
ASSEMBLY OF GOVERNMENTS 
MEETING 

 
PROPOSED AGENDA 

 
Assembly of Governments 
December 6, 2012 
7:00 – 9:30 PM 
Southern Human Services Center 
Chapel Hill, NC 
 
 
 
Call to Order/Introductions/Opening Comments 
 
 
1) Solid Waste Updates 

• Town of Carrboro 
• Town of Chapel Hill 
• Town of Hillsborough 
• Orange County (including update on the Solid Waste Advisory Board 

(SWAB) 
 
2) Review of the Draft Interim Recommendations from the Historic 

Rogers Road Neighborhood Task Force 
 
3) Greene Tract Historical Information and Options 
 
4) County Update on the Capital Investment Needs for Schools and 

School Sites Based on the School Districts Student Enrollment 
Projections and Schools Adequate Public Facilities Ordinance 

 
5) Information Items (No Presentations)  

• Southern Orange County Government Services Campus Master Plan 
• Proposed New Jail Facility in Hillsborough 
• Steps to Implement New Transit Sales Tax and Vehicle Tag Fees 

Update 
 
6) Adjournment 
 



 

ORANGE COUNTY 
ASSEMBLY OF GOVERNMENTS 

 
AGENDA ITEM ABSTRACT 

 Meeting Date: December 6, 2012  
 Action Agenda 
 Item No.  1 

 
SUBJECT:   Solid Waste Updates 
 
DEPARTMENT:   Solid Waste Management PUBLIC HEARING:  (Y/N) No 
  

 
ATTACHMENT(S): 
A) Draft City of Durham/Orange County 

Transfer Station Agreement 
 
B) SWAB Memo of November 2010 – 

Interlocal Agreement 
 
C) History of the City/County Utility 

Commission – Winston-Salem/Forsyth 
County 

 
D) Comprehensive Review of Solid Waste 

Collection and Disposal Options Report – 
Town of Chapel Hill – (LINK 
ONLY) http://chapelhillpublic.novusagen
da.com/Bluesheet.aspx?itemid=1999&m
eetingid=174 

 

INFORMATION CONTACT: 
 
   Gayle Wilson, 919-968-2885 
   Michael Talbert, 919-245-2308 
   
   
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
PURPOSE:  To provide an opportunity for each jurisdiction to present an update of local solid 
waste management issues and to initiate discussion or inquiries of selected topics of interest. 
 
BACKGROUND:  The following updates are provided by each jurisdiction: 
 
Town of Carrboro 
 
The Carrboro Board of Aldermen recently discussed various solid waste issues at their 
November 13, 2012 meeting and was provided an update on solid waste operations by staff on 
December 4, 2012.  Information and discussions included: 
 

• Update on proposed changes to solid waste collection operations due to closing of landfill 
come June 30, 1013 - including residential route changes, purchase of new front loader 
truck for dumpster service, re-configuration of yard waste collection service. 

• Enter into an agreement for disposal of municipal solid waste (MSW) in early 2012. 
• Time table for public education on route changes – brochures, on-line information. 
• Continue collaboration and discussion with Orange County and other Towns on various 

solid waste topics such as:  organics collection and disposal, pay-as-you-throw and other 
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waste reduction strategies, site/construct a new transfer station, new inter-local 
agreement, re-establishment of the Solid Waste Advisory Board (SWAB). 

 
Town of Chapel Hill 
 
The Town of Chapel Hill will provide an update on its solid waste issues and operations at the 
meeting. 
 
Town of Hillsborough 
 
Hillsborough has indicated that it wishes to become a party to the “Interlocal Agreement 
Between Orange County and the City of Durham Regarding the Disposition of Municipal Solid 
Waste Generated in Orange County at the Durham Transfer Station” (Attachment A). 
 
Orange County 
 
Orange County staff provides updates on the following items: 
 
Single Stream Recycling – Starting in July 2012 the County transitioned all recycling programs 
(except government buildings) to single stream collection in which all bottles, cans, and paper 
are collected together.  Formerly paper was separated in its own bin.  Overall, total material 
tonnage is up compared to last year, notably, curbside recycling tonnage in the three towns has 
increased over 6 percent.  At this point it is difficult to quantify all the efficiency gains from the 
increased speed and ease of collection; total efficiencies and savings will not be fully realized 
until roll carts replace curbside bins throughout the towns, resulting in more automated recycling 
collection.  Based on experiences elsewhere, staff anticipates increased participation diverting 
more waste tonnage from the Durham transfer station to recycling alternatives. 
 
Landfill Closure – The Orange County MSW Landfill will close permanently on June 30, 2013.  
Staff is currently finalizing closure construction plans, finalizing an agreement to haul County 
waste to the City of Durham Transfer Station, downsizing staff consistent with the reduction in 
landfill operations and preparing Eubanks Road and Convenience Center facilities for post-
landfill operations.   
 
Interlocal Agreement with Durham for Use of Waste Transfer Station (WTS) - The County has 
concluded negotiations with the City of Durham regarding the issue of the Durham WTS and will 
consider approval of an Interlocal Agreement with Durham at the Board of Commissioners’ 
December 11, 2012 regular meeting.  The current draft agreement (Attachment A) can be 
further revised as necessary should any of the Towns wish to also be authorized to utilize the 
Durham facility through this agreement.  Joining in the agreement with the County does not 
obligate a Town to deliver waste to Durham, only allows such a delivery at the Town’s option.  A 
Town that does not wish to become part of the agreement at this time can request the 
agreement be amended at some future date. 
 
Interlocal Agreement for Waste Management in Orange County – In 1999 Orange County, 
Carrboro, Chapel Hill and later Hillsborough entered into an interlocal cooperation agreement for 
the management of solid waste.  The Towns’ and County attorneys have jointly determined that 
upon the June 30, 2013 closure of the Orange County MSW Landfill, the Interlocal Agreement 
effectively terminates with regard to the provisions related to MSW.  Given the limited extent to 
which the current Interlocal Agreement addresses the management of recyclable materials and 
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Construction and Demolition (C&D) waste, it was suggested that if the County and Towns desire 
some level of cooperation to continue, a new Interlocal Agreement should be developed.   
 
In December 2010 the BOCC established a Solid Waste Interlocal Agreement Work Group with 
appointments made by all four jurisdictions.  The Work Group has not been activated in part due 
to uncertainty with regard to outcomes of the Town of Chapel Hill’s comprehensive analysis of 
its solid waste services and programs (see Electronic Link Attachment D under ATTACHMENTS 
above).  Given that negotiations of a new Interlocal Agreement, should the jurisdictions desire 
one, could take several months, it may be advisable to immediately reactivate the Work Group 
(or establish an alternative process) to begin work creating this new document.  Department 
staffs have recently initiated discussions of potential elements of a new agreement and the Solid 
Waste Advisory Board (SWAB) has previously commented on various occasions (Attachment 
B).  The issue of an Interlocal Agreement was also discussed at the January 26, 2012 Assembly 
of Governments (AOG) meeting. 
 
Solid Waste Authority/Solid Waste Districts - An occasional topic of discussion has been the 
notion of an alternative organizational structure such as the creation of a Solid Waste Authority, 
Solid Waste Districts or other local waste management entity that could manage various solid 
waste functions.  Recently the County Manager inquired about Solid Waste Authorities and 
Solid Waste Districts in North Carolina. 
 
In follow-up staff identified two Solid Waste Authorities in North Carolina - Albemarle Regional 
Solid Waste Management Authority - Perquimans, Chowan, Gates, Dare, Currituck, Hyde and 
Tyrell (including all of the towns within except Duck) created in 1992 and Coastal Regional Solid 
Waste Management Authority – Craven, Carteret and Pamlico, created 1990.  The SWAB 
received a presentation in 2010 from Ms. Kara Millonzi, Associate Professor of Public Law and 
Government with the UNC School of Government, on the issue of Solid Waste Authorities in 
North Carolina. 
 
With regard to Solid Waste Districts staff was unable to locate any active Districts.  Winston-
Salem has incorporated solid waste operations into the Winston-Salem Public Utilities 
Commission and Forsyth County participates.  This is an unusual situation in North Carolina as 
far as can be determined.  Originally this Commission (1976) dealt only with water and sewer.  
Solid waste management was added in 1990.  North Carolina General Statute 160A-462 – See 
Attachment C for history of the Commission. 
 
Solid Waste Advisory Board – The SWAB, as defined in the Interlocal Agreement for Solid 
Waste Management in Orange County, consists of eight members with two each representing 
each of the four partner jurisdictions.  At present only three members are actively appointed, two 
representing the Town of Chapel Hill and one representing the Town of Hillsborough.  If the 
AOG believes there is still work to do for the SWAB, then discussion of specific potential work 
tasks or a mission and filling of vacancies should ensue.  Alternatively, an AOG consensus 
could be that SWAB activity should be suspended until if/when a new advisory board is created 
or the current SWAB reactivated through a new Interlocal Agreement. 
 
Solid Waste Convenience Center Upgrades – The BOCC has authorized a major 
modernization/upgrade of the Walnut Grove Solid Waste Convenience Center as a first step in 
eventual improvements to all five solid waste convenience centers.  These improvements 
conceive of creating two centrally located District Centers (Walnut Grove and Eubanks) which 
would have extended hours of operation and a wide range of services to include Household 
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Hazardous Waste, expanded salvage sheds, food waste/cooking oil recycling and various other 
new and improved recycling opportunities.  Neighborhood Centers would have slightly reduced 
hours of operation and more limited services.  All would utilize compaction for more efficient 
hauling and be paved for a more sanitary and aesthetic resident experience with more user 
friendly and safer waste/recycling receptacles. 
 
Roll-Carts to Curbside Programs – The County has postponed the acquisition and distribution of 
roll carts in the Urban Curbside Recycling Program in the three Towns, pending a decision of 
the Town of Chapel Hill to continue partnering with Orange County with regard to existing and 
future county-wide recycling and waste reduction programs.  Assurance of the Town’s continued 
participation could be included in a new Interlocal Agreement to allow this investment in carts to 
proceed.  In the event that finalizing a new Interlocal Agreement is likely to take several months, 
it may be possible for the Town Council to adopt a resolution of intent to allow the County to 
proceed toward roll cart implementation more quickly.  Once the BOCC is ready to proceed, the 
roll carts will be acquired concomitant with a Request for Proposals for the collection service 
contract. 
 
FINANCIAL IMPACT:  There are no financial impacts related to the presentation of solid waste 
updates or general discussion of solid waste services, facilities or programs. 
 
RECOMMENDATION(S):   The County Manager recommends that the Boards receive the 
updates and discuss issues, options, needs and processes relative to addressing current and 
future solid waste management matters in Orange County. 
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Interlocal Agreement Between Orange County and the City of Durham Regarding 
the Disposition of Municipal Solid Waste Generated in  

Orange County at the Durham Transfer Station 
 
 

THIS AGREEMENT, made this ____ day of _____________, 20__ between the 
City of Durham, North Carolina (“City”), a North Carolina municipal corporation, of 
Durham County, North Carolina; and Orange County (“County”), a political subdivision 
of the State of North Carolina, for the disposition and funding responsibilities related to 
municipal solid waste, as that term is defined in North Carolina General Statutes 
Section 130A-290(a)(18a) (“MSW”), generated in Orange County and delivered to the 
City of Durham owned and operated waste transfer station (“Station”). 
 

WITNESSETH 
 

WHEREAS, the County and City are public bodies, politic and corporate, under 
the laws of the State of North Carolina and are vested with the power and authority to 
operate solid waste disposal facilities for the benefit of the public and are authorized by 
Article 20 of North Carolina General Statutes Chapter 160A to enter into this Interlocal 
Agreement (“Agreement”); and 
 

WHEREAS, the County owns and operates a solid waste landfill affording 
services to all residents of Orange County and the City operates its Station for the 
principal benefit of City residents; and  

 
WHEREAS, the County-owned landfill is scheduled to close in June of 2013 thus 

creating a need for County to find a suitable means of disposing of MSW generated in 
Orange County; and 

 
WHEREAS, the County and City (which hereinafter may be referred to jointly as 

the “Parties” and individually as “Party”) acknowledge that City has the available 
capacity at the Station to dispose of MSW generated within and by County.   

 
NOW, THEREFORE, in consideration of the foregoing and on mutual promises and 
obligations set forth herein, the receipt and sufficiency of which is hereby 
acknowledged, the Parties agree as follows: 
 

1. TERM  
 

a. This Agreement shall commence on the date set out above and shall 
continue through June 30, 2018.   

b. This Agreement may be renewed beyond June 30, 2018 upon written 
agreement of the Parties. 
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2. MATERIALS DISPOSED 
 

a. County will transport to the Station only MSW.   
b. With the exception of incidental amounts, the following materials will be 

segregated from the waste stream and continue to be processed in 
Orange County: Construction and Demolition waste; tires, White Goods; 
Yard Trash; electronics, and Recyclable Materials,. 

c. County will commence delivery of MSW to Station on or about July 1, 
2013, and shall continue to do so per this Agreement, except as 
otherwise provided herein. 

d. Definitions found in North Carolina General Statute 130A-290(a) shall 
apply when those  terms are used in this agreement.  

 
3. FEE AND PAYMENT 

 
a. County will pay the City’s per ton tipping fee (“Fee”) for County MSW 

transported to and disposed of at the Station, which is currently $42.50.    
b. City shall generate and maintain an accurate account of County MSW 

load deliveries to the Station.  City shall invoice County for MSW loads 
generated by County monthly. 

c. Upon receipt of an invoice for MSW loads, County shall pay such invoice 
within 30 days.   

 
4. CAPACITY AND FEE MODIFICATION   
 

a. The Parties acknowledge that the Station currently disposes of 
approximately 475 tons per day of MSW and the Station has a facility 
design capacity of 1,100 tons per day of MSW.   

b. The Parties agree that County currently disposes of approximately 200 
tons per day.  Pursuant to the terms of this Agreement City will accept 
approximately 200 tons per day from County.   

c. The Parties acknowledge the Fee may be modified by the City Council at 
any time.  City shall provide County ninety (90) days advance notice of 
any increase in Fee.     

 
5. DELIVERY SCHEDULE 

 
a. Station currently receives MSW loads Monday through Friday, 7:30 a.m. 

to 4:30 p.m. and Saturday. 7:30 a.m. to 12:00 p.m. County shall ensure 
that MSW loads generated by County are delivered to Station during its 
regular hours of operation. 

b. Should County be unable to reasonably deliver MSW loads only during 
Station’s regular hours of operation, County may request City expand its 
Station hours to accommodate County’s needs. 
Should such expansion of Station hours be reasonable and feasible City 
shall make such expansion. 
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6. ADDITIONAL PARTIES 

 
a. The City and the County anticipate that multiple Orange County 

municipalities may desire to participate in this agreement.  
b. Should Chapel Hill, Carrboro, or Hillsborough desire to be added as a 

party to this Agreement and the City agrees to do so, an amendment to 
this agreement shall be executed between that town and the City. The 
County hereby consents to such amendment. Should another party join, 
the definition of “Party” and “Parties”, above, shall be read to include the 
additional town. A separate financial account will be generated for each 
town by the City.  
 

7. ORDINANCE ENFORCEMENT 
 

a. City shall not be responsible for enforcing any Orange County 
Ordinance.  Any MSW load delivered to Station shall be presumed to be 
in compliance with County Ordinances.   

b. County shall enforce its ordinances with respect to MSW within Orange 
County or at the Station upon loads originating within Orange County.  
Such enforcement activity occurring at Station shall involve County 
enforcement personnel and shall not interfere with Station operations.   

