
 
 

ORANGE COUNTY BOARD OF COMMISSIONERS 
 

AGENDA 
 
 

BOCC Regular Work Session 
November 12, 2013 
Meeting – 7:00 p.m. 
Link Government Services Center 
200 South Cameron Street 
Hillsborough, NC 

 
 

(7:00 – 7:35)  1.  Cedar Grove Community Center Schematic Design Presentation 
    
(7:35 – 8:15)  2.  Lands Legacy Action Plan for FY 2014-17 
    
(8:15 – 9:10)  3.  Space Study Update 
    
(9:10 – 9:45)  4.  County Fair Working Group Report 
    
(9:45 – 10:00)  5.  Redesigned County Logo 
    
(10:00 – 10:15)  6.  Planning for January 31, 2014 Board Retreat (No Abstract or Other 

Materials Provided) 
    
    
    
    
    
    
    
    
    

 
 



 
ORANGE COUNTY 

BOARD OF COMMISSIONERS 
 

ACTION AGENDA ITEM ABSTRACT 
 Meeting Date:  November 12, 2013  

 Action Agenda 
 Item No.  1 

 
SUBJECT:   Cedar Grove Community Center Schematic Design Presentation 
 
DEPARTMENT:   Asset Management Services 

(“AMS”), Department of 
Environment, Agriculture, 
Parks & Recreation (“DEAPR”) 

PUBLIC HEARING:  (Y/N) No 

  
ATTACHMENT(S): 

A) Charge for the Northern Human 
Services Center Informal Resident 
Design Advisory Work Group 

B) Informal Resident Design Advisory 
Work Group - July, August, 
September and October 2013 
Meetings Minutes 

C) Schematic Design Presentation, 
MBAJ Architects 

D) Project Cost Estimate 
E) Classroom Wing “Mothball” Option 

Cost Estimate 

INFORMATION CONTACT: 
  Jeff Thompson, (919) 245-2658 
  David Stancil, (919) 245-2522 
   
   
   
 

 

 
PURPOSE:  To: 

1) Receive a schematic design presentation and provide feedback for the Cedar Grove 
Community Center;  

2) Receive a cost-benefit analysis presentation and provide guidance for the classroom 
wing “mothball” option; 

 
BACKGROUND:  On June 18, 2013, the Board authorized the engagement of MBAJ 
Architects, Inc. of Raleigh, NC to work with the staff and the Northern Human Services Center 
Informal Resident Design Advisory Work Group (note Attachment A, “Charge for the Northern 
Human Services Center Informal Resident Design Advisory Work Group”) to begin schematic 
design of the facility as well as a cost benefit analysis of preserving the two classroom wings in 
a “mothball” status for future use. 
 
The following joined Commissioners Barry Jacobs and Renee Price as members of the 
Resident Design Advisory Work Group: 
 
 Melinda Bradsher Luther Brooks Sue Florence 
 Jacqueline McConnell-Graf Nancy Graves Malcolm Hester
 Sucovis Hester Vivian Herndon Latta Sheila Vanhook McDonald 
 David Ogburn Clifford Rogers Roger Traynham 
 Brenda Vanhook Hattie Vanhook Cumilla White 
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More in depth background and history related to the Northern Human Services Center 
Community Center can be found within the June 18, 2013 Agenda Abstract as Item 7-e, located 
at http://orangecountync.gov/occlerks/130618.pdf. 
 
Through the summer and early fall, staff from Asset Management Services, the Department of 
Environment, Agriculture, Parks and Recreation, and the County Manager’s Office worked with 
the consultant and the Resident Advisory Work Group in a diligent, thoughtful and productive 
manner to achieve consensus on a schematic design for the Board’s review, comment, and 
potential authorization to move forward with construction document preparation and 
construction bidding in the spring of 2014.  Attachment B includes the meeting minutes of these 
work group meetings. 
 
John Thomas of MBAJ Architects will present the schematic design consensus to the Board for 
feedback and guidance, as well as the cost benefit analysis of the classroom wing mothball 
option.  General schematic site and space plans are described in Attachment C, “Schematic 
Design Presentation, MBAJ Architects”.   
 
The project cost estimate prepared by MBAJ Architects is described in Attachment D, “Project 
Cost Estimate”.  Attachment E, entitled “Classroom Wing Mothball Option Cost Estimate”, 
illustrates the design and construction costs for the mothball option.  As a reminder, should the 
mothball option be selected by the Board, deconstruction costs in the amount of $250,000 
budgeted within the Capital Investment Plan would potentially inure to the benefit of the project 
and the potential execution of the mothball option.  This point is highlighted in the mothball 
option cost estimate. 
 
FINANCIAL IMPACT:   The Board approved the FY2012-17 Capital Investment Plan (“CIP”) 
that included $250,000 in FY 2012-13 for deconstruction of sections of the facility in preparation 
for the future use on the site.  The Board also approved $2.0 million in FY2014-15 for the 
design and construction of the new facility that, when combined with the $250,000 authorized in 
FY 2012-13, brings the total project capital budget to $2,250,000. 
 
The Board-authorized MBAJ Architects’ current engagement will not exceed $173,500 and 
includes the incremental cost of $6,500 for the mothball option cost-benefit analysis the Board 
approved during the regular meeting on June 18, 2013.  Should the Board consider the 
mothball option design cost of $28,800, the amended amount would increase to a not-to-
exceed amount of $202,300.  The current CIP project could cover this cost. 
 
The estimated project cost for the Cedar Grove Community Center does not exceed $2,000,000 
as described in detail within Attachment C, “Project Cost Estimate”.  The estimated additional 
cost for the mothball option design and construction approaches $608,800, and is described in 
Attachment D, “Classroom Wing “Mothball” Option Cost Estimate”.  Crediting the approved 
$250,000 budgeted for deconstruction of the wings reduces the $608,800 mothball option 
estimate to $358,800. 
 
Since the Board may be presented with the mothball option alternate as part of the bid award 
consideration during the spring of 2014, a potential decision on moving forward with this option 
could be made during the normal annual Capital Investment Planning process and schedule.  
Should the Board choose not to invest in the mothball option construction alternate, the design 
remains valuable and can be constructed at some point in the future.  The estimated cost, 
should the construction not occur as part of the main community center project, will be 
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approximately 10-20% more expensive in current dollars because of the need to mobilize and 
set up for the project separately. 
 
RECOMMENDATION(S):   The Interim Manager recommends the Board: 
 

1) Receive a schematic design presentation and provide feedback for the Cedar Grove 
Community Center;  

2) Receive a cost benefit analysis presentation and provide guidance for the classroom 
wing “mothball” option; 
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Charge of the Cedar Grove Community Center Work Group 

The Charge for the Cedar Grove Community Center Work Group will be to work with 
County staff and MBAJ Architects of Raleigh, NC to provide recommendations to the 
Board on interior space design, utilization, and functionality of the new Community 
Center that best serves the residents of Orange County within the Board approved 
estimated 10,000 square foot adaptive re-use renovation area and a Capital Investment 
Plan budget of $2,250,000. 

The recommendations for the facility that will include but not be limited to the following 
contextual topics: 

 

1. Recognition of the rich cultural and historical significance of the former Cedar 
Grove School; 
 

2. The history and content of past public input for the facility, as well as future public 
comment during the Work Group’s Charge duration; 

 

3. The previous Board of County Commissioner decisions regarding the 
deconstruction of the classroom wings and the  adaptive re-use renovation  to 
yield an estimated 10,000 square foot community center facility on the site within 
a Capital Investment Plan project budget of $2,250,000; 
 

 

4. Physical and operational limitations to the site and the property, to include but not 
be limited to sanitary sewer constraints that govern the intensity of use for the 
facility in a manner consistent with a community center use. 
 
 
 

 
The Work Group is directed to work with staff and MBAJ Architecture to present a 
schematic plan for the interior and grounds of the facility to the Board of County 
Commissioners by October, 2013. 
 
Approved by the Board of County Commissioners on June 18th, 2013.  
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Cedar Grove Community Center 
Informal Resident Design Advisory Work Group Organizational Meeting Minutes 
July 9, 2013, 7:00 p.m. – 9:00 a.m. 
306 Revere Road, Hillsborough, NC 
 
Present: 
Melinda Bradsher 
Luther Brooks 
Nancy Graves 
Malcolm Hester 
Sucovis  Hester 
Vivian Herndon Latta 
Jacqueline McConnell‐Graf 
Sheila McDonald VanHook 
Clifford Rogers 
Hattie VanHook 
Brenda VanHook 
Barry Jacobs 
Renee Price 
Earl McKee 
Jeffrey Thompson 
David Stancil 
Lori Taft 
Peter Sandbeck 
Stephen Witt 
 
 
 
A. Welcome & Introduction  (Barry Jacobs) 

Barry  welcomed  everyone  to  the  1st Work  Group Meeting.    Everyone  was  asked  to  introduce 
themselves and give some background of your interest in this Work Group. 
 

B. Review of Board Adopted Charge House.  (Barry Jacobs) 
Barry  reviewed  the  Charge  of  the  Northern  Human  Services  Center  Resident  Designed  Advisory 
Work Group  that was  approved  by  the Board  of  County  Commissioners  on  June  18,  2013.    This 
Charge was mailed to each of the Work Group Members. 
 

C. Housekeeping Items Discussed (Jeff Thompson) 
Jeff  Thompson  gave  general  information  about  the  building  that  the  meeting  was  held  in 

(restroom locations, food, etc.).   
Jeff also  informed the group that a 15‐passenger van would be at Cedar Grove School at 5:30 

p.m. each meeting date to transport Work Group members and citizens to the meeting  location at 
306 Revere Road.  The van will leave from Cedar Grove School at 5:40 p.m. and will transport people 
back to Cedar Grove School after the adjournment of the meeting. 

Nancy Finnell will provide members and support staff with minutes for review.  You will receive 
the minutes via mail/e‐mail approximately 2‐3 days after the meeting. 

Members of the Work Group proposed to have the meeting time changed from 7:00 p.m. – 9:00 
p.m. to 6:00 p.m. – 8:00 a.m.  This was agreed upon.  It was questioned why the meetings were not 
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scheduled to be at Cedar Grove School instead of the EAC building in Hillsborough.  Jeff Thompson 
explained  that most  of  the  building  utilities were  setback  to  save  energy  because  of  the  vacant 
space in the building.  It was suggested that in September the meeting location could be changed to 
Cedar Grove with adjustments made to accommodate the Work Group.  Jeff said that he would look 
into making this happen. 

 
 

D. Proposed Meeting Schedule (Jeff Thompson) 
Meetings will be held every other Tuesday in the EAC Lab at 306 Revere Road, Hillsborough from 

6:00 p.m. – 8:00 p.m.  Meeting dates:  July 16th, July 30th, August 13th, August 27th, September 10th 
and September 24th 
     Phase 1:  July, August: Information with be gathered for space programming; site education; and 
Cultural and Historic Commemoration.  Phase 2:  September:  Bubble sketching, informal space plan 
graphics, illustrations 
  October 15, 2013:  Schematic Design Presentation to  
BOCC, Requests to go to Construction Document 
 

E. Overview of Design Process  (Jeffrey Thompson) 
Space Functions and Uses 
Space Décor, Themes 
Sustainability 
Budget 
Soft Bubble Uses 
Landscape 

 
F. Work Group Comments: 

 
Mr. Rogers asked about demolition costs. Mr. Thompson stated that there was now $250,000 in the 
deconstruction budget, and that this had to include asbestos abatement that had to take place before 
they did the deconstruction. There is $2 million available for construction in addition to the $250,000.  
 
Mr. Rogers asked about land contamination issues. This has been discussed and anticipated but none is 
expected with this sort of facility. There were other sources of asbestos contamination, such as the 
glazing compound of the cafeteria windows, the mastic under the floor tiles in the cafeteria, and pipe 
insulation, and roof deck. Mr. Talbert clarified that these sources of asbestos were not currently creating 
a hazard but that the asbestos was only an issue when it was disturbed such as during deconstruction.  
 
Mr. Rogers asked if the designers were aware that there was interest in saving and reusing some of the 
materials. Could the bricks be re‐used? Discussion followed and there was general agreement that some 
materials could be used in a creative manner in the new facility. Also, some group members felt that the 
materials not being re‐used should be offered to anyone in the community who may want some. Mr. 
Thompson explained that the County will seek to recycle the old brick and other materials.  
 
Mr. Rogers raised the question of the lack of a good grocery store in the northern part of the county and 
how much they would like to have such a store. Could a portion of the school house this? Mr. Thompson 
explained that the county is not in that business but that they could speak with developers of such stores 
to see if there was any interest.  
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General Conditions of the building:  windows, roof,  
 
Deconstruction of the building – would like to see brick used in new building or sold to 
community for sentimental value 
 
Group would like to preserve as much as possible of the original structure of the school. 
 
Group would like to have more activities for youth, handicapped and senior citizens. 
 
Group would like to set up a sub‐committee to begin an Oral History of Cedar Grove. 
 
Employment and volunteer opportunities for the community within a community center. 
 
A broader range of Park and Ride Transportation System 
 
Group would like the link to the summary report from June 18th concerning comments about 
Cedar Grove Reconstruction 

 
G. Public Comments 
 
 
H. Meeting Adjourned at 8:45 p.m. 
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9131 Anson Way, Suite 204 

Raleigh, North Carolina 27615 

Office: 919#573#6400 

Toll#free: 800#590#MBAJ 

Fax: 919#573#6495 
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MEETING MINUTES 

Informal Resident Advisory Work Group  

Cedar Grove Community Center  

July 16, 2013 

MBAJ No.: 1315    File No.: B+2.0 

  

DISTRIBUTION: All Attending  
 Informal Resident Advisory Work Group Members not in Attendance 
  
 

ATTENDING: Advisory Board Members 
 Cumilla White  
 Melinda Bradsher  
 Jacqueline McConnell!Graf 

 Support Staff Members 

 Jeff Thompson, Asset Management  
 Nancy Finnell, Asset Management 
 Michael Harvey, Planning  
 Lori Taft, Parks and Recreation   
 Pierre Henwood, MBAJ 
 John Thomas, MBAJ 

Call to Order 

• The meeting was commenced at approximately  6:00 PM 

• Sign!up sheet was circulated  

• Next meeting is scheduled for July 30, 2013, 6:00 pm at the Cedar Grove Center.  

On July 16, 2013 a meeting of the Cedar Grove Community Center Informal Resident Advisory Work Group was 
held at the Environmental and Agriculture Center.  The following items were discussed; 

• Jeff Thompson opened the meeting with some housekeeping items 

o Michael Harvey from the Orange County Planning Review and Transportation Department stated that 
would be a public meeting at the Cedar Grove Center on August 8th from 5:00 pm to 7:00 pm to discuss 
transportation options for the northern portion of Orange County and that these options would include a 
possible “park and ride” lot being located at the site as well as potential for bus service to the site. 

o MBAJ was directed to send all information to Nancy Finnell with the county for distribution to the 
group. 

o There was a discussion regarding “mothballing” versus “demo” of the classroom wings.  Jeff Thompson 
stated that the $250,000 budgeted for deconstruction could be used for “mothballing” if that was what 
undertaken. 

• Jeff gave a brief history of the site. 

o The School was built in 1950.  

o In 1976 the facility was taken over by Orange County and used to provide county services until 2008. 
  

 

 

8



Informal Resident Advisory Work Group  
Cedar Grove Community Center 
July 16, 2013 
Page 2 of 4 

• John Thomas Reviewed some of the project constraints 

o Site plan was reviewed. 

o The 10,000 sf renovation that has been funded. That area does not include the existing bathrooms. 

o Mothballing of the wings would require installation of minimal HVAC to maintain conditioning, upgrade 
of the fire alarm to meet code and fire rated isolation of the classroom wings. 

o To meet the direction from the Commissioners, two alternate approaches will need to be developed, the 
mothball plan based on reusing existing bathrooms and a no mothball plan developing new replacement 
bathrooms. 

o The existing septic tank has a 2,400 gallon a day capacity, the building if fully utilized requires 3,500 
gallon a day capacity. The bathroom building constructed with the park has been allocated 1,000 gallons a 
day for its septic system.  Therefore there is 1,400 gallons of capacity available for the renovated facility.   

� There was discussion regarding whether the 1,000 gallon a day figure included the planned 
bathrooms in Phase 2 of the park. The Michael and Lori stated that they would research this and 
report back.   

� Phase 2 of the park is not planned to be constructed for at least 5 years. 

� The architect requested a copy of the phase II plan for the park. 

o Jeff Thompson indicated the county environmental health department had done a preliminary review of 
the septic system and believed that 1,400 gallon a day was enough capacity for a “reasonable” 10,000 
square foot community center. 

� That assessment assumed the facility would not have a commercial kitchen, but could have an 
“instructional” or “church kitchen”. 

o Currently the existing building is only occupied by Parks and Recreation. The have one park employee is 
using an office space. This space will be required in the renovated facility. 

� It was stated that there would also need to be an office for a recreation department employee 
who would be running the facility. 

o Who will be running the facility is undetermined at this time. 

o The existing playgrounds adjacent to the classroom wing have to remain or be replaced as these were 
erected using grant money. 

o Michael stated that the site is within a “critical” watershed and that this meant that there could only be 
6% impervious surface.  Gravel parking lots are counted as “impervious” surface.  Site area is 40 plus 
acres as it includes the entire park. 

� As site across road is not “contiguous” and could not be used to off set impervious surface, but 
could be the site for a proposed “park and ride” lot. 

