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                     OAK RIDGE TOWN COUNCIL MEETING 
APRIL 9, 2026 – 7:00 P.M. 
OAK RIDGE TOWN HALL 

 
 
 

                                                                  MINUTES 
 
 
Members Present     Staff Present 
Jim Harton, Mayor     Bill Bruce, Town Manager 
Michael Greeson, Mayor Pro Tem   Sandra Smith, Asst. Town Mgr./Town Clerk 
Ann Schneider       Sean Taylor, Planning Director 
Mike Stone      Michael Thomas, Town Attorney   
Lindsey Clark      Sam Anders, Financial Of�icer 
 
         
1. CALL TO ORDER 

 
Mayor Jim Harton called the meeting to order at 7:00 p.m.  
   

A. Invocation 
 
The invocation was offered by Pastor Alan Casstevens of Moravia Moravian Church. 

 
B. Pledge of Allegiance 

 
The Pledge of Allegiance was led by members of BSA Troop 139. 
  

2. APPROVAL OF AGENDA 
  
Councilman Mike Stone made a motion to approve the agenda, and Councilwoman Ann 
Schneider seconded. The motion passed unanimously (5-0).  
 

 
3. APPROVAL OF MINUTES 
 

Councilwoman Ann Schneider made a motion to approve the minutes of the February 5, 2026, 
regular meeting and the March 5, 2026, regular meeting. Councilwoman Lindsey Clark 
seconded, and the motion passed unanimously (5-0). 

 
 
4. RESOLUTIONS, PROCLAMATIONS, ANNOUNCEMENTS 
 

NC Senate District 26 Republican candidate and Sheriff of Rockingham County, Sam 
Page, introduced himself and spoke about his intent to serve the citizens of 
Rockingham and Guilford counties. 
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Mayor Jim Harton recognized Kyle Anders for his longtime volunteer service to the 
community. 
 

 
5. REPORT FROM GUILFORD COUNTY SHERIFF’S OFFICE 
 

Sargent Moon, Guilford County Sheriff’s Of�ice District 1, reported on crime statistics 
in the area for the month of March. He concluded with advice on maintaining 
community awareness and safely securing property. 
 
 

6. REPORT FROM OAK RIDGE FIRE DEPARTMENT 
 

Assistant Chief Sam Anders reported on call activity during March 2026 and advised 
against open burning in accordance with the burn ban currently in effect. He 
encouraged caution while navigating areas in Oak Ridge under construction. 
 

 
7. EVIDENTIARY HEARING (Continued from February 5, 2026, meeting) 

SPECIAL USE PERMIT CASE # SUP-25-01: The property is located at 2524 Oak Ridge Road, 
on the southwestern side of the intersection of Oak Ridge Road and Bunch Road, in Oak 
Ridge Township. It is Guilford County Tax Parcel #163043, consists of approximately 3.16 
acres, and is owned by F2 Homes LLC. The property is zoned RS-40 (residential) and is 
within the Scenic Corridor Overlay District and the Greensboro (GW-III) Watershed Overlay. 
The applicant seeks a Special Use Permit to establish an Event Center on the above-named 
parcel. 
 

Mayor Jim Harton noted that the hearing was a continuation of the four-hour 
hearing held in February during which sworn testimony and evidence was given 
and discussions were held to render a determination on the following: 
• That the application submitted was complete in all respects. 
• That the proposed use, if developed in the location proposed and according to 

the submitted plan, would not pose material endangerment to public health or 
safety. 

• That the proposed use requested in the application met all required conditions 
and speci�ications. 

He stated that these items would not be revisited at the continued hearing. 
 
Harton outlined the remaining conditions to be considered at the continued hearing, 
noting that the continuance was due to insuf�icient factual evidence on which to 
base a determination at the prior hearing as well as differing viewpoints among 
Council members. He anticipated additional factual information and proposals for 
restrictions or changes to be presented at the present hearing to make a 
determination on: 
• Whether the use could substantially harm the value of adjoining or abutting 

properties and if the use were a public necessity. 
• Whether the location and character of the use, if developed according to the plan 

submitted, would or would not be in harmony with the surrounding area and in 
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general conformity with the jurisdiction’s overall plan of development and its 
environment.  

 
Harton then delivered opening remarks explaining the quasi-judicial hearing 
process to help both the public and the Council better understand how it would 
proceed. He stated that as a quasi-judicial hearing, Council would base its decision 
solely on competent, relevant, and substantial evidence including written materials 
submitted by the applicant and available on the Town’s website and sworn 
testimony from the applicant and others offering relevant facts. He noted that it was 
incumbent upon Council to identify factual �indings known as �indings of fact to base 
its determination on whether the applicant met the Town’s requirements for Event 
Centers under Section 30-1048 of the Town’s ordinances as well as the general 
conditions for Special Use Permits under Section 30-302. He explained that 
compliance with these standards would ensure that the Special Use Permit was 
compatible with the surrounding area, which in this situation was an RS-40 
residential district. He added that Council was prohibited from basing its decision 
on personal opinions or the opinions of others speaking on the case, but was bound 
to consider only competent, relevant, and substantial factual evidence directly 
related to ordinance requirements.  
 
Harton further stated that Council was limited to hearing from the applicant, 
witnesses for the applicant, Town staff, members of the public who demonstrate 
standing in the case – in other words, those who may suffer special damages or 
provide relevant facts to the case – and expert witnesses. He pointed out that all 
testimony was subject to the discretion of Council with guidance from the Town 
Attorney and would be taken under oath and be legally binding. He stressed that, 
while the restrictions may not allow everyone the opportunity to speak, the process 
would remain impartial and fully open to the public. He urged that testimonies focus 
on facts and ordinance standards and not personal preferences, as Council would 
focus solely on evidence directly related to ordinance requirements. 
 
Harton explained that, upon completion of testimonies, Council would deliberate 
and ask questions, at the conclusion of which Council would render an approval, an 
approval with conditions, denial, or continuance of the hearing to a date certain. 
 
Harton proceeded by asking if there were any con�licts of interest among Council 
that could impede an impartial hearing for the applicant. He speci�ied that Council 
members may not participate in the hearing if they held a �ixed opinion on the 
outcome of the hearing, had a �inancial interest in the outcome, or had a family, 
business, or other relationship with the applicant or an affected person. Council 
members individually disclosed that they had no con�licts of interest and therefore 
no need for personal recusal from hearing the case.  
 
Harton then asked Council members to disclose whether any had engaged in ex 
parté communication regarding the case outside of the hearing, including site visits 
or conversations with the applicant, staff, or members of the public.  
 
Harton disclosed that he had participated in an email exchange with Councilman 
Mike Stone regarding the possible rescheduling of the continuance outside of a 
Town Council meeting due to its anticipated length. He noted that the email 
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exchange was terminated at Stone’s suggestion and veri�ied that aside from 
discussing the impact of rescheduling the continuance, the conditions of the case 
were not discussed. He stated that he had reviewed the incident with Town 
Attorney Michael Thomas to verify that the proper protocol had been followed. 
 
Councilwoman Lindsey Clark af�irmed that she had not engaged in any discussion of 
the case outside of discussing meeting logistics and agenda. Stone disclosed that he 
had not engaged in ex parté communication. Councilwoman Ann Schneider stated 
that, upon request, she had referred a resident to the YouTube recording of the 
initial hearing as well as to staff for additional information. She further explained 
that the present hearing was a continuance of the initial hearing. Mayor Pro Tem 
Michael Greeson reiterated his disclosure from the initial hearing regarding the 
inadvertent opening of an email. 
 
After a brief moment spent looking for paperwork, Harton continued with the case 
by verifying that staff would not be making a presentation and proceeded to take 
testimony from the applicant. Town Attorney Michael Thomas con�irmed Harton’s 
assessment that witnesses previously sworn during the initial hearing would 
remain sworn during the present hearing, while any new witnesses would need to 
be sworn in. He added that, pursuant to statute, expert witnesses must be 
introduced and tendered by the applicant or by a party to the applicant because the 
applicant was the only formal party at the hearing. He further stated that witnesses 
were not freestanding entities and must be introduced by a person or party of 
interest or a person or persons recognized by statute to be with standing. 
 
Representing the applicant, Attorney Marsh Prause introduced three new witnesses 
who were sworn in together by Town Assistant Manager/Town Clerk Sandra Smith. 
Prause was seated for the hearing. 
 
Harton introduced Item 4 for deliberation, which considered whether the use could 
substantially harm the value of adjoining or abutting properties and if the use were 
a public necessity.  
 
Prause presented three witnesses: the �irst, an employee of the applicant serving as 
facility coordinator and operator; the second, Ivan Cheng, an expert with respect to 
noise; and the third, Brian Crowder, a land appraiser. He suggested that, due to their 
relevance to both remaining considerations, the witnesses be proffered to address 
both Items 4 and 5, as the impact on property values was linked to the manner in 
which the facility would operate in harmony with the surrounding uses. Harton 
suggested that the considerations be addressed separately to allow for independent 
determination by Council. 
 
Prause called Jamie Hizer to testify.  
 
Jamie Hizer, 200 Seneca Road in Greensboro, explained that her role as the venue 
coordinator would involve meeting with potential renters to ascertain compatibility 
of the venue with the renter’s needs. In response to Prause’s inquiries, Hizer 
validated her event operating experience by noting her ownership of Pinetop 
Greenhouse, an event venue, and PG Rentals, which rents vintage event supplies 
such as linens, furniture, and china. 
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Using her knowledge of the facility’s operational plan, Prause asked Hizer to address 
Council’s concerns regarding the impact of the proposed use on adjacent property 
values and its harmony with adjacent land uses. Hizer explained that the facility’s 
business plan included a contact phone number and proposed standard operating 
hours of Monday through Friday, 9 a.m. to 5 p.m. She noted that the venue would 
not be staffed continuously, with staf�ing instead scheduled according to event 
needs and her availability outside of her work as a nurse. She stated that visits to the 
venue would be by appointment only to maintain security.  
 
Hizer explained that she or her staff would conduct guided tours of the property to 
discourage visitors from unattended wandering. She noted that, once a venue rental 
is agreed upon, a contract outlining the responsibilities of both the property owner 
and the renter would be executed, and a $1 to $2 million COI (Certi�icate of 
Insurance) would be secured to ensure liability coverage is provided by both 
parties.  
 
Regarding larger events, Hizer stated that renters would be required to engage an 
insured planner and coordinator for weddings that would accommodate 100 to 125 
attendees. She further noted that all vendors retained by the renter would likewise 
be required to be insured. 
 
Responding to Prause’s inquiry regarding security, Hizer stated that renters would 
be required to contract with a third-party to provide one security employee on site 
for the duration of an event with 50 or more individuals in attendance, and two 
security personnel for gatherings of 100 individuals or more. She added that she 
would maintain communication via headsets with both security personnel and the 
event coordinator to ensure prompt handling of potential issues. She noted that 
security would patrol the premises including the parking lot. She pointed out that 
requiring professional, insured vendors would elevate the venue’s standards. 
 