 
8. AMENDMENTS AND NOTICES 
 

This Agreement may be amended and/or renewed by mutual written consent 
of the Parties. Any notice required or authorized by this Agreement shall be 
delivered by certified or registered mail, return receipt requested to the 
following: 
 
If to County     If to City 
Orange County     City of Durham 
County Manager     City Manager 
P.O. Box 8181     101 City Hall Plaza 
Hillsborough, NC  27278   Durham, NC  27701 
 

9. TERMINATION 
 

a. This Agreement may be terminated by the Parties hereto upon one year 
advance notice by either Party or at any time by mutual written 
agreement of the Parties.  

b. Should City increase the Fee by ten percent (10%) or more in any one 
annual period, then upon sixty (60) days’ notice to City, County may 
terminate this Agreement without penalty to County.   
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10. INDEMNIFICATION 

 
No party hereto, together with its respective officers or employees, shall 
assume any liability for the acts, omissions, or negligent or intentional conduct 
of the other party, its officers or employees.   
 

11. ENTIRE AGREEMENT 
 

This Agreement constitutes the entire Agreement of the Parties hereto and is 
effective the date first above recorded. 
 
 

 
 
 
________________________    _________________________ 
City Manager       Chair, Board of Orange County 
        Commissioners 
 
ATTEST:       ATTEST: 
  
 
________________________    _________________________   
City Clerk       Clerk to the Board 
 
 
 
This instrument has been pre-audited in the manner required by the Local Government 
Budget and Fiscal Control Act. 
 
_________________________ 
Orange County Director Finance 
and Administrative Services 
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Memorandum 
 
 
To:  Board of County Commissioners 
 
From:  Jan Sassaman, Chair 
  Solid Waste Advisory Board 
 
Subject: SWAB Interlocal Agreement and Alternative Technology 

Framework/Timeline Recommendation  
 
Date: November 11, 2010 
 
The Solid Waste Advisory Board (SWAB) has been discussing issues concerning the 
future of the Interlocal Agreement (IA) as well as a possible response to the Alternative 
Technology Timeline and framework request made by the BOCC in item 4 of its motion, 
adopted December 2009, to utilize the City of Durham transfer station as a disposal site 
when the Orange County-owned landfill ceases to accept waste.   
 
At the SWAB’s November 2010 meeting, general consensus was reached on a number of 
points that are presented below. These issues will probably be further discussed at the 
December SWAB meeting. In addition, the SWAB has identified those elements that we 
believe should be incorporated/included in any new Interlocal Agreement for Solid Waste 
Management for Orange County. 
 
Key Points from SWAB 
 

• Discussions on revising the current IA should proceed at a higher political and 
managerial level than the SWAB.  We believe that a group of representatives 
from the four jurisdictions should be formed immediately to begin active 
discussions on the political and functional possibility of a future partnership for 
local solid waste management.  These discussions could even consider the notion 
of a public solid waste authority.  The SWAB feels strongly that the 
organizational issue and what the governments will do with their waste during and 
following a possible 3-5 year interim period following landfill closure are 
inextricably related and need to be addressed with all due haste. 

 
• The governing bodies should move deliberately as the 3-5 year period will pass 

very quickly and a goal of not only deciding what to do and how to do it, but of 
actually implementing a solution, would be in our mutual best economic and 
environmental interests. In fact, with staff continually endeavoring to extend the 
life of the landfill, a timely organizational and operational resolution could avoid 
or at least limit the interim option and related expense of hauling to the City of 
Durham. In other words, the process for post-Durham transfer station waste 
management should begin immediately, along with the organizational discussion. 
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• The range of technical, economic and risk-related issues surrounding a thorough 
and effective consideration of alternative technologies for solid waste may require 
far more resources and expertise than the SWAB has available. If the Board 
wishes the SWAB to remain lead entity in conducting this evaluation, a clear and 
detailed set of parameters and criteria for evaluating technologies needs to be 
provided. 

 
• SWAB also felt that many of the issues associated with alternative technologies 

(i.e. those associated with emerging thermal technologies for waste conversion) 
had already been presented to the Board in the GBB report of August 2008 and 
those technologies that would incorporate multi-jurisdictional actions were 
beyond the scope of the SWAB as we understand it to be and would, furthermore, 
be dependent upon any mutual agreement of Orange County and the individual 
municipalities that would be affected. 

 
• Based on the inter-dependence of the IA and consideration of alternative means to 

dispose of solid waste, and the imperative to find a workable solution for Orange 
County and it’s municipalities, SWAB agreed that an interim Memorandum of 
Understanding among the current IA signatories to agree to work together to find 
a solution and in the interim to commit to use of the Durham transfer station, 
should that become necessary, was an important initial step in this process.  

 
• Mr. John Stephens of the UNC School of Government might be considered to 

provide professional assistance with process issues related to organizational 
discussions and/or long-term waste disposal decisions.  Mr. Stephens’s areas of 
expertise are Inter-agency and public policy dispute resolution; citizen 
participation; group collaboration and facilitation. 

   
Recommended Elements of a New Interlocal Agreement 
 
The SWAB has reached consensus with regard to the elements that should be 
included/incorporated into any new IA.  The SWAB concept is for a comprehensive solid 
waste management agreement that builds on current successes, improves existing 
shortcomings and provides a means to deal with future challenges. 
 

• Financial responsibility for closure and post-closure of landfills – Identifies and 
clarifies financial responsibilities. 

 
• Provision of storm debris management/processing – Provides for effective 

ongoing emergency storm debris management. 
 
• Provision of yard waste management/processing – Continues and encourages 

responsibility for improvements in organics management. 
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• Greene Tract issues - Addresses as necessary any remaining issues pertaining to 
the County-owned 60 acre portion of the Greene Tract, including enterprise fund 
reimbursement. 

  
• Solid waste transfer and disposal – Assigns responsibility and accountability for 

providing environmentally responsible and economically viable/cost-effective 
waste disposal solutions, involving other jurisdictions when feasible/beneficial 
and providing opportunity for meaningful public input. 

  
• Local government solid waste advisory body – Necessity of a permanent advisory 

body to represent citizens and the governments in local solid waste matters. 
 
• Solid Waste Collection systems in Orange County, including Convenience 

Centers - Consideration of cooperation, collaboration and/or consolidation of 
waste collection operations among the jurisdictions. 

 
• State waste planning and plan preparation/coordination – Clarifies centrally 

managed and coordinated State planning and reporting responsibilities. 
 
• Provision of recycling and waste reduction services/programs – Continue County 

leadership in recycling and waste reduction services, facilities and programs. 
  
• Long-term management of solid waste enterprise fund and programs/facilities – 

Maintain system wide management of facilities and continue enterprise fund 
financing utilizing diverse income streams, examples of which may be user fees, 
tipping fees, household fees, recyclable material revenues, etc. 

 
SWAB Recommendations 
 
SWAB recommends that the BOCC initiate conversations with the other IA signatories 
and other potentially interested parties (such as the University of North Carolina at 
Chapel Hill) in order to begin the process of modifying the current IA or developing a 
new IA that is responsive to the present solid waste priorities of Orange County and its 
municipalities. 
 
SWAB further requests clarification from the BOCC regarding the Board’s request for a 
framework and timeline for evaluating alternative technologies in terms of the scope of 
inquiry and role of SWAB as noted in our “Key Points” enumerated above. 
 
We remain committed to assist you in these matters and we look forward to taking these 
next steps, especially as the Solid Waste Plan Draft has been completed and provides a 
continued framework for continuing local dialogue for future solid waste handling and 
disposal for Orange County. 
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FORWARD 
(Written in 1994) 

 
 

 
The following pages document the history of the City/County Utility Commission of 
Winston-Salem and Forsyth County. It begins with the formation of the Commission in 
1976, describing events and individuals who have contributed to its creation and growth. 
 
What this glimpse does not capture is the dramatic sense of empowerment to staff 
members by the Utility Commission.  In the early days of the Commission, I was a 
frequent visitor to John Watlington’s office where he so clearly stated the expectations he 
had for the Commission. His confidence, trust and support were very clearly given.  
Although not spoken, it was just as clear that failure was not an option. Other 
commissioners, especially that first group of committee chairmen, were smart, 
hardworking business people who made tough decisions which created the opportunity 
for us to accomplish heights beyond our expectation. It is this contribution by former 
Utility Commission Members that has positioned the organization to be one of the few 
AAA bonds rated public utilities in the United States. 
 
This community is indebted to those members who have given their energy and 
commitment to create the successful organization we have today.  Moreover, the staff is 
grateful for the leadership provided by former Commission Members, as well as their 
contributions to staff’s professional development. 
 
It is important to appreciate the legacy inherited from those who worked so diligently to 
build a solid foundation for the City/County Utility Commission. It is equally important 
to appreciate today’s Commissioners who continue the pursuit of excellence. 
 
 
 
      P. W. Swann 
      Assistant City Manager/Public Works 
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY  
1778 – 1994 

 
 In 1778, the Village of Salem installed 332 wooden rods of water pipes.  The cost 
of these pipes was approximately $2,000.00 and the average citizen compensated the 
village at a rate of 9 pence per four weeks, regardless of the usage. Later, these wooden 
pipes were replaced with clay and still later the pipes were replaced with iron and a 
cistern in an attempt at providing the best possible service. This glimpse of the area’s 
oldest utilities management shows how service was a primary issue for local governing 
officials. The desire to serve constituents effectively and efficiently was an important 
value back in 1778 that remains today.  By the mid 1970’s, City of Winston-Salem and 
Forsyth County Officials were faced with considerable water and sewer service 
challenges. Thus, consolidation of the two separate water systems became an option to 
consider. 
 
 Beginning in the mid 1960’s, City and County leaders begin talking about 
consolidation. This need was confirmed by an engineering firm, Piatt and Davis, who was 
hired to review the situation and the demographics. They recommended that all water and 
wastewater services be placed under a single authority that would not necessarily be 
identified with the county or a municipality. From this recommendation, committees 
were formed but talks stalled until late 1973 when a new committee was established.  
This group was faced with the subject of timing, because by then, there was no doubt that 
consolidation would occur. Discussions continued through various committees and 
negotiations on specify took some time. In April of 1976, an abruptly called special 
meeting brought the issue to a close. Consolidation was approved, albeit by a very narrow 
margin. Along with consolidation came provisions such as the following:  1) the facilities 
would be owned by the City, 2) the City would pay the utility debt of the County, 3) the 
City would provide water and sewer services to the consolidated area, 4) utilities would 
operate on an enterprise fund, and most importantly, 5) the formation of the City/County 
Utility Commission. 
 

Soon after its formation, the Commission had to deal with many major projects 
that soon became milestones for the organization. The first major project was the 201 
plan. This plan was in response to EPA mandated legislation that required public utilities 
to better clean the wastewater being discharged into raw water sources. Unlike many 
other public utilities, the Commission had been studying this issue and was able to submit 
its 201 plan in a timely fashion. Consequently, the City/County Utility Commission 
received a grant from the EPA which paid for 75% of the $70 million environmental 
improvements. These included sewer line and wastewater plant improvements, 
construction of new lines, construction of the Muddy Creek Wastewater Treatment Plant, 
and a regional laboratory and maintenance building at the Archie Elledge Plant. 

 
 
Another milestone came in 1990 when the City/County Utility Commission 

assumed responsibility for the Solid Waste Disposal Management Program. A Citizen 
Task Force was formed and based on their recommendations, the City/County Utility 
Commission began to operate a comprehensive Waste Management System that included 
aggressive long-term plan for waste disposal and funded curbside recycling for the City 
of Winston-Salem as well as many other recycling/ waste reduction programs. 
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Historically, the City/County Utility Commission has had the privilege of 

excellent leadership that takes their volunteer positions very seriously. In response, the 
Utility Commission Staff has acted with a willingness to serve the Commission 
conscientiously. The Staff and Commission Members have combined their efforts to 
produce a successful organization that has been beneficial to the entire community.  
Indeed, many industrial customers such as R. J. Reynolds, Lee Jeans, Corn Products and 
Stroh Brewery have benefited from the sound management principals of the Utility 
Commission. 

 
The Commission has governed the Utilities Division in a manner that has allowed 

the unit to grow. Consequently, the Division has plans for the future with many of the 
projects underway. In the past three decades, the Utility Commission has added one new 
wastewater treatment facility; the Lower Muddy Creek Wastewater Treatment Plant 
performed two major upgrades to the Archie Elledge Wastewater Treatment Plant, and is 
in the process of constructing a totally new preliminary treatment facility and influent 
pump station there.  The Utility Commission has also added one new raw water supply 
intake on the Yadkin River and 25 Million Gallon per day water treatment facility, the 
Northwest Water Treatment Plant,  The  list of other projects includes the refurbishment 
the R.W. Neilson  Water Treatment Plant, and completely replacing the RA Thomas 
Water Treatment Plant near downtown Winston-Salem.  In addition to these major plant 
facilities, the Commission has provided for the long term management of its wastewater 
treatment residuals by implementing a phased approach to biosolids management, 
culminating in the construction of a biosolids dryer facility in 2008 that will meet the 
systems biosolids disposal needs for the next 20 years. 

 
Faced with aging infrastructure in the water distribution and waste water 

collection piping systems, the Utility Commission began focusing on pipeline 
rehabilitation in 2004. In the past 5 years, $ 27,800,000 has been invested in pipeline 
rehabilitation to insure the longevity of the systems for future generations. 

 
The Solid Waste Disposal Program has performed long range master planning for 

Forsyth County and all 8 municipalities within the county under the guidelines of the 
North Carolina Division of Environment and Natural Resources for 10 Year Solid Waste 
Management Plans. In performing its duties to provide long range planning and solid 
waste management, the Utility Commission has served its neighbors in a regional 
capacity.  Beginning in 1999 it expanded the Hanes Mill Road Landfill providing an 
additional 30 years of landfill capacity for the local service area. In addition, the 
Commission has built and operated the Old Salisbury Road Construction and Demolition 
Landfill on the southern reaches of the service area, and has acquired land to provide 
additional capacity on the northern side of the service area. 

 
 
The City/County Utility Commission is an organization with the vision and 

leadership dedicated to service the Winston-Salem and Forsyth County community well 
into the future. The Commission is committed to professional management of 
environmental, financial and human resources. 
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INTRODUCTION 
 
“January 5, 1778 – Br. Triebel and Strehle went today to the English settlement to 

cut logs suitable for water pipes”.  (Neilson, 35)  In December of the same year the 

Village of Salem installed 332 wooden rods of water pipes, costing over $2,000.00.  The 

average citizen of Salem was expected to help with the upkeep of this system by paying 9 

pence per 4 weeks, regardless of how much water they used.  As the town grew, so did 

the demand on water, which resulted in the need for better pipes. 

In the book, A Historical Account of the Water Supply Systems of Salem and 

Winston 1752 to 1913, these are numerous diary entries that illustrate the quality of pipes 

during that time.  One entry reads, “May 31, 1791… President Washington visited out 

water works and gave his approval of them and the service it gives”.  (Phillips, 7)  

Although the water system worked, there were problems.  The major problem was the 

short ground life the wooden logs had, which resulted in leaks and the lack of water 

pressure or the delivery of water at all.  By 1806, Br. Crist suggested that clay pipes 

should be used to replace the wooden ones.  There is evidence that clay pipes were used 

but an extensive replacement program did not occur at that time.  (Phillips, 8) 

In 1828, a Committee was established to examine the water shortage and how 

water could be distributed more effectively.  The committee’s report, “proposed to use 

the free spring at Br. Theodore Shulz water-works leading the water to his line and Br. 

Benzion’s bottom garden and there the water can be taken in a direct line to a point in 

front of the house of Theod. Shulz, the highest place in town, and can from there be 

distributed.  Iron pipes to be used from the wheel to the cistern” (Note: a cistern is an 

artificial reservoir for storing liquids, especially water).  (Phillips 9) 

This brief look into the earliest form of public utilities management for the local 

community gives some insight into what officials of the City of Winston-Salem and 

Forsyth County faced in the 1970’s when considering consolidation of the County’s and 

City’s Water System.  Like the early citizens of Salem, City and County officials both 

wanted to serve their communities well in service and in cost, and so the seed of a 

consolidated system was sown in Forsyth County in the late 1960’s. 
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MURMURS OF CONSOLIDATION 

 

County and City leaders began talking about consolidation as an alternative to the 

two existing Public Water Systems. The need for consolidation was confirmed by an 

Engineering Firm in 1965, Piatt and Davis & Associates of Durham, who was hired to 

review the projected population growth in the area. The Engineering Firm concluded 

“that the nature of Forsyth County and its growth pattern are such that possibly another 

approach would be preferable to the present methods of providing services, and that all 

water and wastewater services be placed under a single authority”. (Piatt & Davis, 6)  

Piatt and Davis further recommended, “The authority would not be identified necessarily 

with the County or a Municipality, but could be a separate entity”. It was the Piatt and 

Davis report that generated initial discussions of the City/County Utility Commission. 