• John Thomas led a discussion of the programs and spaces envisioned for the facility. 

o Meeting spaces are needed. A variety of different size spaces are needed for different groups to use 
within the facility.  Some of these group could be 

� Family reunions up to 100 people 

� Meetings ± 12 people 

� Scouts 

� 4H 

o It was stated that at the Hillsborough public library that there was a 600 sf meeting room that has the 
ability to be shut off from the rest of the facility and has an exterior entrance with access to toilets. 

o Lori Taft agreed to review the former bookings at the facility to see who and what size groups have 
rented the space in the past.   

o Large groups (100 ± people) would probably only occur 5!6 times a year. 

o County Government would potentially use meeting spaces 15!20 times per year. 
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Informal Resident Advisory Work Group  
Cedar Grove Community Center 
July 16, 2013 
Page 3 of 4 

o The final solution needs to examine the relationship between the park uses and the building uses, 
especially the kitchen and restrooms  

� Possible use of a pass!thru window so food could be cooked outside and served inside. 

o The need for Classroom spaces was discussed. Classrooms should be available for some of the following 
uses 

� Durham Tech 

� Computer Access 

� Distance Learning 

� Arts Programs 

� Science Programs 

� Continuing Education thru Duke, UNC!CH and NCSU 

� Internet Café 

o The group discussed the possibility of large spaces with movable walls to form smaller rooms like library 
in Chapel Hill 

� The facility needs to include an athletic component. Athletic/Recreation programs would 
include: 

• Pick!up Basketball  

o Existing space only 78’ x 43’ with only 14’!8” clearance to structure above the 
floor.   

o A full size basketball court requires a space 104’x60’ minimum with 20’ clear to 
the structure. 

o The  

• Zumba/exercise classes  

o Requires a space with good acoustics 

• Senior activities 

o Checkers 

o Chess 

o Cards 

o Pool  

o Ping Pong 

o  The group discussed the question, “What programs and amenities will bring people to the center?” –  

� “If you build it will they come” or does the building need to be more. 

� Public Transportation to the center will be a key to encouraging use its programs and spaces. 

� This part of county has a high concentration of seniors and programs geared toward seniors 
would be beneficial. 

� Programs that are geared toward local interests 

• This part of the county is heavy agricultural district 

o A teaching kitchen would be something good to have that could be used to 
teach canning or other activities. 

o A Farmers Market  

o Food Bank – one is already held in park picnic shelter once a month 

o Voting / Voting Drives 

� A potential “internet café/ social lounge” was discussed and that this should have soft chairs and 
access to coffee. 
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Informal Resident Advisory Work Group  
Cedar Grove Community Center 
July 16, 2013 
Page 4 of 4 

� Concern was expressed about “doubling” up on other facilities or programs already offered in 
other parts of county. 

o The amount of traffic that passes the site was discussed and it was stated that NCDOT probably had a 
traffic count study that could be obtained to help with working out these numbers.  Michael suggested 
that the architect contact Chuck with NCDOT. 

o Need to explore the possibility of the toilets having exterior access that could allow them to be used 
without having to grant access to entire building. 

o Michael stated that the parking requirements needed to be studied closely as these would be determined 
by the use of each space.  Also could not count a “park and ride” lot in parking counts. 

• The group discussed the “memorial” aspect of the project.  

o The county cultural resources coordinator Peter Sandbeck is working on this with a sub!committee.  

o The following elements had been stated in the past as important 

� Important to have physical elements remain 

� Colors will be important 

� Preserving views will be important 

o Some elements could include: 

� Museum style elements 

• Displays 

• Oral histories (maybe on “touch” screen technology) 

� Graphic timeline 

� Recreating the Maypole  

o Memorial could be a room, a space in corridor or the whole building. 

• Jeff Thompson stated that the architect needed to review online “Rural Centers of Excellence” for ideas and 
possible uses for the building. 

 
 
Minutes Recorded By:     Date: 7/16/2006 
Pierre Henwood 
 
 
This report is the writer’s understanding of the major topics and conclusions of the meeting.  If this does not 
correspond with the understanding of anyone in attendance, please contact MBAJ Architecture in writing.  Unless 
written notice disputing the information contained in this report is received within seven (7) days of the report issue, it 
shall be assumed that all parties are in agreement that this information is true and correct. 
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9131 Anson Way, Suite 204 

Raleigh, North Carolina 27615 

Office: 919#573#6400 

Toll#free: 800#590#MBAJ 

Fax: 919#573#6495 
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MEETING MINUTES 

Informal Resident Advisory Work Group  

Cedar Grove Community Center  

July 30, 2013 

MBAJ No.: 1315    File No.: B*2.0 

  

DISTRIBUTION: All Attending  
 Informal Resident Advisory Work Group Members not in Attendance 
 Support Staff Members not in Attendance 
  
 

ATTENDING: Advisory Board Members 
 Cumilla White  
 Melinda Bradsher  
 Jacqueline McConnell"Graf 
 Hattie VanHook 
 Brenda VanHook 
 Shelia VanHook McDonald 
 Sue Florence  
 Sucovis Hester 
 Malcolm Hester 
 Commissioner Barry Jacobs  
 Commissioner Renee Price 

 Interested Community Members 
 Mary Burt 
 Harold VanHook 
 Donald VanHook 
 Barbara Breeze 
 Frances Beasley 

 Commissioners & Staff Members 

 Commissioner Earl McKee 
 Nancy Finnell, Asset Management 
 David Stancil, Department of Environment, Agriculture, Parks and Recreation  
 Lori Taft, Parks and Recreation   
 Pierre Henwood, MBAJ 
 John Thomas, MBAJ 

Call to Order 

• The meeting was commenced at approximately  6:00 PM 

• Sign"up sheet was circulated  

• Next meeting is scheduled for August 13, 2013, 6:00 pm at the Cedar Grove Center.  
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Informal Resident Advisory Work Group  
Cedar Grove Community Center 
July 30, 2013 
Page 2 of 5 

On July 30, 2013 a meeting of the Cedar Grove Community Center Informal Resident Advisory Work Group was 
held at the Northern Human Services Center.  The following items were discussed; 

• David Stancil opened the meeting with some housekeeping items 

o The group was reminded of a public meeting at the Cedar Grove Center on August 8th from 5:00 pm to 
7:00 pm being held by the Orange County Planning Review and Transportation Department to discuss 
transportation options for the northern portion of Orange County. The options discussed will include a 
possible “park and ride” lot being located at the site as well as potential for bus service to the site.  It was 
also stated that transportation would be provided to this meeting and Mr. Stancil provided a phone 
number to the group to call if they needed transportation. 

o Copies of the background information for the project will be available for the advisory board members at 
the next meeting. 

• John Thomas reviewed some of the project constraints that were discussed at the last meeting for those that did 
not attend the last meeting 

o Only 10,000 square feet of renovation that has been funded. That area does not include the existing 
bathrooms. 

o The concept of “mothballing” versus “deconstruction” of the classroom wings.  Jeff Thompson stated at 
the last meeting that the $250,000 budgeted for deconstruction could be used for “mothballing” if that 
was what undertaken. 

o Mothballing of the wings would require installation of minimal HVAC to maintain conditioning, upgrade 
of the fire alarm to meet code and fire rated isolation of the classroom wings. 

o To meet the charge from the Commissioners, two alternate approaches will need to be developed, the 
mothball plan based on reusing existing bathrooms and a no mothball plan developing new replacement 
bathrooms. 

o The existing septic tank has a 2,400 gallon a day capacity, the building if fully utilized requires 3,500 
gallon a day capacity. The park has been allocated 1,000 gallons a day of the capacity for its septic system.  
Therefore, 1,400 gallons of capacity are available for the renovated facility.   

� There was discussion regarding whether the 1,000 gallon a day figure included the planned 
bathrooms in Phase 2 of the park. Lori stated that she would research this and report back.   

� Phase 2 of the park is not planned to be constructed for at least 5 years. 

� Copies of the phase II plan for the park where made available at the meeting for all member of 
the group. 

� The county environmental health department has done a preliminary review of the septic system 
and believed that 1,400 gallon a day was enough capacity for a “reasonable” 10,000 square foot 
community center. 

� That assessment assumed the facility would not have a commercial kitchen, but could have an 
“instructional” or “church kitchen”. 

o Currently the existing building is only occupied by Parks and Recreation. The one full time park 
employee is currently using the largest existing office space. Space for the park employee will be required 
in the renovated facility. 

� In addition there will need to be an office for a recreation department employee if Parks and 
Recreation are managing the Center. 

� Who will be running the facility has not been determined. 

o The existing playgrounds adjacent to the classroom wing have to remain or be replaced as these were 
erected using grant money. 

o The site is located within a “critical” watershed and the impervious surface will be limited to 6% of the 
total area.  Gravel parking lots are counted as “impervious” surface.   
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� The additional land purchased across Hwy 86 for a future septic field is not “contiguous” and 
cannot be used to offset impervious surface requirements, but could be the site for a proposed 
“park and ride” lot. 

o It was asked if a police substation had been discussed as a possible use of the building. At this point it has 
not been included. 

• John Thomas led a discussion of the programs and spaces envisioned for the facility. 

o A program of spaces was distributed and reviewed. The program was developed discussions at the last 
meeting and past community input sessions. The total space required to meet the programs desired is 
greater than the 10,000 square feet available for renovation. 

o Each of the program areas were reviewed in more detail. 

� The existing Cafeteria is approx 2,554 square feet in area which allows an occupancy of 171 
persons.   

• It was noted that the occupancy sign on the door stated that the room was only certified 
for only 100 people.  Lori stated that they will discuss this with the fire department to 
see why they space was rated so low. 

� The existing gym space is not sized for basketball. A basketball court requires a minimum floor 
area of 60’ x 85’ x 20’ high and the existing space is only  43’ wide x 78’ long and only has 14’"8” 
of clearance.  

• The possibility of lifting the roof was suggested and the architect stated that they would 
review this option. 

• Basketball was noted as being very important to the community.  It was also noted that 
in the list of reservations from 2009"2011 for the building shows the reservations for 
basketball were 3 times greater than for any other program. 

• John Thomas reviewed the option of turning the basketball court 90 degrees to create a 
correctly sized half court gym. This option would also leave 800 square feet for other 
uses. 

o The group felt that a full size or as near to full size court as possible was a 
priority for the project. 

• It was stated that the basketball goals would need to have the ability to be raised and 
lowered. 

• In summary it was noted that maintaining a full size gym is a priority but there will need 
to be trade"offs based on the budget constraints. 

� The need for the existing stage was reviewed. 

•  The majority of the group supported the need for a stage of some sort, either the 
existing stage remaining or a portable stage being provided for flexibility. 

• The architect stated that they were still investigating the construction of the existing 
stage and this may limit the ability of the existing area to be removed within the budget. 

• The possibility of adding a movable wall to the existing proscenium arch to the stage 
was discussed. 

• It was noted that if the stage was to remain it would need to be made ADA accessible 
and this would require a large ramp to be added to the building or a wheelchair lift 
added. 

� It was stated that the Parks and Recreation department would need an office in the new facility 
for 1 full time staff position with room for 2 additional seasonal staff positions.  A storage area 
for small tools is also required.   
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• Lori indicated a smaller office could be adequate for the current needs if the storage 
were accommodated. 

• The possibility of the larger office becoming a conference was discussed. 

� The majority of the group agreed that a Kitchen was needed. 

• It was stated that this Kitchen should be a warming/catering Kitchen and require the 
following elements:  

o Large refrigerators 

o Ice Machine 

o Lots of counter space 

o Storage for large hot trays from caterers or Golden Corral 

o Multiple 4" burner residential stoves 

o Dishwasher (commercial versus large residential) 

� The group was reminded the septic limitations would not allow for a 
commercial dishwasher. 

o Pass thru window to Gym and Cafeteria 

� The technology/computer center was discussed 

• It was stated that wireless connectivity needed to be provided thru"out the entire 
building. 

• There is a need for a computer center accommodating 5"7 computer work stations in 
the facility. 

o The use of lap tops would be preferred for flexibility. 

o  The computer center should include the following elements: 

� a projector and projection screen 

� printers 

� fax machine 

� copier/scanner 

� video conferencing capabilities 

• John Thomas explained the data infrastructure (conduit, outlet boxes and wiring) would 
be in the contract but the equipment would not be in the building contract. 

o The group discussed entry into the facility and what would constitute the “front door”.  

� It was noted by the former students that the door facing Highway 86 was not the entry for 
students when the building was a school. 

� It was stated that there may end up being a “ceremonial” front door on Hwy 86 and an 
functional front door adjacent to the Cafeteria that is used on a daily basis. 

� John Thomas suggested the existing covered walkway adjacent to the gym should be enclosed so 
that the building users did not have to go outside to enter the Cafeteria. 

o The group suggested the toilets be provided with an exterior access that would allow use during outdoor 
programs without having to grant access to entire building. 

• The Architects will have sketches of potential development options for review at the next meeting.  

• The group discussed the “memorial” aspect of the project.  

o It was noted that the county cultural resources coordinator Peter Sandbeck is working on this with a sub"
committee.  

o The following elements have been stated in the past as being important 

� Allowing the physical elements remain 
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� Color and material selection 

� Preservation of views  

o Some elements of a memorial could include: 

� Museum style elements 

• Displays 

• Oral histories (maybe on “touch” screen technology) 

� Graphic timeline 

� Recreating the Maypole  

o Memorial could be an exterior element, a room, or the whole building. 

 
Minutes Recorded By:     Date: 7/30/2013 
Pierre Henwood 
 
 
This report is the writer’s understanding of the major topics and conclusions of the meeting.  If this does not 
correspond with the understanding of anyone in attendance, please contact MBAJ Architecture in writing.  Unless 
written notice disputing the information contained in this report is received within seven (7) days of the report issue, it 
shall be assumed that all parties are in agreement that this information is true and correct. 
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 Cedar Grove Center

Preliminary Space Program 
July 30, 2013

Qua Size

Meeting

Large Group (100+) 1 1,500 1,500

Small Group (40) 1 600 600

Conference 2 250 500 2,600

Classrooms

Classroom 1 700 700

Computer Center 1 800 800 1,500

Recreation

Basketball 1 3,300 3,300

Exercise Room 1 800 800

Rec Room 1 800 800 4,900

Social

Internet Café 1 800 800 800

Subtotal 9,800

Walls, Toilets, Circulation, Mechanical 40% 3,920

Total 13,720

Space Subtotal

1
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MEETING MINUTES 

Informal Resident Advisory Work Group  

Cedar Grove Community Center  

August 13, 2013 

MBAJ No.: 1315    File No.: B+2.0 

  

DISTRIBUTION: All Attending  
 Informal Resident Advisory Work Group Members not in Attendance 
 Support Staff Members not in Attendance 
  

ATTENDING: Advisory Board Members 
 Melinda Bradsher  
 Hattie VanHook 
 Brenda VanHook 
 Shelia VanHook McDonald 
 Roger Traynham 
 Clifford B. Rogers 
 Vivian Herndon%Latta 
 Sue Florence  

 Interested Community Members 
 Mary Burt 

 Commissioners & Staff Members 

 Jeff Thompson, Assent Management 
 Nancy Finnell, Asset Management 
 Peter Sandbeck, Cultural Resource Coordinator  
 Lori Taft, Parks and Recreation   
 Pierre Henwood, MBAJ 
 John Thomas, MBAJ 

Call to Order 

• The meeting was commenced at approximately  6:20 PM 

• Sign%up sheet was circulated  

• Next meeting is scheduled for August 27, 2013, 6:00 pm at the Cedar Grove Center.  

 

On August 13, 2013 a meeting of the Cedar Grove Community Center Informal Resident Advisory Work Group was 
held at the Northern Human Services Center.  The following items were discussed; 

• Jeff Thompson opened the meeting with some housekeeping items 

o Copies of the background information for the project are available for the advisory board members from 
Nancy Finnell. 

• John Thomas handed out an updated program of spaces 

o The program includes a full size gymnasium (4,680 square feet) and this made the overall program 14,260 
square feet. 
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o John Thomas stated the program showed a 40% factor for walls, toilets, circulation, mechanical and 
other spaces and explained that this was standard factor that was used for non%program space at the 
programming stage.  However, because this project is a renovation project, the final number for this 
factor will likely be lower. 

o The group was reminded that only 10,000 square feet of renovation has been funded.  

o The concept of mothballing versus deconstruction of the classroom wings was discussed.  Jeff 
Thompson stated that the $250,000 budgeted for deconstruction could be used for mothballing if that 
approach was undertaken. 

� Mothballing of the wings will require installation of minimal HVAC to maintain a temperature 
above 55 degrees in the winter and below 80 degrees in the summer, upgrade of the fire alarm to 
meet current codes and fire rated walls and doors to provide isolation of the classroom wings. 

o To meet the charge from the Commissioners, two alternate approaches will be explored, a mothball plan 
based on reusing the existing bathrooms and a deconstruction plan including new replacement 
bathrooms.   

� However no final decision or recommendation had been made on whether the wings are to 
remain and be mothballed or if the wings are to be removed had been made at this stage.   

� The Committee will make a recommendation to the Commissioners in October for a preferred 
approach. The final decision to mothball or deconstruct the wings will be made by the 
Commissioners 

o The group was reminded about the septic field limitations. The existing septic tank has a 2,400 gallon a 
day capacity, the building if fully utilized requires 3,500 gallon a day capacity. The park has been allocated 
1,000 gallons a day of the capacity for its septic system.  Therefore, 1,400 gallons of capacity are available 
for the renovated facility.   

� There was discussion regarding whether the 1,000 gallon a day figure included the planned 
bathrooms in Phase 2 of the park. Lori provided the architect with information at the meeting 
that stated this number was only for Phase 1 of the park.   

