CORE QUESTIONS

1. What does responsible growth look like for Onslow County, particularly in rapidly developing unincorporated communities such as Hubert?

Growth is great, when it’s done right. But growth without a plan, without accountability, without the infrastructure to back it up? That just becomes a burden on the people who are already here. So to me, responsible growth means we’re actually improving the county, not just adding rooftops.

I’m not saying slam the brakes on everything. That’s not realistic, and it’s not fair to new families or businesses looking to come here. But we also can’t treat population growth like a blank check for every rezoning or subdivision that comes along.

We have to stop and ask. What kind of housing are we actually building? Can local families afford it? Is it in a place where roads, drainage, schools, emergency services, and utilities can handle it?

The County’s own Horizon 2040 plan shows a 16.7% housing vacancy rate in 2021, and more recent data is around 15.7%. That’s barely moving. And the plan itself says a vacancy rate above 5% doesn’t automatically mean we need more housing. Now, I get that not every vacant home is available or affordable, but it does mean we can’t just point to population growth as a reason to approve every new development.

In Hubert, responsible growth must also protect what is already there. Hubert is not an empty piece of land just waiting to be developed. It is an established coastal community with families, farms, forests, waterways, narrow roads, and a character that residents value. Because Hubert does not have its own municipal government, the County has an even greater responsibility to plan carefully and listen early.

We also have to stop looking at projects in isolation. A 50-home subdivision might not seem like much on its own, but it’s rarely the only project using the same roads, schools, drainage, and emergency services. There’s a cumulative effect.

So for me, responsible growth isn’t just about whether we can put homes on a piece of land. It’s about whether that project actually makes life better for the people already living there, and whether the community can realistically support it.

2. Do you believe roads, drainage, schools, emergency services and utility capacity should generally be in place before higher-density development is approved? If so, how would you put that principle into practice?

Generally, yes. I know you can't build a new school or widen a road overnight. But that’s exactly why we can’t approve projects knowing the infrastructure is already strained, and then tell residents we’ll deal with it later.

The practical tool I’d use is a cumulative infrastructure review for larger projects. Before something significant gets approved, we need current information on traffic, road access, drainage, school capacity, fire and EMS coverage, utilities, and other projects already approved nearby.

The County already recognizes that 30 lots can create a significant safety issue because its subdivision standards require additional emergency access at that scale. I would use that as a trigger for a more complete review. That doesn’t mean every 30-lot project is automatically high density, because acreage and lot size matter. But it is clearly large enough to deserve a deeper look.

If that review shows the project would create public safety or infrastructure problems, we shouldn’t approve it and hope help comes later. We should reduce the density, phase it, redesign it, use lawful conditions, or deny it if the impacts can’t be responsibly addressed.
And just to be clear, I’m not proposing illegal impact fees. I’m talking about using the tools North Carolina law already gives us, zoning and subdivision standards, required studies, safer design, better notice, and voluntary development agreements for major projects when appropriate.

3. When evaluating a rezoning, what factors should commissioners consider, and how should they weigh the applicant’s property rights against the effects on neighboring landowners and the surrounding community?

Property rights matter, and they apply to everyone. The applicant has rights, but so does the neighbor who’s lived there for 30 years. When someone asks to change zoning to allow more density or a more intense use, that’s not an automatic entitlement.

I think decisions should be based on evidence, not pressure. I’ve seen cases where one resident ends up surrounded by new homes, and that’s a prime example of why we have to be careful. That one person still has property rights too, they still deserve reasonable access, privacy, safety, and a fair process. Just because a developer has more land or more money at stake doesn’t make that resident’s rights less valuable. Development shouldn’t treat existing residents as obstacles to be designed around.

Commissioners should look at whether the proposed use fits the character of the area. Is the density compatible? Does the infrastructure support it? What about the environment and neighboring homes? And, this is important, what are nearby residents actually saying?
State law requires us to consider benefits and detriments to landowners, neighbors, and the community, and to explain why a rezoning is reasonable and in the public interest. I believe those findings should be specific and meaningful, not just generic language you could paste into any project.

4. When new development requires road, drainage, water, sewer, school or emergency-service improvements, who should bear those costs: developers, taxpayers, utility ratepayers, grants or some combination?

The honest answer is a combination. And again, I’m not proposing illegal impact fees, I want to be really clear on that.

Developers should absolutely cover the direct costs tied to their project: safe access, internal roads, on-site stormwater, utility connections, and site-specific mitigation. That’s just part of doing business.