From this recommendation, a Committee was jointly established by Fred D. 

Hauser, who was then Chairman of the Forsyth County Board of Commissioners, and the 

Mayor of Winston-Salem, M. C. Benton.  Both the City and the County placed four 

individuals on the Committee.  (Sparrow, 12-10-65) the ninth member was Kernersville 

Mayor Roger Swisher.  The County appointees were G. S. Coltrane, G. G. Reynolds, 

County Manage Robert Hauser, Jr., and Purchasing Agent and General Director of the 

County James B. Nowell. The City appointed members included Aldermen Floyd S. 

Burge and C. C. Ross, City Manager John Gold, and Superintendent of City Water 

Stanford E. Harris, Jr. The Goals for this group were to assess the consolidation proposal, 

to examine what sort of governing “authority” would benefit Forsyth County and actually 

determine, if at this time, a merger was feasible.  (Sparrow 12-10-65) 

After six months of debate and discussion, City Manager John Gold made a 

controversial remark that “the County should build a Water System so that they have 

something to consolidate”.  (Winston-Salem Journal 3-22-66) this remark proved to be a 

splinter in the City’s side for quite some time. The controversial remark was perhaps 

spoken in haste, but nonetheless had some validity. The County was undeveloped with 

sparse water lines. The goal for the County was to develop the water lines and then tap 

into the City’s system. 
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The talk of consolidating the City and County Water Systems stalled until late 

1973.  An article appeared in the Winston-Salem Journal on November 29, 1973 entitled, 

Water/Sewer Study Starts Friday. The article announced a new committee.  Members to 

the committee were appointed as before, with fair representation from both the City of 

Winston-Salem and Forsyth County. Appointed by the Winston-Salem Board of 

Aldermen were Director of Hanes Dye and Finishing Company, Joel A. Weston, Sr.; 

Vice President of Wachovia Mortgage Company, Sterling A. Spainhour; and the 

Manager of Westinghouse, Alan J. Melinger. The Forsyth County Commissioners 

appointed Director of Western Electric Company, H. J. Shultz; a Lumber Company 

Executive from Rural Hall, Burke E. Wilson; and Fred D. Hauser, a former Chairman of 

the Forsyth County Board of Commissioners.  (Hore, 12-4-73)  The final member of the 

group was George S. Coltrane of Kernersville. Fred Hauser was chosen to serve as the 

Chairman of the group because he had dealt with the consolidation talks in 1965. This 

group was faced with the subject of timing of consolidation, since by this time; there was 

no question that it would occur.  (Hoar, 11-29-73) 

Discussions regarding the details of the consolidation agreement bounced through 

various committees of both the City and County for several months. Negotiations on 

specifics took some time. Discussions of a consolidated water system came to a head at 

an abruptly called special meeting of the Forsyth County Commissioners and the 

Winston-Salem Board of Aldermen in April of 1976.  The meeting was called to vote on 

a final agreement, designated to create a unified Public Water System. The 

Commissioners and the City Aldermen voted in separate sessions, with the agreement 

being passed in a 3-1 vote and 5-4 vote, respectively. With the close vote on the 

consolidation issue, it quickly became apparent that opposition to some critical sections 

of the agreement still existed for both elected officials and citizens alike. This lack of 

agreement came as a surprise to many, because all involved had previously appeared 

satisfied with negotiations.  One figure in particular, Alderman Richard N. Davis, was a 

vocal opponent. He argued that the terms of this agreement had been changed to the 

City’s disadvantage and the Aldermen had no control over what would be decided. He 

preferred an earlier proposal that gave the Board of Aldermen final approval over all 

actions of the appointed commission.  (Hoar and Slater, 4-21-76) 
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 Concerns were also expressed by a number of citizens present at the special 

meeting. Their concerns were of a slightly different interest. One issue expressed was that 

an appointed committee would not listen to the people or care about how issues affected 

the community. Others worried that the Board of Aldermen and the County 

Commissioners would not take their job of appointing outstanding community leaders to 

the consolidated commission seriously. Citizen Sue Drummond, also wife of County 

Commissioner David L. Drummond, was quoted by the Winston-Salem Journal at the 

County Commissioners meeting as saying, “The Board, including my husband, does not 

have a good record of appointing people to various citizen’s Boards and Commissions.  

Nearly all appointees are Democrats, most are men, and many are not qualified”. Mrs. 

Drummond went on to say that she has done some eavesdropping and has heard frantic 

last minute calls among the Commissioners trying to fill appointed positions. She asked, 

“Will the Utility Commission be any different?”  (Hoar, 4-21-76) 

 In spite of the controversy, in the spring of 1976, the City of Winston-Salem and 

Forsyth County followed in the footsteps of other North Carolina Cities, such as 

Greensboro and Charlotte, and created a consolidated City/County Water and Wastewater 

System.  The consolidation was officially effective July 1, 1976.  (Hoar, 4-21-76) 
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CONSOLIDATION AGREEMENT 
 
The agreement to consolidate the public utility facilities of Winston-Salem and 

Forsyth County contained several important provisions.  Among them were:  1) both 

parties agreed that all facilities would be owned by the City, 2) the City agreed to pay the 

utility debt of the County, 3) the City agreed to provide water and sewage services to the 

consolidated area, and 4) all water and sewage operations would be financed through a 

separate utility fund. A fifth, and perhaps the most significant aspect to the merge, was 

the formation of the City/County Utility Commission (CCUC). Mr. William Hobbs, a 

former City/County Utility Commission Member, explained the main goal of 

Commission Members was to oversee the successful merge of water services, and make a 

unified system which was efficient in operation and cost.  (Hobbs, Summer 94) 

The first 11 members appointed were:  Thomas H. Davis, Flake F. Steele, Jr., 

William D. Hobbs, William H. J. Schultz, Willie E. Grissom, Leonard E. Warner, Jack L. 

Covington, Martha Lowrance, G. S. “Sol” Coltrane, Joe L. Pinnix, and John F. 

Watlington, Jr., who served as Chairperson until his retirement in 1986.  (City/County 

Utility Commission Minutes, 37)  The City Aldermen and County Commissioners each 

appointed five members, with the eleventh member being appointed by the Mayor and 

the County Commission Chairperson. This member would serve as the City County 

Utility Chairperson. 

Along with the formal provisions, there was also an understanding that the 

City/County Utility Commission would be run as a private enterprise. Therefore, the 

people placed on the Commission would represent no special interest groups, and all 

operations were to be financed by revenue generated from the services provided, not tax 

money. (Winston-Salem/Forsyth County Utility Commission) 
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MILESTONES 
 

 Soon after its formation, the Utility Commission embarked upon the most 

significant infrastructure capital building project to date.  In 1972, federal legislation was 

passed that required public utilities to better clean the wastewater being discharged into 

rivers, streams or other raw water sources.  The Federal Government offered grant money 

administered by the Environmental Protection Agency to assist with this point source 

clean up.  To qualify for the grant money, each Public Utility had to conduct an extensive 

study to determine specific problems, methods to remedy them and a timetable for 

completion.  This document became known as a 201 plan.  Fortunately, the Staff of the 

Utility Commission had already completed this research and was all but ready to process.  

However, at that time, the Utility Commission had insufficient funds to pay for all the 

projects needed.  Because many other North Carolina Public Utilities had not prepared 

their 201 plans in time, the City/County Utilities Division was able to submit its plan and 

receive $70 million in EPA grant money. The EPA grant money paid for 75% of the 

designated environmental improvements, leaving the State and City/County Utility 

Commission to pay the remaining 12.5% respectively. The $70 million improvements 

were spent on the following projects: 

• $7.2 million Connected Town of Kernersville’s Sanitary Sewer System 

   Archie Elledge Wastewater Treatment Plant. 

• $5.5 million Major improvements at the Archie Elledge Wastewater  

   Treatment Plant. 

• $2.0 million Construction of Regional Laboratory and Maintenance  

   Building at Elledge to serve Wastewater Treatment Plants. 

• $2.3 million Inspections and repairs of existing sewer lines to reduce  

   infiltration and inflow. 

• $3.0 million  Construction of new sewer lines. 

• $50.0 million Construction of the Muddy Creek Wastewater Treatment  

   Plant.   (Hoar, 2-24-82) 
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 As the era of EPA funding closed out on the 1980’s other funding sources were 

identified by the Utility Commission. In 1988, the Utility Commission began using 

revenue bonds to fund most of its Capital Improvement Needs. Many other projects that 

have been constructed by the Utility Commission and funded by Revenue Bonds issued 

by the City of Winston-Salem include: 

• $30.7 million The 1991 odor abatement project at the Elledge Waste  

   Water Treatment Plant 

• $15.3 million The 1996 upgrade of the Lower Muddy Creek Wastewater  

   Plant 

• $3.0 million The 1998 Phase 1 modernization of the R W Neilson Plant 

• $84.4 million The 2002 25 MGD North West Water Treatment Pant,  

   Dam and Intake 

• $6.5 million The 2003 Biosolids dewatering facility 

• $30.8 million The 2006 Biosolids Dryer Facility 

• $65.3 million The 2008 replacement of the Thomas Water Treatment  

   Plant 

• $60.5 million The 2008 relocation and upgrade of the Archie Elledge  

   Wastewater Treatment Plant Headworks   
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Solid Waste  

 

 In the late 1980’s, a Citizen Task Force was appointed to weigh the pros and cons 

of consolidating the City’s and County’s Solid Waste Disposal Operations into a Single 

Operation. The 1990 report assessed present and future waste disposal issues, and 

recommended a Waste Management Plan. 

 The primary outcomes of the Task Force efforts were: 

• The Technical Sub-Committee made two recommendations; to institute solid 

waste recycling efforts, and to work on consumer waste reduction. 

• The Finance Sub-Committee, keeping increased recycling efforts in mind, 

advised the compensation for public recycling efforts. 

• The Public Awareness Sub-Committee suggested that a Public Relations Firm 

be hired to communicate the City’s recycling efforts to the public. 

• The Organizational Sub-Committee made the key recommendation that the 

“County-Wide Solid Waste Management Authority should be put under the 

auspices for the City/County Utility Commission” (Report of the City/County 

Task Force on Solid Waste Disposal p.25). 

The Utilities Division considered the recommendations of the Task Force and 

instituted a comprehensive Waste Management Program.  This Program included 

funding a City-Wide Curbside Recycling Program and long-term planning for 

Solid Waste Disposal in Winston-Salem and Forsyth County. The enterprise 

operation for water and wastewater proved such a success that it became the 

impetus for the addition of the Solid Waste Disposal Program as an enterprise 

fund in 1988 to the City/County Utility Commission’s responsibility.   
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LEGACY OF THE UTILITY COMMISSION 

 

The most significant facet to the City/County Utility Commission’s success is the 

quality of membership, leadership and support the group has been able to acquire. The 

early Commission Members achieved the goals for consolidation and efficient operation 

of the Water and Wastewater Systems. The success of this organization can be attributed 

to the quality of the people that served on the City/County Utility Commission. All 

members have demonstrated outstanding leadership skills. 

When the Commission was first formed, the City and County both saw the 

benefits of appointing people who has venerable personalities and who could work in a 

team effort. The Senior Staff Member to the Utility Commission, Assistant City 

Manager/Public Works, Mr. P. W. Swann, emphasized the importance of obtaining 

community leaders to serve on the Utility Commission; “they give instant credibility that 

brings honor to the Commission”.  (Swann, 94)  This frame of mind continues to draw 

people to serve on the Commission.  No person has turned down the opportunity to work 

on the Utility Commission since its formation. 

When looking at the achievements of the Utility Commission, it is important to 

highlight the leadership of Mr. John F. Watlington.  He is the former City/County Utility 

Commission Chairperson who served for ten years and made a bold impact during the 

formative years of the organization. Mr. P. W. Swann, Assistant City Manager/Public 

Works, recalled the impact Mr. Watlington had on people and situations, “Mr. 

Watlington made it clear that the City/County Utility Commission would be run 

according to the original provisions and as a private enterprise, minus political 

interference”.  This leadership also allowed a highly effective support staff to evolve.  Dr. 

Manson Meads, who succeeded Mr. Watlington as Commission Chairperson, emphasized 

the significant support the Commission received from Assistant City Manager/Public 

Works, Mr. P. W. Swann and Utilities Superintendent, Mr. Thomas Griffin.  The Staff 

quickly discovered how seriously the City/County Utility Commission members took 

their volunteer responsibilities, and responded with a willingness to serve the 

Commission conscientiously. The delicate balance of members and supporting staff has 

been vital to the success of the City/County Commission.  (Meads, Summer 94) 
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FINANCIAL SUCCESSES 

 

 No review of the City/County Utility Commission would be complete without 

examination of its financial success. Because the Utilities Division was to be operated as 

an enterprise fund, shrewd business people needed to serve on the Commission. (See 

Graph 1 & 2) 
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 One should not neglect the financial gains the extraordinary management of the 

City/County Utility Commission brought to the Piedmont.  The Winston-Salem/Forsyth 

County area with its abundant water and wastewater resources is held in high regards 

throughout the Stat of North Carolina as an example of prudent long range planning 

coupled with strong financial principles.  

 

 

 

FUTURE PLANS 

 

 The City/County Utility Commission has long had the reputation as an efficient 

operation with a long-range vision. Future plans for the water and wastewater system 

include maintaining a competitive water rate in the state, sustaining the goal of providing 

the best possible service to its more than 120,191 customers and continued investment in 

the critical infrastructure of water and sewer lines and treatment plant facilities. In order 

to collect and distribute wastewater and water throughout the system, the maintenance of 

lines must be managed.  Since 1976, the total miles of sewer and water lines have grown 

to 1,046 miles and 2,088 miles, respectively.   