� Phase 2 of the park is not planned to be constructed for at least 5 years. 

� The county environmental health department has done a preliminary review of the septic system 
and believed that 1,400 gallon a day was enough capacity for a “reasonable” 10,000 square foot 
community center. 

o The site is located within a “critical” watershed and the impervious surface maybe limited to 6% of the 
total site area.  The architect needs to review this with the Orange County Planning Department and 
verify is this correct as several of the support staff members in attendance believed that this was not the 
correct number.  Gravel parking lots are counted as “impervious” surface.   

� The additional land purchased across Hwy 86 for a future septic field is not “contiguous” and 
cannot be used to offset impervious surface requirements, but could be the site for a proposed 
“park and ride” lot. 

o It has been asked previously if a police substation had been discussed as a possible use of the building. At 
this point it has not been included. 

• John Thomas presented four preliminary options for the rehabilitation of the building to the group. The 
preliminary plans were conceptual in nature and intended to prompt discussion about the relationships between 
spaces and their sizes.  The group was encouraged to look for elements in the various plans they like and do not 
like. As the plans are developed and refined over the next few weeks furniture and other items will be added to 
the plans to show how each space could be used and laid out. 

• The highlights and differences in each option were discussed.  These included the following; 

o Option “A” 

� The existing Gymatorium remains in place and the roof is not raised 
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� A folding partition is added to the front of the stage to allow this space to be used both as a 
Stage and a Classroom. 

• Existing stage cannot be removed as it is a concrete slab on fill and is integrally 
connected to the adjacent walls. 

� Handicapped access to the stage is provided by a new ramp created by renovating the existing 
storage area north of the stage. 

� The group discussed the need for a separate office for a facility manager (in charge of the inside 
programs) in addition to the Parks and Rec Office (in charge of the outside grounds and 
programs). 

� The existing wings remain but are mothballed. 

� New group toilets are provided in the same location as the existing toilets but are enlarged, made 
handicapped accessible and provided with exterior access. 

• The exterior and interior door to the bathrooms would be designed to allow them to be 
secured to prevent unwanted access to the interior of the building. 

� The existing library becomes an exercise room, as the classroom wings remain in place in this 
option and this space is accessible from outside the area that would be cut%off and mothballed. 

� Internet Café is provided adjacent to ceremonial front door by removing a portion of the 
existing masonry walls to create a large open space. 

• Wireless internet is to be provided thru%out the entire building. 

� A Conference Room is provided adjacent to Internet Café 

� The existing breezeway between the existing main building and the Dining Room would be 
enclosed and made into a Lobby/Corridor 

� A new Kitchen is created in the west half of the existing kitchen area. 

• The Kitchen is provided with direct access to the Large Group Meeting Room with a 
pass thru window with counter top and roll up door. 

• A concern was raised by the group about the Can Wash being located in the Kitchen 
and the possibility of smells invading the Kitchen from this space. 

o The Health Department will require a can wash adjacent to the Kitchen and the 
location shown in this option will minimize changes to the plumbing.  

o The Can Wash will be designed with an exterior ventilation fan and that  

o It was suggested that the Can Wash location could be switched with the storage 
area shown in the Kitchen. The architect stated that they would review this 
option. 

o A new Can Wash could be constructed outside the kitchen, but this option 
would cost more. 

o A Janitors Closet and storage will need to be provided in the building for the 
storage of paper goods and cleaning supplies. This function can be combined 
with the Can Wash area. 

� The architect explained to the group that plumbing costs could be a major cost driver for the 
project.  

� The existing dining space is subdivided into three spaces, a Large Group Meeting Room, Small 
Group Meeting Room and Rec Room. 

• The Large Group Meeting Room is able to be expanded into the Recreation Room for 
larger events by opening a movable wall between the two spaces. 
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• Large Group Meeting Room can hold 91 people and when the movable wall is opened 
up to include the Recreation Room it can hold up to 144 people seated at tables and 
chairs. 

• An individual accessible toilet is provided off the Large Group Meeting Room. 

� The group asked for clarification of the difference between an exercise room and rec room. 

• The Rec Room is a space for low energy game activities with furniture such as ping 
pong, pool, chess and cards. The larger furniture can be placed on casters to facilitate 
movement of the furniture for larger events 

• The exercise space is an active space for aerobics, yoga, zumba or other activities that 
could be “noisy” and need specialty flooring, but did not require a lot of large furniture 
or equipment. 

� Members of the group questioned why a library was not included in the program or plans.   

• Jeff Thompson stated that the need for a space had been discussed with the library 
system and it was his understanding that any library functions would be provided thru a 
combination of a book drop and electronic services. 

• It was suggested a quiet space could be provided and include multi%media access, similar 
to Greensboro and Chapel Hill libraries. 

• This space can be provided within the building and integrated within another program 
space. Book shelves and media storage could also be provided in designated program 
spaces. 

o Option “B” 

� The existing Gymatorium remains in place and the roof is not raised 

� A folding partition is added to the front of the stage to allow this space to be used both as a 
Stage and as an Exercise Room. 

� Handicapped access is provided to the stage by a new ramp located in the existing storage area 
north of the Stage. 

� The existing breezeway between the existing main building and the dining room would be 
enclosed and made into a Lobby/corridor 

� The existing wings remain but are mothballed 

� New group toilets are provided in the same location as the existing toilets but are enlarged, made 
handicapped accessible and provided with exterior access. 

� Existing library becomes a Rec Room. 

� A Small Group Meeting Room/Classroom is provided adjacent to the ceremonial front door. 

� A Conference Room provided adjacent to the Small Group Meeting Room 

� The existing dining space is subdivided into three spaces, a Large Group Meeting Room, Kitchen 
and Internet Cafe. 

• The Internet Café has direct access to the exterior 

• Kitchen is located adjacent to the Internet Café and is provided with a pass thru counter 
with roll up door. 

o The location of the Can Wash was discussed and it was stated that it could be 
provided in the area currently labeled as Kitchen Storage. 

• Large Group Meeting Room is located adjacent to the Internet Café and is smaller than 
in Option A (86 people).  

o It was stated by the group the Large Group Meeting Room was too small.  
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o A folding partition could be provided between the Large Group Meeting Room 
and the Internet Café space and the space could then accomodate up to 150 
people. 

� The existing kitchen area is subdivided into space for Parks and Recreation and building support 
spaces. 

• The Parks and Recreation office and storage areas are provided at the back of the 
existing Kitchen so they had easier access to the existing park. 

• The group expressed concerns the Parks and Recreation offices and storage areas were 
too large. 

o Option “C” 

� An expanded Gymnasium is provided and the roof is raised to provide 20’%0” clearance over the 
court. 

• The basketball court would be full width (50’) but not full length (68’%0”); a regulation 
high school court is 84’%0” long. 

• It was stated that no bleacher seating was being provided in the new gym, but the width 
could be increase to accommodate bleachers. 

• It was stated that the architect had reviewed raising the roof with a structural engineer 
and based on the information that they had provided it would be less expensive to 
remove the existing roof and provide a new roof with new supporting structure. 

• This new gymnasium could still be provided with access to the existing stage. 

• The cost of expanding the gymnasium and raising the roof will be $180,000 % $200,000 

� A folding partition is added to the front of the stage to allow this space to be used both as a 
Stage and as a Classroom space. 

� Handicapped access is provided to the stage by a new wheelchair lift located in the existing 
storage area north of the Stage.  This approach allows additional storage to be provided in the 
adjacent area as the lift does not require as much floor space as the ramp. 

� The existing south wing with the smaller classrooms would remain but be mothballed. 

� The existing north classroom wing will be deconstructed to allow the gymnasium expansion to 
be built. 

� New group toilets are provided in the same location as the existing toilets but are enlarged, made 
handicapped accessible and provided with exterior access. 

� The existing breezeway between the existing main building and the dining room would be 
enclosed and made into a Lobby/corridor 

� Existing library was rehabilitated in this scheme due to the anticipated cost of enlarging the 
gymnasium and raising the roof.  

� The existing space adjacent to ceremonial front door is redeveloped as a Recreation Room 

� The existing dining and kitchen areas are redeveloped to provide a new Kitchen, Conference 
Room, Large Group Meeting Room, Small Group Meeting Room, Internet Café and Parks 
Office. 

• The Kitchen is provided with direct access to the Large Group Meeting Room using a 
pass thru window with counter top and roll up door. 

• The Large Group Meeting Room is able to be expanded into the Small Group Meeting 
Room for larger events by opening a movable wall between the two spaces. 

• The Large Group Meeting Room can hold 93 people and when the movable wall is 
opened up to include the Small Group Meeting Room it can hold up to 125 people 
seated at tables and chairs. 

24



Informal Resident Advisory Work Group  
Cedar Grove Community Center 
August 13, 2013 
Page 6 of 7 

• Parks and Recreation office is located at the back of the existing Kitchen to provide 
visual connection and easier access to the existing park. 

o Option “D” 

� A new Gymnasium is provided and the roof is raised to provide 20’%0” clearance over the court. 

• The basketball court would be full width (50’) but not full length (68’%0”); a regulation 
high school court is 84’%0” long. 

• No showers or locker rooms are provided in any option. 

� A folding partition is added to the front of the stage to allow this space to be used both as a 
Stage and as an Exercise Room. 

� Handicapped access is provided to the stage by a new ramp located in the existing storage area 
north of the Stage. 

� The existing breezeway between the existing main building and the dining room would be 
enclosed and made into a Lobby/corridor 

� Both the existing wings are deconstructed. 

� New toilets are provided and these could have exterior access provided if required. 

� Internet Café is provided adjacent to “ceremonial” front entry by removing a portion of the 
existing masonry walls to create a large open space. 

� Parks and Recreation office is provided adjacent to Internet Café 

• The group expressed concerns that the Parks and Recreation office was too large and 
that too much storage was shown for Parks and Recreation. 

• It was determined that some of this storage would be general storage.  

•  Jeff Thompson stated that at some of the other community facilities within the county 
have nearly 10% of the building used for storage. 

� The existing dining and kitchen areas are redeveloped to provide a new Kitchen, Conference 
Room, Large Group Meeting Room, Small Group Meeting Room and Rec Room. 

• The Large Group Meeting Room is able to expand into the Small Group Meeting Room 
for larger events by opening a movable wall between the two spaces. 

• Large Group Meeting Room can hold 68 people and when the movable wall is opened 
to include the Small Group Meeting Room it can hold up to 102 people seated at tables 
and chairs.  

o The group stated this was not large enough. 

• Kitchen is provided with direct access to the corridor adjacent to the Large Group 
room. A pass thru window with counter top and roll up door is provided to the corridor 
to facilitate serving. 

� The group expressed major concerns about the wings being removed in this scheme. 

• Jeff Thompson reviewed the budget which is $2,000,000 (based on $200 per square feet). The budget includes 
design fees as well as construction costs.  This budget does not include any costs associated with the operation of 
the building after construction was complete. 

• An additional $250,000 has been budgeted for hazardous material abatement and deconstruction of the wings.  

o If the wings are mothballed then this funding could be used for the work to mothball the wings.   

o The county has a 2%year old estimate of $161,000 for the abatement of asbestos, lead paint and other 
materials throughout the building and the deconstruction of the wings. 

• John Thomas then asked the group to review the elements they liked from the concepts presented and which 
items need further development. 

o There was not a consensus about expanding the Gymnasium. 

25



Informal Resident Advisory Work Group  
Cedar Grove Community Center 
August 13, 2013 
Page 7 of 7 

� Some of the group thought expanding the gym was an important element for the project and 
asked that a plan with a full length gym (84’%0”) be explored.  

•  The architect stated that this would require the court to be rotated 90 degrees. 

� Some of the group stated that having a full sized gym would compromise the ability to retain the 
existing classroom wings and did not want to have the larger gym. 

o The group agreed that they liked many of the features of Option “A” but would like to see this 
developed further but with some small changes including 

� The stage being used for exercise with a cushioned floor system 

� The existing library space being used as a classroom 

� The use of a wheelchair lift rather than a ramp to provided handicapped access to the stage 

� Another office being provided for a Facility Manager. 

� Exterior access such as a pass thru window from the exterior to the Kitchen. 

� Additional space in the Kitchen (closer to 340 square feet).   

• The Architects will have revised and further developed sketches incorporating the elements discussed above for 
review at the next meeting.  

• The “memorial” aspect of the project was not discussed at this meeting  

o As stated previously, Peter Sandbeck is working with a sub%committee on ideas for this memorial.  

 
Minutes Recorded By:     Date: 8/13/2013 
Pierre Henwood 
 
 
This report is the writer’s understanding of the major topics and conclusions of the meeting.  If this does not 
correspond with the understanding of anyone in attendance, please contact MBAJ Architecture in writing.  Unless 
written notice disputing the information contained in this report is received within seven (7) days of the report issue, it 
shall be assumed that all parties are in agreement that this information is true and correct. 
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Qua Size

Meeting

Large Group (100+) 1 1,500 1,500

Small Group (30) 1 450 450

Conference 1 250 250 2,200

Classrooms

Classroom 1 600 600 600

Recreation

Basketball (Full Court) 1 4,680 4,680

Stage 1 816 816

Exercise Room 1 800 800

Rec Room 1 800 800 7,096

Social

Internet Café 1 500 500

Warming Kitchen 1 400 400

County Parks And Recreation

Office 1 140 140

Storage 1 150 150 290

Subtotal 10,186

Walls, Toilets, Circulation, Mechanical 40% 4,074

Total 14,260

Space Subtotal

1
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MEETING MINUTES 

Informal Resident Advisory Work Group  

Cedar Grove Community Center  

August 27, 2013 

MBAJ No.: 1315    File No.: B,2.0 

  

DISTRIBUTION: All Attending  
 Informal Resident Advisory Work Group Members not in Attendance 
 Support Staff Members not in Attendance 
  

ATTENDING: Advisory Board Members 
 Melinda Bradsher  
 Hattie VanHook 
 Brenda VanHook 
 Jacqueline McConnell$Graf 
 Clifford B. Rogers 
 Vivian Herndon$Latta 
 Sue Florence  
 Sucovis Hester 
 Malcolm Hester 
 Nancy Graves 

 Interested Community Members 
 Mary Burt 

 Commissioners & Staff Members 

 Commissioner Renee Price 
 Jeff Thompson, Assent Management 
 Nancy Finnell, Asset Management 
 David Stancil, Department of Environment, Agriculture, Parks and Recreation 
 Lori Taft, Parks and Recreation   
 Pierre Henwood, MBAJ 
 John Thomas, MBAJ 

Call to Order 

• The meeting was commenced at approximately  6:00 PM 

• Sign$up sheet was circulated  

• Next meeting was re$scheduled to Thursday September 12, 2013, 6:00 pm at the Cedar Grove Center.  

 

On August 27, 2013 a meeting of the Cedar Grove Community Center Informal Resident Advisory Work Group was 
held at the Northern Human Services Center.  The following items were discussed; 

• Jeff Thompson opened the meeting with some housekeeping items 

o Copies of the background information for the project are available for the Advisory Work Group from 
Nancy Finnell. 
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o There are two scheduled meetings of the Advisory Work Group remaining before a proposed plan, 
recommended by the group, is to be presented to the Board of Commissioners on October 15th. 

o The meeting scheduled for September 10th was rescheduled to Thursday September the 12th due to a 
scheduling conflict for the Architect. 

o The other remaining meeting is scheduled for September 24th.   

o The Group was told that the information to be presented to the Board of Commissioners on October 
15th had to be submitted to the clerk by September 30th so, if necessary, another meeting could be added 
but would need to be held before September 29th. 

• The Sue Florence stated that while the information documented by the minutes was accurate, she was concerned 
that the meeting minutes of the previous meetings did not include all of the concerns and discussions expressed 
by the work group members. The architect stated that the minutes as presented were to reflect the design 
decisions that had been made and not a transcript of the meeting, but they would make sure that all future 
minutes reflect and attribute the concerns raised by the Informal Resident Advisory Work Group members 
during the discussion. 

• John Thomas reviewed some of the items that had been discussed at the previous meeting 

o The group was reminded that the charge from the Commissioners was 10,000 square feet of renovation 
has been funded.  This had been funded with a budget of $2,000,000 from July 1, 2013 until June 30, 
2014 and that this budget included design team fees, surveys, geo tech reports as the building 
construction costs. 

o The concept of mothballing versus deconstruction of the classroom wings was reviewed.  Jeff Thompson 
stated that the $250,000 budgeted for deconstruction could be used for mothballing if that approach was 
undertaken. 

� Mothballing of the wings will require installation of minimal HVAC to maintain a temperature 
above 55 degrees in the winter and below 80 degrees in the summer, upgrade of the fire alarm to 
meet current codes and fire rated walls and doors to provide isolation of the classroom wings. 

o To meet the charge from the Commissioners, two alternate approaches will be explored, a mothball plan 
based on reusing the existing bathrooms and a deconstruction plan including new replacement 
bathrooms.   

� However no final decision or recommendation has been made on whether the wings are to 
remain and be mothballed or if the wings are to be removed.  The Informal Resident Advisory 
Work Group members stated that they were strongly opposed to the removal of the existing 
wings. 

� The Informal Resident Advisory Work Group members stated that they wanted to maintain the 
look of the school as this was important to the community. 

� It was stated by the Informal Resident Advisory Work Group members that the Cedar Grove 
School was a very important part of the historical and cultural heritage of the Cedar Grove 
Community. 

