging, and all other development that may increase erosion or flood 
damage; and

10.77.5. Prevent or regulate the construction of flood barriers that will unnaturally divert floodwaters or 
which may increase flood hazards to other lands.

SECTION 10.78   OBJECTIVES.

The objectives of Part VII, Flood Damage Prevention Regulations are to:

10.78.1. Protect human life, safety, and health;

10.78.2. Minimize expenditure of public money for costly flood control projects;

10.78.3. Minimize the need for rescue and relief efforts associated with flooding and generally undertaken 
at the expense of the general public;

10.78.4. Minimize prolonged business losses and interruptions;

10.78.5. Minimize damage to public facilities and utilities (i.e. water and gas mains, electric, telephone, 
cable and sewer lines, streets, and bridges) that are located in flood prone areas;

10.78.6. Help maintain a stable tax base by providing for the sound use and development of flood prone 
areas; and

10.78.7. Ensure that potential buyers are aware that property is in a Special Flood Hazard Area.

DIVISION II. GENERAL PROVISIONS

SECTION 10.79   LANDS TO WHICH PART VII APPLIES.

Part VII, Flood Damage Prevention Regulations shall apply to all Special Flood Hazard Areas within the 
jurisdiction, including extraterritorial jurisdictions (ETJs) if applicable, of Oak Island.

SECTION 10.80   BASIS FOR ESTABLISHING THE SPECIAL FLOOD HAZARD AREAS.

The Special Flood Hazard Areas are those identified under the Cooperating Technical State (CTS) 
agreement between the State of North Carolina and FEMA in its Flood Insurance Study (FIS) dated June 2, 
2006, for Brunswick County and associated DFIRM panels, including any digital data developed as part of 
the FIS, which are adopted by reference and declared a part of this Ordinance.  Future revisions to the FIS 
and DFIRM panels that do not change flood hazard data within the jurisdictional authority of Oak Island 
are also adopted by reference and declared a part of this Ordinance.  Subsequent Letter of Map revisions 
(LOMRs) and/or Physical Map Revisions (PMRs) shall be adopted within three (3) months.

SECTION 10.81   ESTABLISHMENT OF FLOODPLAIN DEVELOPMENT PERMIT.
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A Floodplain Development Permit shall be required in conformance with the provisions of this ordinance 
prior to the commencement of any development activities within Special Flood Hazard Areas determined 
in accordance with the provisions of Section 10.80 of this Ordinance.

SECTION 10.82   COMPLIANCE.

No structure or land shall hereafter be located, extended, converted, altered, or developed in any way 
without full compliance with the terms of this ordinance and other applicable regulations.

SECTION 10.83  ABROGATION AND GREATER RESTRICTIONS.

This ordinance is not intended to repeal, abrogate, or impair any existing easements, covenants, or deed 
restrictions.  However, where this ordinance and another conflict or overlap, whichever imposes the more 
stringent restrictions shall prevail.

SECTION 10.84   INTERPRETATION.

In the interpretation and application of the Flood Damage Prevention Regulations, all provisions shall be:

10.84.1. Considered as minimum requirements;

10.84.2. Liberally construed in favor of the governing body; and

10.84.3. Deemed neither to limit nor repeal any other powers granted under State statutes.

SECTION 10.85   WARNING AND DISCLAIMER OF LIABILITY.

The degree of flood protection required by these regulations are considered reasonable for regulatory 
purposes and is based on scientific and engineering consideration.  Larger floods can and will occur.  Actual 
flood heights may be increased by man-made or natural causes.  These regulations do not imply that land 
outside the Special Flood Hazard Areas or uses permitted within such areas will be free from flooding or 
flood damages.  These regulations shall not create liability on the part of Oak Island or by any officer or 
employee thereof for any flood damages that result from reliance on these regulations or any 
administrative decision lawfully made hereunder.

SECTION 10.86   PENALTIES FOR VIOLATION.
Violation of the provisions of these regulations or failure to comply with any of its requirements, including 
violation of conditions and safeguards established in connection with grants of variance or special 
exceptions, shall constitute a Class 1 misdemeanor pursuant to NCGS 143-215.58.  Any person who 
violates this ordinance or fails to comply with any of its requirements shall, upon conviction thereof, be 
fined not more than $100.00 or imprisoned for not more than thirty (30) days, or both.  Each day such 
violation continues shall be considered a separate offense.  Nothing herein contained shall prevent Oak 
Island from taking such other lawful action as is necessary to prevent or remedy any violation. 

DIVISION III. ADMINISTRATION
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SECTION 10.87   DESIGNATION OF FLOODPLAIN ADMINISTRATOR.

The Development Services Director or designee, hereinafter referred to as the "Floodplain Administrator," 
is hereby appointed to administer and implement the provisions of these regulations.  The Floodplain 
Administrator may delegate performance of certain duties to other employees.

SECTION 10.88   FLOODPLAIN PERMIT APPLICATION, PERMIT AND CERTIFICATION REQUIREMENTS.

10.88.1. Application Requirements.
Application for a Floodplain Development Permit shall be made to the Floodplain Administrator prior to 
any development activities located within Special Flood Hazard Areas.  The following items shall be 
presented to the Floodplain Administrator to apply for a floodplain development permit:

10.88.1.1. A plot plan drawn to scale which shall include, but shall not be limited to, the following 
specific details of the proposed floodplain development:

10.88.1.1.1. The nature, location, dimensions, and elevations of the area of 
development/disturbance; existing and proposed structures, utility systems, 
grading/pavement areas, fill materials, storage areas, drainage facilities, and other 
development;

10.88.1.1.2. The boundary of the Special Flood Hazard Area as delineated on the FIRM or 
other flood map as determined in Section 10.80, or a statement that the entire lot is 
within the Special Flood Hazard Area;

10.88.1.1.3. Flood zone(s) designation of the proposed development area as determined 
on the FIRM or other flood map as determined in Section 10.80;

10.88.1.1.4. The boundary of the floodway(s) or non-encroachment area(s) as 
determined in Section 10.80;

10.88.1.1.5. The Base Flood Elevation (BFE) where provided as set forth in Section 10.80; 
Section 10.89; or Section 10.94;
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10.88.1.1.6. The old and new location of any watercourse that will be altered or relocated 
as a result of proposed development;

10.88.1.1.7. The boundary and designation date of the Coastal Barrier Resource System 
(CBRS) area or Otherwise Protected Areas (OPA), if applicable; and

10.88.1.1.8. The certification of the plot plan by a registered land surveyor or professional 
engineer.

10.88.1.2. Proposed elevation, and method thereof, of all development within a Special Flood 
Hazard Area including but not limited to:

10.88.1.2.1. Elevation in relation to mean sea level of the proposed reference level 
(including basement) of all structures;

10.88.1.2.2. Elevation in relation to mean sea level to which any non-residential structure 
in Zone A, AE, AH, AO, A99 will be flood-proofed; and

10.88.1.2.3. Elevation in relation to mean sea level to which any proposed utility systems 
will be elevated or floodproofed.

10.88.1.3. If floodproofing, a Floodproofing Certificate (FEMA Form  086-0-34) with supporting 
data, an operational plan, and an inspection and maintenance plan, that include, but are not 
limited to, installation, exercise, and maintenance of floodproofing measures.  

10.88.1.4. A Foundation Plan, drawn to scale, which shall include details of the proposed 
foundation system to ensure all provisions of this ordinance are met.  These details include but 
are not limited to:

10.88.1.4.1. The proposed method of elevation, if applicable (i.e., fill, solid foundation 
perimeter wall, solid backfilled foundation, open foundation on columns/posts/piers/ 
piles/shear walls); and

10.88.1.4.2. Openings to facilitate automatic equalization of hydrostatic flood forces on 
walls in accordance with Section 10.88.4.3 when solid foundation perimeter walls are 
used in Zones A, AE, AH, AO, A99.

10.88.1.4.3. The following, in Coastal High Hazard Areas, in accordance with the 
provisions of Section 10.93.4.4 and Section 10.97:

10.88.1.4.3.1. V-Zone Certification with accompanying plans and specifications 
verifying the engineered structure and any breakaway wall designs;
10.88.1.4.3.2. Plans for open wood latticework or insect screening, if applicable; 
and

10.88.1.4.3.3. Plans for non-structural fill, if applicable.  If non-structural fill is 
proposed, it must be demonstrated through coastal engineering analysis that the 

13



proposed fill would not result in any increase in the Base Flood Elevation or 
otherwise cause adverse impacts by wave ramping and deflection on to the 
subject structure or adjacent properties.

10.88.1.5. Usage details of any enclosed areas below the lowest floor.

10.88.1.6. Plans and/or details for the protection of public utilities and facilities such as sewer, 
gas, electrical, and water systems to be located and constructed to minimize flood damage.

10.88.1.7. Certification that all other Local, State and Federal permits required prior to floodplain 
development permit issuance have been received.

10.88.1.8. Documentation for placement of Recreational Vehicles and/or Temporary Structures, 
when applicable, to ensure that the provisions of Section 10.93.6 and 10.93.7 of this Ordinance 
are met.

10.88.1.9. A description of proposed watercourse alteration or relocation, when applicable, 
including an engineering report on the effects of the proposed project on the flood-carrying 
capacity of the watercourse and the effects to properties located both upstream and 
downstream; and a map (if not shown on plot plan) showing the location of the proposed 
watercourse alteration or relocation.

10.88.2. Permit Requirements.
The Floodplain Development Permit shall include, but not be limited to:

10.88.2.1. A complete description of all the development to be permitted under the floodplain 
development permit. (i.e., house, garage, pool, septic, bulkhead, cabana, pier, bridge, mining, 
dredging, filling, grading, paving, excavation or drilling operations, or storage of equipment or 
materials, etc.).

10.88.2.2. The Special Flood Hazard Area determination for the proposed development in 
accordance with the available data specified in Section 10.80.

10.88.2.3. The regulatory flood protection elevation required for the reference level and all 
attendant utilities.

10.88.2.4. The regulatory flood protection elevation required for the protection of all public 
utilities.

10.88.2.5. All certification submittal requirements with timelines.

10.88.2.6. A statement that no fill material or other development shall encroach into the floodway 
or non-encroachment area of any watercourse unless the requirements of Section 10.96 are met.

10.88.2.7. The flood openings requirements, if in Zones A, AE, AH, AO, A99.
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10.88.2.8. Limitations of below BFE enclosures uses, if applicable (i.e., parking, building access 
and limited storage only).  

10.88.2.9. A statement, if in Zone VE, that there shall be no alteration of sand dunes which would 
increase potential flood damage.  

10.88.2.10. A statement, if in Zone VE, that there shall be no fill used for structural support.  

10.88.2.11. A statement that all materials below BFE/RFPE must be flood resistant materials.

10.88.3. Certification Requirements.

10.88.3.1. Elevation Certificates.

10.88.3.1.1. An Elevation Certificate (FEMA Form 086-0-33) is required prior to the actual 
start of any new construction.  It shall be the duty of the permit holder to submit to the 
Floodplain Administrator a certification of the elevation of the reference level, in relation 
to mean sea level.  The Floodplain Administrator shall review the certificate data 
submitted.  Deficiencies detected by such review shall be corrected by the permit holder 
prior to the beginning of construction.  Failure to submit the certification or failure to 
make required corrections shall be cause to deny a floodplain development permit.  

10.88.3.1.2. An Elevation Certificate (FEMA Form 086-0-33) is required after the reference 
level is established.  Within seven (7) calendar days of establishment of the reference 
level elevation, it shall be the duty of the permit holder to submit to the Floodplain 
Administrator a certification of the elevation of the reference level, in relation to mean 
sea level.  Any work done within the seven (7) day calendar period and prior to submission 
of the certification shall be at the permit holder's risk.  The Floodplain Administrator shall 
review the certificate data submitted.  Deficiencies detected by such review shall be 
corrected by the permit holder immediately and prior to further work being permitted to 
proceed.  Failure to submit the certification or failure to make required corrections shall
be cause to issue a stop-work order for the project.  

10.88.3.1.3. A final Finished Construction Elevation Certificate (FEMA Form 086-0-33) is 
required after construction is completed and prior to Certificate of 
Compliance/Occupancy issuance.  It shall be the duty of the permit holder to submit to 
the Floodplain Administrator a certification of final as-built construction of the elevation 
of the reference level and all attendant utilities. The Floodplain Administrator shall review 
the certificate data submitted.  Deficiencies detected by such review shall be corrected 
by the permit holder immediately and prior to Certificate of Compliance/Occupancy 
issuance.  In some instances, another certification may be required to certify corrected 
as-built construction.  Failure to submit the certification or failure to make required 
corrections shall be cause to withhold the issuance of a Certificate of 
Compliance/Occupancy.  The Finished Construction Elevation Certificate certifier shall 
provide at least 2 photographs showing the front and rear of the building taken within 90 
days from the date of certification.  The photographs must be taken with views confirming 
the building description and diagram number provided in Section 10.75.  To the extent 
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possible, these photographs should show the entire building including foundation.  If the 
building has split-level or multi-level areas, provide at least 2 additional photographs 
showing side views of the building.  In addition, when applicable, provide a photograph 
of the foundation showing a representative example of the flood openings or vents.  All 
photographs must be in color and measure at least 3"  3". Digital photographs are 
acceptable.  

10.88.3.2. Floodproofing Certificate.  If non-residential floodproofing is used to meet the 
regulatory flood protection elevation requirements, a Floodproofing Certificate (FEMA Form 086-
0-34), with supporting data, an operational plan, and an inspection and maintenance plan are 
required prior to the actual start of any new construction.  It shall be the duty of the permit holder 
to submit to the Floodplain Administrator a certification of the floodproofed design elevation of 
the reference level and all attendant utilities, in relation to mean sea level.  Floodproofing 
certification shall be prepared by or under the direct supervision of a professional engineer or 
architect and certified by same.  The Floodplain Administrator shall review the certificate data, 
the operational plan, and the inspection and maintenance plan.  Deficiencies detected by such 
review shall be corrected by the applicant prior to permit approval.  Failure to submit the 
certification or failure to make required corrections shall be cause to deny a floodplain 
development permit.  Failure to construct in accordance with the certified design shall be cause 
to withhold the issuance of a Certificate of Compliance/Occupancy. 

10.88.3.3. If a manufactured home is placed within Zone A, AE, AH, AO, A99 and the elevation of 
the chassis is more than 36 inches in height above grade, an engineered foundation certification 
is required in accordance with the provisions of Section 10.93.3.2.

10.88.3.4. If a watercourse is to be altered or relocated, a description of the extent of watercourse 
alteration or relocation; a professional engineer's certified report on the effects of the proposed 
project on the flood-carrying capacity of the watercourse and the effects to properties located 
both upstream and downstream; and a map showing the location of the proposed watercourse 
alteration or relocation shall all be submitted by the permit applicant prior to issuance of a 
floodplain development permit.

10.88.3.5. Certification Exemptions.  The following structures, if located within Zone A, AE, AH, 
AO, A99, are exempt from the elevation/floodproofing certification requirements specified in 
subsection 10.88.3.1 and 10.88.3.2 of this section:

10.88.3.5.1. Recreational Vehicles meeting requirements of Section 10.93.6.1;

10.88.3.5.2. Temporary Structures meeting requirements of Section 10.93.7; and

10.88.3.5.3. Accessory Structures that are 150 square feet or less or $5,000 or less and 
meeting requirements of Section 10.93.8.

10.88.3.6. A V-Zone Certification with accompanying design plans and specifications is required 
prior to issuance of a Floodplain Development permit within coastal high hazard areas.  It shall be 
the duty of the permit applicant to submit to the Floodplain Administrator said certification to 
ensure the design standards of this ordinance are met.  A registered professional engineer or 
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architect shall develop or review the structural design, plans, and specifications for construction 
and certify that the design and methods of construction to be used are in accordance with 
accepted standards of practice for meeting the provisions of this ordinance.  This certification is 
not a substitute for an Elevation Certificate.  In addition, prior to the Certificate of 
Compliance/Occupancy issuance, a registered professional engineer or architect shall certify the 
finished construction is compliant with the design, specifications and plans for VE Zone 
construction.  

10.88.4. Determinations for Existing Buildings and Structures.
For applications for building permits to improve buildings and structures, including alterations, 
movement, enlargement, replacement, repair, change of occupancy, additions, rehabilitations, 
renovations, substantial improvements, repairs of substantial damage, and any other improvement of or 
work on such buildings and structures, the Floodplain Administrator, in coordination with the Building 
Inspector, shall:

10.88.4.1. Estimate the market value, or require the applicant to obtain an appraisal of the market 
value prepared by a qualified independent appraiser, of the building or structure before the start 
of construction of the proposed work; in the case of repair, the market value of the building or 
structure shall be the market value before the damage occurred and before any repairs are made;

10.88.4.2. Compare the cost to perform the improvement, the cost to repair a damaged building 
to its pre-damaged condition, or the combined costs of improvements and repairs, if applicable, 
to the market value of the building or structure;

10.88.4.3. Determine and document whether the proposed work constitutes substantial 
improvement or repair of substantial damage; and

10.88.4.4. Notify the applicant if it is determined that the work constitutes substantial 
improvement or repair of substantial damage and that compliance with the flood resistant 
construction requirements of the NC Building Code and this ordinance is required.

SECTION 10.89   DUTIES AND RESPONSIBILITIES OF THE FLOODPLAIN ADMINISTRATOR.

The Floodplain Administrator shall perform, but not be limited to, the following duties:

10.89.1. Review all floodplain development applications and issue permits for all proposed development 
within Special Flood Hazard Areas to assure that the requirements of this ordinance have been satisfied.

10.89.2. Review all proposed development within Special Flood Hazard Areas to assure that all necessary 
Local, State and Federal permits have been received, including Section 404 of the Federal Water Pollution 
Control Act Amendments of 1972, 33 U.S.C. 1334.

10.89.3. Notify adjacent communities and the North Carolina Department of Crime Control and Public 
Safety, Division of Emergency Management, State Coordinator for the National Flood Insurance Program 
prior to any alteration or relocation of a watercourse, and submit evidence of such notification to the 
Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA).
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10.89.4. Assure that maintenance is provided within the altered or relocated portion of said watercourse 
so that the flood-carrying capacity is maintained.

10.89.5. Prevent encroachments into floodways and non-encroachment areas unless the certification and 
flood hazard reduction provisions of Section 10.96 are met.

10.89.6. Obtain actual elevation (in relation to mean sea level) of the reference level (including basement) 
and all attendant utilities of all new and substantially improved structures, in accordance with Section 
10.88.3.

10.89.7. Obtain actual elevation (in relation to mean sea level) to which all new and substantially improved 
structures and utilities have been floodproofed, in accordance with the provisions of Section 10.88.3.

10.89.8. Obtain actual elevation (in relation to mean sea level) of all public utilities in accordance with the 
provisions of Section 10.88.3.

10.89.9. When floodproofing is utilized for a particular structure, obtain certifications from a registered 
professional engineer or architect in accordance with the provisions of Section 10.88.3 and Section 
10.93.2.

10.89.10. Where interpretation is needed as to the exact location of boundaries of the Special Flood 
Hazard Areas, floodways, or non-encroachment areas (for example, where there appears to be a conflict 
between a mapped boundary and actual field conditions), make the necessary interpretation.  The person 
contesting the location of the boundary shall be given a reasonable opportunity to appeal the 
interpretation as provided in this article.

10.89.11. When Base Flood Elevation (BFE) data has not been provided in accordance with Section 10.80, 
obtain, review, and reasonably utilize any Base Flood Elevation (BFE) data, along with floodway data or 
non-encroachment area data available from a Federal, State, or other source, including data developed 
pursuant to Section 10.94.2.2, in order to administer the provisions of these regulations.

10.89.12. When Base Flood Elevation (BFE) data is provided but no floodway or non-encroachment area 
data has been provided in accordance with Section 10.80, obtain, review, and reasonably utilize any 
floodway data or non-encroachment area data available from a Federal, State, or other source in order to 
administer the provisions of these regulations.

10.89.13. When the lowest floor and the lowest adjacent grade of a structure or the lowest ground 
elevation of a parcel in a Special Flood Hazard Area is above the Base Flood Elevation, advise the property 
owner of the option to apply for a Letter of Map Amendment (LOMA) from FEMA.  Maintain a copy of the 
Letter of Map Amendment (LOMA) issued by FEMA in the floodplain development permit file.

10.89.14. Permanently maintain all records that pertain to the administration of these regulations and 
make these records available for public inspection, recognizing that such information may be subject to 
the Privacy Act of 1974, as amended.

10.89.15. Make on-site inspections of work in progress.  As the work pursuant to a floodplain development 
permit progresses, the Floodplain Administrator shall make as many inspections of the work as may be 
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necessary to ensure that the work is being done according to the provisions of the local ordinance and 
the terms of the permit.  In exercising this power, the Floodplain Administrator has a right, upon 
presentation of proper credentials, to enter on any premises within the jurisdiction of the community at 
any reasonable hour for the purposes of inspection or other enforcement action.

10.89.16. Issue stop-work orders as required.  Whenever a building or part thereof is being constructed, 
reconstructed, altered, or repaired in violation of these regulations, the Floodplain Administrator may 
order the work to be immediately stopped.  The stop-work order shall be in writing and directed to the 
person doing or in charge of the work.  The stop-work order shall state the specific work to be stopped, 
the specific reason(s) for the stoppage, and the condition(s) under which the work may be resumed.  
Violation of a stop-work order constitutes a misdemeanor.

10.89.17. Revoke floodplain development permits as required.  The Floodplain Administrator may revoke 
and require the return of the floodplain development permit by notifying the permit holder in writing 
stating the reason(s) for the revocation.  Permits shall be revoked for any substantial departure from the 
approved application, plans, and specifications; for refusal or failure to comply with the requirements of 
State or local laws; or for false statements or misrepresentations made in securing the permit.  Any 
floodplain development permit mistakenly issued in violation of an applicable State or local law may also 
be revoked.

10.89.18. Make periodic inspections throughout the special flood hazard areas within the jurisdiction of 
the community.  The Floodplain Administrator and each member of his or her inspections department 
shall have a right, upon presentation of proper credentials, to enter on any premises within the territorial 
jurisdiction of the department at any reasonable hour for the purposes of inspection or other enforcement 
action.

10.89.19. Follow through with corrective procedures of Section 10.90.

10.89.20. Review, provide input, and make recommendations for variance requests.

10.89.21. Maintain a current map repository to include, but not limited to, the FIS Report, FIRM and other 
official flood maps and studies adopted in accordance with Section 10.80 of this ordinance, including any 
revisions thereto including Letters of Map Change, issued by FEMA.  Notify State and FEMA of mapping 
needs.

10.89.22. Coordinate revisions to FIS reports and FIRMs, including Letters of Map Revision Based on Fill 
(LOMR-F) and Letters of Map Revision (LOMR).

SECTION 10.90   CORRECTIVE PROCEDURES.

10.90.1. Violations to be Corrected.
When the Floodplain Administrator finds violations of applicable State and local laws, it shall be his or her 
duty to notify the owner or occupant of the building of the violation.  The owner or occupant shall 
immediately remedy each of the violations of law cited in such notification.

10.90.2. Actions in Event of Failure to Take Corrective Action.
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If the owner of a building or property shall fail to take prompt corrective action, the Floodplain 
Administrator shall give the owner written notice, by certified or registered mail to the owner's last known 
address or by personal service, stating: 

10.90.2.1. That the building or property is in violation of the floodplain management regulations;

10.90.2.2. That a hearing will be held before the Floodplain Administrator at a designated place 
and time, not later than ten (10) days after the date of the notice, at which time the owner shall 
be entitled to be heard in person or by counsel and to present arguments and evidence pertaining
to the matter; and

10.90.2.3. That following the hearing, the Floodplain Administrator may issue an order to alter, 
vacate, or demolish the building; or to remove fill as applicable.

10.90.3. Order to Take Corrective Action.
If, upon a hearing held pursuant to the notice prescribed above, the Floodplain Administrator shall find 
that the building or development is in violation of the Flood Damage Prevention Regulations, they shall 
issue an order in writing to the owner, requiring the owner to remedy the violation within a specified time 
period, not less than sixty (60) calendar days, nor more than one hundred eighty (180) calendar days.  
Where the Floodplain Administrator finds that there is imminent danger to life or other property, they 
may order that corrective action be taken in such lesser period as may be feasible.

10.90.4. Appeal.
Any owner who has received an order to take corrective action may appeal the order to the local elected 
governing body by giving notice of appeal in writing to the Floodplain Administrator and the clerk within 
ten (10) days following issuance of the final order.  In the absence of an appeal, the order of the Floodplain 
Administrator shall be final.  The local governing body shall hear an appeal within a reasonable time and 
may affirm, modify and affirm, or revoke the order.

10.90.5. Failure to Comply with Order.
If the owner of a building or property fails to comply with an order to take corrective action for which no 
appeal has been made or fails to comply with an order of the governing body following an appeal, the 
owner shall be guilty of a Class 1misdemeanor pursuant to NCGS 143-215.88 and shall be punished at the 
discretion of the court.

SECTION 10.91   VARIANCE PROCEDURES.

10.91.1. The Board of Adjustment as established by Oak Island, hereinafter referred to as the "appeal 
board", shall hear and decide requests for variances from the requirements of these regulations.

10.91.2. Any person aggrieved by the decision of the appeal board may appeal such decision to the Court, 
as provided in Chapter 7A of the North Carolina General Statutes.

10.91.3. Variances may be issued for:

10.91.3.1. The repair or rehabilitation of historic structures upon the determination that the 
proposed repair or rehabilitation will not preclude the structure's continued designation as a 
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historic structure and that the variance is the minimum necessary to preserve the historic 
character and design of the structure;

10.91.3.2. Functionally dependent facilities if determined to meet the definition as stated in 
Appendix A of this ordinance, provided provisions of Sections 10.91.9.2, 10.91.9.3, and 10.91.9.5 
have been satisfied, and such facilities are protected by methods that minimize flood damages 
during the base flood and create no additional threats to public safety; or

10.91.3.3. Any other type of development, provided it meets the requirements of this Section.

10.91.4. In passing upon variances, the appeal board shall consider all technical evaluations, all relevant 
factors, all standards specified in other sections of this ordinance, and:

10.91.4.1. The danger that materials may be swept onto other lands to the injury of others;

10.91.4.2. The danger to life and property due to flooding or erosion damage;

10.91.4.3. The susceptibility of the proposed facility and its contents to flood damage and the 
effect of such damage on the individual owner;

10.91.4.4. The importance of the services provided by the proposed facility to the community;

10.91.4.5. The necessity to the facility of a waterfront location as defined under Appendix A of 
this ordinance as a functionally dependent facility, where applicable;

10.91.4.6. The availability of alternative locations, not subject to flooding or erosion damage, for 
the proposed use;

10.91.4.7. The compatibility of the proposed use with existing and anticipated development;

10.91.4.8. The relationship of the proposed use to the comprehensive plan and floodplain 
management program for that area;

10.91.4.9. The safety of access to the property in times of flood for ordinary and emergency 
vehicles;

10.91.4.10. The expected heights, velocity, duration, rate of rise, and sediment transport of the 
floodwaters and the effects of wave action, if applicable, expected at the site; and

10.91.4.11. The costs of providing governmental services during and after flood conditions 
including maintenance and repair of public utilities and facilities such as sewer, gas, electrical and 
water systems, and streets and bridges.

10.91.5. A written report addressing each of the above factors shall be submitted with the application for 
a variance.
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10.91.6. Upon consideration of the factors listed above and the purposes of these regulations, the appeal 
board may attach such conditions to the granting of variances as it deems necessary to further the 
purposes and objectives of these regulations.
10.91.7. Any applicant to whom a variance is granted shall be given written notice specifying the 
difference between the Base Flood Elevation (BFE) and the elevation to which the structure is to be built 
and that such construction below the Base Flood Elevation increases risks to life and property, and that 
the issuance of a variance to construct a structure below the Base Flood Elevation will result in increased 
premium rates for flood insurance up to $25 per $100 of insurance coverage.  Such notification shall be 
maintained with a record of all variance actions, including justification for their issuance.

10.91.8. The Floodplain Administrator shall maintain the records of all appeal actions and report any 
variances to the Federal Emergency Management Agency and the State of North Carolina upon request.

10.91.9. Conditions for Variances:

10.91.9.1. Variances shall not be issued when the variance will make the structure in violation of 
other Federal, State, or local laws, regulations, or ordinances.

10.91.9.2. Variances shall not be issued within any designated floodway or non-encroachment 
area if the variance would result in any increase in flood levels during the base flood discharge.

10.91.9.3. Variances shall only be issued upon a determination that the variance is the minimum 
necessary, considering the flood hazard, to afford relief.

10.91.9.4. Variances shall only be issued prior to development permit approval.  

10.91.9.5. Variances shall only be issued upon:

10.91.9.5.1. A showing of good and sufficient cause;

10.91.9.5.2. A determination that failure to grant the variance would result in exceptional 
hardship; and

10.91.9.5.3. A determination that the granting of a variance will not result in increased 
flood heights, additional threats to public safety, or extraordinary public expense, create 
nuisance, cause fraud on or victimization of the public, or conflict with existing local laws 
or ordinances.

10.91.10. A variance may be issued for solid waste disposal facilities, hazardous waste management 
facilities, salvage yards, and chemical storage facilities that are located in Special Flood Hazard Areas 
provided that all of the following conditions are met.

10.91.10.1. The use serves a critical need in the community.

10.91.10.2. No feasible location exists for the use outside the Special Flood Hazard Area.
10.91.10.3. The reference level of any structure is elevated or floodproofed to at least the 
regulatory flood protection elevation.
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10.91.10.4. The use complies with all other applicable Federal, State and local laws.

10.91.10.5. The Town of Oak Island has notified the Secretary of the North Carolina Department 
of Public Safety of its intention to grant a variance at least thirty (30) calendar days prior to 
granting the variance.

DIVISION IV. PROVISIONS FOR FLOOD HAZARD REDUCTION

SECTION 10.92   GENERAL STANDARDS.

In all Special Flood Hazard Areas, the following provisions are required:

10.92.1. All new construction and substantial improvements shall be designed (or modified) and 
adequately anchored to prevent flotation, collapse, and lateral movement of the structure.

10.92.2. All new construction and substantial improvements shall be constructed with materials and utility 
equipment resistant to flood damage in accordance with the FEMA Technical Bulletin 2, Flood Damage-
Resistant Materials Requirements.

10.92.3. All new construction and substantial improvements shall be constructed by methods and 
practices that minimize flood damages.

10.92.4. All new electrical, heating, ventilation, plumbing, air conditioning equipment, and other service 
facilities shall be located at or above the RFPE or designed and installed to prevent water from entering 
or accumulating within the components during the occurrence of the base flood.  These include, but are 
not limited to, HVAC equipment, water softener units, bath/kitchen fixtures, ductwork, electric/gas meter 
panels/boxes, utility/cable boxes, hot water heaters, and electric outlets/switches.  If replaced as part of 
a substantial improvement, electrical, heating, ventilation, plumbing, air conditioning equipment, and 
other service equipment shall also meet these provisions.

10.92.5. All new and replacement water supply systems shall be designed to minimize or eliminate 
infiltration of floodwaters into the system.

10.92.6. New and replacement sanitary sewage systems shall be designed to minimize or eliminate 
infiltration of floodwaters into the systems and discharges from the systems into flood waters.

10.92.7. On-site waste disposal systems shall be located and constructed to avoid impairment to them or 
contamination from them during flooding.

10.92.8. Any alteration, repair, reconstruction, or improvements to a structure, which is in compliance 
with the provisions of these regulations, shall meet the requirements of "new construction" as contained 
in these regulations.

10.92.9. Nothing in these regulations shall prevent the repair, reconstruction, or replacement of a building 
or structure existing on the effective date of this Ordinance and located totally or partially within the 
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floodway, non-encroachment area, or stream setback, provided there is no additional encroachment 
below the regulatory flood protection elevation in the floodway, non-encroachment area, or stream 
setback, and provided that such repair, reconstruction, or replacement meets all of the other 
requirements of this Ordinance. 

10.92.10. New solid waste disposal facilities and sites, hazardous waste management facilities, salvage 
yards, and chemical storage facilities shall not be permitted, except by variance as specified in Section 
10.91.10.  A structure or tank for chemical or fuel storage incidental to an allowed use or to the operation 
of a water treatment plant or wastewater treatment facility may be located in a Special Flood Hazard Area 
only if the structure or tank is either elevated or floodproofed to at least the regulatory flood protection 
elevation and certified in accordance with the provisions of Section 10.88.3.

10.92.11. All subdivision proposals and other development proposals shall be consistent with the need to 
minimize flood damage.

10.92.12. All subdivision proposals and other development proposals shall have public utilities and 
facilities such as sewer, gas, electrical, and water systems located and constructed to minimize flood 
damage.

10.92.13. All subdivision proposals and other development proposals shall have adequate drainage 
provided to reduce exposure to flood hazards.

10.92.14. All subdivision proposals and other development proposals shall have received all necessary 
permits from those governmental agencies for which approval is required by Federal or State law, 
including Section 404 of the Federal Water Pollution Control Act Amendments of 1972, 33 U.S.C. 1334.

10.92.15. When a structure is partially located in a special flood hazard area, the entire structure shall 
meet the requirements for new construction and substantial improvements.

10.92.16. When a structure is located in multiple flood hazard zones or in a flood hazard risk zone with 
multiple base flood elevations, the provisions for the more restrictive flood hazard risk zone and the 
highest base flood elevation shall apply.

SECTION 10.93   SPECIFIC STANDARDS.

In all Special Flood Hazard Areas where Base Flood Elevation (BFE) data has been provided, as set forth in 
Section 10.80 or Section 10.94, the following provisions, in addition to the provisions of Section 10.92, are 
required:

10.93.1. Residential Construction.
New construction and substantial improvement of any residential structure (including manufactured 
homes) shall have the reference level, including basement, elevated no lower than the regulatory flood 
protection elevation, as defined in Appendix A of this Ordinance.

10.93.2. Non-Residential Construction.
New construction and substantial improvement of any commercial, industrial, or other non-residential 
structure shall have the reference level, including basement, elevated no lower than the regulatory flood 
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protection elevation, as defined in Appendix A of this ordinance.  Structures located in A, AE, AH, AO, A99 
Zones may be floodproofed to the regulatory flood protection elevation in lieu of elevation provided that 
all areas of the structure, together with attendant utility and sanitary facilities, below the regulatory flood 
protection elevation are watertight with walls substantially impermeable to the passage of water, using 
structural components having the capability of resisting hydrostatic and hydrodynamic loads and the 
effect of buoyancy.  For AO Zones, the floodproofing elevation shall be in accordance with Section 10.99.2.  
A registered professional engineer or architect shall certify that the standards of this subsection are 
satisfied.  Such certification shall be provided to the Floodplain Administrator as set forth in Section 
10.88.3, along with the operational plan and the inspection and maintenance plan.

10.93.3. Manufactured Homes.

10.93.3.1. New and replacement manufactured homes shall be elevated so that the reference 
level of the manufactured home is no lower than the regulatory flood protection elevation, as 
defined in Appendix A of this ordinance.

10.93.3.2. Manufactured homes shall be securely anchored to an adequately anchored 
foundation to resist flotation, collapse, and lateral movement, either by certified engineered 
foundation system, or in accordance with the most current edition of the State of North Carolina 
Regulations for Manufactured Homes, adopted by the Commissioner of Insurance pursuant to 
NCGS 143-143.15.  Additionally, when the elevation would be met by an elevation of the chassis
thirty-six (36) inches or less above the grade at the site, the chassis shall be supported by 
reinforced piers or engineered foundation.  When the elevation of the chassis is above thirty-six 
(36) inches in height, an engineering certification is required.

10.93.3.3. All enclosures or skirting below the lowest floor shall meet the requirements of Section 
10.93.4.

10.93.3.4. An evacuation plan must be developed for evacuation of all residents of all new, 
substantially improved or substantially damaged manufactured home parks or subdivisions 
located within flood prone areas. This plan shall be filed with and approved by the Floodplain 
Administrator and the local Emergency Management coordinator.

10.93.4. Elevated Buildings.
Fully enclosed area, of new construction and substantially improved structures, which is below the lowest 
floor or below the lowest horizontal structural member in VE zones:

10.93.4.1. Shall not be designed or used for human habitation, but shall only be used for parking 
of vehicles, building access, or limited storage of maintenance equipment used in connection with 
the premises.  Access to the enclosed area shall be the minimum necessary to allow for parking 
of vehicles (garage door) or limited storage of maintenance equipment (standard exterior door), 
or entry to the living area (stairway or elevator).  The interior portion of such enclosed area shall 
not be finished or partitioned into separate rooms, except to enclose storage areas;

10.93.4.2. Shall be constructed entirely of flood resistant materials, at least to the regulatory flood 
protection elevation; and
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10.93.4.3. Shall include, in Zones A, AE, AH, AO, A99, flood openings to automatically equalize 
hydrostatic flood forces on walls by allowing for the entry and exit of floodwaters.  To meet this 
requirement, the openings must either be certified by a professional engineer or architect or meet 
or exceed the following minimum design criteria:

10.93.4.3.1. A minimum of two flood openings on different sides of each enclosed area 
subject to flooding;

10.93.4.3.2. The total net area of all flood openings must be at least one (1) square inch 
for each square foot of enclosed area subject to flooding;

10.93.4.3.3. If a building has more than one enclosed area, each enclosed area must have 
flood openings to allow floodwaters to automatically enter and exit;

10.93.4.3.4. The bottom of all required flood openings shall be no higher than one (1) foot 
above the higher of the interior or exterior adjacent grade;

10.93.4.3.5. Flood openings may be equipped with screens, louvers, or other coverings or 
devices, provided they permit the automatic flow of floodwaters in both directions; and

10.93.4.3.6. Enclosures made of flexible skirting are not considered enclosures for 
regulatory purposes, and, therefore, do not require flood openings.  Masonry or wood 
underpinning, regardless of structural status, is considered an enclosure and requires 
flood openings as outlined above.

10.93.4.4. Shall, in Coastal High Hazard Areas (Zone VE), either be free of obstruction or 
constructed with breakaway walls, open wood latticework or insect screening, provided they are 
not part of the structural support of the building and are designed so as to breakaway, under 
abnormally high tides or wave action without causing damage to the elevated portion of the 
building or supporting foundation system or otherwise jeopardizing the structural integrity of the 
building. The following design specifications shall be met:

10.93.4.4.1. Material shall consist of open wood or plastic lattice (having and opening 
ratio of at least 40%), or insect screening; or

10.93.4.4.2. Breakaway walls shall meet the following design specifications:

10.93.4.4.2.1. Design safe loading resistance shall be not less than 10 nor more 
than 20 pounds per square foot; or

10.93.4.4.2.2. Breakaway walls that exceed a design safe loading resistance of 20 
pounds per square foot (either by design or when so required by State or local 
codes) shall be certified by a registered professional engineer or architect that 
the breakaway wall will collapse from a water load less than that which would 
occur during the base flood event, and the elevated portion of the building and 
supporting foundation system shall not be subject to collapse, displacement, or 
other structural damage due to the effects of wind and water loads acting 
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simultaneously on all building components (structural and non-structural).  The 
water loading values used shall be those associated with the base flood.  The wind 
loading values used shall be those required by the North Carolina State Building 
Code.

