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Accreditation Board Meeting 
Minutes 
November 18, 2022 

9:30 a.m. – 1:30 p.m. 
Cardinal Room, DPH Building 3, 5605 Six Forks Road, Raleigh NC  

Zoom

Board Members Present: 
Ms. Teresa Ellen, Chair  
Karen Powell  
Dr. Rhonda Stephens  
Kevin Austin  
Jerry Parks  
Mr. David Stanley  
Ms. Virginia Niehaus  
Dr. Saini Raj Kundapati  
Dr. Benjamin W. Tillett   
Barbara Beatty   
Dr. Susan Haynes Little  
Calvert Jeffers  
John Rouse 

Board Members Absent: 
Bertadean Baker 
Fleming El-Amin 
Anna Schenck 
 
Staff Present: 
Amy Belflower Thomas 
Margaret Benson Nemitz 
Faith McHale  

Site Visitors Present: 
Leeanne Whisnant 
Ann Absher 
Bill Smith 
Andy Smith 
Wendy Smith 
 

 
 
 
 

Guests: 
Pender County Health Department 
Carolyn Moser 
Shirley Steele 
Davidson County Health Department 
Lillian Koontz 
Henderson County Department of Public Health  
Steve Smith 
Toe River Health District 
Jessica Farley 
Alexander County Health Department 
Billie Walker 
Martin-Tyrrell-Washington District Health Department 
Wes Gray 
Miranda Keel 
Nicole Barnes 
Carteret County Health Department 
Nina Oliver 
Dr. Randall Williams 
Pamlico County Health Department 
Melanie Campen 
Yadkin County Human Services Agency- Medical Clinic 
and Environmental Health 
Jessica Wall 
Buncombe County Health and Human Services-
Department of Health 
Stacie Saunders 
Chatham County Public Health Department 
Mike Zelek 
Anne Lowry 
New Hanover County Health and Human Services-
Health Department Section 
David Howard 
Yancey County Health Department 
Lynn Austin
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Welcome 
Board Chair Teresa Ellen introduced approval of the minutes as the first agenda item. Staff Member 
Margaret Benson Nemitz invited Board Member Virginia Niehaus to clarify the revisions she had proposed 
to the minutes. Board Member Niehaus explained that she made edits to the section about the 
Conditional/Unaccredited Ad Hoc Committee, including correcting the name of committee, clarifying some 
of the recommendations that were made and how they align with some of PHAB’s approach to handling 
appeals, clarifying future committee structure, and making a small correction to the motion.  

Chair Ellen entertained a motion to approve the September 2023 minutes with suggested revisions. 
Board Member John Rouse made a motion to approve. Board Member David Stanley seconded the 
motion. The motion passed unanimously. 

Accreditation Adjudication Process & Site Visit Reports   

Administrator Belflower Thomas began the process, acknowledging it was great to see everyone in person 
and asking everyone on Zoom to have patience as this was the Board’s first hybrid adjudication process. She 
reminded Board members that the NCLHDA Board is a state board and governed by the state ethics act. 
She also reminded the Board that if have any real or perceived conflict of interest to please verbally inform 
the rest of the Board that they will be recusing themselves from voting.  

Pender County Health Department Accreditation Adjudication 
Chair Ellen began the adjudication process, beginning with Pender County Health Department. She 
acknowledged that Health Director Carolyn Moser and the AAC, Shirley Steele, were present in person at the 
meeting and that Leeanne Whisnant, the Lead Site Visitor was joining via Zoom.   

Ms. Whisnant shared that the Pender County Health Department site visit was held on August 31, 2022. She 
acknowledged that Pender County is beautiful and the largest coastal county. She shared that there has 
been a rapid 15% population growth in Pender County since 2010 which has led to some challenges for the 
community. They expect the population to grow another 15.5% by 2030. She noted that the population 
growth is out pacing the infrastructure, which is challenging for the health department. She also noted that 
a quarter of the population is under 19 years old and 20% is over 65 years of age. Some parts of the county 
are affluent, but there is a lot of poverty found in the western part of the county. The health department has 
64 employees and she explained that the county has had a consolidated health and human services 
department since 2013. The health director serves also as the health and human services director and the 
Board of Commissioners serves as the Board of Health. The department also has a permanent dental clinic 
and a mobile dental clinic which serve all populations, including adults. Ms. Whisnant commended the 
health department for offering a wide array of services to the population. Ms. Whisnant shared that the Site 
Visit Team was able to designate 146 of 147 activities. Activity 24.3 was the only activity not met, which was 
about workforce recruitment and retention training. Ms. Whisnant, on behalf of the Site Visit Team, 
recommended reaccreditation with honors.  

Ms. Moser shared that she has a lot of respect for Ms. Whisnant, and that they have worked together for a 
long time. Ms. Moser shared that the site visit was a hybrid visit and that some people might like to be 
present on site, but she thought the site visit flowed well with no major glitches in the process. From the 
perspective of the health department, the hybrid site visit worked well. She noted that the biggest challenge 
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was the six-year span since the last accreditation, and that this made for a lot of work. She noted that the 
health department did not have an accreditation coordinator that had been very active in that program and 
that AAC Shirley Steele really took the lead and worked with Ms. Moser. Ms. Moser gave kudos to the staff, 
the County Commissioners, and the Board of Health. Ms. Moser noted that they were pleased with the 
accreditation process.  

Chair Ellen asked about the health department’s fall prevention class for seniors. Ms. Moser noted how 
important the program is to their community.  

Board Member Dr. Susan Haynes Little asked Ms. Moser how the health department was able to negotiate 
competitive salaries with their governing body. Ms. Moser explained the great need for competitive salaries 
for employee recruitment and retention. She explained how she mentioned the need for salary increase 
regularly and that eventually the Board of Health approved making the increase.  

Administrator Belflower Thomas shared that local health departments will be receiving plaques and other 
items from the accreditation program. She also mentioned that a site visit evaluation had recently gone out 
to site visitors and local health departments and there would be a follow up meeting to discuss the data.  

Chair Ellen stated that the Site Visit Team had recommended the Pender County Health Department 
be reaccredited with honors and asked if someone would make a motion. Board Member Barbara 
Beatty made a motion to approve, and Board Member Niehaus seconded the motion. The motion 
passed unanimously.  

Davidson County Health Department Accreditation Adjudication 
Chair Ellen acknowledged that Health Director Lillian Koontz was present via Zoom and that Leeanne 
Whisnant was the Lead Site Visitor.  