� The Committee will make a recommendation to the Commissioners in October for a preferred 
approach. The final decision to mothball or deconstruct the wings will be made by the 
Commissioners 

o The septic field limitations were discussed, the existing septic tank only has a 2,400 gallon a day capacity, 
the building if fully utilized it would require 3,500 gallons a day capacity. The park has been allocated 
1,000 gallons a day of the capacity for its septic system.  Therefore, 1,400 gallons of capacity are available 
for the renovated facility.   

� There county has provided the architect with information that the 1,000 gallon a day figure was 
only for Phase 1 of the park.   

� Phase 2 of the park is not planned to be constructed for at least 5 years. 
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� The county environmental health department has done a preliminary review of the septic system 
and believed that 1,400 gallon a day was enough capacity for a “reasonable” 10,000 square foot 
community center. 

o The site is located within a watershed and the impervious surface is limited to 12% of the total site area 
(this has been verified with Orange County Planning).  Gravel parking lots are counted as “impervious” 
surface.   

� The additional land purchased across Hwy 86 for a future septic field is not “contiguous” and 
cannot be used to offset impervious surface requirements, but could be the site for a proposed 
“park and ride” lot. 

� The Informal Resident Advisory Work Group members stated that as the additional land across 
Highway 86 had been purchased for the future septic tank needs that they felt that this land 
should only be used for this purpose. 

� Members of the Informal Resident Advisory Work Group also requested that the County look at 
providing more regular maintenance of this additional land as it was overgrown and an 
“eyesore”.  The county stated they would look into this matter. 

o The members of the Informal Resident Advisory Work Group stated that while they liked the fact that 
the numbers of occupants had been added to the spaces on the plan they would like to see spaces also 
labeled with letters so it was easier to identify where each space occurred within each option. 

• John Thomas presented two more refined options for the rehabilitation of the building to the group. The refined 
plans are still conceptual in nature and intended to prompt discussion about the relationships between spaces and 
their sizes.  The group was encouraged to look for elements in the various plans they like and do not like. As the 
plans are developed and refined over the next few weeks furniture and other items will be added to the plans to 
show how each space could be used and laid out. 

• The highlights and differences in each option were discussed.  These included the following; 

o Option “E” was discussed first 

� This option is a refinement of option “C” presented at the last meeting but with a full sized 
basketball court provided to the gym. 

� The creation of the full sized basketball court required that the gym be rotated 90 degrees parallel 
to the classroom wing. 

• This allows for the court to be placed closer to the stage end of the space and bleacher 
seating added to the opposite side.  This bleacher seating shown would seat approx 200 
people. 

• The new full size gym would have a raised roof with the full 20’$0” required clearance 
over the basketball court. 

• The creation of a full size gym would add 3,801 new square feet to the project scope and 
approximately $650,000 to $700,000 to the project cost. To proceed with this approach 
either the budget would need to be increased or the scope of the remaining renovations 
significantly reduced. 

� A folding partition is added to the front of the stage to allow this space to be used both as a 
Stage and an Exercise Room. 

� Handicapped access to the stage would be provided by a wheelchair lift. 

� The first classroom in the north classroom wing would have its entire window area in$filled with 
masonry to accommodate the additional gymnasium space. 

� The existing north and south wings could remain and be mothballed. 

� New group toilets are provided in the same location as the existing toilets but are enlarged, made 
handicapped accessible and provided with exterior access.  
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� The full size gym will require the group toilet to be enlarged and two individual handicapped 
toilets will need to be provided adjacent to the Internet Café. 

� The former library space becomes the Recreation Room. 

� Internet Café is provided adjacent to ceremonial front door by removing a portion of the 
existing masonry walls to create a large open space. 

• Wireless internet is to be provided thru$out the entire building. 

� A Conference Room is provided adjacent to Internet Café 

� The existing breezeway between the existing main building and the Dining Room would be 
enclosed and made into a Lobby/Corridor 

� The Kitchen is provided in the west half of the existing kitchen area and is 342 square feet and 
has more counter space as requested at the last meeting. 

� The existing dining space is subdivided into three spaces, a Large Group Meeting Room, Small 
Group Meeting Room and Classroom/Multi$Media Room. 

• Large Group Meeting Room can hold 91 people and when the movable wall is opened 
up to include the Recreation Room it can hold up to 145 people seated at tables and 
chairs. 

• An individual accessible toilet is provided off the Large Group Meeting Room. 

� The Informal Resident Advisory Work Group members stated that they liked the full size gym.  

• Information previously provided by Parks and Recreation indicate the Gym was the 
most used space in the last few years the center had been open.   

� Some Informal Resident Advisory Work Group members expressed concern that the cost of 
adding a full size gym could cause the project not to be funded by the Commissioners. 

� Several members of the Informal Resident Advisory Work Group stated that the entire facility 
needed to be designed looking towards the community’s future needs and creating an amenity to 
help attract people into the community. 

� The Informal Resident Advisory Work Group members asked if they were any other potential 
sources of budget available, Jeff Thompson stated that he did not know of any. 

� Commissioner Price indicated she also did not think that Option “E” would be approved by the 
Board of Commissioners as it was beyond the scope of the original charge that had been 
approved by the commissioners. 

� The Informal Resident Advisory Work Group members asked about the county’s long$term plan 
for seniors in the northern part of the county and the possibility that this community center 
would become a senior center.  It was stated by the county employees present that they did not 
know the answer to this question but they would try and find out. 

� Several members of the Informal Resident Advisory Work Group stated that they would like to 
see a multi$media space provided within the building and that this space needed to be located 
near the front of the building near the internet café so all of the “quiet” activities where located 
together. 

� It was also stated by members of the Informal Resident Advisory Work Group that any 
computers that were provided needed to be able to be locked up and preferably in locked storage 
area of a locked classroom space especially if they were laptops. 

� The Informal Resident Advisory Work Group members stated that if any value engineering or 
other cost cutting measures were undertaken they wanted to make sure they were involved.   

• It was explained that project recommended for presentation to the County 
Commissioners must reflect the charge and be within the budget of $2,250,000 that had 
been approved. 
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� Members of the Informal Resident Advisory Work Group asked about the level of charges for 
use of the proposed spaces. There are full size gym spaces available to rent from the school 
system, but the level of charges are cost prohibitive. It was stated that the use charges need to 
reflect a rate that members of the community could afford. 

o Option “C” (which was originally presented at the last meeting was reviewed again as a potential option 
just for the Gym) 

� An expanded Gymnasium is provided and the roof is raised to provide 20’$0” clearance over the 
court. 

• The basketball court would be full width (50’) but not full length (68’$0”); a regulation 
high school court is 84’$0” long. 

• It was stated that no bleacher seating was being provided in the new gym, but the width 
could be increase to accommodate bleachers. 

• It was stated that the architect had reviewed raising the roof with a structural engineer 
and based on the information that they had provided it would be less expensive to 
remove the existing roof and provide a new roof with new supporting structure. 

• This new gymnasium could still be provided with access to the existing stage. 

• The cost of expanding the gymnasium and raising the roof will be $180,000 $ $200,000 

� The existing south wing with the smaller classrooms would remain but be mothballed. 

� The existing north classroom wing will be removed to allow the gymnasium expansion to be 
built. 

� There was some discussion on the possibility of doing the enlarged gym and leaving the existing 
wing in place and it was stated that this could not be achieved within the budget. 

o Option “A1” (which is a revised version of Option “A” presented at the last meeting) 

� The existing Gymatorium remains in place and the roof is not raised. 

� A folding partition is added to the front of the stage to allow this space to be used both as a 
Stage and a Classroom. 

� Handicapped access to the stage would be provided by a wheelchair lift. 

� A separate office for a facility manager has been added 

� The existing wings remain but are mothballed. 

� New group toilets are provided in the same location as the existing toilets but are enlarged, made 
handicapped accessible and provided with exterior access. 

� The existing library becomes a recreation room. 

� Internet Café is provided adjacent to ceremonial front door by removing a portion of the 
existing masonry walls to create a large open space. 

� Wireless internet is to be provided thru$out the entire building. 

� A Conference Room is provided adjacent to Internet Café 

� The existing breezeway between the existing main building and the Dining Room would be 
enclosed and made into a Lobby/Corridor 

� A new Kitchen is created in the west half of the existing kitchen area. 

• The Kitchen is provided with direct access to the Large Group Meeting Room with a 
pass thru window with counter top and roll up door. 

� The existing dining space is subdivided into three spaces, a Large Group Meeting Room, Small 
Group Meeting Room and Classroom. 

• There are operable walls provided between all of the Large Group meeting Room and 
each of the adjacent spaces so that can be opened up into one large space.  This space 
would a large “U” shaped space 
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• Large Group Meeting Room can hold 94 people and when the movable wall is opened 
up to include the Small group Meeting Room this adds another 32 people and if the 
Classroom is also opened up then another up to 57 people are added to the space seated 
at tables and chairs. 

� After some discussion the Informal Resident Advisory Work Group stated that they would like 
to see the Classroom space relabeled as the Recreation Room. 

� There was some discussion as to what exactly would be occurring in the recreation room and it 
was stated that this space could be equipment for the following activities 

• Darts 

• Pool Table 

• Table Tennis 

• Foosball Table 

• Table for card and board games 

� The members of the Informal Resident Advisory Work Group unanimously preferred the 
reconfiguration of the existing cafeteria in Option “A1” due to the potential for greater 
flexibility.  

� Several members of the Informal Resident Advisory Work Group stated that they would like to 
see the Multi$Media space located near the Internet Café so all of the “quiet” activities where 
located together.  It was suggested that this space be located in the former library space. 

� It was suggested by the Informal Resident Advisory Work Group that the Gymatorium be 
relabeled as a Multi$purpose Room as this space, with the existing roof remaining, would not be 
ideal for adult basketball. It was suggested an athletic floor system be incorporated to allow a 
variety of activities to occur within the space. 

� There was discussion about the need for the Kitchen to open directly into the Gym, but it was 
noted that as this was not a full kitchen and that if an event was held in the gym the food could 
be catered and served at end of the space as had occurred in the past. 

• In previous meetings a desire for a pass thru “concessions” window from the Kitchen to 
the exterior was discussed. The Informal Resident Advisory Work Group discussed this 
concept and determined it was not required. 

� There was some discussion about storage especially for tables and chairs and it was stated that 
there did not seem to be enough space shown for this.  The architects stated that they would 
review this before the next meeting. 

� The members of the Informal Resident Advisory Work Group asked who would be managing 
the facility and the county representatives stated that at the moment it was presumed that it 
would be the Parks and Recreation Department. 

• The Informal Resident Advisory Work Group discussed the merits of each option. 

� Option E 

• The members of the Informal Resident Advisory Work Group asked if it would be 
possible to present the Board of Commissioners a plan based on Option “A1” with the 
smaller existing Multi$Purpose room and then also Option “E” with the full size Gym. 
Commissioner Price stated she did not think that this idea would be approved by the 
Commissioners as it outside the scope of the original project.  

• There was discussion among members of the Informal Resident Advisory Work Group 
about the importance of the full size gym and whether or not other factors such as 
improved wireless access and the internet café were more critical. 

• After much discussion, members of the Informal Resident Advisory Work Group voted 
and by a split vote decided not to proceed with Option “E” due to the budget concern.  
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Members of the Informal Resident Advisory Work Group requested that it be noted 
that they felt like this would be the best option in the long term for the community. 

� Option C 

• The Informal Resident Advisory Work Group members stated that the removal of the 
wings was not an option that they wanted to consider, so Option C was not a feasible 
option. 

• After much discussion, members of the Informal Resident Advisory Work Group 
decided not to proceed with the Option “C”.  

� Option A1 

• After much discussion, members of the Informal Resident Advisory Work Group voted 
unanimously to proceed with Option A1.  

• The Architect will proceed with the development of Option “A1” for the next meeting. 

o The following items need to be included or investigated as part of the development of Option “A1” 

� The stage should have a cushioned floor system 

� The Multi$Purpose Room should have an athletic floor system similar the Orange County Senior 
Center 

� The building should be provided with wireless internet access throughout 

� The ability to use spaces within the “mothballed” wings for storage 

� The entire building will be handicapped accessible 

� Incorporate the existing secondary entrance at the front of the school into the office space for 
the Parks and Recreation Department to increase the size and provide access directly from the 
exterior of the building.  It was stated that the Parks and Recreation office and storage could be 
within one space as that is what was happening presently. 

� Commissioner Price stated that she would like to see the Conference Room become part of the 
Park and Recreation area. 

• The Architects will have revised and further developed sketches incorporating the elements discussed above for 
review at the next meeting.  

• The “memorial” aspect of the project was not discussed at this meeting  

o As stated previously, Peter Sandbeck is working with a sub$committee on ideas for this memorial.  

 
Minutes Recorded By:     Date: 8/27/2013 
Pierre Henwood 
 
 
This report is the writer’s understanding of the major topics and conclusions of the meeting.  If this does not 
correspond with the understanding of anyone in attendance, please contact MBAJ Architecture in writing.  Unless 
written notice disputing the information contained in this report is received within seven (7) days of the report issue, it 
shall be assumed that all parties are in agreement that this information is true and correct. 
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MEETING MINUTES 

Informal Resident Advisory Work Group  

Cedar Grove Community Center  

September 12, 2013 

MBAJ No.: 1315    File No.: B+2.0 

  

DISTRIBUTION: All Attending  
 Informal Resident Advisory Work Group Members not in Attendance 
 Support Staff Members not in Attendance 
 PDC Engineers 
 CLH Design 
  

ATTENDING: Advisory Board Members 
 Melinda Bradsher  
 Hattie VanHook 
 Brenda VanHook 
 Jacqueline McConnell(Graf 
 Sue Florence  
 Shelia McDonald 
 Cumilla White 

 Commissioners & Staff Members 

 Nancy Finnell, Asset Management 
 David Stancil, Department of Environment, Agriculture, Parks and Recreation 
 Lori Taft, Department of Environment, Agriculture, Parks and Recreation 
 Peter Sandbeck, Cultural Resources Coordinator 
 Pierre Henwood, MBAJ 
 John Thomas, MBAJ 

Call to Order 

• The meeting was commenced at approximately  6:00 PM 

• Sign(up sheet was circulated  

• Next meeting is scheduled to Tuesday September 24, 2013, 6:00 pm at the Cedar Grove Center.  

 

On September 12, 2013 a meeting of the Cedar Grove Community Center Informal Resident Advisory Work Group 
was held at the Northern Human Services Center.  The following items were discussed; 

• David Stancil opened the meeting with some housekeeping items 

o Copies of the background information for the project are available for the Informal Advisory Group 
members from Nancy Finnell. 

o The remaining scheduled meeting is set for September 24th.   

o After the meeting an additional meeting for the Informal Resident Advisory Work Group was scheduled 
for October 15th. 
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o The presentation to the Board of Commissioners has been moved to the  November 5th County 
Commissioner meeting so that the presentation can be made in Hillsborough.  David Stancil stated that 
Board of Commissioners meeting will be held at Hillsborough Commons (DSS Building) beginning at 
7:00 pm  

• John Thomas reviewed some of the items that had been discussed at the previous meeting 

o The group was reminded that only 10,000 square feet of renovation has been funded.  This had been 
funded with a budget of $2,000,000 from July 1, 2013 until June 30, 2014 and that this budget included 
design team fees, surveys, geo tech reports as well as the building construction costs. 

o The water for the existing building is provided by a well located at the edge of the woods near the 
existing outdoor basketball courts and the prefabricated concrete panel building at the rear of the existing 
Kitchen is used for water treatment.  The well only has a pressure of 12(15 gallons per minute but the 
county is going to confirm this.  It was stated that the county believed that there was a pressure tank in 
the water treatment building but that they would confirm this also. 

• John Thomas presented the plan that had been revised as discussed at the previous meeting and reviewed the 
changes; 

o Option “A2” 

� The existing Gym remains in place, the roof is not raised and the space is now called a Multi(
purpose Room. 

� A folding partition is provided at the front of the stage to allow this space to be used both as a 
stage and an exercise room. 

� Mirrors will be provided at the rear wall of the stage to allow for the space to be used for dance 
or exercise programs. 

� Curtains will be provided at the front of the stage for use during performances. Roll back 
cycloramas will be provided on the sides and back to hide the mirrors and stage wings during 
performances. 

� One set of existing access steps from the Multi(purpose Room to the Stage has been removed to 
provide a storage area on the stage for exercise equipment. 

� The architect stated that due to low water pressure issues and the expense of adding a fire pump 
and water storage tank, a fire suppression system for the building is not feasible. Therefore, the 
capacity of the Multi(purpose room will be restricted to 299 people.  This approach will need to 
be coordinated and approved by the county. 

� Handicapped access to the stage will be provided by a wheelchair lift. 

� The existing wings remain and are mothballed. 

� New group toilets are provided in the same location as the existing toilets but are enlarged, made 
handicapped accessible and provided with exterior access. 

• The Informal Advisory Group discussed the security of the group bathrooms. There is 
concern about security if there are events being held both within the building and in the 
park and both groups need access to the bathrooms at the same time.   

o The members of the Informal Advisory Group suggested the toilet could be 
open to the exterior during set hours for public use.   

o A suggestion was also made to provide a dividing wall within the group 
bathrooms that would allow for the exterior bathrooms to be “locked” off from 
the interior bathrooms and only opened up when required. The architect 
explained that this approach would require 2 handicapped stalls to be provided 
for each sex and that there was not enough room for this option. 

o After further discussion it was suggested by the Informal Advisory Group that a 
single stall individual toilet with exterior access be provided in the north(west 
corner of the existing kitchen as this would be easily accessible to park users. 
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o The exterior doors to the group toilets will be eliminated. 