10.93.4.5. Property owners shall be required to execute and record a non-conversion agreement 
prior to issuance of a building permit declaring that the area below the lowest floor shall not be 
improved, finished or otherwise converted to habitable space (30 CRS points); Oak Island will have 
the right to inspect the enclosed area (30 CRS points).  Oak Island will conduct annual inspections 
(30 CRS points).  This agreement shall be recorded with the Brunswick County Register of Deeds 
and shall transfer with the property in perpetuity.

10.93.4.6. Release of restrictive covenant.  If a property which is bound by a non-conversion 
agreement is modified to remove enclosed areas below BFE, then the owner may request release 
of restrictive covenant after staff inspection and submittal of confirming documentation.

10.93.5. Additions/Improvements.

10.93.5.1. Additions and/or improvements to pre-FIRM structures when the addition and/or 
improvements in combination with any interior modifications to the existing structure are: 

10.93.5.1.1. Not a substantial improvement, the addition and/or improvements must be 
designed to minimize flood damages and must not be any more non-conforming than the 
existing structure.

10.93.5.1.2. A substantial improvement, with modifications/rehabilitations/ 
improvements to the existing structure or the common wall is structurally modified more 
than installing a doorway, both the existing structure and the addition must comply with 
the standards for new construction.

10.93.5.2. Additions to pre-FIRM and post-FIRM structures that are a substantial improvement 
with no modifications/rehabilitations/improvements to the existing structure other than a 
standard door in the common wall shall require only the addition to comply with the standards 
for new construction.

10.93.5.3. Additions and/or improvements to post-FIRM structures when the addition and/or 
improvements in combination with any interior modifications to the existing structure are:

10.93.5.3.1. Not a substantial improvement, the addition and/or improvements only 
must comply with the standards for new construction consistent with the code and 
requirements for the original structure.

10.93.5.3.2. A substantial improvement, both the existing structure and the addition 
and/or improvements must comply with the standards for new construction.

10.93.5.4. Any combination of repair, reconstruction, rehabilitation, addition or improvement of 
a building or structure taking place during a one (1) year period, the cumulative cost of which 
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equals or exceeds 50 percent of the market value of the structure before the improvement or 
repair is started must comply with the standards for new construction.  For each building or 
structure, the one (1) year period begins on the date of the first improvement or repair of that 
building or structure subsequent to the effective date of this ordinance.  If the structure has 
sustained substantial damage, any repairs are considered substantial improvement regardless of 
the actual repair work performed. The requirement does not, however, include either:

10.93.5.4.1. Any project for improvement of a building required to correct existing health, 
sanitary or safety code violations identified by the building official and that are the 
minimum necessary to assume safe living conditions.

10.93.5.4.2. Any alteration of a historic structure provided that the alteration will not 
preclude the structure's continued designation as a historic structure.

10.93.6. Recreational Vehicles.
Recreational vehicles shall either:

10.93.6.1. Temporary Placement.

10.93.6.1.1. Be on site for fewer than 180 consecutive days; or 

10.93.6.1.2. Be fully licensed and ready for highway use (a recreational vehicle is ready 
for highway use if it is on its wheels or jacking system, is attached to the site only by quick 
disconnect type utilities, and has no permanently attached additions).

10.93.6.2. Permanent Placement.  Recreational vehicles that do not meet the limitations of 
Temporary Placement shall meet all the requirements for new construction. 

10.93.7. Temporary Non-Residential Structures.
Prior to the issuance of a floodplain development permit for a temporary structure, the applicant must 
submit to the Floodplain Administrator a plan for the removal of such structure(s) in the event of a 
hurricane, flash flood or other type of flood warning notification.  The following information shall be 
submitted in writing to the Floodplain Administrator for review and written approval:

10.93.7.1. A specified time period for which the temporary use will be permitted.  Time specified 
should not exceed three (3) months, renewable up to one (1) year;

10.93.7.2. The name, address, and phone number of the individual responsible for the removal of 
the temporary structure;

10.93.7.3. The time frame prior to the event at which a structure will be removed (i.e., minimum 
of seventy-two (72) hours before landfall of a hurricane or immediately upon flood warning 
notification);

10.93.7.4. A copy of the contract or other suitable instrument with the entity responsible for 
physical removal of the structure; and
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10.93.7.5. Designation, accompanied by documentation, of a location outside the Special Flood 
Hazard Area, to which the temporary structure will be moved.

10.93.8. Accessory Structures.
When accessory structures (sheds, detached garages, etc.) are to be placed within a Special Flood Hazard 
Area, the following criteria shall be met:

10.93.8.1. Accessory structures shall not be used for human habitation (including working, 
sleeping, living, cooking or restroom areas);

10.93.8.2. Accessory structures shall not be temperature-controlled;

10.93.8.3. Accessory structures shall be designed to have low flood damage potential;

10.93.8.4. Accessory structures shall be constructed and placed on the building site so as to offer 
the minimum resistance to the flow of floodwaters;

10.93.8.5. Accessory structures shall be firmly anchored in accordance with the provisions of 
Section 10.92.1;

10.93.8.6. All service facilities such as electrical shall be installed in accordance with the provisions 
of Section 10.92.4; and

10.93.8.7. Flood openings to facilitate automatic equalization of hydrostatic flood forces shall be 
provided below regulatory flood protection elevation in conformance with the provisions of 
Section 10.93.4.3.

An accessory structure with a footprint less than 150 square feet (recommend 150 square feet) or that is 
a minimal investment of $5,000 (recommend $3,000) or less and satisfies the criteria outlined above is 
not required to meet the elevation or floodproofing standards of Section 10.93.2.  Elevation or 
floodproofing certifications are required for all other accessory structures in accordance with Section 
10.88.3.

10.93.9. Tanks.
When gas and liquid storage tanks are to be placed within a Special Flood Hazard Area, the following 
criteria shall be met:

10.93.9.1. Underground Tanks.  Underground tanks in flood hazard areas shall be anchored to 
prevent flotation, collapse or lateral movement resulting from hydrodynamic and hydrostatic 
loads during conditions of the design flood, including the effects of buoyancy assuming the tank 
is empty;

10.93.9.2. Above-Groung Tanks, Elevated.  Above-ground tanks in flood hazard areas shall be 
elevated to or above the Regulatory Flood Protection Elevation on a supporting structure that is 
designed to prevent flotation, collapse or lateral movement during conditions of the design flood.  
Tank-supporting structures shall meet the foundation requirements of the applicable flood hazard 
area;
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10.93.9.3. Above-ground Tanks, Not Elevated.  Above-ground tanks that do not meet the 
elevation requirements of Section 10.93.2 of this ordinance shall be permitted in flood hazard 
areas provided the tanks are designed, constructed, installed, and anchored to resist all 
flood-related and other loads, including the effects of buoyancy, during conditions of the design 
flood and without release of contents in the floodwaters or infiltration by floodwaters into the 
tanks.  Tanks shall be designed, constructed, installed, and anchored to resist the potential 
buoyant and other flood forces acting on an empty tank during design flood conditions.

10.93.9.4. Tanks Inlets and Vents.    Tank inlets, fill openings, outlets and vents shall be: 

10.93.9.4.1. At or above the Regulatory Flood Protection Elevation or fitted with covers 
designed to prevent the inflow of floodwater or outflow of the contents of the tanks 
during conditions of the design flood; and

10.93.9.4.2. Anchored to prevent lateral movement resulting from hydrodynamic and 
hydrostatic loads, including the effects of buoyancy, during conditions of the design flood. 

10.93.10. Other Development.

10.93.10.1. Fences in regulated floodways and NEAs that have the potential to block the passage 
of floodwaters, such as stockade fences and wire mesh fences, shall meet the limitations of 
Section 10.96 of this Ordinance.

10.93.10.2. Retaining walls, sidewalks and driveways in regulated floodways and NEAs.  Retaining 
walls and sidewalks and driveways that involve the placement of fill in regulated floodways shall 
meet the limitations of Section 10.96 of this Ordinance. 

10.93.10.3. Roads and watercourse crossings in regulated floodways and NEAs.  Roads and 
watercourse crossings, including roads, bridges, culverts, low-water crossings and similar means 
for vehicles or pedestrians to travel from one side of a watercourse to the other side, that 
encroach into regulated floodways shall meet the limitations of Section 10.96 of this Ordinance.  

SECTION 10.94   STANDARDS FOR FLOODPLAINS WITHOUT ESTABLISHED BASE FLOOD ELEVATIONS.

Within the Special Flood Hazard Areas designated as Approximate Zone A and established in Section 
10.80, where no Base Flood Elevation (BFE) data is available, the following provisions, in addition to the 
provisions of Section 10.92, shall apply:

10.94.1. No encroachments, including fill, new construction, substantial improvements or new 
development shall be permitted within a distance of twenty (20) feet each side from top of bank or five 
times the width of the stream, whichever is greater, unless certification with supporting technical data by 
a registered professional engineer is provided demonstrating that such encroachments shall not result in 
any increase in flood levels during the occurrence of the base flood discharge.
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10.94.2. The BFE used in determining the regulatory flood protection elevation shall be determined based 
on the following criteria:

10.94.2.1. When Base Flood Elevation (BFE) data is available from other sources, all new 
construction and substantial improvements within such areas shall also comply with all applicable 
provisions of this ordinance and shall be elevated or floodproofed in accordance with standards 
in Sections 10.92 and 10.93.

10.94.2.2. When floodway data is available from a Federal, State, or other source, all new 
construction and substantial improvements within floodway areas shall also comply with the 
requirements of Sections 10.93 and 10.96.

10.94.2.3. All subdivision, manufactured home park and other development proposals shall 
provide Base Flood Elevation (BFE) data if development is greater than five (5) acres or has more 
than fifty (50) lots/manufactured home sites.  Such Base Flood Elevation (BFE) data shall be 
adopted by reference in accordance with Section 10.80 and utilized in implementing this 
ordinance.

10.94.2.4. When Base Flood Elevation (BFE) data is not available from a Federal, State, or other 
source as outlined above, the reference level shall be elevated or floodproofed (nonresidential) 
to or above the Regulatory Flood Protection Elevation, as defined in Appendix A.  All other 
applicable provisions of Section 10.80 shall also apply.

SECTION 10.95   STANDARDS FOR RIVERINE FLOODPLAINS WITH BFE BUT WITHOUT ESTABLISHED 

FLOODWAYS OR NON-ENCROACHMENT AREAS.

Along rivers and streams where BFE data is provided by FEMA or is available from another source but 
neither floodway nor non-encroachment areas are identified for a Special Flood Hazard Area on the FIRM 
or in the FIS report, the following requirements shall apply to all development within such areas:

10.95.1. Standards of Sections 10.92 and 10.93; and

10.95.2. Until a regulatory floodway or non-encroachment area is designated, no encroachments, 
including fill, new construction, substantial improvements, or other development, shall be permitted 
unless certification with supporting technical data by a registered professional engineer is provided 
demonstrating that the cumulative effect of the proposed development, when combined with all other 
existing and anticipated development, will not increase the water surface elevation of the base flood more 
than one foot at any point within the community.

SECTION 10.96   FLOODWAYS AND NON-ENCROACHMENT AREAS.

Areas designated as floodways or non-encroachment areas are located within the Special Flood Hazard 
Areas established in Section 10.80.  The floodways and non-encroachment areas are extremely hazardous 
areas due to the velocity of floodwaters that have erosion potential and carry debris and potential 
projectiles.  The following provisions, in addition to standards outlined in Sections 10.92 and 10.93, shall 
apply to all development within such areas:
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10.96.1. No encroachments, including fill, new construction, substantial improvements and other 
developments shall be permitted unless:

10.96.1.1. It is demonstrated that the proposed encroachment would not result in any increase 
in the flood levels during the occurrence of the base flood, based on hydrologic and hydraulic 
analyses performed in accordance with standard engineering practice  and presented to the 
Floodplain Administrator prior to issuance of floodplain development permit, or

10.96.1.2. A Conditional Letter of Map Revision (CLOMR) has been approved by FEMA.  A Letter 
of Map Revision (LOMR) must also be obtained upon completion of the proposed encroachment.

10.96.2. If Section 10.96.1 is satisfied, all development shall comply with all applicable flood hazard 
reduction provisions of this ordinance.

10.96.3. Manufactured homes may be permitted provided the following provisions are met:

10.96.3.1. The anchoring and the elevation standards of Section 10.93.3; and

10.96.3.2. The encroachment standards of Section 10.96.1.

SECTION 10.97   COASTAL HIGH HAZARD AREAS (ZONES VE).

Coastal High Hazard Areas are Special Flood Hazard Areas established in Section 10.80, and designated as 
Zones VE.  These areas have special flood hazards associated with high velocity waters from storm surges 
or seismic activity and, therefore, all new construction and substantial improvements shall meet the 
following provisions in addition to the provisions of Sections 10.92 and 10.93:

10.97.1. All new construction and substantial improvements shall: 

10.97.1.1. Be located landward of the reach of mean high tide;

10.97.1.2. Comply with all applicable CAMA setback requirements.

10.97.2. All new construction and substantial improvements shall be elevated so that the bottom of the 
lowest horizontal structural member of the lowest floor (excluding pilings or columns) is no lower than 
the regulatory flood protection elevation.  Floodproofing shall not be utilized on any structures in Coastal 
High Hazard Areas to satisfy the regulatory flood protection elevation requirements.

10.97.3. All new construction and substantial improvements shall have the space below the bottom of the 
lowest horizontal structure member of the lowest floor free of obstruction so as not to impede the flow 
of flood waters, with the following exceptions:

10.97.3.1. Open wood or plastic latticework or insect screening may be permitted below the 
lowest floor for aesthetic purposes only and must be designed to wash away in the event of wave 
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impact and in accordance with the provisions of Section 10.93.4.4.1.  Design plans shall be 
submitted in accordance with the provisions of Section 10.88.1.4.3.2; or

10.97.3.2. Breakaway walls may be permitted provided they meet the criteria set forth in Sections 
10.93.4.2 and 10.93.4.4.  Design plans shall be submitted in accordance with the provisions of 
Section 10.88.1.4.3.1.

10.97.4. All new construction and substantial improvements shall be securely anchored to pile or column 
foundations.  All pilings and columns and the structure attached thereto shall be anchored to resist 
flotation, collapse, and lateral movement due to the effect of wind and water loads acting simultaneously 
on all building components.

10.97.4.1. Water loading values used shall be those associated with the base flood. 

10.97.4.2. Wind loading values used shall be those required by the current edition of the North 
Carolina State Building Code.

10.97.5. Property owners shall be required to execute and record a non-conversion agreement prior to 
issuance of a building permit declaring that the area below the lowest floor, or the detached accessory 
building shall not be improved, or otherwise converted; Oak Island will have the right to inspect the 
enclosed area.  This agreement shall be recorded with the Brunswick County Register of Deeds and shall 
transfer with the property in perpetuity.  

10.97.6. Release of restrictive covenant.  If a property which is bound by a non-conversion agreement is 
modified to remove enclosed areas below BFE, then the owner may request release of restrictive covenant 
after staff inspection and submittal of confirming documentation.  

10.97.7. A registered professional engineer or architect shall certify that the design, specifications and 
plans for construction are in compliance with the provisions of Section 10.93 and Section 10.97.3 and 
10.97.4, on the current version of the North Carolina V-Zone Certification form or equivalent local version.

10.97.8. Fill/Grading.

10.97.8.1. Minor grading and the placement of minor quantities of nonstructural fill may be 
permitted for landscaping and for drainage purposes under and around buildings and for support 
of parking slabs, pool decks, patios and walkways. 

10.97.8.2. The fill material must be similar and consistent with the natural soils in the area. 

10.97.8.3. The placement of site-compatible, non-structural fill under or around an elevated 
building is limited to two (2) feet. Fill greater than two (2) feet must include an analysis prepared 
by a qualified registered design professional demonstrating no harmful diversion of floodwaters 
or wave runup and wave reflection that would increase damage to adjacent elevated buildings 
and structures. 

10.97.8.4. Nonstructural fill with finished slopes that are steeper than five (5) units horizontal to 
one (1) unit vertical shall be permitted only if an analysis prepared by a qualified registered design 
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professional demonstrates no harmful diversion of floodwaters or wave runup and wave 
reflection that would increase damage to adjacent elevated buildings and structures.

10.97.9. There shall be no alteration of sand dunes or mangrove stands which would increase potential 
flood damage.

10.97.10. No manufactured homes shall be permitted except in an existing manufactured home park or 
subdivision.  A replacement manufactured home may be placed on a lot in an existing manufactured home 
park or subdivision provided the anchoring and elevation standards of this Section have been satisfied.

10.97.11. Recreational vehicles may be permitted in Coastal High Hazard Areas provided that they meet 
the Recreational Vehicle criteria of Section 10.93.6.1.

10.97.12. A deck that is structurally attached to a building or structure shall have the bottom of the lowest 
horizontal structural member at or above the Regulatory Flood Protection Elevation and any supporting 
members that extend below the Regulatory Flood Protection Elevation shall comply with the foundation 
requirements that apply to the building or structure, which shall be designed to accommodate any 
increased loads resulting from the attached deck. The increased loads must be considered in the design 
of the primary structure and included in the V-Zone Certification required under 10.77.3.6.

10.97.13. A deck or patio that is located below the Regulatory Flood Protection Elevation shall be 
structurally independent from buildings or structures and their foundation systems, and shall be designed 
and constructed either to remain intact and in place during design flood conditions or to break apart into 
small pieces to minimize debris during flooding that is capable of causing structural damage to the building 
or structure or to adjacent buildings and structures.

10.97.14. In coastal high hazard areas, development activities other than buildings and structures shall be 
permitted only if also authorized by the appropriate state or local authority; if located outside the 
footprint of, and not structurally attached to, buildings and structures; and if analyses prepared by 
qualified registered design professionals demonstrate no harmful diversion of floodwaters or wave runup 
and wave reflection that would increase damage to adjacent buildings and structures.  Such other 
development activities include but are not limited to: 

10.97.14.1. Bulkheads, seawalls, retaining walls, revetments, and similar erosion control 
structures; 

10.97.14.2. Solid fences and privacy walls, and fences prone to trapping debris, unless designed 
and constructed to fail under flood conditions less than the design flood or otherwise function to 
avoid obstruction of floodwaters.

10.97.15. No more than four (4) electrical outlets and no more than four (4) electrical switches may be 
permitted below RFPE unless required by building code.

SECTION 10.98   STANDARDS FOR COASTAL A ZONES (ZONE CAZ) LIMWA (maximum 650 CRS points)

Structures in CAZs shall be designed and constructed to meet V Zone requirements, including 
requirements for breakaway walls.  However, the NFIP regulations also require flood openings in walls 
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surrounding enclosures below elevated buildings in CAZs (see Technical Bulletin 1, Openings in Foundation
Walls and Walls of Enclosures).  Breakaway walls used in CAZs must have flood openings that allow for 
the automatic entry and exit of floodwaters to minimize damage caused by hydrostatic loads.  Openings 
also function during smaller storms or if anticipated wave loading does not occur with the base flood.

10.98.1. All new construction and substantial improvements shall be elevated so that the bottom of the 
lowest horizontal structural member of the lowest floor (excluding pilings or columns) is no lower than 
the regulatory flood protection elevation.  Floodproofing shall not be utilized on any structures in 
Coastal A Zones to satisfy the regulatory flood protection elevation requirements.

10.98.2. All new construction and substantial improvements shall have the space below the lowest 
horizontal structural member free of obstruction so as not to impede the flow of flood waters, with the 
following exceptions:

10.98.2.1. Open wood latticework or insect screening may be permitted below the lowest floor 
for aesthetic purposes only and must be designed to wash away in the event of wave impact and 
in accordance with the provisions of Section 10.93.4.4.1.  Design plans shall be submitted in 
accordance with the provisions of Section 10.88.1.4.3.2; or

10.98.2.2. Breakaway walls may be permitted provided they meet the criteria set forth in Sections 
10.93.4.2 and 10.93.4.4.  Design plans shall be submitted in accordance with the provisions of 
Section 10.88.1.4.3.1.

10.98.3. All new construction and substantial improvements shall include, in Zones CAZ, flood openings 
to automatically equalize hydrostatic flood forces on walls by allowing for the entry and exit of 
floodwaters.  To meet this requirement, the openings must either be certified by a professional engineer 
or architect or meet or exceed the design criteria in Section 10.93.4.4.

10.98.4. All new construction and substantial improvements shall meet the provisions of Section 10.97.3.

10.98.5. A registered professional engineer or architect shall certify that the design, specifications and 
plans for construction are in compliance with the provisions of Sections 10.93, 10.97.3, and 10.97.4, on 
the current version of the North Carolina V-Zone Certification form or a locally developed V-Zone 
Certification form.

10.98.6. Recreational vehicles may be permitted in Coastal A Zones provided that they meet the 
Recreational Vehicle criteria of Section 10.93.6.1.

10.98.7. Fill/Grading must meet the provisions of Section 10.97.11.

10.98.8. Decks and patios must meet the provisions of Section 10.97.15 and 10.97.16.

10.98.9. In coastal high hazard areas, development activities other than buildings and structures must 
meet the provisions of Section 10.97.17.

SECTION 10.99   STANDARDS FOR AREAS OF SHALLOW FLOODING (ZONE AO).
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Located within the Special Flood Hazard Areas established in Section 10.80, are areas designated as 
shallow flooding areas.  These areas have special flood hazards associated with base flood depths of one 
(1) to three (3) feet where a clearly defined channel does not exist and where the path of flooding is 
unpredictable and indeterminate.  In addition to Sections 10.92 and 10.93, all new construction and 
substantial improvements shall meet the following requirements:

10.99.1. The reference level shall be elevated at least as high as the depth number specified on the Flood 
Insurance Rate Map (FIRM), in feet, plus a freeboard of one (1) foot, above the highest adjacent grade; or 
at least two (2) feet above the highest adjacent grade if no depth number is specified.  A minimum of two 
(2) feet is required and four (4) feet is recommended where a depth is not provided.

10.99.2. Non-residential structures may, in lieu of elevation, be floodproofed to the same level as required 
in Section 10.99.1 so that the structure, together with attendant utility and sanitary facilities, below that 
level shall be watertight with walls substantially impermeable to the passage of water and with structural 
components having the capability of resisting hydrostatic and hydrodynamic loads and effects of 
buoyancy.  Certification is required in accordance with Sections 10.88.3 and 10.93.2.

10.99.3. Adequate drainage paths shall be provided around structures on slopes, to guide floodwaters 
around and away from proposed structures.

DIVISION V. LEGAL STATUS PROVISIONS

SECTION 10.100   EFFECT ON RIGHTS AND LIABILITIES UNDER THE EXISTING FLOOD DAMAGE 

PREVENTION ORDINANCE.

This ordinance in part comes forward by re-enactment of some of the provisions of the Flood Damage 
Prevention Ordinance enacted July 1, 1999, as amended, and it is not the intention to repeal but rather 
to re-enact and continue to enforce without interruption of such existing provisions, so that all rights and 
liabilities that have accrued thereunder are reserved and may be enforced.  The enactment of this 
ordinance shall not affect any action, suit or proceeding instituted or pending.  All provisions of the Flood 
Damage Prevention Ordinance of Oak Island enacted on July 1, 1999, as amended, which are not 
reenacted herein are repealed.

Municipal: The date of the initial Flood Damage Prevention Ordinance for Brunswick County is May 16, 
1986.

SECTION 10.101   EFFECT UPON OUTSTANDING FLOODPLAIN DEVELOPMENT PERMITS.

Nothing herein contained shall require any change in the plans, construction, size, or designated use of 
any development or any part thereof for which a floodplain development permit has been granted by the 
Floodplain Administrator or his or her authorized agents before the time of passage of this ordinance; 
provided, however, that when construction is not begun under such outstanding permit within a period 
of six (6) months subsequent to the date of issuance of the outstanding permit, construction or use shall 
be in conformity with the provisions of this ordinance.

SECTION 10.102   EFFECTIVE DATE.

36



These regulations shall become effective upon the date of adoption of this Unified Development 
Ordinance.

APPENDIX A. DEFINITIONS

SECTION A.3   DEFINITIONS.

Flood Damage Prevention Definitions

See Chapter 18, Article IV – Flood Damage Prevention Section 18-553.

(1) Addition (to an existing building) means an extension or increase in the floor area or height of a 
building or structure.

(2) Alteration of a watercourse means a dam, impoundment, channel relocation, change in channel 
alignment, channelization, or change in cross-sectional area of the channel or the channel capacity, 
or any other form of modification which may alter, impede, retard or change the direction and/or 
velocity of the riverine flow of water during conditions of the base flood.

(3) Appeal means a request for a review of the Floodplain Administrator's interpretation of any 
provision of the Flood Damage Prevention regulations.

(4) Area of shallow flooding means a designated Zone AO on a community's Flood Insurance Rate 
Map (FIRM) with base flood depths determined to be from one (1) to three (3) feet.  These areas 
are located where a clearly defined channel does not exist, where the path of flooding is 
unpredictable and indeterminate, and where velocity flow may be evident.

(5) Area of special flood hazard See "Special Flood Hazard Area (SFHA)".

(6) Base flood means the flood having a one (1) percent chance of being equaled or exceeded in any 
given year.

(7) Base flood elevation (BFE) means a determination of the water surface elevations of the 
base flood as published in the Flood Insurance Study. When the BFE has not been 
provided in a "Special Flood Hazard Area", it may be obtained from engineering studies 
available from a Federal, State, or other source using FEMA approved engineering 
methodologies.  This elevation, when combined with the "Freeboard", establishes the 
"Regulatory Flood Protection Elevation."

(8) Basement means any area of the building having its floor subgrade (below ground level) 
on all sides.

(9) Building See "Structure."

(10) Chemical storage facility means a building, portion of a building, or exterior area adjacent 
to a building used for the storage of any chemical or chemically reactive products.

(11) Coastal Area Management Act (CAMA) means North Carolina's Coastal Area 
Management Act, this act, along with the Dredge and Fill Law and the Federal Coastal 
Zone Management Act, is managed through North Carolina Department of Environment 
and Natural Resources' (NCDENR's) Division of Coastal Management (DCM).
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(12) Coastal A Zone (CAZ) means an area within a special flood hazard area, landward of a V 
zone or landward of an open coast without mapped V zones; in a Coastal A Zone, the 
principal source of flooding must be astronomical tides, storm surges, seiches, or 
tsunamis, not riverine flooding. During the base flood conditions, the potential for wave 
heights shall be greater than or equal to 1.5 feet. Coastal A Zones are not normally 
designated on FIRMs. (see Limit of Moderate Wave Action (LiMWA))

(13) Coastal Barrier Resources System (CBRS) consists of undeveloped portions of coastal and 
adjoining areas established by the Coastal Barrier Resources Act (CoBRA) of 1982, the 
Coastal Barrier Improvement Act (CBIA) of 1990, and subsequent revisions, and includes 
areas owned by Federal or State governments or private conservation organizations 
identified as Otherwise Protected Areas (OPA).

(14) Coastal High Hazard Area means a Special Flood Hazard Area extending from offshore to 
the inland limit of a primary frontal dune along an open coast and any other area subject 
to high velocity wave action from storms or seismic sources.  The area is designated on a 
FIRM, or other adopted flood map as determined in Article 3, Section B of this ordinance, 
as Zone VE. 

(15) Design Flood means the flood associated with the greater of the following two areas:

(a) Area with a floodplain subject to a 1-percent or greater chance of flooding in any 
year; or

(b) Area designated as a flood hazard area on the community's flood hazard map, or 
otherwise legally designated. 

(16) Development means any man-made change to improved or unimproved real estate, 
including, but not limited to, buildings or other structures, mining, dredging, filling, 
grading, paving, excavation or drilling operations, or storage of equipment or materials.

(17) Development activity means any activity defined as Development which will necessitate 
a Floodplain Development Permit.  This includes buildings, structures, and non-structural 
items, including (but not limited to) fill, bulkheads, piers, pools, docks, landings, ramps, 
and erosion control/stabilization measures.

(18) Digital flood insurance rate map (DFIRM) means the digital official map of a community, 
issued by the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA), on which both the Special 
Flood Hazard Areas and the risk premium zones applicable to the community are 
delineated.

(19) Disposal means, as defined in NCGS 130A-290(a)(6), the discharge, deposit, injection, 
dumping, spilling, leaking, or placing of any solid waste into or on any land or water so 
that the solid waste or any constituent part of the solid waste may enter the environment 
or be emitted into the air or discharged into any waters, including groundwaters.

(20) Elevated building means a non-basement building which has its lowest elevated floor 
raised above ground level by foundation walls, shear walls, posts, piers, pilings, or 
columns.
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(21) Encroachment means the advance or infringement of uses, fill, excavation, buildings, 
structures or development into a special flood hazard area, which may impede or alter 
the flow capacity of a floodplain.

(22) Existing building and existing structure means any building and/or structure for which 
the "start of construction" commenced before March 26, 1971 (old Long Beach section), 
Feb. 16, 1977 (old Yaupon section) and May 15, 1986 (Brunswick County un-incorporated 
areas).  Note:  Oak Island was incorporated on July 1, 1999, which encompassed the 
municipalities of Long Beach, Yaupon Beach and un-incorporated areas of Brunswick 
County. 

(23) Existing manufactured home park or manufactured home subdivision means a 
manufactured home park or subdivision for which the construction of facilities for 
servicing the lots on which the manufactured homes are to be affixed (including, at a 
minimum, the installation of utilities, the construction of streets, and either final site 
grading or the pouring of concrete pads) was completed before the initial effective date 
of the floodplain management regulations adopted by the community.

(24) Flood or Flooding means a general and temporary condition of partial or complete 
inundation of normally dry land areas from:

(a) The overflow of inland or tidal waters; and/or

(b) The unusual and rapid accumulation or runoff of surface waters from any source.

(25) Flood boundary and floodway map (FBFM) means an official map of a community, issued 
by the FEMA, on which the Special Flood Hazard Areas and the floodways are delineated.  
This official map is a supplement to and shall be used in conjunction with the Flood 
Insurance Rate Map (FIRM).

(26) Flood hazard boundary map (FHBM) means an official map of a community, issued by 
the FEMA, where the boundaries of the Special Flood Hazard Areas have been defined as 
Zone A.

(27) Flood insurance means the insurance coverage provided under the National Flood 
Insurance Program.

(28) Flood insurance rate map (FIRM) means an official map of a community, issued by the 
FEMA, on which both the Special Flood Hazard Areas and the risk premium zones 
applicable to the community are delineated (see also DFIRM).

(29) Flood insurance study (FIS) means an examination, evaluation, and determination of 
flood hazards, corresponding water surface elevations (if appropriate), flood hazard risk 
zones, and other flood data in a community issued by the FEMA.  The Flood Insurance 
Study report includes Flood Insurance Rate Maps (FIRMs) and Flood Boundary and 
Floodway Maps (FBFMs), if published.

(30) Flood prone area See "Floodplain."

(31) Flood zone means a geographical area shown on a Flood Hazard Boundary Map or Flood 
Insurance Rate Map that reflects the severity or type of flooding in the area.
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(32) Floodplain means any 
land area susceptible 
to being inundated by 
water from any source.

(33) Floodplain 
administrator is the 
individual appointed to 
administer and enforce the floodplain management regulations.

(34) Floodplain development permit means any type of permit that is required in 
conformance with the provisions of this ordinance, prior to the commencement of any 
development activity.

(35) Floodplain management means the operation of an overall program of corrective and 
preventive measures for reducing flood damage and preserving and enhancing, where 
possible, natural resources in the floodplain, including, but not limited to, emergency 
preparedness plans, flood control works, floodplain management regulations, and open 
space plans.

(36) Floodplain management regulations means this ordinance and other zoning ordinances, 
subdivision regulations, building codes, health regulations, special purpose ordinances, 
and other applications of police power.  This term describes Federal, State or local 
regulations, in any combination thereof, which provide standards for preventing and 
reducing flood loss and damage.

(37) Floodproofing means any combination of structural and nonstructural additions, 
changes, or adjustments to structures which reduce or eliminate flood damage to real 
estate or improved real property, water and sanitation facilities, structures, and their 
contents.

(38) Flood-resistant material means any building product [material, component or system] 
capable of withstanding direct and prolonged contact (minimum 72 hours) with 
floodwaters without sustaining damage that requires more than low-cost cosmetic repair.  
Any material that is water-soluble or is not resistant to alkali or acid in water, including 
normal adhesives for above-grade use, is not flood-resistant.  Pressure-treated lumber or 
naturally decay-resistant lumbers are acceptable flooring materials.  Sheet-type flooring 
coverings that restrict evaporation from below and materials that are impervious, but 
dimensionally unstable are not acceptable.  Materials that absorb or retain water 
excessively after submergence are not flood-resistant.  Please refer to Technical Bulletin 
2, Flood Damage-Resistant Materials Requirements, and available from the FEMA.  Class 
4 and 5 materials, referenced therein, are acceptable flood-resistant materials. 

(39) Floodway means the channel of a river or other watercourse and the adjacent land areas 
that must be reserved in order to discharge the base flood without cumulatively 
increasing the water surface elevation more than one (1) foot.

40



(40) Floodway encroachment analysis means an engineering analysis of the impact that a 
proposed encroachment into a floodway or non-encroachment area is expected to have 
on the floodway boundaries and flood levels during the occurrence of the base flood 
discharge.  The evaluation shall be prepared by a qualified North Carolina licensed 
engineer using standard engineering methods and models.

(41) Freeboard means the height added to the BFE to 
account for the many unknown factors that could 
contribute to flood heights greater than the height 
calculated for a selected size flood and floodway 
conditions, such as wave action, blockage of bridge 
openings, and the hydrological effect of urbanization of 
the watershed. The BFE plus the freeboard establishes 
the "Regulatory Flood Protection Elevation."

(42) Functionally dependent facility means a facility which cannot be used for its intended 
purpose unless it is located in close proximity to water, limited to a docking or port facility 
necessary for the loading and unloading of cargo or passengers, shipbuilding, or ship 
repair.  The term does not include long-term storage, manufacture, sales, or service 
facilities.

(43) Hazardous waste management facility means, as defined in NCGS 130A, Article 9, a 
facility for the collection, storage, processing, treatment, recycling, recovery, or disposal 
of hazardous waste.

(44) Highest adjacent grade (HAG) means the highest natural elevation of the ground surface, 
prior to construction, immediately next to the proposed walls of the structure.

(45) Historic structure means any structure that is:

(a) Listed individually in the National Register of Historic Places (a listing maintained 
by the US Department of Interior) or preliminarily determined by the Secretary of 
Interior as meeting the requirements for individual listing on the National 
Register;

(b) Certified or preliminarily determined by the Secretary of Interior as contributing 
to the historical significance of a registered historic district or a district 
preliminarily determined by the Secretary to qualify as a registered historic 
district;

(c) Individually listed on a local inventory of historic landmarks in communities with 
a "Certified Local Government (CLG) Program"; or

(d) Certified as contributing to the historical significance of a historic district 
designated by a community with a "Certified Local Government (CLG) Program."

Certified Local Government (CLG) Programs are approved by the US Department of the 
Interior in cooperation with the North Carolina Department of Cultural Resources through 
the State Historic Preservation Officer as having met the requirements of the National 
Historic Preservation Act of 1966 as amended in 1980.
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(46) Letter of map change (LOMC) means an official determination issued by FEMA that 
amends or revises an effective Flood Insurance Rate Map or Flood Insurance Study.  
Letters of Map Change include:

(a) Letter of Map Amendment (LOMA):  An amendment based on technical data 
showing that a property was incorrectly included in a designated special flood 
hazard area.  A LOMA amends the current effective Flood Insurance Rate Map 
and establishes that a specific property, portion of a property, or structure is not 
located in a special flood hazard area.

(b) Letter of Map Revision (LOMR):  A revision based on technical data that may show 
changes to flood zones, flood elevations, special flood hazard area boundaries 
and floodway delineations, and other planimetric features. 

(c) Letter of Map Revision Based on Fill (LOMR-F):  A determination that a structure 
or parcel of land has been elevated by fill above the BFE and is, therefore, no 
longer located within the special flood hazard area.  In order to qualify for this 
determination, the fill must have been permitted and placed in accordance with 
the community's floodplain management regulations.

(d) Conditional Letter of Map Revision (CLOMR):  A formal review and comment as 
to whether a proposed flood protection project or other project complies with 
the minimum NFIP requirements for such projects with respect to delineation of 
special flood hazard areas.  A CLOMR does not revise the effective Flood 
Insurance Rate Map or Flood Insurance Study; upon submission and approval of 
certified as-built documentation, a Letter of Map Revision may be issued by FEMA 
to revise the effective FIRM.

(47) Light duty truck means any motor vehicle rated at 8,500 pounds Gross Vehicular Weight 
Rating or less which has a vehicular curb weight of 6,000 pounds or less and which has a 
basic vehicle frontal area of 45 square feet or less as defined in 40 CFR 86.082-2 and is:

(a) Designed primarily for purposes of transportation of property or is a derivation 
of such a vehicle, or

(b) Designed primarily for transportation of persons and has a capacity of more than 
12 persons; or

(c) Available with special features enabling off-street or off-highway operation and 
use.

(48) Limit of moderate wave action (LiMWA) means the boundary line given by FEMA on 
coastal map studies marking the extents of Coastal A Zones (CAZ).

(49) Lowest adjacent grade (LAG) means the elevation of the ground, sidewalk or patio slab 
immediately next to the building, or deck support, after completion of the building.
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(50) Lowest floor means the lowest floor of the lowest enclosed area (including basement).  
An unfinished or flood resistant enclosure, usable solely for parking of vehicles, building 
access, or limited storage in an area other than a basement area is not considered a 
building's lowest floor, provided that such an enclosure is not built so as to render the 
structure in violation of the applicable non-elevation design requirements of this 
ordinance.

(51) Manufactured home means a structure, transportable in one or more sections, which is 
built on a permanent chassis and designed to be used with or without a permanent 
foundation when connected to the required utilities.  The term "manufactured home" 
does not include a "recreational vehicle."

(52) Manufactured home park or subdivision means a parcel (or contiguous parcels) of land 
divided into two or more manufactured home lots for rent or sale.

(53) Market value means the building value, not including the land value and that of any 
accessory structures or other improvements on the lot.  Market value may be established 
by independent certified appraisal; replacement cost depreciated for age of building and 
quality of construction (Actual Cash Value); or adjusted tax assessed values.

(54) Mean sea level means, for purposes of this ordinance, the North American Vertical Datum 
(NAVD) as corrected in 1988, to which Base Flood Elevations (BFEs) shown on a DFIRM 
are referenced. North Carolina uses NAVD 1988.

(55) New construction means structures for which the "start of construction" commenced on 
or after the effective date of the initial floodplain management regulations and includes 
any subsequent improvements to such structures.

(56) Non-conversion agreement means a document stating that the owner will not convert or 
alter what has been constructed and approved. Violation of the agreement is considered 
a violation of the ordinance and, therefore, subject to the same enforcement procedures 
and penalties. The agreement must be filed with the recorded deed for the property. The 
agreement must show the clerk's or recorder's stamps and/or notations that the filing has 
been completed. 

(57) Non-encroachment area (NEA) means the channel of a river or other watercourse and 
the adjacent land areas that must be reserved in order to discharge the base flood without 
cumulatively increasing the water surface elevation more than one (1) foot as designated 
in the Flood Insurance Study report.