Ms. Whisnant shared that the Davidson County Health Department site visit was a hybrid site visit on 
September 8, 2022. She explained that Davidson County is the 17th largest county in the state and that the 
county is most known for its barbecue. The county is unique for having three school districts, which brings 
its own challenges. The health department has 91 employees and is located in an older building which is 
being refurbished. In 2019 the Board of Health adopted a local rule for recreational water facilities, which 
was challenging. She noted that the most challenging area the team observed was the environmental health 
program. The program was down to only 40% capacity and about six months backlogged. They were in the 
process of retaining and recruiting staff. The team designated 144 out of 147 activities met. Not met 
activities include 7.3, 17.1, and 33.5. Ms. Whisnant, on behalf of the Site Visit Team, recommended 
reaccreditation with honors. 

Ms. Koontz introduced her team with her virtually on Zoom. Ms. Koontz thanked the Site Visit Team. She 
acknowledged that the health department is struggling with environmental health and that they are working 
with the state to try to change some qualifications and minimum requirements of education to make hiring 
new employees easier.  

Chair Ellen stated that the Site Visit Team had recommended the Davidson County Health 
Department be reaccredited with honors and asked if someone would make a motion. Board 
Member John Rouse made a motion to approve, and Board Member Dr. Benjamin W. Tillett seconded 
the motion. The motion passed unanimously.  
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Henderson County Department of Public Health Accreditation Adjudication  
Chair Ellen acknowledged that Health Director Steve Smith was present in person and that Leeanne 
Whisnant was the Lead Site Visitor. 

Ms. Whisnant shared that the site visit was a hybrid site visit on September 7, 2022. She explained that 
Henderson County is in western region of the state and is growing tremendously. One of their challenges is 
retirees purchasing homes. Adult age 65 and older make up over 25% of their population and that number 
continues to grow. Finding affordable housing has become a huge issue, therefore many employees live out 
of county and travel in to the county for work. Because of this, the health department is seeing issues with 
recruiting and retaining employees. The health department has a total of 121 employees and has expanded 
their number of school nurses to 26, with a nurse is assigned to each of the county schools and two charter 
schools. She noted that the health department has some unique services including: behavioral health, well 
and sick child care, and a team wellness center. They’ve had many vacancies over the last few years, which 
has been one of their biggest challenges. The team designated 144 out of 147 activities met. Not met 
activities include 5.1, 24.3, and 36.2. Ms. Whisnant acknowledged that the health department had a best 
practice of a Covid de-briefing process, and she recommended that this process be considered for the rest 
of the state. Ms. Whisnant, on behalf of the Site Visit Team, recommended reaccreditation with honors. 

Mr. Smith expressed his appreciation of the Site Visit Team.  

Chair Ellen stated that the Site Visit Team had recommended the Henderson County Department of 
Public Health be reaccredited with honors and asked if someone would make a motion. Board 
Member Calvert Jeffers made a motion to approve, and Board Member Jerry Parks seconded the 
motion. The motion passed unanimously.  

Toe River Health District Accreditation Adjudication 
Chair Ellen acknowledged that AAC Jessica Farley was present via Zoom and that Leeanne Whisnant was the 
Lead Site Visitor. 

Ms. Whisnant shared that the hybrid site visit was held on October 5, 2022. She explained that the health 
district covers Avery and Mitchell counties. In July 2022, Yancey County pulled out of the district. The health 
district has 28 employees. She explained that Mitchell County has shifted to a tier 1 one ranking, which 
indicates a very economically distressed county within in the state, while Avery County remains tier 2. 
Mitchell County’s population has decreased a small amount, while Avery County’s population has expanded 
some, though Avery County does have a rising poverty level. The health department serves many of these 
distressed families. The environmental health program also had challenges in continuing to retain and 
recruit staff. The team designated 147 out of 147 activities met. Ms. Whisnant, on behalf of the Site Visit 
Team, recommended reaccreditation with honors. 

Ms. Farley explained that the site visit experience was pleasant and that the site visitors made the staff feel 
comfortable.  

Chair Ellen stated that the Site Visit Team had recommended the Toe River Health District be 
reaccredited with honors and asked if someone would make a motion. Board Member Dr. Haynes 
Little made a motion to approve, and Board Member David Stanley seconded the motion. The 
motion passed unanimously.  
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Alexander County Health Department Accreditation Adjudication 
Chair Ellen acknowledged that Health Director Billie Walker was present via Zoom and that Bill Smith, 
present in person, was the Lead Site Visitor. 

Mr. Smith listed the team of site visitors who were present for the site visit. The team designated 147 out of 
147 activities met. Mr. Smith, on behalf of the Site Visit Team, recommended reaccreditation with honors. 

Ms. Walker shared that the site visit experience went smoothly, especially after six years and with the hybrid 
format. She acknowledged that the site visitors made the staff feel at ease. 

Chair Ellen stated that the Site Visit Team had recommended the Alexander County Health 
Department be reaccredited with honors and asked if someone would make a motion. Board 
Member Dr. Rhonda Stephens made a motion to approve, and Board Member Kevin Austin seconded 
the motion. The motion passed unanimously.  
 
Martin-Tyrrell-Washington District Health Department Accreditation Adjudication 
Chair Ellen acknowledged that Health Director Wes Gray was present in person and that Bill Smith was the 
Lead Site Visitor. 

Mr. Smith listed the team of site visitors who were present for the site visit. The team designated 146 out of 
147 activities met. Activity 30.6 was not met. Mr. Smith, on behalf of the Site Visit Team, recommended 
reaccreditation with honors. 

Mr. Gray shared that the site visit was a great experience. He introduced the district AACs, Miranda Keel and 
Nicole Barnes.  

Chair Ellen stated that the Site Visit Team had recommended the Martin-Tyrrell-Washington District 
Health Department be reaccredited with honors and asked if someone would make a motion. Board 
Member Jeffers made a motion to approve, and Board Member Niehaus seconded the motion. The 
motion passed unanimously.  

Carteret County Health Department Accreditation Adjudication 
Chair Ellen acknowledged that Health Director Nina Oliver was present in person and that Andy Smith, 
present via Zoom, was the Lead Site Visitor. 

Mr. Smith acknowledged several best practices the team saw within the county, including: the sticker shock 
program to reduce underage drinking and the mobile dental clinic. The team designated 146 out of 147 
activities met. Activity 36.3 was not met. Mr. Smith, on behalf of the Site Visit Team, recommended 
reaccreditation with honors. 

Ms. Oliver shared that waiting six years between site visits added extra pressure. She also explained that 
while she appreciated the hybrid option for the site visit, in the future they would plan to do a fully in person 
site visit.  

Chair Ellen stated that the Site Visit Team had recommended the Carteret County Health 
Department be reaccredited with honors and asked if someone would make a motion. Board 
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Member Beatty made a motion to approve, and Board Member Dr. Stephens seconded the motion. 
The motion passed unanimously.  