Responding to Prause’s inquiry regarding parking, Hizer stated that off-site parking 
would be available in addition to the designated 38-car parking lot on site, which 
she noted was clearly indicated in the rental contract. She noted that Triad 
Adventure could provide trolley transportation to and from the off-site parking 
area, which could potentially be located at Oak Ridge Elementary School, per 
discussions with Whitney Oakley and Guilford County Schools Facilities 
Management. 
 
Responding to Prause’s inquiry regarding managing potential noise issues 
generated from a mixed indoor and outdoor event, Hizer stated that in-house 
speakers would be programmed not to exceed a set sound level. She added that 
emcee or DJ services would help guide the event timeline, and that the use of 
outdoor tents would be encouraged. She acknowledged limited expertise in noise 
control and deferred further discussion of details to the expert witness at the 
hearing.  
 
Responding to Prause’s inquiry regarding traf�ic �low management after scheduled 
events, Hizer indicated that the renter would have prior knowledge of the venue’s 
parking capacity as outlined in the rental contract and a hired trolley service would 
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provide transportation for 30 to 50 guests to and from the off-site parking location. 
Prause asked whether the rental contract was an agreement between the venue and 
the customer using the venue, and Hizer con�irmed that it was and further stated 
that a contract was an industry standard used to protect the venue and ensure that 
safe and professional standards are met. At Prause’s prompt, Hizer added that 
security personnel would maintain clear visibility throughout the event and assist 
with managing traf�ic exiting the site.  
 
Responding to Prause’s inquiry regarding the facility’s maximum occupancy, Hizer 
stated that while the facility’s recorded maximum capacity was 150, she would limit 
large events to 100 or 125 attendees to allow for additional staff and vendors and 
ensure the maximum capacity is not exceeded. 
 
Responding to Prause’s inquiry regarding event operating hours, Hizer stated that 
on-site planning activities for events such as weddings could typically occur after 
normal business hours. She speci�ied that, according to the contract, all events 
would conclude by 9:00 p.m., with staff remaining on site afterward to cleanup.  
 
Answering Harton’s question regarding cleanup duration, Hizer stated that event 
breakdown typically takes approximately one hour to complete. 
 
Answering Greeson’s question regarding weekday event occurrence, Hizer noted 
that discriminating against types of events was not allowed and a preferred list of 
vendors would be provided to all customers to maintain the venue’s standards. At 
her request, Prause repeated Greeson’s inquiry and Hizer elaborated by describing 
Indian fusion weddings which span several days into a weekend. She stressed that 
all events were contractually obligated to conclude by 9:00 p.m., which included 
music for that event. Greeson commented that having events with music on 
weeknights would not be suitable with school-aged children living nearby. Hizer 
noted that as a mother of �ive children, bedtime varied for children, and she 
emphasized that not all events would occur at night or include music. Greeson 
explained that consideration needed to be made with worst case scenarios and that 
stipulations would be required to control noise. Schneider noted that the ordinance 
limited music to indoor settings at a speci�ied decibel level, while Greeson clari�ied 
that Guilford County’s noise ordinance only restricted noise after 10 p.m.; Schneider 
emphasized that the venue’s restriction was more stringent, taking effect earlier. 
 
Greeson asked where noise complaints would be directed, and Hizer answered that 
noise complaints would be handled by the Guilford County Sheriff's Of�ice. She 
reminded Council that the venue’s equipment was pre-set not to exceed a 
designated decibel level to remain compliant with applicable noise ordinances. She 
answered Schneider’s comment about noise control by adding that renters were 
required to use the venue’s equipment, which is programmed to control noise at set 
levels. 
 
Greeson asked about noise from attendees, and Hizer noted that security personnel 
as well as venue staff would help to contain noise and direct event proceedings. 
Hizer acknowledged that weekday weddings do occur but noted that they were 
typically smaller events which conclude earlier in the evening to accommodate 
attendee’s work schedules the following day. She added that she would regulate 
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event hours in deference to her personal schedule as a nurse working early morning 
hours. 
 
Greeson asked about the location for trolley off-loading, and Hizer noted that 
suf�icient space would be dedicated to the trolley to safely maneuver and unload 
passengers both at the venue and at the off-site parking lot. Clark asked if the site 
plan depicted this space, and Hizer answered that parking spaces would be blocked 
to accommodate space for the trolley. Clark expressed uncertainty that ample space 
existed on the site plan to allow the trolley to turn around, and Hizer responded that 
the trolley would turn around in the parking lot. Hizer noted some confusion 
regarding Clark’s inquiry. Prause stated that the site plan had been previously 
approved by Council. Clark clari�ied that the plan met applicable requirements but 
noted that the concept of a trolley had not been presented during its initial 
consideration. Greeson emphasized what he perceived as the apparent dif�iculty a 
trolley would have turning around inside the parking lot. Schneider indicated 
possibilities for maneuverability and stressed that it was the responsibility of the 
trolley operator to ensure safe operation. Hizer concurred with Schneider, stating 
that the trolley company would assess the venue’s conditions for safe operation, and 
reiterated that all vendors were expected to uphold professional standards. In 
response to Clark’s request for more information, Prause offered to recall site 
planning expert Bill Greco to the stand to address the issue of maneuverability but 
recommended that Hizer’s testimony be concluded �irst. He asked Hizer if any open 
issues remained to be addressed.  
 
Hizer addressed lighting issues and explained that low-level lighting would be 
utilized to light walkways, and café lighting would be used in weddings to produce 
intimate ambiance. She added that all lights would be turned off at the completion of 
cleanup. 
 
Clark asked about the security protocol for smaller events with less than 50 
attendees and at events not serving alcohol. Hizer responded that all events with 
more than 50 attendees, regardless of whether alcohol is served, would be required 
to hire a security person. Clark speci�ied that her question regarded events with less 
than 50 attendees, and Hizer asked for clari�ication of Clark’s question. Clark 
clari�ied by asking if groups of less than 50 attendees would have security, and Hizer 
stated that events with fewer than 50 attendees would be more easily managed by 
event and vendor staff, and that hiring security would be optional rather than 
required. She noted that the Guilford County Sheriff’s Of�ice could be contacted for 
any issues that staff was unable to address. 
 
Clark asked whether vendors serving at smaller events would be professional and 
insured, and Hizer con�irmed that they would. Clark indicated that smaller events 
could take place without vendors or coordinators and further inquired into any 
potential restrictions applicable to smaller-scale events. Hizer indicated that smaller 
events such as baby showers typically do not use planners but the renters are 
contractually bound nonetheless. Clark noted that the contract for small events 
contained stipulations about operating hours and noise but not security, and Hizer 
corrected that security requirements were included in the contract.  
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Schneider asked whether the contract included in the meeting packet had been 
entered into evidence, and Thomas con�irmed that it had not been introduced 
during the hearing and therefore was not part of the record. 
 
Clark asked about the status of discussions with the school for space to use as 
over�low parking, and Hizer indicated that they had been advised that space at the 
school would be available to use for over�low parking for a fee.  
 
Referring back to security at smaller events, Hizer added that event staff and 
business partners would be on site to assist with matters related to security.  
 
Prause requested an opportunity to redirect, but Harton proceeded with Council 
discussion. 
 
Referring to hours of operation, Stone noted that, per the ordinance, ampli�ied 
music would be permitted outdoors between 9:00 a.m. and 9:00 p.m. and that 
outside activities were prohibited after 11:00 p.m. Con�irming through Hizer, he 
stated that events were required to conclude at 9:00 p.m. He raised an apparent 
contradiction with the applicant’s prior commitment to set operating hours in 
abeyance with the ordinance at the previous hearing. Hizer repeated the contract 
stipulation requiring all events and music to end at 9:00 p.m. Stone repeated his 
question emphasizing whether outside activities would occur past 9:00 p.m. Hizer 
answered “no,” and Harton clari�ied that only event breakdown, and cleaning would 
take place on-site after 9:00 p.m. 
 
Referring to Hizer’s statement regarding indoor ampli�ied music, Schneider asked if 
outdoor music would be allowed. Hizer replied that outdoor music would be 
permitted and would be controlled through use of the venue’s equipment. She 
deferred further information regarding noise to the sound expert. 
 
Greeson inquired whether a fence separated the venue from neighboring properties 
to prevent guests from entering private property. Hizer noted that fencing was 
required and security would monitor the site. 
 
Prause redirected his examination of Hizer and, referring to the discussion of 
contracts, handed a document with Hizer’s name to her for her inspection. Hizer 
identi�ied the document as a draft of a standard contract. She indicated that the 
contract would be tailored to the speci�ic event or circumstances involved, and she 
referenced a recent personal experience in which a wedding was postponed due to 
the groom’s military deployment as an example. She listed the following details 
contained within the draft contract: 
• Event end time 
• Insurance policy  
• Damage policy 
• Restriction of live �lames 
• Contract obligations such as chairs and tables 
• Alcohol 
• Venue capacity 
• On-site visits 
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• Noise management 
• Parking 
• Decorations 
• Trash 
 
Prause con�irmed with Hizer that the document represented a true and accurate 
draft contract and submitted the document into evidence as Exhibit 1, which is 
hereby incorporated by reference and made a part of the minutes. 
 
Schneider asked how speci�ic information about capacity would be conveyed in the 
contract, and Hizer noted that capacity requirements would be speci�ically noted in 
the contract and preferred vendors would be listed for reference. She testi�ied that 
the �inal contract would be more detailed than the draft being presented at the 
hearing.  
 
Stone cited a contract detail that permitted set-up of events to begin at 8:00 a.m. and 
asked if the operating hours would be adjusted to 8:00 a.m. until 10:00 p.m. Hizer 
indicated that the detail was a typographical error and should instead read 9:00 a.m. 
 
Clark noted that the contract permitted occupants to remain in the building for �inal 
cleanup until 10:00 p.m. provided that all noise was moved indoors and all doors 
and windows were closed. She asked whether outdoor cleanup could continue until 
10:00 p.m. while the event continued indoors after 9:00 p.m. Hizer explained that 
the event would end at 9:00 p.m. and occupants would be allowed to remain indoors 
only to gather belongings or change clothes while caterers cleaned and packed. 
 
Referring to the Insurance Damage Policy, Harton asked if the one million to two 
million number referred to dollars of coverage, and Hizer con�irmed that $1 million 
to $2 million dollars was a minimum standard requirement for insurance liability 
coverage. 
 
Greeson asked who would be in charge of security on site. Hizer explained that the 
contract stipulated that she would maintain oversight over all contracted vendors 
including security. 
 