(58) Otherwise protected area (OPA) See "Coastal Barrier Resources System (CBRS)."

(59) Post-FIRM means construction or other development for which the "start of 
construction" occurred on or after the effective date of the initial Flood Insurance Rate 
Map.

(60) Pre-FIRM means construction or other development for which the "start of construction" 
occurred before March 27, 1971 (old Long Beach section), June 28, 1974 (old Yaupon 
Beach Section) and Dec. 9, 1977 (Brunswick County unincorporated areas), the effective 
date of the initial Flood Insurance Rate Map.

43



(61) Primary frontal dune (PFD) means a continuous or nearly continuous mound or ridge of 
sand with relatively steep seaward and landward slopes immediately landward and 
adjacent to the beach and subject to erosion and overtopping from high tides and waves 
during major coastal storms.  The inland limit of the primary frontal dune occurs at the 
point where there is a distinct change from a relatively steep slope to a relatively mild 
slope. 

(62) Principally above ground means that at least 51% of the actual cash value of the structure 
is above ground.

(63) Public safety and/or nuisance means anything which is injurious to the safety or health 
of an entire community or neighborhood, or any considerable number of persons, or 
unlawfully obstructs the free passage or use, in the customary manner, of any navigable 
lake, or river, bay, stream, canal, or basin.

(64) Recreational vehicle (RV) means a vehicle, which is:

(a) Built on a single chassis;

(b) 400 square feet or less when measured at the largest horizontal projection;

(c) Designed to be self-propelled or permanently towable by a light duty truck; 

(d) Designed primarily not for use as a permanent dwelling, but as temporary living 
quarters for recreational, camping, travel, or seasonal use, and 

(e) Is fully licensed and ready for highway use.

(65) Reference level is the top of the lowest floor for structures within Special Flood Hazard 
Areas designated as Zones A, AE, AH, AO, A99. The reference level is the bottom of the 
lowest horizontal structural member of the lowest floor for structures within Special 
Flood Hazard Areas designated as Zone VE.  

(66) Regulatory flood protection elevation means the "Base Flood Elevation" plus the 
"Freeboard".  In "Special Flood Hazard Areas" where Base Flood Elevations (BFEs) have 
been determined, this elevation shall be the BFE plus one (1) feet of freeboard.  In "Special 
Flood Hazard Areas" where no BFE has been established, this elevation shall be at least 
two (2) feet above the highest adjacent grade.

(67) Remedy a violation means to bring the structure or other development into compliance 
with State and community floodplain management regulations, or, if this is not possible, 
to reduce the impacts of its noncompliance.  Ways that impacts may be reduced include 
protecting the structure or other affected development from flood damages, 
implementing the enforcement provisions of the ordinance or otherwise deterring future 
similar violations, or reducing federal financial exposure with regard to the structure or 
other development.

(68) Riverine means relating to, formed by, or resembling a river (including tributaries), 
stream, brook, etc.
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(69) Salvage yard means any non-residential property used for the storage, collection, and/or 
recycling of any type of equipment, and including but not limited to vehicles, appliances 
and related machinery.

(70) Sand dunes means naturally occurring accumulations of sand in ridges or mounds 
landward of the beach.

(71) Shear wall means walls used for structural support but not structurally joined or enclosed 
at the end (except by breakaway walls). Shear walls are parallel or nearly parallel to the 
flow of the water. 

(72) Solid waste disposal facility means any facility involved in the disposal of solid waste, as 
defined in NCGS 130A-290(a)(35).

(73) Solid waste disposal site means, as defined in NCGS 130A-290(a)(36), any place at which 
solid wastes are disposed of by incineration, sanitary landfill, or any other method.

(74) Special flood hazard area (SFHA) means the land in the floodplain subject to a one 
percent (1%) or greater chance of being flooded in any given year, as determined in Article 
3, Section B of this ordinance.

(75) Start of construction includes substantial improvement, and means the date the building 
permit was issued provided the actual start of construction, repair, reconstruction, 
rehabilitation, addition placement, or other improvement was within 180 days of the 
permit date.  The actual start means either the first placement of permanent construction 
of a structure on a site, such as the pouring of slab or footings, the installation of piles, 
the construction of columns, or any work beyond the stage of excavation; or the 
placement of a manufactured home on a foundation.  Permanent construction does not 
include land preparation, such as clearing, grading, and filling; nor does it include the 
installation of streets and/or walkways; nor does it include excavation for a basement, 
footings, piers, or foundations or the erection of temporary forms; nor does it include the 
installation on the property of accessory buildings, such as garages or sheds not occupied 
as dwelling units or not part of the main structure.  For a substantial improvement, the 
actual start of construction means the first alteration of any wall, ceiling, floor, or other 
structural part of the building, whether or not that alteration affects the external 
dimensions of the building.

(76) Structure means a walled and roofed building, a manufactured home, or a gas, liquid, or 
liquefied gas storage tank that is principally above ground.

(77) Substantial damage means damage of any origin sustained by a structure during any 
one-year period whereby the cost of restoring the structure to it's before damaged 
condition would equal or exceed 50 percent of the market value of the structure before 
the damage occurred.  See definition of "substantial improvement".

(78) Substantial improvement means any combination of repairs, reconstruction, 
rehabilitation, addition, or other improvement of a structure, taking place during any 
one-year period for which the cost equals or exceeds 50 percent of the market value of 
the structure before the "start of construction" of the improvement.  This term includes 
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structures which have incurred "substantial damage", regardless of the actual repair work 
performed.  The term does not, however, include either:

(a) Any correction of existing violations of State or community health, sanitary, or 
safety code specifications which have been identified by the community code 
enforcement official and which are the minimum necessary to assure safe living 
conditions; or

(b) Any alteration of a historic structure, provided that the alteration will not 
preclude the structure's continued designation as a historic structure and the 
alteration is approved by variance issued pursuant to Article 4 Section E of this 
ordinance. 

(79) Technical bulletin and technical fact sheet means a FEMA publication that provides
guidance concerning the building performance standards of the NFIP, which are 
contained in Title 44 of the U.S. Code of Federal Regulations at Section 60.3. The bulletins 
and fact sheets are intended for use primarily by State and local officials responsible for 
interpreting and enforcing NFIP regulations and by members of the development 
community, such as design professionals and builders. New bulletins, as well as updates 
of existing bulletins, are issued periodically as needed. The bulletins do not create 
regulations; rather they provide specific guidance for complying with the minimum 
requirements of existing NFIP regulations. 

It should be noted that Technical Bulletins and Technical Fact Sheets provide guidance on 
the minimum requirements of the NFIP regulations. State or community requirements 
that exceed those of the NFIP take precedence. Design professionals should contact the 
community officials to determine whether more restrictive State or local regulations 
apply to the building or site in question. All applicable standards of the State or local 
building code must also be met for any building in a flood hazard area. 

(80) Temperature controlled means having the temperature regulated by a heating and/or 
cooling system, built-in or appliance.

(81) Variance is a grant of relief from the requirements of the Flood Damage Prevention 
regulations.

(82) Violation means the failure of a structure or other development to be fully compliant with 
the community's floodplain management regulations.  A structure or other development 
without the elevation certificate, other certifications, or other evidence of compliance 
required in Articles 4 and 5 is presumed to be in violation until such time as that 
documentation is provided.

(83) Water surface elevation (WSE) means the height, in relation to mean sea level, of floods 
of various magnitudes and frequencies in the floodplains of coastal or riverine areas.

(84) Watercourse means a lake, river, creek, stream, wash, channel or other topographic 
feature on or over which waters flow at least periodically.  Watercourse includes 
specifically designated areas in which substantial flood damage may occur.
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TOWN COUNCIL REGULAR

MEETING
AGENDA ITEM MEMO

 

 

SUBJECT: PUBLIC HEARING III (AND ACTION): The purpose of
the Public Hearing is to hear citizens' comments on
proposed amendments to Chapter 32 -Vegetation.

DATE: May 7, 2021
DEPARTMENT: Development Services

Subject Summary:

Chapter 32 of the existing tree preservation ordinance has several issues that are in need of correction. The purpose
of this staff-initiated text amendment is to highlight these concerns and propose solutions. After drafting an
ordinance revision, staff realized it might be better to strike entire sections of the tree ordinance and replace them
with new paragraphs for simplicity and ease of understanding.

The most recent change to the tree ordinance was to double the number of trees required from one to two trees for
every 1450 square feet of lot size. The proposed ordinance is crafted to encourage the preservation of existing
vegetation. The intent of this revision is:

1. To clean up the existing ordinance language.
2. To address and clarify various scenarios.
3. To encourage large trees with substantial canopies wherever possible.

  ISSUE 1  -- Treeless Lots  

When this item was last on the Planning Board agenda there was concern that properties which were already barren
of trees would be unfairly affected because a substantial number of trees would have to be replanted. Previous tree
ordinance wording addressed this situation and stated “Lots other than oceanfront properties shall have a minimum
of two trees planted prior to completion of development.” This typically affects properties closer to the ocean, such
as second row lots that are treeless.

The way the tree ordinance is currently written, if no specimen trees are on a lot, then no trees would be required,
which is not conducive to creating a lush, verdant, vegetated Oak Island because one could have a fully wooded lot
and not have the replant or preserve any trees because the lot does not have any trees that meet the specimen tree
definition. The proposed change to the definition of tree defines a tree as a minimum of 12’ in height with a 2 inch
dbh (diameter at breast height) and excludes palm trees as being considered a tree by ordinance definition. There
could be some vacant lots with vegetation that do not meet the definition of tree, such sites would be considered
treeless lots.

SOLUTION

The proposed ordinance language to address this issue is “ Lots devoid of trees, other than oceanfront properties
shall have a minimum of two trees planted per 1450 square feet of total property size prior to completion of
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development.” This wording is based on the discussion from the previous Planning Board meeting. It would treat
any treeless lot like any other mandate the same minimum number of trees would be required, regardless of the
number of trees on a property. Oceanfront lots are exempt and most lots are not treeless so the scenario is rare and
would most likely apply to lots close to the ocean, such as second row.  

ISSUE 2 – Principal Structure Replacement  

Section 32-76 of the vegetation ordinance does not clarify what applies in a situation where there is an established
lot with a house on it and an owner is either removing the home or demolishing the house and replacing it. This is a
more common situation in the Manufactured Home Zoning District where a new modular or manufactured home is
replacing an older structure on a lot. A development permit, building permit, and a Certificate of Occupancy are all
required for that type of project. The Planning Board resolved this issue at their last meeting when this report was on
the agenda.

SOLUTION

Staff proposes the following tree ordinance wording to apply to this situation - “ A permit application to demolish
and replace or rebuild a principal structure on a lot with an already established residential principal structure
must maintain the ordinance required minimum number of trees. ” It is the definition of trees that would be counted
here when conducting a site visit for this sort of permit/project. If planting were required to meet this regulation; the
tree credit table (below) could apply. The proposed language would mean that if the lot already exceeded the
minimum requirements, there would be no penalty for removing some trees that do not affect the minimum number
required. The conserved trees must meet the ordinance definition of a tree to qualify when calculating the number of
trees preserved on site or trees to be planted. This Planning Board-approved solution mandates the same minimum
number of trees would be required, regardless of the number of trees on a property.  

ISSUE 3 – Retention/”Viable Option”  

Section 32-76 also has trouble with some wording about the viability of tree retention that should be reworded. The
problematic sentence is “If retention is not a viable option, the minimum restocking level required will be
dependent upon the number of specimen trees removed from the lot.” The first part of the sentence means one
should only use planting new trees as an option if there are not already enough trees present on site to preserve to
comply with the tree ordinance regulations. The intent of the existing ordinance is to preserve the existing trees
already there. The ordinance should be worded in a more cogent manner. The problem is the wording “not a viable
option.” That language is too broad and ambiguous. The discretionary nature of “if retention is not a viable option”
is the focus of this issue.

SOLUTION

The solution is to have the ordinance instead say “ if trees are located where permit required site improvements are
proposed …” The word “essential” was removed from the previously proposed staff suggestion based on the
Planning Board discussion. The reason essential is removed because then staff is not placed in the impossible
position of defining what is essential for each permit applicant. The wording “permit required” site improvements is
also inserted based on the Planning Board recommendation because it provides clarity and an objective standard for
staff to utilize when determining when it is permissible to remove a tree that is not viable to save. The attached
language removes the problematic language and replaces it with something more specific to avoid issues that arise
with vague diction. If the vegetation worksheet in the development permit shows an option where trees can be
preserved then the trees would have to be saved rather exercising the replanting tree table option. These changes are
Planning Board made this issue is now resolved.
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For Section 32-74 (c) (3) – “ essential site improvements that require permits ” was added in by the Planning Board
to cover all other needed items that may come up. The additional language “that require permits” was chosen
because it took out the discretionary determination of what is considered essential and is consistent with Section
32-76.

ISSUE 4 – Specimen Trees  

Another issue with the current tree ordinance is the definition of “specimen tree” and tree dbh size (i.e. diameter)
because the required tree preservation numbers are dependent on the number of specimen trees existing on a site.
The ordinance reads “…the minimum restocking level required will be dependent upon the number of specimen
trees removed from the lot.” Because the tree ordinance in Section 32.76 refers to “specimen” trees only, meaning
no other trees are counted except for those that meet the definition of specimen trees.  This removes an incentive to
preserve slightly smaller trees in that size range, such as 2 to 4 inch dbh trees. Many of Oak Island’s native trees
such as dogwoods, yaupon hollies and black cherry, which are an important food source for birds, would fall into
this category. Under the current ordinance there would be no incentive to save any of those other 2 to 4 inch dbh
trees on the site. For example, if a lot has no specimen trees; then no trees, specimen or otherwise are required to be
saved or replanted. If an undeveloped property is fully wooded but has only one specimen tree, then all the other
trees could be cut down and only one specimen tree would have to be preserved or replanted for the entire site. This
creates a problem because the tree ordinance is intended to encourage the preservation of existing trees and because
the ordinance refers to specimen trees  specifically it does not promote one to preserve other valuable trees on a
parcel that do not meet the specimen tree definition.  The solution below resolves this problem.

SOLUTION

Staff recommends the removal of the word “specimen” from Section 32-76. This simple fix resolves all of the large
identified problems associated with Section 32-76 only referencing specimen trees. Instead the definition of tree
would be referred to when reviewing the ordinance. The ordinance defines tree as a plant with a minimum dbh of 2
inches and 12 feet in height, excluding palms.

ISSUE 5 – Replanting Trees

In the scenario when one has to plant trees, the ordinance should provide some guidance as to what is permissible.

SOLUTION

To improve tree preservation, it is proposed the ordinance give preservation credit to planted trees based on dbh
sizes to meet the minimum trees regulations. The proposed tree credit table highlights the breakdown for the tree
diameter vs the number of credits granted for the minimum stocking level to be met. It is a sliding scale based on
the size of the tree(s) to be planted comparing the number of tree credits granted to meet the minimum tree number
required. If a residential development permit application shows that the contractor is proposing to preserve the
minimum number of trees mandated by the ordinance and he/she will not go below the minimum requirement, the
need for the table and the tree credits is not applicable. Staff anticipates this will often be the case with most permit
plan review submittals as additional tree planting is an extra costly step that can be avoided by preserving what
already exists on site.

Tree DBH (planted) Tree Credits
2” – 4”                                                 1
5” – 7”                                                 2
8” – 10”                                                3
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11” – 13”                                                4
14” and greater                                5

1. A maximum of two newly planted Live Oaks with a 2” dbh or greater at breast height, shall count as double
tree credits.  

The table is only utilized if the number of required trees on development plans are below the minimum number
required by the ordinance. The applicant has the ability to select any combination that allows the property to achieve
the minimum tree credit number. In Section 32-36, the tree credit calculation table is for trees to be planted, not pre-
existing preserved trees. The reason for this is one could save a very large diameter tree like a pine tree; then the tree
credit table would give a large number of credits and many new development sites would only be required to
preserve one or two trees. The purpose of the footnote in the table is to provide an incentive and encourage live oak
species tree planting. By encouraging a greater number of trees to replant, when applicable, it increases the likely-
hood of survivability. The footnote incentivizing live oaks has been worded to specify that the live oaks have to be
2” in caliper at breast height. Planning Board also discussed and eventually voted with a majority that no more than
two live oaks can count for the double credit option. Due to the definition of tree, any planted tree excluding palm
trees, have to be a minimum height of 12 feet, not just 12’ at maturity.     

OTHER

The definition of specimen tree in Section 32-31.1 is modified slightly in order to match the same definition in
Section 32.72. The bush hogging definition in 32-72 is also tweaked to strike out a line about 5” caliper trees
because there is bush hogging equipment that can take down larger trees. Removing this helps to preserve 2” caliper
trees. By changing the bush hogging definition it does not mean one could then bush hog trees, as defined as 2” dbh
and 12’ height, because trees of that size are now protected trees and ordinance sections 32.74(a) would require a
vegetation worksheet showing those 2” caliper or greater trees. 

The ordinance has a definition of “ clearing permit” and it is defined as “A permit that must be obtained from
development services prior to the removal and proper disposal of specimen trees.” The word “clearing” can be
confusing so staff stuck the word and replaced it with grading, which is the actual name of the permit used when one
applies to do such work. The word “specimen” is also struck from that definition since all trees 2” in caliper are now
considered protected trees.

Section 32-74 has part (a) (1) struck because there is no need for that with a subdivision plat.  Section 32-74 part (c)
(4) removes the wording about the 5” caliper so it aligns with the tree standards more uniformly. Also, if part of the
goal is to preserve 2” caliper trees then, then the 5” diameter benchmark should be removed. The end of the
sentence in Sec. 32-75 (b) is struck because the latter half of that sentence is unnecessary. One does not record a
final plat for typical residential developments. Verifying tree ordinance compliance with an inspection at the C.O.
phase confirms the tree ordinance standards are met.

Sec. 32-76.1, 32-76.2, and 32-76.3 are proposed to be removed because it has been completely replaced by the
Unified Development Ordinance (UDO) Article 10. That particular ordinance section is no longer necessary or
applicable. Sec. 32-72 has many other definitions such as parking facility, peninsula, and permeable paving which
are no longer applicable with the removal of Section 32-76.1, 32-76.2, and 32-76.3. Those definitions are proposed
to be struck.

Section 32-76 (a) and (c) state “If the development application shows an additional five, three-inch caliper trees,
beyond the minimum tree amount required to be preserved between the principal structure and the road right-of-way
inside the property lines then the development permit fee will be waived.” Staff proposed changes that to a “two-
inch caliper tree” for consistency.
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Section32-76(1)(b) states "Owners of oceanfront properties are encouraged to preserve existing specimen trees,
vegetation, and dunes." Staff is not aware of any specimen trees as currently defined on any oceanfront properties
and if there are they are sure to be very few in number. Staff recommends the word specimen be deleted. This will
increase protection but it is important to note that the ordinance language is suggestive by using the wording
“encouraged.”

When the tree calculation ratio is performed if there is a remainder if it is .5 or higher it is rounded up and if it .4 or
below it is rounded down.

The Planning Board changed the tree height in the tree height definition to 12’, rather than 15 feet. Smaller trees can
have a greater chance of survival if preserved or planted.

Palm Trees

The Planning Board discussed whether or not palm trees should qualify. A motion was made and passed that
specifies that palm trees, regardless of their size, do not qualify as a tree and therefore would not count to allow one
to meet their minimum tree count. This includes existing palm trees on property, they would not count as a tree to
the minimum tree number. The ordinance would not prevent one from planting palms as much as one wants; but it
may not count to fully count as a tree in order for one to meet the minimum tree required on a property with a
construction permit. The definition of tree is modified in order to accomplish and implement the Planning Board
decision on palm trees. The wording “excluding palm trees” was added into the definitions for trees.

CONCLUSION

Many multi-pronged solutions are proposed for these identified issues. The definition of tree is important in the tree
regulations. The tree definition specifies a 12’ height and a 2” dbh; larger trees have a broader canopy typically. A
tree with a greater height (12 feet) is likely to have a large diameter as well.

At the beginning permitting phase before construction begins, a development permit is applied for and staff
performs a tree count site visit inspection. When a CO inspection is requested by a builder, zoning staff visits the
site to verify tree compliance, amongst other things. This ordinance, if adopted, would affect properties that apply
for development and building permits after the ordinance is adopted. It would also effect treeless lots, and
residential structure replacement projects. Approximately 2,500 undeveloped parcels are on the island and this
ordinance would impact those buildable vacant parcels. The revised ordinance amendment would impact all future
development of residential structures, other than multi-family. A separate set of landscape requirements exists for
commercial, office, industrial, and multi-family land uses.

The Land Use Plan (LUP) is supportive of tree ordinance amendments that improve the regulations. Section 4 of the
Land Use Plan is about promoting tree preservation and there are several implementing actions encouraging tree
preservation. Implementing Action I.20 and I.122 most acutely describe the Land Use Plan’s goals and objectives as
it pertains to trees. The Environmental Advisory Committee has made some suggestions and those are attached.
Many other sections of the LUP also discuss trees in a positive light; it is a theme throughout the LUP. The Planning
Board voted to recommend approval of the text amendment.

 
Attachments:
Chapter 32 Tree Ordinance
Plan Consistency Statement Planning Board Chapter 32 Tree Ordinance
 
Suggested Motion: I make a motion to approve or deny the proposed text amendment and the associated plan
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consistency statement.
 
Follow up Action Needed:  TBD
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Chapter 32 - VEGETATION

ARTICLE II. - TREE MANAGEMENT PROGRAM

Sec. 32-31. - Applicability of article provisions.

This article applies to town-owned or controlled property including leased property and public rights-of-
way within the town.

Sec. 32-31.1. - Definitions.

The following words, terms and phrases, when used in this article, shall have the meanings ascribed to 
them in this section, except where the context clearly indicates a different meaning.

Pruning. The elimination of live and dead branches from a tree's crown to improve tree 
structure, enhance vigor and/or maintain safety.

Specimen tree. For the purpose of this Article, any perennial woody plant, such as a shade or 
pine tree, which usually has one main stem or trunk and the following caliper measurements taken at 
breast height: a hardwood tree, five inches; a conifer other than species of southern pine, five inches; 
southern pines, 14 inches; and any small flowering tree at maturity; such as crepe myrtle, five inches.

Tree. Any plant, excluding palm trees, 15 12 feet in height or over with a minimum dbh of 2 inches
at maturity.

Topping. The severe cutting back of branches to a stub, bud, or a lateral branch not large enough
to assume the terminal role.

ARTICLE III. - VEGETATION MANAGEMENT PROGRAM

Sec. 32-71. - Purpose of article.

(a) The purpose of the tree and vegetation preservation program is to provide a means to 
preserve and manage significant natural areas and specimen trees in the community.

(1) Maintain and enhance property values;

(2) Preserve and enhance the visual appearance of the town;

(3) Preserve unique and productive coastal habitats;

(4) Reduce the impacts of development on the town's stormwater system;

(5) Assist the town in preserving and enhancing the quality of its estuarine waters; and

(6) Help create and protect the protective dune systems.

Sec. 32-72. - Definitions.
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The following words, terms and phrases, when used in this article, shall have the meanings ascribed 
to them in this section, except where the context clearly indicates a different meaning:

Bush hogging. The clearing of a lot using a Bush Hog or similar type mower for the purpose of 
ridding a lot of vines and shrubs, but leaving trees not small enough to be cut with a Bush Hog (usually 
with a caliper of greater than five inches at breast height). Bush hogging is done prior to clearing and 
may be done without obtaining a permit. Rutting and soil disturbance is prohibited.

Caliper. The measurement of the diameter of a tree; measurement is taken at breast height or four 
and one-half feet above ground level. If a tree splits or forks into multi-trunks, the trunk is measured at 
its narrowest point below the split or fork.

Clearing. The permitted removal and proper disposal of any existing structures, rubble, brush, trees 
as well as roots and other debris which might interfere with construction of a permitted building. This 
may be done only after the issuance of a permit by development services.

Clearing Grading permit. A permit that must be obtained from development services prior to the 
removal and proper disposal of specimen trees.

Crown. The totality of branches, twigs, and leaves extending from the trunk or main stems.

Drip line. The outside edge of the area underneath a plant which would be encompassed by 
perpendicular lines dropped from the farthest edges of the crown of the plant.

Dune. Those mounds of sand and/or sand management project areas, either manmade or natural, 
in existence as of December 10, 1999, and/or those restored by the town or other public entity after that 
date. A primary dune is the first mound of sand (measured from the ocean) that is six feet taller than the 
mean flood level for the area. Frontal dunes are the first mounds of sand that have enough vegetation, 
height and continuity to offer protection.

Fence. A barrier intended to mark a boundary, screen a view or prevent intrusion that is designed 
and built in a sound workmanlike manner with adequate footings to withstand normal wear while keeping 
an attractive appearance.

Grading. Altering the shape of the ground surfaces to a predetermined condition; this includes 
stripping, cutting, filling, stockpiling and shaping or any combination thereof and shall include the land in 
its cut or filled condition.

Ground cover. Any plant less than three feet in height.

Introduced plant. Any non-existing plant that is added during the development of a property.

Natural area. An area of at least 50 square feet comprised of native vegetation.

Parking facility. An area used for the parking, storage, or display of motor vehicles, boats, 
recreational vehicles, etc.

Peninsula. A planting area that extends out into the parking area, and is bounded on three sides by 
the parking area.

55



Permeable paving. Any paving which due to its inherent nature, or construction, allows fluids and 
gases to penetrate through it at least in some areas, as described in the North Carolina Stormwater BMP 
Manual.

Preserved vegetation. Any plant or groups of plants existing prior to development of a property that 
is protected so that it remains after the development has been completed.

Pruning. The elimination of live and dead branches from a tree's crown to improve tree structure, 
enhance vigor and/or maintain safety.

Root protection zone. For a shrub shall be the area contained by the shrub's drip line. The root 
protection zone for a tree shall be the area defined by a circle with a radius equal to one-third of the drip 
line, but not less than three feet.

Rut. A long deep track made by the repeated passage of the wheels or tracks of a vehicle.

Shrub. Any plant between three feet and 15 12 feet in height.

Specimen tree. For the purpose of this Article, any perennial woody plant, such as a shade or 
pine tree, which usually has one main stem or trunk and the following caliper measurements taken at 
breast height: a hardwood tree, five inches; a conifer other than species of southern pine, five inches; 
southern pines, 14 inches; and any small flowering tree at maturity; such as crepe myrtle, five inches.

Topping. The severe cutting back of branches to a stub, bud, or a lateral branch not large enough to 
assume the terminal role.

Town forester. The qualified designated town employee who is assigned by the town manager to 
carry out the provisions of this chapter.

Tree. Any plant, excluding palm trees, 15 12 feet in height or over with a minimum dbh of 2 inches
at maturity.

Tree value. For applications under this chapter, the appraised value of a tree based on the latest 
edition of the "Guide for Plant Appraisal" by the council of tree and landscape appraisers.

Utility. Public utilities, businesses or organizations in the business of supplying communication 
services, electrical energy, gas, heat, steam, water, or sewage disposal and treatment.

Vegetation plan. A plan submitted to the development services department staff in conjunction with 
subdivision of land, alteration of an existing drainage system, issuance of a clearing permit, issuance of a 
building permit, or start of site development. The vegetation plan is a scaled drawing that shows the site 
information specified in section 32-74. Photographs are not acceptable to locate natural areas and tree 
heights may be estimated on the plan.

Sec. 32-74. - Vegetation plans required.

(a) A vegetation plan must be submitted to the department of development services for the 
following actions:

(1) Recording a subdivision plat;
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(2) (1) Alteration of an existing drainage system;

(3) (2) Issuance of a building permit;

(4) (3) Issuance of a development permit.

(b) Agricultural activities that do not involve artificial drainage of land and the maintenance, 
alteration, or improvement of an existing structure that does not involve a material increase in 
impervious surface are exempt from the requirement for a landscape plan.

(c) The sketch vegetation plan may be prepared in conjunction with the stormwater plan 
required by article V of chapter 18 of this Code and must include the following information:

(1) Lot width and length;

(2) Front, rear and side setbacks;

(3) Location of house, driveway, walkways, and accessory buildings, and other essential 
site improvements that require permits;

(4) Species and Location of all trees five inches' caliper at breast height and greater 
noted; trees to be left marked with an (L) on the plan/worksheet (marked with flagging 
on the ground); trees to be removed marked with an (R) on the plan/worksheet;

(5) Location and type of vegetation that will be replaced after development or 
construction;

(6) Location of natural areas to be left;

(7) Location of areas to be filled.

Sec. 32-75. - Vegetation plan review.

(a) The vegetation plan will be reviewed by development services staff for compliance with the 
requirements and guidelines provided in section 32-76.

(b) Plan submittal, review, and approval are mandatory for any land use activity. Changes made to the 
approved vegetation plan during the construction process must be approved and documented by 
development services. Compliance with the approved vegetation plan is required prior to issuance of a 
certificate of occupancy, and the recording of a final plat for all but single-family residences.

Sec. 32-76. - Tree and vegetation guidelines.

Vegetation plans shall comply with the following guidelines:

(1) Provide for the retention and protection of existing trees and the planting of new trees as follows:

a. For lots with available sewer, a minimum of two existing specimen trees shall be saved per 1,450 
square feet of lot size. If retention is not a viable option, the minimum restocking level required will 
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be dependent upon the number of specimen trees removed from the lot. One specimen tree with a 
minimum caliper at breast height of two inches shall be planted for every specimen tree removed 
from the lot until the minimum tree preservation requirements are met. If the development 
application shows an additional five, two-inch caliper trees, beyond the minimum tree amount 
required to be preserved between the principal structure and the road right-of-way inside the 
property lines then the development permit fee will be waived.

Oceanfront properties are excluded from the above requirements. Owners of oceanfront 
properties are encouraged to preserve existing specimen trees, vegetation, and dunes. However, a 
combination of trees and/or grasses will be planted to provide a planted area of 50 square feet for 
each 700 square feet of heated area for oceanfront lots.

a. For lots with available sewer, a minimum of two existing trees shall be saved per 1,450 square 
feet of lot size. If trees are located where permit required site improvements are proposed, the 
minimum restocking level required will be dependent upon the tree credit calculation table until 
the minimum tree preservation requirements are met. The tree credit calculation table is for trees 
to be planted, not pre-existing preserved trees. If the development application shows an additional 
five, three two-inch caliper trees, beyond the minimum tree amount required to be preserved 
between the principal structure and the road right-of-way inside the property lines then the 
development permit fee will be waived.

b. Oceanfront properties are excluded from the above requirements. Owners of oceanfront 
properties are encouraged to preserve existing specimen trees, vegetation, and dunes. However, a 
combination of trees and/or grasses will be planted to provide a planted area of 50 square feet for 
each 700 square feet of heated area for oceanfront lots.

b. For lots with no available sewer and where septic system will be used, a minimum of two 
existing specimen trees shall be saved per 1,625 square feet of lot size. If retention is not a viable 
option, the minimum restocking level required will be dependent upon the number of specimen 
trees removed from the lot. One specimen tree with a minimum caliper at breast height of two 
inches shall be planted for every specimen tree removed from the lot until the minimum tree 
preservation requirements are met.

c. For lots with no available sewer, a minimum of two existing trees shall be saved per 1,625 
square feet of lot size. If trees are located where permit required site improvements are proposed, 
the minimum restocking level required will be dependent upon the tree credit calculation table 
until the minimum tree preservation requirements are met. The tree credit calculation table is for 
trees to be planted, not pre-existing preserved trees. If the development application shows an 
additional 5, three two inch caliper trees, beyond the minimum tree amount required to be 
preserved between the principal structure and the road right-of-way inside the property lines then 
the development permit fee will be waived.     

d. Lots devoid of trees, other than oceanfront properties, shall have a minimum of two trees 
planted per 1450 square feet of total property size prior to completion of development. 
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e. A permit application to demolish and replace or rebuild a principal structure on a lot with an 
already established residential principal structure must maintain the ordinance required minimum 
number of trees. 

f. The tree credit calculation table shall only apply to new development sites not already preserving 
the minimum number of required trees.

Tree DBH (planted) Tree Credits

2” – 4”                                                  1

5” – 7”                                                  2

8” – 10”                                                 3

11” – 13”                                                4

14” and greater                                 5

1. A maximum of two newly planted Live Oaks with a 2” dbh or greater at breast height, shall 
count as double tree credits.   

(2) Preserve and protect as much natural area on the site as is practicable. 

(3) Incorporate existing vegetation, natural areas, and specimen trees into required shoreline, wetland, 
and visual buffers where possible.

(4) Where vegetation is being replaced, applicants may select plant types from the list provided in 
Seacoast Plants of the Carolinas (University of North Carolina Sea Grant Program, Publication UNC-SG-
73-06), "Trees for Oak Island,” the local ordinance tree list, the Tree City Working Group tree list, or 
other comparable resources.

(5) Applicants shall not completely clear shrubs and grasses in areas designated as preserved natural 
areas in vegetation plans without the approval of development services.

Sec. 32-76.1. - Parking facilities landscaping for new development projects.
(a) For new development projects requiring more than ten off-street parking spaces, it is required by 
this chapter that a site plan and parking facility vegetation plan be submitted to the development 
services staff for review and approval and for purposes of compliance with the requirements of the 
section.

(b) Minimum standards. At least eight percent of the gross area of a parking facility shall be 
landscaped.

(1) Trees and shrubbery planted pursuant to this section shall include at least one tree with a 
minimum caliper at breast height of two inches at breast height and six shrubs at least 18 
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inches in height in at least three gallon containers at planting per 2,500 square feet of 
parking facility. At least 50 percent of the trees planted shall be of a shade/canopy tree 
species as defined by the International Society of Arboriculture. (Example: in each required 
peninsula one tree and six shrubs minimum.)

a. All plantings shall be reasonably distributed throughout the parking facility or 
adjacent to the facility;

b. All interior plantings shall be protected by raised concrete curbing or other devices 
such as wheel stops;

c. Consecutive parking spaces shall incorporate landscape peninsulas no more than 
ten spaces apart and at least on the ends of all parking rows. Peninsulas shall contain 
at least 100 square feet in area and at least eight feet in width, measured from back 
of curb/barrier to back of curb/barrier.

d. Lots less than 15,000 square feet shall meet a landscape standard of at least six 
percent of the gross area of a parking facility with vegetation selected from a list 
maintained by development services of one tree with a minimum caliper of three 
inches at breast height and four shrubs at least 18 inches high in at least three gallon 
pots per 1,800 square feet of parking facility.

(c) When a parking facility is within 50 feet of the public right-of-way, a perimeter planted strip shall 
be installed, consisting of a low buffer incorporated into the streetyard.

(d) The development services staff may waive all or part of the requirements of this section for any 
facility which is limited to periodic or intermittent use for vehicular parking, such as parking lots for 
churches or recreational facilities, provided the parking facility is completely covered by grass or 
otherwise presents a landscaped effect.

(e) The development services staff may waive the requirements of this section for temporary parking 
lots when determined that a waiver is necessary to relieve hardship and will not violate the purposes 
of this section. Any such waiver shall not exceed one year.

Sec. 32-76.2. - Tree and shrub preservation.

(a) A major objective of this Code is to encourage the preservation of existing vegetation 
wherever possible while allowing quality development to take place. To qualify for landscape, 
buffer and screening requirements, the following measures shall be required for preserved trees 
and shrubs:

(1) Protective fencing not less than four feet high or other construction barrier shall be 
placed at and completely encompass the root protection zone of all preserved plants.

(2) Any tree whose root protection zone will be affected by soil removal shall have roots 
cut clearly by trenching at a point at least one foot outside the construction barrier 
installed as required above.
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(3) The following shall be prohibited within the root protection zone of any preserved 
plant:

a. Grading and excavation which involves cutting or filling to a depth of more 
than three inches;

b. Installing, depositing, placing, storing, or maintaining any stone, brick, sand, 
concrete or other materials which may impede the free unobstructed growth of 
or passage of water, air, and fertilizer to the roots;

c. No storing of any construction materials within the root protection zones of 
the preserved vegetation;

d. Attaching any sign, poster, notice or other object, or fastening any guy wire, 
cable, rope, nail, screw, or other device to any preserved plant for any reason 
other than that of a protective nature to the plant;

e. Causing or encouraging any fire or burning of any kind near or around any 
plant;

f. Parking or operating construction or passenger vehicles of any type within the 
root protection zone.

(b) The pouring of any material on the ground that is toxic to plants, e.g., gasoline, oil-based 
paints, shall be prohibited.

Sec. 32-76.3. - Landscaping maintenance for projects other than single family residential.

The owner and/or their agent shall jointly and severally be responsible for the maintenance of landscape 
improvements and other requirements of this Code. The requirements of this Code shall be maintained 
according to the following:

(1)All landscaping shall be maintained in a neat and orderly manner.

(2) Preserved vegetation which dies within five years from the date of completed construction 
shall be replaced by approved introduced plants within 12 months of loss. Failure to do so will 
result in a penalty being assessed by the town council.

(3) Introduced plants which die within the first five years of establishment shall be replaced with 
plants of similar variety and size within six months of loss. Failure to do so will result in a penalty 
being assessed as outlined in subsection (2) above.

(4) Although not mandatory, pruning should be done according to National Arborist Association 
pruning standards.
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WHEREAS, public works professionals focus on infrastructure, facilities, and services that are of vital 
importance to sustainable and resilient communities and to the public health, high quality of life and well-
being of the people of the Town of Oak Island; and,

WHEREAS, these infrastructure, facilities and services could not be provided without the dedicated 
efforts of public works and utilities professionals, who are engineers, managers and employees at all 
levels of government and the private sector, who are responsible for rebuilding, improving and protecting 
our nation’s transportation, water supply, water treatment and solid waste systems, public buildings, and 
other structures and facilities essential for our citizens; and,

WHEREAS, it is in the public interest for the citizens, civic leaders and children in Oak Island to gain 
knowledge of and to maintain a progressive interest and understanding of the importance of public works 
and public works programs in their respective communities; and,

WHEREAS, the year 2021 marks the 61st annual National Public Works Week sponsored by the 
American Public Works Association/Canadian Public Works Association.

NOW, THEREFORE, I, Ken Thomas, Mayor of Oak Island, do hereby designate the week May 16–22, 
2021 as National Public Works Week; I urge all citizens to join with representatives of the American 
Public Works Association/Canadian Public Works Association and government agencies in activities, 
events and ceremonies designed to pay tribute to our public works and utilities employees, professionals, 
engineers, and managers, and to recognize the substantial contributions they make to protecting our 
national health, safety, and quality of life.

PROCLAIMED this the 11th day of May, 2021.