Pamlico County Health Department Accreditation Adjudication 
Chair Ellen acknowledged that Health Director Melanie Campen was present in person and that Andy Smith 
was the Lead Site Visitor. 

Mr. Smith explained that this was the second site visit made this year and acknowledged the remarkable 
improvements the health department had made over the months. He described several best practices the 
team observed within the county, including: working with Duke University interns. The team designated 144 
out of 147 activities met. Activities 5.1, 33.5, and 37.4 were not met. Mr. Smith, on behalf of the Site Visit 
Team, recommended reaccreditation with honors. 

Ms. Campen shared that she is fairly new to the position and acknowledged that the staff team did an 
incredible job coming together. She noted that she enjoyed the hybrid site visit and said it went smoothly.   

Chair Ellen commended Ms. Campen for the remarkable way in which the health department turned things 
around and overcame their challenges. 

Administrator Belflower Thomas noted the unbelievable progress the health department had made and 
asked Ms. Campen how she thought the accreditation process had helped that progress.  

Ms. Campen explained that the Board of Health had been worried about the accreditation process but were 
pleased to see how the team worked together to make changes.  

Chair Ellen stated that the Site Visit Team had recommended the Pamlico County Health Department 
be reaccredited with honors and asked if someone would make a motion. Board Member Dr. Haynes 
Little made a motion to approve, and Board Member Jeffers seconded the motion. The motion 
passed unanimously.  

Yadkin County Human Services Agency-Medical Clinic and Environmental Health Accreditation 
Adjudication 
Chair Ellen acknowledged that Health Director Jessica Wall was present via Zoom and that Ann Absher, 
present in person, was the Lead Site Visitor. 

Ms. Absher listed the team of site visitors who were present for the site visit. She noted several best 
practices, including: the county medical clinic working with a nonprofit to support early literacy, their 
pediatric exam rooms, and their program to identify hypertension in children and removing barriers for 
families to address this health concern. The team designated 146 out of 147 activities met. Activity 33.5 was 
not met. Ms. Absher, on behalf of the Site Visit Team, recommended reaccreditation with honors. 

Ms. Wall acknowledged her assistant director. She then shared that she appreciated the work of the site 
visitors and the flexibility of the hybrid site visit and accreditation process. She also noted that six years 
between site visits had been challenging. She thanked her staff for their hard work in preparing for 
accreditation.  
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Chair Ellen stated that the Site Visit Team had recommended the Yadkin County Human Services 
Agency-Medical Clinic and Environmental Health be reaccredited with honors and asked if someone 
would make a motion. Board Member Stanley made a motion to approve, and Board Member Rouse 
seconded the motion. The motion passed unanimously.  

Administrator Belflower Thomas noted that Board Member Kevin Austin recused himself from voting on 
reaccreditation for Yadkin County Health Department.   

Dr. Randall Williams, Director of Health and Human Services in Carteret County arrived to the meeting in 
person. Chair Ellen acknowledged his presence and noted that Carteret County had been voted to be 
reaccredited with honors. She thanked Dr. Williams for being at the meeting.  

Dr. Williams expressed his thanks for the site visit and the affirmation of being reaccredited with honors.    
 
Buncombe County Health and Human Services-Department of Health Accreditation Adjudication 
Chair Ellen acknowledged that Health Director Stacie Saunders was present in person and that Ann Absher 
was the Lead Site Visitor. 

Ms. Absher listed the team of site visitors who were present for the site visit. She acknowledged several best 
practices, including: a strategic plan and community health assessment which was very comprehensive, 
efforts to reach marginalized communities especially with Covid vaccine distribution, and the health 
department development of ongoing competency reviews to meet OSHA and HIPAA requirements. The 
team designated 147 out of 147 activities met. Ms. Absher, on behalf of the Site Visit Team, recommended 
reaccreditation with honors. 

Ms. Saunders acknowledged that some of her team had joined the meeting virtually. She noted that the 
hybrid site visit process was a good process for their team and that she thought the dashboard was very 
helpful. She acknowledged that the Site Visit Team put the staff at ease and made the site visit a pleasant 
experience. She also acknowledged the staff for their hard work, especially offering kudos to Kim Owenby 
who stepped up in the absence of having an AAC.  

Administrator Belflower Thomas acknowledged that every location which is part of the health department 
cannot be visited during a site visit. She asked Ms. Saunders if, from her standpoint as a health director, if it’s 
acceptable to work with the site visit coordinator to choose which sites are most appropriate to visit. 

Ms. Saunders said that the process worked well for them. She noted that they had been able to provide 
pictures and other documentation regarding their other locations. She also noted that it would be helpful for 
the entire staff team to experience the site visit.  

Chair Ellen asked Wes Gray and Jessica Wall to share any input they had. Mr. Gray acknowledged that his 
health department has several locations so it would be impossible to visit them all. As a solution, he created 
a PowerPoint which he shared with the Site Visit Team so they could see each location. Ms. Wall noted that 
it’s important for every health department to be prepared for the Site Visit Team to visit any of their 
locations.  
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Chair Ellen noted an option could be to have all the health department locations prepare as if the Site Visit 
Team would be on site, and then on the say of the site visit, the Site Visit Team could choose which locations 
they wanted to visit. This would help ensure that everyone is prepared.  

Chair Ellen stated that the Site Visit Team had recommended the Buncombe County Health and 
Human Services-Department of Health be reaccredited with honors and asked if someone would 
make a motion. Board Member Dr. Stephens made a motion to approve, and Board Member Karen 
Powell seconded the motion. The motion passed unanimously.  

Chatham County Public Health Department Accreditation Adjudication 
Chair Ellen acknowledged that the Environmental Health Director Anne Lowry was present in person, that 
Health Director Mike Zelek was present via Zoom, and that Ann Absher was the Lead Site Visitor. 

Ms. Absher listed the team of site visitors who were present for the site visit. She acknowledged several best 
practices, including: the department’s orientation form as a tool to document orientation requirements, the 
practice of requiring new employees to attend a Board of Health meeting as part of their orientation 
requirements, and a user-friendly and comprehensive resource list. The team also commended the health 
department on their collaboration and commitment toward creating systems which help address inequities 
as well as the county’s creation and hiring of a full-time of a health, equity, inclusion, and diversity position. 
She explained that all employees are now required to complete four hours of equity training annually. The 
team designated 145 out of 147 activities met. Activities not met were 27.1 and 5.1. Ms. Absher, on behalf of 
the Site Visit Team, recommended reaccreditation with honors. 

Ms. Absher also acknowledged that Mr. Zelek also filled the role of AAC during this time, as the AAC had left 
their role just before the site visit.  