Harton asked Hizer to comment on the statement regarding overnight stays on page 
5, indicating the possibility for occupancy of the venue after 10:00 p.m. Hizer 
explained that the statement acted as a placeholder to allow for the opportunity to 
contract Airbnb sites for overnight stays. She further stated that she had been 
working with opportunities to contract Airbnb and her intent would be to move 
overnight stays to these sites. Stone pointedly asked if overnight guests would be 
permitted to stay at the venue. Hizer sought clari�ication to determine if she 
personally would be considered a guest, explaining that overnight stays by herself 
or venue staff may occur to accommodate back-to-back events occurring over two 
days. She clari�ied that guests, however, would be referred to Airbnb for overnight 
stays. 
 
Schneider directed the question about overnight stays as it pertained to the Special 
Use Permit to Planning Director Sean Taylor, indicating that she saw no speci�ied 
limitations or restrictions. Taylor indicated that the issue was not clearly addressed 
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in the conditions of the Special Use Permit, although the property was zoned 
residential.  
 
Harton asked Council whether they needed additional time to review the draft 
document, and Clark indicated that she would read the document and address any 
concerns later.  
 
Hizer’s testimony was concluded. 
 
Prause recalled Bill Greco, who had been previously tendered and accepted as an 
expert witness at the initial hearing, to the podium.  
 
Bill Greco, PO Box 347 in Oak Ridge, stated that the site plan was well thought out 
and had been previously reviewed and approved by both staff and Council. He 
explained that a section of the northern parking bay running east to west could be 
temporarily blocked to accommodate trolley maneuvering. He noted that this would 
allow the trolley to enter through the main entrance, pull into the designated area, 
and reverse to align parallel with the sidewalk along the southern edge, where 
guests would queue for boarding. He noted that this sidewalk was separated by a 
14-foot aisle, which is two feet wider than required by fire code. 

Alternatively, Greco stated that the trolley could enter through the main entrance, 
proceed south, and reverse into a position parallel to the same sidewalk. As a third 
option, he described the trolley pulling directly up to the sidewalk and then 
reversing east to west to position itself for exiting the lot. 

Responding to Prause’s inquiry, Greco verified that the satellite parking lot located 
at the school would similarly accommodate trolley maneuvering with no anticipated 
issues. 

Harton inquired about required fencing to separate the site from neighboring 
properties. Greco explained that, in accordance with the ordinance, a tree 
preservation area would be established adjacent to neighboring properties, within 
which an opaque fence would be installed. He noted that the fence’s opacity would 
help buffer noise. He added that additional plantings would further enhance the 
buffer, which would extend around the perimeter of the property, except along the 
road frontage. 

Greco’s testimony concluded, and Prause called Ivan Cheng to the stand. 

Ivan Cheng, 3980 Premier Drive, Suite 110 in High Point, stated that his CTS 
certification supported his credibility in addressing noise-related issues. He 
explained that the Certified Technology Specialist (CTS) certification was an 
industry-recognized standard for audio-video technology in commercial and 
residential settings.  

Responding to Prause’s inquiry regarding sound evaluation, Cheng explained that 
sound monitoring systems are set up in commercial spaces such as boardrooms and 
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internal event centers to assess acoustic conditions to determine optimal placement 
of AV equipment for live or remote presentations. 

Responding to Prause’s inquiry regarding potential sound issues at the venue, Cheng 
indicated that he had analyzed audio volume on site using a sound pressure level 
meter and presented his study results through slides included in the meeting packet, 
which are hereby incorporated by reference and made a part of the minutes. 
 
Prause inquired into Cheng’s familiarity with sound propagation and measurement. 
Cheng explained that measuring the distance that sound traveled was part of his 
CTS certi�ication and that he had been working in the audio-video industry since 
1991. Based on his disclosure, Prause tendered Cheng as an expert with respect to 
the measurement and modeling of noise issues. Harton accepted him as such. 
 
Prause invited Cheng to continue describing his method of testing noise at the site. 
Referring to the slides, Cheng explained that a speaker was set up to play music 
which registered 63.4 decibels 15 feet away from the sound source, the speaker. He 
pointed out that the measurement was taken by an application on his phone, which 
is regularly calibrated before each use to ensure its accuracy. At Prause’s prompt, 
Cheng stated his understanding that the ordinance required sound levels not to 
exceed 80 decibels at the property boundary with adjacent properties. Cheng stated 
that sound measured 61.4 decibels at a distance of 25 feet from the speaker and 80 
decibels from two feet away. He stated that, because sound is linear, increases and 
decreases in decibel levels occur in a linear rather than exponential manner, and 
that sound would be diffused when measured to the side or rear of its linear travel 
path. Based on placement of the speaker at a location which he believed to be the 
most optimal placement to be heard by guests, Cheng reported that sound was 
measured at 45.8 decibels at a distance of 30 feet to the left of the speaker, and 41.9 
decibels at a distance of 40 feet behind the speaker facing the adjacent property. He 
proposed that if the speaker were to be increased from 80 decibels to 100 decibels, 
the measurements at the aforementioned distances would similarly increase by 20 
decibels due to the linear travel of sound. To further illustrate how sound traveled, 
Cheng demonstrated that sound measured 39.4 decibels when capturing ambient 
noise at 8:32 a.m. with no music playing.  
 
Referring to a video recording of his analysis, Cheng demonstrated how sound 
fluctuated from 73.1 to 77.1 decibels at the speaker to 44.7 decibels at the property 
line, and contrastingly without music playing, the sound pressure level measured 
44.5 decibels at the speaker and 36.6 decibels at the property line. Schneider asked 
about the decrease in sound pressure at the property line, and Cheng explained that 
the decrease was due to less traffic noise and noise absorption by the tree buffer. He 
suggested that the reading would decrease more at the property line once the 
installation of fencing and additional shrubbery were completed. 
 
Greeson expressed the need to know the decibel level at which speakers would be 
set during events. Cheng explained that regardless of how high the volume was set, 
the sound output would not exceed 80 decibels when the amplifiers are pre-set to 
that maximum level. Greeson asked for a demonstration of sound at 80 decibels. 
Prause interrupted by asking Cheng at what level of sound could damage to ears 
occur. Cheng replied that 107 decibels could cause damage to ears. Prefacing that 
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the application had not been calibrated, Cheng demonstrated that the sound of his 
voice at the microphone registered at 75 decibels and the speaker was 
approximately 12 feet away. 
 
Clark pointed out that the number, location, and height of speakers was not 
considered during the discussion of sound assessment in relation to ordinance 
compliance. Cheng explained that his assessment was based on his professional 
judgment regarding optimal speaker placement for effective sound distribution, 
noting that at elevated heights, sound still traveled in a linear pattern. He pointed 
out that maintaining 80 decibels of sound at the property line would require 
speaker output levels at 120 decibels, which could damage hearing.  
 
Clark asked what the typical noise level would be at outdoor events with tents and 
100 attendees. Cheng noted that the noise level would be determined by the 
proprietor or by ordinance and that the amplifier’s maximum gain could be set to 
control and limit that level regardless of any increase in volume. He stated his 
understanding that the property owner would monitor and control noise output by 
requiring renters to use the venue’s equipment.  
 
Taylor interrupted Cheng’s testimony to read the ordinance requirement for sound 
control, stating that “ampli�ied sound generated in conjunction with any event 
within 100 feet of residentially zoned properties” could not “exceed 80 decibels at 
any time,” and explained that the site plan depicted the 100 foot buffer from 
neighboring properties and added that sound could not exceed 80 decibels beyond 
that line.  
 
Contrastingly, Stone interpreted the requirement to mean that 80 decibels could not 
be exceeded at the source of the output, the speaker. Taylor af�irmed his 
understanding, stating that the measurement of sound would be taken at the 100-
foot buffer. Stone stressed that sound could not exceed 80 decibels at the speaker. 
Greeson commented that this discovery was a “game changer.” 
 
Clark interpreted the ordinance to mean that controlling sound levels was based on 
the sound’s distance from the sound barrier. To illustrate her point, she described 
that whether a speaker is placed at the parking lot or at the barrier, it would be 
limited to an 80-decibel output, and that sound could increase with distance from 
the measured point so that a location further away from the barrier could produce 
higher perceived sound levels. Taylor corrected her interpretation by explaining 
that speakers would not be allowed within the 100-foot buffer and that 80 decibels 
would need to be the set level within the entire property. Clark countered that 
Taylor’s explanation differed from the interpretation adopted at the initial hearing.  
 
Cheng interrupted the discussion to point out that sound violations would be 
widespread because even watching a movie at home with a surround sound system 
could exceed 80 decibels. Stone responded that the conversation involved Event 
Centers, not private residences. 
 
Clark explained that the initial hearing had established the understanding that 
sound measured at the property line could not exceed 80 decibels. She queried 
whether imposing the 80-decibel limit throughout the site instead would create an 
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issue. Pressed by Council members to clarify her point, she noted that uncertainty 
over where the 80-decibel limit would be applied could have affected how the 
applicant prepared to address the concern at the current hearing. Schneider 
expressed that all preparation should be undertaken in accordance with the 
ordinance and called upon Taylor to con�irm the ordinance’s interpretation. Taylor 
con�irmed the ordinance’s interpretation by re-reading the ordinance.  
 
Harton asked to view the site plan to identify the 100-foot buffer zone. 
 
Thomas stated his deferral to Clark’s recollection of the sound assessment 
discussion and clari�ied that the ordinance required that the source of sound not be 
any closer to a residence than 100 feet and that the sound could not exceed 80 
decibels anywhere. Clark indicated her reluctance to jeopardize the impartiality of 
the hearing if her recollection of criteria differed from what was currently being 
presented.  
 
At Harton’s request, Taylor cited Section 30-1048, Event Center, item (g) Noise, 
which stated that “electronic ampli�ied sound generated in conjunction with any 
event shall not be located within 100 feet of residentially zoned properties and not 
exceed 80 decibels at any time.” 
 
Schneider pointed out that the text amendment just quoted was included in the 
meeting packets of both the initial and current hearings. She suggested that the 
confusion over the text was due to the late hour of the previous hearing. Clark noted 
that her recollection of the discussion stemmed speci�ically from the question she 
posed at the initial hearing about where the 80-decibel level would be measured 
and raised the possibility that the current uncertainty could pose an issue. Taylor 
recalled having spoken in error on the topic at the initial hearing, potentially causing 
the uncertainty, but veri�ied that sound would be measured within the property. 
Harton sought clari�ication on the site plan, and Taylor reiterated that ampli�ied 
sound set at 80 decibels could not venture into the 100-foot buffer. Cheng veri�ied 
that any sound measured south of the buffer would be expected to be lower and 
further reduced by installation of additional buffers.   
 
Clark asked Cheng if his understanding of the ordinance was that the 80-decibel 
limit would be imposed at the property line. Cheng replied that while he understood 
80 decibels to be the limit at the property line, his testing was independent of the 
ordinance. His results showed sound at 80 decibels near the speaker dropping to 
about 40 decibels at the property line, emphasizing that the test was a scienti�ic 
demonstration of sound attenuation over distance and not an assessment of 
ordinance compliance. 
 