_________________________________
Ken Thomas, Mayor 

(SEAL)

PROCLAMATION
National Public Works/Utilities Week 

May 16 – 23, 2021
“Stronger Together”
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TOWN COUNCIL REGULAR

MEETING
AGENDA ITEM MEMO

 

 

SUBJECT: Presentation -- Brunswick County Tourism Development
Authority -- Mitzi York, Executive Director

DATE: May 7, 2021
DEPARTMENT: Administration

Subject Summary: Brunswick County Tourism Development Authority Executive Director Mitzi York will
provide information about the TDA and its marketing efforts for the County.
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AGENDA ITEM NO. I.1

 
TOWN COUNCIL REGULAR

MEETING
AGENDA ITEM MEMO

 

 

SUBJECT: Approval of Minutes
DATE: May 7, 2021
DEPARTMENT: Administration

Subject Summary: Minutes from the following Town Council meetings are included for approval:
April 6, 2021 (Special Meeting - beach nourishment funding)
April 20, 2021 (Special Meeting - budget
April 22, 2021 (Special Meeting - budget)
April 22, 2021 (Special Meeting - assessments)
April 27, 2021 (Special Meeting - budget)
April 29, 2021 (Special Meeting)

 
Attachments:
April 6 2021 Town Council Minutes
April 20 2021 Town Council Minutes
April 22 2021 Town Council Budget Workshop Minutes
April 22 2021 Town Council Minutes
April 27 2021 Town Council Minutes
April 29 2021 Town Council Minutes
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MINUTES
SPECIAL MEETING

OAK ISLAND TOWN COUNCIL
OAK ISLAND TOWN HALL – COUNCIL CHAMBERS

April 6, 2021 – 6 p.m. 

NOTE: Seating was still limited in the meeting room due to the COVID-19 pandemic. Sign-up sheets were 
available beginning at 5:45 p.m. People were notified that they could be asked to move in and out of the 
meeting room to allow others to speak. Written comments could be submitted by noon on April 6 to the 
Town Clerk at lstites@ci.oak-island.nc.us. Written comments were provided to Council and made part of 
the meeting Minutes, but not read aloud during the meeting. The meeting was broadcast live on OKI-
TV (Spectrum Cable Channel 8) and via livestream at www.oakislandnc.com/meetings. Videos of Council 
meetings are also available on the website and re-broadcast on OKI-TV.

I) Call to Order - Honorable Mayor Ken Thomas

II) Two-hour Town Hall style meeting with Q&A and comments on funding beach nourishment. The 
Town's financial consultants and project engineers were present to help answer questions from the public. 
Information on long-term beach nourishment (the master plan) and funding methods being considered 
was available on the Town's website. The only action taken by Council so far was to move forward with 
using assessments in four districts. Final decisions have not been made on setting the boundaries for each 
of the districts, or on the percentage of the total cost of the project within each district. Setting the map 
and district boundaries will be on the April 13 Town Council regular meeting agenda, and setting the 
percentages/amount to be paid in each district will be discussed at special meetings on April 22 (1 pm) 
and May 4 (1 pm).

Mayor Thomas thanked everyone for coming. He said they knew that paying for beach nourishment was a 
huge issue for the town, and that they appreciated the questions and input. He gave a few notes about how 
the meeting would work as follows: This is a 2-hour meeting, and we’ll use the sign-up sheets to call 
speakers. Written comments received by the Communications Manager and Clerk have been provided to 
Council and will be part of the meeting Minutes. There is a handout available tonight with some 
additional FAQs that have been answered, and we’ll put that on the website as well. We’ll continue 
adding to the FAQ list as new questions come up. You have three minutes to speak, and questions and 
comments must be directed toward Council, not the audience. Please remember to keep your comments 
respectful. Outbursts from the audience will not be tolerated – comments from the audience cannot be 
heard on the livestream/recording, and will only slow the process down tonight. If a question is repeated, 
the Mayor or staff will note that it already has been addressed and can be seen on the meeting video. If 
you hear that your question has been addressed, please defer your time so that a different question can be 
asked by someone else. Seating is still limited in the room due to COVID restrictions. Please understand 
that people may be asked to move in and out of the meeting room to allow others to speak. The meeting 
video will be posted on the Town’s website and re-broadcast on OKI-TV, Spectrum Cable channel 8.

The Mayor said that Council had not approved a district map for assessments to fund beach nourishment. 
Council had not approved percentages or costs for proposed districts. Approving a district map will be on 
the agenda for the April 13 regular Town Council meeting. Setting percentages and costs will be 
considered at a special meeting on April 22. 

Mary Ann Fox, 101 NE 51st Street: Ms. Fox read from written comments as follows: On behalf of over 
245 members of the Oak Island NC Involved Citizens Group, we respectfully submit the following: 1.
Mayor Thomas, in your 2019 campaign, you were quoted by the STARNEWSONLINE .COM saying, "In 
my opinion, it is unfair for the entire cost of preserving our beach to be placed on the backs of the Oak 
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Island taxpayers, and I promise that I will 'leave no stone unturned.' To support your position, please 
provide a summary of all the avenues explored and why those were not viable? a. What additional grant 
research has been pursued by our Town Council & Staff? i.e., National Coastal Resilience Fund, a 
division of National Fish and Wildlife, or other similar grants? b. What consideration has been given to 
adjusting the Ad Valorem tax rate for non-residents vs residents as part of the project funding?  (A 
combination of both assessment and tax deductible property tax may be part of a more acceptable 
solution.) c. What was the County response to our requests for help? How did they justify their "No"? 2.
Under the Districts' Assessments, How will multi-family properties, hotels, and the Island beach clubs 
assessment be calculated to ensure equity and fairness with the individual property owner assessment? 
Why is the District 4 percentage in recent drafts so low compared to the rest? Ms. Fox said that Kerri 
McCullough to continue with number 3. She continued with prepared comments: We respectfully request 
that this project be put on hold until every stone has been turned and there is reasonable understanding of 
the approach by Taxpayers. There are many stakeholders, including this group, that want to assist our 
Town Council in researching all possible funding opportunities and/or engaging with County, State or 
Federal officials; so that the financial burden of nourishing our beach will not rest solely or as heavily on 
the backs of property owners as the Plan currently proposed. We believe there is more work to be done.

Mayor Thomas said that they were trying to find funds everywhere they could. He said they had talked to 
the County and had been to Raleigh asking for funds. He also said there was a cost to doing nothing, 
including $12-$17 million to move the infrastructure. He said if Council decided to do nothing, it 
wouldn't affect his house, but he was concerned about those whose houses would be affected. Regarding 
having different tax rates, Councilman Bell said that the tax rate for residents versus property owners 
would have to be the same for everyone according to the State statutes. Councilman Winecoff said that 
they had gone to Raleigh last week to ask for funding not just Oak Island but all of the coastline. He said 
the State had started a fund, but had not put any money in that fund yet. He said this time, they asked for 
$20 million for Oak Island. Councilman Winecoff thanked Sen. Rabon and Rep. Miller for being willing 
to ask for the Town; though they said the Town could get $20 million or 20 cents. He said they had also 
asked about raising the accommodations tax but were told that it was too political and wouldn’t work. 
Councilman Winecoff said that today they had another meeting with the County, and it was also not the 
first one. He said they talked about the millions of dollars in revenue that the County gets and spends on 
parks but not our 'park.' He said that what he took offense to was a County Commissioner snickering
when he asked for $2.5 million a year for the next four years. He said that everyone needed to be asking 
the County and our State representatives. 

Kerri McCullough, 108 NE 57th Street: Ms. McCullough thanked Council for conducting this meeting
and said she hoped everyone who came forth would be civil and respectful. Ms. McCullough addressed 
number 3 on the list that Ms. Fox started. She said this was about sustainability, and whether this would 
be for 20 years or would they come back asking for more money. She asked if FEMA could deny 
assistance even after we have an engineered beach. She also asked why groins and jetties couldn't be 
used. 

Johnny Martin, with Moffatt & Nichol, said that an engineered beach is a beach maintained to a certain 
protection level; it has to be monitored and a there has to be a maintenance plan. He said that the Town's 
plans call for another project in six years for maintenance. The way that FEMA funding occurs now is 
Category B, for an emergency berm, which is what the Town has been getting to date. He said that if 
there were less than 6 CY of material above a certain level on the beach, FEMA would pay to put that 
back. He said that if there is a named storm, FEMA would cover 100 percent of the replacement cost for
an engineered beach, though that was not a guarantee. He said that one of the problems is that there is not 
a lot of material offshore for projects. He said that to date, FEMA has done 100 percent replacement for 
other engineered beaches, though he can't say what would happen in the future. He said that as an 
example, during Florence, the beaches along Bogue Banks lost roughly 3 million cy, and FEMA replaced 
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all of that at a cost of about $70 million. Regarding groins and jetties, Mr. Martin said that as part of the 
master plan, they are looking at a groin at the west end. Currently, NC law only allows groins near inlets. 

Mike Defeo, 902 W. Yacht Drive: Mr. Defeo said he was looking at the FAQ handout, and that it says the 
FEMA projects would last 25 years, though this is not the first FEMA project. He asked what was 
different about this master plan or the current FEMA projects that would convince them that this was a 
good investment. He said that he thought it was fair for the residents and property owners to expect some 
type of assurance that that two years from now they wouldn’t be coming back and talking about another 
$40 million project. 

Mr. Martin said that the FEMA projects were emergency work for the beach. He said that by adding 
Town funds to the FEMA projects, they would be able to build something much more substantial and see 
dunes higher and wider than what has been done in the past. He said they are putting five to six times 
more sand than those truck haul projects do. He said that it was critical that as soon as we can after these 
FEMA projects, we do the Town project, which puts the protective berm out in front of the dune so that 
then they have that layer of protection. He said that they think every six years, that sacrificial berm can 
take the brunt and then they can keep that protected dune up in place.  

Liz White, 112 SE 34th Street, written comments provided as follows: Question for David Kelly
I support the notion of creating and maintaining our shoreline by generating and maintaining dunes.  I 
commend the Council for this effort and respect the difficult decision it must make as to how this is to be 
accomplished and funded. However…Q: When will the Town begin to enforce the codes and laws that 
protect our sand? It’s time we collectively get serious about protecting our sand. 1. Historically, our Town 
fails to protect the sand we move. No enforcement and too few signs, sea oats and fencing or roped off 
areas to discourage the decimation of our dunes/berms. 2. The Town continues to grant variances for 
mega beachfront homes increasing the number of fixed structures and people that erode our dunes. 3. 
Beachfront rentals could levy hefty damage assessments against deposits when renters trample those 
emergency “berms” that protect their homes. 4. Resident beachfront home owners and beach goers have 
front row seats to violators and could have cameras ready and the police on speed dial. 5. Mother Nature 
will continue to move our sand west into Lockwood Folly and beyond regardless of what we do. 6. A
FEMA engineered beach does not guarantee future assistance. Many municipalities who at great expense 
to its taxpayers developed an engineered beach and have been denied assistance. 7. We’ve missed 
opportunities for grants and research studies that would produce funds to assist with preservation of our 
coast. We can’t expect different behavior from our visitors until we ourselves change our behavior 
demonstrating that were vigilant about protecting our 9 mile coastline. To continue to place a $40M 
financial burden on our taxpayers is unconscionable until we collectively get serious about protecting the 
sand we move. Without exhausting every protection measure possible makes the Master Plan yet another 
Town “boondoggle”— an expensive  project of questionable value often paid for by the public and for 
which no one is accountable. So I ask again, Mr. Kelly, WHEN will the Town begin to enforce the codes 
and rules that protect our sand?

Mr. Kelly said that the Town does have ordinances, and that the Beach Patrol would begin soon. He said 
that COVID kind of threw that off last year. Mr. Kelly said that there was information posted today about 
the dunes and accesses in different parts of towns. He said that they would clarify that with the realtors. 
Mr. Kelly said that there are building codes in place. Ms. White said that the beaches were getting 
trampled daily. She said that you can’t recover what’s been destroyed, and the confidence in what the 
Town is protecting is really low, yet what is being asked for, $40 million, is a hardship for many. She said 
that if they were asking people to get serious about sand, then they were asking the Town to get serious 
about enforcing the rules and the laws. She said if a house has to ask for a variance, it is outside the code, 
so to approve that is wrong. Councilman Bell asked what variance she was referring to, and Ms. White 
said height and number of bedrooms. Councilman Bell said there had been no such variances.
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Councilman Winecoff said that seven years ago, when the big houses started being built, the Town put a 
moratorium on them, but the State said the Town cannot dictate what people can build. He said they tried 
to limit the number of bedrooms, but the State said the Town cannot do that. Ms. White said there was a 
house for which a variance was requested, and that the people were snickering in public because they 
were passing it off as a 3-bedroom home. Ms. Stites reminded Council that the pending Special Use 
Permit/quasi-judicial hearing could not be discussed at this meeting. 

Kathrine Jones, 101 East Beach Drive: Ms. Jones said that on page 2 of the plan there was a statement of 
equitable versus equal as it relates to the amount of direct benefit as it relates to the beach. She said that 
her argument for equitable treatment specifically relates to the fact that the funding proposal uses equal 
land values versus unequal total property values. She said that her 730 square foot beach cottage, which 
sleeps 2-5 if someone sleeps on the sofa and is not a rental, would be assessed the same as a rentals or 
mini-hotels that sleep 12 people. She said that that rentals would be able to charge enough money for the 
assessment in a week. She asked why they wouldn’t charge a higher assessment for larger properties with 
many more people from those properties using the beach. She said that Council should use total property 
value or some hard number like the number of bedrooms. She said that her family had owned property on 
this island since 1960. She said that she had just inherited this property after her mother died in February 
of 2020. She asked Council to find a way to share the cost equitably. Mayor Thomas said that for 
assessments, they could only consider land value, and could not consider how big or small a house was. 
Councilman Bach said that at the heart of this, it is a matter of equity, scale and cost of the project. He 
said that there are some things that they are going to have to reconsider. He said on Beach Drive, there are 
three triplexes right next to two traditional cottage homes, and on the face of it, it is not equitable. 

Bill Millard, 110 SE 10th Street: Mr. Millard said that if they end up with any sand tax or its equivalent, it 
should be placed primarily on the owners south of Beach and Ocean Drive. He said that he was a 
geologist, and that the beach alongside Oak Island has existed throughout recorded history. Its precise 
location has shifted with changes in sea level and weather patterns, but it has always been there. He said 
the issue for the town was not beach preservation, but artificial beach preservation. He said this had 
become a problem because of houses being built south of Beach Drive and Ocean Drive in an 
environmental zone where current conditions would place the natural beach and its accompanying dunes. 
He said this building occurred for the most part after Hurricane Hazel. We can say that this road is 
important to tourism, but he said that was misleading, as tourists would come to the island if the first row 
of houses was north of Beach Drive and Ocean Drive, or even north of Dolphin Drive. He said that ship 
had already sailed, and they were faced with how to protect that first row. He said that three points should 
be considered. He said any engineering plan should be done in a comprehensive manner, including a 
double row of dunes and breakwaters. He said that the primary financial burden for maintaining this 
artificial setting should be placed on those making it necessary. He said that people can say that those 
who live north of the Davis Canal benefit from the beach and that they were right, but they would receive 
just as much benefit if the beach were farther inland. Thirdly, any taxation plan should only be enacted 
after a vote by the residents. He said that the assessment rates should have 50 for the beachfront, with 
other districts being reduced accordingly, and equity needs to be brought into the situation for District 1 
based on the size of the houses. 

Jared Cass, 219 Trott: Mr. Cass said he is not opposed to paying his fair share, but that everyone should 
pay their share. He said he is not in a flood zone but is in Zone 2 and he didn’t know how that was fair.
He said there were multiple companies and corporations making millions of dollars off rentals that have a 
small piece of land but they contribute to multiple people using the beach. He said there are also people 
who don’t live on Oak Island and drive to the beach. He said everyone should pay their fair share. He said 
that to hear that lobbyists could prevent us from charging all these big corporations was kind of crushing. 
He said that was what was wrong with this country, that a paid-for lobbyist could justify us taking the 
burden while people make millions of dollars off of us. 
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Bill Craft, 204 Barbee Boulevard: Mr. Craft said that he was in District 2. He said that he knew Council 
had a very tough job to do and that he knew they were doing the best they could for Oak Island. He said 
they need to take a step back. He said that once it came out that there would be $4,000 assessments four 
times, a lot of people started talking. He said there were a lot of good people and they had some good 
ideas. He said that if $20 million was coming, let's hold off and see where it goes. He said for the first 
time, he was hearing that we had talked to Sen. Rabon and Rep. Miller. Also, if 50 people would show up 
to the Brunswick County Commissioners meeting and let them know that we are watching, maybe they 
would look at us a little differently. He also asked if there was a performance bond for Moffatt & Nichol 
in case we don’t get our money from FEMA. He asked Mr. Millard's question, if the assessments would 
be put to a vote of the people. Mayor Thomas said there were a lot of decisions that hadn’t been made yet. 
He said that that a project had to be proposed before you could ask for funding from anyone. Councilman 
Winecoff said that they had met with Sen. Rabon, Rep. Iler, Rep. Davis and others. Councilman Winecoff 
said that Rep. McElraft was also pushing for funding beach nourishment in NC. 

Bill Pugh, 2707 Beach Drive, written comments provided as follows: We have a group of five speakers 
that will talk about what we think are important issues to be considered during the process of developing 
an equitable solution for the town-wide assessment for beach nourishment. First, thank you for 
maintaining the Town website providing access to the 16 March Town Meeting video and the Beach 
Nourishment Master Plan. Without viewing that video and reading that document, we don't believe you 
can begin understand the problem we are facing. It is a WE problem. Everyone who lives in or owns 
property in the town needs to be part of the solution. We fully support the beach nourishment effort. The 
beach facilitates the tourism revenue stream. That revenue stream is the economic engine that Oak Island 
runs on. If you want to see what a town looks like that has lost its revenue stream, look at towns in the 
northeast and mid-west that lost their mills or factories. We also want to thank the town for avoiding a 
train wreck that was getting ready to happen. If the town had not granted permission on 26 March for 
direct beach access for front row properties, there were going to be a lot of very angry renters that rented 
front row properties this year. We are experiencing a surge in beach rentals this year primarily caused by 
COVID-19. People are not traveling to Europe, going on cruises, or flying like they did before COVID -
19. Instead, many are driving to the beach for their vacations. If they come here and have a bad 
experience, what makes you think they will come back next year when – hopefully – the COVD-19 crisis 
will be over or at least significantly reduced. Following me, Ted Bodenschatz will try explain why 
virtually everyone who lives in or owns property in the town benefits in one way or the other from the 
beach. Terry Dunn will talk about other possible revenue sources that can be implemented or researched 
to lessen the impact of solely funding the beach nourishment effort through the assessment plan currently 
being considered. Rita Bodenheimer, will try to enlighten you on the debit side of the ledger sheet for 
people who rent their properties on Oak Island. So far, all we have heard the Town talk about is the 
revenue side of the equation when trying to apportion the percentages for the assessment plan. Finally, 
Bill Clewis will try to sum up the key points we have made and discuss some statistics that might affect 
the town's considerations when the town wrestles with the problem of developing an equitable – versus 
equal - assessment plan.

Ted Bodenshatz, 201 Ocean Drive: Mr. Bodenshatz said that he has learned some things tonight. He said 
that he is not in favor of the districts. He would rather it be on the property tax. He said that everyone on 
the island benefits from the economic engine which is the beach. He said that there is no beach in 
Columbus County, and they are losing population, schools are closing and they are down in economic 
terms. He said we were fortunate to live in paradise. He also said that we have economic activity here that 
provides jobs, and in fact there are unfilled jobs. He said that they need to work hard to preserve what 
they have and the costs need to be shared a little more fairly. He also said that they should not listen to 
people who come in with dreams and ideas; he said that he thinks we spend a little money on carpet-
bagging consultants who come in here selling us snake oil and they should look at that very hard. He said 
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they need to find a way for non-residents who use the beach to contribute to those things. He asked 
Councilman Winecoff about the $20 million requested from the State, saying we needed to get property 
owners from other parts of the State to ask their representatives as well. Mr. Bodenschatz also said that 
the cost of moving infrastructure and the cost of moving old houses was something the town would incur 
and they could lose the front row paying taxes. 

Rita Bodenheimer, 5119 Minnesota Drive: Ms. Bodenheimer said that they owned three oceanfront 
houses on Oak Island, a 3-bedroom, a 4-bedroom and a 7-bedroom. She said the owners of District 1 
houses are investors, second-home owners, and families. She said that investors had many things to 
consider when buying an oceanfront property, such as mortgage price. Oceanfront homes are very 
expensive, and insurance and taxes are more, there are maintenance and cleaning expenses, property 
management fees, utility fees, etc. She said the immediate assumption is that investors will just pass the 
$5,000-$7,000 annual assessment to the renters or take it as another tax deduction. She said that their 3-
and 4-bedroom houses are already operating in the red. She said that the assessment would impact her 
retirement savings. Ms. Bodenheimer said that raising the rent to cover this assessment will price them 
out of the rental market and renters will look to other beaches like Holden. She also said that a neighbor 
told her he would be forced to turn it into a rental property. She said to make the properties viable to 
investors, the property values will be driven down which would reduce taxes, so you can't have it both 
ways. She said that everyone has access to the beach and free parking and enjoys the revenue from beach 
tourism, including restaurants, grocery stores, cleaning and construction services. 

Bill Clewis, 2713 West Beach Drive: Mr. Clewis said that they do not rent their house, and that they are 
here about a third of the year. He said that he fully supports beach nourishment. He said that he owned a 
house at Wrightsville Beach for 15 years and that he understood continual renourishment and 
assessments. He said that he thought Wrightsville did the assessments on assessed value, not land value, 
so he'd like to know how they did it. He said that his taxes, Town and County, are about $10,000 a year 
and his insurance is about $10,000 a year. He said that another $7,000 a year would be a lot for a house 
on the beach. He said that during the March 16 meeting, the Mayor said that the beachfront is where the 
Town is spending the money. He said that Mr. Kelly had said that the beachfront property owners also 
paid to push sand, and that he had paid to push after Hurricane Matthew. He said that a group of them
counted, and based on their count, about half of the beachfront houses are not rented, and asked how they 
could justify a $6,800 cost per house. He said that it makes no sense to them.

JT Mariotte, 101 SE 78th Street: Ms. Mariotte said that she owns a little beach bungalow, not even 800 
square feet. She said that she started “Let's Talk Sand.” She said that she was new to the island, and when 
she saw this, she was floored. She said that Districts 1 and 2 would be paying 69 percent of the cost of the 
project. She said that then they shouldn't use assessments and they should find another way. She said that 
instead of spending her money in local businesses, or with local charities, she would have to give it to the
town. She asked Council to not do the assessments the way that they were thinking. She said there were 
people on fixed incomes who would not bounce back. She said there were homes that would be sold and 
mcmansions put in their place. She said that she understood that they had a hard job to so, but there had to 
be a better way. Mayor Pro Tempore Scott said the percentages she was discussing, he asked where she 
got them, because Council had not decided on percentages. He said that at one meeting, potential numbers 
were discussed. Councilman Bell asked where the $7,000-figure had come from. Ms. Mariotte said that 
on the Town website, if you put in the property value and it showed an assessment amount, that’s where 
hers came from. Mr. Kelly said that the spreadsheet on the website would allow percentages to be 
changed, that it was something for the public to use with different numbers. Mr. Kelly said that staff had 
presented Council with different numbers, but nothing had been voted on yet, so they wanted to put that 
out for the public so they could look at them too. Mr. Kelly said that the numbers she was looking at were 
just the numbers in the form when it was put online, and was not etched in stone. Ms. Mariotte said that if 
something was being proposed, they needed to be able to look at it and see how it would affect them as 
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property owners. Mayor Pro Tempore Scott said that is not what was being proposed. Mayor Pro 
Tempore Scott said that he hoped this meeting tonight would help clear up some of the information out 
there that wasn’t true. He said that he understood what they were saying, but that was not the proposal or 
something being considered. Mr. Kelly said the only thing Council had voted on was to do the assessment 
process. Ms. Mariotte said that her point was that if the assessment process means there is a potential for 
her home to be assessed a fee versus a home that is three times the size of hers across Oak Island Drive, 
then she wants them not to look at the assessments. Councilman Bach said they need a long-term plan, 
and they were trying to get to the point of having a plan for beach nourishment. He said that back in 2017, 
it was based on partial funding through bonds, which he supported, but that was no longer feasible 
because of the relapse in payments from FEMA. He said they had also discussed assessments versus 
Municipal District Services, it would escalate the cost of the project by $9 million, and that’s how they 
ended up with assessments. He said he had reservations as well, but that he supported beach nourishment, 
just not at any cost. He said there was a certain fluidity to it. He said that they had committed to the 
concept of beach nourishment, but now they were to the hard part, figuring out the cost, and we don’t 
have any partners, despite the efforts of Mr. Winecoff and other Council members. Councilman Bach 
encouraged citizens to voice their opinions to Brunswick County. 

Beatrice Hair, 106 Sellers Street: Ms. Hair said it was her understanding that they thought those who lived 
on the beachfront benefitted the most. She said that was not true, as it was a public beach. She said that 
taxing people on a theory of benefit would open a new round of assessments. She said that the people 
adjacent to Middleton Park should be assessed for its maintenance. She said that people who had animals 
should pay for animal control. The list goes on. She said that they can’t make an assumption and place a 
financial burden on one part of the project of this magnitude. Ms. Hair said the cost needed to be 
distributed more evenly among all Oak Island residents as a last option, and that all of the other funding 
measures should be exhausted. She said that high taxation of one group was un-American. She said that 
no one understood the sacrifices she had made for her 900 square-foot house. She also said that at Sellers 
Street, they don’t need the sand because they have dunes, naturally. She asked Council to research how 
Ocean Isle Beach funded beach nourishment. She said the districts were unfair and biased. She said she 
did not like the maps or how they grouped people, or the judgments and assumptions that were made. 
Mayor Thomas said that there have been no decisions made yet. He said that the districts map was used in 
2001 after Hurricane Floyd, and that time, they were able to get help from the State, etc., and it was a one-
year assessment. He said that this is nothing new, and that nourishment lasted about 20 years with what 
little had been done since then. He said everyone needed to look beach further in the Town’s history on 
how it has been handled; it was not the first time districts and assessments had been used. He said nobody 
wants to talk about 2001 when 40-50 houses were in the ocean and nobody could even go to the beach for 
months. 

Jay Seville, local realtor, present on behalf of the property owner for 2224 East Beach Drive: Mr. Seville 
said that it was worth considering the reality for second-home buyers. He said that someone buying a 
$700,000 homes is grossing $60,000 a year; they keep about half of that and have a $30,000 a year 
mortgage. He said if they get an extra tax, most of them won't be able to afford to buy the homes. He said 
they would just go to Holden Beach instead. He said that everybody benefits greatly from the rental taxes 
coming in. He said that then it would be reasonable for everyone to pay in a more equitable fashion rather 
than put a disproportionate fee on the oceanfront and second row. He said it would be shame if most 
buyers had to cross Oak Island off their list because the numbers don’t work. Councilman Bell asked 
about the Oak Island NC Facebook page, where there were some comments that what the Town was 
doing was a lie to avoid the real issues and the ethical questions on the table. She asked what those were. 
Mr. Seville said they would probably need to look back and get some context because he didn’t know 
which comments had been made and he had received a barrage of comments. Councilman Bell said that 
was a comment made by Mr. Seville himself. Mr. Seville said he would look at the context and who he 
was responding to, etc. He said there was one subject to address, that many people were saying that this 
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beach nourishment was about saving the beachfront homes, as if there was some impending danger that 
they were going to be lost. He said that beach nourishment was a great idea and important long-term, but 
there was not an emergency right now where this was being done to save the oceanfront owners only. He 
said that was a common argument. He said that then people think that it's right to put it all on the 
oceanfront homeowners. He said the tax revenue from rentals is benefitting everyone and that’s the main 
thing he wants people the think about. He said that the profit people collect from rentals is really not 
much. 

Richard Wimbush, 1717 West Beach: Mr. Wimbush said that most of his questions had been answered. 
He said they own a small rental house, and that much of what the realtor said did apply. He said they 
support beach renourishment, and had seen many changes. He said they also strongly supports equitable 
costs and that the beach benefits everyone.

Gregg Potter, 7709 East Beach Drive: Mr. Potter said it didn’t matter how long people had been here, that 
he had been here 30 years, and he hears all of the concerns, every year, when we talk about beach 
nourishment. He said these would be some geniuses if they can figure it out, because no one had done it 
before. He said that it was a sore subject, but he mentioned paid parking. He said he was tired of visitors
getting a free ride, walking on the sand dunes, throwing their trash out, coming under his house and going 
to the bathroom. He said that $150,000 a year for parking would be better than 10 cents from the County. 
He asked if the firms the Town was working with for beach nourishment had been checked out. He said 
that Bald Head hoodoos us every time for sand, they do a little politicking and we get you know what. 

Marc Treuniet, 2024 West Pelican Drive: Mr. Treuniet said he said that he saw the water come across the 
access last time. He said there was no real short-term answer. He asked what the cost of delaying this was.
He said that would give time to get to stakeholders and try to get some assurances around what their 
position is and have that stated publicly. He said that he read on the website that there would be a 
maintenance project done in six years, so if we were going on a 6-year cycle, it would be two years 
without an assessment. He said that he stuck his neck out with a 30-year mortgage and he can't get a plan 
here for more than four or five years. He said that it is a great island, but we shouldn't sell ourselves cheap
either. Regarding communication, he said he thought they should be very careful, with the spreadsheet, 
some people don't have the same understanding of that, and he thought it was important to be careful 
about sharing information before it was ready. 

Mr. Martin reviewed a diagram of what the planned beach projects will do. He said he thought Isaias gave 
us a bit of wakeup call in that what little dune was there was taken away. He said that with the two FEMA 
projects, they were hoping to move the mean high water line out 90 feet, and then the master plan project 
would move it out another 50 feet. He said that the cost to delay the master plan project is $4.75 million 
every year they delay. He said that these numbers were based on current erosion patterns, and they could 
get lucky and have accretion some years. Mr. Martin also reviewed where funding had come from since 
2009 (the entire presentation is attached and is hereby made a part of the printed Minutes). Addressing 
Mr. Treuniet, Councilman Bach said that it was not just a real estate crises. He said that all of our 
property values are enhanced by being in a beach community. He said that what they were trying to 
balance was Isaias versus what was reasonable, the best method to do something that protects the beach. 
He said that it was a complicated problem and they were all struggling with it. He said that the original 
idea was to borrow the money and that was no longer feasible. He said that the delay would cost money, 
but was that worth it to get public support for a balance program that they could all get behind – that was 
an interesting question. He also said they haven’t figured out the back end of the six-year cycle yet either. 
Conceptually, everyone is at least saying that we need to do something to sustain the beach, our way of 
life, the economy, but…’I don’t want to pay for it this way,’ or a few even saying they don’t want to pay 
for it all and that someone else should pay for it, which was not a practical approach. He said it would 
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have to be a compromise, and the best compromise is when nobody likes it. He said he fears inaction and 
another bad hurricane season and that the beaches are vulnerable.    

Jeff Zehnder, 102 SE 41st Street and two oceanfront homes: Mr. Zehnder said that one of the problems 
was the lack of faith many had as to what would really be executed. He said that in 2000, they put 40 cy 
of sand per linear foot from about 68th to about 32/35th Street, and then someone did the math and realized 
they were going to run out of sand, and it was cut down to 30, so the rest of the beach moving down got 
less and those dunes went quick. He said those numbers may not be completely accurate because and that 
they came from the people doing the work. He said everyone was talking about funding. He said that the 
plan needed to come first. He said they needed to recognize what they were doing and how much it would 
cost. He said that what they did in 2000 didn’t work because they didn’t do anything afterwards. He said 
that the funding should be the second part of the discussion, and he didn’t think they should be having
that discussion at this point because it was just coming together or was just being published. He said that 
most of them were under informed or uninformed because the information was hard to come by. He said 
that he knew they had a hard job to do. He said they also needed to look for other revenues. 

Terry Dunn, 2728 West Dolphin: Mr. Dunn said that he owns two properties and does not rent either one 
of them. He said that like most residents and homeowners, he understands the value of the beach in the 
financial benefits of Oak Island. The beach brings renters that lower our taxes as well as four grocery 
stores we would never have without it and many other businesses we would never get. He said he also 
strongly agreed with beach renourishment and had no problem paying my fair share if revenue cannot be 
found elsewhere. He said he believed the Town of Oak Island Management had not utilized a guaranteed 
revenue source that would not affect residents and homeowners of Oak Island and is used by most other 
beach communities in North Carolina - Paid Parking. With over 65 public beach accesses, containing 
more than 1,000 parking spaces, the Town of Oak Island offers more beach accessibility than almost 
any other island in the Carolinas. This statement comes directly from the Town of Oak Island Website. 
Even though the Town acknowledges that they have the most parking access than almost any other island 
in the Carolinas the Town insists on remaining the last frontier for free parking in the Carolinas. Instead 
of instituting paid parking a likely guarantee of $400,000, he said he thought when you pulled the plug 
December 5, 2019, NC Parking was guaranteeing $350,000. He said $25 is what every beach is charging. 
There is not free parking in New Hanover, we have 1,100 spaces, Ocean Isle has 311, Holden, as anybody 
knows, has parking problems. If the Town has decided to charge the majority of residents and second 
homeowners a special assessment of $532 and $6,880, ignoring the $199 across the bridge, or whatever 
it’s going to be, depending on proximity to the beach, for four years to fund beach renourishment, 
residents and property owners of Oak Island need to protest this blatant attempt by the Town to charge 
residents and property owners more so that people who do not help the local economy park for free. 
Better alternatives to charging residents more taxes; remember, taxes, the Town calls it an assessment, it’s 
taxes, will go up for all residents, not just the ones closer to the beach would be the following: 1. Institute 
paid parking like most of the surrounding local beaches. Us Oak Island, are the last frontier and he said he 
was not proud of it. 

Councilman Bell asked where all the proponents of paid parking were last year when they discussed it 
and had more than this many people in here raising Cain about it. Mr. Dunn said it was 2019, and that 
nobody was raising Cain, that about 50 percent of the people were for it and 50 percent against it. He said 
people were complaining that they didn’t want to pay $10, so ask them now if they want to pay $532. 
Councilman Bach said it was proposed, litigated and went down on a 3-2 vote. He said it would be 
resurrected because public opinion had changed. He said it was necessary and inevitable, but that what it 
would mean was inconvenience and more charges for residents and that we have to solve the right-of-way 
crisis. Mayor Thomas said with paid parking there would be a cost to residents and it wouldn’t be $10 
stickers. Mr. Dunn asked why residents would have to pay more than daytrippers who come here, leave 
their trash and go home. Mayor Thomas said that when you go somewhere, you pay for the time; Mr. 
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Dunn said that every beach town had resident parking for a reasonable fee. Mayor Thomas said that we 
did not have daytrippers, that we had visitors and tourists. Councilman Bell said that paid parking would 
be discussed at a different meeting. Councilman Winecoff said that it was too late to implement for this 
season, because if they rush to try to do something it would be a failed project. Councilman Winecoff said 
that the Town had been working on this master plan project for five years. He said that if all the people 
who wanted paid parking had shown up when people were blasting Town Council because they wanted to 
park wherever they wanted to park for free; he said that it was 50/50 for paid parking and they got the 50 
percent against it. 

Kenny Kidd, 3628 West Beach Drive: Mr. Kidd said that the districts used in 2001 had been mentioned, 
but that doing things the way they had always been done was a poor planning tool. He asked about the 
Tourism Development Authority mentioned in the FAQ. Mr. Kidd said Oak Island could facilitate 
through the County’s TDA and have them lobby on our behalf. Mr. Kelly said the Town was included in 
the County’s TDA area. Mr. Kidd said he understood that there were lobbyist in Raleigh who oppose 
accommodations tax increases but that the Town needed to aggressively pursue that. He said that there 
had been a lot of talk about the County to pitch in, and asked if they would be in favor of the County 
raising property taxes to pay for our sand. Councilman Bell said how about they just give us back some of 
the money we pay to them. Mr. Kidd said it was okay for people in Ash and Shallotte to pay for our sand 
because you think it’s beneficial in Brunswick County for them to have Oak Island’s beach, then why 
would people in the 4th District would pay hardly anything. Councilman Bach said that the County has a 
considerable free balance. He said they already distribute what we pay, and they prefer to support parks 
instead of beach nourishment or public transportation. He said the County was not seeing Oak Island as a 
priority. He said if they taxed the entire county and redistributed to us rather than parks or Leland, he 
would be happy with that. Mr. Kidd asked how many parcels Oak Island had, and Mr. Kelly said it was 
roughly 12,500. Mr. Kidd asked what it would be if all parcels were charged the same. Mr. Kelly said it 
would be $66.56/parcel per month. Councilman Winecoff said that in 2019, Brunswick County’s tourism 
director promoted the $560 million that tourism brought in, but that none of the beaches saw any of that
money. 

Michael Lavezzo 3304 W Beach Dr., read written comments submitted as follows: The recent proposal 
for taxation for future beach renourishment is not fair. As a full time resident/property owner that lives on 
second row, I already pay higher taxes and higher insurance for my choice of location to live. The idea 
that the first rows (1-4) should pay more based on proximity to the public beach is absurd. That beach is 
not owned by this target audience.  The beach is the responsibility of the town and county. Our town was 
formed by combining the areas that make up the Town of Oak Island and now you are singling those out 
for unequal taxation. Are these areas represented in this council? Is there representation for a homeowner 
on first row on this board? Is there anybody second row? (Mayor Pro Tempore Scott said he lived on the 
second row). Mr. Lavezzo asked if this was taxation without representation. He said he stood up against 
the parking meter option because he didn’t think it was fair to the residents of the island that had to drive 
to get to the beach that I am able to walk to. He said that he hopes that they see the flip side of that coin 
now that he is the one asked to pay the price for the beach. There has to be a way that is equal to all of us. 
He said that he thinks the real solution lies in finding the way to have all share the burden equally -
including the non-residents that use/abuse our beaches. The town is asking us to pay for something they 
refuse to protect. He said he called on out-of-towners who were not getting their five children o� the 
dunes - allowing them to play all over them. The cops came, spoke quickly and left - no tickets to cover a 
small portion of the severe damage done. He said the children destroyed that dune in 20 minutes. More 
thought and input should be taken on this matter. More communication is needed with all parties involved 
before any taxation is taken. Mr. Lavezzo also asked that if the Town was staring parking enforcement 
again, how about making people get out of the cars and actually issue tickets. 
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Charles Farley, 101 NE 72nd Street: Mr Farley read submitted written comments as follows: Honorable 
Mayor, Honorable Councilors: The Army Corps of Engineers has discontinued funding sand shifting for 
North Carolina beaches. As a former member of the Corps I'm inclined to agree with their sound 
reasoning for this action. Our neighbor to the east, Caswell Beach, has no plans to levy assessments upon 
it's citizens, nor do they find any evidence that their beach front is eroding away. Historically from 
Caswell Beach to the Yaupon Pier there has not been an alarming level of the beach washing away. For 
those of us who live on the island where Live Oak Trees prosper, there is little danger of losing houses 
placed at a safe distance behind the naturally occurring sand dunes. The west end of the island is in fact 
by nature always in peril, as its houses are constructed on a Sandbar! The City Manager's proposal to hit 
us taxpayers with yet another crushing assessment to attempt to delay the inevitable erosion of the west 
end is going to be the "straw that broke the camel's back". Oak Island Homeowners are already burdened 
with a confiscationary tax rate on top of utility charges surpassing those of nearby communities.  
Unbelievable as it seems, it is possible in any given month to use zero electric, zero water and zero 
flushing of the toilet and because your meter indicates zero. You are charged an arbitrary fee for the 
privilege of being connected. Who uses the beach, who benefits from the beach, who should pay for the 
use of the beach? I speak for the homeowners with direct beach access, from 79th street to 69th street. We 
settled here because of the lovely sight of the Atlantic right down at the end of our road, and for the joy of 
seeing our neighbors walking to the beach with their children and grandchildren. At a moments notice we 
can have the sand between out toes and the surf at our feet. Should we pay to park at the beach that we 
own? or should vacationers that come here pay for the upkeep and maintenance of this cherished natural 
resource. That is the question we all should be asking of our elected officials! Do we mind paying a 
yearly fee for a preferred parking permit? Yes and no as long as it is not a lot of money. Paid Parking for 
vacationers and day trippers from nearby towns is a no brainer solution for setting aside funds (earmarks)
for beach preservation, conservation and such. This presents a very sound argument for rescinding the 
detested 72hr rule that allows strangers to park directly in front of our homes to then freely use the beach 
unencumbered by taxes, fees or charges for this privilege. The homeowners on the SE side of East Oak 
Island Drive can put up NO Parking signs and therefore endure no such maddening annoyances as we are 
forced to do. This policy of the City Manager's office is the vilest form of discrimination! Not to mention 
a form of "spot zoning" Honorable Mayor, Honorable Councilors we the NE homeowners and taxpayers 
united call upon you to vote to immediately rescind the 72hour free parking ordinance. Attorneys 
consulted have averred that the town of Oak Island most likely never did ask the North Carolina 
Legislature for permission to exceed the existing state statues anyway. And it would be a logical, prudent 
move to expunge this beguiling town ordinance from our books.