Mr. Zelek acknowledged the turnover this year with their two AACs. He acknowledged the staff who helped 
get the department through the site visit and also acknowledged the Site Visit Team and Accreditation 
Program Staff Team. He noted that the dashboard was a huge help with organizing documentation and 
evidence. He explained that the hybrid approach went well but one draw back was having to upload all 
personnel files into the dashboard.  

Chair Ellen stated that the Site Visit Team had recommended the Chatham County Public Health 
Department be reaccredited with honors and asked if someone would make a motion. Board 
Member Rouse made a motion to approve, and Board Member Niehaus seconded the motion. The 
motion passed unanimously. 

New Hanover County Health and Human Services-Health Department Services Accreditation 
Adjudication 
Chair Ellen acknowledged that Health Director David Howard was present via Zoom, and that Wendy Smith, 
present via Zoom, would be presenting on behalf of the Site Visit Team. 

Ms. Smith noted that she was representing for the Lead Site Visitor, Tommy Jarrell, and she expressed his 
apologies for not being able to be present. Ms. Smith proceeded to read Mr. Jarrell’s report. The site visit 
was on September 21, 2022. The team designated 144 out of 147 activities met. Activities not met were 24.3, 
26.1, and 26.3. The Site Visit Team recommended reaccreditation. 
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Mr. Howard acknowledged his team of staff who helped with the accreditation process, especially Diana 
Hills, the AAC. He also thanked the Site Visit Team and Accreditation Program Staff and Board. He 
acknowledged that the hybrid site visit process went smoothly, there was good communication, and the 
dashboard worked well. He noted that consolidating in July of 2019 and the pandemic made some things 
difficult, especially with pulling things together operationally. He shared that the staff have already met and 
reviewed the site visit report and have begun to put some new things in place.  

Administrator Belflower Thomas noted that even though New Hanover was not recommended for 
reaccreditation with honors, they had missed no more activities than other health departments which had 
been reaccredited with honors. She explained that this is because health departments cannot miss more 
than one activity within the same standard. New Hanover missed two activities within the same standard and 
this is why they were not given the designation “with honors.” She noted that the Board would be having a 
discussion later about this, and in her opinion, New Hanover did just as well as many of the other health 
departments.   

Chair Ellen stated that the Site Visit Team had recommended the New Hanover County Health and 
Human Services-Health Department Services be reaccredited and asked if someone would make a 
motion. Board Member Dr. Stephens made a motion to approve, and Board Member Austin seconded 
the motion. The motion passed unanimously. 
 
Yancey County Health Department Accreditation Adjudication 
Chair Ellen acknowledged that Interim Health Director Lynn Austin was present via Zoom, and noted that 
Yancey County did not have a Lead Site Visitor present. She asked Administrator Belflower Thomas to speak 
to their accreditation status.  

Administrator Belflower Thomas noted that Yancey County become an independent health department in 
July of 2022, leaving the Toe River Health District. She reminded the Board that during their June meeting 
they had discussed how to handle this change. The Board had decided that Yancey County would be up for 
accreditation in Fall of 2022. The Accreditation Program has worked closely with Ms. Austin on getting 
access to the dashboard and clarifications on what to do with accreditation, but obviously with a stand up 
date of July 1, there was not enough time to put everything together. At first, Yancey did ask for the site 
visitors to come on site, but there wasn’t enough to assess. Therefore, there was no official site visit or 
assessment conducted. The Accreditation Program, however, did go into the dashboard and create a site 
visit report, noting the activities which were not met and giving some feedback on how the health 
department could meet those unmet activities. Without a site visit or assessment, and with Yancey County 
being up for accreditation this fall, she recommended Yancey County for conditional accreditation.  

Chair Ellen asked if someone would make a motion to grant Yancey County Health Department 
conditional accreditation. Board Member Beatty made a motion to approve, and Board Member Dr, 
Haynes Little seconded the motion. The motion passed unanimously. 

Administrator Belflower Thomas explained that conditional reaccreditation means that Yancey County now 
has two years to seek accreditation. She noted that there are some changes being made to the Operational 
Guidelines on how to support health departments through this process, which would be discussed later on 
during the Board meeting. She explained that the program would follow up with Yancey County to give 
them the exact information they will need and that they will have two years to meet the unmet activities. 
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Anything that is annually required they will have to do for the next two years. She noted that the conditional 
accreditation is like a probationary period and that the health department could ask at any time for the 
program to come and visit them to offer input. In the Fall, two years from now, the health department will 
have another site visit and opportunity to become accredited. She further explained that there is no penalty 
with funding with conditional accreditation; it is simply a probationary time period for health departments.  

Ms. Austin shared her thanks for the extra time and consideration of the conditional reaccreditation. She 
noted that she looks forward to working with everyone to get through the accreditation process. She also 
acknowledged that she is the interim health director until the role can be filled and that they are working 
with DHHS to get that role filled.  

Chair Ellen concluded this portion of the Board meeting.  

Subcommittee Reports 

Policy and Procedures Committee 
Before Board Member Beatty needed to sign off Zoom, Administrator Belflower Thomas acknowledged and 
thanked Board Member Barbara Beatty’s service on the Board for a full three terms. Administrator 
Belflower Thomas let Barbara know that a plaque commemorating her time of service would be mailed to 
her.  
 
Board Member Beatty expressed her thanks to the Board and expressed that it had been her pleasure to 
serve on the Board and witness many changes for the better.  

Chair Ellen shifted the conversation to discussing the subcommittee reports and asked Board Member 
Stanley to present the Policy and Procedures Committee report. Board Member Stanley reminded the Board 
that the report was in their packet. He reminded the Board that on November 3, 2022, Administrator 
Belflower Thomas, and Board Member Anna Schenck met to review the work that the staff and Ad Hoc 
Committee did. They looked primarily at the operational guidelines for the Board policies. The major items 
that were reworked included: the appeals process, how to address and handle new health departments that 
come into the accreditation process, and finally, an update on the authority to revoke accreditation based 
on complaints. Board Member Stanley asked Administrator Belflower Thomas and program staff to address 
the changes that were made.  

Administrator Belflower Thomas thanked the Conditional/Unaccredited Ad Hoc Committee for the work that 
was done through the summer and early fall. She thanked Board Member Niehaus for her input as an 
attorney. Administrator Belflower Thomas first addressed the section on “Accreditation of a Newly Formed 
Local Health Department,” which was added by the Policy and Procedure Committee, and referenced the 
accreditation of Yancey County as an example of why this process needed to be looked at. She explained 
that the language change reflect that the newly formed health department would not immediately get an 
assessment. She explained that the Policy and Procedure committee added this language because doing a 
site visit incurs fees for the project and would change the budget for the year. Each site visit ends up being 
about $2500. She explained that, as in the experience with Yancey County Health Department, there didn’t 
seem to be a point to have a site visit because Yancey County didn’t have the relevant information or staff 
yet to merit a site visit. She noted that the committee added language clarifying that if a newly formed 
health department starts on July 1, then they will become part of the next site visit cycle, unlike Yancey 
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County which was included in the fall cycle. She explained that instead, the committee suggests that the 
newly formed health department receive the 90 day notification for August 1, which would put them in the 
site visit cycle for the next winter. Then, the newly formed health department does not get assessed, and 
they get conditionally accredited.  