 

 The solid waste disposal program is has sufficient capacity to meet the 

community’s solid waste management needs well into the future. The program must find 

ways to meet the challenges of funding its core responsibilities, and continuing to provide 

excellent management oversight into the valuable waste reduction and recycling 

programs needed to ensure sustainability of the regions waste management assets.  
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CONCLUSION 
 

The City/County Utility Commission has become synonymous with success. The 

respect the members and supporting staff have earned is based on professionalism and 

hard work. The best way to summarize the mission of the City/County Utility 

Commission is found in a speech given by Dr. Manson Meads, who served as 

Commission Chairperson from 1986-1990.  He writes, 

 “First, that, as the utilities system is self-financing, it must be operated as a 

business with commensurate authority and public accountability, but freed as much as 

possible from political winds; Second, that it would serve the needs of all of its customers 

(municipal, corporate, business and individuals) in an equitable and sensitive manner; 

Third, that it would maintain sound professional management that would seek to give 

high quality service at the lowest possible cost; Fourth, that it would be proactive in 

planning and action in anticipation of future needs.”  (Meads, Summer 94) 
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APPENDIX 

FORMER AND PRESENT CITY/COUNTY UTILITY COMMISSION MEMBERS 

 

Toyoko “Toy” Beaty (2005 - Present) 

Bernard L. Beatty (1979-1985)    

John B. Brady (1986-Present)    

Herbert K, Brenner (1984-1989)    

Curtis W. Carpenter (2002-2004) 

F. Hudnall Christopher (1986-1991)   

G. S. “Sol” Coltrane (1976) 

Charles A. Coone (2000-2004) 

Jack L. Covington (1976-1984)    

Thomas H. Davis (1976-1985)    

Brenda B. Diggs (1990-1999)   

Carmen Elijah (1983-1988) 

Jack D. Fernery (1976-1979)    

Lyons Gray (1985-95 and 2002-2005) 

Willie E. Grissom (1976-1984 and 1988-1998) 

J. Andrew Hancock (1996-2006) 

William D. Hobbs (1976-1983) 

Harold R. Holmes (2007 - Present) 

Janeen Lalik (2009 - Present)  

George L. Little, Jr. (1995-2005)   

James E. Lowe (2004 - Present) 

Martha Lowrance (1976-1983)    

Paul S. McGill (2003 - Present) 

Manson Meads, M.D. (1983-1986)   

L. Homer Moeller (1990-1996) 

David Neill (2006-2009) 

Robert L. Neill (1981-1986) 

R. Allen Osborne, Jr. (1982-1992) 
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APPENDIX 

FORMER AND PRESENT CITY/COUNTY UTILITY COMMISSION MEMBERS 

 
Stephen D. Poe (1996-2006) 

Joe L. Pinnix, Sr. (1976-1982) 

John A. Redding, Sr. (1992-2002) 

Melvin J. Scales (1998-2003) 

William H. J. Schultz (1976-1981) 

James C. Schupp (1995-1998) 

Al H. Seymour (2006 - Present) 

Stephen M. Shelton (2005 - Present) 

G. Dee Smith (1982-1987) 

Flake F. Steele, Jr. (1976-1982) 

Donald R. Stewart (2003-2008) 

J. Hill Stockton (1999 - 2004 and 2005 - Present) 

Richard Stockton (1985-1995) 

Paschal “Pat” W. Swann (1997-2007) 

Raymond D. Thomas (1998 - Present) 

Isaiah Tidwell (1984-1994) 

Randall S. Tuttle (2008 - Present) 

Leonard E. Warner (1976-1986) 

Claudette Weston (1986-1998) 

Paul M. Wiles (1989-1999) 

A. Tab Williams (1987-1997) 

L. C.  Woolard, Sr. (1998) 

 
 

CHAIRMEN FORMER AND PRESENT 
 

John F. Watlington, Jr. (1976-1986)  J. Hugh Wright (1998-2007) 

Manson Meads, M. D. (1986-1990)  Paschal “Pat” W. Swann (2007-2009) 

Christopher J. Chapman (1990-1998)  David Neill (2009 - Present) 

 

16 

30



     

 
 
 

BIBLIOGRAPHY 
 
City Secretary’s Office, City/County Utility Commission Minutes, Vol. 1, City/County  
 Utility Commission, Winston-Salem, NC, pp.1-35. 
 
City/County Utility Commission Administration Staff, Personal Interviews, Summer  
 1994. 
 
Finance Department, Annual Reports, City of Winston-Salem, NC, 1973-1993. 
 
Hoar, Stephen, “Hauser To Head Study Of Water-Sewer Move, Winston-Salem Journal,
 December 4, 1973. 
 
Hoar, Stephen, “More Water Bonds Urged”, The Winston-Salem Journal, December 8,  
 1977. 
 
Hoar, Stephen, “The Race Is On For Sewerage Improvement Funds”, The Winston-Salem  

Journal, February 24, 1981. 
 
Hoar, Stephen, “Water Sewer Study Names 7th Member”, The Winston-Salem Journal,  
 November 30, 1973. 
 
Hoar, Stephen, “Water Sewer Study Starts Friday”, The Winston-Salem Journal,  

 November 29, 1973. 
 

Hoar, Stephen and Paul Slater, “Mayors Vote Clinches Deal”, The Sentinel, April 21,  
 1976. 
 
Hobbs, William, Personal Interview, Summer 1994. 
 
Meads, Manson Dr., Personal Interview, Summer 1994. 
 
Neilson, R. W., History of Government; City of Winston-Salem, NC: All American City,  

1766 – Bicentennial – 1966, Vol.1 p.35. 
 

Perry, Rachel, “County Has Model Water-Sewer System After 10 Years’ Development”. 
 The Winston-Salem Journal, March 9, 1986. 
 
Philip, Benbow A., A Historical Account of the Water Supply Systems of Salem And 

Winston 1752 to 1913 and of Winston-Salem, NC 1913 to 1960, Unknown:   
Winston-Salem, 1943, pp. 1-22. 

 
 
 
 
 
 

17 

31



     

 
 
 
Piatt & Davis and Associates, Study For the County ff Forsyth, NC Concerning Water  

And Wastewater Facilities”, Board of County Commissioners, Durham, NC 
1965, pp. 1-15. 

 
Staff Writer, “County Wide Water Plan Abandoned”, The Winston-Salem Journal, March 

 22, 1966. 
 
Staff Writer, “Officials Discuss County Sewer System”, Winston-Salem Journal, January  
 21, 1966. 
 
Swann, P. W., Personal Interview, Summer, 1994. 
 
Utilities Division Staff, Final Script for Slide Presentation, City/County Utility 

Commission, Winston-Salem, NC, February 8, 1990, pp.1-5. 
 
Utilities Division Staff, Report of City/County Task Force on Solid Waste Disposal,  
 January 1990. 
 
Utilities Division Staff, Winston-Salem/Forsyth County Utility Commission, City/County  
 Utility Commission, Winston-Salem, NC, pp.1-3. 
 
Utilities Division Staff, Winston-Salem, Forsyth County Utilities Division Brochure, City  
 of Winston-Salem, NC, April 1991, pp.1-4. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

18 

32



 

ORANGE COUNTY 
ASSEMBLY OF GOVERNMENTS 

 
AGENDA ITEM ABSTRACT 

 Meeting Date: December 6, 2012  
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SUBJECT:   Review of the Draft Interim Recommendations from the Historic Rogers Road 

Neighborhood Task Force 
 
DEPARTMENT:   Solid Waste Management PUBLIC HEARING:  (Y/N) No 
  

 
ATTACHMENT(S): 

A) Historic Rogers Road Neighborhood 
Task Force Interim Report  

B) Draft Recommendations to the 
Assembly of Governments from the 
Historic Rogers Road Neighborhood 
Task Force – November 14, 2012 

C) Map of Rogers Road Parcels  
D) Memorandum from John Roberts, 

County Attorney – Rogers Road Area 
Improvement Funding 

E) Memorandum from Mike Brough, 
Carrboro Town Attorney – Rogers 
Road Proposals 

 

 
INFORMATION CONTACT: 
 Frank Clifton,  
      County Manager, 245-2300 
Gayle Wilson, Solid Waste 

Management Director, 968-2885 
 

  Michael Talbert,  
    Assistant County Manager, 245-2308 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

PURPOSE:  To review and discuss the draft Interim Recommendations from the Historic 
Rogers Road Neighborhood Task Force dated November 14, 2012. 
 
BACKGROUND:  Beginning in 1972 the landfill was opened by the Town of Chapel Hill and in 
1999 Orange County assumed ownership and operation of the Eubanks Road Landfill.  The 
Historic Rogers Road Community has continued to cope with the Landfill for 40 years.  The 
Community is geographically split by the Towns of Chapel Hill and Carrboro.  Orange County as 
the current owner/operator of the Landfill is taking the lead to make remediation improvement to 
the Historic Rogers Road Community. 
 
On May 17, 2011 the County Board of Commissioners received a request from RENA 
recommending actions to mitigate the long and short term impacts of Orange County’s Landfill 
and Solid Waste operations on the health, safety and welfare of the Historic Rogers Road – 
Eubanks Road Community.  
 

1



 
On January 26, 2012 the County Board of Commissioners and the Town Boards discussed the 
extension of sewer service and a community center for the Historic Rogers Road Community.  
County and Town Attorneys have concluded that utilization of Solid Waste reserves to extend 
sewer service to the Historic Rogers Road Community is not consistent with North Carolina 
General Statutes and could subject the local governments to legal challenges.  Therefore, 
funding for either the extension of sewer services and/or a community center will need to come 
from the County’s and Towns’ other general revenue sources.  
 
On February 21, 2012 the Orange County Board of Commissioners authorized the Creation of a 
new Historic Rogers Road Neighborhood Task Force to address sewer service and a 
community center, and approved the Charge.  The composition of the Task Force was to 
include two members appointed by each Town (Chapel Hill and Carrboro); two members 
appointed from the County; and two members appointed from Rogers-Eubanks Neighborhood 
Association (RENA).  
 
Appointed Task Force Members: 
 
David Caldwell: RENA 
Robert Campbell: RENA 
Valerie Foushee: Orange County  
Pam Hemminger: Orange County  
Michelle Johnson: Carrboro  
Sammy Slade: Carrboro 
Penny Rich: Chapel Hill  
James Ward: Chapel Hill  
 
 

Charge of the Historic Rogers Road Neighborhood Task Force 
 
The Charge for the Historic Rogers Road Neighborhood Task Force is to investigate and make 
recommendations to the Board of County Commissioners, the Chapel Hill Town Council and the 
Carrboro Board of Alderman for neighborhood improvements including funding sources and the 
financial impact to the County & Towns, for the following: 

1. Sewer Service to the Historic Rogers Road Neighborhood as defined by the previously 
approved public water connections in the area. 

2. A Neighborhood Community Center. 
 
The Task force is also directed to: 
 

a. Submit an Interim Report back to the County and the Towns by the end of August, 
2012 and; 

b. Submit a Final Report to the Assembly of Governments on December 6, 2012. 
 
 
Attachment A is the Historic Road Neighborhood Task Force Interim Report approved by the 
Task Force on August 22, 2012.  Each governing board received and reviewed the Interim 
Report during September 2012.  The Task Force has continued to meet and has made draft 
recommendations to the Assembly of Governments - see Attachment B.  
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The Task Force wishes to continue to meet, for an additional 6 months, to address the Charge 
with the original composition of the Task Force.  The composition of the Task Force originally 
included two members appointed by each Town (Chapel Hill and Carrboro); two members 
appointed from the County; and two members appointed from Rogers Eubanks Neighborhood 
Association (RENA).  
 
Cost Sharing 

The Task Force made significant progress to allocate and share the cost of improvements in 
Historic Rogers Road Neighborhood.  Recommendation #1 is that the costs of both a New 
Community Center and Sewer Improvements be shared by the local governments at the same 
costs sharing percentages as outlined in the 1972 Landfill Agreement -- 43% for Orange 
County, 43% for The Town of Chapel Hill and 14% for The Town of Carrboro.  Also, the 
individual governing boards are recommended to continue to appropriate funds, originally 
budgeted to reimburse the Solid Waste fund for the purchase of the Greene Tract, beyond 
Fiscal Year 2012/2013 to fund both a New Community Center and Sewer Improvements.  
Funds budgeted in Fiscal Year 2012/2013 for the Greene Tract are as follows: $90,549 for 
Orange County, $90,549 for the Town of Chapel Hill and $29,524 for the Town of Carrboro.  
The governing boards are also encouraged to identify other funding sources for a New 
Community Center and Sewer Improvements. 

Neighborhood Community Center 

The Task Force recommends that the Managers and Attorneys draft a Memorandum of 
Understanding between Habitat, Orange County, the Town of Carrboro, and the Town of 
Chapel Hill for the construction of a new Rogers Road Community Center.  The budget for the 
Community Center will not exceed $700,000, and the project will be bid in compliance with 
North Carolina public bidding requirements.  Orange County will finance the construction of the 
Community Center with reimbursement from the Towns as outlined in the cost sharing 
recommendation.  Agreements for the operations of the Community Center with the County, 
Habitat, and the Rogers Eubanks Neighborhood Association have not yet been drafted, but the 
agreements shall provide for the operation & maintenance of a new Rogers Road 
Neighborhood Community Center including services, programs & activities to be provided in the 
Center.  
 
Sewer Service 

Sewer Service to the Historic Rogers Road Neighborhood, as defined by the previously 
approved public water connections in the area, has proven to be an expensive and complicated 
issue to resolve.  Attachment C is an updated map of the Historic Rogers Road Neighborhood, 
identifying sewer availability, existing sewer customers, and the expressed desire of some 
homeowners to be connected to sewer. 
 
The creation of a County Sewer District for all property owners in the Historic Rogers Road 
Neighborhood that are not currently served by a municipal sewer system is being investigated.  
Participation by the Towns in a Sewer District located outside of the Towns jurisdictions 
presents legal challenges for both the Town of Chapel Hill and Town of Carrboro.  The Orange 
Water and Sewer Authority (OWASA) could be the service provider for the creation of a County 
Sewer District.  Contract terms and policy standards for governmental projects would have to 
be discussed before a Sewer District could be established.  
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A County Sewer District could make special assessments against benefited property within the 
district to cover the costs of constructing, extending or improving sewage disposal system.  The 
basis of any special assessment would be determined at a later date after investigating 
development potential and the number of possible dwelling units.  A special assessment would 
share the costs of the sewer system with current benefited property (homeowners) and 
undeveloped land for future development.  It is also possible to establish criteria that would 
enable homeowners that have lived in the Historic Rogers Road Neighborhood before 1972 to 
connect to the sewer system free of charge and a sliding scale fee structure for homeowners 
that moved to the Neighborhood between 1972 and 2012.  The County and Town Attorneys will 
be an integral part of any discussion concerning the possible creation of a County Sewer 
District. 
 
The County Attorney met with the attorneys for Chapel Hill and Carrboro on November 6, 2012 
to discuss various proposals to extend sanitary sewer lines into, and construction of a 
community center in, the Rogers Road Neighborhood.  Attachments D and E outline legal 
concerns and funding issues raised by both John Roberts and Mike Brough. 
 
FINANCIAL IMPACT:  The financial impact of funding improvements recommended by the 
Historic Rogers Road Neighborhood Task Force is uncertain until its final report to the 
Assembly of Governments.  The Board of County Commissioners approved a capital project of 
$650,000 for the construction of a Rogers Road Community Center.  
 
RECOMMENDATION(S):   The County Manager recommends that the Boards discuss these 
issues, consider reappointing the Task Force to complete the original charge, and provide 
guidance to staff and the Task Force. 
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INTRODUCTION 
 
 
In 1972, the north side of Eubanks Road became the site of a solid waste landfill 
operated by the Town of Chapel Hill. Orange County assumed operational control of the 
landfill as the result of an August 17, 1999 agreement between the Towns (Chapel Hill, 
Carrboro, and Hillsborough) and the County. The Historic Rogers Road Community has 
lived with this landfill for 40 years. Over many years, residents representing the Rogers 
Road area have voiced concerns about various operational elements associated with 
the landfill and the impact on the Rogers Road Neighborhood. The Neighborhood is 
geographically split by the Town of Chapel Hill Joint Planning Transition Area and Town 
of Carrboro. Orange County, as the current owner/operator of the landfill, is taking the 
lead to make remediation improvement to the Historic Rogers Road Community.  
 
A number of local government initiatives have been implemented to improve the quality 
of life in the Rogers Road Community and they are as follows: 
 

1. The Solid Waste Fund paid $650,000 to extend public water service by the 
Orange Water and Sewer Authority (OWASA) to the Rogers Road area. 

2. Solid Waste installed gas flares to reduce odors. 
3. The Town of Chapel Hill initiated bus service on Rogers Road. 
4. Orange County initiated a no-fault well policy to deal with failing drinking 

water wells remaining in the adjoining neighborhoods. 
5. The Orange County Board of Commissioners approved the appropriation of 

$750,000 from the Solid Waste Fund Balance in the Fiscal 2011/12 Annual 
Budget to establish a Rogers Road Remediation Reserve Fund and 
established a $5.00 tipping fee surcharge per ton as long as the landfill is 
operational to fund the Rogers Road Remediation Reserve Fund. The 
surcharge generated $216,462 for Fiscal 2011/12 and is estimated to create 
$222,500 for Fiscal 2012/13, which will bring the total amount available for the 
Rogers Road Remediation Reserve Fund to $1,188,962.  

6. A partnership with Orange County and the University of North Carolina 
created a Landfill Gas to Energy Project that commenced operation on 
January 6, 2012 and will have an immediate and noticeable impact on the 
odor created by the operation of the landfill. The project will further provide a 
long-term renewable energy source to UNC, reducing dependence on 
increasingly expensive fossil fuels, and reduce carbon emissions. 