Mayor Thomas said that they appreciated everyone coming. He encouraged everyone to keep looking at 
the Town website for official Town information about the funding process and the current and future 
beach projects. He said that approving a district map would be on the agenda for the April 13 meeting and 
discussion of assessment amounts would be on the April 22 agenda.  

Councilman Bach thanked everyone for coming. He said that they learn by listening. He said that the 
issue is preserving our coastal community, and the question is how do we pay for it. The measures we 
have to meet are scale, cost and equability. He said there were really only four options – do nothing, 
which he thinks is disastrous and defies logic, go forward with the plan fully, defer or downsize it. 

Councilman Bell thanked everyone for their different ideas and perspectives, and for being involved. 

Mayor Pro Tempore Scott thanked everyone for being so civil and so nice. He said he knows this is an 
emotional issue. He said that he is in the proposed district 2, so he would be taxing himself. He said he 
doesn’t like it either but they have to do something. He said that they were listening. 
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Councilman Blalock also thanked everyone for coming. He said he appreciated the organization of people 
coming together, because they would have a lot more impact than just two or three of the Council
members going to the County. He said that he thought we were doing a lot better with communications 
than they have in a long time. 

Councilman Winecoff said when he ran nine years ago, his mission was to work for the taxpayers, and 
today he let the County Commissioners know that all we get is the same thing over and over but we get 
no satisfaction. He said he has fought and would continue to fight. He said we would need extra voices to 
be heard. He said that the State and County need to do their fair share and help us. 

The following written comments were submitted to the Town Clerk and were provided to Council prior to 
the start of the meeting:

Rachel Thayer Workman, written comments submitted as follows: I read Beach Nourishment 
Assessments for canal lots would pay a higher amount/ % than wooded lots. Does this include SE Streets? 
Beachfront rentals should pay the most. ICW homes should be charged a higher rate, as they have more 
access to a larger waterway and many ICW homes are valued higher. Homes with lower values should 
pay a lower assessment. A $150K mobile home should not pay the same % as a $350K wooded lot. 
Consider raising OKI parking permits to $50 a year. 

Jim Ring, written comments provided as follows: wondering if paid parking would generate enough 
revenue to void the need for assessments for beach nourishment. 

Harry Freer, written comments provided as follows: My wife owns property on West Beach Dr. we 
understand that a beach renourishment fee of $7000 is being considered. We strongly oppose this. The fee 
should be equal to all property owners of Oak Island 

Sarah Whitmer, written comments provided as follows: I would like to know why all taxpayers living on 
Oak Island, other than the ocean front property, will not be paying the same rate. Everyone that owns 
property on the island has use of the beach, which is why most owners purchased property on the island 
in the first place. Since most of the land value in District 3 is less than the land value in District 2 if 
District 3 paid the same rate as District 2 they would still be paying less amount based on their land value. 
Therefore, it would be fairer and more equitable assessment based on your land value on the island not 
how far you had to walk or drive to get to the beach. As has been noted in social outlets all of our elected 
town council members and Mayor live in the lower tax district that they are proposing for the general 
public, why would they not want to pay an assessment based on their land value and not on how far they 
have to walk or drive to the beach? 

Regina Barry, NE 45th Street, written comments provided as follows: Let me preface my questions by
thank you for collecting all of this data. I know how difficult and tedious this process is, and it is an 
extremely heated subject for which to field calls and emails on behalf of residents and property owners. I 
just wanted you to know I appreciate your efforts. My questions are as follows: What, if anything, has the 
Town considered to raise funds to renourish the beach? Have they discussed how they will have “day 
trippers” aid in the revenue? I’m sure you know that “day trippers” make up the majority of our beach 
goers, and do NOT participate in any financial part of our beach renourishment plan. They merely visit 
for the day, bringing their own food and drinks, use our resources such as the splash park, playgrounds, 
bathrooms, park for free and then pack up and go home. Rarely do they support local food establishments 
and stores after a day at the beach. What, if anything, does the Town plan to do with regard to protecting 
our investment of rebuilding the dunes? If we are to be taxed to fund them, then it would be the Town’s 
responsibility to protect this investment by enforcing the violations made by people walking, climbing, 
digging and sliding on the dunes? Will they be fined immediately or will the Town simply give a 
“warning?” If the fine of $500 is assessed for violating this ordinance, people will make it a point to know 
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the rules and the word will get out if you fine them the first time they are caught. Most vacationers do not 
care even after being told. For example, Saturday after dinner, I walked on the beach from the 46th Street 
Access to 40th, and back. During this short walk, I witnessed at least 5 children playing and walking on 
top of the dunes and 3 adults and a dog walking up and over the dunes to get to their rental. I routinely 
and politely advise people that it is a $500 fine if caught, and sometimes I’m met with “aggressive” and 
nasty remarks. Other times, I’m told they were not aware of that, yet the next day they are back at it 
again. Some have even told me that they will take their chances, and that they are here on vacation and 
have a right to climb on them. Has the Town considered hiring a grant writer to seek additional funds to
help pay for this “sand tax?” If not, why? Having worked in high level government for over 30 years 
myself, grant writers provide an important revenue source for towns, cities and states. People have even 
volunteered to do this for the Town, yet it seems that this potential revenue source avenue has not been 
travelled. I would like to know why it hasn’t been considered, and if it has, why didn’t the town employ 
someone in this position? Adding to this subject, there are people who reside on the island who have 
volunteered for such a position. If you did consider a Grant Writing Advisory Board, you would tap into 
a group of people with skills that lend themselves to gleaning money for the town, not only in the form of 
beach renourishment, but for many other things that would make this town come alive even more. And 
yet, you would not have to pay them. Thank you so much for your time.

Emily Keen, written comments provided as follows: Question for Town Council special mtg regarding 
beach renourishment Wrightsville Beach and Carolina Beach has paused their renourishment plan. Why is 
the Oak Island Town Council rushing into this taxing the homeowners? A lot of us are retired and cannot 
afford any more assessments.

Joe Kears, written comments provided as follows: Beach renourishment: tax should be distributed so that 
guests /visitors should bear majority of tax, not residents.

Cindy Ramsey, written comments provided as follows: Why is the assessment based on land value only? 
1000 sq ft houses that have been here for decades should not pay the same $$$ as the new huge houses 
built where the lots were already too small and in danger. Sand protects oceanfront property so the higher 
home value should pay more. Please don't tax us off the island. Find a way to create revenue from people 
who visit and don't already pay enormous taxes. Revisit pd parking with visitors paying the bulk because 
we already pay enough.

Carissa Wading, written comments provided as follows: I am an oceanfront homeowner, who like most, 
rents out their house to guests. We provide a substantial amount of revenue to the city on a yearly basis 
through renting our home, more than those off the beach, or residents who do not rent their home at all. 
As such, I find it quite bias to use a zoned based model in which those of us who are oceanfront are 
required to pay more than anyone else on the island. A fair system would be to use a flat percentage of 
land value for all homes on the island. As long as the city continues to allow the public to access the 
beach, it is not fair or equitable to assert that oceanfront homeowners benefit more than others from the 
“service” being provided. After the town rebuilt the dunes, we now don’t even have access to the beach 
beyond public access points as we did when we paid to rebuild them ourselves. Where was the city when 
we had to do that? They should’ve offered to reimburse homeowners for that expense since it is a public 
beach. This idea of breaking the town into zones and charging a different percentage for each zone if 
completely unequitable, and very bias. It is a slap in the face to homeowners who try to support the local 
economy through vacation rentals and promotion of local businesses to now be charged yet another tax on 
top of the already incredibly high taxes we are paying to rent out our homes in the first place. Between the 
12.75% tax rate we are charged, plus the city’s 5% accommodation tax rate, this is quite excessive. If the 
city chooses to continually require that the revenue producing vacation homeowners pay more than the 
rest of the homeowners in the city for “services” that all get to enjoy equally, the local economy will 
eventually crumble. With this new tax, we will be forced to increase our nightly rates to make up the 
difference, and eventually renters will find that it is cheaper to rent houses in other beach communities. 
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When this happens, homeowners will no longer be able to afford the cost associated with running a 
vacation rental property on Oak Island, will have to sell their property, and the city will see a dramatic 
decrease in the revenue to the town. If the cost of COVID was bad on the local economy, wait until this 
happens. It is infuriating to be hit with yet another tax, when we are the section of the population bringing 
in the most revenue for the city.  

Mary White, written comments provided as follows: We own beach-front property here in OKI and it’s 
pretty obvious we’re going to bear the burden of funding this “long-term” project based on our access to 
the beach, which is disturbing. My questions are 1) how is the “premium” we paid in real estate value 
when we purchased our property on the beach vs. property values in other districts factored into this new 
assessment??  If this premium isn’t “equalized” across all the other districts, then the other districts’ 
access to the beach should be limited if we bear the majority of the funding.  IOP, SC does limit beach 
access, so I know it’s legal. & 2) it appears from many of the remaining properties still in disrepair from 
Isaias to date that many homeowners possibly can’t afford an additional “tax”.  I can foresee many homes 
going up for sale due to this assessment which will NOT be beneficial for OKI & property values here. 
Additionally, most, if not all of the beach front properties here are rentals, so this assessment will 
ultimately be passed on to the rental guests. Has the City done its due diligence & had an economic 
impact study to determine the effect to the town‘s economy (restaurants, grocery stores, etc.) if the 
vacation rentals are priced out of their target market’s budget??? I’ve read recent articles where the 
population of OKI swells from 8-9K people to 30-50K during the rental season. Has anyone on the Town 
Council considered what will happen to this town’s economy if these visitors just find another beach, 
which they can easily do?!? All this needs to be considered carefully.  

Andrew & Holly Demler, 515 West Beach Drive I'd like to start out by saying that I am new to the Oak 
Island community. We first visited last year and immediately fell in love with both the area and the 
people. We had been looking for a coastal property and this appeared to be the best choice! This was a big 
commitment for our family and a lot of different factors were considered before making the decision to 
move forward. The reason for my letter is to address the issues in regards to the beach renourishment 
projects that are currently in discussion. I will say that I think it is a good idea and absolutely critical to 
protect the residents, property, infrastructure, future development and investment on Oak Island. I will say 
that I think it is absolutely ridiculous to propose a small percentage of the property owners to pay for a 
majority of the cost!  I was disgusted that this was the best idea that came out of years of discussion and 
planning!  I know that you were a business owner for a long time and that when challenges arose, you had 
to work through them and come up with the best possible solution.  I am writing to tell you that this is not 
the best possible solution! I know a lot of the property owners on the beach are homes that have remained 
in the family for generations. I also know that there are a lot of 1000-1200 square foot homes on the 
beach. The assessment amount proposed for these property owners would be devastating! I would also 
argue that this amount would be devastating to most property owners on the beach. How can an additional 
$7000-$8000 (per year) be justified in good conscience? The Town of Oak Island is a beach community. I 
don't think anyone will argue that.  People live here or move here because they like the beach. Everyone 
here benefits from the beach...a public beach! A solution needs to be proposed that is more equitable to all 
and not a select few.  I don't claim to have the solution but it is clear that you do not either. I would 
recommend that you form a property owner exploratory committee of 15-20 people made up of various 
town districts so that all are equally represented.  I would also recommend holding additional town hall 
meetings like the one you are having now. There are a lot of really smart people in this town and I think a 
lot of good ideas would come out of these meetings. It is my opinion that there is no way to move forward 
with a proposed funding method until further discussion can be had by all stakeholders. I appreciate your 
time and efforts attempting to make Oak Island a better place.

Stephen George, written comments provided as follows: To the members of the Oak Island Town 
Council: I am writing to you today to express my concerns related to the Town Council’s proposal for the 
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Beach Nourishment Plan. First, I am disappointed that the Town Council has decided to assess property 
owners to fund the bulk of the Beach Nourishment Plan. The interests of the people that the council 
represents would be better served by an in-depth evaluation of financing alternatives to include Federal, 
State and County resources. That evaluation should be performed by hiring a competent entity with 
proven experience in acquiring grants, emergency response funds and disaster relief provisions from 
federal, state and local governments. My observation from viewing the video of the Town Council 
meeting on March 9 is that more time was spent spit-balling percentages in the assessment zone 
spreadsheet than a methodical investigation of alternative sources to fund the Nourishment Plan. Why not 
assess local businesses that profit from the tourism that Oak Island enjoys? Why not levy hospitality and 
occupancy fees on the tourists that come to the island for vacation? Why not enforce violations of town 
ordinances aimed at protecting the dunes and increase fines for violations-- actually enforce, issue, and 
collect on fines? What other effective options might exist? The narrow band of consideration the council 
appears to have explored is a great disappointment in representing the property owner’s interests. Second, 
I am concerned that whatever monies are assessed to the property owners will be in vain. My basis for 
this concern is proven poor historical performance of past dune nourishment efforts going as far back as 
the nourishment program after hurricane Floyd in 1999. At that time, the dune and beachfront 
nourishment performed after hurricane Floyd was short-lived, either due to insufficient design and 
construction; or lack of periodic maintenance to ensure the continued integrity of the dunes; and the 
failure of the town to enforce prohibitions of walking on and digging on the dunes by beachgoers. On 
multiple occasions, I have personally experienced the feigned, ineffective approach to enforcing laws and 
ordinances established to protect the dunes. Without continuous monitoring and enforcement, any 
investment property owners make will evaporate before any benefits are realized. Lastly, the Town 
Council’s arbitrary selection of varying of percentages among the zones to see what they looked like and 
then proclaiming them as “equitable” is absurd. That activity during the March 9 meeting was a more of a 
subjective, feel-good, exercise, than an objective calculation of benefits and equity. The calculation of 
equitable distributions should include a quantification and determination of measurable benefits to each 
zone to give any credence that those distributions are objective and valid. Furthermore, the proposed 
assessment established by land value alone is nonsensical in its entirety. The purpose of the beach-front 
elevation and a protective dune is for the protection of property, including land and buildings. A six (6) 
bedroom/five (5) bathroom - 3000 sq ft house should have a proportional allocation of assessment 
compared to a three (3) bedroom/two (2) bathroom-1500 sq ft house and should be based on the real 
property value (land and structure) to be truly equitable. An apportionment based on land value alone 
unfairly penalizes those with smaller homes and lower property values across all the zones, and generally 
to those least able to absorb or amortize the assessment. In closing, I request the Town Council consider 
the following: 1. Contract with an experienced entity to conduct a comprehensive assessment of funding 
alternatives. 2. Include refund provisions on assessments in the event of design deficiency or dune 
integrity failure resulting from inadequate maintenance, monitoring or enforcement. 3. Amend the dune 
protection ordinances to increase fines and enforce these ordinances to provide revenues to aid continuing 
beach nourishment maintenance, monitoring and enforcement. 4. Provide quantifiable data to the public 
on benefits apportioned to the districting zones. 5. Apportion assessments to property owners based on 
real property value rather than land value only.

Janice Florio, written comments provided as follows: Mayor Ken Thomas stated, "Those who benefit the 
most should pay the most." I don't see how he can make that happen without property use being 
considered. A small retired home owners do not benefit as much as huge rental properties. Location also 
seems to play a factor. Although beach front properties seem clumped as one, clearly there is a difference 
in need and service between those in low lying areas and those at higher elevations. It seems we pay the 
same amount and have less assistance. 

Cynthia Thompson, written comments provided as follows: My family has owned property on Long 
Beach since the 1940’s. We lost a cottage to Hurricane Hazel and rebuilt on the second row in the 1960’s.  
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I am the third generation to own this little cottage. It saddens me to think that I might have to give it up if 
the assessment is passed. My siblings and cousins will miss it, having only happy memories of staying 
there with our kids over the past 50 years. With the plan, as I understand it, the amount of assessment will 
be too much for a retired person, such as myself, to bear. Besides, being a naturalist I can’t see spending 
any money on sand. The ocean is rising and nothing can be done to stop it. Spending tens of millions of 
dollars to temporarily extend the shoreline seems very wasteful to me. A storm like we had last August 
could take it all away overnight. It occurs to me that I don’t fit into Long Beach anymore. My cottage is 
tiny – less than 700 square feet. I had hoped to stop renting it to strangers, as I have suffered damage and 
losses in recent years. I would like to enjoy it in my old age, as my mother did.  It breaks my heart to give 
it up. It just seems like I don’t belong here. I sit on the porch and look out at new million dollar houses 
across the street that are built on lots that have been empty since 1955. As I write this, I realize that my 
voice may not matter. I am not a resident of Oak Island and cannot vote for the people who make the 
decisions. I wonder who looks out for us.

Jill Marquis, written comments provided as follows: Mr. Mayor and Council Members, Attached please 
find a petition signed by 666 individuals who either live on Oak Island or own property there. The 
petition also includes 177 comments. It is our sincere desire to see the town of Oak Island flourish and we 
understand that protecting our beaches is paramount to the wellbeing of the town. We are respectfully 
asking the Council to review all available county, state and federal funding options in a transparent 
manner before voting. We are aware that other coastal cities have found financial support for 
renourishment projects via multiple funding streams and the petitioners and I believe there are additional 
ways to pay for a project that will ultimately benefit the entire town.

Paul Peterson, owner of 211 West Beach Drive, written comments provided as follows: I am not in favor 
of the assessment allocations and how the districts are currently divided. I am in favor of the Master Plan 
for Beach Nourishment. Let me start by saying that I am in favor of the Master Plan for Beach 
Nourishment. I view this as an investment in the future of Oak Island and a level of infrastructure 
investment that will benefit the entire community, including all property owners, businesses, and guests 
who come to Oak Island. I do have some concerns regarding the way districts lines are drawn and how the 
assessments are allocated. As a beachfront property owner, I truly believe it is a community beach and the 
entire community takes great advantage of this amazing asset. That said, it is my belief that this driver for 
economic security for the Town of Oak Island, and the surrounding community, ought not be shouldered 
by, primarily, the beachfront property owners. Some quick math shows about 15-25% p/sf property value 
difference between "beachfront" and second-third row properties. As it stands now, my property at 211 
West Beach would be assessed 250% more, or 10 times as much as the property valuation difference, as 
an equivalent property (2nd row) at 212 West Beach would be assessed. This is not equitable or fair in 
any sense of the word. They have short access to the beach. They have full use and enjoyment of the 
amenity and they can market their property as such. Many 2nd/3rd row property enjoy beach views. 
Functionally, their use of the beach is the same as mine. More math, rental rates for beachfront vs. 
2nd/3rd row is comparable, with only a 15-25% delta favoring "beachfront". This shows that the market 
places a premium on "beachfront" but not a 250% premium as the assessment would inflict. This would 
put 2nd/3rd row owners at a competitive advantage when it comes rental occupancy and rates, an artificial 
problem caused by the town with this unfair assessment. The Town of Oak Island would, unfairly, pick 
winners and losers. As "beachfront" property owners, we might own the parcel of land that includes the 
beach, but it is essentially an easement back to the public for full access of the property. We don't even 
have full rights to cross or build over the dune to access the other side of our property. We abide by 
different setbacks and build requirements. This shared nature of land makes sense, and I really believe it 
enhances the strong community feel the beach adds to Oak Island. I do think "beachfront" owners should 
pay more, but how much more? Should the rate be based solely on land value, and whatever variances in 
market and value of that land drive the apportionment of assessment. Ex. If beachfront is valued at $250K 
and 2nd row valued at $200K, then beachfront would (functionally) pay 25% more in assessment. In 
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addition, can the current occupancy tax should be increased to help offset the size of the assessment and 
pass it along to the tourists who come, mainly, for the beach activities. Currently, there is a 5% occupancy 
tax, but could that be increased to 8%, which is more than local beaches, but the same tax Virginia Beach 
charges? This would add approx $750K to the current $1.2 (approx) revenue generated from the 
occupancy tax. Lastly, I am not in favor of removing public parking, or moving towards a "pay for 
parking" situation as the community feel was what brought us to Oak Island. I love that the entire area 
comes down to the beach to enjoy playing, swimming, walking, star gazing and sunset chilling. This fits 
in with my "the beach is about community" feel. I just think all should be responsible for funding this 
asset. 

Terry Dunn, 2728 W. Dolphin Dr., written comments provided as follows: I have been a fulltime resident 
of Oak Island since 2016. I like most residents and homeowners understand the value of the beach in the 
financial benefits of Oak Island. The beach brings renters that allows Oak Island to keep our taxes down 
as well as 4 grocery stores and many other businesses we likely would not have. I also strongly agree with 
beach renourishment and have no problem paying my fair share if revenue cannot be found elsewhere. 
That is where I believe the Town of Oak Island Management has not utilized a guaranteed revenue source 
that would not affect residents and homeowners of Oak Island and is used by most other beach 
communities in North Carolina - Paid Parking. “With over 65 public beach accesses, containing more 
than 1,000 parking spaces, the Town of Oak Island offers more beach accessibility than almost any 
other island in the Carolinas!” This statement comes directly from the Town of Oak Island Website. 
Even though the Town acknowledges that they have the most parking access than almost any other island 
in the Carolina’s the Town insists on remaining the last frontier for free parking in the Carolinas. Instead 
of instituting paid parking ( a likely guaranteed $400,000 plus per year -Wrightsville Beach expects to 
generate $3.2 million in parking fees this year), the Town has decided to charge the majority of residents 
and second homeowners a special assessment of $525 to $6,880 (depending on proximity to the beach) 
for four years to fund beach renourishment. Residents and property owners of Oak Island need to protest 
this blatant attempt by the Town to charge residents and property owners more so that people who do not 
help the local economy park for free. Better alternatives to charging residents more taxes; remember taxes 
(the Town calls it an assessment) will go up for all residents, not just the ones closer to the beach would 
be the following: 1. Institute paid parking like most of the surrounding local beaches. 2. ENFORCE 
existing parking rules and institute fines of $25 to $50 for those who are in violation of these rules. This 
will free up parking for people who have an Oak Island parking decal (since there is no parking 
enforcement these spaces are often used by non-decal holders). 3. Add more parking decal (cost of $10 
per year) resident and second homeowners’ parking spots. In summary, there is no logical reason for Oak 
island residents or second homeowners of any Island locale, to have an increase in taxes prior to the Town 
implementing and enforcing paid parking. I urge all residents to contact both the Town Council and our 
Mayor to express your opposition to INCREASED TAXES so the non-residents can continue to have a 
free ride. 

Walt Lorgan and Roxane Quaranta, Ocean Crest Motel, written comments provided as follows: Basically, 
the planned assessments for our beachfront property will run over $30,000 not to mention the yearly 
maintenance assessments. After a year like 2020 when our business was forced to close for 10 weeks 
followed by a devastating hurricane which resulted in another month of closure, we are in no position to 
pay approximately $30,000 in assessments. Allowing cut throughs instead of constructing walkways over 
the dunes is another reason for not supporting the plan. Until these breaches of the dunes is stopped, the 
funding for renourishment feels like a waste of good money. Perhaps the plan needs to be modified in size 
and scope; come up with more ways to raise funds no matter if they accumulate hundreds of thousands or 
tens of thousands. More participation in the payment of the plan is needed. Or, continue to allow us to 
push sand at our expense. The proposed plan is too expensive.

John Allen, written comments provided as follows: Hey I have a quick question and was trying to see 
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where it was decided to go with the Land value instead of the total property value? The only reason I ask 
if an older home is next to a bigger new home on the same size lot ......they pay the same Amount even 
though the value of one might be 300K and the other 1.2M, I just wanted to make sure someone had 
answered the question.

Brenda Place, written comments provided as follows: We have paid taxes to Oak Island for the past 30 
years for our property and have been full time residents for 16 years. This plan is grossly unfair since the 
entire island benefits from the beach as well as our numerous off island visitors, as it is a PUBLIC 
BEACH! How could you even consider that a small group of property owners, many with no voting 
rights since they are not residents, should shoulder most of the cost of this project? This plan is 
completely unreasonable!!

Kevin Zuchelli, written comments provided as follows: I recently moved to OKI last month. I was not 
surprised by the fact that beach renourishment is part of living on/near the beach. I was surprised at the 
cost of the project and the seemingly haphazard way the percentages of assessment are being considered 
for each district. Comments regarding people/animals walking directly on the dunes consume social 
media sites. Why isn't Section 14 of the Codes of Ordinances being enforced? Are rental agencies 
required to notify clients of restrictions?

Rob & Lynn McDowell 6407 Tortoise Shell Court, written comments provided as follows: Comments 
and concerns about Oak Island Beach Renourishmentplan1.The Town of Oak Island owes its existence to 
its location on the ocean. It would be a challenge to find any owner, no matter where they live, who is not 
here because of the ocean. It benefits all of us. Having council allocate a financial “value” to the location 
of homes is presumptuous, to say the least.2.Council does not seem to be addressing the ongoing 
maintenance needs that would follow the major renourishment project. In a council meeting earlier this 
year the topic was raised by your financial consultants as “Maintenance Cost After 6 years of 
Approximately $32 Million” (see presentation titled “Beach Nourishment Financing Alternatives” dated 
February 9, 2021). This implies an annual financial burden exceeding $5 million, apparently in perpetuity. 
It seems rather deceptive that this ongoing cost is not a part of the current overall renourishment 
discussion with the public. 3. Many council members, the mayor, and even the town attorney have stated 
that homes nearest the beach “benefit the most” so should pay the most. Please define this “benefit” and 
how it varies by proximity for full-time homeowner residents, who derive no benefit from rental income. 
The oceanfront homeowners have likely already paid more for their properties than those further from the 
ocean. In addition, the county assigns higher tax values to the oceanfront land, resulting in higher 
property tax for those owners every year. 4. Some years ago the issue of financial operating deficits 
incurred by the Par 3 golf course was discussed by council. If recollection is accurate, the decision was 
made to subsidize the course from general town funds rather than having the nearby residents cover the 
deficits. The logic was that the golf course was an amenity that was shared by and benefitted the entire 
town. The proposed renourishment plans to assess by geographic area directly contradicts this precedent. 
If this is the new direction that council wants to go, separate funding should be established to support 
other town assets based on proximity, such as for the Par 3and the town pier. 5. During the summer 
months Oak Island sees an influx of visitors, both as short-term renters and day-trip visitors. It often 
appears that these visitors are the most intensive users of the beach, and certainly increase other costs 
borne by the town (police, fire, trash). While renters may provide partial compensation in the form of a 
minor accommodations tax, day-trippers pay nothing to support the beach. Rather that forcing residents to 
pay for these visitors, the town must find a way to make them pay their way. 6. Federal government 
issues - One of the stated reasons for doing the renourishment is to qualify for FEMA reimbursement for 
damage to an “engineered beach.” The town is currently experiencing slow response times from FEMA 
for prior storm damage. The New Hanover beach towns who had been promised renourishment this year 
have recently learned that funds are not available to do the promised work. Why do you expect Oak 
Island to receive funds that are simply not available from the federal government? 7. State government 
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issues –The state of North Carolina claims all beaches in the state as their property. The state will not 
allow Oak Island to charge admission to the beach (which is a common funding mechanism for New 
England beaches). The state will not allow Oak Island to regulate rental properties as businesses. The 
state will not allow Oak Island to increase the accommodations tax to a level that would make a 
significant contribution to beach maintenance. It seems like the state should be the entity to come up with 
the funds to maintain THEIR beaches. 8. Specific questions about the proposed assessment: a. Will it 
apply to commercial properties? b. Will it be passed through to lessees of town oceanfront property (i.e. 
businesses at the pier) c. Will it apply to the St. James beach club and parking lots? d. Will it apply to 
condominium developments? e. Why use an assessment, which apparently can only be spread over 4 
years, instead of a tax which can be spread over a longer period resulting in less annual impact? In 
summary, the assessment as currently contemplated is a disservice to the town. It will pit neighbor against 
neighbor, sometimes based simply on which side of a street they live on. This action would continue, and 
likely accelerate, the degradation of any sense of community in this town. The wounds from taking this 
action may never heal.

Robert Yingling, written comments provided as follows: 1. Will this result in an "engineered" beach 
status? 2. Given the rumored homeowner assessment $, if not an engineered beach, why not? 3. If not, 
what would the incremental cost of an engineered beach be? 4. Will this sand project make us more 
eligible for federal and/or state funding for future re-nourishments? 5. Will sea oats be planted to help 
preserve the integrity of the dunes? 6. Will this project result in a wider beach? How much? 7. Will other 
community's centers also pay?

William Clewis, written comments provided as follows: I’m an oceanfront home owner that does not rent. 
My concern is the assessment for approximately 700 ocean front home owners is unfair. $6,800 
assessment over 3 years is too much of a burden on top of $10k county and town tax we paid because of 
high assessed value for beach front. I agree we need re nourishment however district 2 with many more 
homes that have equal beach access should pay more. Many of the new 2nd row homes have views as 
good as ocean front.

Rachel Healy, written comments provided as follows: Why no parking fees, have Tourists pay to enjoy 
our Beach. Petition State Legislative for Accommodations tax, have Beach goers pay to play. Equally 
share tax because Beach benefits everything on OKI. Many owners are still trying to recover from the 
Hurricane and shouldn’t be targeted because it’s easier to get more money this way. It’s not doing the 
right thing and is wrong. 

Terry Williams, written comments provided as follows: The council is meeting tomorrow to discuss 
funding for future projects. However, there is a section of beach from 49th to 51st that never got the first 
push of sand last fall after the storm because of turtle nests. Is that going to be done any time soon? Those 
dunes are gone and the road won’t be too far away. Why was it missed?

Bill and Sue Stewart, 4505 W. Beach Drive, written comments provided as follows: SUBJECT: Written 
Comments for the 6 April 2021 “Town Hall” on Beach Nourishment Projects and Associated 
Taxes/Assessments: This is my second letter to Council on this subject. As a permanent resident of Oak 
Island, my wife and I are more than a little concerned about the lack of transparency with regard to the 
Council’s deliberations on the upcoming beach nourishment projects and the proposed taxes/assessments. 
Despite our best efforts and hours spent scouring the Town’s website and associated links, there is no 
single-source available to the general public we could find where we could read and educate ourselves 
about the full scope and cost of the planned projects. While the Beach Nourishment Master Plan site 
provides some information, there is still no single location or link to find a full disclosure of what’s being 
planned, potential funding options and the impact they will have on residents/taxpayers and real estate 
values. For residents, there has been no official notice from the Town of Oak Island beyond the 22 
February 2021 letter to keep residents updated – Facebook posts and articles in The Pilot are good, but 
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not available to everyone. Whether true or not, as West Beach Drive residents, we were told that beach 
raking would take place yet none of the areas near our home were raked (we still have debris from the 
hurricane on the beach); we were told that the public access points on West Beach Drive would be 
repaired but that has not come to fruition; the initial beach sand pumping project favored high-end homes 
at the end of West Beach Drive with nothing planned for our area until the 2022 timeframe; facilities and 
amenities are being planned for East Beach residents but West Beach residents are being told they will 
need to pay for supplies to create beach access over the emergency dune/berm – in what seems to be a 
violation of the Town’s own rules about dunes! Any Town Hall needs to provide every resident with full 
disclosure of plans, projects, timelines and costs to be of real value. As to equity of the proposed 
assessments, it was noted in the 9 February 2021 Town Council Meeting and again at the 23 March 2021 
“Public Hearing”, Oak Island’s economy is based primarily on tourism and the oceanfront is the soul of 
that tourism which accounts for more than $500 million in revenue annually across Brunswick County 
and Oak Island. As also noted during the discussions during the 23 March 2021 Council Meeting, the 
Carter Group recommended and Council seems inclined to have “those receiving the greatest benefit [of 
the oceanfront] from the nourishment project pay the greatest share of the costs …”. The assumption here 
is that preserving the beach for everyone and protecting the homes of those living on/near the beach is 
somehow the almost sole responsibility of those owning homes on/near the beach. Those of us who live 
on/near the beach have already invested significant amounts of money recovering from strong storms (not 
just hurricanes and named storms), taken proactive steps to keep our homes safe to restore/preserve the 
beach directly in front of our homes although we technically do not own any beach property. It was also 
noted during the 9 March 2021 Council Meeting that the vast majority of oceanfront/second row homes 
are owned by individuals with permanent residences outside Oak Island/Brunswick County or even the 
state of North Carolina. While this is interesting, it is not a compelling argument that somehow these 
“absent” owners aren’t maintaining their homes or helping to maintain the integrity/health of the beach or 
that all of these “absent” owners are simply using their properties to generate revenue – in fact, many 
have true vacation homes that are used solely by themselves and their families.  While we do not argue 
that homeowners with properties along the beach and on the second row should pay somewhat more than 
those who do not, paying the “lion’s share” does not make good sense to the long-term future of the 
community and seems both unfair and discriminatory. Since the vast majority of homes along the 
oceanfront and on the second row are revenue-generating rental properties, it would seem more 
reasonable and equitable to increase the accommodation tax to offset the proposed cost of beach 
nourishment – particularly given the relative disregard property managers and renters have for preserving 
the dunes we already have. Similarly, there are few Oak Island residents or businesses that do not profit 
from their proximity to the beach, yet the fact that they are not on/near the beach shields them from a 
providing a fair share of the cost to maintain the beach from which they derive their income. It also means 
by adding an onerous assessment to the already high cost of living on/near the oceanfront, potential future 
real estate sales will be negatively impacted - buyers will simply go to an area where there is no planned 
assessment – or force significant devaluation of current Oak Island properties thus lowering both home 
values for current residents and income generated by future real estate taxes. If the decision is to proceed 
with an assessment, then that assessment should be a burden shared by all Oak Island residents equally. 
As we have been told many times, those homes directly facing the ocean may have ocean views, but the 
homeowner does not own any of the land comprising the beach. As we see it, there are roughly 4000 
homes in the Town of Oak Island and Council is considering projects that would total some $40 million. 
Assuming those numbers are correct, that would mean that every Oak Island homeowner would pay 
approximately $10,000 over four years or $2500/year for the four-year assessment. We would ask that 
before any decisions are finalized that Council, via the Town Clerk, provide a letter to all Oak Island 
homeowners - similar to the one sent 22 February 2021 – explaining all of the pending proposals and the 
associated funding proposals/costs in plain English. Homeowners should also be provided time to fully 
understand what is being proposed, the pros/cons of competing proposals and provided an easily 
accessible way to provide comment. This would increase transparency and provide Council a better 
representation of their constituents’ viewpoints. Additionally, there needs to be assurances provided to all 
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residents that these assessments will not continue in perpetuity as a way for the Town of Oak Island to 
cover other projects - while the Local Assessment Act’s four year limit may address this specific 
assessment, it does not prohibit an additional, future assessment to accomplish the same objectives. As we 
see the process now, if Council’s ultimate goal is to transform all of the properties along the beach and on 
the second row into an area comprised solely of rental properties populated by transients rather than 
developing the community of Oak Island into a place where people actually want to live, the current 
proposals are considering exactly the right solution. If the goal is to develop Oak Island into an actual 
community, then we believe Council should direct the Carter Group to rethink their funding strategies 
before moving forward.

Daniel Russo, written comments provided as follows: Beach Re nourishment tax. I feel we should sell 
beach tags (daily-weekly-seasonal). We should charge for parking. This revenue should go towards beach 
replenishment. 

David Iannucci, written comments provided as follows: First/Second Row homeowners do not 'own' the 
beach. That was made abundantly clear last spring during the shutdown of the beach by the town due to 
COVID restrictions. No one was able to access the beach and that applied to all four districts and those 
coming to the island. If the Town is to impose a higher percentage for first/second row, those paying the 
bill should have exclusive access to the beach (post sunrise) to coincide with the % being taxed/assessed. 

Warren Jones, written comments provided as follows: I strongly oppose the method of allocating cost for 
the beach renourishment plan. By only considering land value small cottages are treated the same as 
multi-story investment/rental properties. The proposal I read mentioned a desire for equity. Equity as 
mentioned in the proposal requires funding based on use and access. A rental/investment with several 
stories and likely up to a dozen or more occupants has far more access than a one or two bedroom cottage. 
Please be consistent with equity. 

Kerri McCullough, written comments provided as follows: Subject: $40 Million Dollar Beach OKI 
Nourishment Project – Public Hearing April 6, 2021, On behalf of over 245 members of the Oak Island 
NC Involved Citizens Group, we respectfully submit the following: 1. Mayor Thomas, in your 2019 
campaign, you were quoted by the STARNEWSONLINE.COM saying, “In my opinion, it is unfair for 
the entire cost of preserving our beach to be placed on the backs of the Oak Island taxpayers, and I 
promise that I will ‘leave no stone unturned.’  To support your position, please provide a summary of all 
the avenues explored and why those were not viable? a. What additional grant research has been pursued 
by our Town Council & Staff? i.e., National Coastal Resilience Fund, a division of National Fish and 
Wildlife, or other similar grants? b. What consideration has been given to adjusting the Ad Valorem tax 
rate for non-residents vs residents as part of the project funding?  (A combination of both assessment and 
tax deductible property tax may be part of a more acceptable solution.) c. What was the County response 
to our requests for help? How did they justify their “No”? 2. Under the Districts’ Assessments, How will 
multi-family properties, hotels, and the Island beach clubs assessment be calculated to ensure equity and 
fairness with the individual property owner assessment? Why is the District 4 percentage in recent drafts 
so low compared to the rest? 3. How can sustainability eg the FEMA Engineered Beach be explained so 
the citizens and taxpayers can better understand that as a driver for this project? a. What is it? b. Is it truly 
sustainable with this 20 year Plan? Will you be back to ask for more taxpayer money every few years? c. 
Is there any scenario where FEMA would deny storm recovery help even after we “engineer” our Beach? 
d. Please explain why jetties or groins are not being considered. 4. Please share the outcome of Town 
Council and staff’s latest meeting with our State Legislators. What specific assistance for help was 
requested at this meeting? a. Were the following discussed, at this meeting or others, and what was 
outcome? i. A legislative bill modification for increasing the Accommodations Tax, or additional 
alcoholic beverage or prepared food tax. ii. Funding from the State Conservation Fund as proposed by 
Governor’s Budget plan OTHER QUESTIONS – FAQ’s for Town Site 5. What other Requests for 
Proposals were solicited and which consultants (both Funding and Engineering) submitted a proposal for 
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the long-term Nourishment Project? a. If Moffat & Nichol was the only Engineering proposal received, 
please explain our Town Council’s reasoning for not seeking others since competition is helpful and 
beneficial in vendor relationships. b. Did Staff benchmark the DEC consultant’s final work products 
against other beach communities’ for best funding practices in this kind of project? c. Are either of the 
Consultants compensated based on timing of beginning of the Project or have any incentive to keep the 
Project on time and on budget? 6. What if our Town Council does nothing and lets Mother Nature take its 
course?  Have the impacts been specifically determined and quantified? We respectfully request that this 
project be put on hold until every stone has been turned and there is reasonable understanding of the 
approach by Taxpayers. There are many stakeholders, including this group, that want to assist our Town 
Council in researching all possible funding opportunities and/or engaging with County, State or Federal 
officials; so that the financial burden of nourishing our beach will not rest solely or as heavily on the 
backs of property owners as the Plan currently proposed. We believe there is more work to be done.