• The Informal Advisory Group also stated that an individual toilet room did not need to 
be provided directly off the Large Group Meeting Room but should be accessible from 
the Kitchen.   

• The Architect sketched a plan showing how two toilets could be provided and a smaller 
storage area provided for the Kitchen.  The members of the Informal Advisory Group 
stated that this storage area of the Kitchen could be reduced in size as it was not for 
storing food but reusable items. 

� The Architect explained that the Can Wash area had been removed from the Kitchen and would 
be provided as part of the Janitors area near the group bathrooms. 

� The existing library becomes a Multi(media Room with a computer storage area provided directly 
of this space. 

• After some discussion members of the Informal Advisory Group recommended that the 
Facility Office and Computer Storage area be switched so that the Facility Office has an 
exterior window for better site supervision and also a window to the corridor for better 
interior supervision. 

� There was some discussion about the security of the building and the members of the Informal 
Advisory Group asked if the exterior doors would be provided with cameras and buzzers for 
secure entry to the building.  David Stancil stated that the building security features have not 
been finalized at this time, but the Architect and the Informal Advisory Group should assume 
that security cameras would be provided at all of the entrances to the building. 

� Internet Café is provided adjacent to ceremonial front door.  This space will be a more informal 
relaxed gathering space with access to vending machines and coffee. 

� Wireless internet is to be provided thru(out the entire building. 

� A Conference Room is provided adjacent to Internet Café. 

� The Parks and Recreation office area has been expanded and provided with a direct access to the 
exterior of the building. 

� The existing breezeway between the existing main building and the Dining Room is to be 
enclosed and made into a Lobby/Corridor 

• The Kitchen has slightly increased in size and is still provided with direct access to the 
Large Group Meeting Room through a pass thru window with counter top and roll up 
door. 

� The existing dining space is subdivided into three spaces, a Large Group Meeting Room, Small 
Group Meeting Room and Recreation Room. 

• There are operable walls provided between the Large Group meeting Room and each of 
the adjacent spaces so that can be opened up into one large space.  This space would be 
more off a “U” space 

• Large Group Meeting Room can hold 90 people and when the movable wall is opened 
up to include the Small Group Meeting Room this adds another 35 people and if the 
Recreation Room is also opened up then another up to 51 people are added to the space 
seated at tables and chairs. 

� Storage closets have been added in the Small Group Meeting Room and Recreation Room for 
storage of tables and chairs recreation room equipment. 

• John Thomas then reviewed the preliminary site plan. 

o It was stated that the site was presently close to its limit for impervious area and not a lot of additional 
paved area and sidewalks can be added to the project 
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o The plan depicts the existing gravel parking lot being paved and new sidewalks being added from the 
parking lot to both the ceremonial entry facing Highway 86 and the new main entry adjacent to the Multi(
purpose room. 

o It was stated that as the site plan was developed further, the area in front of the new main entry would be 
refined to enhance the entry experience. 

o It was noted that all entries to the building will be handicapped accessible. 

o The Informal Advisory Group asked if the parking lot driveway could be relocated. The current driveway 
location has been an area of concern for some time due to limited sight distance created by the inclined 
approach on NC(86. The architect agreed to contact the local NCDOT engineer Chuck Edwards. 

o The members of the Informal Advisory Group requested that there be adequate exterior lighting 
provided not only for security, but also to enhance the experience at night for visitors to the facility. 

o The members of the Informal Advisory Group requested that landscaping be adding on the Highway 86 
side of the project.  County representatives stated that any landscaping would need to include drought 
tolerant plantings and it was also noted that the location of these plantings would need to be coordinated 
with the location of the existing septic tank and drain field. 

o John Thomas stated that the location of the future cell tower was not known at this time but this 
information has been requested. 

o The members of the Informal Advisory Group stated that would like a site feature where the original 
flagpole was located.   

� There was discussion and agreement among the Informal Advisory Group that a plaque and 
gathering area should be located at the flagpole commemorating the “maypole” tradition that 
had been a part of the school. 

• John Thomas reviewed the furniture layout plans of the Meeting Rooms and the Multi(media Room. 

o The Architect explained the furniture for the center is not part of the contract, but furniture layouts need 
to be discussed so that the required infrastructure can be coordinated. 

o The Architect presented 3 different layouts for the meeting rooms showing how the space could be used 
as three individual rooms or as 1 large room. The capacity for meetings can range from 90 to 176 people 
depending upon the room configuration and style of seating. 

� The members of the Informal Advisory Group agreed that the Meeting Rooms seemed to 
function well as laid out and had a great deal of flexibility for different events.  

� Storage cabinets should be added to the Recreation Room for the storage of games and other 
items and to provide countertop space. 

o The Architect presented 3 options for the furniture layout in the Multi(media Room. The consensus of 
the Informal Advisory Group was that Option 3 was the preferred layout as it offered the most flexibility 
within the space to support multiple simultaneous activities.   

� Sue Florence stated that she was very pleased with the flexibility offered by Option 3. 

o There was discussion regarding the funding of computers and technology equipment for the project. 
Architect reminded the group that Technology equipment is not part of the construction contract. The 
Informal Advisory Group stated that someone will need to investigate possibility of obtaining grant 
funds to pay for the technology equipment for the project. 

o The Informal Advisory Group also discussed the need for a technical support person on site. The County 
Representatives explained that an on(site person would not be likely but that a local server would be 
provided and county technical support could be available to address issues.   

� The members of the Informal Advisory Group asked the County Representatives if it would be 
possible for training to be provided for local volunteers so they could help with any minor issues 
that may arise when the facility was being used.  The County Representatives stated that they will 
need to discuss this with the IT department. 
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• John Thomas then opened the floor for a discussion on the appearance of the building and the finishes that are to 
be used in the spaces. 

o The Informal Advisory Group stated that they wanted the building to maintain as much of the original 
look as possible. 

o The Informal Advisory Group also requested that the name of the facility be provided in a prominent 
location on the exterior of the building. 

o The Architect stated that due to the new energy code, not all of the windows may be replaced with glass. 

o The floor finishes where discussed.  

� No carpet should be provided in the Meetings Rooms.  

� The Informal Advisory Group requested that VCT not be the primary floor finish. The Architect 
agreed to review alternative floor finishes, such as Luxury Vinyl tile, which have longer wear 
capabilities and require less maintenance than VCT. 

� The Multi(purpose room will be provided with a cushioned rubber floor system that will support 
multiple functions. 

• The members of the Informal Advisory Group asked about the status of the mowing of the Benson property. 
The County Representatives stated that the topic was scheduled to be discussed at a meeting of the Department 
of Environment, Agriculture, Parks and Recreation on September 13.  

o The meadow in the rear of the property is only scheduled to be cut once a year so as to limit the 
disturbance to the indigenous wild life.   

o Members of the Informal Advisory Committee stated that the grounds needed to be mowed on a more 
regular basis. 

• The Architects will have revised and further developed sketches, incorporating the elements discussed above, for 
review at the next meeting.    

o The Informal Advisory Group also asked if a walk(thru could be conducted as part of this meeting and 
the Architect stated that they would provide signs to show what each of the existing spaces was to 
become. 

• The “memorial” aspect of the project was discussed after the meeting as a separate meeting with Peter Sandbeck 
and the sub(committee that is working on ideas for this memorial.  

 
Minutes Recorded By:     Date: 9/12/2013 
Pierre Henwood 
 
 
This report is the writer’s understanding of the major topics and conclusions of the meeting.  If this does not 
correspond with the understanding of anyone in attendance, please contact MBAJ Architecture in writing.  Unless 
written notice disputing the information contained in this report is received within seven (7) days of the report issue, it 
shall be assumed that all parties are in agreement that this information is true and correct. 
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9131 Anson Way, Suite 204 

Raleigh, North Carolina 27615 

Office: 919#573#6400 

Toll#free: 800#590#MBAJ 

Fax: 919#573#6495 
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MEETING MINUTES 

Informal Resident Advisory Work Group  

Cedar Grove Community Center  

September 24, 2013 

MBAJ No.: 1315    File No.: B,2.0 

  

DISTRIBUTION: All Attending  
 Informal Resident Advisory Work Group Members not in Attendance 
 Support Staff Members not in Attendance 
 PDC Engineers 
 CLH Design 
  

ATTENDING: Advisory Board Members 
 Melinda Bradsher  
 Hattie VanHook 
 Brenda VanHook 
 Jacqueline McConnell(Graf 
 Clifford Rogers  
 Shelia McDonald 
 Cumilla White 

 Commissioners & Staff Members 

 Nancy Finnell, Asset Management 
 Jeff Thompson, Asset Management 
 Lori Taft, Department of Environment, Agriculture, Parks and Recreation 
 Peter Sandbeck, Cultural Resources Coordinator 
 Pierre Henwood, MBAJ 
 John Thomas, MBAJ 

Call to Order 

• The meeting was commenced at approximately  6:00 PM 

• Sign(up sheet was circulated  

• Next meeting is scheduled to Tuesday October 15, 2013, 6:00 pm at the Cedar Grove Center.  

 

On September 24, 2013 a meeting of the Cedar Grove Community Center Informal Resident Advisory Work Group 
was held at the Northern Human Services Center.  The following items were discussed; 

• Jeff Thompson opened the meeting with some housekeeping items 

o Copies of the background information for the project are available for the Informal Advisory Group 
members from Nancy Finnell. 

o An additional meeting for the Informal Resident Advisory Work Group has been scheduled for October 
15th.  At this time a draft copy of the presentation to the Board of Commissioners will be presented to 
the group so that this can be reviewed. 

o The presentation to the Board of Commissioners is scheduled for the November 5th, County 
Commissioner meeting at Hillsborough Commons (DSS Building) beginning at 7:00 pm  
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Informal Resident Advisory Work Group  
Cedar Grove Community Center 
September 24, 2013 
Page 2 of 5 

• John Thomas reviewed some of the items that had been discussed at the previous meetings 

o The group was reminded that only 10,000 square feet of renovation has been funded.  This had been 
funded with a budget of $2,000,000 from July 1, 2013 until June 30, 2014 and that this budget included 
design team fees, surveys, geo tech reports as well as the building construction costs. 

• John Thomas presented the plan that had been revised as discussed at the previous meeting and reviewed the 
changes; 

o Option “A3” 

� The existing Gym remains in place, the roof is not raised and the space is now called a Multi(
purpose Room. 

� A folding partition is provided at the front of the stage to allow this space to be used both as a 
stage and an exercise room. 

� Mirrors will be provided at the rear wall of the stage to allow for the space to be used for dance 
or exercise programs. 

� Curtains will be provided at the front of the stage for use during performances. Roll back 
cycloramas will be provided on the sides and back to hide the mirrors and stage wings during 
performances. 

� One set of existing access steps from the Multi(purpose Room to the Stage has been removed to 
provide a storage area on the stage for exercise equipment. 

� The architect stated that due to low water pressure issues and the expense of adding a fire pump 
and water storage tank, a fire suppression system for the building is not feasible. Therefore, the 
capacity of the Multi(purpose room will be restricted to a maximum of 299 people.  This 
approach will need to be coordinated and approved by the county. 

� Handicapped access to the stage will be provided by a wheelchair lift. 

� The existing wings remain and are mothballed. 

� New group toilets are provided in the same location as the existing toilets but are enlarged, made 
handicapped accessible and provided with exterior access. 

• The exterior doors to the group toilets have been eliminated. 

� Two toilets and a smaller storage area have been provided near the Kitchen.  One of the toilets 
opens to the exterior for park use and one opens to the Kitchen.. 

� The existing library becomes a Multi(media Room with a computer storage area provided directly 
of this space. 

• A Computer networking and storage area has been provided of the Multi(media room 

� The Facility Office has been relocated so it has an exterior window for better site supervision as 
well as a window to the corridor for better interior supervision. 

� Internet Café is provided adjacent to ceremonial front door.  This space will be a more informal 
relaxed gathering space with access to vending machines and coffee. 

� Wireless internet is to be provided thru(out the entire building. 

� A Conference Room is provided adjacent to Internet Café. 

� The Parks and Recreation office area has been expanded and provided with a direct access to the 
exterior of the building. 

� The existing breezeway between the existing main building and the Dining Room is to be 
enclosed and made into a Lobby/Corridor 

� The Kitchen has slightly increased in size and is still provided with direct access to the Large 
Group Meeting Room through a pass thru window with counter top and roll up door. 

� The existing dining space is subdivided into three spaces, a Large Group Meeting Room, Small 
Group Meeting Room and Recreation Room. 
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Informal Resident Advisory Work Group  
Cedar Grove Community Center 
September 24, 2013 
Page 3 of 5 

• There are operable walls provided between the Large Group meeting Room and each of 
the adjacent spaces so that can be opened up into one large space.   

• Large Group Meeting Room can hold 90 people and when the movable wall is opened 
up to include the Small Group Meeting Room this adds another 35 people and if the 
Recreation Room is also opened up then another up to 51 people are added to the space 
seated at tables and chairs. 

� Storage closets have been added in the Small Group Meeting Room and Recreation Room for 
storage of tables and chairs recreation room equipment. 

• John Thomas then reviewed the updated site plan. 

o It was stated that the site was presently close to its limit for impervious area and not a lot of additional 
paved area and sidewalks can be added to the project 

o The plan depicts the existing gravel parking lot being paved and new sidewalks being added from the 
parking lot to both the ceremonial entry facing Highway 86 and the new main entry adjacent to the Multi(
purpose room. 

o It was stated that as the site plan had been developed further, and the area in front of the new main entry 
had been refined to enhance the entry experience and some bench seating would be provided here as 
well. 

o It was noted that all entries to the building will be handicapped accessible. 

o Additional landscaping has been shown on the Highway 86 side of the project.. 

o John Thomas stated that the location of the future cell tower was not known at this time but this 
information has been requested. 

o The location of the original flagpole was discussed as the architect had been unable to uncover any 
information of the original location.   

� The members of the Informal Advisory Group stated that the flagpole was located in line with 
the north wing wall at the “ceremonial” entrance and located approximately halfway between the 
building and Highway 86. 

� A plaque and gathering area will be located at the flagpole commemorating the “maypole” 
tradition that had been a part of the school. 

� Landscaping is shown adjacent to the building and this will be co(ordinated to ensure that it does 
not interfere with the septic drainage field. 

o Lettering is shown on the face of the existing high wall at the Gym and this lettering would be provided 
with lighting so it visible at night.  It was noted that the name shown on the building was not necessary 
the name that the facility would end up being called. 

• John Thomas then reviewed a preliminary elevation of the Highway 86 side of the building. 

o The Informal Advisory Group stated that they wanted the building to maintain as much of the original 
look as possible, including reusing any of the old brick if possible in any new additions.   

o It was also stated that the Informal Advisory Group would like to see the existing exterior doors retained 
it was stated that this might not be possible as the doors did not met current codes but that the new 
doors could potentially be painted the same color as the existing doors. 

o The Informal Advisory Group requested if the name of the facility have been decided at this time.  The 
county representatives stated that it had not but that they thought that this would be something that the 
group could propose to the Board of Commissioners but it was suggested that this was not does as part 
of the presentation on November 5th but as a separate action item. 

o The Architect stated that due to the new energy code, not all of the windows may be replaced with glass, 
and that the existing clerestory windows would most likely be replaced with a translucent material (such 
as Kalwall) that allowed light in but reduced glare. 

o It was stated that the existing roof would be replaced with a new roof across the entire facility. 
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Informal Resident Advisory Work Group  
Cedar Grove Community Center 
September 24, 2013 
Page 4 of 5 

o It was stated as part of reroofing the project that the gutters and downspouts would be replaced and that 
the new downspouts would be tied into a new underground system to allow for them to be piped off 
from the building and not cause issue with the septic drain field. 

• John Thomas then led the Informal Advisory Group on a tour of the facility to review the spaces and their future 
uses. 

o The Informal Advisory Group stated that they wanted the building to maintain as much of the original 
look as possible. 

o The floor finishes where discussed.  

� The Multi(purpose room will be provided with a cushioned rubber floor system that will support 
multiple functions.  This same floor finish will also be provided to the stage/exercise room. 

o In the Multi(purpose Room it was stated that the Informal Advisory Group and the County would prefer 
to have overhead retractable basketball goals and backboards. 

o The Informal Advisory Group stated that they would prefer to see the 2 pair of existing doubles to the 
corridor remain at the Multi(purpose Room so these could be used for in/out doors during events but 
that it was acceptable that these be provided with doors. 

o The county requested that in floor sleeves be provided in the Multi(purpose Room for volleyball and 
badminton net posts. 

o It was stated by the architect that there would be a light bar with LED spot lights provided at the stage 
but this would be a small system only and not designed for theatre productions. 

o A small system would be provided at the Multi(purpose room as well as a cabinet with connections for 
microphones and an auxiliary player like an I(pod. 

o It was discussed that acoustical treatments would need to be provided to the Multi(purpose to allow the 
space to be used for multiple events.  This treatment could be provided by banners in the roof structures 
and wall panels. 

o The Informal Advisory Group asked if the existing lights would be retained in the Multi(purpose room it 
was stated that they would not but that either compact fluorescent lights or LED lights would be 
provided and they would have a similar look to them. 

o The Informal Advisory Group and the county both suggested that the door between the Facility Office 
and the Multi(media Room be retained so that the person in the Facility Office has easy access to the 
Multi(media room to “trouble(shoot” any computer issues. 

o It was stated that Luxury Vinyl Tile (LVT) flooring products as discussed previously would be provided 
throughout the rest of the project but that either carpet or loose rugs could be provided at the Internet 
Café to provide it with a more “soft living room” feel. 

o The heating and cooling of the building was discussed and John Thomas stated that at the moment the 
engineer was investigating options but was looking at provided the air handlers in one of the classrooms 
within the “mothballed” area and then ducting thru the existing exposed roof structure to the different 
spaces.  The county stated that had had issues with “noise” from exposed ductwork, the architect stated 
that they would look at using dual wall ductwork to request this.  The county stated that they had had 
good success with the use of Mitsubishi ductless mini split systems on other projects. 

o The Informal Advisory Group asked if the architect had investigated geothermal HVAC for the project.  
The architect stated that they had had preliminary discussion on the use of geothermal with the engineer 
and that they had done preliminary calculations which showed that the project would require 
approximately 120 – 200 feet deep wells. 

o The Informal Advisory Group also asked if the county had considered solar energy for hot water heating, 
the county stated that the payback period on this would be approximately 25 years.  The county stated 
that they had no issues with the use of tankless water heaters. 
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Informal Resident Advisory Work Group  
Cedar Grove Community Center 
September 24, 2013 
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o The Informal Advisory Group asked about the colors of the walls and the floors  and it was stated that 
these where not being finalized at this time but that the group would have input when these decisions 
were made. 

o The exterior concrete in front of the “ceremonial” entry was discussed and it was stated that this concrete 
could be either be replaced or “coated” with a concrete coating. 