For larger regional needs, like a new school or a major road improvement, the county may need a mix of long-term capital planning, grants, utility revenues, state support, and sometimes taxpayer investment when the benefit is countywide. The approved 2027 budget already includes a 15-year capital plan, school needs, and emergency services investments, which is a good start.

My concern is cost shifting. Developers shouldn’t take the profit while existing residents are left with flooded yards, unsafe roads, longer response times, overcrowded schools, or higher bills. We need to use the lawful tools we have, and voluntary agreements, so taxpayers aren’t stuck with costs that were predictable when the project was approved.

5. What specific actions would you support to address traffic, drainage, school capacity and emergency-service demands caused by continued residential growth?

Well First, I would support cumulative traffic review for major rezonings and subdivisions. We need to use current data and account for approved, even if unbuilt, projects and pending applications in the same area. We cannot approve 2026 development based only on old traffic counts or an analysis that ignores everything else going on.

Second, stronger drainage review. Developers should show how their project affects downstream culverts, ditches, roads, and neighboring homes, not just what happens inside the property line. I’m not saying the county should take over stormwater management, but we can hold developers to a higher standard than the state’s baseline.

Third, the county and school system should share real-time enrollment data, permanent capacity, boundary changes, and capital plans by attendance zone. Before a major housing project is approved, commissioners should see a cumulative student-impact report that includes the proposal, approved-but-unbuilt homes, and pending projects in that school area. That way we know if we can support it before we add more students to an already crowded school.

Fourth, public-safety capacity review. The FY27 budget acknowledges rising EMS demand, states that ambulances are not always available due to overutilization, and funds three additional EMS stations as part of a longer-term plan for 13 stations. I support that. But before approving major growth, we should see actual service-area data, access, staffing, response times, mutual-aid reliance, and what standard applies. The county’s target is EMS coverage within a 10-minute drive time, but that’s not the same as a full NFPA 1710 fire-response benchmark. Residents deserve clarity on what standard is being met.

Fifth, I’d use the county’s own subdivision standards as a trigger. When a project reaches the point where additional emergency access is required, that should also trigger a broader review of traffic, drainage, schools, utilities, evacuation routes, and public safety.

6. How should Onslow County protect working farms, rural land and established communities while still accommodating new housing and economic development?

It often feels like we treat undeveloped land as having no value until it becomes a subdivision. That’s backwards. Farms, rural land, and established communities are assets.

I support the county’s Voluntary Agricultural District program, and I think we should make sure farmers know it’s available. We don’t currently have an Enhanced Voluntary Agricultural District program, which typically offers stronger, longer-term protections. However, I’d only advocate for that if local farmers actually want it and understand the tradeoffs.

No matter the program, I don’t think voluntary enrollment is enough. We need to direct the most intensive growth to areas that have the infrastructure to support it. I also support preserving natural drainage features, mature trees where practical, and vegetated buffers, not just for appearance, but because they help manage runoff.

And I think we need an economic development strategy that’s about more than rooftops. If we actually followed our own land use plan more consistently, we could accommodate housing and business growth without turning every rural road into a suburban corridor.

7. Hubert is a large unincorporated community with no municipal government dedicated solely to its needs. How can Hubert and similar communities gain a stronger and earlier voice in county decisions?

Hubert residents, and really all Onslow residents, deserve more than finding out about a major project when a small sign appears on the side of the road or when a hearing is already scheduled.

I asked my husband the other day if I could sue if I crashed my car trying to read one of those signs, joking, obviously. But honestly, they’re not realistic. I think developers proposing significant rezonings or subdivisions should hold an accessible community meeting before it even gets to the Planning Board or Board of Commissioners.

We also have to recognize that not everyone can attend a weekday meeting. Written comments, virtual access, recorded meetings, plain-language summaries, and online participation all matter. And yes, we do some of that now, but have you ever watched a live session and seen the comments come in? No one answers them, not during, not after. Those people’s concerns are just as valid as someone sitting in the room.

I think you’ve started something great with Hubert United. Commissioners should pay attention to what’s being discussed there. That group lets residents give early feedback on development, drainage, roads, safety, parks, and infrastructure priorities, without all the bureaucracy.
Hubert shouldn’t have to incorporate just to get clear communication, early notice, and meaningful consideration from county government.

8. What would you do to improve government transparency, public notice and residents’ ability to understand and participate in rezoning and infrastructure decisions?

Transparency is the foundation of public trust. Government shouldn’t make residents work harder than developers to understand a project that may change their community. 