Deanna Jones, written comments provided as follows: (in body of email) I live in district 3 and do not feel 
even 25% is fair to ask of this district. This is the backyard for District 1 and especially with the new rules 
set by CAMA they continue to have direct access whereas the rest of us are to use designated access. We 
have to risk our lives crossing a busy road for access. Is a Go Fund Me being considered or company 
match. My company has a program for situations like this. Finally, Police CONSTANT 4 wheel 
patrolling is necessary to keep people off dunes. I am a resident on Oak Island where I walk or drive to 
the beach and access it from the designated public access points. (in attached letter): I recognize that the 
preservation of the beach and the dunes are vital to our beach community. I believe it to be my 
responsibility to pay my fair share in this current dune nourishment and revitalization project so we have 
a nice and secure beach in the many years to come. That said, my fair share, as topic for discussion. As a 
district 3 resident, my point of view is that those of us in district 3 should pay less than district 1 or 2. 
Though more than district 4. My rationale is as follows: 1. My “backyard” is not connected to the beach. 
2. Having a ‘backyard’ connected to the beach lends itself to many rewards, but also greater risk. 3. Risk 
generally comes with a cost. Thus these points. 4. I only access the beach via designated points. I don’t 
walk over dunes. Most likely this is true for all those without private beach access. 5. It does not appear 
that many of the homeowners or renters of the beach front practice crossing their backyard dunes in an 
effort to reduce minimal amount of disturbance. I see many foot paths leading to a single home for many 
homes. 6. Most of those homes do not appear to have dune fences, stakes or buffers that prevent multiple 
breaching points. Part of me wants to ask for a hazard discount applied for district 3 for risking life and 
limb when walking across E. Oak Island Drive any time of the year. But will save cross lights, signs and 
pedestrian right away for another time. So, what is a fair percentage? Not 25%. I know this is a difficult 
process and requires a lot of work. Thank you to all those involved with the decision making process and 
all the effort and work you have put forth. I know you have the best intentions for this resolution. Could a 
‘Go Fund Me’ campaign be set up to raise some of the funding to cover the cost? Is there a non-profit 
‘Save the Dunes’ that would qualify for donations and employee matches in existence? My company has 
such a program and I would be willing to apply for this assistance. Does anyone have ideas to reduce the 
overall amount for everyone? Lastly, I would like to address the CAMA rules regarding rollout walkways 
for beachfront homeowners. I am not an engineer but this seems like a way to pacify the beachfront 
homeowners and continue to do damage to the very dunes we are trying to build up and protect. There 
are constant breaches occurring and a Patrolman needs to be utilizing the 4-wheeler that was used during 
COVID and PATROL the beaches. Calling when it occurs is not a way to stop this from happening, it 
needs to be continuously monitored by authority. If the town does not have funds and foresight for this, 
they do not have the right to ask us for assistance in building the dunes back up.

Allison Miller, written comments provided as follows: My name is Allison Miller and my husband and I 
are the owners of the property at 303 E. Beach Drive, Oak Island. We have been following the
renourishment plans on the town website and through our rental agency. My first question is that I have 
not been able find any information about whether the proposed renourishment plan will add any 
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additional rebuildable space to the oceanfront lots? and will vegetation be replanted and how far it will be 
planted from where the current temporary dunes are? This is a significant detail, I believe, as to whether 
the "oceanfront district" should be charged a higher tax rate than the rest of the island. The beach is used 
by the entire community, not just the oceanfront houses, so why are oceanfront houses required to pay 
more if it is not directly affecting our lot? If it is adding value to our lot, that would make more sense, but 
we do not own the beach in front of our house. It is public space for all residence and renters to use so it 
should be paid for by all residence and users equally. By adding this tax for the next 4 years, the town will 
be discouraging purchases of oceanfront homes in Oak Island for the next 4 years, and bringing the home 
values down since buyer will have to factor this tax into the purchase price. It will also be causing 
financial hardship to the people that have invested in the community, the homeowners. We purchased our 
home last year and did significant updates to the house, bringing in tourist dollars through rentals and 
property values up for the community and now we are being penalized. Please reconsider the overall 
effects this proposed tax will have on new home sales, home values, and homeowners who do not have 
these extremely high tax rates in their budget. Thank you.

Nancy McMurray, 6607 W. Beach Dr., written comments provided as follows (via two emails): The 
following questions regard the recently proposed Service Districts and tax receipts. What percentage of 
OKI property taxes are paid by District 1? District 2? District 3? District 4? What percentage of OKI tax 
receipts are from the Accommodations Tax? What is the differential in sales tax receipts between the 
“rental season” and the “off season.” Please quantify the money brought into our city coffers that are 
attributable to each district and also the monies that are attributable to tourism. Please show that the 
people who you plan to fund most of the initiative are not already contributing more than others. Thank 
you. (AND) Mayor and Council Members, I applaud your movement towards building an engineered 
beach on Oak Island. This is a step that should have been taken years ago. The recent proposals for 
funding of this project, however, unfairly burden the proposed District 1 owners. Every piece of land in 
our town is inherently more valuable than a similar parcel in a non-oceanfront community. Our tax 
valuations reflect that. For this reason I believe it fair that an assessment should be based on the whole tax 
value of each parcel. Those that are further from the beach will be paying less. The mayor’s comments 
that those who benefit the most will pay the most would actually come true with this plan. The recently 
suggested assessment for District 1 gives 6.66% of our property owners a bill for 38% of the project. 
District 2 will have 21.23% of our property owners pay 31% of the project. ask you, what percentage of 
Oak Island property taxes come from each of the proposed districts? I venture to say that District 1 and 2 
combined bring in more than District 3 and 4, combined. Most of District 1 owners are not full time 
citizens and cannot vote in our elections. They have, however, invested in our town, created job 
opportunities, and brought in a great deal of revenue via accommodations taxes and increased sales taxes 
at all local businesses. The rental market fuels our local economy. Not one of our representatives lives or 
owns property in District 1. Please don’t ignore the value that a healthy beach brings to all property 
owners and business owners on Oak Island. 

Danielle Langmann, 2527 W Beach Dr., written comments provided as follows: I would like my 
comments and questions to be a part of the record for the Town Council Special Meeting April 6, 2021. I 
am a homeowner on Oak Island NC. I am not going to be able to make the meeting tonight, but I am free 
to speak with any of you about the beach nourishment project. First, the beaches are public and everyone 
on the island, as well as visitors, has equal access to the public beach. I think the first row homeowners
like me would be fine with protecting our own backyards. That is not the issue. We had gotten estimates 
to increase the dunes before the town built those huge berms, and we planned to include sand fencing 
which the town is not doing, and the cost was nowhere near $7000 a year for 4 years. Under $3000 per 
home. When it washes away, we’d have to pay another $3000 to build it back up again. I am fine with 
that and understand that I need to do that to protect my house. Pay money to build up dunes and protect 
our own houses. We would get whatever permits were needed to do this. I am not for paying the town to 
do the work, at $40 million. This is extremely high. It includes creating more beach than what is there 
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currently, which is not something the front row homeowner should have to pay for when it is a public 
beach. Don’t do the $40 million project and just let front row folks protect their own backyards. From 
others, I agree with their sentiments as well. Here is one example: It is your responsibility to make fact 
based decisions, how do you quantify the benefit of renourishment by proximity to the beach? How do 
you quantify benefit to users of the beach, which of course is public? - without quantification of benefits, 
I don’t see how you can make fact based decisions between alternatives 1 and 2 and others, much less 
with percentages to assign to districts, which I know are still under discussion? How do you know who 
should pay how much without laying out the benefits to property owners, renters, businesses, and 
visitors? Otherwise, your decisions may be perceived as subjective and ill-informed. I also agree this this 
homeowners' sentiments: The new structure is a Benefit Principle approach. Examples of benefit include. 
* Public college tuition (only paid by the people who attend public colleges) * National park admission 
fees (only paid by the people who visit public parks) * Fuel taxes (only paid by the people who purchase 
fuel) * Bus fares (only paid by the people who take the bus) * Bridge tolls (only paid by people who use 
the bridge) The benefit principle targets those that benefit the most; however, other community members 
benefit as well. College’s for example benefit the entire community, not just those that attend. In our case 
and in my mind, it seems the "most benefit" Is centered on: 1) protection of homes primarily, and 2) 
views. However, access, use, enjoyment, and the economic benefit apply to all. 1 Please define “benefit" 
for the record. 2. Focus the debate on thresholds that identify most benefit. 3. This is about individual 
households. The math must be based on individual households, not districts. Percent by household within 
districts, not just percent by district. 4. Districts are not represented on the Council. To be fair, 
representation from each "district" must have a say in the assessment. The current towns approach in the 
graph below (top graph) is a left to right method that focuses on district percentages. From a district 
perspective, district 1 is only paying 38% of the bill. However, from an individual homeowner 
perspective district 1 families are paying 68.5% of the bill. Why is this? Because there’s only 833 homes 
in district 1. Again, districts do not pay, individual homeowners pay. This is about individual 
homeowners, it should be designed to what it is. The method should be from right to left using thresholds 
that identify most benefit as the first step. Just as an example, see the second chart (below the first) that 
first assigns a cost per home and then works the math going to the left. 

In the second example, you can see that front row homeowners pay more for their benefit of views, but 
the distribution is more equitable. Not equal, but equitable. Have each district represented to develop a 
fair, equitable distribution that is done by homeowners not districts. Or don't do the beach nourishment 
plan at all, and front row homeowners can pay to add vegetation and fencing to the current huge berms. 
Thank you.

Laura Lavezzo, written comments provided as follows: I feel that it is unfair to have an unequal 
distribution of taxes taken for a resource that all in this community benefit from (businesses, store fronts, 
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and residence of the community). My question is are there board members/decision makers that own in 
the proposed heavier tax hit areas representing this area? Taxation without representation seems to come 
to mind when decisions like this are being made. Furthermore... I don’t use crossover paths from oak 
island drive, I don’t use the splash pad or new structure for shade being added over it, I don’t use the dog 
parks, etc. But as a member of this community I put in my share to help cover these expenses that are 
rebuilt and maintained each year. Some of the same groups of people that were opposed to paid parking 
because they should have free access to the beach, now claim they don’t use the beach and hardly go and 
shouldn’t pay for it. Paid parking should be revisited to help offset high cost of beach renourishment. My 
understanding is that the paid parking plan never went through due to poor due diligence and research on 
the fraudulent company that was proposed to run in. Thankfully the town uncovered the truth before it 
was too late. With the enormous sand budget, the paid parking should be revisited immediately. I can’t 
think of a beautifully maintained beach that doesn’t have paid parking. There are ways to allow full time 
residents to not have to pay for parking. Have that an added perk of the town sticker we residents 
purchase for entrance back on the island after storms. Lastly, for many years the problem of dunes being 
intentionally destroyed by man due to disrespect or ignorance has continued to grow with no 
consequence. Vegetative dunes have been being destroyed for years. Now the more recent issue is adults 
and children alike are walking down the beach on top of the protective burns (horizontally to the ocean) 
we are all paying for. They are sitting having lunch on top of them, setting up little tables even, 
cartwheeling down them, scooting their bottoms down them, digging into the bases of them. When is 
enough enough and fines are actually given. There must be consequences. Since we don’t have patrols for 
such things or they are very few if there are. Beach lovers are trying to do their part to nicely explain the 
importance of these dunes or the protective “burns”, and this has no effect if the town won’t back them 
up.

Terry Pearce, written comments provided as follows: A rental prop with 5-6 BR & 5-6 bth (mini-hotels) 
with occupancy of 12-25 rent for $6-9K a week should incur a higher % of fees. As it stands now the 
owners of such properties can pay the assessment with just 1 week's income. Not so the average 1st & 
2nd row homeowner who does Not rent their home at all. Condo owners should pay too. Tourists should 
incur add'l direct expenses to help pay for the privilege of coming to OKI. All use beach, unfair to assess 
oceanfront 3x more than 2nd district.

Deborah Love, written comments provided as follows: Beach Nourishment: The Sand Fund tax residents 
currently pay each year is not sufficient? How are those funds utilized? As there is no guarantee, just a 
'possibility' that an 'engineered beach' status for OKI may provide FEMA funds, why not let beach front 
property owners take responsibility for maintaining dunes and sand in front of their homes? The mega 
rental units receive the greatest public benefit and income from rentals. I live on the island and do not rent 
my home. 

III) Adjourn: Mayor Pro Tempore Scott made a motion to adjourn at 8:05 p.m. Councilman Bell 
seconded the motion and it passed unanimously.

_____________________________________
Ken Thomas, Mayor

Attested: _______________________________
    Lisa P. Stites, MMC
    Town Clerk

Clerk's Statement: Minutes are in compliance with the open meetings laws. The purpose of minutes per the open meetings laws is to provide a 
record of the actions taken by a Council or a Board and evidence that the actions were taken according to proper procedures. All actions of the 
Council are recorded in the official minutes. Not all portions of Town of Oak Island meetings are recorded verbatim in the official minutes, with 
general discussion items, reports, presentations, and public comments being paraphrased or summarized in many instances. Public comments in 
writing should be submitted to the clerk via hard copy, electronic mail, or other means so as to ensure an exact verbatim account. The Town of 
Oak Island provides full coverage of meetings on Government Channel 8 so that the Citizens and the Public may view and listen to the meetings 
in their entirety.
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MINUTES
SPECIAL MEETING

OAK ISLAND TOWN COUNCIL
OAK ISLAND TOWN HALL – COUNCIL CHAMBERS

April 20, 2021 – 10 a.m. 

Present: Mayor Ken Thomas, Mayor Pro Tempore Loman Scott, Council members John W. Bach, Sheila 
M. Bell, Charlie K. Blalock and Jeff Winecoff, Town Manager David Kelly, Finance Director David 
Hatten and Town Clerk Lisa P. Stites, MMC. Seating was still limited in the room due to the COVID-19 
pandemic, but the meeting was broadcast on OKI-TV and livestreamed.

I) Call to Order - Mayor Ken Thomas called the meeting to order and said that for today's 
workshop, they would discuss Police Fire and Developments Services.

II) Special Meeting Item: Discussion of Proposed FY 2021-2022 Budget 

Mr. Kelly said it was that time of year to have budget workshops on Tuesdays and Thursdays. Additional 
special meetings can be added as necessary. Today's schedule includes Development Services, Fire and 
Police. He said there is a 3-year plan for capital needs; it was introduced to Council at the January retreat 
and has been incorporated into the proposed budget. The proposed budget also includes requests for 
additional personnel.

Councilman Bach said that he heard Mr. Kelly said that there are requests for additional personnel within 
the budget. He said that he hoped that the money previously used for debt services would be put toward 
paving. He said that he'd also reviewed his notes from the previous years and that he knew there were 
some critical equipment needs. Mr. Kelly said they had also provided information for projects planned out 
for the next few years so they could see the impact on the future budgets.

Development Services Director Steve Edwards said that his proposed budget includes two new 
employees. He reviewed the duties his department covers: ensure compliance with Town ordinances and 
state and federal building codes, FEMA, flood and CAMA regulations as well, work with the Board of 
Adjustment and Planning Board, and with Council.  

Mr. Edwards said he was asking to reinstate an unfilled inspector position. He said that he had projected 
200 homes for the fiscal year and to date, they have issued 217 new home permits. He said seven 
apartment buildings have been built at the Hawthorne complex, but five more are planned. He said this 
position would be responsible for coordinating all plan review, which would mean the other inspectors 
could focus more on the inspections side. They are currently running two to three weeks behind on plan 
review, and they need to fix that. He has also requested to replace the vehicle for that position. The other 
new position would be a flood plain administrator/CAMA local permitting officer. He said that the flood 
plain administrator was required by the flood ordinance and participation in the National Flood Insurance 
program. In the past, the floodplain manager had always been merged with another position, and that it 
was too much work to continue doing that. He said the Town tries to maintain the lowest score possible to 
help keep property owners' flood insurance premiums lower. He said that this position would require 
travel and training for certifications. This position will require purchasing office supplies as well. 
Councilman Bell asked about the clerical staff, and Mr. Edwards explained their duties and spoke about 
the workflow. Councilman Bell asked if the Department still used interns to help with the workload, and
Mr. Edwards said he did. 

Councilman Bach said that last year, the Department was down 4.2 percent and a position was unfilled, 
and now it is up 25 percent and he is asking for two positions. He said he hears the rationale, and asked if 
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that was driven by working toward buildout. Mr. Edwards said that his Department was continually 
overworked and that it was time for additional help. Councilman Bach asked how much would be field 
work for the unfilled position; Mr. Edwards said he thought that it would be 75 office/25 field. 
Councilman Bell commended Mr. Edwards for trying to do without the position but now coming back 
and saying it wasn't working. Mr. Kelly said that they were bringing in someone part-time to help with 
the workload. Mr. Edwards said that another thing to remember is that more of the departments' costs are 
coming out of Administration and going into the individual departments. 

Regarding permitting fees, Mr. Edwards said that according to the State statutes, permit fees have to be 
used for the permitting department. He said he'll be reviewing the fee schedule as well. Councilman Bach 
asked how much was collected in permit fees, if it was the $1.2 million the Department needed; Mr. 
Edwards said it was $1.04 million. He also said there were some staff that performed work not related to 
permitting. Answering a question from Mayor Thomas, Mr. Edwards said that trends say that the housing 
shortage will continue at least another two years. Following a discussion on whether fees would exceed 
expenses, staff was asked to clarify how a surplus could be utilized, if it could be used in another 
department. Councilman Winecoff asked how Pine Forest was progressing. Mr. Edwards said one 
contractor was starting to build houses. 

Fire Department: Mr. Kelly said that he was looking at staffing here as well, due to call volume. He said 
that they talked at the retreat about a fire station on the mainland (Pine Forest area) and phasing it in over 
three years. 

Chief Chris Anselmo said that the two priorities were staffing and a truck. Chief Anselmo said that 
Council had previously approved buying a used truck, but the Department's truck was repaired instead. 
He said that it is a 30-year-old truck and has been out of service more than it has been in service. He said 
that it needs to be replaced. He said it affects service, as staff and equipment have to be shifted around to 
accommodate that truck being out. As far as staffing, the Chief said that the call volume has been 
increasing as well. At the outset of the pandemic, he said County staff was handling medical calls to 
reduce exposure and to help conserve supplies. He said that the County is no longer doing that, and that 
he also looked at the number of calls they would have been responding to during the pandemic. He said 
that they also have overlapping calls, and response times are going down accordingly. The response time 
is now over seven minutes when it used to be less than five minutes two or three years ago. He said that 
he is asking for three people, and he would put them all at Station 1; that would make it four people per
shift there. In a fire situation, two could get in an engine and two in the ladder truck, but in a medical 
situation, two could take an engine, and then he would still have two people to respond in the other engine 
when there are overlapping calls. He said that besides the increased calls, they still have training, facility 
maintenance, etc. He said they were bending and bending, but were now at the breaking point.
Councilman Bach asked how many overlap calls the Department had. In 2014, there were 134 
overlapping calls out of 1,273 total calls. In 2020, even with COVID, there were 1,243 calls, with 242 
overlapping, or 19.74 percent overlapping. In 2019, with 1,564 calls it was 310, or 19.82 percent. 
Councilman Bach asked what would be needed for Pine Forest. Chief Anselmo said that it would be a 
minimum of nine people (ideally 12), or three per shift. The three he is requesting now would be part of 
that nine. Councilman Winecoff said he'd like to see a consultant evaluate the district and tell us what the
needs are. Councilman Winecoff said that the General Fund debt was paid off and now all he is hearing is 
want, want, want. Councilman Bach said that they need a long-term plan for Pine Forest, though he 
thought they needed to donate the land and build a station. Councilman Winecoff said that regarding 
positions, the fire marshal position needed to be eliminated. Mayor Thomas said that he didn’t think we 
needed a fire station for Pine Forest. He said that if we worked with the County and St. James, and if we 
turned over the fire fees, another department could cover that area. Chief Anselmo said that the Town had 
to change its response plan because St. James does not want to come out of the development to respond to 
Pine Forest. He said it might be different when fire fees are part of the discussion, but he didn't know. 
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Councilman Winecoff said that they need to have someone evaluate the needs for the department. Chief 
Anselmo said he could provide the report that was already prepared, and Councilman Winecoff said that 
he wouldn’t trust a report from a State agency. Mr. Kelly said that they have an annual audit and 
review/inspection, but he could look for an outside company to come in and evaluate it. Councilman Bach 
said that they need a plan. Councilman Bell added that they need to be able to show the citizens that when 
Council agrees with the Chief, there’s a reason for it. Councilman Winecoff said it would help to educate 
Council and the citizens. Councilman Winecoff made a motion to have an outside agency review 
emergency needs and recommend action. Councilman Bach seconded the motion and it passed 
unanimously. 

Mayor Pro Tempore Scott asked about the overlapping calls, what kind of calls they were. Chief Anselmo 
said they could be anything. Mayor Pro Tempore Scott asked if the largest percentage would be medical. 
Chief Anselmo said that if they have 1,500 calls a year, 900 of them were probably medical calls. Mayor 
Pro Tempore Scott asked if we would depend on the County totally if we did not have paramedic training; 
Chief Anselmo said only if we did not respond to medical calls at all. He said if we respond, then we have 
to stay with a patient until the County transports; a paramedic can only transfer care to another paramedic. 
The Chief said that he thought it would be a disservice to the citizens here to not respond to medical calls
at all. Mayor Pro Tempore Scott said he thought maybe the County needed to step up its game; the Chief 
said the County had added trucks and staff, even adding extra trucks during peak times. Mayor Pro 
Tempore Scott said that it didn't seem fair that we would go from five to seven minutes for response time 
and the County was not doing more to assist. The Chief said that the County does keep an ambulance on 
the island and there are times they get to a call faster than the Town. Answering a question from 
Councilman Bell, the Chief said he had trucks with paramedic supplies at Stations 1 and 3; Station 2 is an 
admin and training building. Mr. Kelly said that was one of the reasons they were considering moving 
trucks and staff from Station 3 to Station 2. The Chief said he thought that would help with response 
times. He said that everywhere over there would still be within the 5-mile radius, whereas there was more 
distance between Stations 1 and 3. Councilman Blalock asked if the Southport Fire Department had 
paramedics; Chief Anselmo said it did not, and does not respond to Oak Island medical calls unless 
needed. He said that Sunny Point has a paramedic-level ambulance now. Councilman Blalock asked if St. 
James offers mutual aid. Chief Anselmo said St. James has basic-level medical service. He said that the 
St. James Fire Department has been a huge help for our fire department. Councilman Bach asked if there 
was a plan for an airport fire, with jet fuel, etc. Chief Anselmo said he would call Sunny Point for backup
and they would need a lot of foam. He said that all but one of Oak Island’s full-time firefighters are 
certified for airport fires. Mr. Kelly said that staff had also discussed relocating Station 3 with the airport 
staff and they did not bring back any concerns. Councilman Winecoff asked how many paramedics it 
takes to respond, could it be two or do all three need to respond. Chief Anselmo said that one person 
could do it, but what would the other staff do. Councilman Winecoff asked if they had a smaller truck, 
could that leave firefighters and vehicles available for other calls. Councilman Winecoff said there was 
$100,000 in scheduled overtime in this budget, and if they changed the fire marshal to a paramedic 
position and one positon were added, that would mean two people could use a smaller truck to respond to 
medical calls and cut out the overtime. Mr. Kelly said it would not eliminate the overtime because of the 
24-hour shifts, and that the Chief had explained it to them the last few years. Councilman Winecoff said 
that was why they needed a consultant then. Chief Anselmo said the fire marshal position was a life safety 
position. Councilman Winecoff said that they were told that the fire marshal position would pay for itself
and it doesn’t come close; he said that the County can do the inspections. Mr. Kelly said that then the 
Town would pay for inspections of its own facilities. Councilman Winecoff said they need to look into it. 
Chief Anselmo said that he never said the position would make money, because at the time, inspections 
were $80 and there are 350 businesses, and that wouldn’t cover a salary. What he said was that there were 
other people moving into positions as they moved people around, and that would save them money in 
salaries, which would have made up the difference for the first year or two. He also said it was not about 
making money, it was a life safety issue making sure businesses were inspected every year. Mayor Pro 
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Tempore Scott asked how many inspections the department had done last year; Chief Anselmo said that 
he would get that information. Regarding non-payment of invoices, Mr. Kelly said there were a few who 
didn’t pay, but it wasn’t everyone. Mr. Kelly said the fire marshal position has grown over the past few 
years. He said that the County will not do plan review, and that if the Fire Department doesn't do it, than 
Development Services will have to. He also said that sometimes, it takes several reviews and visits before 
approval. Councilman Bach said that a goal of increasing staff would be to cut down on overtime, and he 
asked the Chief if that was his thinking too. The Chief said that the way the scheduling works, there are 9 
or 10 days. By law, they can pay regular time for 212 hours. So if they work 9 days, they are already 
scheduled for 216 hours. If someone takes a day off, then that helps with the overtime. He said that 
unscheduled overtime covers when someone is sick, etc. Chief Anselmo said his goal would be to 
eliminate part-time staff, and he would do that by adding full-time staff. Councilman Blalock asked how 
the fire marshal position worked in other jurisdictions; Chief Anselmo said in small towns, that person 
was also a firefighter, but in larger towns, no. Mayor Pro Tempore Scott asked how much had been 
collected in fire inspection fees; Mr. Hatten said he would provide those figures. Councilman Bell asked 
about repeat good intent calls, saying her concern was three people rolling out a fire truck when two 
people in a pickup truck could respond.

After a brief recess, Mayor Thomas called the meeting back to order at 11:33 a.m. 

Police: Mr. Kelly said that they had one person stepping down from a full-time to a part-time position. He 
said there are two vacant positions, and that many police departments are having trouble getting 
applicants. Mr. Kelly also reviewed the 3-year capital plan, which included replacing two Dodge 
Chargers with Durangos and adding a vehicle for the part-time personnel to drive. He said they have 
looked at the vehicle needs for the next several years and have laid out a plan for the coming year’s 
purchases. He said they have also completed a complete inventory for all rolling stock for all departments, 
and that has been utilized in the 3-year plan as well. Councilman Bach thanked Mr. Kelly for the plan for 
vehicles and the inventory. He also asked why we were having trouble recruiting, if the Town was not in 
the right benefits range. Mr. Kelly said that the Town is probably in the mid-point salary wise, but that 
there are evaluations and opportunities for increases that other towns don’t have. Councilman Bach said 
that maybe the Town should be doing more to recruit, especially since people were clamoring for 
enforcement of beach rules. He said that that they should include police, fire, and development services in 
the independent study, to see what the Town will need three years from now. Councilman Bell said that 
businesses were having a hard time finding employees as well, especially with increased unemployment 
benefits available. Mr. Kelly said he had contacted other beach towns, that they had stepped to our salary 
levels but were having trouble recruiting as well. Mayor Pro Tempore Scott asked what the Town could 
do to retain employees. Mr. Kelly explained that one officer who left was getting out of law enforcement 
for full-time work; they haven’t had many people just walk away from Town employment. Assistant 
Chief Franks said the Town does a good job supporting employees, and that the stepping up of vehicles 
has helped as well. He said that looking ahead, they will need more people, but they have to consider 
what the needs are. He said there was no need for a SWAT team as they could call on another agency. He 
said maybe someday they would need 14 detectives, but not at this point. Assistant Chief Franks and 
Council had additional discussion about recruitment and retention strategies, and the ability for an 
employee to move up to higher positions. Assistant Chief Franks also said that they could use retired 
officers, a reserve force, for parades, special events, etc. Mr. Kelly said that changes to the pay scale, 
merit raises, etc. had been part of the budgets the last few years. Council and the Assistant Chief also 
discussed weapons and ammunition and how they were assigned. Councilman Bach asked about video 
cameras. Mr. Kelly said that they had decided to keep the vehicle cameras they have and start replacing 
them next year. Assistant Chief Franks said that for now, they make sure that the vehicle and body 
cameras are working and that they are activated. He said that they use the videos for training purposes as 
well. Assistant Chief Franks said that he agreed there should be a long-term plan and for growth, 
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including the mainland. He said the Department was still smaller than it was when the towns consolidated 
(in 1999).

Fire Fees: Mr. Kelly said that they had discussed this last year. Currently, the Town collects $1.5 million 
in fire fees. He said there is a meeting at the end of the month to discuss fire fees with the County. He said 
the maximum they could increase the fee is 60 percent. He said with the fire fees, the fire department 
budget lacks $929,000, and that money is made up with money from the General Fund. He said that now, 
the fee is $275/year for a 2,000-3,000 square foot home, and the maximum fire fee increase would take 
that to $400/year, and a 30 percent increase would take it to $325/year. The Town can give its 
recommendation, but then the County would vote and set the rate. He said that the information staff has 
compiled will be provided to Council.

Regarding the study Council had asked for, Mr. Kelly said he got the names of a couple of firms from 
Chief Anselmo. Councilman Winecoff said he didn’t want staff to have any say so in this because then it 
wouldn’t be independent. Mr. Kelly said the people doing the study would have to get data from the staff. 
Councilman Winecoff said it needed to be an independent study without any influence from the Fire 
Chief or anyone else. Mr. Kelly said that it what the firms say they provide. Councilman Bach said they
need a plan to handle the growth at Pine Forest. Councilman Winecoff said it would show the citizens 
how many people are needed to do the job and protect them. 

III) Adjourn: Councilman Bell made a motion to adjourn at 12:14 p.m. Councilman Bach seconded 
the motion and it passed unanimously.

_____________________________________
Ken Thomas, Mayor

Attested: _____________________________________
    Lisa P. Stites, MMC
    Town Clerk

Clerk's Statement: Minutes are in compliance with the open meetings laws. The purpose of minutes per the open meetings laws is 
to provide a record of the actions taken by a Council or a Board and evidence that the actions were taken according to proper
procedures. All actions of the Council are recorded in the official minutes. Not all portions of Town of Oak Island meetings are 
recorded verbatim in the official minutes, with general discussion items, reports, presentations, and public comments being 
paraphrased or summarized in many instances. Public comments in writing should be submitted to the clerk via hard copy, 
electronic mail, or other means so as to ensure an exact verbatim account. The Town of Oak Island provides full coverage of 
meetings on Government Channel 8 so that the Citizens and the Public may view and listen to the meetings in their entirety.
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MINUTES
SPECIAL MEETING – BUDGET WORKSHOP

OAK ISLAND TOWN COUNCIL
OAK ISLAND TOWN HALL – COUNCIL CHAMBERS

April 22, 2021 – 10 a.m. 

Present: Mayor Ken Thomas, Mayor Pro Tempore Loman Scott, Council members John W. Bach, Sheila 
M. Bell, Charlie K. Blalock, and Jeff Winecoff, Town Manager David Kelly, Finance Director David 
Hatten and Town Clerk Lisa P. Stites, MMC. Seating was still limited in the room due to the COVID-19 
pandemic, but the meeting was broadcast on OKI-TV and livestreamed.

I) Call to Order - Honorable Mayor Ken Thomas

II) Special Meeting Item -- Discussion of Proposed FY 2021-2022 Budget (Water, Sewer, Town 
Council budget, and other departments if time allows).

Mr. Kelly said that we had Trey Bivins here for Water, and Mark Moore for Sewer and general services 
(billing and meter reading).

Water: Water Superintendent Trey Bivins said we are in a building boom, and he hadn't seen anything 
like it since 2007. He said that he thinks by the end of the year, they'll have done 300 new homes. He said 
that he has increased his budget for taps, maintenance and equipment. He said everything else in the 
budget was largely the same. Mr. Kelly said that in the proposed budget, vehicle operations and 
maintenance were now combined to be able to monitor them better. Mr. Kelly said that the water tower 
maintenance contract was up for renewal. He said that the tanks were built 20-22 years ago and were 
rated for 100 mph, and that they were on an aggressive maintenance schedule for the tanks because of the 
environment they're in. Councilman Blalock asked if they collected rent on the antennas on the towers. 
Mr. Kelly said they did, and that would likely increase soon. Mr. Hatten said lease revenue was $305,000.
Councilman Bach asked if it was fair to say that the shift in budget was away from capital and more to 
equipment and maintenance, for a net negative budget; Mr. Bivins said that was correct. He said they 
were working with the same number of staff and were able to keep up at this point. Councilman Bach 
asked if the boom continues, how long they would be able to maintain current levels. Mr. Bivins said that 
the boom continues, he would likely want to add an additional maintenance worker. Councilman Bach 
asked Mr. Bivins to be thinking ahead to what would be needed a few years down the road, and that Pine 
Forest would come online. Councilman Bell noted that the Town would not provide water or sewer 
service for Pine Forest. Mr. Hatten said that they would exceed projected revenues in the water 
department this fiscal year. Councilman Winecoff asked how the dewatering pump was holding up, that it 
was in next year’s plan to replace; Mr. Bivins said they actually have three pumps, and that they just had 
one serviced. Mr. Bivins said that they had requested another compressor and that they had two trucks 
that he didn't think were worth spending any more money on. He said that they had received the new 
backhoe and that it should last 20 years. Mr. Hatten said they had budgeted $75,000 for water tap fees, 
which was conservative due to the uncertainty during the pandemic, and so far had collected $240,000.

Councilman Bach said that he wanted to see a total allocation of spending for vehicles in the total 
proposed budget. Mr. Kelly said it was in the 3-year plan provided to Council. 

Sewer: Mr. Kelly said that they would start with wastewater treatment. Mr. Moore said there was an 
increase in facilities maintenance, specifically for Bill Smith Park, including the dugouts, press boxes, etc. 
Mr. Kelly said those items were in Parks and Recreation budget before. He said that the Town gets
requests for tournaments and that they are trying to improve the facilities, such as adding dugout covers. 
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The budget also includes replacing a dewatering pump that is 30 years old; Mr. Kelly said it was used 
differently than the one used in the water department. Councilman Winecoff asked when the last time the 
sludge removal contract was bid out. Mr. Kelly said that the cost for sludge removal continues to rise, but 
they can relocate their permit in 2023. Regarding the increase in operating expenses, Mr. Moore said that 
part of it was increased cost for chemicals. Mr. Hatten said that it was also in anticipation of O&M cost 
increases from Brunswick County. Councilman Bach asked if the vehicle request was part of the capital 
plan; Mr. Kelly said it was. 

Mr. Kelly said that they have two treatment plants -- the satellite plant on Yacht Drive and the Fish 
Factory Road plant. He said that looking at the numbers for the Yacht Drive plant, it is no longer cost 
effective to operate it. He said that the flow is already considered in the capacity at the County's West 
Regional plant. He said that he recommends turning it into a stormwater treatment facility, and he would 
bring numbers back for Council to consider. Councilman Bach asked if the plant was designed poorly or 
just didn't operate correctly. Mr. Kelly said that he was handed that facility when he was in that 
department. He said that the membranes were bought and then the plant sat unused for three years
because the plant had to be relocated and re-permitted. He said that the membranes would have to be 
replaced in three years, and that it wouldn't be worth the cost. Answering a question from Councilor 
Bach, Mr. Kelly said that so far, they think that the conversion costs would be covered by grants, though 
there could be a share for the Town as well. He said he thought it would be a cost savings to the Town 
and also help with stormwater issues. 

Moving on to collection, Mr. Moore said they need to replace radios for the SCADA system. He said they 
also need to replace a generator on West Beach Drive. Mr. Kelly said that they had one person retire in 
this department, and that to their point of retaining employees, this department also had a person who 
recently was moved up to a higher pay grade when a position came open. Councilman Bach asked about 
professional services and dues and subscriptions. Mr. Kelly said that they need to have an engineering 
review for a permit renewal, and subscriptions covers the SCADA system, etc. Mr. Hatten said that staff 
was doing an extensive review of the phone lines and internet connections for the Town offices, and 
would eliminate lines being paid for that weren't needed. Councilman Winecoff asked staff to look into 
whether the rates could be raised on Brunswick County’s treatment for Caswell Beach wastewater. 

For general services (billing, meter technicians), Mr. Kelly said there was actually a small reduction in 
this budget. Mr. Kelly said what they would have to discuss in this budget is the water increase from 
Brunswick County. The potential increase from Brunswick County is 80 percent for wholesale customers,
whereas the County's customer rate is going up 38 percent. Mr. Hatten said that the County wants to go 
up from $2.89/1,000 to $5.25/1.000. Mr. Kelly said the Leland is building its own plant, so Brunswick 
County has to make up that lost revenue and is also moving forward with a reverse osmosis plant. He said 
that the Town’s contract expires this year, along with other towns, so that would be renegotiated. 
Councilman Bell said she knows the Town can’t build its own water plant, but said the County can raise 
rates to whatever, and the Town doesn’t have a choice. 

Council took a brief recess at 10:51 a.m. Mayor Thomas called the meeting back to order at 11 a.m. 

Mr. Hatten reviewed the budget for Town Council. The big item that was put into this year's budget was 
the election expenses. Councilman Bach said if we were going to be involved in a sand management 
campaign, and possibly paid parking, he didn't think the budgeted amount would be enough. Regarding 
the amount for legal expenses, Councilman Bach said that he'd like to know the total for legal expenses. 
Mr. Hatten said that the fees for defending the sewer district fee lawsuit had come from wastewater. 
Councilman Bach said that he wanted to see the total number. Councilman Bell asked where the funding 
for doing a study comes from; it would come from the department affected. Mayor Pro Tempore Scott 
asked if they were over budgeting for legal fees. Mr. Kelly said that Mr. Edes' bill was not up-to-date. 
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Councilman Bach said that he wanted to see legal services sent out for bids. Councilman Bach said that if 
they did a comprehensive study for paid parking, where would that funding come from; Mr. Hatten said it 
would have to come from the Council budget.

III) Adjourn: Councilman Bach made a motion to adjourn the meeting at 11:10 a.m. Councilman Bell 
seconded the motion and it passed unanimously.