• The “memorial” aspect of the project is being worked on by Peter Sandbeck and a sub(committee and it was 
noted that while this information is not required at this time that any power and/or specialty lights needs that may 
be required for this, will need to be incorporated into the project before it goes out to bid in spring of 2014.  

 
Minutes Recorded By:     Date: 9/24/2013 
Pierre Henwood 
 
 
This report is the writer’s understanding of the major topics and conclusions of the meeting.  If this does not 
correspond with the understanding of anyone in attendance, please contact MBAJ Architecture in writing.  Unless 
written notice disputing the information contained in this report is received within seven (7) days of the report issue, it 
shall be assumed that all parties are in agreement that this information is true and correct. 
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9131 Anson Way, Suite 204 

Raleigh, North Carolina 27615 

Office: 919#573#6400 

Toll#free: 800#590#MBAJ 

Fax: 919#573#6495 
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MEETING MINUTES 

Informal Resident Advisory Work Group  

Cedar Grove Community Center  

October 15, 2013 

MBAJ No.: 1315    File No.: B-2.0 

  

DISTRIBUTION: All Attending  
 Informal Resident Advisory Work Group Members not in Attendance 
 Support Staff Members not in Attendance 
 Pierre Henwood, MBAJ  
 PDC Engineers 
 CLH Design 
  

ATTENDING: Advisory Board Members 
 Melinda Bradsher  
 Hattie VanHook 
 Brenda VanHook 
 Clifford Rogers  
 Sue Florence 
 Cumilla White 

 Commissioners & Staff Members 

 Nancy Finnell, Asset Management 
 Jeff Thompson, Asset Management 
 Lori Taft, Department of Environment, Agriculture, Parks and Recreation 
 Peter Sandbeck, Cultural Resources Coordinator 
 John Thomas, MBAJ 

Call to Order 

• The meeting was commenced at approximately  6:00 PM 

• Sign1up sheet was circulated  
 

On October 15, 2013 a meeting of the Cedar Grove Community Center Informal Resident Advisory Work Group 
was held at the Northern Human Services Center.  The following items were discussed; 

• Jeff Thompson opened the meeting with some housekeeping items 

o The presentation to the Board of Commissioners is scheduled for November 5th at Hillsborough 
Commons (DSS Building) beginning at 7:00 pm  

o Tonight’s meeting is a dry run of the presentation for the commissioners to receive consent and feedback 
from the Advisory Work Group 

• Jeff Thompson and John Thomas presented the material proposed for the November 5, County Commissioners 
meeting 

• Following the presentation the Advisory Work Group had the following comments and suggestions. 

o The presentation of the site plan should emphasize the buildings importance as the entry to the park. 

o The park master plan should be included to reinforce the ongoing development of facilities on this site. 
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Informal Resident Advisory Work Group  
Cedar Grove Community Center 
October 15, 2013 
Page 2 of 2 

o The old walking track that used to be located in the front lawn should not show up on the site plan. 

o The site plan should include an asphalt walking path connecting the east side of the center with the 
existing walking trail in the park.  

o A copy of the floor plan should be provided on the image sketch slides to orient the viewer to the room 
being depicted. 

• Jeff Thompson reminded the Advisory Work Group the importance of the group and the community showing up 
to support the project at the Commissioners meeting. 

o Jeff encouraged Sue Florence and/or other members of the Advisory Work Group to speak for the 
community at the presentation. 

• The meeting was adjourned. 

MEETING CHANGE 

• Subsequent to the meeting the date of the Commissioner meeting was reissued. The presentation will take place at 
the Tuesday, November 12th BOCC Meeting. The meeting will be held at the Government Services Center, 
200 S. Cameron Street in Hillsborough – 7:00 p.m. 

o Transportation will be provided from Cedar Grove and will leave promptly at 6:00 p.m. on November 

12th. 

 
Minutes Recorded By:     Date: 9/24/2013 
John Thomas 
 
 
This report is the writer’s understanding of the major topics and conclusions of the meeting.  If this does not 
correspond with the understanding of anyone in attendance, please contact MBAJ Architecture in writing.  Unless 
written notice disputing the information contained in this report is received within seven (7) days of the report issue, it 
shall be assumed that all parties are in agreement that this information is true and correct. 
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Attachment 3

Cedar Grove Community Center

Schematic Estimate Summary

October 15, 2013

Selective Deconstruction $294,881

Building Renovation $1,029,247

Site Work $253,255

Construction Subtotal $1,577,383

Contingency 8% $105,930

Professional Fees $173,500

Cultural & Archaeology Study $5,000

Construction Testing & Inspections $15,774

Permits & Fees $2,000

Audio Visual Equipment $20,000

Signage $3,500

Furniture, Fixtures & Equipment $94,643

Project Total $1,997,730
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Attachment 3

Cedar Grove Community Center

Schematic Estimate
October 15, 2013

General Conditions 1 ls $172,712 $172,712

Selective Abatement & Deconstruction

Interior Walls 269 lf $3.50 $942

Floor Finishes 13,268 sf $0.25 $3,317

Windows 238 lf $15.00 $3,570

Plumbing 1 ls $8,000

HVAC 1 ls $10,000

Electrical 1 ls $15,000

Hazardous Material Abatement 13,268 sf $5.00 $66,340

Misc 1 ls $15,000 $294,881

Renovation

New Gyp Bd Walls 3,665 sf $7.20 /sf $26,388

Furr Walls with Gyp Bd 12,500 sf $4.50 /sf $56,250

New Exterior Walls 321 sf $34.00 /sf $10,914

Windows 1,560 sf $62.00 /sf $96,720

Doors, Frames & Hardware 50 ea $1,200.00 /sf $60,000

Folding Walls 850 sf $45.00 /sf $38,250

Floor leveling compound 15,700 sf $3.25 /sf $51,025

Luxiory Vinyl Tile 5,200 sf $3.50 /sf $18,200

Carpet Tile 210 sy $32.00 /sf $6,720

Sport Flooring 4,000 sf $10.50 /sf $42,000

Ceramic Tile 2,580 sf $12.00 /sf $30,960

Rubber Base 1,860 lf $2.00 /lf $3,720

Epoxy Flooring & Base 370 SF $9.00 /sf $3,330
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Attachment 3

Cedar Grove Community Center

Schematic Estimate
October 15, 2013

VCT 739 sf $2.50 /sf $1,848

Manufactured Stone 270 sf $22.00 /sf $5,940

Paint Walls & Ceiling 33,900 sf $0.80 /sf $27,120

Acoustic Wall Panels 1 ls $16,000

Casework 1 ls $23,500

Toilet Partitions 1 ls $4,500

Roof Replacement 14,035 sf $8.50 /sf $119,298

Kitchen Equipment 1 ls $16,000

Plumbing System 1 ls $43,565

Mechanical System 1 ls $152,000

Electrical 1 ls $163,000

Fire Alarm 1 ls $12,000 $1,029,247

Site Construction $253,255 $253,255

63

gwilder
Text Box



Attachment 4

Schematic Estimate

Mothballing of the Wings 
October 15, 2013

General Conditions 1 ls $68,765

Window Deconstruction/Replacement 2,322 sf $68.00 /sf $157,896

Clearstory Deconstruction/Replacement 711 sf $68.00 /sf $48,348

Roof Replacement 21,152 sf $8.50 /sf $179,792

Mechanical System 1 ls $45,000

Electrical 1 ls $14,500

Fire Alarm 1 ls $12,900

Mothball Subtotal $527,201

Contingency 10% $52,720

Professional Fees $28,800

Mothball Total $608,722
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NORTHERN HUMAN NORTHERN HUMAN 
SERVICES CENTERSERVICES CENTERSERVICES CENTERSERVICES CENTER

Schematic Schematic Design PresentationDesign PresentationSchematic Schematic Design PresentationDesign Presentation
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MethodologyMethodology
• Informal Resident Advisory Work 

Group 

– 7 Meetings over 3 Months– 7 Meetings over 3 Months

• Perceptions and Dreams

• Programming• Programming

• Concept Development

– 8 Concepts Explored– 8 Concepts Explored

• Existing Conditions Survey

– Through inventory of existing – Through inventory of existing 
conditions

– Code compliance review
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Existing ConditionsExisting Conditions
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Existing ConditionsExisting Conditions

Park Master Plan
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Existing ConditionsExisting Conditions
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Existing ConditionsExisting Conditions
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ChallengesChallenges

• Septic Capacity

– 1,400 gals/day– 1,400 gals/day

• Limited Occupancy

• No Commercial Kitchen• No Commercial Kitchen

• Lot Coverage

– 12% Impervious Surface– 12% Impervious Surface

• Memorializing Community 
SignificanceSignificance

• Historic Aesthetic
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Proposed SolutionProposed Solution

NEW PAVED 

PARKING

Site Plan
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Proposed SolutionProposed Solution

Floor Plan
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Proposed SolutionProposed Solution

Hwy 86 Elevation
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Proposed SolutionProposed Solution

Internet Cafe
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Proposed SolutionProposed Solution

Multi6Media Room
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Proposed SolutionProposed Solution

Small Group Room
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Proposed SolutionProposed Solution

Recreation Room
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Proposed SolutionProposed Solution

Large Group Room

79



OccupancyOccupancy

• Septic Capacity
– 1,400 gals/day– 1,400 gals/day

• Full Day Use (8 hours)
– 140 persons– 140 persons

• Half Day Use (4 hours)
– 220 persons– 220 persons
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Proposed SolutionProposed Solution

Preliminary Cost Estimate
General Conditions $172,712 

Selective Abatement & Deconstruction $294,881 Selective Abatement & Deconstruction $294,881 

Building Renovation $1,029,247 

Site Work $253,255 

Construction Subtotal $1,577,383 Construction Subtotal $1,577,383 

Contingency 8% $105,930 

Professional Fees $173,500 Professional Fees $173,500 

Cultural & Archeology Study $5,000 

Construction Testing & Inspections $15,774 

Permits & Fees $2,000 

Audio Visual Equipment $20,000 

Signage $3,500 

FF&E $94,643 

Project Total $1,997,730 
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Mothballing of Mothballing of 
Classroom WingsClassroom WingsClassroom WingsClassroom Wings
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MothballingMothballing

• Objective

– Preservation of Existing Space– Preservation of Existing Space

• Minimum Scope

– Window Replacement– Window Replacement

– Roof Replacement

– HVAC– HVAC

– Fire Alarm

– Smoke Detection– Smoke Detection
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MothballingMothballing

• Cost

– Additional Cost: $358,700

• Mothball Cost: $579,900

• Mothball Design Fees:$28,800

• Less Deconstruction Budget: • Less Deconstruction Budget: 
($250,000)

• Benefits• Benefits

– Preserves 21,000 s.f. for future use

– Replacement Cost: $364 Million

– 1,100 s.f. Classroom available as 
Multi6Media Room in Project

– Preserves Historic Appearance– Preserves Historic Appearance
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Schematic Schematic Design PresentationDesign PresentationSchematic Schematic Design PresentationDesign Presentation
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ORANGE COUNTY 
BOARD OF COMMISSIONERS 

 
ACTION AGENDA ITEM ABSTRACT 

 Meeting Date: November 12, 2013  
 Action Agenda 
 Item No.  2 

 
SUBJECT:   Lands Legacy Action Plan for FY 2014-17 
 
DEPARTMENT:  Environment, Agriculture, Parks 

and Recreation (DEAPR) 
PUBLIC HEARING:  (Y/N) No 

  
 

ATTACHMENT(S): 
A) Lands Legacy Program Overview 
B) Draft Annual Action Plan (2014-17) 
 
 
 

INFORMATION CONTACT: 
David Stancil, 245-2510 

   Rich Shaw, 245-2514 
 
 
 

 
 
PURPOSE:  To consider and provide feedback on the draft Lands Legacy Action Plan for the 
three-year period (July 2014 – June 2017). 
 
BACKGROUND:  The Board of Commissioners established the Lands Legacy Program in 
2000.  Through this program, Orange County seeks to protect its most critical natural and 
cultural resources through a variety of voluntary means.  Over the first 12 years of the program, 
Orange County acquired land for seven new parks, conserved 16 active farms (1,700 acres), 
and protected nearly 600 acres of natural open space in the Eno River, Cane Creek, Little River, 
and New Hope Creek watersheds.  Over that period, the County helped other partners protect 
an additional 1,544 acres of sensitive resource lands.   
 
Most projects are accomplished in partnership with other conservation entities, including the 
Triangle Land Conservancy, Orange Water & Sewer Authority, Eno River Association, the 
Orange NRCS/Soil & Water office, State and Federal trust funds, and neighboring local 
governments.  With those partnerships, Orange County has been awarded over $5 million in 
grants for park acquisition or construction and for conserving farms and open space.   
 
The Lands Legacy Program is directed by the BOCC’s adoption of an Action Plan.  The 
proposed 2014-17 Action Plan reflects acquisition priorities for the three-year period beginning 
July 1, 2014 and ending June 30, 2017.  Action Plan development is aided by input from citizen 
advisory boards – Commission for the Environment (for natural areas, prime forest, riparian 
buffers, and open space/trails); Agricultural Preservation Board (for farmland preservation); 
Historic Preservation Board (for historic/cultural resources); and the Parks and Recreation 
Council (for parklands, open space/trails).  
 
This Action Plan comes at a time when staff is mindful of several new developments that will 
affect the County’s land conservation actions and decisions: 
 

1



 

• An improving regional economy – an expected upturn following the Great Recession 
(2008-12) should provide more conservation opportunities, but it may also result in higher 
land values. 

• No more NC Conservation Tax Credit – The NC General Assembly eliminated one of 
the important incentives for landowners to donate conservation easements or enter into 
bargain sales.  The credit program will expire December 31, 2013. 

• Less funding from the State of NC – Although the state budget includes funding for 
land conservation, the amount of grant funds available to local governments from the 
State trust funds has been reduced significantly. 

• County parks master plan update – An updated parks and recreation master plan for 
Orange County will be completed in early 2014.  The plan will help guide future Lands 
Legacy program acquisitions related to parks, open space and trails.   

• County funding for conservation easements – The BOCC approved an annual 
allocation of $125,000 in the Capital Investment Plan (CIP) for conservation easement 
purchases.  These funds are expected to leverage outside funds from various sources. 

 
Most of the priority focus areas in the 2014-17 Action Plan are multi-year projects repeated from 
previous action plans.  A few potential new projects are offered for the Board’s consideration.  
Details of each are provided on pages 3-4 of the action plan. 

 
• Bingham Township Park 
• Upper Eno Preserve/ Mountains-to-Sea Trail (Hillsborough to Seven-Mile Creek 

segment) 
• Farmland Easements 
• Jordan Lake Headwaters Preserve 
• Local Historic Landmarks 

 
FINANCIAL IMPACT: Most of the funds available for the upcoming three fiscal years (2014-15, 
2015-16, and 2016-17) are existing funds from prior appropriations of the Board (2001-2006).  
These include appropriations from the Lands Legacy Fund (voter-approved 2001 Parks and 
Open Space bonds converted to alternative financing in 2008-09), the Lands Legacy 
Opportunities Fund (pay-as-you-go funds primarily from 2000-2006 sales tax revenues), and 
Payment-in-Lieu Funds (funds generated by new subdivision activity for parks, recreation and 
open space acquisition and construction).  In addition, the Board allocated $125,000 annually 
for the Conservation Easement Fund as part of the CIP adopted in June 2013.   
 
Where identified, the proposed funding source is listed in the attached Action Plan.  For many 
projects, DEAPR seeks grant funds from a variety of State and Federal sources. Thus far the 
County has received $3.8 million for conserving lands through Lands Legacy. 
 
Final funding decisions are made by the Board on a project-by-project basis, as potential 
purchases are presented for approval.  Not all potential projects in the draft Action Plan will be 
pursued. In each case, separate project budgets and capital project ordinances with specific 
funding sources and amounts are considered at the time of project approval. 
 