Board Member Niehaus reminded the Board that Yancey County was added to the accreditation cycle for 
Fall 2022 because they would have already been up for reaccreditation as a part of Toe River Health District. 
She asked if a health department separates from a health district that very recently went through 
accreditation, would they need reaccreditation immediately or get a grace period of the remaining years 
before their next site visit cycle?  

Administrator Belflower Thomas explained the reason the committee said there is no grandfathering 
anymore, is because of what was learned from Yancey County, noting that brand new health departments 
do not have any policies yet. She noted that even if the facility is the same, there are totally new staff and 
policies.  

Board Member Powell shared that it would be hard to grandfather in a new health department, there are a 
lot of discrepancies.  

Board Member Dr. Haynes Little agreed with Administrator Belflower Thomas and Board Member Powell. 
She added that an initial assessment would be helpful so that the health department would have an initial 
measurement and specific guidance about what activities they haven’t met. She suggested making it part of 
the operations guidelines that the health department must have some kind of assessment around the six 
month period after they have formed. She’s observed that new health departments need a lot of support to 
get policies in place, and she shared her concern that if they wait two years before being accredited, there 
may be detrimental practices going on within the health department.  

Administrator Belflower Thomas explained that Yancey County has received feedback, but not a formal 
assessment. She noted that the process has been simplified because they are not using a different process, 
they are following the same process as conditional accreditation. Administrator Belflower Thomas asked for 
clarification on Board Member Haynes Little’s suggestion, explaining that if a new health department 
received a 90 day notification on August 1, they would be required to meet a subset of activities that would 
need to be assessed six months later, which would be during the winter site visit cycle. Board Member 
Haynes Little agreed with Administrator Belflower Thomas’s description of her suggestion.  

Staff Member Margaret Benson Nemitz suggested that for the sake of being consistent, perhaps the health 
department could have a full site visit. Several Board members replied that they didn’t believe the health 
department would be ready in time.  

Board Member Rouse asked for clarification on how much support and information a newly formed health 
department could take from the district health department they were once a part of. Board Member Powell 
asked for clarification on what kind of support is available for newly formed health departments and AACs. 
She also asked how the Board can help these health departments get the support they need. Administrator 
Belflower Thomas noted that Yancey County hasn’t hired an AAC yet and therefore won’t be able to get their 
AAC trained until April 2023. She also noted that they don’t know how to use the dashboard yet. Chair Ellen 
asked how long the Board should give a new health department to produce any evidence. Board Member 
Powell noted that a new health department would not have the staff available to work on accreditation. 
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Several Board members discussed some of the details of Yancey County’s situation, including how many 
staff have been hired so far.  

Board Member Dr. Haynes Little shared her concern that these local health departments are abandoned in 
this process of getting set up. She explained that they need something to help them through the process. 
Administrator Belflower Thomas explained that there is support for local health departments to get set up, 
but there is not much support for the accreditation of those departments. Board Member Powell 
recommended getting AACs together in their regions to help support new health departments.  

Board Member Rouse mentioned that the foundation of a health department has to be built before 
accreditation can even be considered. The question of how long to give the health department came up 
again. Board Member Powell offered that a health department needs a least two years before trying for 
accreditation. Board Member Rouse agreed.  

Staff Member Benson Nemitz shared her concern that if new health departments were granted conditional 
accreditation at the six-month mark, then they wouldn’t have another chance at conditional accreditation at 
the two year mark. She suggested that perhaps new health departments are granted a set grace period so 
that at their first site visit they have the option of getting conditional accreditation. There was discussion on 
whether, according to the statutes, a grace period could be given.  

Board Member Niehaus explained that it would be best practice to create a process for newly created health 
departments so that the Board doesn’t appear to be handling these situations arbitrarily. She 
recommended that until those processes are established the Board should use the processes that are 
already in place. This would mean that when a health department is formed they would be put into the next 
site visit cycle. The health department could choose to decline the site visit and if, as a result, the health 
department does not meet accreditation standards, the Board could take action to assign a status of 
conditionally accredited. 

Administrator Belflower Thomas explained that this is what happened with Yancey County in June. The 
program gave the health department the option to decline or not. The reality is that the health department 
did not do the work, including even the basics needed to set up a site visit. She explained that the program 
had to put their foot down a week before the site visit and cancel it. She questioned why the program would 
pay $2500 for a Site Visit Team to assess nothing. She explained she was speaking from a practical 
standpoint based on what had happened in the past. She further explained that she doubts that in the 
future any other health department would be able to get things together quickly enough for a site visit.  

Administrator Belflower Thomas and Staff Member Benson Nemitz explained that whatever changes are 
made, they would not be put into effect for another two years.  

Board Member Niehaus explained that to require a health department to accept conditional accreditation 
could be considered a denial of the opportunity to become fully accredited.  

Staff Member Benson Nemitz suggested that a self-assessment by the health department could help with 
this process. If they self-assess that they do not have enough standards met, they could decline having a site 
visit. Administrator Belflower Thomas explained that the process was too complicated for this and it really is 
a case by case basis. 
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Board Member Rouse asked what the Board is permitted to do from a legal standpoint. Board Member 
Niehaus explained that, in her opinion as a Board member, the statute is silent on this situation, but she 
worries that there may be an issue with requiring new health departments to accept conditional 
accreditation. 

Administrator Belflower Thomas asked Board Member Niehaus if it would be OK to keep the language in the 
Operation Guidelines so that they have something to fall back on for the next two years. Instead of saying 
that no site visit will be granted, they can choose to have a site visit.  

Staff Member Benson Nemitz asked for clarification of Board Member Niehaus’ statements, and explained 
her understanding was that an assessment and site visit would be offered to newly formed health 
departments, but they can decline. If they choose to decline, the health department would be assessed on 
available information, which may result in the Board assigning a status of conditional accreditation. Staff 
Member Benson Nemitz made the language change in the document.  

Board Member Niehaus explained that there is currently a group working on standards and rules. The hope 
is to bring a recommendation for administrative rule changes in the Phase 3 process. Once the Board 
approves these changes, they’ll move through the rulemaking process.   

Administrator Belflower Thomas asked if the group was in agreement with the changes that were made. 
Board Member Niehaus said she is okay with language allowing new health departments to be added to the 
next accreditation cycle and that the health department may choose to decline the site visit, though it may 
result in conditional accreditation. 