_____________________________________
Ken Thomas, Mayor

Attested: _____________________________________
    Lisa P. Stites, MMC
    Town Clerk

Clerk's Statement: Minutes are in compliance with the open meetings laws. The purpose of minutes per the open meetings laws is 
to provide a record of the actions taken by a Council or a Board and evidence that the actions were taken according to proper 
procedures. All actions of the Council are recorded in the official minutes. Not all portions of Town of Oak Island meetings are 
recorded verbatim in the official minutes, with general discussion items, reports, presentations, and public comments being 
paraphrased or summarized in many instances. Public comments in writing should be submitted to the clerk via hard copy, 
electronic mail, or other means so as to ensure an exact verbatim account. The Town of Oak Island provides full coverage of 
meetings on Government Channel 8 so that the Citizens and the Public may view and listen to the meetings in their entirety.
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MINUTES
SPECIAL MEETING

OAK ISLAND TOWN COUNCIL
OAK ISLAND TOWN HALL – COUNCIL CHAMBERS

April 22, 2021 – 1 p.m. 

Present: Mayor Ken Thomas, Mayor Pro Tempore Loman Scott, Council members John W. Bach, Sheila 
M. Bell, Charlie K. Blalock, and Jeff Winecoff, Town Manager David Kelly, Town Attorney Brian Edes 
and Town Clerk Lisa P. Stites, MMC. Seating was still limited in the room due to the COVID-19 
pandemic, but the meeting was broadcast on OKI-TV and livestreamed.

I) Call to Order - Honorable Mayor Ken Thomas: Mayor Thomas thanked everyone for being here 
and said that Doug Carter and Andrew Carter with DEC Associates were present via Zoom.

II) Special Meeting Item

II.1 Consideration of Assessment Amounts for Funding the Master Plan - Beach Nourishment (Cover 
Page, BeachBenefitZonesMap_Adopted041321)

Mr. Kelly said he wanted to review a few items and history. He said Great Lakes Dredging was hired in 
June of 2019 to do our FEMA project. They were given a Notice to Proceed in December of 2019. The 
company took another project ahead of ours, the Wilmington Harbor project for the Corps of Engineers, 
with sand placement on Bald Head Island. During that time, he said they continued to negotiate our 
starting time with Great Lakes; they kept giving us schedules showing they were starting in February, 
then March, and that concerned the Town and its engineers. He said they had their first weekly scope
meeting with the contractor on January 6. He said that they could see the company was getting behind on 
the Bald Head project, which was creating a hardship for the Town of Oak Island. Our project was bid 
first, and it was the contractor’s decision to put someone before us. Mr. Kelly said that the time kept 
slipping for the start dates, and that they knew the volume of sand needed for the island and the days that 
would take. He said the engineer asked for updates, and we contacted Bald Head and the Corps. He said 
the state and federal agencies also started having concerns about that project finishing. Great Lakes 
finished the Bald Head project about two and a half months late, which put our project behind. He said 
that what that has done is create a domino hardship effect on the Town of Oak Island. He said that the 
contractor said they were bringing in the best of the best and doing everything they could to speed up the 
project, but that hasn’t happened. Mr. Kelly said that everything they're doing continues to be a lack of 
progress for us to see that the project was going be completed. He said that even before they got here, 
they started talking about applying for extensions. He said the federal and state agencies don’t allow 
extensions until usually mid-April/end of April, because that’s extending projects into turtle nesting 
season. Mr. Kelly said the first date they placed sand was April 8; they were supposed to have been here 
back in February. He said they continually asked the contractor about production rates and the volume of 
sand they could place. The agencies, the engineers and the Town keep asking them if there is anything 
that we can do to speed this project up. He said the contractor’s projections were that they could do 800-
1,200 feet a day, but they are averaging 360 feet a day. He said that doing the math, they can’t get it 
completed by April 30. He said that they have weekly meetings with the state and federal agencies on the 
phone, and they have all expressed their concerns. He said that the Town did apply for a demobilization 
extension, and it was approved, which means they can pump sand until April 30, but 360 feet/day still 
doesn’t get the project done. An extension for placing sand is under review. But this is just the first 
FEMA project, and the next one is planned to start November 16, and it would have been completed in
next year’s cycle. If Great Lakes doesn’t finish, they have to come back in November/December, and they 
wouldn’t finish this project until January. That would push our second FEMA project back and then we 
would be in the same predicament we're in now. Also, the Town's permit for the master plan is under 
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review, and that is on hold as well until they can finish reviewing the requested extensions. He said that 
they are not approving the contractor’s schedule at this point. He said the Town can start imposing a 
$4,000/day fee beginning May 1, and it would be charged every day until they finish the project. He said 
that the bond covers the full amount of the project. He said that the sand needed for the second project is 
in the same location as the sand being used for the first project; we can’t have two contractors in the same 
area at one time. Mr. Kelly said that the finances are still okay, and the LGC should be voting in May on 
the Town's plan for Special Obligation Bonds. He said that going forward, they have to look at the timing. 
He said they had discussed this with the Carters, and he thinks they should put the assessment on hold 
until January. He said they could still do the master plan in 2023/2024 as projected. Right now, the Town 
has done everything it can do, the engineers have done everything they can do, and the agencies have 
done everything they can do. He said that they all want to get the project completed. He said he would 
love if they could do 1,000/feet a day and get it completed. He said there were many other factors to 
consider. He said that they were looking at the American Care Recovery Act to see if that $2.4 million 
could be used toward sand, which would help lower the cost for the master plan project. He said that they 
had also requested funding from the State through Sen. Rabon and Rep. Miller. Mr. Kelly said that it 
would give time to find out if funding is available from other entities. Mr. Kelly said with all of that, he 
thinks that they need to put off setting assessments until January and reevaluate the cost at that time. 
Mayor Thomas said that they would continue seeking other funding while they were waiting for the 
project to be completed; Mr. Kelly agreed. 
Mr. Kelly said he is not sure that they can finish the first project this spring, and he didn't want to give 
anyone false hope that they would get the second project finished next season, and he didn’t want to fix a 
number now when it may change. 

Councilman Bell asked if there were any guarantee that Great Lakes would come back in November and 
what would happen if they don’t. Mr. Kelly said the guarantee was $16 million; there was 100 percent 
guarantee for the project. Councilman Bell said Great Lakes would come back in November, but that the 
second project couldn’t start until this one was finished, even though that one should start in November. 
Mr. Kelly said the project window is outside turtle season, November 16 through April 30. Mr. Kelly said 
it would affect our bidding process for the second project because it narrows the window of the time to 
get that project done. 

Councilman Bach said it was disappointing and frustrating, but that in every crises, there is an 
opportunity. He said that he would not have supported a $40 million project without a partner. He said 
they have the chance to, once and for all, thoroughly investigate every revenue stream. He said they have 
the opportunity to consider bonds, MSDs or a different kind of assessment. He said that the one thing he 
knows is that the vast majority of people want beach nourishment. He said that the scale, scope, cost, and 
equity can be revisited. He said he was pleased that a letter was going to the County, and that he found the 
County’s answers just short of absurd. He said it was inconceivable that they didn’t know what we were 
doing, but if they wanted to be persnickety and they wanted a letter, we would send them a letter and we 
can see if they can put their money where their comments are. Councilman Bach said that they could 
again see if everyone was for paid parking; it was a large, tortuous fight with our community split 50/50. 
There would not be a snapping of fingers to implement paid parking, though it could be investigated 
again, and it could be an offset to beach nourishment but also be an inconvenience to some citizens as 
there are 1,000 spaces and 8,000 passes. He said they should look into using a grant writer and that they 
need to talk to the Carters about the opportunity to bond part of the project. Mayor Pro Tempore Scott 
said that agreed with Councilman Bach. Mayor Thomas said that he knows the majority of people do 
want beach nourishment, and this would give additional time to find other funding. 

Mr. Edes said that they were looking at the opportunity this may present, but that it in no way means that 
the Town was waiving or relinquishing its rights pertaining to Great Lakes. 
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Councilman Bell said that in regards to several emails she had received, the Town could not put a toll on 
the bridges as they were State roads. 

Councilman Winecoff said that it came to their attention, through citizens who attended the County 
Commissioners meeting, that the County said that the Town had never asked the County for any money; 
he said that was not true. He said they had asked for money before, and that any money offered by the 
County had been accepted. He said that it was said the Town did not make an official request, and that 
staff has not drafted a letter. He said that they had also learned that the County wants to go up 80 percent 
on the water rates, and that was due to the plan for building a reverse osmosis plant and that Leland was 
now building its own. He said that considering the County’s statement that everyone should pay for the 
new water plant, which Oak Island will probably never use, it makes sense that the County pay for 
beaches that everybody does share. Councilman Bach thanked Councilman Winecoff for setting the 
record straight. Councilman Bach said that a question was raised to him during the Town Hall meeting 
about whether he was willing for his taxes to be increased for beach nourishment and his answer was 
absolutely and that the County was already redistributing money. He said that it makes sense for all of the 
Brunswick County beaches; a $2 water charge can be a $2 beach charge and then all the beach towns can 
benefit from that. Mr. Edes clarified that it was the sanitary district building its own plant, not Leland. 
Councilman Blalock said it was time to hold some of these people's feet to the fire. It was time that they 
contribute to what we're doing.

Councilman Winecoff made a motion to formally send this letter to the County requesting funding. 
Councilman Bell seconded the motion and it passed unanimously. Council consensus was to revisit 
the assessments in January or February. Councilman Bach added that they need to use the time to 
reconsider all funding opportunities and partners. Councilman Bell said that another thing to remember 
was that there weren’t many choices for companies to do dredging and sand placement. 

III) CLOSED SESSION: Councilman Bell made a motion to go into Closed Session at 1:26 p.m. 
to discuss Specific Personnel pursuant to N.C.G.S. 143-318.11(a)(6). Councilman Bach seconded the 
motion and it passed unanimously.

IV) Adjourn

Mayor Thomas called the meeting back to order at 2:14 p.m. Mr. Edes noted that they needed to amend 
the Minutes to note that during Closed Session, Council also consulted with the Town Attorney to 
preserve the Attorney/Client privilege pursuant to N.C.G.S. 143-318.11(a)(3).

Councilman Bell made a motion to adjourn at 2:15 p.m. Mayor Pro Tempore Scott seconded the 
motion and it passed unanimously.

_____________________________________
Ken Thomas, Mayor

Attested: _______________________________
    Lisa P. Stites, MMC
    Town Clerk

Clerk's Statement: Minutes are in compliance with the open meetings laws. The purpose of minutes per the open meetings laws is 
to provide a record of the actions taken by a Council or a Board and evidence that the actions were taken according to proper
procedures. All actions of the Council are recorded in the official minutes. Not all portions of Town of Oak Island meetings are 
recorded verbatim in the official minutes, with general discussion items, reports, presentations, and public comments being 
paraphrased or summarized in many instances. Public comments in writing should be submitted to the clerk via hard copy, 
electronic mail, or other means so as to ensure an exact verbatim account. The Town of Oak Island provides full coverage of 
meetings on Government Channel 8 so that the Citizens and the Public may view and listen to the meetings in their entirety.
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SPECIAL MEETING

OAK ISLAND TOWN COUNCIL
OAK ISLAND TOWN HALL – COUNCIL CHAMBERS

April 27, 2021 – 10 a.m. 

Present: Mayor Ken Thomas, Mayor Pro Tempore Loman Scott, Council members John W. Bach, Sheila 
M. Bell, and Charlie K. Blalock, Town Manager David Kelly, Finance Director David Hatten and Town 
Clerk Lisa P. Stites, MMC. Council member Jeff Winecoff was present via Zoom. Seating was still 
limited in the room due to the COVID-19 pandemic, but the meeting was broadcast on OKI-TV and 
livestreamed; there were no citizens in attendance. 

I) Call to Order - Mayor Ken Thomas called the meeting to order at 10:01 a.m.

II) Special Meeting Items

II.1 Approval of Hosting the July 4th Celebration events at various Town facilities (fireworks, craft 
fair, entertainment).

Mr. Kelly said that a draft schedule was distributed for Beach Day and events on July 3rd and 4th. He said 
we were working with the 4th of July Committee and the Chamber to host a few events. The car show will 
be at Bill Smith Park. The arts and crafts fair will be at Middleton Park on July 3rd and 4th, and the 
fireworks will be fired from the Oak Island Pier. The Town will still do Beach Day events and its 
fireworks on July 1. 

Councilman Bach said that he would exercise caution with respect to adoption of these activities, and he 
would add that it was subject to CDC guidelines so they didn’t inadvertently exacerbate the problem. 
Councilman Bell said that with the CDC recommendations being downgraded and with it expected that 
the Governor will release a lot of his mandates June 1, she thought they would be fine. She said with the 
amount of space they have at the parks, there is plenty of room to spread everyone out. Mayor Pro 
Tempore Scott said it was a good idea. Councilman Blalock said that it showed a cooperative partnership 
with Southport. He said that we appreciate their support and he was sure they appreciate ours. 
Councilman Winecoff agreed and said that these would be outdoor events and that we needed to get back 
to a little bit of normal. Mr. Kelly said that a joint press release would be issued later today.  

II.2 Discussion of Proposed FY 2021-2022 Budget

Mr. Kelly said that today they would discuss Public Works. An organizational chart was distributed. Fees 
will be discussed at the May 4 workshop. 

Facilities Maintenance: Public Works Director Scott Thornall said that the big item in this budget was to 
replace a cargo van with a true utility vehicle; it would save time spent running back and forth for tools 
and the current van was old and in poor condition. Mr. Kelly said that we were down to 33 Christmas 
lights; they are $1,000 each to replace and the budget includes $47,000 for replacing all of the lights. Mr. 
Thornall said that 33 was how many were working before they used them this past year, so there may be 
fewer working now. Mayor Pro Tempore Scott asked about the cost of the utility vehicle; Mr. Thornall 
said it was $77,950. Mr. Kelly said that was fully outfitted. Mr. Thornall said it has electric running to the 
back so they can run a generator if needed. 
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Councilman Bach asked what challenges there were in leading a recombined department. Mr. Thornall 
said it would be trying to juggle everything, pulling employees from one department to work in another. 
Mr. Kelly said he had also considered putting stormwater into the utilities department as other towns do. 

Mr. Kelly said that they were asking for additional employees in other areas. Mayor Pro Tempore Scott 
said that Mr. Thornall has been working with the Parks and Recreation Advisory Board and that has been 
a huge help. Mr. Kelly said he thought that moving parks into Public Works for maintenance was a good 
move. 

Public Works Admin: Mr. Kelly said they had considered a capital expense for a new truck within this 
department, but decided to put it off for two years. 

Councilman Bach asked about admin staff in general, if it was one-to-one for the department heads and 
support staff. Mr. Kelly said that there was one admin person for utilities (water and sewer), and there 
was one for police, fire, public works, and administration. Development Services has two permit 
employees. The only department that doesn't have an admin person is Recreation. Councilman Bell said 
that someone does work at the front desk but that she was not called an admin person. Mr Thornall said 
with two admin assistants in the same building, they do help cover for each other when one is out, etc. 

Fleet maintenance: There are no capital expenses budgeted for the coming year. Mr. Thornall said the 
Department has a program that tracks mileage and all work orders for the fleet, and Mr. Thornall said that 
was working well. Mayor Pro Tempore Scott asked if he was able to tell how much it cost to keep a 
vehicle running. Mr. Thornall said he could, that they could see how many times a vehicle had been 
serviced or gas put in, etc. Councilman Bach asked if there was a system in place to track employee 
performance. Mr. Kelly said that last year, they had discussed GPS units to review drive patterns; that 
would be discussed under Administration. He said they would install them in vehicles on a rotating basis, 
with the drivers not knowing when their vehicle is being tracked. Mr. Thornall said what was budgeted 
would cover what staff needs to maintain certifications this year. Councilman Bach said that looking 
down the road, it would be important to consider software that can help keep track of work and personnel. 
He said that would help the department run more effectively, and though that software was still in the beta 
stage, he would encourage staff to look at that in the future. Councilman Blalock said that he had a 
concern with tracking individuals, and asked if there wasn't a certain amount of trust. Mr. Kelly said it 
would be more tracking the vehicles, where they are driven, speed, when brakes are used, etc. 
Councilman Blalock said that he would rather them be on all of the vehicles rather than "picking on" a 
few at a time, even if they have to phase it in over a few years. On another topic, Mr. Thornall said there 
was a request to replace an old truck with 180,000 miles. He also said there was a rental included in the 
budget now also, since the motor grader was not working.

Mr. Kelly said that Council still needed to discuss paving. He said that the proposed budget currently 
shows $650,000, but Council can add more streets for paving and increase that number. Councilman Bach 
asked if that amount was all Powell Bill funding. Mr. Kelly said $300,000 of it was Powell Bill funds, and 
if Council wanted to do $1.2 million in paving, it would be $900,000 from Town funds. Answering a 
question from Councilman Bach, Mr. Thornall said that paving would be contracted. Mr. Kelly said there 
were only two bids for this year’s paving, so they had to re-advertise that. Councilman Winecoff 
suggested putting money aside for paving for next year.  

Mr. Kelly said that they would need to add another budget workshop on May 6. He also said that the 
second meeting schedule for May 4, for beach nourishment funding, was cancelled. 

Returning to the discussion on paving, Mayor Thomas asked how they decided what roads to pave. Mr. 
Thornall said they used a study done a few years ago. Mr. Kelly said that this would be the last year they 
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would use that study, and that the next year’s budget would include money for a new study. Mr. Thornall 
said a study should be done about every five years. Council asked for a plain English version of the study 
to be published on the website. Councilman Winecoff asked if the Town was doing road cuts across the 
streets or if contractors were. Mr. Kelly said the Town would do the cuts for water and sewer for new 
construction, and that Town staff or Hickman patch those. 

Operations: Mr. Kelly said he was looking to add two maintenance workers to help care for all of the 
wooden structures, walkways, docks, picnic shelters, etc. He said that they want to get everything back up 
to grade and maintain them. He said the Town was denied FEMA reimbursement for structures that had 
not received maintenance in the last five years. Councilman Bach asked Mr. Kelly for all the information 
for the new personnel requests; Mr. Kelly said it was in the 3-year plan. Councilman Bach asked if the 
request was before Council, if that meant that Mr. Kelly had already reviewed it. Mr. Kelly said that was 
correct and explained how he reviewed the personnel requests. Regarding the new maintenance worker 
positions, Mr. Thornall said that these people would focus on all the accesses. Mr. Kelly said that this was 
the last year for the mowing contract, and that they would probably send it out for bid in November. 
There is also money included for a vehicle (a pickup with more than 200,000 miles) and for a replacement 
mower they use for parks and other areas. Mr. Kelly said that sidewalks around Middleton Park, with 
exercise stations, are also included in the proposed budget. 

Stormwater: There is a request to replace a vehicle, a 2004 truck with 165,000 miles. The new dump truck 
is in service, but the backhoe is expected in June. Mr. Kelly said that there was a study done for 
stormwater issues in the Yaupon area. He said that from the study they commissioned, they received three 
suggestions for handling the stormwater issues in the Yaupon area, and they are also working with State 
agencies about possibly changing the SWRF plant to filter stormwater. There is a transfer of $150,000 to 
handle the work, whichever method they decide to pursue, and he said the stormwater fees would stay the 
same for the coming year. Mayor Pro Tempore Scott asked about vehicles being rusted. Mr. Kelly said
they have a wash station at Public Works that is used, but that he hadn't seen that using extra undercoating 
really helps. He said the bed liners do help. Mr. Thornall said that they were addressing spots as they see 
them on the newer vehicles, but that the older ones were in bad shape. Mr. Kelly said that he thought the 
work they had done with stormwater had been improving things in town. 

Solid Waste: Mr. Kelly said they had been working on this fund for a few years. It used to be in the 
General Fund, but they broke it out. He said that this is one of the rates they would see rate increases on. 
He said that the larger increases would be on the beach side since that generates more trash, while
collections in the wooded section and on the golf course are more consistent. Mr. Thornall said there is a 
request for one additional employee. Mr. Thornall said that this would help keep up with yard debris 
collections as well since there are four pieces of equipment and only three people. He said that he does
have people cross-trained, and that he had tested a new zone system that he believed would work better. 
Mr. Hatten said that as they had done with other expenses, they separated out solid waste costs by 
department for collection from the Town’s facilities. Councilman Bach asked about the $50,000 for 
miscellaneous collection, and Mr. Hatten said it was for the extra trash pickups along the beach, which 
was billed to those customers. Mr. Hatten said that deciphering GFL’s bills was difficult. Mr. Kelly said 
that they weren’t being overcharged, but even the company’s own personnel couldn’t explain it fully as 
far as how much each house was being charged.  

Golf Course: Mr. Kelly said the one thing they were still considering was moving supervision of the 
clubhouse and staff to the greenskeeper. Mr. Thornall said that he felt that with the condition of the 
equipment, it would be better to lease all new equipment. The cost would be $33,000/year. Councilman 
Bach said that he and Councilman Blalock had received emails from the HOA about projects and if they 
would be consulted. Mr. Thornall said they were looking at pond maintenance and considering the 
associated stormwater issues. Mr. Thornall said that information is shared with the HOA at a monthly Par 
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3 meeting. Mr. Kelly said that the cleaning of the ponds would be in the stormwater funds, not the golf 
course fund. Councilman Bach asked if now that we were moving out of the pandemic, staff would be 
tracking membership numbers and daily play. Mr. Hatten said that they do track it and that play level had 
not been good and membership was down. Councilman Bach said that was something they need to keep 
an eye on. Mr. Thornall said that in an industry publication, last year, the course was rated 1.2 stars out of 
5, and that last month, it was rated at 3.8, based on conditions. Councilman Blalock said that he gets a lot 
of feedback from golfers, and they are impressed with the improvements. 

III) Adjourn: Mayor Pro Tempore Scott made a motion to adjourn. Councilman Bell seconded the 
motion and it passed unanimously.

_____________________________________
Ken Thomas, Mayor

Attested: _____________________________________
    Lisa P. Stites, MMC
    Town Clerk

Clerk's Statement: Minutes are in compliance with the open meetings laws. The purpose of minutes per the open meetings laws is 
to provide a record of the actions taken by a Council or a Board and evidence that the actions were taken according to proper 
procedures. All actions of the Council are recorded in the official minutes. Not all portions of Town of Oak Island meetings are 
recorded verbatim in the official minutes, with general discussion items, reports, presentations, and public comments being 
paraphrased or summarized in many instances. Public comments in writing should be submitted to the clerk via hard copy, 
electronic mail, or other means so as to ensure an exact verbatim account. The Town of Oak Island provides full coverage of 
meetings on Government Channel 8 so that the Citizens and the Public may view and listen to the meetings in their entirety.
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MINUTES
SPECIAL MEETING

OAK ISLAND TOWN COUNCIL
OAK ISLAND TOWN HALL – COUNCIL CHAMBERS

April 29, 2021 – 10 a.m.

Present: Mayor Ken Thomas, Mayor Pro Tempore Loman Scott, Council members John W. Bach and 
Sheila M. Bell, Town Manager David Kelly, Finance Director David Hatten and Town Clerk Lisa P. 
Stites, MMC, were present in Council Chambers. Council member Charlie Blalock was present via Zoom 
and Councilman Jeff Winecoff joined via Zoom later in the meeting. Seating was still limited in the room 
due to the COVID-19 pandemic, but the meeting was broadcast on OKI-TV and livestreamed.

I) Call to Order - Mayor Ken Thomas called the meeting to order at 10:04 a.m. (once Councilman 
Charlie Blalock could be heard on Zoom). Mayor Thomas noted that Councilman Winecoff was 
not yet present and Councilman Blalock was present via Zoom.

II) Special Meeting Items

II.1 Consideration of Appointment to fill an unexpired term on the Cape Fear Regional Jetport 
Board (Brunswick County Airport Commission)

Mayor Pro Tempore Scott said that he thought they should appoint Mr. Burnett. Councilman Bell agreed 
and said that Airport Director Howie Franklin endorsed Mr. Burnett's application. Council unanimously 
appointed Ed Burnett to the vacancy (term ending in June 2021). 

II.2 Discussion of the Proposed FY 2021-2022 Budget

Pier Complex: Pier Complex Manager Lisa Mattiace said that the one capital item would be a gate for the 
Pier. They are still using the temporary gate, and they would like a permanent one that is more secure. 
She also requested an increase in merchandise because they are selling so much. 

Councilman Bach said that the budget is up 25 percent, but $15,000 of that was for the gate. Councilman 
Bach asked why there was not a gate or some other mechanism installed initially. Mr. Kelly said that the 
contractor had still not finished a few items and the engineer has not signed off on it. He said that the 
engineer has given the contractor notice, and either the items will be finished, or the Town will have the 
engineer's signature saying that the Town can do things like install a new gate and install the flagpole. Mr. 
Kelly said that originally the Pier would not be closed because it was going to be free, and the previous 
operator used turnstiles. Ms. Mattiace said they didn’t want to have people out on the Pier at 2 a.m. 
Councilman Bach asked how the gate installation was missed in the original design; Mr. Kelly said it just 
was. 

Addressing a question from Councilman Bach about the increases in salary costs, Ms. Mattiace said that 
they need additional people per shift. She said it would be seasonal, unless they stay that busy year round.
Councilman Bach clarified that unless something really unusual happened in February or March, this 
amount would not be spent; Mr. Hatten agreed. Councilman Bell complimented Ms. Mattiace’s work in 
increasing business. Ms. Mattiace said she had nothing negative to say about the Ocean Crest Pier, that 
she felt sorry for the situation they were in, but that we were seeing an increase in activity because of it. 
She also said they have not really had a typical year. The first year, they opened in May and fishing 
started in July, and then it was closed for two months last year due to the pandemic. 
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Councilman Bach asked about contracted services. Ms. Mattiace said it would include repairs Town staff 
can’t take care of and cleaning (including cleaning 801 after events).

Councilor Blalock said Ms. Mattiace was doing an outstanding job. Ms. Mattiace said they had a great 
staff and she appreciated all the support from Town staff and the elected officials.

Recreation Department (10:20) and the Community Center: Recreation Director Rebecca Squires said that 
they were asking for new fitness equipment and for new kayaks. Mr. Kelly said there were not really any 
big changes in this department. He said they had not budgeted any money into capital reserves for this 
department yet as they were waiting to see how the rest of the budget went. He said that he would likely 
recommend putting back $7,000 toward half of next year's capital needs. Ms. Squires said that revenues 
were picking up as restrictions eased and as more people became vaccinated. Councilman Bach asked 
when the last time kayak rental fees were adjusted; Ms. Squires said that it was probably three or four 
years ago. Mayor Pro Tempore Scott asked Mr. Kelly about the pickleball lights. Mr. Kelly said that they 
were part of the Town's FEMA reimbursement request, and FEMA has requested more information, etc.
They should be replaced by summer in any case. Councilor Blalock said that he has heard feedback from 
youth that they want a facility to skateboard. Councilman Bell agreed and said that there were facilities 
for young children, and nothing really for teenagers. Mr. Kelly said they would have some rough numbers 
on Tuesday. 

Regarding the Community Center, Mr. Kelly said that prior to COVID, they had reached out to the 
County about BSRI providing services through our Center. He said that at some point though, the Town
would need to start up services again. Ms. Squires said that she has spoken to seniors who are asking for 
the Center to be opened again. Councilor Bell said she was in favor of opening the Center again but still 
working with the County about taking it over. Mr. Kelly said that he wouldn't start the transportation 
program again yet. Councilman Bach said his concern would be that they reopen for some programs and 
have a high demand, and he asked if staff would be ready for that. Mr. Kelly said they would. Mr. Kelly 
said Rec Center staff has been doing a good job at the Rec Center with COVID protocols, etc.

Par 3 Golf Operations (10:35): Mr. Kelly said they were still working out the logistics about transitioning 
into one group for the golf course. Councilman Bell asked why there were no credit card fees; Mr. Hatten 
said that they were run through the Rec Center. Councilor Bach suggested talking to the Par 3 Committee 
about an advertising campaign post-COVID. He said he didn't think $2,000 would be enough for that. Mr. 
Kelly said the new greenskeeper has thought about tournaments and other ways to bring people and that 
he would know when he has work planned on the course and can schedule events around that. Councilor 
Bach said that they need a long-term plan, a marketing plan for the golf course. He said he'd like to see a 
plan come out of this Committee. He said they need to get serious about attracting people, more than just 
adding some tournaments. 

Outside Agency Funding (10:42): Mr. Kelly said this was something they'd need to finalize on Tuesday 
and that the request packets are available in the Admin office. There is an increased request from the 
Chamber of Commerce, an increased request from the Cape Fear Regional Jetport, and there is a new 
request from the Friends of the Sea Turtle. Regarding the Chamber's request, Mr. Hatten said that they 
were asking for $5,000 for their regular programs and an additional $15,875 was for a special advertising 
campaign (for Our State magazine, etc.).

Administration (10:46): Mr. Kelly said that the Deputy Tax Collector position had been eliminated. 
Replacement for a couple of servers is included in the budget, and additional replacements are planned for 
next year, along with additional storage. Councilman Bach asked about drone expenses. Mr. Kelly said 
that FEMA personnel noted that the Town did not have documentation for streets, properties, street ends, 
etc. He also said that it could help with putting out information about rip tides. He also said that the Town 
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could use it for dune regulation enforcement. He said that staff was working to qualify to use the drone 
for emergency management. Councilor Bach said he wondered if the rental agencies and other businesses 
could help with expenses for Beach Day. Mr. Kelly said that they already support the summer concert 
series, but could be asked to help support this as well. He said that the summer concert series costs 
$20,000 to $23,000 and they anticipate $19,000 to $20,000 in sponsorships. 

Fire Fees (10:54): Mr. Kelly said that the fire fees went up two years ago when the County raised them. 
He said they had looked at whether the fire fee should pay for the department. The County's proposal 
includes the numbers for proposed increases at various level. For example, a 60 percent tax increase 
would mean a 2.8 cent reduction in the Town's tax rate. Mayor Thomas said he’d like the County to 
collect an amount as close as possible to the cost of running the department. Mr. Kelly said they could 
provide Council information on what the other towns’ fees are as well. Councilman Bach asked if the 
Town had expressed our concerns with the County's planned increase with water fees. Mr. Kelly said that 
he met with them yesterday and had a call with them today; all of the municipalities have been expressing 
their concerns as well. He said he believes that the County should not put this cost on the towns, that it 
should be shared between the wholesale and retail customers. Mayor Thomas said the mayors were told 
the towns should just absorb the increase. Mr. Hatten said that the increase was proposed to go from 
$2.89/1,000 to $5.25/$1,000. Councilman Bach said that the County should have asked for Federal dollars 
for the project. He wondered why they would plan for a project with that much increase over two years. 
Councilman Bach said it was an insensitive and ill-conceived plan, and that it should be passed in a more 
gradual way so that municipalities that are impacted can plan for it. He said that it was high-handed and 
arrogant, and sadly, typical of these folks. Mr. Kelly said that Oak Island could phase it in over three 
years or so. Mr. Hatten said that the planned increase from the County would be effective January 2022. 
Councilman Blalock said he agreed with Councilman Bach, that it was supposed to be a partnership but 
seemed more like a dictatorship. Mr. Kelly said that they were trying to work with County staff on this 
item.

Mr. Kelly asked for a Closed Session to discuss Specific Personnel. Councilman Bell made a motion to 
go into Closed Session at 11:06 a.m. to discuss Specific Personnel pursuant to N.C.G.S. 143-
318.11(a)(6). Mayor Pro Tempore seconded the motion and it passed unanimously.

III) Adjourn: Mayor Thomas called the meeting back to order at 11:30 a.m. and stated that no action had 
been taken in Closed Session. Councilman Winecoff had joined the meeting via Zoom for the Closed 
Session. Councilman Bell made a motion to adjourn, Councilman Bach seconded and the motion 
passed unanimously.

_____________________________________
Ken Thomas, Mayor

Attested: _____________________________________
    Lisa P. Stites, MMC
    Town Clerk

Clerk's Statement: Minutes are in compliance with the open meetings laws. The purpose of minutes per the open meetings laws is 
to provide a record of the actions taken by a Council or a Board and evidence that the actions were taken according to proper 
procedures. All actions of the Council are recorded in the official minutes. Not all portions of Town of Oak Island meetings are 
recorded verbatim in the official minutes, with general discussion items, reports, presentations, and public comments being 
paraphrased or summarized in many instances. Public comments in writing should be submitted to the clerk via hard copy, 
electronic mail, or other means so as to ensure an exact verbatim account. The Town of Oak Island provides full coverage of 
meetings on Government Channel 8 so that the Citizens and the Public may view and listen to the meetings in their entirety.
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AGENDA ITEM NO. I.2

 
TOWN COUNCIL REGULAR

MEETING
AGENDA ITEM MEMO

 

 

SUBJECT: Consideration of Ordinance Amendments to Comply with
Changes in the State Statutes (160D)

DATE: May 7, 2021
DEPARTMENT: Administration

Subject Summary: Town Council, the Planning Board, and staff have been working through a number of ordinance
amendments necessitated by changes in the State statutes that consolidated planning regulations into one Chapter.
Town staff divided the workload, with Planning staff taking the majority and dealing with the Town's Unified
Development Ordinance and related Chapters in the Town's Code. Admin staff was responsible for the remaining
sections of the Code of Ordinances. The ordinance amendments presented here are for changing the State statute
references only; there are no content changes included in these sections. Council will have content changes to
consider with other ordinances for a future meeting.
(Note: language to be added is underlined, language to be removed has a strike through, and all the changes are
highlighted in yellow).
 
Attachments:
Chapter_2___ADMINISTRATION
Chapter_8__revisions
 
Recommendation/Action Needed: to approve the amendments in Chapter 2 and Chapter 8 of the Town's Code of
Ordinances as presented.
 
Suggested Motion: I make a motion to approve the amendments in Chapter 2 and Chapter 8 of the Town's Code of
Ordinances as presented. 
 
Follow up Action Needed:  Staff will update the Code of Ordinances.
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Chapter 2 - ADMINISTRATION[1]

Footnotes: 

--- (1) ---

Cross reference— Any ordinance approving, authorizing or otherwise relating to any contract or agreement saved 
from repeal, § 1-8(a)(7); administration and enforcement of airport height control, § 6-171 et seq.; emergency 
management, ch. 12; administration and enforcement of zoning regulations, § 18-331 et seq.; administration of flood 
damage prevention, § 18-581 et seq.; utilities, ch. 30. 

State Law reference— Cities and towns, G.S. ch. 160A and 160D. 

___________________________________________________________________________________

DIVISION 2. - PLANNING BOARD[5]

Footnotes: 

--- (5) ---

State Law reference— Authority to create a planning agency, G.S. 160A-361 160D-301. 

Sec. 2-111. - Creation. 

A planning board for the town is hereby created under the authority of G.S. 160A-361 160D-301 to serve the 
public interest by promoting the public health, safety and general welfare of the residents of the Town of Oak Island 
and its extraterritorial jurisdiction. It is the intent of the town to have representation of a broad cross-section of 
community interests. 

_____________________________________________________________________________________
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Chapter 8 - BUILDINGS AND BUILDING REGULATIONS[1]

Footnotes: 

--- (1) ---

Cross reference— Environment, ch. 14; fire prevention and protection, ch. 16; land use 
development, ch. 18; nonconforming lots, structures and uses, § 18-191 et seq.; subdivision 
regulations, § 18-371 et seq.; flood damage prevention, § 18-541 et seq.; solid waste, ch. 24; 
construction site to be maintained, § 24-139; streets, sidewalks and other public places, ch. 26; 
building numbering, § 26-61 et seq.; utilities, ch. 30; vegetation, ch. 32. 

State Law reference— Authority to regulate buildings, G.S. 160A-411 160D-402(b); 404(c); 
1102 et seq. 

ARTICLE I. - IN GENERAL 

Sec. 8-1. - Definition. 

As used in this chapter, the term "hereafter" shall mean after the effective date of the 
ordinance from which such work is derived. 

(Ord. of 11-14-2000(7), § 3-1) 

Cross reference— Definitions generally, § 1-2. 

Sec. 8-2. - Unsafe buildings. 

(a) Finding; intent. It is hereby found that there exists, or may exist, within the town unsafe 
buildings which the town council finds to be hazardous to the health, safety and welfare of 
the residents of the town. Therefore, pursuant to the authority granted by G.S. 160A-174, 
G.S. 160A-411 160D-402(b); 404(c); 1102 et seq. and G.S. 160A-426 160D-1119, it is the 
intent of this section to provide for the repair, alteration or improvement, or the closing, 
removal or demolition of any such unsafe buildings in accordance with the provisions 
established in this section. 

---------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------

ARTICLE V. - MINIMUM HOUSING CODE[2]

Footnotes: 

--- (2) ---

State Law reference— Municipal authority to adopt minimum housing standards, G.S. 160A-
444 160D-1205.

DIVISION 1. - GENERALLY 

Sec. 8-141. - Definitions. 
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The following words, terms and phrases, when used in this article, shall have the meanings 
ascribed to them in this section, except where the context clearly indicates a different meaning. 
When the words "dwelling," "dwelling unit," "rooming house," "rooming unit" or "premises" are 
used, they shall be construed as though they were followed by the words "or any part thereof." 

Hearing officer means a public officer designated by the town, as defined in G.S. 160A-442
160D-1101; 1202, who is charged with conducting hearings, including administering oaths and 
affirmations, examining witnesses, receiving evidence, making findings of fact, and issuing 
orders, as provided in the requirements of this article. 

Housing inspector means a public officer designated by the town, as defined in G.S. 160A-
442 160D-1101; 1202, with a minimum of three years of housing inspection experience, who is 
charged with the administration and enforcement of this article. 

---------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------

Sec. 8-142. - Findings. 

Pursuant to G.S. 160A-441 160D-1201, it is hereby found and declared that there exist in the 
town dwellings which are unfit for human habitation and/or are inimical to the welfare and 
dangerous and injurious to the health, safety and morals of the people of the town due to 
dilapidation defects increasing the hazards of fire, accidents or other calamities; lack of 
ventilation, light or sanitary facilities; and due to other conditions rendering such dwellings 
unsafe or insanitary, or dangerous or detrimental to the health, safety, or morals, or otherwise 
inimical to the welfare of the residents of the town. 

(Ord. of 9-8-2015(2))

---------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------

Sec. 8-197. - Right of appeal. 

Any owner or person who is aggrieved with the ruling or decision of the hearing officer in 
any matter relative to the interpretation or enforcement of any of the provisions of this article 
may appeal any such decision, as outlined in G.S. 160A-446 160D-305; 1208. 

(Ord. of 9-8-2015(2)) 
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AGENDA ITEM NO. I.3

 
TOWN COUNCIL REGULAR

MEETING
AGENDA ITEM MEMO

 

 

SUBJECT: Authorization for Mayor to Execute Easements Regarding
Riparian Rights at Blue Water Point

DATE: May 7, 2021
DEPARTMENT: Administration

Subject Summary: At the December 2020 meeting, Council approved trading riparian rights at the boat ramp/Blue
Water Point marina (57th Place West). Town staff and the Town Attorney are working with the property owner to
accomplish this. Staff is asking Council to authorize the Mayor to sign the easements on the Town's behalf once
they have been approved by the Town Attorney. 
 