Clark asked Thomas whether the applicant should be asked if the deduced 
misinterpretation of the ordinance had any bearing on his preparation for the 
hearing. In support of her suggestion, Prause offered to seek additional testimony to 
clarify whether the apparent misunderstanding impacted the applicant’s 
preparations to defend his application at the hearing.  
 
Responding to Prause’s inquiry, Cheng indicated that his methodology for testing 
sound levels remained valid regardless of whether the 80-decibel limit applied at 
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the sound source or at the property line. He con�irmed that all the testing at the site 
was conducted at no more than 80 decibels. 
 
Responding to Prause’s inquiry, Cheng stated that based on the site’s condition at 
the time of the assessment, without fence or shrubbery buffers, sound levels 
measured at 80 decibels at the source decreased by approximately 39 decibels by 
the time it reached the property line, adding that it would be physically implausible 
for sound levels to increase at the property line.  
 
At Prause’s request, Cheng identi�ied the placement of the test speaker on the site 
plan. Prause concluded that the speaker had been placed within the allowable zone 
more than 100 feet from the property line and was therefore compliant with the 
ordinance in that the source of sound measured at 80 decibels was located greater 
than 100 feet from the property line and sound measured at the property line 
diminished to 40 to 50 decibels.  
 
Responding to Stone’s question, Cheng indicated that the speaker had been placed 
facing northwest towards the parking lot and measured sound toward the 
southeast. Based on his experience as a manufacturing engineer, Stone noted that 
sound measured at 85 decibels weighted over 12 hours necessitated hearing 
protection, and he asked Cheng to estimate sound projection if the source were to be 
elevated off the ground by 8 feet. Cheng replied that sound would be ampli�ied by an 
additional 10 to 12 decibels at a height of 8 feet. Stone asked if doubling the sound 
source would change the level of sound output. Cheng explained that the ampli�ier 
could be adjusted to control multiple sound outputs to maintain a set decibel level.  
Stone contended that multiple speakers operating at the same sound level would 
increase overall sound output, and Cheng countered that ampli�ier gains could be 
adjusted per channel to control the combined output of sound, whether from two 
speakers or 10 speakers, so it could not exceed 80 decibels.  
 
Clark asked about Cheng’s expertise in assessing crowd noise generated by 100 to 
125 people within a tented setting. While not professing professional experience in 
assessing crowd noise, Cheng explained that based on his experience, a tent would 
absorb some of the noise, but sound would still travel the path of least resistance.  
 
An audience member at the hearing interjected with the comment that Cheng’s 
statement was not a professional opinion. Prause responded that Cheng had 
previously indicated his professional quali�ications and experience. Clark noted that 
his professional quali�ications did not relate to assessing crowd noise and that his 
statement would be considered an opinion and thereby discouraged further 
comment. Prause interceded to ask Cheng whether he considered himself more 
quali�ied than the average layperson to address the question posed about human 
sound levels. At Cheng’s af�irmation, Prause veri�ied that the issue fell within the 
scope of the expert witness’s general competency, albeit outside of his core 
expertise, and contended that Cheng was thereby quali�ied to provide testimony. He 
argued that Cheng’s testimony should be allowed even if there are limitations in his 
specialized knowledge, and that those limitations should be considered by Council 
when evaluating how much weight or credibility to give the testimony. 
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Cheng commented that normal conversation among 125 people gathered under a 
tent would produce sound levels of approximately 60 to 70 decibels outside the tent 
but allowed that some individuals in the group could speak louder than normal.  
 
Cheng con�irmed Prause’s deduction that his summary of �indings was presented in 
the last slide of the presentation and con�irmed that the document identi�ied as 
Exhibit 2 accurately represented his slide presentation and summary. Prause 
submitted the document designated as Exhibit 2 into evidence, which is hereby 
incorporated by reference and made a part of the minutes. 
 
When asked by Prause, Cheng asserted his opinion that nothing hindered the facility 
from operating in compliance with the Town’s ordinance. He further stated that the 
use of the property’s equipment by bands, disc jockeys, and emcees to control sound 
output was a common industry practice. He referenced a recent personal experience 
programming sound controls for an event venue in Kernersville and stated that, 
although he could not recall the exact decibel level that had been programmed, he 
con�irmed the sound output did not exceed the preset limit. 
 
With no further questions posed, Cheng concluded his testimony and removed 
himself from the stand. 
 
With Harton’s permission, Prause called Brian Crowder to the stand.  
 
Brian Crowder, 132 East Paris Avenue in High Point, introduced himself as a real 
estate appraiser and provided a summary of his credentials: 
• Seventeen years of experience as a North Carolina certi�ied general appraiser 

with Hilton Crowder and Associates. 
• Appraisal experience with single- and multi-family residential properties, vacant 

land, commercial, industrial, of�ice, institutional, and special-purposes 
properties including event centers. 

• MAI and SRRA professional designations from appraisal institutes indicating 
specialized education, experience, and ethical standards recognized worldwide. 

• Past positions as regional representative, member of the board of directors and 
chair of the Real Estate Valuation conference. 

• Currently serving as vice president of the North Carolina chapter of the 
Appraisal Institute and future service as president-elect in 2027 and president 
in 2028. 

• Currently serving as a member of the board of directors for the Appraisal 
Institute Education Relief Fund. 

• Recognized by the Triad Business Journal’s 2024 class of 40 Leaders Under 40. 
• Recipient of the North Carolina chapter of the Appraisal Institute Innovator 

Award in 2025. 
 
Responding to Prause’s inquiries, Crowder acknowledged familiarity with the 
property and stated that he had formed a professional opinion regarding the 
potential for its operation to affect neighboring properties. 
 
Prause tendered Crowder as an expert in real estate appraisal and in the potential 
impact of the facility on adjacent properties. 
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Upon Prause’s request to present a summary of his property evaluation, Crowder 
stated that he consulted on a market impact study for the proposed Oakbend Event 
Center to evaluate whether the site, if developed as proposed, would substantially 
injure the value of adjoining or abutting land and if it would be in harmony with the 
surrounding area. He stated that he did not perform an appraisal as he was not 
asked to provide market value for the property. 
 
Applying standard and up-to-date industry methodology termed USPAP, which 
Crowder said is recognized by �inancial institutions and state and federal courts, 
Crowder explained that he conducted paired sales analysis in which recently sold 
properties in the vicinity of a comparable event center are compared with similar 
properties within the same market area but at a distance suf�iciently away from 
being in�luenced by the operations of an event center. He further explained that 
external obsolescence referred to negative external in�luences such as traf�ic, odor, 
noise, environmental conditions, or visual impacts that could diminish or depreciate 
property value. 
 
Prause restated Crowder’s explanation indicating that he focused on similar event 
facilities in the Triad to evaluate whether nearby residential properties sold for less 
than comparable properties not located near event centers. Crowder con�irmed the 
accuracy of Prause’s restatement.  
 
Responding to Prause’s inquiry, Crowder noted that his analyses involved only four 
event centers and four other properties which closely matched the diagnostic 
criteria used in his evaluation and compiled into his report. Prause requested that 
Crowder examine and verify a document as his report, and Crowder con�irmed it as 
such.  
 
Greeson asked if he could ask a question of Crowder, and Thomas suggested holding 
Council’s opportunity to ask questions until the conclusion of Crowder’s 
examination by Prause. 
 
Prause submitted Crowder’s report into evidence as Exhibit 3, which is hereby 
incorporated by reference and made a part of the minutes. 
 
At Prause’s request, Crowder summarized the details of his report. Crowder stated 
that his study focused on residential over commercial and industrial properties due 
to the preponderance of residential sales and their general sensitivity to external 
factors.  
 
Crowder noted that his study included paired sales analyses of four event centers 
and four comparable community gathering locations, such as schools and athletic 
facilities. He examined how the market re�lected buyer and investor behavior for 
properties adjacent to such uses, focusing on those properties that were subject to 
similar operational standards and external conditions as the property in question. 
Based on his analysis, Crowder stated that he found no measurable adverse impact 
on the market value of adjoining properties was present. Crowder summarized his 
professional opinion that the proposed Oakbend Estates Event Center, operating 
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under the applicable rules and restrictions, would not substantially injure the value 
of neighboring properties. 
 
Crowder added that he supplemented his data analysis with interviews of listing 
and selling brokers involved in the transactions being studied, as well as other 
brokers, to ascertain whether proximity to event centers or other external factors 
had any impact on property values, and to understand what advice would be 
provided to clients in such a scenario.  
 
Clark interrupted to ask Thomas if Crowder’s testimony on the interviews held with 
his colleagues would be considered hearsay. Prause interceded to explain the 
applicant’s position that expert witnesses were permitted to rely on hearsay under 
North Carolina rules. Crowder testi�ied that market participant interviews were 
reliable indicators of market behavior, gathering multiple individual perspectives to 
form his personal opinion based on the data. Thomas added expert witnesses are 
allowed to rely on information commonly used and accepted by other experts in the 
same �ield, but that Council would decide the weight and signi�icance of such 
testimony in the case.  
 
Responding to Prause’s inquiry, Crowder con�irmed his report’s conclusion that the 
operation of the event center in compliance with the Special Use Permit would not 
substantially impact nearby residential property values and his �indings 
demonstrated that the proposed use would not impact nearby residential property 
values. 
 
Prause requested that Crowder comment on the issue of the proposed use being in 
harmony with surrounding properties.  
 
Crowder interpreted harmony as whether a use visually and functionally adapted to 
the existing pattern of a development without disrupting the community’s activities.  
 
Regarding visual compatibility, Crowder noted that because the property was 
intended to be renovated rather than replaced, it would maintain visual consistency 
with its surrounding properties, remaining residential in appearance and thereby 
retaining harmony with its surroundings. 
 
Regarding functional compatibility, Crowder contended that the proposed use of the 
property aligned with the established pattern of uses in the area. He explained that 
small-scale gatherings, such as weddings held at the property, were comparable to 
events which already occurred in nearby properties such as religious facilities that 
hosted weddings, receptions, meetings, and other community events, each of which 
were functionally similar in terms of traf�ic, duration, and intensity. He stated that 
the proposed use continued an established pattern of community gatherings in the 
area and would thereby not con�lict with surrounding properties and institutional 
uses. Prause attempted to con�irm whether the religious facilities alluded to by 
Crowder were churches, and Crowder said they were. Clark asked about the 
proximity of the religious facilities to the proposed event center, and Crowder 
responded that one facility was located across the street and two others were within 
two blocks of the property. Crowder reiterated his professional opinion that the 
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proposed wedding venue was both compatible and in harmony with the existing 
character of the area.  
 
With nothing further to add to his testimony, Prause concluded his examination of 
Crowder. 
 
Greeson indicated that his question for Crowder had been resolved. 
 