RECOMMENDATION(S):  The Interim Manager recommends the Board receive the draft Lands 
Legacy Program Action Plan and provide direction, comment and feedback.  DEAPR staff will 
make refinements to the plan based on Board comments and bring the Action Plan back for 
Board adoption at a subsequent meeting.  
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Orange County 
Lands Legacy Program 

Department of Environment, Agriculture, Parks and Recreation 
 

Orange County’s Lands Legacy Program was created by a board of commissioners’ resolution 
on April 4, 2000.  The purpose and mission is to work with willing landowners and other 
partners to protect and conserve the county’s most important natural and cultural resource lands 
before they are damaged or destroyed.  The program is administered by the Department of 
Environment, Agriculture, Parks and Recreation (DEAPR). 
 
Through Lands Legacy, the County has completed projects in all seven townships.  That success 
was achieved with the help of many partners, including dozens of landowners interested in 
conserving their land through the granting of permanent conservation easements.  Other key 
partners included Triangle Land Conservancy, Eno River Association, OWASA, Duke 
University, and other local governments.  The County has also partnered with state and federal 
agencies that awarded over $5 million in grants for park acquisition/construction and for 
conserving farms and open space. 
 
Over the first 12 years of Lands Legacy, Orange County acquired land for seven new parks, 
preserved all or portions of 16 active farms (1,700 acres), and conserved nearly 600 acres of 
natural open space in the Eno River, Cane Creek, Little River, and New Hope Creek watersheds 
upstream of public water supply intakes.  A list of completed projects is attached.  
 
An evolving focus for the program 
Lands Legacy was established to protect the following types of land: 
 

• Parkland 
• Natural areas and wildlife habitat (including prime forests) 
• Riparian buffers (especially in public water supply watersheds) 
• Prime farmland 
• Historic and cultural sites 

 
During the first few years Lands Legacy focused on parkland acquisition, then shifted its focus to 
farmland preservation, responding to farmer interests and grants for purchasing conservation 
easements.  More recently, the program has worked to conserve land along rivers and streams—
thereby helping to protect our public water supplies and securing areas for low-impact recreation.   
 
The cost of conservation 
Orange County’s land conservation over 
the past 12 years cost the County $3,726 
per acre—much less than 1% of the 
County’s budget over that period.  Those 
funds went toward the direct conservation 
of 3,030 acres by the County, plus an 
additional 1,236 acres acquired by the 
State for Eno River State Park and for the 
portion of Little River Park located in 
Durham County.   
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Over time the price of land has risen steadily in this region, and after the recent economic 
slowdown, prices are expected to begin to rise again. Some of the land the County purchased 
through Lands Legacy is “land banked” for identified future parks.  In the meantime, that land is 
in stewardship, with much of it in use for agricultural production through temporary 
arrangements with nearby farmers. 
 
Part of a state and regional effort to protect vital resources  
Lands Legacy is part of a statewide effort to identify the most important resource lands and to 
distinguish them from areas more suitable for future development. Orange County was an active 
participant in the Triangle Greenprint and One NC Naturally, and is working with 
neighboring jurisdictions to extend the Mountains-to-Sea Trail through the central Piedmont.   
 
An award winning program    
Lands Legacy has been recognized for its successful efforts.  In 2007 Orange County received 
the national Excellence in County Planning Award from the National Association of County 
Planners.  The program was also twice runner-up for the national County Leadership in 
Conservation Award by the National Association of Counties and Trust for Public Land.  In 
2003 the Conservation Trust for NC recognized Orange and Durham counties with the 
Government Partner Conservation Award for joint establishment of Little River Regional Park.  
And in 2007, the NC Soil & Water Conservation Society awarded Orange County the Local 
Government Conservationist Award.   
 
Still important to conserve land? 
Through Lands Legacy, Orange County has 
made long-term investments in preserving its 
precious natural and cultural heritage—part 
of the county’s foundation for maintaining a 
vibrant quality of life.  With the Triangle 
Region expecting another 400,000 residents 
by 20151, and two interstate highways 
running through the county’s midsection, the 
protection of these assets will reap countless 
benefits in the future.  Those assets include 
our “green infrastructure”—a web of natural 
green space, vital for wildlife corridors, recreational trails, and protecting the many rivers and 
streams that supply our drinking water.   
 
Another critical part of that resource base is the county’s prime farmland, a major part of the 
local economy.  Lands Legacy has responded to the agricultural community’s interest in 
preserving farmland, and in doing so helped to recapitalize participating farms with an infusion 
of funds and an opportunity to diversify their products to meet the demands of the strong local 
food movement—all without reducing the local tax base2.   
 
Finally, many important historic and archaeological sites, part of our cultural heritage that 
contributes to tourism, are being lost due to lack of information and adequate safeguards, and 
over 40 percent of the County’s most important natural heritage areas remain unprotected.  
                                                 
1  By 2015 the Triangle Region’s population is expected to increase from 2.05 million (2010) to 2.4 million people 

(Source:  Source: U.S. Bureau of the Census, 2000 Census of Population. Esri forecasts for 2010 and 2015) 
2  Local property taxes were unaffected because the farms were already enrolled in the present use value program; 

more than half of the funds used to purchase easements were from state/federal grants and landowner donations.   
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Lands Legacy Program: Completed Projects  
 

Project Acres Year Purpose 
 
McGowan Creek Preserve 63 2000 Protect public water supply (Upper Eno watershed); 

low-impact recreation   
 
Little River Regional Park 

 
136* 

 
2000 

Low-impact recreation & watershed protection; 
Joint project with Triangle Land Conservancy,  
Durham County, and Eno River Association.       

Twin Creeks Park (Moniese Nomp)  
      & Educational Campus 193 2001 Future district park; co-located with schools  

(now includes section of Jones Creek Greenway) 
 
Seven Mile Creek Preserve 134 2001 Protect portions of natural heritage site;  

nature preserve with low-impact recreation  
 
Walters Farm (I) 71 2001 Agricultural conservation easement.  Protects prime 

farmland, Back Creek watershed and scenic vista 
 
Blackwood Farm parkland 152 2001 Future park with historic farmstead, prime farmland,  

natural heritage site, historic roadbed, scenic vistas   
 
Shy Conservation Area 45 2002 Conservation easement donation; protects Cane  

Creek watershed, prime farmland, and natural area  
 
New Hope Preserve 1 2003 Conservation easement for planned trail along 

New Hope Creek; links to Duke Forest trails.   
 
Walters Farm (II) 223 2003 Agricultural conservation easement in Back Creek  

watershed      
 
Volpe Conservation Area  

24 
5 

2004 
2010 

Conservation easement protects land adjacent to  
Eno River and tributary streams 

 
Starfield Conservation Area 4 2004 Conservation easement donation; protects portion 

of Currie Hill natural area; public trail corridor 
 
Cedar Grove Park Expansion  12 2004 Expansion of facilities for the Northern Human  

Services Center and park complex 
 
Lemola Ayrshire Farm  77 2004 Conservation easement; protects prime farmland, 

Morgan Creek corridor, Pickard Mtn natural area.  
 
Adams Preserve 27 2004 Forested natural area on Bolin Creek; protected in  

collaboration with Town of Carrboro   
 
Steep Bottom Branch Preserve 65 2004 Natural heritage site protected in partnership with  

the Triangle Land Conservancy   
 
Ward Farm  112 2004 Conservation easement; protects prime farmland 

in Back Creek and Upper Eno watersheds.     
 
Millhouse Road Park 

67 
10 

2004 
2007 

Future park with farmstead and natural  
heritage area 

 
Lloyd Farm  125 2005 Agricultural and watershed conservation easement; 

acquired jointly with OWASA 
 
McPherson Farm  47 2005 Agricultural and watershed conservation easement; 

acquired jointly with OWASA 
 
Lewis’ Heartleaf Preserve 10 2005 Protects portion of a natural heritage area with small 

Population of rare plant endemic to NC and VA  
 
Keith Arboretum & Preserve 45 2006 Conservation easement; protects arboretum and  

mature forest adjacent to natural heritage site 
 
Fickle Creek Farm  60 2007 Conservation easement; protects prime farmland 

for local producers in the Cane Creek watershed     
 
* Little River Regional Park includes another 255 acres located in Durham County 
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Project Acres Year Purpose 
Latta Dairy Farm 138 2007 Agricultural conservation easement; protects dairy  

and prime farmland in the Little River watershed     
New Hope Preserve  
 New Hope Creek Trail  
 Hollow Rock Access 
 Penny / Hanging Rock area 
 Dallas Branch Natural Area 
 East side of Pickett Road 

 
1 
7 

22 
27 
11 

 
2005 
2006 
2006 
2007 
2011 

 
Acquired for future park with parking, education,  
nature trails and wildlife habitat along New Hope 
Creek.  Joint project with Durham County, Triangle 
Land Conservancy, and State of NC. 

McKee Farm 92 2007 Conservation easement; protects prime farmland 
and stream buffers in Cane Creek watershed     

Tate Farm 80 2007 Conservation easement; protects prime farmland 
and stream buffers in Back Creek watershed     

Lee Farm 62 2007 Conservation easement; protects prime farmland 
and stream buffers in Little River watershed    

 

Northeast District Park 
 

143 2007 Future county park on Schley Road.   
 

Breeze Farm  295 2008 
2012 

Conservation easement; protects prime farmland 
historic farmstead, streams in Little River watershed 

Eno Confluence Nature Preserve 110 2009 Conservation easement; protects farmland and  
stream buffers within Eno River nature preserve 

Seven Mile Creek Preserve 13 2010  
Future public gateway to nature preserve 

Covey Creek Conservation Area 8 2010 Conservation easement; protects stream corridor 
upstream of Little River and natural heritage site 

Sykes Dairy Farm 160 2011 Conservation easement; protects prime farmland 
and stream buffers in Cane Creek watershed    

Brooks Farm 114 2012 Conservation easement; protects prime farmland 
and stream buffers in Upper Eno River watershed    

Thompson Farm 40 2012 Conservation easement; protects prime farmland 
in the Back Creek watershed    

 
Orange County contributed funds to the State of North Carolina’s purchase of Poplar Ridge (134 ac.) and 
Eno Wilderness (808 ac.) for additions to Eno River State Park in 2003.  
 
Orange County contributed funds to the Botanical Garden Foundation’s purchase of an addition to the 
Stillhouse Bottom Nature Preserve in 2010.   
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      Morgan Creek headwaters near Pickards Mountain 
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Lands Legacy Program 
Action Plan 2014-2017 

For the period July 1, 2014 – June 30, 2017 
 

Introduction 
The purpose of Orange County’s Lands Legacy Program  is to help protect the county’s most 
important natural and cultural resource lands before they are damaged or lost to incompatible 
land-uses activities.  Much has been accomplished by the County and its many partners, but 
there are still many special places needing some level of protection.    
 
Lands Legacy works with landowners who are interested in conserving their land.  All projects 
are voluntary.  Some properties are purchased outright to serve a specific public purpose, such 
as for a park or nature preserve, consistent with adopted county plans.  Most properties 
protected through the program are accomplished with a conservation easement-- a permanent, 
legal agreement between the County and the landowner, whereby the land remains in private 
ownership. To qualify for a conservation easement the property must have special 
“conservation values,” the protection of which will provide meaningful and lasting public benefit 
(e.g., water supply watershed, prime farmland, natural heritage area, historic or cultural site).  
In most cases the property possesses multiple conservation values.      
 
Most projects completed through Lands Legacy are in partnership with other organizations, 
such as Eno River Association, Triangle Land Conservancy, Orange Water and Sewer Authority, 
Duke University, and other local governments.  The County often uses state and federal 
matching grant funds to acquire land or to construct facilities.   
 
The Lands Legacy Program is guided by a three-year Action Plan that sets priorities for 
determining what projects to work on over the specified timeframe.  The Lands Legacy Action 
Plan is prepared the DEAPR staff and adopted by the Board of Commissioners.  Some projects 
are long-term efforts that span multiple action plans. 
 
The process of developing the Action Plan begins with staff identifying potential projects and 
asking the Board for initial guidance.  Staff then meets with advisory boards for their input on 
development of priorities for the upcoming years.  Some of that discussion with advisory boards 
is still ongoing through the end of November.   
 
Staff prepares a draft Plan and presents it to the Board of Commissioners for their consideration 
and feedback.  The Action Plan is then finalized for Board approval prior to adoption of the 
County’s Capital Improvement Plan (CIP).   
 

* * * * * * * 
The following is the draft Action Plan is for the upcoming three fiscal years: 2014-
2017. Like the previous (current) action plan, this one focuses on fewer target areas.  The 
reason for limiting the scope of projects is allow staff to complete one or more of the larger, 
multi-year priority projects.  Staff is also adjusting to the reduced availability of state grant 
funds to local governments and the elimination of the NC Conservation Tax Credit (effective 
12/31/13).  The scaled-back plan will continue also enable the staff to tend to its land 
stewardship responsibilities of properties “land-banked” for future parks and preserves.  
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The Action Plan includes current goals and a priority list of land conservation projects for the 
coming three years, followed by a summary of advisory board comments, and specific 
acquisition objectives.  Also attached is a brief summary of the projects completed through 
Lands Legacy over its first 12 years (2000-2012) 
 
Overarching Objectives for 2014 - 2017 
 
1. Previously-Approved Projects: Complete projects that were approved by the Board of 

Commissioners during the previous planning period, but have not yet closed.  These 
include acquisitions that received final Board approval and other projects that are still 
being negotiated but have not received final approval for close out.    

 
2. Site Stewardship:  Make sure all properties have boundaries marked in accordance with 

the Department’s land management policy. Complete management plans for all properties 
“land banked” for future public parks and preserves.    

 
3. Natural Heritage Areas:  Protect high-priority natural heritage areas contiguous with 

existing conservation lands, allowing low-impact recreation where suitable.   
 

4. Joint Town/County Open Space: Continue collaborating with the towns and other 
entities in acquiring land for establishing or expanding public trails or greenways identified 
in town plans that tie together important county-wide open spaces.  

 
5. Grant Funds:  Continue to pursue state and federal grants to leverage existing County 

funds authorized for land acquisition, site stewardship, or park development. 
 
Summary List of Priority Projects  
The following areas are considered as higher priority locations for completing 
conservation projects through the Lands Legacy Program.  Details for each project are 
provided in the table below (Pages 3-4). 
  
DEAPR staff recognizes, once again, all of these projects cannot be completed during 
the three-year timeframe for this Action Plan.  Nevertheless, all are priorities and 
progress can be made in moving each of these projects forward.  Completion of active 
projects and stewardship of existing properties remain overarching priorities. 
 

1. Future Bingham Township Park 
 

2. Upper Eno Preserve/Mountains-to-Sea Trail  
 (Hillsborough to Seven-Mile Creek segment) 
 

2. Farmland Easements 
 

3. Jordan Lake Headwaters Preserve  
 

5. Historic Landmarks (and historic easements)  
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Priority List for July 2014-June 2017 
 
 

Priority Need Purpose/Use Estimated Cost* Timetable 
 
1.  Bingham Township Park 
Pursue acquisition of park site in 
Bingham Township. 
 

 
Purchase new district park site (25-
74 acres) for active and low-impact 
recreation consistent with County’s 
park master plan. 

 
$600,000 from Lands Legacy 
Fund for acquisition costs 
depending on potential 
collaboration with OWASA 

 
Identify priority sites 
(ongoing); negotiate 
acquisition of future park site 
for closing by December 2014. 

 
2.  Upper Eno Preserve/ 

Mountains-to-Sea Trail  
Acquire/protect additional 
priority lands for riparian buffers 
and for the Seven Mile Creek 
component and for trail link to 
Hillsborough Riverwalk (future 
Mountains-to-Sea Trail).  
 

 
Preserve one the County’s largest 
intact natural areas for a planned 
nature preserve with trails, outdoor 
education, and campsite.  Partner 
with Eno River Association; 
coordinate MST with NC Parks and 
Friends of Mountain-to-Sea Trail. 

 
Total $1.5 to $2.0 million, 
depending on total acres and 
acquisition method.  County 
share (~33%) from the Lands 
Legacy Fund and Conservation 
Easement Fund. Pursue grants 
from State and others.  

 
Contact key landowners and 
perform site recon in 2014-15. 
Collaborate with partners in 
acquiring lands as feasible in 
2015-17.  Pursue grant and 
partner funding. This continues 
multi-year initiative. 

 
3.  Farmland Easements  
Acquire farmland conservation 
easements in priority water 
supply watersheds (Cane Creek, 
Upper Eno, Back Creek, and 
University Lake). 
 

 
Maintain a critical mass of active 
farmland and protect water quality 
by preserving riparian buffers on 
farms.  Partner with Orange NRCS/ 
Soil & Water District and state or 
federal farmland grant agency. 

 
$400,000 from Lands Legacy 
CE Fund to be matched with 
potential grants from federal 
(FRPP) or State (ADFP) 
farmland grant programs. 

 
Identify priority farm(s) for 
annual grant submittal (FRPP 
and ADFP Trust Fund).   
 
Negotiate easement(s) for 
closing by December 2016. 

 
4.  Jordan Lake Headwaters 

Preserve 
Expand current efforts to protect 
more of the Mason Farm to 
Jordan Lake connector and 
associated natural areas. 

 
Protect remaining portions of an 
important natural corridor that links 
UNC lands (including Mason Farm 
Biological Reserve) with the New 
Hope game lands (Jordan Lake).  
Partner with UNC, Chapel Hill and 
the Botanical Garden Foundation. 
 

 
Multi-year project. Potential 
cost-share with UNC, Chapel 
Hill, Botanical Garden Fdn., 
and NC trust funds. Total est. 
long-term cost of $1.5 million. 
County share (~25%) from 
Lands Legacy Fund.   

 
Continue discussions with 
landowners and identify willing 
sellers/donors by June 2015; 
coordinate with partners, 
secure grants, negotiate any 
closings by June 2017. 