Excerpt of December 8, 2020 Town Council Minutes:

VI.7 Consideration of Request to Waive the Town's Riparian Rights (Blue Water Point)  (Cover Page, CAMA
MP_Bluewater Point Marina Plan view 10-28-2020 to Town of Oak Island.pdf): Mr. Edwards said that the new
owner of the Blue Water Point properties was seeking a CAMA permit to rebuild the marina. He said to do so, the
applicant needed to survey the riparian corridor, which comes 90 degrees off the canal.  Mr. Edwards explained how
riparian rights work, saying there is a 15-foot buffer that the adjoining property has to stay out of unless that 15 feet
is waived. Mr. Edwards also reviewed the map provided (included as an attachment to the printed Minutes). He said
that the developer could move part of the structure westward, which could impede boat traffic leaving the public
ramp. Mr. Edwards said that he had spoken to staff at the Division of Coastal Management, and that the Town could
work with easements in the riparian corridor; the developer could grant the Town an easement to use his riparian
corridor and the Town could grant the developer an easement as well. The Town and the developer would have to be
co-applicants on the CAMA permit to do that.
Mr. Kelly explained how the agreement would work; boats leaving the Town's boat ramp would still be able to exit
on a straight line. It would be written into the easement that if anything changed in the future, the Town's riparian
rights as they existed now would be restored. Mayor Thomas asked about parking. Mr. Kelly said parking would be
in the Town’s right-of-way, and he believed there was room for nine spots for vehicles and trailers. On the next
block, Beach to West Dolphin, there would be vehicle parking for public access. Councilman Bell said that
basically, if Mr. Isenhour agreed, it would restore Blue Water Point Marina to what it was. Mr. Kelly said that he
believed the easements would benefit both parties.
Developer Todd Isenhour also addressed Council, saying he appreciated the Town considering this and helping
them redevelop Blue Water Point into something they could all be proud of. He said that he would support the
proposal the Town put forward.
Councilman Blalock asked if nine spaces would enough for trucks and trailers. Mayor Thomas said it was not, but
that was all the land the Town had available for parking. Mr. Kelly said that in the past, boaters had parked trucks
and trailers in the Blue Water Point businesses parking lots. Mr. Kelly said that staff had reviewed all potential
parking in the area. He said purchasing land in that part of town for parking would not be economically favorable
for the Town. He said parking was limited, but people could still use the ramp to unload, take the trailer home and
then return in just the vehicle to park. Councilman Bach said that this would be a restoration of the original access;
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Mr. Kelly said it was the common access that everyone utilized. Mr. Kelly added that they were trying to make sure
that on the east side, a dock wouldn’t impede into the area where the boats leave the ramp.
Andy McVeigh, attorney for property owner Dr. Greg Hedrick (adjacent property owner), also addressed Council.
He said that he understood from DCM staff that there had been application to amend the CAMA permit. Mr.
McVeigh said that plans show space for boats up to 60 feet long, which he said would cross into his client's riparian
buffer. He also said he had yet to see the CAMA application. He said that the existing pilings are in his client’s
riparian setback, and that is a concern. He asked Council not to make a decision until CAMA had made a
determination and until the surveyors could confer and determine what the discrepancy is.
Dr. Hedrick said that the original Blue Water Point owner had added to the docks twice after the permit.  He also
said he was concerned about a reduced area for parking considering what happens on the holidays, etc. Dr. Hedrick
also said that he would not like to see driveways, etc. reduce the available space for parking on the road.
Mr. Edes asked if there were an urgency to this process. Mr. Edwards said that if the permit application were
modified, that would stop the clock. Mr. Edwards said that the Town needed to provide some kind of comment to
DCM or it would be considered “no comment.” Mr. Isenhour said he needed the Town's approval just to allow the
permit application to move forward, and that Dr. Hedrick's comments should be made to DCM, not the Town. He
also said that the two slips on the end had been eliminated and that they were planning for smaller slips. Answering
a question from Mr. Edes, Mr. Isenhour said that the 75 days hadn't started yet, but it would begin after the Town's
approval of the corridor encroachment. Mr. McVeigh said that they just wanted to make the point that it was a “cart
before the horse” problem. He said the materials provided to the Town still showed the two slips on the end that his
client is concerned about. He said the Town would be given notice about the CAMA application just like his client
would be, and that the Town could respond then.
Councilman Blalock asked if Dr. Hedrick’s property was on the water and if he intended to install a dock; Mr.
McVeigh said that was correct.
Mr. Edes asked Mr. McVeigh if it was his contention that if the Town were to proceed as outlined in the agenda,
that would be construed as somehow authorizing Mr. Isenhour’s development to encroach on his client’s riparian
15-foot buffer. Mr. McVeigh said not with respect to what CAMA was getting ready to do. Mr. Edes asked Mr.
McVeigh if he would agree that was DCM’s bailiwick and not the Town’s; Mr. McVeigh said he agreed with that
but that it would cause him concern if a public body were to endorse a project, which as depicted, would encroach
on the adjacent property owner. Mr. Edes said the Town’s easement would not purport to authorize an
encroachment, and that was more of a CAMA question.
Answering a question from Mr. Edes, Mr. Edwards said that if the Town would vote to enter into an agreement, he
thought that would allow the permit application to move forward. Mr. McVeigh said that his hope was that if
Council acted on Mr. Isenhour’s request, it was somehow stated that the Council was not opining to any other
aspect other than the riparian rights. Mr. Edes said the Town’s involvement would be swapping riparian rights.
Councilman Bach asked Mr. McVeigh if such a resolution were artfully crafted to convey contingent approval,
would that harm his client in any way. Mr. McVeigh said it wouldn't be their first choice as a remedy, but that if the
agreement only speaks to the exchange of riparian rights piece, that was something that they could work with going
forward. Councilman Bach said the restoration of this area is important to the Town, and he wanted to support Mr.
Isenhour, but he also didn’t want to trample on anyone's rights either.
Councilman Bell made a motion to approve the proposed riparian corridor trade by virtue of mutual
easements, and joining the CAMA permit modification application on the narrow issue of the riparian
corridor trade. Councilman Winecoff second the motion and it passed unanimously.
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AGENDA ITEM NO. IV.1

 
TOWN COUNCIL REGULAR

MEETING
AGENDA ITEM MEMO

 

 

SUBJECT: Department Reports
DATE: May 7, 2021
DEPARTMENT: Administration

Subject Summary: Department reports are included in the agenda packet for review. 
 
Attachments:
DevServices_April2021
Oak Island Fire-April2021
OIPD_April2021
PierComplex_April2021
PublicUtilities_April2021
PublicWorks_April2021
Recreation_April2021
 

115

https://legistarweb-production.s3.amazonaws.com/uploads/attachment/pdf/914096/DevServices_April2021.pdf
https://legistarweb-production.s3.amazonaws.com/uploads/attachment/pdf/911200/Oak_Island_Fire-April.pdf
https://legistarweb-production.s3.amazonaws.com/uploads/attachment/pdf/914087/OIPD_April2021.pdf
https://legistarweb-production.s3.amazonaws.com/uploads/attachment/pdf/911199/PierComplex_April2021.pdf
https://legistarweb-production.s3.amazonaws.com/uploads/attachment/pdf/911197/Utilities_April2021.pdf
https://legistarweb-production.s3.amazonaws.com/uploads/attachment/pdf/911202/PublicWorks_April2021.pdf
https://legistarweb-production.s3.amazonaws.com/uploads/attachment/pdf/914094/Recreation_April2021.pdf


Town of Oak Island
2021 CY Building Permits and Inspections

2021 Permits Jan Feb. Mar. Apr. May June July Aug. Sept. Oct. Nov. Dec. Totals
Single Family 24 27 33 21 105
Commercial 1 1 0 1 3
Comm. Repairs 3 3 2 0 8
Mobile Homes 1 0 0 0 1
Docks/Piers 9 2 7 4 22
Demo 6 3 4 3 16
E&G Development 29 25 56 33 143
Trade Bldg. 25 32 53 33 143
Electrical 61 91 104 161 417
Mechanical 56 29 58 100 243
Plumbing 15 20 21 18 74
Plumb/Sewer Sys 2 0 2 7 11
Repairs/Additions 6 11 9 8 34
Fire 1 0 4 0 5
Zoning 26 31 71 40 168
Misc. Bldg. 9 7 13 13 42
Irrigation Meters 10 23 26 15 74
TOTAL PERMITS 284 305 463 457 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1509

Total permits w/o Sewer 
System 282 305 461 450 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1498

Total Inspections Jan. - 
Dec 2021 1,156 1525 1982 4,663

30.26%

30.20%

 22.22%

8.72%

38.16%

Building permits 2021 CY compared to 2020 CY without sewer permits

Building permits 2021 CY   compared to 2020 CY with sewer permits           

Sewer permits 2021 CY  compared to 2020 CY

Inspections 2021 CY  compared to 2020 CY

SFR permits 2021 CY  compared to 2020 CY
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Town of Oak Island
2021 CY Building Permits and Inspections

2021 Permits Jan Feb. Mar. Apr. May June July Aug. Sept. Oct. Nov. Dec. Totals
Single Family 24 27 33 21 105
Commercial 1 1 0 1 3
Comm. Repairs 3 3 2 0 8
Mobile Homes 1 0 0 0 1
Docks/Piers 9 2 7 4 22
Demo 6 3 4 3 16
E&G Development 29 25 56 33 143
Trade Bldg. 25 32 53 33 143
Electrical 61 91 104 161 417
Mechanical 56 29 58 100 243
Plumbing 15 20 21 18 74
Plumb/Sewer Sys 2 0 2 7 11
Repairs/Additions 6 11 9 8 34
Fire 1 0 4 0 5
Zoning 26 31 71 40 168
Misc. Bldg. 9 7 13 13 42
Irrigation Meters 10 23 26 15 74
TOTAL PERMITS 284 305 463 457 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1509

Total permits w/o Sewer 
System 282 305 461 450 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1498

Total Inspections Jan. - 
Dec 2021 1,156 1525 1982 4,663

30.26%

30.20%

 22.22%

8.72%

38.16%

Building permits 2021 CY compared to 2020 CY without sewer permits

Building permits 2021 CY   compared to 2020 CY with sewer permits           

Sewer permits 2021 CY  compared to 2020 CY

Inspections 2021 CY  compared to 2020 CY

SFR permits 2021 CY  compared to 2020 CY
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 2020/2021 FEE COLLECTION REPORT
                     COMPARISON

DSD FEE COLLECTION REPORT
Fiscal Year 2020/2021

PAGE 1

DESCRIPTIONS FEES FEES FEES FEES FEES FEES FEES FEES FEES FEES FEES FEES

BUIDLING FEES COLLECTED Jul-20 Aug-20 Sep-20 Oct-20 Nov-20 Dec-20 Jan-21 Feb-21 Mar-21 Apr-21 May-21 Jun-21

Residences 26,459.55$        7,922.16$          31,673.92$        32,047.94$        29,972.58$        33,055.48$        31,317.88$        35,210.37$        38,868.38$        21,956.86$        
Commercial Buildings 3,575.00$          -$                  -$                  -$                  -$                  -$                  10,000.00$        -$                  -$                  7,900.00$          
Commercial Repairs/Additions -$                  -$                  100.00$             -$                  8,075.00$          17,682.60$        1,825.00$          5,025.00$          1,150.00$          -$                  
Modular Homes -$                  -$                  -$                  -$                  -$                  -$                  -$                  -$                  -$                  2,347.40$          
Mobile Homes -$                  -$                  -$                  -$                  450.00$             -$                  -$                  -$                  
Repairs/Additions/Alterations 4,993.64$          2,095.60$          2,280.80$          2,238.00$          3,692.20$          2,711.80$          1,206.00$          4,777.00$          2,469.40$          2,419.00$          
Docks/Piers/Bulkheads/Lifts 180.00$             -$                  90.00$               270.00$             360.00$             180.00$             990.00$             180.00$             630.00$             360.00$             
Demolition 600.00$             -$                  400.00$             800.00$             400.00$             400.00$             1,400.00$          600.00$             800.00$             600.00$             
Relocation of House -$                  -$                  -$                  -$                  -$                  -$                  550.00$             550.00$             1,100.00$          -$                  
Development (E&G) 190.00$             1,400.00$          3,700.00$          4,300.00$          3,100.00$          3,800.00$          3,112.90$          2,500.00$          5,700.00$          3,300.00$          
Zoning 1,835.00$          850.00$             1,830.00$          1,550.00$          1,610.00$          2,390.00$          1,510.00$          1,690.00$          3,985.00$          2,305.00$          
Trade Building Permits 2,555.00$          1,403.80$          2,351.00$          3,448.18$          3,285.00$          3,755.00$          2,325.00$          2,935.00$          5,091.40$          3,416.00$          
Other/Misc. Building Permits 900.00$             200.00$             800.00$             5,200.00$          500.00$             800.00$             900.00$             700.00$             1,300.00$          1,300.00$          
Trade Permits (Electrical Mechanical  Plumbing) 13,608.00$        7,800.00$          20,875.00$        16,125.00$        11,825.00$        10,675.00$        12,925.00$        11,150.00$        15,125.00$        19,650.00$        
Storm Water plan fees -$                  -$                  600.00$             400.00$             -$                  -$                  -$                  -$                  . -$                  
TOTAL 54,896.19$        21,671.56$        64,700.72$        66,379.12$        62,819.78$        75,449.88$        68,511.78$        65,317.37$        76,219.18$        65,554.26$        -$                  -$                  

.
OTHER FEES COLLECTED

Real Estate Sign Collection -$                  -$                  -$                  -$                  50.00$               50.00$               -$                  -$                  -$                  -$                  
Reinspection Fees 300.00$             225.00$             75.00$               75.00$               300.00$             150.00$             75.00$               75.00$               -$                  150.00$             
Homeowner's Recovery Fund 240.00$             100.00$             320.00$             300.00$             320.00$             300.00$             250.00$             370.00$             380.00$             240.00$             
CAMA Permit Fees 300.00$             100.00$             800.00$             700.00$             1,000.00$          1,800.00$          500.00$             500.00$             800.00$             1,000.00$          
Fire Inspection Permits 100.00$             -$                  -$                  100.00$             100.00$             155.00$             100.00$             -$                  400.00$             -$                  
Planning BOA/PB 700.00$             700.00$             500.00$             650.00$             800.00$             875.00$             -$                  1,000.00$          -$                  1,275.00$          
*Other Misc. Fees Water Tap/Impact 120,466.00$      21,954.00$        136,764.00$      112,336.00$      134,466.00$      119,117.00$      161,779.00$      190,333.70$      172,840.00$      80,266.00$        
TOTAL 122,106.00$      23,079.00$        138,459.00$      114,161.00$      137,036.00$      122,447.00$      162,704.00$      192,278.70$      174,420.00$      82,931.00$        -$                  -$                  

TOTAL FEES COLLECTED 177,002.19$      44,750.56$        203,159.72$      180,540.12$      199,855.78$      197,896.88$      231,215.78$      257,596.07$      250,639.18$      148,485.26$      -$                  -$                  

   

TOTAL BUILDING FEES COLLECTED FY 20/21 621,519.84$      

TOTAL OTHER FEES COLLECTED FY 20/21 1,269,621.70$   1,250,321.70$   FIRE FEES 955.00$             18,345.00$        

TOTAL ALL FEES COLLECTED FY 20/21 1,891,141.54$   639,864.84$      

9 Down -4.00%

Reporting period from July 1, 2020 through June 30, 2021

FEE COLLECTION 20-21FY vs 19-20FY (Building fees only) month comparison

WATER / SEWER FEES TOTAL OTHER FEES LESS 
W/S AND FIRE FEES

TOTAL BUILDING FEES COLLECTED LESS WATER / SEWER FEES AND FIRE FEES
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 2019/2020 FEE COLLECTION REPORT
                    COMPARISON

DSD FEE COLLECTION REPORT 
Fiscal Year 2019-2020

PAGE 2

DESCRIPTIONS FEES FEES FEES FEES FEES FEES FEES FEES FEES FEES FEES FEES

BUIDLING FEES COLLECTED Jul-19 Aug-19 Sep-19 Oct-19 Nov-19 Dec-19 Jan-20 Feb-20 Mar-20 Apr-20 May-20 Jun-20

Residences 17,476.50$        22,027.97$        14,979.08$        19,951.76$        13,648.72$        22,792.96$        17,966.77$        23,307.13$        36,320.11$        22,878.32$        
Commercial Buildings -$                  -$                  -$                  -$                  114,440.00$      5,500.00$          -$                  -$                  32,400.00$        11,925.00$        
Commercial Repairs/Additions 2,125.00$          425.00$             1,400.00$          2,025.00$          -$                  17,925.00$        1,425.00$          13,000.00$        150.00$             1,875.00$          
Modular Homes -$                  -$                  1,019.80$          -$                  1,391.68$          -$                  -$                  -$                  -$                  -$                  
Mobile Homes -$                  -$                  450.00$             -$                  -$                  450.00$             1,000.00$          -$                  550.00$             550.00$             
Repairs/Additions/Alterations 728.80$             3,951.25$          1,295.00$          1,468.60$          1,152.28$          2,092.60$          3,251.80$          2,429.20$          1,720.00$          1,535.00$          
Docks/Piers/Bulkheads/Lifts 360.00$             450.00$             360.00$             270.00$             360.00$             180.00$             6,300.00$          -$                  180.00$             540.00$             
Demolition 800.00$             400.00$             200.00$             600.00$             400.00$             1,200.00$          1,000.00$          200.00$             400.00$             -$                  
Relocation of House -$                  -$                  -$                  -$                  -$                  -$                  -$                  -$                  -$                  -$                  
Development (E&G) 2,683.00$          1,800.00$          1,100.00$          2,600.00$          930.00$             2,960.00$          2,630.00$          2,100.00$          4,320.00$          2,330.00$          
Zoning 1,860.00$          1,580.00$          1,445.00$          1,785.00$          15,700.00$        1,160.00$          1,605.00$          2,585.00$          2,510.00$          1,170.00$          
Trade Building Permits 1,205.00$          2,607.00$          1,500.00$          2,469.60$          1,350.00$          1,250.00$          1,925.00$          2,187.00$          2,294.80$          1,675.00$          
Other/Misc. Building Permits 400.00$             600.00$             300.00$             800.00$             800.00$             700.00$             800.00$             900.00$             1,700.00$          600.00$             
Trade Permits (Electrical Mechanical  Plumbing) 12,725.00$        14,500.00$        9,000.00$          13,175.00$        9,300.00$          8,450.00$          11,275.00$        11,700.00$        12,825.00$        9,600.00$          
Storm Water plan fees -$                  -$                  -$                  -$                  -$                  -$                  -$                  -$                  -$                  -$                  
TOTAL 40,363.30$        48,341.22$        33,048.88$        45,144.96$        159,472.68$      64,660.56$        49,178.57$        58,408.33$        95,369.91$        54,678.32$        -$                  -$                  

OTHER FEES COLLECTED

Real Estate Sign Collection -$                  -$                  -$                  -$                  -$                  -$                  -$                  -$                  -$                  -$                  
Reinspection Fees 225.00$             525.00$             75.00$               1,500.00$          225.00$             75.00$               300.00$             525.00$             750.00$             225.00$             
Homeowner's Recovery Fund 140.00$             190.00$             150.00$             210.00$             1,820.00$          210.00$             1,700.00$          220.00$             300.00$             220.00$             
CAMA Permit Fees 600.00$             800.00$             200.00$             600.00$             1,000.00$          400.00$             500.00$             700.00$             600.00$             500.00$             
Fire Inspection Permits -$                  -$                  -$                  -$                  200.00$             300.00$             100.00$             -$                  200.00$             -$                  
Planning BOA/PB -$                  -$                  350.00$             600.00$             500.00$             -$                  300.00$             -$                  350.00$             300.00$             
*Other Misc. Fees Water Tap/Impact 79,132.00$        115,530.44$      72,868.00$        122,928.72$      47,660.00$        84,154.00$        78,356.00$        85,859.00$        121,027.72$      97,753.00$        
TOTAL 80,097.00$        117,045.44$      73,643.00$        125,838.72$      51,405.00$        85,139.00$        81,256.00$        87,304.00$        123,227.72$      98,998.00$        -$                  -$                  

TOTAL FEES COLLECTED 120,460.30$      165,386.66$      106,691.88$      170,983.68$      210,877.68$      149,799.56$      130,434.57$      145,712.33$      218,597.63$      153,676.32$      -$                  -$                  

TOTAL BUILDING FEES COLLECTED FY 19/20 648,666.73$      

TOTAL OTHER FEES COLLECTED FY 19/20 923,953.88$      905,268.88$      FIRE FEES 800.00$             17,885.00$        

TOTAL ALL FEES COLLECTED FY 19/20 1,572,620.61$   666,551.73$      

Reporting period from July 1, 2019 through June 30, 2020

WATER / SEWER FEES TOTAL OTHER FEES LESS 
W/S AND FIRE FEES

TOTAL BUILDING FEES COLLECTED LESS WATER / SEWER FEES AND FIRE FEES
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CODE ENFORCEMENT REPORT 
 

Date:  5/3/2021 

To:  Steve Edwards 

From:  Jake Vares   

RE:  Code Enforcement Monthly Report   

Code Enforcement Report for the month of April 2021:   

 

Staff Report:  
 
 

Code Enforcement Monthly Report 
Case Type Opened Cases Closed Cases Total  

Abandoned/Dilapidated/Unsafe Structure/Minimum Housing 2 5 7 

Hazardous Tree 1 1 2 

High Grass/Overgrown Vegetation 1 6 7 

Junk/Abandoned Vehicle(s) 3 10 13 

Trash and Yard Debris 11 18 29 

Trash, debri, obstruction in Right-of-Way 19 28 47 

Accessory Structures & Fences 1 1 2 

Work, Install, Land Use, Construction Without Permits 8 27 35 

Miscellaneous/Other 7 19 26 

Total 53 115 168 

    New Cases for the month of April 53 
  Unfounded Cases for the month of April 7 
  Closed Cases for the month of April 115 

   

 
 

A total of 53 new code enforcement cases were opened and a total of 115 cases were closed in the month of April. 7 

unfounded violations were reported this month. The total figures in nearly all violation types are higher than the 

monthly average. Multiple citations were issued, many letters 

were sent, and a plethora of code case and zoning inspections 

were made in the month of April; see adjacent table figures.            

Code Case 
Inspections 

Zoning 
Inspections 

Plan Review 

152 376 122 
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Page 1 of 2

Oak Island Fire - Monthly CFS Totals Printed on May 1, 2021

Codes
            Totals

10-C-CHEST PAIN       1           1

10-D-CHEST PAIN       9           9

11-D-CHOKING       1           1

12-C-SEIZURE       3           3

12-D-SEIZURE       1           1

17-A-FALLS       8           8

17-A-GOOD INTENT     10         10

17-B-FALLS       9           9

17-D-FALLS       5           5

19-C-HEART PROBLEM       2           2

19-D-HEART PROBLEM       1           1

1-C-ABDOMINAL       2           2

20-B-HEAT EXP; MVA NON-INJURY       1           1

21-B-HEMORRHAGE       1           1

21-D-HEMORRHAGE       1           1

23-B-OD INTENTIONAL       2           2

23-C-OD POISON VIOLENT       1           1

24-D-PREGNANCY       1           1

25-B-SUICIDAL       1           1

25-B-SUICIDAL VIOLENT       1           1

26-A-SICK       7           7

26-B-SICK       1           1

26-C-SICK       2           2

28-C-STROKE       3           3

29-B-MVA       3           3

29-D-MVA PEDESTRIAN       1           1

30-B-TRAUMA       2           2

31-C-UNCONS FAINT       2           2

31-D-UNCONS FAINT       3           3

31-D-UNCONS FAINT ARREST       1           1

31-D-UNCONS FAINT ARREST; GIVE SUBJECT RIDE       1           1

32-B-MEDICAL ALARM       4           4

32-B-MEDICAL ALARM; FIRE ALARM       1           1

32-B-UNK PROBLEM       3           3

32-D-UNK PROBLEM       1           1

36-D-PANDEMIC       1           1

36-D-PANDEMIC; GOOD INTENT - FIRE       1           1

6-C-BREATH PROBLEM       1           1

6-D-ASTHMA PROBLEM       3           3
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Page 2 of 2

Codes
            Totals

6-D-COPD PROBLEM       3           3

CALL BY PHONE - FIRE       1           1

CARBON MONOXIDE ALARM       2           2

DISTURBANCE; 25-B-SUICIDAL VIOLENT       1           1

ELEVATOR ISSUE       2           2

FIRE ALARM       6           6

GAS HAZARD       2           2

GOOD INTENT - EMS       1           1

GOOD INTENT - FIRE       6           6

ILLEGAL BURN       3           3

INVESTIGATION - FIRE       1           1

LOCKED IN; 911 CELL HU/OPEN       1           1

MVA NON-INJURY       1           1

MVA NON-INJURY; ASSIST OTHER - FIRE       1           1

SMOKE INVESTIGATION       1           1

STRUCTURE FIRE       1           1

WALK IN MEDICAL       1           1

WATER RESCUE       1           1

Totals   137       137
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Town of Oak Island
Pier Complex

April 2021

Pier/Pier House:
Number of people fishing: 1,419
Reported to North Carolina Division of Marine Fisheries on May 1, 2021.
Citations Issued: 2

801 Ocean:
Events 2020-2021:

April 7, 14, 21, 28 Rotary Meetings
April 10 Wedding
April 16 Wedding

May 1 U.S. Coast Guard Safe Boating Class
May 5, 12, 19, 26 Rotary Meetings
May 22 Birthday Celebration
May 25 Celebration of Life
May 29 Wedding

June 3 Wedding
June 4 South Brunswick High School Senior Party
June 7 Graduation Party
June 22 Wedding
June 23 NC DPS Staff Training Session

Events 2021-2022:
July 7 Wedding
July 17 Memorial Service
July 31 Wedding

August 5 Wedding
August 7 Business Reception
August 15 U.S. Coast Guard Safe Boating Class

September 11 Wedding
September 25 Wedding

October 2 Wedding
October 8 Rehearsal Dinner
October 9 Wedding
October 16 Wedding
October 23 Wedding

November 6 Wedding
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November 12-14 Arts by the Shore

March 20 Wedding
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3 Pull meter for non-pay
10 Check meter malfunction

167 Check for leaks
82 Unlocks
18 Turn on or off

971 Locates
53 Need read to bill - manual or not reading on SA
2 Raise or lower meter
1 Flush lines
1 Remove meter
1 Meter cover damage
2 Check hydrant hookup 
2 Meter cover damage
2 Busted water line

18 Install irrigation 
56 Install new meter and tap
2 Install gravity sewer

18 Sewer maintenance
2 Install valve pit and tap
1 Install sewer tap
3 Move sewer tap

43 Public utility review
43 Sewer review
2 Replace transmitter and reprogram
1 Connects
1 Inactivate
3 Miscellaneous

32 Service Action wo's
5 Replace meter

1542 Completed Work Orders 
Admin for water and sewer - fielded approximately 252 calls and 19 in office visits.

Admin checked sewer tap info and cost for approximately 49 properties per customer requests.

Admin added approximately 43 new accounts for new homes being built.

Admin communicated approximately 92 times with employees while out in the field. 

Public Utilites 
Water and Sewer Depts.

COMPLETED SERVICE ORDERS AND OTHER WORK  
INFORMATION FOR THE MONTH

April 2021 - Completed service orders

131



Public Works Dept. – April 2021   
82 RECORDED WORK ORDERS FOR APRIL

SOLID WASTE
 Began & completed brush in Zones 3 & 4 on schedule. Zone 2 leaves completed.  Still working 

in Zone 3 for leaves w/grapple truck (takes 3 times longer than with vac truck). 
 Vac truck still broken down from 12/14/20, still in repair – picking up leaves in with grapple

trucks
 4/23/21 site leaf count 4862 yards & brush count 15,236 yards (last tub grinding 9/29/20)
 SW crew removed hurricane debris from skate park (7 loads to the landfill)

FACILITIES
 Pier Complex – Pier:  assisting Dean with electrical for cameras; restroom wall repair (damage 

due to employees washing floor with hose); replaced cleaning station faucet; replaced locks/hasps 
under Ruby’s; 
 801:  put down dance floor for event

 In house repairs & assessments – pressure wash & put brackets on hydrant at splash pad; wash 
station repairs at McGlamery; fire ant treatment @ Station 3; replaced skate park vandalized gate 
(2nd time); spigot & pipe @ Templeton Park; removal of boxes & chairs from Town Hall; 
Middleton park restrooms switching lights over to LED; Middleton Park shelter missing lights 
being replaced; pick up spare hydrant at Shallotte Electric; secure loose boards at Schuster pier; 
replaced mailbox at Town Hall; attended mosquito class; ladies restroom leak repair at Town Hall 
(2nd fl.); replaced exterior bulbs at Town Hall

 Contractor Coordination – Sharp Plumbing @ Vac Station 5

OPERATIONS 
 Weekly Duties – beach trash on Mondays; Oak Island Drive trash run; clearing of handicap 

walkways; beach access checks for chairs/tents; convenience site manning; ballfield prep for play
 Daily Duties – cleaning of public use restrooms & emptying trash 
 Work Order completion – repair leak @ garden club greenhouse; removal of dead animal (NE 

23); pole light numbers; 3rd Pl bumpers & cart securing; empty trash from Spring Fling; prepared 
ballfield for softball & kickball; view trimming

 Miscellaneous duties – ISAIAS – access repairs (Middleton to Point & E 63 to McGlamery) 
including Emergency Access maintenance; remove skate park debris from Isaias; getting Town 
sprinklers running for season; see around new playground area-Middleton; prepared mosquito 
sprayers for season (including calibration by the County); Rec Center irrigation repair; removal of 
branch debris from DOT cutting

FLEET MAINTENANCE
 Performed 9 services (fuel to golf course & waste plant)
 13 General Repairs (headlights, fan belts, etc.)
 4 New tire services 
 5 Tire repairs
 3 Hydraulic hoses 
 3 New batteries
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DIRECTOR/ADMINISTRATIVE
 Director duties – Bi-weekly management meetings; monthly attendance of Parks Advisory, 

Environmental Advisory & BPS meetings; weekly dredging meetings
 Admin duties – fielded 383 phone calls during the month of April; assisted 31 visitors in the 

office; issued 51 regular work orders and 31 fleet work orders.
 Admin worked with Town Clerk to have Arbor Day Proclamation and secured celebration items 

for National Public Works week.   

SOUTH HARBOUR GOLF COURSE
 3/29-4/4 – repaired irrigation leak; serviced sprayer; fertilized golf course wall to wall
 4/5-4/11 – lowered height of cut on 3500-D (rough mower) to 1.25”; proceeded to cut rough & 

tees; sprayed (greens) for mole crickets; fertilized greens & also applied a wetting agent to greens
 4/12-4/18 – sprayed 2nd application of pre-emerge herbicide; sprayed parking lot weeds; repaired 

leaking irrigation heads
 4/19-4/25 – fertilized greens & tees; cleaned fountain in #18 pond; repaired GC-19 belt; trimmed 

back trees on #14 teebox to clear obstruction for golfers

STREET DEPARTMENT
 Daily Duties – cleaning sand out at 801
 Ongoing Duties – street sweeping (including bridges); runs for stone; beach access cleaning
 Repairs & Maintenance – grade 19th PL street; clean sand out of SE 72 Pl street; trim brush; 

sweep 46th street & sidewalk & 40th; NE 75, 9 & 59; SE 52; drag dune accesses & emergency 
accesses; pick up trash on Barbee Bridge & Middleton; removed balance beam from park; 
working on West End Parking lot; hauling ABC for refurbishment of parking areas-island wide; 
Pier parking lot blue slate; stone at SE 59th for new road; removed dance floor at 801; install walk 
at 801; Martin Street-grade & add ABC; assist with fence removal at skate park; assisting 
Beautification Club in Yaupon area; attendance of mosquito class

 Asphalt – 40th/Dolphin; NW 27th (for water dept.); 21st/Yacht (for water dept.); Bill Smith Park; 
49th/Holly; SE 46th, NE 37/OKI Dr; 41st SE; Motel at Ocean Drive; SE 45/Pelican; SE 
43rd/Pelican; 

 Post Isaias beach access repairs (63 & 72; 37 & 32;); rocked 37 Pl street; sand fence at SE 58; 
West End parking lot grading & stone; grade at W 69; raking stone from dunes
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Oak Island Recreation Activity Highlights
Town Council Report

April 2021

During the month of April 2021 normal recreational programs were affected by the Covid-19 
virus

Recreation Center 
Customers Assisted

Customer Assisted Via Phone 803
Customer Assisted in Person 887
Customer Assisted Via Other 
Method 18

Department Reach Via 
Facebook

New Followers 235
Overall Account Likes 9,584
Video Views (Ex.Friday Zen) 3,454
Community Interactions on the 
Page 10,093
Check Ins by Community 
Participants 6

Post Reach 54,417

Fitness Room 762
Programs

Courtside Silver Sneakers Circuit 146
Zumba Gold in the Park 157
Community Yoga 6
Courtside Silver Sneakers Stability 22

Mature Aerobics 289
Silver Sneakers Members 225
Table Tennis 16
50+ Softball 115
Kayyak Trips 10
Movies In the Park 125
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Nature Program Series 15
Hit Pitch & Run 3
Drive By Bunny 41
OKI Easter Scavenger Hunt 150

Bird Walk 9

Contactless Egg Hunt 50
Spring Fling 3500

Kickball 630

Quilting Club 60
Weight/Fitness Rooms 762
Canoe/Kayak Rentals 0
Park Rentals 0

Rentals Room Rentals 0
Wheelchair Rentals 41
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AGENDA ITEM NO. V.1

 
TOWN COUNCIL REGULAR

MEETING
AGENDA ITEM MEMO

 

 

SUBJECT: Consideration of Awarding Bid, Approving Contract for
Paving, and Approving the Associated Budget Ordinance
Amendment

DATE: May 7, 2021
DEPARTMENT: Administration

Subject Summary: This year's budget included the next round of paving, and bids were requested. Just two bids
were received, so the work was advertised again. One bid was received the second time, from Highland Paving. The
company proposes to do 8.55 miles of road for $713,455. Staff recommends awarding the bid and approving the
contract. The bid documents and contract are included as an attachment.
 
Attachments:
PavingBidAndContract
BOA FY 2021 - May 2021 - Powell Bill Funds
 
Suggested Motion: I make a motion to award the bid for paving to Highland Paving Company LLC and to approve
the contract.
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https://legistarweb-production.s3.amazonaws.com/uploads/attachment/pdf/914081/PavingBidAndContract.pdf
https://legistarweb-production.s3.amazonaws.com/uploads/attachment/pdf/916033/BOA_FY_2021_-_May_2021_-_Powell_Bill_Funds.pdf
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BOA FY 2021 – May 11, 2021 – Powell Bill Funds

TOWN OF OAK ISLAND
BUDGET ORDINANCE AMENDMENT

FISCAL YEAR 2020-2021

BE IT ORDAINED by the Town Council of the Town of Oak Island, North Carolina, in Council assembled May 11, 
2021 that the following Budget Ordinance Amendment be adopted for the purpose of appropriating restricted Powell 
Bill funds from fund balance for use in contracted paving and street resurfacing services to be completed in May and 
June 2021.  This purpose is consistent with the restrictions placed on those funds by the State of North Carolina.

I. GENERAL FUND

   Budget Budget As
Amendment Amended

A. Revenue Anticipated

Appropriated Fund Balance – Powell Bill 10-300-9810 $ 64,000 $   555,000

      
B. Expenditures Authorized

Contract Services – Powell Bill 10-560-6105 $   64,000 $   714,000   

Adopted this the 11th day of May, 2021

Ken Thomas, Mayor

Attest: 
            Lisa P. Stites, Town Clerk
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AGENDA ITEM NO. V.2

 
TOWN COUNCIL REGULAR

MEETING
AGENDA ITEM MEMO

 

 

SUBJECT: Consideration of an amendment to the Contract with WK
Dickson (to include SWRF conversion)

DATE: May 7, 2021
DEPARTMENT: Administration

Subject Summary: Council previously approved a contract with WK Dickson for a study of stormwater issues in
the Ocean Drive/Yaupon area of town. The Town has already received a few recommendations. 
During a recent budget workshop, Town Manager David Kelly explained that operating the Satellite Water
Reclamation Facility on Yacht Drive is becoming costly with mechanical and operational changes. He said that the
sewage flow that goes through that plant is already part of the Town's capacity at the West Regional Plant. Mr. Kelly
recommended looking into the possibility of converting the SWRF to a facility for filtering stormwater collected on
Ocean Drive and possibly other areas, and Council agreed to pursue it. The contract amendment is for WK Dickson
to prepare a feasibility study for converting the plant, as that was not part of the original contract.
 
Attachments:
WKDicksonAmendment1
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https://legistarweb-production.s3.amazonaws.com/uploads/attachment/pdf/916020/WKDicksonAmendment1.pdf


W.K. Dickson & Co., Inc.  C‐1  Revised 04‐09‐19 

 

 

 

CONTRACT FOR SERVICES AMENDMENT NO. 1 
 

ADDITIONAL SERVICES AUTHORIZATION 

 

The following modifications to the contract (“Contract”) for 20200803.00.RA dated December 23, 2020 

between Town of Oak Island (OWNER) and W.K. Dickson & Co., Inc. (CONSULTANT) are authorized. 

 

1. SCOPE OF SERVICES. 

 

Phase 1: Project Management 

The CONSULTANT will continue to provide project management services, as described in the original 

contract, for an additional 45 days for this contract amendment.  

 

Phase 4: Additional Feasibility Evaluation 

The CONSULTANT will include one (1) additional area to evaluate the feasibility of converting the 

Satellite Water Reclamation Facility (SWRF) from treating wastewater to mechanically filtering 

stormwater collected from the flooded areas on Ocean Drive. This feasibility evaluation will include the 

following:  

 

 Site Visit  to  the  SWRF  to  collect  any  field data,  reconnaissance photos  and  a  tour with Town 

Officials; 

 Evaluation of the flooded volume and draw‐down pump rates compared to the treatment flow rate 

provided by the SWRF; 

 Conversion considerations, including cleaning costs and removal of several unnecessary treatment 

steps; 

 Required additional State and local permitting will be evaluated. 

 Assessment of additional  required utilities,  including pumps and piping,  required  to  transport 

stormwater from Ocean Drive to the SWRF. This assessment will also include evaluation of existing 

infrastructure that can be retained to convey the flow after leaving the SWRF; and 

 Estimated construction project cost estimated will be prepared.  

 

This feasibility evaluation will be incorporated into the current draft conceptual design report, dated 

February 2021, as described in the original contract. The overall location of the SWRF compared to the 

Ocean Drive flooding areas are shown in the Attached Exhibit 1. Note that no additional geotechnical 

infiltration testing will be conducted for this evaluation. It is assumed that both flooding volume and 

concept layout will be based upon existing GIS topographic data. 

 

It is also assumed that no additional survey or force main modeling will occur as part of this broad‐

based feasibility analysis. For construction cost estimation, it is assumed that the maximum force main 

pipe size will be equal to or smaller than the force main leaving the SWRF. 
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Exhibit 1
SWRF Feasibility Evaluation
Ocean Drive Drainage Studyµ 1 inch = 900 feet

0 900 1,800450
Feet

Legend
SWRF Location
ParcelLines
Ocean Drive Flooded Areas

This amendment will
explore the feasibility
of directing this flooded water
to the SWRF to treat 
and dispose properly.

Satellite Water
Reclamation Facility (SWRF)
Location
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