Clark asked if Crowder had evaluated any properties near event centers which had 
not sold. Crowder explained that current property searches do not readily identify 
prior expired listings unless the property is currently listed on the market. He said 
he sought to overcome this issue by directly communicating with brokers involved 
in sales of properties near event centers. Clark pressed to determine if listed 
properties which had been removed from being listed could be identi�ied. Crowder 
pointed out that each of his conversations with brokers had been speci�ically 
outlined in his report and that opinions varied depending on the individual. He 
stated that he formed his opinion of market value by considering multiple 
perspectives and analyzing data, emphasizing that his conclusions were based on 
what the data showed rather than his personal views. 
 
Schneider expressed her assumption that all conversations were accurately 
depicted in Crowder’s report, and Crowder noted his reluctance to jeopardize his 
professional reputation by reporting misleading information. Schneider noted 
information found on pages 63 and 64 of Crowder’s report as interesting and 
possibly helpful to Clark. 
 
Citing appraisals of comparable sales numbered 1 through 7 in Crowder’s report, 
Stone asked how close the property sold on Greendale Court in Summer�ield was to 
Summer�ield Farms. Crowder indicated that the distances from bordering 
properties for each comparable sale listed in the report were recorded on the page 
where each property was described. Stone pressed for the distance between the 
property and the event center, and Crowder indicated that he was uncertain of this 
exact measurement. 
 
Clark asked to locate the general summary of comparable sales in the report. 
Crowder pointed to pages 23 to 62 for a description of each sale. Stone listed 
speci�ic page numbers on which the summaries appeared: pages 24, 29, 34, 39, 44, 
49, 54, and 59. Clark asked to locate a summary of the event centers used in the 
analysis. Crowder explained that each comparable sale in the report was identi�ied 
and paired consecutively to one of four event centers or one of four other related 
centers. 
 
Greeson asked whether the event centers analyzed would be further away than the 
distances measured in the report, and Crowder replied that the distances were 
dependent on the individual event center and that an exact comparison in distances 
would not be available in the market. Schneider interjected to explain that distances 
measured were to the property line of the event center per the ordinance, rather 
than to the precise location of the sound source. Crowder reiterated that the 
measured distances depended on the speci�ic characteristics of each individual 
event center, as some properties contained more acreage than others. 
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Clark questioned how an appraisal could be performed without exact paired sale 
comparisons. Crowder explained that his conclusion was based on an analysis of a 
range of comparisons involving similar event centers and other venues which 
potentially generated greater impacts than the proposed use in terms of traf�ic, 
noise, and capacity.  
 
Schneider noted that she thought the comparisons were useful and asked which 
centers had been evaluated other than Summer�ield Farms. Crowder listed 
Summer�ield Farms, Bella Collina Mansion in Stokesdale, Longhouse Event Venue in 
Stokesdale, the Penn House Wedding and Event Center in Reidsville, A.J. Simeon 
Stadium in High Point, Wesleyan Christian Academy in High Point which has soccer 
�ields, playgrounds, and school traf�ic across the street from a house which sold, 
North of Phillips Park Soccer Complex which is a soccer venue that hosts weekend 
games and had been redeveloped into a training facility for Carolina Core 
Professional Soccer Team, and Greensboro Day School in Greensboro which has 
athletic �ields. 
 
Prause redirected his examination to ask Crowder if standard appraisal techniques 
were applied in his analysis and whether the same methodology would be utilized if 
the request were made by a bank or neighboring property owner. Crowder 
con�irmed the use of standard methodology and added that by law, he agreed to 
conduct the analysis on a non-contingency basis, charging the applicant only for his 
time regardless of the outcome. He stated that he did not commit to any conclusion 
in advance and only formed opinions after reviewing the data, emphasizing that a 
predetermined conclusion would violate professional standards and could 
jeopardize his license. 
 
Harton pointed out that approximately seven hours in total were spent in the 
hearing and suggested a break. Thomas interrupted to ask Prause if he had any 
additional evidence or witnesses to present, and Prause indicated that he did not. 
Thomas asked if Council intended to recall the witnesses for further testimony, and 
Harton suggested they remain available should recall become necessary.  
 
Harton called for a recess at 9:17 p.m. 
 
The meeting was called back to order at 9:27 p.m. 
 
Harton raised the question whether Phaedra Loftis, a witness with standing for the 
opposition, would be permitted to cross-examine the applicant’s witnesses. Thomas 
explained that the evidentiary hearing remained open for any individuals wishing to 
present relevant and substantial evidence to assist Council in making its 
determination. He speci�ied that the applicant was the only recognized party in the 
proceeding because no others had been granted standing or allowed to intervene. 
Due to these conditions, Thomas explained that while citizens could submit 
evidence, no other individuals had the right to cross-examine witnesses, object, or 
present legal arguments and that the remainder of the hearing would be allocated to 
the hearing of evidence.  
 
Harton invited the witness with standing to present evidence.  
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Phaedra Loftis, 6619 Stonecroft Drive, stated that both her neighborhood and her 
property bordered the property at 2524 Oak Ridge Road. She referenced Council’s 
February 5, 2026, determination that the Special Use Permit failed to prove 
harmony with its surroundings and expressed her intention to focus her testimony 
on the issue with harmony.  
 
Stone interrupted Loftis to obtain direction from Thomas regarding the 
appropriateness of having a discussion about harmony when Council had continued 
the hearing to discuss Item 4, which was the issue of whether the proposed use 
would substantially injure the value of adjoining or abutting properties. Schneider 
pointed out that discussions at the hearing had already involved both issues of 
property value and harmony. Stone stressed that his understanding of the 
proceedings suggested that discussion of Item 4 would occur �irst before continuing 
to a discussion of Item 5 and that he was simply seeking directions on how to 
proceed. Schneider suggested that all evidence would continue to be presented �irst, 
after which Council would deliberate on a determination of Items 4 and 5. Thomas 
con�irmed Schneider’s interpretation of how to continue in the hearing and 
suggested that Council request that witnesses identify how their evidence is 
relevant to either Item 4 or 5. 
 
Loftis introduced her evidence. She stated that the proposed Special Use Permit 
sought to transform a 3-acre residential property, bordered on two sides by public 
roads and on the remaining side by �ive homes in the Ashton Park subdivision, into 
an event center for gatherings of up to 150 people. She noted that the property in 
question had been designated residential since its construction in 1908, consistent 
with all other parcels in Ashton Park that were occupied by single family homes.   
 
Loftis speci�ied that compliance with procedural requirements and �iling requisite 
documents did not necessarily imply harmony. She stated that under North Carolina 
law, compliance is determined by adherence to technical submission standards, 
while harmony, as de�ined by precedent, concerned whether the proposed use 
aligned with the character and scale of the existing surroundings. She further stated 
that the Special Use Permit concerned the building’s use rather than its appearance, 
and that its residential appearance coupled with its historic status did not 
determine that the permit should be issued. She argued that harmony required the 
proposed use to be compatible with the scale, intensity, and impact of surrounding 
land uses. She described the special use as introducing changes in traf�ic, sound, and 
light that would fundamentally alter the neighborhood’s established quiet, 
residential, and low-traf�ic character.  
 
Loftis offered her personal observations of Ashton Park since relocating to the area 
in 2020, highlighting the following characteristics: 
• A quiet community of 23 single-family homes built between 1988 and 2012 

situated on 1- to 3-acre parcels, each occupied by families or couples. 
• Calm streets with children playing safely in yards and along roads. 
• Light traf�ic with barely one car per hour seen traveling during the day. 
• Quiet neighborhood events, usually held indoors with few extra cars in 

driveways. 
• Occasional sounds from concerts held at Town Park events. 
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• An isolated area to safely raise children. 
 
Loftis noted that reasonable concessions intended to better align the proposed use 
with the neighborhood had initially been unequivocally rejected by the applicant. 
Although she acknowledged that recent discussions with the venue’s event planner 
indicated a greater willingness to accommodate concerns, she argued that such 
measures would be unenforceable without clearly written requirements in the 
ordinance. While recognizing the applicant’s right to pursue a business, she urged 
Council to also uphold the community’s right to ensure the proposed use remained 
harmonious with the surrounding area and did not merely meet the technical �iling 
requirements of the Special Use Permit. 
 
During cross-examination, Prause asked Loftis whether access to the neighborhood 
was available from the event center. In response, Loftis stated that school traf�ic 
regularly cut through the neighborhood to avoid the Bunch Road intersection, and 
she speculated that event visitors would likely adopt the same pattern. Prause 
pressed Loftis to con�irm that no access was available to the neighborhood streets 
from the event center. Loftis replied that the two streets connecting to her 
neighborhood were the same two streets that touch the event center. Prause 
pressed Loftis to clarify whether the event center’s entrance and exit were 
accessible from neighborhood streets or solely from the single road on which it 
fronted. Loftis stated that the event center’s access was less than 100 feet from the 
street entering the neighborhood. 
 
Clark asked Loftis for evidence relevant to Item 4, and Loftis acknowledged that she 
had no expert testimony to offer but explained that obtaining such evidence from 
experts in property appraisal, traf�ic engineering, sound engineering, or real estate 
would cost approximately $10,000. She noted that those whom she approached 
were unwilling to take the case, contending that the burden of proof did not rest on 
her, the resident, and that such studies were not typically performed in that capacity 
for individual residents. Due to such concerns, Loftis explained that she chose to 
testify on her own behalf based on her personal experience in the neighborhood.  
 
Referring to the conversation Loftis revealed to have had with the venue’s event 
planner, Clark asked whether acceptable terms were discussed to bring the venue 
into harmony with the neighborhood or if Loftis had concluded that no event center 
would be in harmony with the neighborhood. Loftis responded that an event center 
on a residential-sized lot, drawing crowds far larger than any typical neighborhood 
home gathering, would be inherently out of harmony with the surrounding 
neighborhood. While acknowledging having had an informative discussion with the 
event planner, Loftis noted that the terms they discussed were tentative and 
nonbinding until sanctioned by ordinance. Clark explained that she was exploring 
whether conditions could be placed on the Special Use Permit to make the proposed 
use more harmonious with its surroundings. Loftis expressed her belief that the 
proposed use would remain inharmonious despite placing additional strict 
conditions on the permit.  
 
Schneider speculated that restricting the permit’s operating hours at night from 
11:00 p.m. to 9:00 p.m. would improve harmony, and Loftis agreed. Loftis suggested 
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codifying sound restrictions, though she maintained her stand that the proposed use 
was not in harmony with the neighborhood.  
 
Greeson asked if the 9:00 p.m. restriction would apply every night. Loftis responded 
that 9:00 p.m. would be an improvement over 11:00 p.m. every night. Clark stated 
that she understood Loftis’s position to be that the proposed event center was 
inherently incompatible with the neighborhood due to its capacity and the types of 
events it would host, and that even if modi�ications improved the proposal, she 
would still not view it as harmonious. Loftis agreed with Clark’s summation.  
 