7. On October 4, 2011 the Orange County Board of County Commissioners 
authorized staff to proceed with a “one-time” effort to clean-up illegal dump 
sites within three-fourths of one mile of the landfill boundary, at no cost to the 
individual property owners. 

 
At the January 26, 2012 Assembly of Governments meeting, the Orange County Board 
of Commissioners and the Town Boards discussed the extension of sewer service and 
a community center for the Rogers Road Community. County and Town Attorneys have 
concluded that use of Solid Waste reserves to extend sewer service to the Rogers Road 
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Community is not consistent with North Carolina General Statutes and would subject 
the local governments to legal challenges. Funding for a community center does not 
have a relationship to Solid Waste and could not be funded from Solid Waste reserves. 
Therefore, funding for either the extension of sewer services and/or a community center 
will have to come from the County's and Towns' other general revenue sources. There 
was also significant discussion on January 26 regarding the creation of a task force to 
address the issues. 
 
On February 21, 2012 the Orange County Board of Commissioners authorized the 
Creation of a new Historic Rogers Road Neighborhood Task Force to address sewer 
service and a community center. The composition of the Task Force was to include two 
members appointed by each Town (Chapel Hill and Carrboro); two members appointed 
from the County; and two members appointed from Rogers Eubanks Neighborhood 
Association (RENA).  
 
Appointed Task Force Members: 
 
David Caldwell: RENA 
Robert Campbell: RENA 
Valerie Foushee: Orange County  
Pam Hemminger: Orange County  
Michelle Johnson: Carrboro  
Sammy Slade: Carrboro 
Penny Rich:  Chapel Hill  
James Ward:  Chapel Hill  
 

 

Charge of the Historic Rogers Road Neighborhood Task Force: 

The Charge for the Historic Rogers Road Neighborhood Task Force is to investigate 

and make recommendations to the Board of County Commissioners, the Chapel Hill 

Town Council and the Carrboro Board of Aldermen for neighborhood improvements 

including funding sources and the financial impact to the County & Towns, for the 

following: 

1. Sewer Service to the Historic Rogers Road Neighborhood as defined by the 
previously approved public water connections in the area. 
 

2. A Neighborhood Community Center. 
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The Task force is also directed to: 

a. Submit an Interim Report back to the County and the Towns by the end of 
August, 2012 and; 
 

b. Submit a Final Report to the Assembly of Governments on December 6, 
2012. 

Approved by the Board of County Commissioners on February 21, 2012  

 

Boundaries of the Historic Rogers Road Neighborhood: 

The Historic Rogers Road Neighborhood Task Force approved that the Neighborhood 

be defined as the area identified by the September, 2011 map identifying available 

water service and approved for water service improvements by the Orange County 

Board of Commissioners on October 4, 2011. See below, OWASA Water Service in 

Rogers Road Vicinity as of September, 2011 Map. 
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SEWER SERVICE 

 

The first charge of the Historic Rogers Road Neighborhood Task Force is to investigate 

the possibility of providing sewer service to the Historic Rogers Road Neighborhood as 

defined by the previously approved public water connections in the area. 

 

Assessment of Septic System Service in the Rogers Road Neighborhood: 

The County completed a survey of the Rogers Road Neighborhood in February, 2010. 

See Appendix A. The Orange County Health Department, along with RENA, the UNC 

School of Public Health, and Engineers Without Borders, participated in a survey of 

wells and septic systems. There were forty-five (45) septic systems included in the 

survey, and twelve (12) were failing at that time. Of the twelve malfunctioning septic 

systems, seven (7) were further classified as maintenance-related failures, while five (5) 
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were found to be end-of-life failures. Further investigation revealed that for the five end-

of-life failures, there was no suitable soil for an on-site repair. 

The Environmental Health Department revisited the five properties and discovered that 

two of the properties are vacant, two are seasonal failures, and one has had patchwork 

done on it, but not a long-term solution. All of the five septic systems identified would 

benefit from the installation of a public sewer system. 

In 2011, Orange County received $75,000 in Community Development Block Grant 

(CDBG) funds for the infrastructure hookups in the Rogers Road Neighborhood. In 

order to receive connection, the homes had to be close enough to an existing water 

and/or sewer line so that no extension of service lines would be required for connection. 

Additionally, homeowners had to meet certain income eligibility requirements. There 

have been five homes connected to Orange Water and Sewer Authority) OWASA sewer 

as a result of this grant. 

 
 
OWASA Sewer Concept Plan: 

OWASA is the water & sewer utility for the area and as such, it investigated the concept 

of providing sewer service as part of the Town of Chapel Hill’s Rogers Road Small Area 

Plan. On February 8, 2011 OWASA provided an updated concept plan and cost 

estimate for the Rogers Road Small Area Plan Study Area for $3.4 million. This early 

concept plan was completed based on the Chapel Hill Small Area Plan which is a 

geographically different area than the Historic Rogers Road Neighborhood sewer 

concept.  There is also some difference in routing some of the main outfalls.  In the 

current estimate, OWASA needed to avoid the area of contamination coming out from 

the Carrboro section that required more line with deeper excavation.  Most importantly, 

in the earlier estimates the availabilities fees were not included or the cost of extending 

a lateral from the main line to the property  

On May 16, 2012 OWASA staff provided a concept plan, layout, and cost estimate for 

providing sewer service to the area that was delineated by the Historic Rogers Road 

Neighborhood Task Force at the April 30, 2012 meeting. The concept plan is the most 

efficient way to serve the defined Rogers Road Neighborhood and does not consider 

adjoining neighborhoods. See below, the Historic Rogers Road Area Sewer Concept 

May, 2012 Map. All the green areas show where sewer service is already available.  

The dark green areas are parcels that have connected to the OWASA service.  The light 

green areas have not connected.  The 86 parcels in yellow are the properties that would 

be served by the conceptual sewer layout.  The concept map also breaks down the 

sewer service into 8 sub-areas with the number of parcels served and cost per parcel.  

The 8 red lines represent the possible sub-areas of the sewer infrastructure that could 
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be considered, if the entire concept project is not feasible. The sewer infrastructure 

routing was estimated based on the topography taken from maps rather than from any 

field work.  In order to get to a greater level of detail or certainty on the cost, some field 

work would be required. There are two brown areas on the map that the County has 

identified as some subsurface disposal or some suspected contamination.  Without any 

further investigation, the sewer line has been routed no closer than 100 feet of that 

margin.  

 

The total construction and installation cost for the concept level sewer is approximately 

$5.8 million. See the table below.  It would serve 86 additional parcels of land.  The 

concept costs include construction, engineering design, administrative and contingency 

for possible rock. The topography of the neighborhood is complex and the land falls in 

several different directions. This concept plan does not include the costs of any property 

acquisitions or easement acquisitions. The availability hookup charge for each of the 

parcels is based on an assumed average house size of 2,500 square feet. When a 

customer connects to the OWASA water and sewer system, there is a one-time fee that 

is estimated to be $4,300 for the concept plan.   
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Cost estimate Summary: 

 

Engineering , Design and Permitting 376,350 

Construction Cost 3,763,506 

Construction Administration 188,175 

Construction Inspection 188,175 

20% Contingency 903,241 

Sub Total 5,419,447 

Service Availability Fees 368,768 

Total 5,788,215 

 

 
The concept does not include the cost to actually connect individual homes to the sewer 

system.  Those costs will vary on the configuration of the lot and the distance from the 

house to the main sewer line.  Those costs are typically the costs of the homeowner 

and are estimated to be about $20/foot. The connections to an individual house would 

be provided by a private plumbing contractor.  

The next step to move the concept plan forward would be to begin the preliminary 

engineering and design work. Engineers would be hired to take this concept, go out in 

the field and start the process of data collection and defining the details of the concept. 

OWASA has estimated the preliminary engineering costs would be $376,350.  That is a 

rough estimate based on what is known of the area so far. A completed preliminary 

engineering and design will be necessary to complete a Community Development Block 

Grant application.      

 
Sewer Recommendations:  
 

    The Task Force has discussed all or part of the proposed $5.8 million dollar sewer 
concept plan, but has not yet recommended moving forward with this concept plan, 
pending an agreement on a cost sharing plan for sewer improvements. 
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Grant Opportunities for Sewer Infrastructure: 

     
    The Task Force explored several grant opportunities to fund the sewer improvement for 

the Rogers Road Neighborhood. The Task Force was furnished a list of possible grant 
opportunities from RENA including the following: 
  
 Community Development Block Grants 
 Department of Health and Human Services 
 Department of Housing and Urban Development 
 Environmental Protection Agency 
 Federal Highway Funds 
 Clean Water Trust Fund 
 Bernard Allen Fund 
 
These are mostly federal grant opportunities which are administered through the State. 
After reviewing all of the grant opportunities the Task Force was able to identify only two 
possible grants to fund sewer infrastructure, a Community Development Block Grant or 
a Clean Water Trust Fund Grant.    
     
 
Community Development Block Grant 

Orange County has to access Community Development Block Grant (CDBG) dollars 

through the State of North Carolina.  That is a competitive process.  Within the CDBG 

grant program, there is a category known as “Infrastructure Program”.  In that category, 

funding is available up to $1 million to communities that have infrastructure needs.  The 

operative word is “need”.  To access those funds, because they are competitive, any 

application will have to be able to demonstrate need.  Another issue is that the State 

has focused on water projects, which it considers to be a priority over sewer.  Where it 

does fund sewer projects there has to be a demonstrated need for connection to a 

public sewer system.  Someone would have to document that need in the community.  

The State primarily looks to the local environmental health department to make that 

assessment.  When talking about sewer projects, normally there is some documentation 

of a major problem such as with failing septic systems.   

To qualify to compete for CDBG funds, a letter of interest will be due in early February 

2013.  The letter must include the engineering report and project documentation 

defining the needs of the community.   That letter, along with a list of committed local 

government funding sources to complete the project, are necessary before submitting 

the CDBG application. The amount of local government matching funds required varies 

from county to county.  The CDBG process evaluates the local government’s perceived 

ability to pay.  A low-wealth county would have a lower ability to pay versus what the 

state perceives to be a high-wealth county.  The county’s employment rate and the per 
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capita income are important components in a highly competitive grant process. 

However, early information from CDBG for the coming grant year is that individual 

grants of up to $750,000 dollars may be available. 

Last year, Orange County applied for and received funds for individual residential 
hookups in the Rogers Road Neighborhood ($75,000).  Since that time, some water and 
sewer connections were completed, but the County was able to do that only because 
water and sewer infrastructure was already in place.  There were a few houses in the 
community that were adjacent to existing water or sewer lines that were connected, and 
the occupants were low-income. (They had an income of less than 50% of area median 
income). It will be difficult for Orange County to compete for these resources, and it 
depends on who else is applying in a given year and what the pool of funding is going to 
be. All other things equal, Orange County would have difficulty competing with other 
areas because the County is considered a wealthy county and is not economically 
distressed. 
 
To qualify today, the families or individuals that live in this area have to meet an income 

standard which is 50% of the median family income. (For example: the median annual 

income for a family of four is around $64,000, so to qualify a family in this area would 

have to have an annual income of no more than $32,000). The County has basically 

funded most of the individuals that meet that standard, and have already connected 

them to water and sewer.  Finding additional property owners that meet that income 

cutoff would be difficult.  There are not that many home owners in the Rogers Road 

Neighborhood that are going to meet that income qualification.   

The Task Force is looking at a total project cost of $5.8 million.  A CDBG could cover 

roughly twelve percent of the total estimated costs.  The CDBG of $750,000 will require 

5% matching funds of $37,500. In the community development criteria, the areas that 

CDBG’s are willing to fund are water first and sewer second.   A CDBG is much more 

inclined to fund a collaborative effort between units of local government, such as this 

project. This collaboration would have a higher priority than any one government acting 

independently.  There are some pre-grant application costs that would be incurred on 

the front end of the process. The Task Force is searching for local funding of $5 million 

even if the project could qualify for a CDBG.    

 

Clean Water Trust Fund Grant: 

The North Carolina General Assembly has expressed an interest in funding more water 

and sewer projects, and has designated $17 million for infrastructure projects.  The 

maximum grant amount per project is $750,000. There will likely be some consideration 

to raising that limit for future years because most projects cost a million dollars or more, 

although this year it remains at $750,000.  The priorities will be for projects that have 
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the severest need.  The State looks at percent of low/moderate income benefit in a 

project area; with the minimum benefit being 70%.  At least 70% of the residents in any 

designated area must be low or moderate income.  The residents living in the Rogers 

Road Neighborhood that need public sewer service will not likely meet the income 

requirements to qualify for this grant. 

 

Dedicated Federal Funding:  

    Congressman David Price’s office has been contacted about a possible Economic 
Development Incentive (EDI) grant or a Stag Grant. Orange County utilized such a grant 
for the Efland sewer project. Several years ago, the County was eligible to apply for 
$500,000 dollars or more through that type of process.  At this time, however, the rules 
have changed and EDI grants are not allowing for infrastructure projects. These grants 
can no longer be earmarked for a specific project, which was done for the Efland sewer 
project.    
    
 
 
NEIGHBORHOOD COMMUNITY CENTER: 

 
The second assignment of the Historic Rogers Road Neighborhood Task Force is to 
investigate the possibility of providing a Neighborhood Community Center to the Historic 
Rogers Road Neighborhood. 
 
Hogan-Rogers House: 

The Preservation Society of Chapel Hill compiled a report on the historic Hogan-Rogers 
House as a potential Neighborhood Community Center for the Historic Rogers Road 
Neighborhood, see Appendix B.  
 
The St. Paul A.M.E. Church has purchased the Hogan-Rogers House and property 
surrounding it in order to build a new church complex on the site. Plans call for removal 
and/or demolition of this historic house as early as 2013. The Preservation Society 
began working with the Rogers-Eubanks Neighborhood Association, St. Paul Church, 
and Habitat for Humanity to relocate and restore this home that holds over 170 years of 
history for Chapel Hill’s white and black community. Currently, the house is listed on the 
North Carolina State Historic Preservation survey conducted in 1999. 
  
Habitat for Humanity has graciously indicated its support by donating two lots to 
relocate the home. The historic home would have to renovated and used as a center for 
neighborhood programs and activities. Habitat’s support for the home’s relocation and 
restoration is contingent on a commitment of funding allocated to the Rogers Road 
Neighborhood to complete the project, see Appendix C. 
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Blake Moving Company, Inc. presented an estimate of $740,499 see Estimated 
presented to Rogers Road Task Force below, for the relocation of the Hogan-Rogers 
home to Purefoy Drive. Habitat has determined that the first two lots in the Phoenix 
Place subdivision, which are at the corner of Purefoy Drive and Edgar Street, would be 
the best location for the relocation of the structure. Blake presented examples of 
historical structures that the company has successfully moved. 
 
Blake’s assessment of the historic home is that structure is sound, some repairs need to 
be made after it is moved, and there will not be any issues with the relocation of the 
home. An architect/engineer will have to be engaged to design the foundation of the 
relocated structure and remodeling of the interior of the home. 
 
St. Paul A.M.E. Church is completing the permitting and compliance phase of the 
project and anticipates getting through that process by late fall.  The Church will go 
through the bidding process to select a site work contractor probably in late 
August/early September. The site work would start the latter part of the year depending 
on the weather. The phasing for building and construction for the buildings will not start 
until the first of the next year at the earliest. 
 
The Church will work with the Rogers Road Neighborhood to relocate the Hogan- 
Rogers House. Gloria Shealy, Project Manager has requested a timeline to relocate to 
the adjacent site. Because the Church is anxious to begin construction as soon as 
possible, time is of the essence to relocate the Hogan-Rogers House. 
 
Construction of a New Facility: 

If it is not feasible or practicable to move and restore the Hogan-Rogers House, the 
Historic Rogers Road Neighborhood Task Force is investigating the possibility of 
constructing a new Community Center on the two lots donated by Habitat for Humanity. 
Habitat will support the construction of a new facility if the facility is used as a center for 
neighborhood programs and activities. The donated site could support a facility of up to 
3,000 Sq. Ft. with an estimated budget of $500,000. Habitat’s support for the community 
center will be contingent on a commitment of funding allocated to the Rogers Road 
Neighborhood to complete the project.  
 