For major rezonings and subdivisions, I want larger, clearer public notice signs that actually tell people what’s proposed, where it is, when the hearing is, and where to get more info. A QR code should take them directly to a project page with plans, studies, staff reports, and comment instructions. And yes, we can legally require developers to cover that cost, it’s not an impact fee.

Our mailing notification radius also needs expanding. Three hundred feet means I might get a letter and my next-door neighbor doesn’t, that happened recently, and it’s not acceptable.

We also need an address-based notification system. Residents should be able to enter an address, choose a radius, and receive email or text alerts when a when a rezoning or hearing is proposed nearby. There are tools like Civify that do exactly that. But even starting with what Onslow already uses, CivicPlus for public records request, the Project Tracker, and our GIS investments, we could make land-use decisions much more transparent.

The county is already investing in online services. The next step is actually using those tools to keep the public informed, not just to make permitting easier.

9. If elected or reelected, what would be your most important priority during your first year of the new term, and how would residents measure whether you accomplished it?

I want to be realistic. One commissioner is one vote out of seven. I can’t pass an ordinance by myself, build a road, approve a budget, or fix every infrastructure problem in a year. That’s just the truth.

What I can promise is to show up, listen, ask informed questions in public, explain my votes, and consistently bring the concerns residents raise into the county process.

My biggest priority is probably simpler than people expect, transparency. For major land-use, infrastructure, budget, and public-safety decisions, I would publish a plain-language the why explanation after each meeting. Not legal jargon, just a clear summary of what was decided, what information I considered, what questions I asked, how I voted, and why.

And I’d also be honest when I disagree with a decision but don’t have the votes to change it. Residents deserve to know the difference between what I support, what the Board actually decides, and what authority belongs to the county versus the state, municipalities, schools, utilities, or NCDOT.

How would residents measure that? At the end of my first year, they should be able to look back at the major decisions I participated in and find a clear public explanation of my vote. I’m not asking anyone to take my word for accountability, I want to leave a record they can check against the official agenda, minutes, and video.

10. What is one specific, measurable commitment you are willing to make to the residents of unincorporated Hubert?

My specific, measurable commitment to Hubert is to show up. I would hold four open public listening sessions in Hubert, one each quarter, and publish a written follow-up after every single one. Let’s be honest, it might just be me sitting there some nights, but these would be non-campaign, public meetings. Residents could raise concerns about development, traffic, drainage, schools, public safety, water quality, housing, or anything else that’s on their mind.

Before each meeting, I’d publish the date, time, location, and a way for people who can’t attend to submit comments. After each meeting, I’d publish a short summary that spells out what concerns were raised, what information was requested, and what steps I personally took afterward.

That might mean asking county staff for data, requesting a public workshop, raising a question during a board meeting, contacting NCDOT, advocating for a policy review, or just reporting back that the issue is outside county authority and explaining where residents should go next.
The point is, residents can hold me accountable without guessing. At the end of my first year, there should be four publicly announced Hubert meetings and four public follow-up reports. If I don’t deliver those, residents will know.

CANDIDATE-SPECIFIC QUESTIONS

1. Based on your research into development and infrastructure throughout Onslow County, what specific change would you make to the county’s rezoning process so commissioners consider the cumulative effects of multiple developments rather than evaluating each project in isolation?

First, I want to acknowledge what the county already does. We have a rezoning process, a Technical Review Committee, Planning Board review, staff reports, and a Project Tracker. I'm not suggesting we throw all that out or create a new report for every small request.

The specific improvement I'd advocate for is a Cumulative Impact Addendum to the existing staff report, but only for major rezonings, major subdivisions, and phased projects.
Here's the thing: residents don't experience development one parcel at a time. They experience the combined effect of multiple projects using the same roads, schools, drainage systems, evacuation routes, and emergency services. But our review process doesn't always connect those dots.

I'd use a clear threshold, projects creating 30 or more units, major density increases, substantial commercial projects, or phased projects that reach that scale over time. The county already requires two access points for projects of 30 units or more, so we've already acknowledged that scale creates additional public-safety considerations.

My organizational leadership background has taught me that systems fail when information stays in silos. Planning has land-use data, NCDOT has traffic data, schools have enrollment numbers, and residents know where water floods. But commissioners need to see those facts connected before the vote.

This isn't anti-growth. It's about decision quality. If a project can be supported, the record should show that. If it can't, commissioners should have clear options: lower density, phasing, redesign, lawful conditions, voluntary commitments where appropriate, or denial.