Schneider said she understood that Loftis supported broadening the ordinance 
restriction on electronically ampli�ied sound so that it would apply to all sound. 
Schneider expressed disbelief that human voices could exceed 80 decibels unless 
everyone stood at the property line yelling simultaneously. Loftis countered that 
one-on-one conversations from workers at the venue were audible from her 
property, and she argued that multiplying that by dozens of people would 
signi�icantly increase the noise level, noting prior testimony that multiple sound 
sources combine to create louder overall sound. Schneider pointed out that the 
sound expert testi�ied 125 people under a tent would produce sound at 
approximately 60 decibels, while Loftis countered that the expert had 
acknowledged he was not a specialist in human-generated sound. In response, 
Schneider commented that he was more of an expert than herself, clarifying that she 
was not referring to Loftis’s level of expertise. Schneider acknowledged that the 
witness claimed greater expertise than an average person, and Loftis questioned 
whether that level of expertise would be suf�icient to rely on in the consideration of 
such a crucial issue. Schneider noted that Council would need to consider the issue.  
 
Thomas commented that the criteria in the ordinance, including the limitations of 
electronically ampli�ied sound, established the minimum standards for granting a 
Special Use Permit, and Council had the option to impose additional conditions to 
address further concerns before granting the permit.  
 
During recross-examination of Loftis, Prause asked her to con�irm that she was not a 
licensed North Carolina attorney and questioned what quali�ied her to advise 
Council that it could prohibit events after a certain hour. In response, Loftis clari�ied 
that because she held no formal legal training and was representing herself, her 
comments should not be treated as legal advice but should instead be considered as 
her attempt to point out what she viewed as logical reasoning.  
 
With no further questions, Loftis’s examination concluded. Harton then moved to 
close that portion of the hearing until it was noted that additional individuals still 
wished to present evidence. The individuals were invited to present themselves to 
be sworn in by Smith prior to offering their testimonies. 
 
Corrine Pickford, 7785 Newhaven Drive, introduced herself as a 17-year resident 
residing one-third of a mile from the property. She stated that she currently served 
as HOA (Homeowners Association) president of Oak Ridge Lakes, which she 
described as a high-value community of 113 homes located adjacent to, though not 
directly bordering, the property in question. She added that she held both a degree 
and license in law, although she was inactive with the Bar, and that as a former FBI 
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agent, she had signi�icant experience advising high-level federal government 
of�icials.  
 
Pickford raised parking as an issue and stated that any likely over�low parking for 
the event center would be directed to Stonecroft Drive in the Oak Ridge Lakes 
development and added that neither residents nor the HOA had been contacted 
about the proposed plan. While she expressed no opposition to improving or 
repurposing the property, she maintained concern with its use as an event center. 
Citing the ordinance requirement of one parking space for every four guests, 
Pickford argued that it would not be feasible for 150 guests to arrive in 38 vehicles 
and that, because guests were unlikely to carpool or shuttle from a satellite lot –
particularly if they were running late, the likely outcome would be over�low parking 
on nearby residential streets. 
 
Addressing the issue of sound, Pickford illustrated how noise from her 
neighborhood pool carried to her property, which was less of a distance away from 
her, and raised issue with the minimal restrictions being put forth by the applicant 
on managing sound at 80 decibels.  
 
Regarding traf�ic, Pickford pointed to the existing issues of traf�ic cutting through 
her neighborhood to avoid the intersection of Bunch Road and Highway 150 and 
argued that event-related traf�ic arriving and departing at concentrated times would 
further exacerbate these conditions. She added that existing nearby businesses have 
minimal impact on traf�ic due to their small customer volumes. She refuted 
Crowder’s earlier testimony on the location of nearby churches and argued that the 
volume, frequency, and nature of activities at churches were not comparable to 
those at an event center. She also questioned references to earlier events at the site, 
arguing that the surrounding residential density and traf�ic conditions were less 
substantial at that time. 
 
Pickford expressed concern about setting a precedent by granting the use, which 
could lead to similar future requests, noting that the Oak Ridge area consisted of 
larger homes on larger parcels. She noted that homeowners had not anticipated the 
prospect of an event center in the neighborhood when they purchased their homes, 
and that the property values of the neighborhood and surrounding communities 
would be affected due to the impacts of noise, traffic, and parking issues generated 
by the event center. 
 
Pickford commented that using the elementary school for off-site parking may 
prove challenging due to the school’s extensive schedule of ongoing events. 
 
Regarding contractual obligations between the renter and the venue, Pickford 
pointed out that the lack of transparency of contract terms to guests at an event can 
lead to inadvertent violations by guests who are unaware of the speci�ic terms of the 
agreement. As a result, the responsibility would fall heavily on the renters, who 
would �ind it challenging to monitor every guest’s actions during an event, especially 
in a large or dynamic setting like a wedding reception. Additionally, Pickford noted 
that while security was recognized as necessary, it would not ensure continuous 
monitoring of all 150 guests to prevent trespassing onto nearby private property. 
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Pickford recommended imposing conditions that would reduce the site’s maximum 
capacity, increase available parking, or implement stricter sound-control measures. 
 
During cross-examination, Prause asked Pickford to con�irm her address and to 
verify that she was concerned about ripple effects to her neighborhood from the 
rezoning of the property in question. Pickford con�irmed her address and pointed 
out that rezoning was not in consideration. Prause corrected his statement to re�lect 
that the issue regarded a Special Use Permit. Pickford responded that her concern 
regarded the impact on property values. Prause veri�ied that Pickford had an 
inactive law license and asked if she held licenses as an appraiser or real estate 
broker. Pickford replied that she did not but that she attributed her understanding 
of the matter to common sense. 
 
Prause asked Pickford to elaborate on how the event center would affect her 
property. Pickford noted that expert witness testimony, such as from the appraiser, 
was only available from the applicant and questioned the practicality of relying on 
one-sided testimony. Prause clari�ied that his query related to the impact of the 
facility on Pickford’s property and not on expert witnesses. Pickford stated that the 
proposed event center would lower her property value and stressed her steadfast 
belief in this opinion. Prause pressed for Pickford to elaborate on other potential 
impacts on her property, and Pickford raised the issue of noise. Prause inquired 
about the basis for her belief that noise would be an issue, and Pickford referenced 
her earlier disclosure regarding the travel of noise from her neighborhood pool to 
her home. Pickford asked whether Prause had traveled through her neighborhood, 
but Prause responded that he was not the one on the stand and that her question 
was irrelevant. Thomas then clari�ied that Pickford’s role as a witness was to answer 
questions, not to pose them. Pickford reiterated her earlier point that sound from 
events at her neighborhood pool could be heard at her property which was located 
one-third of a mile away, noting that the proposed event center would be located 
even closer. 
 
Prause said he had no additional questions for Pickford. 
 
Lee Christoff, 7790 Newhaven Drive, noted that his property was located 500 feet 
from the proposed event center. Christoff commented on the restrictive conditions 
for parking at an event with 100 to 150 guests. He pointed out that a minimum of 
seven parking spaces alone would be consumed by event staff, making over�low 
parking an inevitability. He suggested that the required turn-around space for 
vehicles in the parking lot be more clearly de�ined on the site plan. 
 
Speaking on levels of audible sound, Christoff remarked that the sound 
measurement of 34 decibels captured by the sound expert as the level of sound with 
ambient noise from construction in the background was not representative of the 
noise level typical in the neighborhood, which is signi�icantly lower. He expressed 
concern regarding noise at various times of day, noting the impact on his young 
children’s nap schedules. As an example, he referenced the extended duration of 
Indian wedding festivities and the corresponding noise levels that could result from 
similar events at the proposed center. 
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Christoff commented that rezoning the area for commercial use as having been 
alluded to by applicant’s counsel would be inconsistent with the Town’s own long-
term plans with the surrounding neighborhoods. He cautioned that granting the 
Special Use Permit would set a precedent leading to greater future commercial 
presence in the area. 

 
Referring to the sound expert’s previous testimony about the travel of sound based 
on the position of the source, Christoff elaborated that bass level frequencies were 
omnidirectional, meaning that sound traveled in all directions regardless of its 
intended trajectory. He noted that while decibel levels were measured by the expert, 
the associated frequency levels were not. He explained that bass sound did not 
degrade at the same level or distance as other mid-tone or higher frequency sounds, 
and he asked Council to redirect their inquiry of sound frequencies to the sound 
expert. 
 
Referring to the appraiser’s testimony that a large tent would be on site for events, 
Christoff contended that the visual presentation of the property with a tent would 
not be consistent with the surrounding area and would negatively affect property 
values. 
 
Noting that although he was not a valuation expert, as a CPA Christoff said he often 
performed valuations, which can be conducted in multiple ways. Christoff explained 
that paired property valuations rely on only two data points whereas appraisals, 
such as the current property tax reappraisals currently being conducted, rely on 
three or four data points to perform comparisons of value. He contended that 
experts conducting paired sales analyses commonly opt for data points that provide 
favorable results, leaving other potential comparisons unacknowledged. Christoff 
noted that valuations, including those performed prior to home listings, may draw 
on a wider dataset by comparing price per square foot across neighboring 
properties, rather than using a one-to-one paired analysis. 
 
Christoff pointed out that prior expert testimony revealed that light, noise, and 
traf�ic reduced property value, and that these were the same factors at issue in the 
case. He stated his objection to granting the permit, arguing that efforts to mitigate 
risk by requesting conditions intended to provide additional assurances for the 
special use had been inconsistent. To support this point, he noted that concerns 
regarding security had not been raised until this hearing and asserted that allowing 
150 guests, some of whom could exhibit disruptive behavior, would compromise the 
safety of property owners and their children who currently enjoy playing outdoors 
without concern. 
 
During cross-examination, Prause asked for Christoff’s professional credentials 
other than that of being a CPA. Christoff responded that he had held an active law 
license in Illinois for the past 16 years and currently served as Chief Financial 
Of�icer for an organization. Prause asked if Christoff’s status as a CPA quali�ied him 
to critique the work of a professional appraiser, and Christoff responded that his 
expertise provided him with greater quali�ication than that of an average layperson.  
 
Responding to Prause, Christoff stated that his quali�ications did not render him an 
expert and that his comments were intended as suggestions for Council to follow up 
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on alternative valuation methods and on factors in�luencing property values, 
including light, noise, and traf�ic. Prause challenged Christoff’s testimony as 
intended to offer subtle guidance to Council rather than offer evidence, and Christoff 
refuted the assertion, stating that his comments were simply re-emphasizing points 
made by the applicant’s own witness. 
 
Prause asked if Christoff had evidence or argument to present to Council, and 
Christoff stated that his testimony contained reliable evidence, noting that in 
relation to real estate appraisal, he concurred with the expert’s opinion that the 
increase of light, noise and traf�ic would reduce property value. 
 
With no further questions from Prause or Council, Christoff’s testimony was 
concluded.  
 