A proposed community center must meet NC State Building Code and obtain a Building 

Permit.  The Town of Chapel Hill advises consulting an architect/design professional on 

the cost and specific code requirements.  In addition, the site layout must receive zoning 

approval and meet the Chapel Hill Land Use Management Ordinance requirements 

regarding site layout and process. 
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Neighborhood Community Center Options:  
 
On June 27, 2012 the Task Force approved the following recommendations: 
 

1. The Task Force recommends that the Hogan-Rogers House be saved to be used 
for a Community Center in the Historic Rogers Road Neighborhood. 
 

2. That the County be asked to increase the amount of funding that has already 
been budgeted to relocate the Hogan-Rogers House from $120,000 to $202,743. 
This amount will fund removing the back porch, grading, excavation of the new 
site, footings, foundation, and basement slab. See Hogan – Rogers House 
Minimum Restoration Costs below. 
 

 
On August 22, 2012 the Task Force endorsed investigating the construction of a new 

Community Center. 

1. The Task Force is investigating the possibility of constructing a new Community 
Center on the two lots donated by Habitat for Humanity. Habitat will support the 
construction of a new facility if the facility is used as a center for neighborhood 
programs and activities. The donated site could support a facility of up to 3,000 
Sq. Ft. with an estimated budget of up to $500,000. 
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FINANCIAL IMPACT AND COSTS SHARING OPTIONS 

The Task Force has consensus that there are needs in the Rogers Road Neighborhood 

that should be addressed by the Task Force. The Task Force has investigated two 

possible solutions in the Rogers Road Community and the estimated costs are as 

follows: 

Installing sewer infrastructure for 86 defined parcels in the Rogers Road 

Neighborhood       

     $ 5,788,215 

Relocating and Renovating the Hogan-Rogers House for a Neighborhood 

Community Center  

     $   740,499 

Total Financial Impact  $6,528,714 

 

The Task Force is investigating and evaluating five different cost sharing options for the 

Rogers Road Neighborhood as outlined below: 

1. The first option is based on the Municipal Solid Waste (tonnage) delivered to the 

Landfill by each municipality during Fiscal 2010/11. 

  

2. The second option is based on the original Landfill Agreement between the 

Towns and the County dated November 30, 1972. 

 

3. The third possible solution is based on County and Town populations. This is the 

method the Board of County Commissioners has selected to distribute Sales Tax 

revenues between the County and the Towns. 

 

4. The fourth options is based on County and Towns Ad Valorem Property Taxes 

Levied by each municipality for Fiscal 2011/12. This is an alternative method the 

Board of County Commissioners could consider to distribute Sales Tax revenues 

between the County and the Towns. 

 

5. The fifth possible solution is based on County and Town populations. This option 

is not weighted and uses only the rural population of Orange County compared to 

the Towns. 

See the Spreadsheet:  
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Rogers Road Neighborhood Task Force

Cost Sharing Options 

8/22/2012

1 Fiscal 2010/11 2 1972

MSW Volume Landfill Agreement

Annual 

Tons/Yr. Percent Payment Percent

Carrboro 6,650      19% 29,524$          14%

Chapel Hill 15,008    42% 90,549$          43%

Hillsborough 3185 9%  

Orange County 10,497    30% 90,549$          43%

Total 35,340    100% 210,622$       100%

3 County Population Est. 4 Fiscal 2012/13

Sales Tax Distribution Ad Valorem Property Tax

Method Property

Population Percent Tax Levy Percent

Carrboro 19,665    9% 11,611,958    5%

Chapel Hill 54,582    25% 34,116,234    16%

     Special Districts 235,387          0%

Durham 30            0% 49,416            0%

Hillsborough 6,113      3% 4,705,799      2%

Mebane 1,801      1% 1,114,495      1%

Orange County 134,325  62% 136,382,728 64%

     School District 19,260,309    9%

     Fire Districts -                3,979,116      2%

Total 216,516  100% 211,455,442 100%

5 County Population Est.

Fiscal 2012/13

Population Percent

Carrboro 19,665    15%

Chapel Hill 54,582    41%

Durham 30            0%

Hillsborough 6,113      5%

Mebane 1,801      1%

Orange County 52,134    39%

Total 134,325  100%
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Cost Sharing Recommendations:  
 
On August 22, 2012 the Task Force approved the following recommendation: 
 

The Task Force recommends that the County and Town Managers collectively 
discuss and formulate a fair and equitable cost sharing recommendation for the 
Task Force to consider. Options 2 & 4 are no longer being considered by the 
Task Force, therefore the recommendation should be based on options 1, 3, and 
/or 5. The cost sharing recommendation will be reviewed by the Task Force and 
could be applied to funding Sewer Infrastructure and a Community Center. 
   

 
 
POTENTIAL NEXT STEPS: 

Formulate recommendations to the Board of County Commissioners, Chapel Hill Town 

Council and the Carrboro Board of Aldermen on the following unresolved issues: 

1. Providing sewer service to the Rogers Road Neighborhood as defined in the 

Task Force Charge. 

a. Determine which grant opportunities are possible and probable and worthy of 

consideration.  

b. Agree collectively on costs sharing and possible funding sources. 

2. Moving and renovation of the Hogan-Rogers House for a Neighborhood 

Community Center. 

a. Define a moving and renovation project team. 

b. Create a timeline for moving and renovating the house. 

c. Create  and approve a capital and/or operating budgets for the Community 

Center 

d.  Agree collectively on costs sharing and possible funding sources. 

3. Complete investigating is the possibility of constructing a new Community Center 

on the two lots donated by Habitat for Humanity.  

a. Create  and approve a capital and/or operating budgets a new Community 

Center 

b. Create a timeline for constructing a new Community Center. 

a. Agree collectively on costs sharing and possible funding sources. 

4. Agree on a strategy to educate and promote the recommendations of the Historic 

Rogers Road Neighborhood Task Force to all three local governments. 
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DRAFT   
 

Recommendations to the Assembly of Governments   
Historic Rogers Road Neighborhood Task Force 
November 14, 2012 
 
 
Recommendations: 
 

1. That the costs of both a New Community Center and Sewer Improvements be 
shared by the local governments, at the same costs sharing percentages as 
outlined in the 1972 Landfill Agreement, 43% for Orange County, 43% for The 
Town of Chapel Hill and 14% for The Town of Carrboro.  
 

2. That the Managers and Attorneys originate a Memorandum of Understanding   
between Habitat, Orange County, the Town of Carrboro, and the Town of Chapel 
Hill for the construction of a new Rogers Road Community Center. The budget 
will not exceed $700,000 and the project will be bid in compliance with North 
Carolina public bidding requirements. Orange County will finance the project with 
reimbursement from the Towns as outline in (1) above.   
 

3. That the governing boards continue to appropriate funds, as previously budgeted 
to reimburse the Solid Waste fund for the purchase of the Greene Tract, for both 
a New Community Center and Sewer Improvements. Funds budgeted in Fiscal 
2012/2013 for the Greene Tract are as follows;  $90,549 for Orange County, 
$90,549 for The Town of Chapel Hill and $29,524 for The Town of Carrboro. The 
governing boards are also encouraged to locate other funding sources for a New 
Community Center and Sewer Improvements.  
 

4. That the Hogan-Rogers House no longer be considered as an option for a 
Neighborhood Community Center. The St Paul’s AME Church is working with the 
Chapel Hill Preservation Society to save the structure. 

 
5. That the Task Force continue to meet, to address the Charge of the Task Force, 

for an additional 6 months with the original composition of the Task Force. The 
composition of the Task Force originally included two members appointed by 
each Town (Chapel Hill and Carrboro); two members appointed from the County; 
and two members appointed from Rogers Eubanks Neighborhood Association 
(RENA).  
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DRAFT   
 

Recommendations, yet to be finalized, Target date June 30, 2013: 
 
Rogers Road Neighborhood Community Center: 
 
  
That the County create Memorandum of Understanding for the operations of the 
Community Center with the County, Habitat, and the Rogers Eubanks Neighborhood 
Association all being a party to the agreement. The agreement shall provide for the 
operation & maintenance of a new Rogers Road Neighborhood Community Center 
including services, programs & activities to be provided in the Center.  
 
 
County Sewer District:  

 
1. That the Managers explore the creation of a County Sewer District for all property 

owners in the Historic Rogers Road Neighborhood that are not currently served 
by a municipal sewer system and would benefit from the installation of sewer 
infrastructure to serve the Rogers Road Neighborhood. 
 
a. That the towns participate with the possible creation of a County Sewer 

District, which could overlap town boundaries, by resolution to such inclusion. 
 

b. That a County Sewer District would make special assessments against 
benefited property within the district to cover the costs of constructing, 
extending or improving sewage disposal system. The basis of any special 
assessment would be determined at a later date after investigating 
development potential and the number of possible dwelling units. A special 
assessment would share the costs of the sewer system with current benefited 
property (homeowners) and undeveloped land for future development. 

 
c. That the Managers work with the Attorneys to create criteria that would 

enable homeowners, that have lived in the Historic Rogers Road 
Neighborhood before 1972, to connect from the sewer system free of charge 
and recommend a sliding scale fee structure for homeowners that move to 
the Neighborhood between 1972 and 2012.   
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To: Bernadette Pelissier, Chair 

Pam Hemminger, Vice Chair 
Valerie Foushee 
Alice M. Gordon 
Barry Jacobs 
Earl McKee 
Steve Yuhasz 
 

CC: Frank Clifton, County Manager 
 Donna Baker, Clerk to the Board 
  
From: John Roberts  
Date: November 12, 2012 
Re: Rogers Road Area Improvement Funding  
 
I met with the attorneys for Chapel Hill and Carrboro on November 6th to discuss various proposals 
to extend sanitary sewer lines into, and the construction of a community center in, the Rogers Road 
area (the “Neighborhood”).  I will address the various proposals separately. 
 
USE OF THE $900,000 LANDFILL RESERVES TO FUND SEWER LINE EXTENSION 
 
By law enterprise fund dollars cannot be used for purposes other than the direct and indirect costs of 
operating and maintaining the landfill.  It is highly unlikely landfill operations could be tied to septic 
system failures in the Neighborhood.  It is my understanding the $900,000 was generated through 
tipping fees rather than reimbursable contributions.  Assuming that is the case the $900,000 is a part 
of the enterprise fund and may not be used for non-landfill operations related purposes.  For these 
reasons the Town attorneys and I are in agreement the $900,000 cannot be used for the extension 
of sewer lines.   
 
CONTRIBUTIONS TO SEWER EXTENSION COSTS BY THE TOWNS OF CARRBORO AND 
CHAPEL HILL 
 
The primary issue for contributions by the Towns to sewer line extension appears to be the limitation 
of Town expenditures to their own jurisdictions.  Both Town attorneys agreed that in order for the 
Towns to fund some portion of the cost of sewer line extensions the sections of sewer lines funded 
must be within the Town limits.  For this reason annexation of some areas may be necessary.  An 
additional issue is the requirement that if a part of a planned subdivision is to be annexed the entire 
subdivision must be annexed.  Because annexation is not a county issue I will rely on the Town 
attorneys to further explain other restrictions related to annexation.   
 

 
Office of the County 
          Attorney 

 
ORANGE COUNTY 

P.O. BOX 8181 
200 S. CAMERON STREET 

HILLSBOROUGH, NC  27278 
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Once annexation concerns are addressed one source of funds for these extensions could be 
proceeds from a sale of the Greene tract.  Should the decision be made to sell this property 
proceeds could be used for any statutorily authorized purpose.   
 
SUBSIDIZING THE COST OF CONNECTING HOMES TO EXTENDED SEWER LINES 
 
The Town attorneys and I are in agreement that the County and Towns have limited statutory 
authority to pay for or subsidize connection costs.  Additionally, without adequate upgrades 
connecting older home plumbing systems to modern water and sewer systems could result in 
internal damage to the connected structure.  This represents a substantial exposure of liability to the 
County and Towns.  For that reason the Town attorneys and I are in agreement that direct 
connections to the system should not be provided by the County or Towns.    
 
NCGS 153A-376 authorizes counties to engage in health and welfare programs for the benefit of low 
and moderate income persons.  Pursuant to this authority a program could be established whereby 
grants or loans are issued to persons who meet designated criteria to assist those persons with 
paying the costs of connecting to a water or sewer system.  The qualifying criteria would apply 
county-wide and could not be limited to residents of the Neighborhood.  So if an individual with 
access to a sewer line in Efland or Mebane met the criteria they also could participate in the 
program.  A program of this nature would not work to connect every home to a sewer system but it 
would be legally defensible.   
 
CONSTRUCTION AND OPERATIONS OF A NEIGHBORHOOD COMMUNITY CENTER 
 
The current proposal appears to be that the County and/or Towns pay Habitat for Humanity 
(“Habitat”) approximately $650,000 to construct a community center (“Center”) in the Neighborhood 
that, once constructed, Habitat would contract with the Rogers Eubanks Neighborhood Association 
to operate, and the County would help fund through some master lease agreement.  The Town 
attorneys and I concur that this method of funding the Center is not legally defensible.   
 
One method the Town attorneys and I are in agreement on is for Habitat to donate the land for the 
Center or lease the land to the County, the County could then, through the bidding process, bid out 
construction of the facility and enter into various agreements for the operation of the Center.  We 
also agree there may be several other options for getting the Center constructed and operating. 
 
Another method that occurred to me after my meeting with the other attorneys is the possibility of a 
community development grant or loan. Just as with the sewer connection program discussed above 
through NCGS 153A-376 counties have authority to issue grants and loans.  Those grants and loans 
may be made for the restoration or preservation of older neighborhoods.  Counties may contract 
with corporations for carrying out this restoration or preservation of older neighborhoods and such 
contracts may be for the purpose of providing recreation facilities.  As it relates to the construction of 
the facility I believe the NC bidding statutes would still apply.  Should this option be given 
consideration additional research would be needed to fully determine the process whereby it is 
accomplished.     
 
Regardless of the manner in which the Center is funded it must be open to the general public.   
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ORANGE COUNTY 
ASSEMBLY OF GOVERNMENTS 

 
AGENDA ITEM ABSTRACT 

 Meeting Date:     December 6, 2012  
 Action Agenda 
 Item No.   3 

 
SUBJECT:   Greene Tract Historical Information and Options 
 
DEPARTMENT:   Solid Waste Management PUBLIC HEARING:  (Y/N) No 
  

 
ATTACHMENT(S): 

A. Proposed Agenda for Greene Tract 
Work Session for April 29, 2008 

B. Abstract for Approval of 
Recommendations from the Greene 
Tract Work Group dated December 
10, 2002 

C. Greene Tract Reimbursement 
Schedule and Payment History for 
104 Jointly Owned Acres 

 
 

INFORMATION CONTACT: 
Frank Clifton, County Manager, 245-

2306 
Michael Talbert, Asst. County Manager, 

245-2308 
Gayle Wilson, Director, Solid Waste 

Management, 968-2885 
 
 
 
 

PURPOSE:  To provide historical information and discuss options for the 104 acres Greene 
Tract jointly owned by Orange County, Chapel Hill, and Carrboro.   
 
BACKGROUND:  The Greene Tract (164 acres) was acquired in 1984 for $608,000 and came 
to Orange County as an asset in the Solid Waste Fund. As a result of the Inter Local 
Agreement, 60 acres of the Greene Tract was conveyed to Orange County for “Solid Waste 
management purposes”.  The Inter Local Agreement (amended April 12, 2000) provided for the 
three owning partners to determine, over a two-year period, the ultimate disposition of the 
remaining 104 jointly held acres. Attachment A provides a history of the Greene Tract from 1999 
through 2008.  Attachment B provides information regarding the last action taken by the Board 
of County Commissioners (BOCC) on December 10, 2002. Although there has considerable 
discussion about the future of the Greene Tract, no action has been taken by the BOCC since 
2002.  
 