2. You have discussed responsible growth and developer accountability. What enforceable policies or conditions would you support to ensure that developers contribute fairly to the roads, drainage, schools, utilities and emergency-service capacity their projects require
without shifting an unreasonable share of those costs to existing residents?

I support a fair-share approach with clear, enforceable standards. Developers should address direct project impacts, roads, drainage, emergency access, utilities, site-specific mitigation. Taxpayers and public funding should handle broader infrastructure that benefits the whole county.

Im going to say it 100 times. I'm not proposing illegal impact fees. North Carolina counties don't have that authority. But we do have tools like zoning and subdivision standards, site-plan requirements, conditional zoning, and voluntary development agreements for major projects.

My concern is that we use broad language like "responsible growth" without defining what developers must actually show before approval. I want clear standards, clear triggers, and clear consequences.

For traffic, I'd ask the county to evaluate a tiered review system, a memo for smaller projects, an assessment for mid-size, a full impact study for major ones. Henderson County uses thresholds like 1,000 average daily trips or 100 peak-hour trips to trigger a study, and they require improvements to maintain Level of Service D. I'd want Onslow's thresholds set locally, with input from staff, NCDOT, and engineers. And the analysis must include approved-but-unbuilt projects in the pipeline, not just the one in front of us.

For drainage, I'd push for stronger downstream standards, especially in flood-prone areas. Developers shouldn't move water off-site faster or in greater volume and leave neighbors and public roads to absorb the consequences. I'd ask engineers and legal to recommend a defensible local standard, like no net increase in peak flow, and require maintenance and inspection before final approvals.

For schools, I support formal coordination with Onslow County Schools. They should provide current enrollment, permanent capacity, boundary changes, and capital plans by attendance zone for major proposals. And we need a better student-generation model that accounts for housing type, bedroom mix, price, and occupancy, not a one-size-fits-all number.

For emergency services, the county already requires two access points for projects with 30 or more units. That should trigger a broader public-safety review, response times, staffing, ambulance availability, before major approvals, not after.

Finally, none of this matters if it's not enforceable. So we need to update our land use plan and ordinances to spell out exactly what the developer must provide, who's responsible, the deadline, and what milestone it's tied to. If a commitment matters enough to help secure approval, it should be specific, public, time-bound, and verifiable.

If a developer tries to materially change a major commitment after approval, drainage, access, buffers, that should come back through a public process, not get handled quietly.

I'm not asking for numbers pulled from another county. I'm asking staff, engineers, the school system, and the county attorney to help set locally appropriate, legally defensible standards. But we need measurable triggers and real consequences, not vague assurances.

3. Drawing upon your business education and current MBA studies, what changes would you support in the county’s budgeting and long-range capital planning so infrastructure investments keep pace with residential growth while maintaining fiscal responsibility?

My business and organizational-leadership education has taught me that responsible budgeting isn't just about balancing this year's books. It's about understanding the full cost of a decision over time, that’s construction, staffing, equipment, maintenance, replacement, debt, and the measurable result the public receives.

As previously discussed, Onslow County is already making major long-term investments, and I support that level of investment.

My concern is that residents need a clearer connection between where development is approved and where infrastructure investment is actually planned.

There are a few changes I would support. 

First, integrate growth data into the annual capital-planning discussion. Before the Board sets its budget and Capital Improvement Plan, staff should present a clear update on approved-but-unbuilt homes, permits, pending major development, school-capacity information, traffic and drainage needs, EMS call volume and coverage, utility needs, and workforce pressures by growth area.

Second, require a full life-cycle cost summary for major capital projects. Before the county builds a facility, the Board and public should see not just construction cost and funding source, but also future staffing, equipment, maintenance, operating cost, replacement needs, and expected outcome. A new EMS station, for example, isn't just a building, it requires staffing, ambulances, equipment, recurring operating funds, and a measurable service-area objective.

Third, publish a simple annual Growth-to-Capacity Scorecard. This doesn't need a costly new department. It can use information the county already has through Planning, Finance, EMS, Fire, Schools, GIS, and the Project Tracker. For each major growth area, residents should be able to see planned development, planned infrastructure, funding sources, project timelines, and the remaining gaps.

That would make the budget process more transparent and more disciplined. It would help the Board prioritize projects based on documented need, avoid approving obligations without a funding plan, and show taxpayers what results they're actually receiving.

County government isn't a private business, and it has to operate within public-budget law, procurement requirements, and the authority of state and local partners. But the management principle is the same, expansion without a realistic staffing plan, operating plan, funding plan, and performance measure isn't responsible management.
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