Barry Glosson, 6672 Stonecroft Drive, stated that he served 40 years in law 
enforcement for Guilford County, working for 15 years speci�ically in the area, and 
was currently assigned to civil process in the Gibsonville and McLeansville areas. 
Commenting on the issue of security, he claimed that there was insuf�icient 
manpower in the Guilford County Sheriff’s Of�ice to meet the demands for off-duty 
of�icers to provide supplemental security, and he noted that these claims were 
substantiated by Major Antonelli and Captain Suits of the Guilford County Sheriff’s 
Of�ice. He further stated that, pursuant to General Statute 2114-1, directing traf�ic is 
limited to rescue, �ire, and law enforcement personnel, while civilians and private 
security personnel were prohibited from doing so. 
 
Glosson identi�ied two adjacent roads that could attract over�low parking and noted 
that, given the department’s limited resources, having at most �ive of�icers on duty 
in the District 1 of�ice to cover 200 square miles, relying on law enforcement to 
address improper parking issues would place an undue burden on the department. 
 
Glosson commented that in his own experience working off duty at Summer�ield 
Farms, security details were commonly requested to remain out of sight of guests 
who may potentially be engaged in illicit behavior. He stated that statistically one in 
every 10 drivers stopped for a traf�ic violation is impaired and if a law enforcement 
of�icer is not available to address such a situation, then the event center’s remaining 
resource would be a security guard who does not have the required credentials to 
address traf�ic concerns. He further shared that he had observed signi�icant 
cut-through traf�ic on Stonecroft Drive, including frequent violations of the posted 
speed limit, and stated his belief that the additional traf�ic generated by the event 
center would produce similar issues. 
 
He summarized that the limited resources of the sheriff’s department could not 
ef�iciently address the increase in potential traf�ic-related issues related to the event 
center. 
 
During cross-examination, Prause asked Glosson how far his property was from the 
proposed event center. Glosson replied that he was less than one-third mile from 
the property but only 150 yards in straight-line vision distance, remarking that he 
can see construction activity at the property from his back porch. 
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With no further questions from Prause or Council, Glosson’s testimony was 
concluded. 
 
Thomas instructed that the evidentiary hearing would close with no further 
evidence to consider. He suggested that as the sole formal party in the hearing, the 
applicant’s counsel could be offered the opportunity to present closing arguments. 
 
Harton closed the evidentiary hearing and invited the applicant’s counsel to offer his 
closing arguments. 
 
Prause acknowledged that both evidentiary and non-evidentiary information had 
been presented. He reminded Council that the Special Use Permit was subject to 
additional standards imposed upon it by the Town Council and that it was revocable 
at any time that Council found it to be in violation of any written standards. Prause 
pointed out that testimony was obtained from three experts whom he listed and one 
fact witness, while the opposition offered no expert testimony for Council to 
consider. He emphasized that if Council denied the permit based on non-expert 
testimony, the decision could be subject to reversal under applicable statute. He 
emphasized the substantial credentials of the applicant’s witnesses in contrast to 
the commentary presented by the opposition. He advised that careful consideration 
of the documentary evidence and expert testimony submitted by the applicant be 
undertaken by Council. 
 
Greeson asked Thomas whether Council could delay their decision to review the 
minutes of the hearing before rendering a determination. Thomas stated that 
Council could opt to make a decision presently or to defer the decision until Council 
had individually considered evidence provided that Council did not discuss the 
matter outside of present or subsequent sessions. 
 
In response to Greeson’s inquiry, Smith stated that due to the exactitude of 
rendering minutes for a quasi-judicial hearing, it could take one to two months to 
produce the record. However, she noted that the YouTube recording of the hearing 
and its transcript would be immediately available for review, cautioning that the 
transcript may not be exact due to sound interpretation. Based on this disclosure, 
Greeson stated his preference to delay his decision. 
 
Schneider expressed her preference to make a determination forthwith in deference 
to the commitment of time invested by interested parties to the case and out of 
respect for the applicant. 
 
Harton indicated that Council would enter into deliberation of the two remaining 
items for consideration of the Special Use Permit.  
 
Thomas indicated that any motion made to defer the determination must be acted 
upon prior to discussion. 
 

Councilman Michael Greeson made a motion to defer the decision to the meeting in May. The 
motion failed for lack of a second. 
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Harton opened discussion of Item 4 related to whether the use would or would not 
substantially injure the value of adjoining or abutting property and whether the use 
is a public necessity, based on sworn testimony and evidence submitted during the 
evidentiary hearing.  
 
Schneider acknowledged the applicant and Crowder for providing the impact study 
and said she believed both the study and testimony by Crowder to be of a high 
ethical standard. Based on her experience as a Council member, a member of the 
Historical Preservation Commission, and her exposure to planning and zoning cases, 
Schneider said that she considered the Special Use Permit case to be a special type 
of rezoning. Thomas corrected Schneider’s presumption and stated that the case 
was not a zoning issue as the property was already zoned, and that the legislative 
decision would be related speci�ically to the appropriateness of the special use as an 
event center. Schneider explained that the point she intended to make was that the 
consideration was being made of a different use that could be construed as a change 
in a zoning allowance. She contended that any time a change of use is introduced in 
any matter brought before her, the argument against the use had been borne of 
concern for property devaluation, which had never consequently transpired. 
 
Clark interrupted to request that discussion be limited to a discussion of facts rather 
than relaying anecdotal references to the past. 
 
Schneider offered as fact that concerns about property values are commonly raised 
whenever change is proposed. The combination of her past experience in dealing 
with issues of change with the convincing results of the impact study were facts 
which Schneider said she drew upon to conclude that worry and concern about 
change does not lead to property devaluation. Clark interrupted to ask Schneider if 
her prior experience contributed to a �ixed opinion that nothing would lower 
property values, cautioning her against basing a decision on previous decisions. 
Schneider commented that change is dif�icult for everyone including herself, and 
Clark countered that the hearing was quasi-judicial. 
 
Harton asked for factual evidence to support Item 4, pointing to Crowder’s study 
which concluded that no injury was detected among surrounding properties of 
event centers. 
 
Thomas suggested that a motion be made elaborating on one or more facts in 
support of or not in support of the criterion. 
 

Councilwoman Ann Schneider made a motion to accept the conclusions made in the impact 
study prepared by Crowder that the event centers and other community events studied did not 
affect nearby property values as a fact indicating that the proposed event center would not 
substantially injure the value of adjoining or abutting properties. Councilman Mike Stone 
seconded the motion. 
 

Stone stated that, in the absence of evidence to the contrary, he accepted that the 
conclusions presented by Crowder in his study were viable and supported by the 
submitted evidence; however, he acknowledged concerns related to harmony that 
he uncovered in the report. Clark concurred with Stone’s point of view. 
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The motion passed unanimously (5-0). 
 

Harton proceeded to a discussion of Item 5, which related to whether the location 
and character of the use, if developed according to the submitted plan, would or 
would not be in harmony with the area in which it is located, and whether it would 
or would not be in general conformity with the plan of development of the 
jurisdiction and its environs, based on sworn testimony and submitted evidence.  
 
Thomas suggested a motion be made elaborating on one or more facts in support of 
or not in support of the criteria. 
 

Councilman Mike Stone made a motion that determined that the location and character of use, 
if developed according to the plan, would not be in harmony with the area in which it is 
located and not in general conformity with the plan of development of jurisdiction and its 
environs. 
 

Schneider interrupted to ask that facts be included in Stone’s motion.  
 

Stone continued his motion to include that a �inding of fact based on sworn testimony and 
evidence presented, is identi�ied in staff’s designation of the area in the RS-40 zone thereby 
making the adjacent business not in harmony with the zoning designation, and that the 
testimony provided by Crowder incorrectly assigned harmony of religious facilities hosting 
weddings with the surrounding area.  
 

Directing her inquiry to Thomas, Clark asked if �indings of facts should be listed �irst 
prior to making a motion. Thomas replied that he was simply offering a suggestion 
for how to structure a motion in an organized manner, but that Council retained the 
prerogative to proceed as it deemed appropriate, provided a motion was made for 
consideration. He added that Council could opt to withdraw the motion if members 
sought to discuss �indings of fact prior to making the motion. 
 

Stone withdrew the motion and Greeson agreed. 
 
Clark stated that no additional evidence had been presented at the hearing to 
change her views on capacity and hours of operation from the previous hearing. She 
stated as fact that no other adjoining or abutting property maintained similar 
capacity for people, traf�ic, or noise as the proposed event center, making the event 
center not in harmony with its surroundings. Schneider questioned if Clark did not 
conceive of a way for an event center to be compatible with the RS-40 designation. 
Clark noted that if the event center was surrounded exclusively by RS-40 residences, 
then despite the ordinance allowing for the possibility of harmony with a different 
use through a Special Use Permit, she did not believe that harmony had been 
established with its surroundings. Schneider suggested that Clark’s statement 
revealed a �ixed opinion although Clark contended that her opinion was based on 
the fact that the event center was surrounded by RS-40 residences. Schneider 
refuted this opinion by noting that the proposed event center was surrounded also 
by Limited Business and General Business zonings and was located on a major 
thoroughfare. 
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Schneider said she found the expert testimony on sound issues to be both credible 
and compelling, which led to her belief that the event center was compatible with its 
surrounding area. She contrasted the scienti�ic measurement of sound with 
anecdotal concerns about pool noise and neighborhood activity, adding that fencing 
and tree buffers would help mitigate sound at the event center, unlike a 
neighborhood pool which lacked similar buffering features. 
 
Schneider added that discussions around shuttle services and security were helpful 
considerations to her relevant to the issue of harmony. She questioned whether 
private security �irms would be a resource for security at the event center if off-duty 
of�icers were not available for hire. Greeson reminded Schneider of hired security’s 
inability to lawfully direct traf�ic, and Schneider responded that security could 
lawfully direct traf�ic in the parking lot. Drawing from her own visits to wedding 
venues in the last year, Schneider pointed to the responsibility of an event planner 
to enforce contract terms. She offered the Town’s reliable reputation for zoning and 
permit enforcement as a fact, stating that all patterns of misbehavior were reliably 
kept in check. 
 
Schneider noted that issues related to parking, traf�ic, noise, and security 
management had been addressed and were now more compatible with and in 
harmony with the surrounding area. 
 
Harton stated that the event center’s willingness to reduce its operating hours to 
9:00 p.m. despite the ordinance permitting operations until 11:00 p.m. 
demonstrated an effort to promote harmony. He said he found this to be in stark 
contrast to the prior hearing when the applicant appeared in�lexible in making 
concessions with operating hours. He added that conditions could be written into 
the permit to de�ine the requirement. He acknowledged the event center’s 
willingness to accommodate changes to improve harmony with its surrounding 
area. 
 
Clark stated that the applicant’s mere acknowledgment of security, traf�ic, noise, and 
parking concerns at events of 50 or more demonstrated a lack of harmony, and that 
the proposed mitigation measures were insuf�icient to fully address those impacts. 
She further emphasized that, in her view, the lack of harmony was primarily driven 
by the event center’s proposed capacity. 
 