A Greene Tract Work Group that included representatives of all parties to the Inter Local 
Agreement began meeting in 2001 and presented Recommendations on March 21, 2002. A 
Greene Tract Work Group Resolution, making recommendation on the 104 acres jointly owned 
by Orange County, Chapel Hill and Carrboro, was approved by the BOCC on December 10, 
2002 (see Attachment B – Abstract and Resolution).  The remaining 60 acres of the Green Tract 
continues to be owned as an asset in the Solid Waste Fund.  
 
Over the past twelve years there have been many options discussed as to possible future uses 
of the 104 acres jointly owned by Orange County, Chapel Hill and Carrboro. Listed below are 
the options that have been explored:    
  

1



 

1. The 104 acre tract should remain as open space to be protected by conservation 
easements. 

2. Joint affordable housing could be planned for 18.1 acres and the remaining 85.9 acres 
would remain joint open space. 

3. That acreage for affordable housing could be placed in the Land Trust. 
4. CHCCS requested that part of the Greene Tract be reserved for a future elementary 

school site.  
5. Rename the property to recognize headwaters of Bolin Creek, Booker Creek and Old 

Field Creek  
 
As a result of the Interlocal Agreement, 60 acres of the Green Tract was conveyed to Orange 
County for “solid waste management purposes”.  The Agreement further included a repayment 
mechanism to the Solid Waste Enterprise Fund, if the Green Tract were used for purposes other 
than solid waste. In October 2007 there was consensus that the financial reimbursement to the 
Solid Waste Fund would begin on July 1, 2008.  Attachment C is a reimbursement schedule and 
payment history for the 104 acres jointly owned that was agreed to by Orange County, Chapel 
Hill and Carrboro.  
 
FINANCIAL IMPACT:  There is no financial impact associated with the discussion of future 
options for the 104 acres of the Greene Tract.  
 
RECOMMENDATION(S):   The County Manager recommends that the Boards receive the 
historical information and discuss options for the 104 acres of the Greene Tract jointly owned by 
Orange County, Chapel Hill, and Carrboro.   
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ORANGE COUNTY 
ASSEMBLY OF GOVERNMENTS 

 
AGENDA ITEM ABSTRACT 

 Meeting Date: December 6, 2012  
 Action Agenda 
 Item No.  4 

 
SUBJECT:  County Update on the Capital Investment Needs for Schools and School Sites 

Based on the School Districts Student Enrollment Projections and Schools 
Adequate Public Facilities Ordinance 

 
DEPARTMENT:  Manager, Finance and 

Administrative Services, 
Planning 

PUBLIC HEARING:  (Y/N) N 

 
ATTACHMENT(S): 
 
A. School Level of Service (LOS), Capacity, 

Membership, and Membership Increases – 
Department of Public Instruction/SAPFO/ 
Pre-K Analysis (Statistics from Annual 
Report 2012) 
 

B. School District Capital Investment Plan 

INFORMATION CONTACT: 
Frank W. Clifton, Jr., County Manager, 

919-245-2300 
Clarence Grier, Assistant County 

Manager-CFO, Finance and 
Administrative Services, 919-245-2453 

Craig Benedict, Planning Director, 
 919-245-2592 
 

 

 
PURPOSE:  To provide an update on the capital investment needs for the Chapel Hill – 
Carrboro City Schools District (CHCCS) and Orange County Schools District (OCS) based on 
student enrollment projections and the SAPFO Ordinance. 
 
BACKGROUND:  The SAPFO Memorandum of Understanding (MOU) and model ordinance 
were approved in July 2003.  This is an agreement between Orange County and Boards of 
Education with implementation coordination with other local governments.  The ordinance 
includes aspects of measuring capacity and membership, methodologies for school 
membership projections, capital improvement planning and an implementation program known 
as the Certification of Adequate Public Schools (CAPS). 
 
Over the past year, CHCCS and OCS have presented their major future capital needs for future 
schools and school sites.  CHCCS is currently completing Elementary #11 in the Northside area 
of Chapel Hill.  The total cost of the project is $21,500,000.  Additionally CHCCS has the future 
unfunded future capital investment needs: 
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 Total 
 Fiscal Project

CHCCS Projects Status Year Cost

Culbreth Middle School: Science Labs Unfunded Aug. 2016 2,301,644$        
McDougle Middle School: Auditorium Unfunded Aug. 2016 3,125,938           
Elementary School #12 Unfunded 2017-18 24,465,292        
Middle School #5 Unfunded 2017-18 32,533,345        
Carrboro High School Additions Unfunded 2020-21 16,117,237        

Total Major CHCCS Capital Projects  78,543,456$      
  
The major future capital investment needs for OCs  

Total 
Fiscal Project

OCS Projects Status Year Cost

Cedar Rdge High School Auxillary Gym Funded 2014-15 10,175,000$      
Cedar Rdge High School Classroom Wing Funded 2015-16 13,860,000        
Elementary School #8 Unfunded 2013-14 18,800,000        

Total Major OCS Capital Projects 42,835,000$      

 
Additionally, OCS is experiencing increased school enrollment from students residing in the City 
of Mebane areas of Orange County.  A future school site may need to be acquired along the 
western portion of the County as the population grows in this area and the City of Mebane 
expands further into Orange County. 
 
FINANCIAL IMPACT:  There is no financial impact related to discussing this information at this 
time.  Financial impacts occur as construction efforts proceed. 
 
RECOMMENDATION(S):   The County Manager recommends the Boards receive and discuss 
this information. 
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School Level of Service (LOS), Capacity, Membership, and Membership Increases 
 
 
 

 Chapel Hill/Carrboro School District Orange County School District 
 Allowable Maximum 

LOS (per MOU) 
 

Actual 2012-13 LOS  Allowable Maximum 
LOS (per MOU) 

Actual 2012-13 LOS 
 

Elementary 105% 105.7% 105% 92.1% 
Middle 107% 98.1% 107% 77.7% 
High 110% 99.0% 110% 94.9% 

 
 
 
 

 Chapel Hill/Carrboro School District Orange County School District 
 Capacity 

At 100% 
LOS* 

Capacity 
At MOU 

LOS 
Maximum* 

Nov. 15 
2012 

Membership 

Prior Year 
Membership 

Increase 
from 
Prior 
Year 

Capacity 
At 100% 

LOS* 

Capacity 
At MOU 

LOS 
Maximum* 

Nov. 15 
2012 

Membership 

Prior Year 
Membership 

Increase 
from 
Prior 
Year 

Elementary 5244 5506 5543 5464 79 3694 3879 3403 3348 55 

Middle 2840 3039 2785 2753 32 2166 2318 1684 1704 (20) 

High 3835 4219 3796 3714 82 24391 2683 2315 2283 32 

* - Class size ratio is 1:21 in grades K-3. 
                                                 
1 Capacity was decreased at Orange High School as a result of a capacity analysis and facilities study completed by the Department of Public Instruction in 
August 2012.  100% capacity at Orange High School had formerly been 1,518 students; the updated 100% capacity level is 1,399 students, a decrease of 119. 

Attachment A 
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Current Year 1 Year 2 Year 3 Year 4 Year 5 Five Year 6
Fiscal Year Fiscal Year Fiscal Year Fiscal Year Fiscal Year Fiscal Year Year to

Projects by School System 2011-12 2012-13 2013-14 2014-15 2015-16 2016-17 Total Year 10
         
Chapel Hill Carrboro City Schools    
  Long Range Capital     
    Pay-As-You-Go Funds (1) 1,607,615         2,290,782   2,325,144   2,360,021    2,395,421   2,431,353    11,802,720   12,714,882    
    Lottery Proceeds (2) 839,629            815,000      815,000      815,000       815,000      815,000       4,075,000     4,075,000      
    QSCBs
    Elementary # 11 663,196            21,500,000   21,500,000   

Total 3,110,440         24,605,782 3,140,144   3,175,021    3,210,421   3,246,353    37,377,720   16,789,882    

Orange County Schools         
  Long Range Capital         
    Pay-As-You-Go Funds (1) 1,021,354         1,434,067   1,455,578   1,477,412    1,499,573   1,522,066    7,388,696     7,959,724      
    Lottery Proceeds (2) 524,292            506,350      506,350      506,350       506,350      506,350       2,531,750     2,531,750      
    OSCBs 5,269,440           
    Cedar Ridge HS Auxilliary Gym 10,175,000  10,175,000   
    Cedar Ridge HS Classroom Wing   13,860,000  13,860,000   

Total 6,815,086         1,940,417   1,961,928   12,158,762  15,865,923 2,028,416    33,955,446   10,491,474    
        

Total all Schools 9,925,526         26,546,199 5,102,072   15,333,783  19,076,344 5,274,769    71,333,166   27,281,356    
 
Revenues/Funding Source
  General Fund (Pay-As-You-Go) 2,628,969         3,724,849   3,780,722   3,837,433    3,894,994   3,953,419    19,191,416   20,674,606    

   Lottery Proceeds  1,363,921         1,321,350   1,321,350   1,321,350    1,321,350   1,321,350    6,606,750     6,606,750      
  Debt Financing  663,196            21,500,000 10,175,000  13,860,000 45,535,000   
  QSCBs 5,269,440         
 9,925,526         26,546,199 5,102,072   15,333,783  19,076,344 5,274,769    71,333,166   27,281,356    

 

APPROVED - Schools Capital Projects Summary
Fiscal Years 2012-17

Note 1:  The Article 46 one quarter cent sales tax proceeds for schools ($1,250,000 annually) is included in the Special Revenue Projects section of the 
CIP.  

(1) Pay-As-You-Go funds are assumed at a 1.5% annual growth throughout the 5 year CIP period.  NOTE: additional PAYG funding is recommended in FY 
2012-13 to reflect savings in debt service in FY 2012-13.
(2) Lottery Proceeds are assumed at the same amount from the State throughout the 5 year CIP period.  The funds will be distributed on the basis of each 
school systems Average Daily Membership. 

Note 2:  School Construction is guided by the Schools Adequate Public Facilities Ordinance (SAPFO) projections of capacity and need.
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CHAPEL HILL - CARRBORO CITY SCHOOLS CIP FUNDED PROJECTS pg 1 of 3
CAPITAL INVESTMENTS PLAN 2012 - 2022   

 Current FY  
 2011-12 Budgeted Year 1 Year 2 Year 3 Year 4 Year 5 Five Year  Years 6 to 10
PROJECT TITLE Lottery Funds 2012-13 2013-14 2014-15 2015-16 2016-17 Total  2017-22

ADA Requirements 25,000                     35,000          35,000          35,000       35,000       35,000       175,000         280,000           

Abatement Projects       376,315           
   District Abatement Project 25,000                     35,000          35,000          35,000       35,000       35,000       175,000         
   CHHS: Remove asbestos Floor Tile 140,000     140,000         
   Estes Hills: floor tile removal 35,000                     
   FP Graham: removal of canopy material 15,000                     
 
Athletic Facilities      -                   
   Culbreth: Gym Bleachers 115,000         115,000         
   Phillips: Gym Bleachers 120,000         120,000         
   CHHS: Stadium/Soccer Field Lighting 295,000                     
   ECHHS: Athletic Fields/Track  175,000         175,000         

Classroom/Building Improvements       385,530           
   Carrboro Elementary: Casework   145,000          145,000           
   Estes Hills: Casework   175,000     85,000       260,000          
   Estes Hills: Media Center improvements 64,408       64,408           
   Ephesus: Classroom Casework  175,000     175,000         
   FGG:Bathrooms/Intermediate Bld Casework 75,000                     117,970        117,970          
   Glenwood: Bathroom Improvements 40,000          40,000           
   Seawell: PODs Bathrooms/Casework 47,297           47,297             
   Culbreth: Locker Room Bathrooms 35,000          35,000           
   McDougle: Stage Curtins 40,000       40,000           
   Philips: Auditorium Seating and Improvements  75,000          75,000           
   ECHHS: auditorium stage curtins 35,000                      
 
Doors/Hardware/Canopies       225,000           
   District Hardware and Door Replacements 25,000                     75,000          50,000          125,000         
   McDElm: Canopy at Kiss and Go   115,000     115,000         
   Seawell: Expand canopies  115,000     115,000         
   Estes Hills: replace exterior wood doors  8,000                       

 
Electrical Systems         
   All Schools: Increase Electrical Distribution  150,000        150,000        165,000     165,000     165,000     795,000          930,000           
 
Energy Efficiency/Lighting Improvemnets     551,609           
   CHHS: A Bld-Lighting Upgrades/Ceiling 225,000                   
   Phillips: auditorium lighting 35,000          35,000           
   Estes Hills: mulit purpose room lighting 25,000           25,000           
   Glenwood: multi purpose room lighting 25,000           25,000           
   Phillips: gymnasium lighting 40,000           40,000           
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CIP FUNDED PROJECTS pg 2 of 3
 Current FY  

 2011-12 Budgeted Year 1 Year 2 Year 3 Year 4 Year 5 Five Year  Years 6 to 10
PROJECT TITLE Lottery Funds 2012-13 2013-14 2014-15 2015-16 2016-17 Total  2017-22

 
Fire/Safety/Security Systems       
   All Schools: expansion/upgrade of systems 10,000                     50,000          75,000          100,000     225,000         
   Lincoln Center:Fire Alarm System 20,000                     
   Estes Hills: expand access controls 20,000                     
   FPG: Intercom 15,000                      

Indoor Air Quality Improvements   -                   
   District IAQ Projects 25,000          25,000          50,000       100,000          
   Ephesus: carpet removal 60,000       60,000           
   ECHHS: carpet removal 25,000                     

Mechanical Systems      772,991           
   Ephesus: 1991 Addition-HVAC Improvements 115,000        115,000         
   Estes Hills: Multi Purpose Building chiller 25,000                     
   Estes Hills: Lower Level Classroom humidity 100,000                   
   Glenwood: Replace 4 Basement Heat Pumps 40,000                     
   Glenwood: Multi Purpose building's 2 AHUs 75,000       75,000           
   FPG: Upgrade Handicap Lifts 150,000     150,000         
   McDougle: replace chiller controls 75,000           75,000           
   Scroggs: Back-up Chiller 310,000                   
   Culbreth: Digital HVAC Controls 150,000     150,000          
   CHHS: Replace 4 Fan Coil Units Gymnasium 100,000                   
   ECHHS: 1996 Cooling Tower 75,000        75,000           
   Lincoln Center: chiller and cooling tower 65,000                     40,000           40,000           

Mobile Classrooms/Rental Space 9,629                       145,000        132,600        134,500     136,500     138,000     686,600          728,500           

Paving:Parking Lots/Driveways/Walkways    253,185           
   CHHS: North Parking Lot-Driveway and Lots 160,000                   127,318     127,318         
   Phillips: Staff Parking Lot/Bus Area 45,363                      
   Estes Hills: Front Parking Lot/Driveway 75,000        75,000           
   Seawell: Staff Driveway and Parking Lot 135,000                    

Roofing/Building Envelope  Projects   -                 -                   
   McDougle Mdl: Replacement  1,425,000     1,425,000      
   Glenwood: Primary and Multi Purpose Buildings  400,000        400,000         
   Phillips: 1990 Media Center Wing/Auditorium  375,000        375,000         

Window Replacements        500,000           
   Culbreth: Replace Classroom/Bld Windows  100,000     100,000     200,000         
   Phillips: Replace Classroom/Bld Windows  100,000     100,000     200,000         
   CHHS: Window Replacements   100,000     171,848     271,848         

Planning for Future Projects 150,000                   100,000            100,000          1,000,000        
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 Current FY  
 2011-12 Budgeted Year 1 Year 2 Year 3 Year 4 Year 5 Five Year  Years 6 to 10
PROJECT TITLE Lottery Funds 2012-13 2013-14 2014-15 2015-16 2016-17 Total  2017-22

Technology: Total of Listed Categories  1,279,430     1,295,635     1,314,230  1,335,356  1,357,010  6,581,661       7,128,712        
Network Infrastructure 656,646       664,963        674,506     685,349     696,463     

Enterprise Software 181,701       184,002        186,643     189,643     192,718     

Instructional Computers & Technology 360,832       365,402        370,647     376,605     382,712     