Administrator Belflower Thomas continued to explain the other changes that were made to the operational 
guidelines, noting that most of those changes are in the appendices, specifically around appeals and the 
appeal process and some separate things that Board Member Niehaus suggested to amend about 
authorities and complaints against health departments. 

Board Member Niehaus explained that it appears not all of her suggested edits as a 
Conditional/Unaccredited Ad-Hoc Committee member made it into the version of the operational guidelines 
shared with the Board. Under the conditional accreditation protocol, she recommended adding a timeline 
for the receipt of additional evidence. . She explained that this suggestion is to create consistency and avoid 
giving different timelines to different health departments. She also had some additional edits to procedure 
in Appendix 3, request for review of site visit team report, Appendix 5, presentation of the site visit team 
report to the Board, Appendix 6, adjudication, and Appendix 7, appeals procedure. Most of these additional 
edits were in Appendices 6 and 7 to clarify these two processes. Board Member Niehaus noted that the Ad 
Hoc Committee collapsed two appeal processes into one appeal process and narrowed the grounds for an 
appeal. They made this decision based on looking at the process PHAB uses. Under the new procedure, 
accredited health departments will not qualify for the appeal process, as  any disagreement over the site 
visit or assessment did not impact the overall status. Board Member Niehaus then referenced the previous 
decision of the Board to abolish the standing Appeals Committee and set up an Ad Hoc Appeals Committee 
instead. She mentioned the need for setting up policy and procedures around how this committee will meet 
and review, including setting criteria for what qualifies as an appeal. She also suggested setting out a 
particular time for reviewing conflicts of interests, when documentation should be submitted, when the 
hearing should be held, and the process for the Ad Hoc Appeals Committee sharing their decision in writing.  
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Administrator Belflower Thomas described a small change that the Policies and Procedures Committee 
made to this Conditional/Unaccredited Ad Hoc Committee recommendation. She explained that they 
discussed the Appeals Committee truly standing up ad hoc. The Conditional/Unaccredited Ad Hoc 
Committee recommended the following process: an appeal comes in, the Board Chair decides if it’s heard or 
not, then selects an Ad Hoc Committee. The Policies and Procedures Committee’s concern was that if 
someone was selected who had disagreed with the decision of the Board, there could be some conflict in 
who’s chosen for the committee. The group determined a solution could be to appoint the persons ahead of 
time for each fiscal year. This way, the committee is still ad hoc, but it stands up for the year and if an appeal 
is heard during that year the committee is already approved. This way, there is less worry about a  conflict of 
interest. If there does happen to be a conflict of interest, that person can be removed from the committee. 
The group also made the change that the Appeals Committee along with the Board Chair would determine if 
the appeal is heard or not.  

Administrator Belflower Thomas noted one last change in the appendix of the operational guidelines, titled 
“Complaints Against an Accredited Department.” She noted that this policy and procedure, about what to do 
regarding a complaint against a health department, has always existed. She then noted that Board Member 
Niehaus’ opinion is that the Board does not have the authority to revoke a health department’s 
accreditation status on the basis of a complaint. 

Board Member Niehaus clarified that this was her personal opinion and that she is not the Board’s legal 
counsel.  

Administrator Belflower Thomas explained that the language had been changed to reflect that the Board 
will investigate, work with the health department, give them strong guidance, and look at that activity 
carefully during their next site visit cycle.  

Chair Ellen entertained a motion to approve the Policies and Procedures as presented with changes 
that were agreed upon today. Board Member Stanley made a motion to approve. Board Member 
Rouse seconded the motion. The motion passed unanimously. 

Standards and Evidence Committee 
Board Member Dr. Haynes Little noted that the group met via email to review recommended changes to the 
HDSAI Interpretation document. She noted that the changes were minor. The changes included updating 
background information to be consistent with the new changes to NCLHDA Process Operations Guidelines, 
adding language allowing signatures on policies to be electronically authenticated with name/signature and 
date, correcting several acronyms within the document, and updating some definitions and clarifying time 
periods. Board Member Dr. Haynes Little explained that the Policy and Procedure Committee 
recommended all changes to the 2023 HDSAI Interpretation document be approved by the Board.  

Administrator Belflower Thomas mentioned that Board Member Niehaus found a few places in the 
document where the acronyms were not corrected and that these would also be changed in the document.  

Board Member Niehaus also noted that the language in Activities 23.1 and 37.1, for the qualifications for a 
health director, is not in line with current practice and policy changes. She recommended that the program 
accept alternate documentation for activities 23.1 and 37.1.  
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Board Member Niehaus explained that in the past DPH has sent a health director qualifications letter, but 
that this practice is changing. It is her understanding that counties under the State Human Resources Act 
are required to consult with the Office of State Human Resources about minimum qualifications, and 
counties not under the State Human Resources Act consult with their local HR. The State Health Director 
only has a role in qualifications under G.S. 130A-40(a)(5) pursuant to G.S. 130A-40(b)..  

The Board discussed the minimum qualifications for health directors in the past and what these changes 
could mean for the future.  

Board Member Powell clarified that it sounds like the Board is discussing not the minimum qualifications for 
a health director, but instead, who determines those minimum qualifications and what documentation is 
required. 

Staff Member Benson Nemitz noted that with this impending change in policy, the HDSAI will soon be out of 
date.  

Administrator Belflower Thomas noted her concern that site visitors would not have the knowledge to go to 
legislation and decide if the activity is met.  

Administrator Belflower Thomas asked the Board if their suggestion would be to change the language to 
reflect that the evidence of compliance with legal requirements must be through NCDPH qualification letter 
or NC OSHR communication. She also suggested that the Board make this change in language today and 
have the committee revisit this conversation next year.  

Chair Ellen entertained a motion to approve the changes recommended by the Standards and 
Evidence Committee with the addition of changes made to acronyms and activities 23.1 and 37.1 to 
include a letter from the Division of Public Health and/or the Office of State Human Resources. The 
motion passed unanimously. 

Other Business 

Board Member Update 
Administrator Belflower Thomas explained that during the last Board meeting the board had decided to 
change the standing Appeals Committee to a Strategic Planning Committee. She explained that because the 
operational guidelines say that each committee must have a certain number of members with a certain 
background, it doesn’t allow for much flexibility or choice for which committees Board members can serve.  

Board Member Niehaus explained that the Board could choose to change the Operational Guidelines to 
allow for more flexibility for the Board. She also shared that she would like to move to the Policy and 
Procedures Committee, if possible.  

Board Member Austin noted the need to fulfill a certain number of seats for County Commissioners. Board 
Member Austin, as a County Commissioner, shared that he would be willing to serve on any committee as 
needed to fulfill the requirements.  
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The Board decided to ask Board Member Anna Schenck if she would be willing to move off of the Policy and 
Procedures Committee and move to the Standards and Evidence Committee, which would open up a seat 
for Board Member Niehaus.  