Stone explained that, despite the ordinance providing for a special use within an 
RS-40 designation, such an allowance did not automatically establish harmony with 
the surrounding area. As a �inding of fact, Stone presented the lack of evidence 
documenting the distance of properties studied in the impact study from the 
relevant event centers. He presented an additional �inding of fact in the aerial 
depiction of the Bella Collina event center, contending that its location on a 
peninsula surrounded by a lake was not similar to and thereby not a reliable 
comparison to the proposed event center in Oak Ridge. He added that the Penn 
House Event Center could not similarly be presented as reliable comparative 
evidence due to its secluded location in Reidsville. Stone concluded that the 
applicant did not present any factual evidence to demonstrate the similarity of its 
�indings to the proposed event center and its surroundings.  
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Stone further asserted that Crowder’s conclusion of harmony, based on the presence 
of nearby facilities offering event opportunities, was not relevant because those 
facilities were churches and therefore not a comparable use to the proposed non-
church event center. He found that the comparison of a single-family residence on 
three acres of land to Oak Ridge Methodist Church did not support the notion of 
harmony. Clark agreed with Stone’s contentions regarding the incompatibility 
between a church and the proposed event center. 
 
Schneider commented that the comparison to churches was to illustrate the point 
that churches hold large outdoor events and concerts that can produce noise, and 
that despite their protection under religious freedom, the noise ordinance would 
mitigate all sound issues. She recollected that no noise complaints had been lodged 
by adjoining neighbors, although she conceded that the events did not typically 
occur at night. 
 
Stone noted that most churches conduct events indoors where sound is generally 
contained, making a comparison to church events to support the concept of 
harmony ineffectual. 
 
Schneider contended that although the event center differed from an RS-40 
residence, a church, and the nearby �lorist, the ordinance’s decibel limits, along with 
proposed tree and fence buffers, would effectively mitigate sound impacts, as 
supported by the sound expert’s testimony. 
 
Stone pointed out that no concessions were offered by the applicant prior to the 
hearing with only one exception in the adjusted operating hours. He argued that 
harmony is not simply de�ined as compliance to the ordinance but instead must be 
demonstrated as adaptability to the surrounding environment. 
 
Schneider stated that Cheng’s testimony demonstrated compliance by ensuring that 
sound would be reliably programmed to be no higher than 80 decibels outside the 
100-foot perimeter, and that it would realistically likely be 40 decibels in most 
cases. She believed the applicant was making efforts to achieve harmony by 
proposing to reduce the maximum capacity from 150 to 125 and by reducing the 
operation hours to 9:00 p.m.  
 
Clark acknowledged the applicant’s efforts but said she did not believe that 
harmony had been achieved. 
 

Councilman Mike Stone made a motion that the location and character of the proposed use, if 
developed according to the plan, is not in harmony with the area in which it is located and is 
not in general conformity with the plan of development of the jurisdiction and its 
environments. Stone offered staff’s testimony that the Oak Ridge Land Use Plan identi�ied the 
area as RS-40 residential for residential use as a �inding of fact. Based on sworn testimony, 
Stone determined that the subject properties presented in support of the application were in 
fact supportive of its denial, based on the dissimilarity of the properties to the proposed event 
center. Councilman Michael Greeson seconded the motion.  
 

Schneider questioned that if the seven properties were truly dissimilar, why had 
they been accepted as �indings of fact regarding property values. Stone responded 
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that property values were not at issue in his motion and reiterated his concession to 
Item 4. 
 
Clark asked Thomas whether the motion required a listing of �indings of facts. 
Thomas explained that, although the motion was framed in the negative, it set out 
the basis for determining that insuf�icient evidence supported the �inding, and that 
Stone’s motion had in fact included �indings of fact. Thomas noted that had the 
motion been stated in the positive, then facts supporting the showing would be 
required in the motion. 
 

The motion passed by 3-2 vote with Mayor Pro Tem Michael Greeson, Councilman Mike Stone, 
and Councilwoman Lindsey Clark voting in favor and Councilwoman Ann Schneider and Mayor 
Jim Harton voting in opposition. 
 

Thomas explained that because Council determined that the �inal criterion was not 
met, the application was denied and the order re�lecting that decision must be 
signed, �iled, and served to the applicant. 
 
Harton announced that the application was denied. 
 
 

8. PUBLIC COMMENTS / COMMUITY ORGANIZATION REPORTS 
 

A. Community Organization Reports 
 

Jim Kinneman with the Oak Ridge Lions Club announced that a dedication for the 
Tranquility Garden in Heritage Farm Park has been scheduled. 
 

B. Comments from the public 
 

None 
 
 

9. TOWN MANAGERS REPORT 
A. Consideration / Approval of Board / Commission Appointments: 

I. Reappointment of Courtenay Harton to Historic Preservation 
Commission 

II. Appointment of Angie Byrd from an alternate to a full member of Board 
of Adjustment 

B. Consideration / Approval of closing out the Veterans Honor Green Phase 1 
Restricted Fund and moving the money into the General Fund 

C. Consideration / Approval of moving $13,982.50 from the Veterans Honor 
Green Phase 2 Restricted Fund and moving it into the General Fund 

D. Any other business 
 
Town Manager Bill Bruce presented all three items for Council’s consideration. 
 

Councilwoman Ann Schneider made a motion to approve all three items presented in the 
Manager’s Report, and Mayor Pro Tem Michael Greeson seconded. 
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Stone asked how much would remain in the Phase 2 Restricted Fund after the 
withdrawal of $13,000. Bruce replied that approximately $14,000 will remain.  
 
Clark questioned the use of the funds, and Bruce con�irmed that the funds were a 
reimbursement to the general fund. 
 
Harton asked if contributions made to the Veterans Honor Green had been included 
in the reimbursement, and Bruce replied that contributions remained in the 
restricted fund to pay for the construction of the site while bills were paid out of the 
general fund and the transfer of money was its reimbursement. 
 

The motion passed unanimously (5-0). 
 
 

10. NEW BUSINESS 
A. Consideration / Approval of fee schedule update and �inancing of meter 

installation for Town municipal water system 
 

Bruce explained that the water fees and charges schedule, the dry tap fee, and the 
proposed �inancing policy for meters had been previously discussed at meetings. He 
noted that a dry tap established a customer’s future connection to the water system 
without requiring immediate meter installation, allowing the customer to take 
advantage of the connection-fee waiver during the enrollment period. He added that 
the customer would be responsible for a monthly $24 service charge until a meter is 
installed to activate water service. 
 
Bruce stated that the meter-�inancing policy served as an incentive program that 
allowed customers to cover upfront connection costs by paying the $500 meter 
installation fee over a two-year period, with a small �inance charge included. He 
explained that the meters are purchased for approximately $300 each and 
installation services are included in the $500 fee. 
 

Mayor Pro Tem Michael Greeson made a motion to approve the fee schedule and meter 
installation updates, and Councilman Mike Stone seconded. The motion passed unanimously 
(5-0). 
 
B. Consideration / Approval of 2026-2031 Capital Improvement Plan (CIP) 
 
Councilman Mike Stone made a motion to approve the CIP as presented, and Mayor Pro Tem 
Michael Greeson seconded. 
 

Clark stated that the plan had been reviewed and discussed by Council previously. 
Schneider added that after extensive discussion at the special called CIP Council 
meeting in February, the current CIP included a proposal to lower the long-standing 
policy of maintaining a minimum of $2 million in the general fund. She stated that 
she opposed the proposal and would only vote in favor of the CIP on the condition of 
removing the $1 million pickleball / sports courts proposal until such time that a 
higher balance in the general fund can be restored. She stated that the fund balance 
was a resource to cover unexpected repairs or other unexpected costs such as for 
litigation.  
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Harton pointed out that surplus monies at the state and federal levels had been 
available resources to the Town in the last �ive years after COVID and he expressed 
concern that such funds would not be readily available to the town for future needs. 
He advocated a smaller reduction of the general fund balance instead of $500,000 
while focusing on rebuilding the general fund. 
 
Greeson expressed his support for the CIP while noting that the construction of 
pickleball courts was not guaranteed and could be postponed. Schneider noted that 
while the CIP allowed for adjustments along the way, she objected to the plan on the 
grounds that it did not constitute a solid or reliable framework.  
 
Schneider called the question. 
 

The motion passed by a 3-2 vote with Mayor Pro Tem Michael Greeson, Councilman Mike 
Stone, and Councilwoman Lindsey Clark voting in favor and Mayor Jim Harton and 
Councilwoman Ann Schneider voting in opposition to the motion. 
 

11. MONTHLY FINANCIAL UPDATE 
 

Finance Of�icer Sam Anders presented the �inancial report for the month of March 
2026, which is hereby incorporated by reference and made a part of the minutes.  
 
Anders added that due to staf�ing changes at Forvis Mazars, the Town’s audit �irm, 
efforts were underway to obtain another local CPA �irm following standard protocol 
for proposals to perform the annual audit. Anders said he anticipated presenting the 
proposals for Council’s consideration in June. 
 

Councilwoman Ann Schneider made a motion to approve the �inance report as presented by 
the Finance Of�icer, and Mayor Pro Tem Michael Greeson seconded. The motion passed 
unanimously (5-0).  
 
 

12. COMMITTEE REPORTS 
 

A. Special Events Committee 
 

Vice Chair Patti Dmuchowski reported on ongoing and upcoming events and 
activities. 

 
B. Tree Board 
 

No report 
 

C. Parks and Recreation Advisory Board 
 

Co-chair John Browning reported on the past quarter’s Farmhouse Community 
Center’s usage and ongoing efforts to recommend guidelines for non-pro�it 
organization use of park facilities. He described upcoming events scheduled at the 
parks. 
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D. Finance Committee 
 
Bruce noted that the committee reviewed the draft CIP and had its �inal meeting of 
the �iscal year scheduled for the following week. 
 

E. Water Advisory Committee 
 
Chair Spencer Sullivan reported on construction progress of the water tower and 
updated the ongoing work on the municipal water system including the 
establishment of two subcommittees to focus on marketing strategies and policy 
development to regulate the system. He described activities involved in progressing 
the water main installation and connecting the Town Core. 
 

F. Historic Preservation Commission  
 
No report 
 

G. Planning and Zoning Board 
 
No report 
 

H. Board of Adjustment 
 
No report 
 

I. Mountains-to-Sea Trail Committee 
 
No report 
 

J. Conservation Easement Committee 
 
No report 
 
 

13. PUBLIC COMMENTS 
 
  None 
 
 
14. COUNCIL COMMENTS 
 
 
15. ADJOURNMENT 

 
Councilwoman Ann Schneider made a motion to adjourn the meeting at 11:42 p.m., and Mayor 
Pro Tem Michael Greeson seconded. The motion passed unanimously (5-0). 
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Respectfully Submitted: 

 
________________________________________________ 
Sandra B. Smith, MMC, NCCMC 
Assistant Town Manager/Town Clerk 
 

_______________________________________________ 
      Jim Harton 
      Mayor 
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