Administrative Computers 55,520         56,223          57,030       57,946       58,886       

Network Printers 20,694         20,956          21,257       21,598       21,948       

Community Access Technology 4,038           4,089            4,148         4,214         4,283         

TOTAL EXPENDITURES 1,992,992                4,646,727     2,471,205     2,496,048  2,521,264  2,546,858  14,682,102     13,131,842      

Elementary School #11 5,290,000                13,925,000   2,400,000     16,325,000    

 
CHAPEL HILL - CARRBORO CITY SCHOOLS   
CAPITAL INVESTMENTS PLAN 2011 - 2021  

Current FY  
2011-21 CIP FUNDING 2011-12 Budgeted Year 1 Year 2 Year 3 Year 4 Year 5 Five Year Years 6 to 10
 Lottery Funds 2012-13 2013-14 2014-15 2015-16 2016-17 Total 2017-22

CIP FUNDING SOURCES:
Long Range Pay-As-You-Go Funds 1,631,727     1,656,205     1,681,048  1,706,264  1,731,858  8,407,102       9,056,842        
Lottery Funds - Budgeted in FY 2011-12 938,363                    
Lottery Funds - Projected 815,000        815,000        815,000     815,000     815,000     4,075,000       4,075,000        
Lottery Proceeds-Collected: Projects in Process 1,054,629                
QSCBs  2,200,000     2,200,000      -                   

TOTAL CIP FUNDING 1,992,992                4,646,727     2,471,205     2,496,048  2,521,264  2,546,858  14,682,102     13,131,842      

Elementary School #11 5,290,000                13,925,000   2,400,000     16,325,000    

-               (0)                  0                (0)               (0)                -                   
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ORANGE COUNTY SCHOOLS
CAPITAL INVESTMENT PLAN 2012‐2017

UNFUNDED PROJECTS

Project Title Year 6          
2017-18

Year 7         
2018-19 

 Year 8         
2019-20 

Year 9         
2020-21 

Year 10        
2021-22 

 Five Year Total 

ADA 
DISTRICT: ADA requirements $100,000 $100,000

Abatement Projects
HE: Asbestos removal (gym hot water pipes) $200,000 $200,000
NH, ALS: Carpet removal $200,000 $200,000 $400,000
DISTRICT: Asbestos abatement equipment $1,000 $1,000

Athletic Facilities
ALS: Girls softball field construction $140,000 $140,000
ALS: Track resurfacing $45,000 $45,000
OHS, CRHS, CWS, ALS: Gym floor reconditioning $10,000 $10,000
CWS: 440M Regulation track $400,000 $400,000
GH: Locker room benches $1,500 $1,500 $3,000
CRHS: Field house $2,200,000 $2,200,000
OHS: Replace lockers in Gym $10,000 $10,000
OHS: Expand practice field (band) $50,000 $50,000
DISTRICT: Turf maintenance equipment $25,000 $25,000
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ORANGE COUNTY SCHOOLS
CAPITAL INVESTMENT PLAN 2012‐2017

UNFUNDED PROJECTS

Project Title Year 6          
2017-18

Year 7         
2018-19 

 Year 8         
2019-20 

Year 9         
2020-21 

Year 10        
2021-22 

 Five Year Total 

Classroom/Building Improvements
CP: Streetscape renovation $185,000 $185,000
CE: Casework replacement (K-1 classrooms) $100,000 $100,000
CE: Replace tile in classroom bathrooms $25,000 $25,000
CE: Replace all mini-blinds $25,000 $25,000
GAB, EC, CE: Bathroom renovations $390,000 $390,000
HE: Gym bathroom renovations $95,000 $95,000
CWS, ALS: Science lab renovations $500,000 $500,000
ALS: Cafeteria renovation $200,000 $200,000
TRANSP:  Renovate shop $225,000 $225,000
DISTRICT: Dry-write board replacement $10,000 $10,000
DISTRICT: Weed control system $40,000 $40,000
DISTRICT: Playground equipment replacement $100,000 $100,000
DISTRICT: Maintenance storage $       30,000.00 $30,000
DISTRICT: Vehicle Safety Partitions (10 each) $5,000 $5,000
DISTRICT: Vehicle Replacement $25,000 $25,000
DISTRICT: Annual grade-level furniture replacement           (district-wide) $150,000 $150,000 $150,000 $450,000
DISTRICT: Science infrastructure upgrades $250,000 $250,000
DISTRICT: Green Building Enhancements $400,000 $300,000 $750,000 $1,450,000
ALS: Auditorium Sound Improvement $25,000 $25,000
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ORANGE COUNTY SCHOOLS
CAPITAL INVESTMENT PLAN 2012‐2017

UNFUNDED PROJECTS

Project Title Year 6          
2017-18

Year 7         
2018-19 

 Year 8         
2019-20 

Year 9         
2020-21 

Year 10        
2021-22 

 Five Year Total 

Doors/Hardware/Canopies
DISTRICT: Door locks $23,700 $23,700

Electrical Systems
DISTRICT: 25kw generators (4 each) $27,000 $27,000 $54,000

Energy Efficiency/Lighting Improvements
OHS: Security lighting (Campus-wide) $30,000 $30,000

Fire/Safety/Security Systems
DISTRICT: Hydraulic lift $12,000 $12,000
GH: Additional security cameras $16,000 $16,000
CRHS: Install hallway security gates $50,000 $50,000
TRANSP: Bus security cameras $15,000 $15,000 $30,000
TRANSP:  Replace perimeter fencing $20,000 $20,000
TRANSP:  New activity buses (4 each) $80,000 $80,000 $80,000 $80,000 $320,000
DISTRICT: Emergency lights $10,000 $10,000
DISTRICT: Directional signs $10,000 $10,000 $10,000 $30,000
DISTRICT: Confined space detector $5,500 $5,500
DISTRICT: Emergency electrical hookup for Central Office $3,000 $3,000

Indoor Air Quality Improvement
DISTRICT: HVAC duct cleaning $133,000 $133,000
EC: HVAC for kitchen $30,000 $30,000
HE: Environmental controls $150,000 $150,000
DISTRICT: IAQ monitor $4,000 $4,000
DISTRICT: Mold monitor $6,000 $6,000
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ORANGE COUNTY SCHOOLS
CAPITAL INVESTMENT PLAN 2012‐2017

UNFUNDED PROJECTS

Project Title Year 6          
2017-18

Year 7         
2018-19 

 Year 8         
2019-20 

Year 9         
2020-21 

Year 10        
2021-22 

 Five Year Total 

Mechanical Systems
CWS, CE: Air handler replacement $600,000 $600,000 $1,200,000
CRHS: Additional chiller (2 each) $400,000 $400,000

Mobile Classrooms/Rental Space
DISTRICT: Emergency mobile storage unit $10,000 $10,000

Paving: Parking Lots/Driveways/Walkways

CP: Asphalt resurfacing (lower play area and front parking lot) $100,000 $100,000
CE: Asphalt resurfacing (track and front parking lot expansion) $150,000 $150,000
GAB and OHS: Concrete repairs and sidewalk extensions $100,000 $100,000
OHS: Resurface all parking areas and roads $300,000 $300,000
OHS: Patio renovation $100,000 $100,000
TRANSP:  Regrade/level bus parking lot $30,000 $30,000

Roofing Projects
CP: Roof replacement (lower level) $250,000 $250,000
*CE: Roof replacement $200,000 $200,000
*OHS: Roof replacement $200,000 $200,000

Window Replacements
CE: window replacements $66,000 $66,000
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ORANGE COUNTY SCHOOLS
CAPITAL INVESTMENT PLAN 2012‐2017

UNFUNDED PROJECTS

Project Title Year 6          
2017-18

Year 7         
2018-19 

 Year 8         
2019-20 

Year 9         
2020-21 

Year 10        
2021-22 

 Five Year Total 

Technology: Total of Listed Categories
DISTRICT: Technology upgrades $800,000 $800,000 $800,000 $2,400,000

TOTAL EXPENDITURES $3,832,000 $3,339,000 $5,228,200 $1,338,000 $410,000 $14,147,200 

Pay-As-You-Go Funds $2,232,225 $2,200,704 $2,250,051 $2,154,563 $2,174,484 $11,012,027 
Lottery Proceeds $570,281 $570,281 $570,281 $570,281 $570,281 $2,851,405 
TOTAL CIP FUNDING $2,802,506 $2,770,985 $2,820,332 $2,724,844 $2,744,765 $13,863,432 

TOTAL UNFUNDED PROJECTS ($1,029,494) ($568,015) ($2,407,868) $1,386,844 $2,334,765 ($283,768)
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11/26/12 

 

Memo to: Assembly of Governments Members 

From:  Jeff Thompson, Director, Orange County Asset Management Services 

RE:  Southern Orange County Government Services Campus Master Plan 

cc:  Frank Clifton, Orange County Manager 

This past October, the Orange County Board of County Commissioners (“BOCC”) approved a 
master plan and associated development guidelines that will hopefully govern the development 
of its 34 acre Southern Orange County Government Services Campus located at 2501-2599 
Homestead Road in Chapel Hill.  This campus currently houses the Southern Human Services 
Center, the Robert and Pearl Seymour Center, and Project HomeStart. 

Orange County is currently working with the Town of Chapel Hill to reach a mutually beneficial 
Special Use Permit modification (“SUP-M”) that will guide use of this site to the tenets of the 
overall master plan. 

County staff work on this initiative began in early in 2012.  In the spring of this year, the Board 
authorized the engagement of Clarion Associates to spearhead the development of a master 
plan with several objectives: 1) to deliver convenient, sustainable, cost-efficient government 
services to the residents of southern Orange County; 2) to provide long-term development 
predictability for the site; 3) to align Town and County values; and 4) to promote shared Town 
and County planning objectives. 

Staff and Consultant have had several encouraging discussions throughout the spring and 
summer with members of the Chapel Hill planning staff on the project.  Staff has conducted two 
public input meetings as well as several walking tours of the property.  

Staff is currently in the process of applying for this SUP-M and has recently taken the first step 
by presenting the plan and its guidelines to the Town of Chapel Hill Community Design 
Commission on November 28, 2012.  The tentative calendar of events for the SUP-M process is 
highlighted in Attachment A. 

Should anyone have questions of this process, please contact me at 919-245-2658, or 
at jethompson@orangecountync.gov. 

Attachment:  
A.  Tentative SUP-M schedule of events 
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Southern Orange County Government Services Campus Update 

Projected Schedule of Events, Key Dates 

 

November 28, 2012:  Concept Plan Application Considered by Chapel Hill  

    Community Design Commission 

 

January 23, 2012:  Concept Plan Considered by Chapel Hill Town Council 

     

 

February 18, 2013:   Concept Plan Considered by Town Council (if not on 1/23/2013) 

 

January-February, 2013: Special Use Permit Modification Application submitted, following  

    Completion of Concept Plan Review (large application fee) 

 

March-July, 2013:  Begin Sequence of Meetings to Review SUP Application: 

• Planning Staff Meeting 

• Development Review Staff Meeting (inter-departmental) 

• Community Design Commission 

• Transportation Board 

• Greenways Commission 

• Bicycle and Pedestrian Advisory Board 

• Planning Board 

 

Fall, 2013:   Public Hearing, Chapel Hill Town Council 

 

 

Note:  2013 Dates are tentative.  
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11/26/12 

 

Memo to: Assembly of Governments Members 

From:  Jeff Thompson, Director, Orange County Asset Management Services 

RE:  Proposed New Jail Facility in Hillsborough 

cc:  Frank Clifton, Orange County Manager 

 

In October of this year, the North Carolina Council of State authorized the issuance of a 50 year 
land lease to Orange County of approximately 6.8 acres for the purpose of constructing and 
operating a future Criminal Justice Detention Center.  The Orange County Sheriff will operate 
the facility for local needs.  

The Property is part of the State’s Orange Correctional Center located southeast of the I-
85/Hwy 86 intersection.  Attachment A depicts an illustrative schematic site plan imposed upon 
an aerial photograph.  This schematic site plan was developed jointly by the North Carolina 
Department of Corrections and is inclusive to the Lease authorization. 

County staff is working with the State Property Office in finalizing the formal Lease Agreement 
that will be presented to the Orange County Board of County Commissioners (“BOCC”) for 
approval.  Staff expects this Lease Agreement to be executed during the third quarter of this 
fiscal year. 

Within its Capital Investment Plan, the BOCC has contemplated construction of this estimated 
250 bed facility during fiscal year 2016-17 at a cost of approximately $30 million.   

Upon the execution of the Lease Agreement, County staff will continue the development 
process for this facility by performing the necessary survey requirements as well as 
environmental, geotechnical, and preliminary cost analysis.  In the spring of 2013, the BOCC 
anticipates to engage a qualified professional design firm upon the completion of a thorough 
selection process. 

Should anyone have questions of this process, please contact me at 919-245-2658, or 
at jethompson@orangecountync.gov. 

Attachment:  
A.  Schematic Site Plan 
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Steps to Implement New Transit Sales Tax and Vehicle Tag Fees 
 
 

1. Overview: Durham and Orange BOCC adopt resolutions which: 
 
A. Request that TTA levy the ½ cent sales tax for transit 

 
B. Request that TTA levy the additional $3 regional vehicle tag fee, and  
 
C. BOCC adopts the $7 county vehicle tag fee 
 

 
2. One-half Cent Transit Sales Tax: 
 

A. BOCC for both counties pass resolution requesting that TTA levy the ½ cent transit 
sales tax; 
 

B. 105-509(a) – TTA has created special tax district and may levy sales tax; 
 

C. 105-509.1 – TTA levies tax by resolution after favorable referendum vote and 
delivers resolution immediately to Secretary of DOR with certified statement from 
county board of elections;  

 
D. 105-509.1 references Article 39 of chapter 105, so 105-466 say that imposition and 

collection of tax can begin no earlier than first day of 2nd succeeding calendar month 
after date of resolution and must give DOR 90 days advance notice of tax rate 
change (i.e., if resolution adopted and notice given to DOR in December 2012, then 
tax collection can begin April 1, 2013). 

 
 
3. $8 ($3 increase) regional vehicle tag fee: 

 
A. 105-561 (b) (3) – BOCC for both counties pass resolution approving of  TTA 

increasing the regional vehicle tag fee from $5 to $8; 
  

B. 105-561 (b) (2) – TTA convenes its Tax Board which adopts resolution approving the 
$3 increase in the regional transit vehicle tag fee;   

 
C. 105-561 (b) (1) – TTA holds a public hearing on the increase in the fee; 
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D. 105-561 – TTA Board passes a resolution that (1) creates a special tax district 
consisting of Durham and Orange counties for levy of the additional vehicle tag fee 
and states that this special tax district shall for administrative purposes be the same 
as the special tax district created for levy of the transit sales tax, and (2) levies the $3 
increase in vehicle tag fee; 

 
E. 105-561 (c) – TTA delivers immediately to NC DMV a certified copy of the TTA Board 

resolution and the BOCC resolution;  
 
F. The effective date of the increased vehicle tag fee shall be listed in the resolution 

and shall be no earlier than the first day of the sixth calendar month after adoption 
of resolution (if resolution adopted in January 2013, then increase can be effective 
August 1, 2013). 

 
 

4. $7 vehicle tag fee:   
 
A. 105-570 – For purposes of levying this tax a county is “considered an authority under 

Article 51” and so must comply with some of the requirements of Article 51 as set 
out below. 
 

B. 105-561 (b) (1) – BOCC holds a public hearing on the levy of a $7 vehicle registration 
tax; 
  

C. 105-561 (c)  – BOCC passes a resolution levying the $7 vehicle registration tax;  
  

D. 105-561 (c) – BOCC delivers immediately to NC DMV a certified copy of the BOCC 
resolution;  

 
E. The effective date of the increased vehicle tag fee shall be listed in the resolution 

and shall be no earlier than the first day of the sixth calendar month after adoption 
of resolution (if resolution adopted in December 2012, then increase can be 
effective July 1, 2013). 
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