Administrator Belflower Thomas noted that the Board will also need to select a group for the 2023 Ad Hoc 
Appeals Committee.  

Administrator Belflower noted the vacancies on the board. She explained that Chair Ellen’s term has been 
completed, and that the Health Director’s Association has appointed Kim Smith from Columbus County to 
fill her seat. That nomination will go to the Secretary’s office. ANCBH also had a nominee, but that nominee 
will not work due to statute requirements which say the nominee must be on a Board of Health rather than 
on an advisory committee. The nominee is therefore ineligible. They are looking for another representative. 
She explained that NCACC, Laurel Edwards, is supposed to get back to her this month with two 
replacements. She’s waiting to hear back from her, and she will be in touch with any updates.  

Administrator Belflower Thomas then shifted the conversation to address chairs on the Board. She 
explained that Board Member Dr. Haynes Little had asked to step down as Chair for the Standards and 
Evidence Committee and so they will need a volunteer from that committee to step up as chair.  

Board Member Dr. Haynes Little explained the responsibilities associated with being the Chair of the 
Standards and Evidence Committee. She explained that it doesn’t take too much time to serve as Chair as 
compared to being on the Committee. She also noted that the accreditation staff help to make sure the 
Chair is always prepared.  

Staff Member Benson Nemitz noted that the Chair of the Standards and Evidence Committee must 
automatically become the Chair of the Standards Workgroup.  

Administrator Belflower Thomas noted that Board Member John Rouse would be a good candidate to fill the 
role as Chair of Standards and Evidence Committee. Board Member Rouse explained he would be willing to 
co-chair with Dr. Haynes Little through the next year, until the Standards Workgroup finished up their work.  

Administrator Belflower Thomas explained that the Board also needs a new Board Chair and that it could be 
anyone on the Board. Board Member Austin nominated Board Member David Stanley. Board Member 
Rouse nominated Board Member Powell. Chair Ellen seconded the nomination for Board Member Stanley 
because he has been on the Board longer.  

Administrator Belflower Thomas suggested that Board Member Jerry Parks may want to give up his seat as 
Vice Chair and perhaps Board Member Powell could serve as Vice Chair. She explained that in the past he 
had said he would be willing to give up his seat as Vice Chair. Vice Chair Parks confirmed this and said that 
anyone who wanted to be Vice Chair was welcome to it.  

Board Member Stanley confirmed that he would be willing to serve as Board Chair. Administrator Belflower 
Thomas suggested that if Board Member Stanley become Board Chair, then he could step down from 
chairing the Policies and Procedures Committee, creating a seat for Board Member Niehaus to chair the 
Committee, which Board Member Niehaus accepted.  
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Board Member Powell confirmed she’d be willing to serve as Vice Chair. Vice Chair Parks confirmed again 
that he’s willing to give up his seat as Vice Chair, noting that he believes it’s time for someone younger to 
take the lead.  

Administrator Belflower Thomas shifted the conversation to fulfilling the Ad Hoc Appeals Committee for 
2023. She asked if anyone would volunteer to be on the committee. Board Members Virginia Niehaus, Dr. 
Rhonda Stephens, Kevin Austin, and Dr. Saini Raj Kundapati. Several Bord Members also suggested asking 
Kim Smith to serve on the committee.  

Administrator Belflower Thomas shifted to recognizing those Board Members who would no longer be 
serving on the Board in 2023. She noted that Board Member Beatty had already left the meeting but had 
reached the limit of terms served and would no longer be on the Board. She also noted that Board Member 
Fleming El-Amin unfortunately lost his primary election and would no longer be able to serve on the Board. 
She recognized them for their time served on the Board and noted that they would each be mailed 
commemorative plaques. She also recognized Chair Ellen for her many years of service as the Board Chair, 
thanked her, and presented Chair Ellen with a commemorative plaque. Chair Ellen reflected on her time 
serving within the Accreditation Program and then on the Board.  

Accreditation with Honors 
Administrator Belflower Thomas reminded the Board that they had decided four years ago to begin offering 
the “accreditation with honors” designation. She noted that there had been some valid reasons for not 
offering this designation, but ultimately the Board decided to start offering it. She noted that by this fall 
2022 site visit cycle, every health department would have had the opportunity to be accredited with honors, 
so now was an appropriate time to revisit the conversation.  

Board Member Dr. Haynes Little shared that with so many health departments receiving the “with honors” 
designation, she wondered how meaningful the designation is anymore.  

Board Member Powell noted that what happened that day with New Hanover not receiving the “with 
honors” designation, despite missing the same number of activities as other health departments, is a clear 
reason not to continue with the designation.  

Administrator Belflower Thomas noted that the data for the Fall 2022 site visit cycle was interesting in that 
all of the health departments did very well. She noted some of the changes in the HDSAI Interpretation may 
have been helpful for health departments.  

Chair Ellen noted that health directors like the “with honors” designation and that it means a lot to their 
citizens. She shared that she believed that health departments not being able to receive the “with honors” 
designation because of not meeting two activities within the same standard seems unfair.  

Administrator Belflower Thomas explained that the reason it was set up that way initially was because the 
Accreditation scoring overall is based on the standards; however, now in application, it may not be working 
as intended. She asked Board Member Niehaus if it is legally acceptable for the Board to change the 
requirements for this designation.  
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Board Member Niehaus explained that the distinction of “with honors” is not set out in law,, it is entirely in 
policy. While the designation means something to the health departments who receive it, it is her opinion as 
a Board member that this designation doesn’t mean anything from a legal perspective.  

Administrator Belflower Thomas asked for Board Member Parks’ opinion on this since she recalled him 
disagreeing years ago with the decision to offer the “with honors” designation. 

Board Member Parks explained his original thinking was that health departments with more financial 
resources would be able to meet the standards easier than smaller health departments, but that turned out 
not to be true. He noted that he felt the conversation was getting away from the original mission of creating 
the “with honors” designation, and that the original mission was to raise the level of public health in North 
Carolina, rather than to have a preening opportunity for individual health departments. He explained that 
he’s not sure what the designation does other than allow health departments to preen. He noted that he 
wasn’t for or against the “with honors” designation, however, he’s not sure that it meets the original intent.  

Chair Ellen asked what other accrediting bodies do. Administrator Belflower Thomas explained that PHAB’s 
scoring is different than the NCLHDA program. PHAB uses three tiers: fully met, partially met, and not met, 
whereas NCLHDA uses only two tiers: met and not met. She noted that with other big changes coming up 
around changing requirements and moving to a more gradated assessment, the other option is to keep the 
“with honors” designation until these larger changes are made. She noted that they could also consider 
changing the scoring for receiving the “with honors” designation.  

Board Member Rouse asked for clarification on the standards for the designation. Administrator Belflower 
Thomas explained that to get the “with honors” designation the health department cannot miss more than 
one activity within the five standards. Board Member Rouse suggested that the rule be changed, and that 
health departments be able to miss more than one activity in the same standard.  

Board Member Parks reminded the Board that with some health directors pushing to get rid of 
accreditation altogether, it may not be wise to make any changes that could be perceived as making 
accreditation more or less difficult.  

Chair Ellen suggested that the designation require health departments to miss three activities or less, but 
that it doesn’t matter which standards. Board Member Rouse suggested that the designation be left at 
missing five activities, but allowing them to be missed within the same standard. Administrator Belflower 
Thomas shared that she believed missing five activities seems to be a lot for receiving a “with honors” 
designation. Staff Member Benson Nemitz shared that within the first decade of the program, the average 
number of missed activities was 4.4. Board Member Dr. Haynes Little suggested changing the amount of 
allowed missed activities to be three or less, since if the health department didn’t meet five activities within 
the same standard, that would create the potential for a health department not to meet the minimum 
requirements for policy but still get the “with honors” designation.  

Chair Ellen entertained a motion to change the “with honors” designation to three or less missed activities, 
regardless of which standard they fall under. Board Member Dr. Haynes Little made a motion to approve. 
Board Member Austin seconded the motion. Chair Ellen asked if there was any further discussion.  

Board Member Stanley shared his concern, in line with Board Member Parks, that the purpose of the “with 
honors” designation was to improve public health in North Carolina. He shared that he believes what 
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matters to the public, is that there is some baseline level of services and quality that they can expect to 
receive. He shared that the “with honors” designation may be missing that larger purpose.  

Board Member Austin shared that his health department was just awarded accreditation with honors that 
day, and the staff took great pride in that. He believes that the designation does help make the health 
department better, because the staff are striving to meet those results. Because of this, he feels his health 
department is better because the “with honors” designation was offered.  

Board Member Niehaus shared that she thought that perhaps this conversation and moving forward to 
make a change could be a knee-jerk reaction to what happened during the adjudication process that day. 
She suggested riding out the current policy the way it’s written and revisiting it as part of the rule change 
process. She noted that even if they change the policy today, there is not way to go back and correct what 
happened with New Hanover Health Department.  

Administrator Belflower Thomas reminded the Board that AACs have known about this procedure going 
into site visits and it is consistent with how the program grades overall.  

Board Member Dr. Haynes Little rescinded her motion.  

Administrator Belflower Thomas asked for a roll call to be taken for the vote since she was concerned it may 
not be a unanimous decision. She also clarified that the Board will be able to revisit this discussion in 18-24 
months when discussing other rules changes.  

Chair Ellen entertained a motion to leave the guidelines around Accreditation with Honors as is until 
further decisions are made under the administrative rules new framework. Board Member Niehaus 
made a motion to approve. Board Member Parks seconded the motion. A roll call was taken, and the 
motion passed unanimously. 

Board Member Powell suggested that when it’s brought back up in the future, the Board may want to 
consider if there can be further designations made to indicate different levels of excellence. Administrator 
Belflower Thomas explained that the gradient system of assessment will help with designating different 
levels of excellence and the Board will be able to better discuss in a couple years once these rules changes 
are made.  

Winter 2022 Cycle Report 
Administrator Belflower Thomas walked the Board through the Winter 2022 Cycle Report document. She 
noted that health departments did much better this site visit cycle, though she was not sure why. She noted 
that the facilities standard used to be the most missed standard, and that has changed with this site visit 
cycle.  

Administrator Belflower Thomas also mentioned the Board’s legislative priorities and reminded them that 
they approved the legislative priorities in September to ask for funding from the legislature. She explained 
that this is on NCPHA’s legislative agenda for next year and then she asked Board Member Austin if he had 
an update on this. Board Member Austin confirmed that this legislative priority made it into the county 
commissioners’ legislative agenda.  
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Administrator Belflower Thomas quickly clarified that the May 19, 2023 Board meeting is an adjudication 
meeting, as there had previously been a typo.  

Accreditation Standards Workgroup Update 
Staff Member Benson Nemitz first offered a refresher on how the Standards Workgroup is currently 
structured. She noted that statute language is not being changed; they are only changing what’s in rules. 
She also clarified that the rules outline the activities and benchmarks. Currently there are 41 benchmarks 
and 147 activities, and they are all outlined in the rules. The group has considered what PHAB is doing. 
PHAB is structured according to the 10 essential public health services. PHAB has the equivalent of 10 
benchmarks and 20 broader activities. The group has been looking at the 10 essential services but have also 
been looking at the foundational public health services framework. This model was intended to outline the 
baseline requirements and services for governmental public health, whereas the 10 essential public health 
services are intended to designate what are the essential public health things that need to happen. They are 
not specifically written for the health department. The group has been looking at going in this new direction 
and checking to see if they still check all the boxes in the statute. After comparing the 10 essential public 
health services, the foundational public health services framework, and the statute, they have found that all 
requirements are covered. They have been going through the foundation public health services factsheet to 
help draft new potential activities. This new model would include 8-11 standards and 50-60 activities. They 
have cross-walked this model with all current activities in a way that reduces duplication. Standards 
Workgroup is meeting in January to finalize these recommendations. Next, the recommendations will go to 
the Board for further review and will also go to public comment. All of this will happen before it is sent to 
the Commission for Public Health and Rules Review Commission for formal rulemaking.  
 
Board Member Haynes Little shared her excitement about this process. She noted that the group spent a 
long time considering which direction to go. She believes that the number of activities being reduced will 
help to better assess what health departments are doing and also prove that the health departments are 
doing what they exist to do.  

Board Member Rouse noted that the group has cut down on a lot of excess and has streamlined the 
process which will help avoid any unnecessary assessments. Board Member Stanley agreed what Board 
Member Rouse shared.  

Adjourn 

Administrator Belflower Thomas took a moment to thank the Site Visit Team for their hard work this fall, 
noting that the site visitors went through a lot of changes this site visit cycle and they dealt with the changes 
beautifully. She noted that it was wonderful to hear from the health directors how the Site Visit Team made 
them feel so at ease. Administrator Belflower Thomas also offered thanks to the accreditation staff. 

Chair Ellen entertained a motion to adjourn the meeting. Board Member Dr. Haynes Little made the 
motion and Board Member Dr. Stephens seconded the motion. The motion passed unanimously, and 
the meeting adjourned. 

Next Meeting: March 24, 2023, 9:00 a.m. – 11:30 a.m. via Zoom   
 
Respectfully submitted, 
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