 
* - Cost estimates are rough estimates based on expected per acreage land prices, and actual negotiations may produce different results. As acquisition opportunities are reviewed and evaluated, the cost estimates will be refined. 
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Priority Need Purpose/Use Estimated Cost* Timetable 
 
5.  Local Historic Landmarks  
Augment current efforts to 
designate local landmarks for 
high-priority historic sites, 
including sites on Study List for 
National Register of Historic 
Places.  

 
Designating local historic landmarks 
may be more effective way of 
protecting high-priority historic sites, 
and may lead to historic preservation 
easements for selected properties.   
Partner with Historic Preservation 
Commission. 

 
$15,000 ($5,000/yr) from 
Lands Legacy Fund matched 
by landowner funds for 
consultants to prepare 
landmark application for 
HPC/BOCC consideration.  
An additional $200-300K 
could be needed to acquire 
historic preservation easement 
on selected properties.   

 
HPC to identify priority 
landmarks and contact owners 
farm(s) for landmark 
consideration.   
 
Negotiate historic preservation 
easements when feasible. 

 
Others as opportunities arise.  
 

 
N/A 

 
Unknown 

 
Unknown 

 
* - Cost estimates are rough estimates based on expected per acreage land prices, and actual negotiations may produce different results. As acquisition opportunities are reviewed and evaluated, the cost estimates will be refined.  
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Advisory Board Comments and Priorities  
 
[Draft – not all comments received as of this writing] 
A. Commission for the Environment (CFE) 

Continue efforts to protect significant natural heritage areas within the Seven 
Mile Creek area (e.g., Sevenmile Creek Sugar Maple Bottoms) and Jordan 
Lake headwaters (e.g., Mason Farm Oak-Hickory Forest); also along the 
upper reaches of the Eno River, New Hope Creek and Bolin Creek.  All county 
parks and recreation facilities, including the planned Mountains-to-Sea Trail, 
should be designed to avoid sensitive natural areas and be constructed using 
environmentally friendly and sustainable methods. 
 

B. Agricultural Preservation Board (APB) 
Continue working with farms interested in protecting prime/active farmland 
with permanent agricultural conservation easements. Pursue state and 
federal grant funds to match County funds available for easement purchases.   
  

C. Parks and Recreation Council (PRC) 
Complete the acquisition of land for a future “White Cross Park” in Bingham 
Township as recommended in the Master Recreation & Parks Plan.  Acquire 
land and trail easements for an Orange County segment of the NC Mountains-
to-Sea Trail, with priority for linking Hillsborough Riverwalk to the Seven Mile 
Creek component of the Upper Eno Preserve.   

 

D. Historic Preservation Commission (HPC) 
Continue efforts to acquire conservation easements to protect important 
cultural and/or archaeological resources, including the Hall’s Mill and Faucette 
Mill complexes, the Hollow Rock area (New Hope Creek), the Sevenmile Creek 
basin (road network, associated structures), and the Hillsborough Academy. 
Consider acquiring conservation easements that protect scenic/heritage road 
corridors.  Establish an “archaeology emergency fund” for unanticipated costs 
for surveying/protecting historic roadbeds and archaeological sites.  
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Specific Acquisition Objectives 
 
The following are more specific acquisition objectives developed from existing plans, 
BOCC feedback/direction, County staff knowledge, and discussions with other 
conservation partners; in some cases expanding upon or refining advisory board 
recommendations.  These are not listed in priority order. 
 

A. Natural Areas and Wildlife Habitat 
• Work with the Botanical Garden Foundation and other partners to conserve key 

areas and establish a Jordan Lake Headwaters Preserve, including Mason Farm 
Oak-Hickory Forest (natural heritage area of state significance) 

• Work with the Eno River Association and others to conserve critical land for the 
Seven Mile Creek component of the Upper Eno Preserve, including Sevenmile 
Creek Sugar Maple Bottoms (natural heritage area of state significance) 

• Work with the Eno River Association, the Town of Hillsborough and others to 
conserve priority riparian and upland habitats in the Upper Eno River critical area  

• Work with Triangle Land Conservancy and others to conserve priority riparian 
lands and prime forest lands located in the Upper New Hope Creek watershed 

• Work with the Town of Carrboro, University of NC and the Friends of Bolin Creek 
to identify priority lands for conserving the Upper Bolin Creek corridor 

 
 See #2 and #4 on the Priority Table (Pages 3-4) 

 
B. Farmland Preservation 

• Continue working with the Orange NRCS/Soil and Water Conservation District to 
identify and prioritize willing sellers and donors of conservation easements on 
prime farmland in priority watersheds 

• Continue working with the Orange NRCS/Soil and Water Conservation District to 
apply for grants from the NC Agricultural Development & Farmland 
Preservation Trust Fund and federal Farm and Ranch Land Protection Program 
for the purchase of agricultural conservation easements 
 
 See #3 on the Priority Table (Pages 3-4) 

 
C. Parklands and Open Space 

• Acquire land for a future district park in the White Cross area (Bingham 
Township) consistent with the County’s Master Recreation and Parks Plan 

• Acquire key parcels needed for a public pedestrian trail and wildlife corridor that 
would connect Hillsborough Riverwalk to the Haw River for the planned NC 
Mountains-to-Sea Trail—focusing in short-term on the link between Occoneechee 
Mountain and the Seven Mile Creek component of the Upper Eno Preserve 

• In all acquisitions, be cognizant of the potential for meeting other objectives of 
protecting riparian buffers, natural areas and historic/archaeological sites 

 
 See #1 and #2 on the Priority Table (Pages 3-4) 
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D. Cultural and Archaeological Sites 
• Continue working with landowners in the Faucette’s Mill and Hall’s Mill areas to 

protect the combination of historic and natural features in those communities 
• Work with the owners of the former Hillsborough Academy property to protect 

the remains of historic and archaeological resources associated with that site 
• Conduct archaeological surveys of county properties acquired for future parks 

and nature preserves (e.g., McGowan Creek Preserve, Seven Mile Creek 
Preserve, Millhouse Road Park, and Northeast Park) 

• Continue to stabilize, maintain and renovate existing structures on County-owned 
properties acquired for future parks (e.g., Millhouse Road park site) 

• Work with the HPC to pursue applications from high-priority candidates for local 
historic landmark designation   

 
 See #5 on the Priority Table (Pages 3-4) 
 

E. Watershed Riparian Buffers 
• Protect riparian corridors in the Upper Eno River protected watershed; partner 

with the Eno River Association and others; pursue grant funds from the NC Clean 
Water Management Trust Fund and Upper Neuse Clean Water Initiative  

• Identify and protect priority areas in Upper New Hope Creek corridor; work with 
New Hope Creek Corridor Advisory Committee and Triangle Land Conservancy 

• Identify priority areas for protection in the Bolin Creek corridor; collaborate with 
Friends of Bolin Creek, the Town of Carrboro, the University of NC, and others 

• Preserve riparian buffers in other water supply watersheds through parkland 
acquisitions and agricultural conservation easement projects 

 
 See #2 and #4 on the Priority Table (Pages 3-4) 

 
 

Conclusion 
 
The first 12 years of the Lands Legacy Program saw tremendous strides in the 
protection of priority resource lands, with 3,031 acres permanently protected (as 
of December 2012) and several more projects in the works.  
 
The FY 2014-17 Action Plan builds on projects from previous years, and includes 
projects in each of the Lands Legacy priority areas (natural areas, parkland, 
cultural/historic resources, prime farmland and riparian buffers and public water 
supply watersheds). This Action Plan will continue the use of 2001 Parks and 
Open Space bonds funds to leverage grant funds from state and federal sources 
for protecting high priority natural and cultural resource lands.   
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 Meeting Date: November 12, 2013  
 Action Agenda 
 Item No.  3 

SUBJECT:   Space Study Update 
 
DEPARTMENT:   Asset Management Services PUBLIC HEARING:  (Y/N) No 

 
ATTACHMENT(S): 

A) Board-Adopted Framework for 
Iterative, Continuous Space Study 

B) Consolidated Space Utilization and 
Limited Physical Assessment 
Report Performed by ECS 
Carolinas, LLP 

C) Consolidated Departmental Space 
Update Summary 

D) Work Session PowerPoint 
Presentation 

INFORMATION CONTACT: 
Jeff Thompson, 919-245-2658 
Wayne Fenton, 919-245-2628 

    
 
 
 
 
 

    

PURPOSE:  To receive and discuss the space study update and provide guidance to the Interim 
Manager and staff in anticipation of the FY2014-15 goals, planning, and budget processes.  
 
BACKGROUND:  During the May 21, 2013 regular meeting, the Board of County 
Commissioners received the space study update report for review and comment.  The abstract 
for that item can be found at http://orangecountync.gov/occlerks/130521.pdf (Item 8-b).   
 
The Board suggested that these presented space study initiatives: 1) return for the Board’s 
review and continued discussion in anticipation of the Board’s annual planning, prioritization, 
budgeting, and decision making processes; and 2) be delivered within a framework conducive to 
iterative, continuous study over time.   
 
The Board adopted study framework is illustrated in Attachment A, entitled “Board-Adopted 
Framework for Iterative, Continuous Space Study”.  The framework is founded in the original 
2001 framework and guiding principles as well as the major space study framework update in 
2005. 
 
As part of this framework, the County engaged ECS Carolinas, LLP of Raleigh, NC to work with 
County management and its departments in developing baseline information and ongoing 
analysis and benchmarking tools in the areas of space utilization and facilities assessment.  
Through the summer break and into the fall, ECS and County Asset Management Services staff 
performed limited physical assessments of County facilities (focusing upon County office and 
administrative spaces) and aggregated department director space “wants and needs” 
information through observation, interview, questionnaire, and comparative industry 
benchmarking techniques. 
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Attachment B, entitled “Consolidated Space Utilization and Limited Physical Assessment Report 
performed by ECS Carolinas, LLP”.  Attachment C, “Consolidated Departmental Space Update 
Summary”, initially presented to the Board during the May 2013 space study presentation, is 
updated and in accord with the ECS study.   
 
Pete Domenico, Branch Manager of ECS will present the report, methodology, and suggested 
topics for Board discussion during the work session.  Attachment D, entitled “Work Session 
PowerPoint Presentation” outlines the talking points of the work session presentation. 
 
FINANCIAL IMPACT:   The Board adopted Capital Investment Plan (CIP) allocated $25,000 in 
FY2013-14 for third party physical assessments, ongoing assessment and analysis tool 
assembly, and space use programming exercises for this space study initiative.  ECS’s 
professional services work, represented by the attached report, was performed through an 
agreement in the amount of $18,500.  Staff recommends the balance of the allocation be 
devoted to formal storage education, planning, and policy development to allow maximum 
efficiency of defined storage areas within departmental areas as well as County consolidated 
storage areas.   
 
RECOMMENDATION(S):  The Interim Manager recommends the Board receive and discuss 
the space study update and provide guidance to the Interim Manager and staff in anticipation of 
the FY2014-15 goals, planning, and budget processes.  
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Attachment A 

Space Study Framework (BOCC adopted on June 18, 2013) 
 

1. Purpose: 
The purpose of this space study framework is to provide staff a Board adopted set of 
guidelines to systematically inventory, assess, and manage County facility needs on a 
continuous basis.  Specifically, the framework addresses: 

 
a. Space inventory (facility report updated May 2013) 

 
b. Projected space requirements through 2020   (short term; extended from 

original target of meeting needs up to 2010 in 2005 space study update) 
 

c. Projected space needs that may fall beyond 2020 time frame (long term; 
extended from original target of meeting needs up to 2010 in 2005 space 
study update) 
 

d. Identified space issues that may affect quality of service to County 
customers 

 
e. The systematic gathering, review and management of departmental space 

needs that impact services (i.e. service trends, locational needs, 
technology, growth and/or contraction) 

 
f. The presentation of options and recommendations to the Board that 

prioritize, optimize, manage, and ultimately meet County space needs in a 
reasonable and useful manner 

 
2. Guiding Principles: 

a. Board Adopted in 2001: 
 

• Co-location of departments with similar functions and/or those that 
serve the same customer base 
 

• Consolidation of County operations to as few sites as may be 
practicable in an attempt to gain operational efficiency and 
customer access 

 
• Owning facilities in which County operations are located, as 

opposed to leasing, except where there exists a compelling 
business reason to do so 

 
b. Additional Guiding Principle Board Adopted in 2005: 

 
• Building and maintaining facilities and spaces according to 

sustainable practices and high performance building standards 
(Board adopted Environmental Responsibility Goals) 
 

c. Suggested Principle for Board Adoption in 2013: 
 

• Evaluation of the relative cost and benefit of facilities use where 
those facilities are stressed –“fully and/or practically depreciated”.  
This principle is necessary in order to manage the facility to its 
highest and best use while planning and providing for the 
potentially displaced space need. 
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3. Basis of Study: 
The study will include a review of the use of all County buildings, along with a 
description of the space needs of each County department and other users of County 
buildings (e.g. District Attorney). 
 
These assessments will serve as a fundamental work product and will form the basis 
for the scope of the study:   

 
a. Management and Staff Assessment and Input.  The Metrics of this 

Assessment are as follows: 
 

i. Management evaluation and comment 
ii. Staff evaluation, collected and documented by the user  

questionnaire established in 2001 
 

b. Physical Assessment and Inventory.  The Metrics of this Assessment are 
as follows: 
 

i. Physical report (staff and consultant) 
ii. Maintenance and utility report (staff) 

iii. Identification of stressed and under-utilized assets 
iv. Valuation of stressed and under-utilized assets through a Net 

Present Value Calculation (staff) 
 

c. Departmental Space Needs Programming housed within stressed or under-
utilized assets (staff and consultant) 

 
 
 

4. Scope of Study:  
The scope of the study will be based upon the before-mentioned Basis of Study data, 
analysis, and conclusions and will be framed by: 

 
a. Space needs required no later than 2020; as well as beyond 2020 – based 

upon: 
i.  management and staff assessments,  
ii. facility assessments,  

iii. identified stressed or underutilized assets, 
iv.  identified Board, management, and departmental needs;  

 
b. Board adopted strategic planning initiatives 
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5. Options and Recommendations: 
The criteria and decision factors for recommended space study action that are 
suggested for Board adoption are as follows: 

 
a. Making decisions based upon the before-mentioned guiding principles: 

o Consolidation 
o Centralization 
o Ownership 
o Sustainable building operation and programming 
o Cost and benefit analysis 

 
b. Minimizing under-utilized spaces 

 
c. Formulating reasonable, defensible courses of action for stressed facilities 

 
d. Providing exceptional facilities for County service delivery 

 
e. Meeting longstanding, publicly supported needs 

 
f. Recognizing, anticipating, and planning for growth (and contraction) trends 

 
 

 
6. Timeline and Horizon: 
Staff will recommend space need prioritization, scheduling and funding sources to the 
Board for comment and adoption each fall prior to the annual Capital Investment 
Planning process.   

 
This space study framework is recommended to be fully updated every 5th year, with 
annual status reports to be presented to the Board each fall before the budget season.  
These updates may serve as a vehicle to recognize and address the trends and 
strategic directions and receive Board guidance outside of the budget process. 
 
This space study framework will be used for a systematic study of County facility 
space needs in 2013. 
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October 23, 2013 

 

 

Mr. Jeff Thompson 
Orange County Asset Management Services 
PO Box 8181 
Hillsborough, North Carolina 27278 

 
Reference: Executive  Summary of Limited  Facilities Consulting Services 

Orange County  Facilities 
ECS Project  No. 06-20784 

 
Dear Mr. Thompson: 

 
ECS Carolinas, LLC, along with our sub-consultant, Facility Futures (ECS will be defined as ECS 
Carolinas and Facility Futures for the remainder of this report), provided our services in accordance with 
our authorized proposal 06:16742.  Please find the attached executive summary of the work completed 
to date. 

 
Purpose 

 

The purpose of this report is to provide the first step in developing the tools to allow Orange County to 
serve its constituents as it pertains to the management of their facilities.  The baseline financial and 
space studies will allow future decisions to be based upon an objective snapshot of Orange 
County Facilities as of  August,  2013.   Future decisions will affect the results of this study, but the 
framework for determining financial and space efficiencies is in place and can be updated and modified 
by Orange County Staff. 

 
Space Us e Study 

 

ECS conducted field site visits, interviewed Asset Management Staff, reviewed previous space utilization 
surveys, and developed/reviewed space utilization surveys completed by department directors to update 
the previous Orange County Facilities Space Studies.  ECS also obtained detailed space use 
drawings and square footage information from Asset Management Services. These information 
sources were used to prepare an efficiency of space use summary on a square foot basis.  
Departmental wants and needs within assigned portions of facilities were identified within a majority of 
completed departmental space utilization surveys.  Detailed survey responses are presented in 
Attachment 1. 

 

Of the County’s approximately 798,000 total gross square feet of building space, ECS has focused its 
space use study on approximately 109,000 usable (291,000 gross) square feet of general 
administration/office space, assigned departmental storage space, and currently unassigned spaces 
designed for non-Court/Judicial/Law Enforcement office use.  ECS did not conduct space studies for 
County enterprise fund spaces (Orange County Solid Waste and SportsPlex), leased spaces (Builders 
FirstSource, Terradotta space at 501 West Franklin Street, Piedmont Food and Agricultural Processing 
Center), and park administration spaces.  
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The compilation of the department director surveys revealed the most commonly identified wants and 
needs as: 
 

1.  Dedicated employee break rooms 
2 .More conference/”flexible space” rooms 
3.  Additional storage areas 
4.  Ergonomically correct work stations 
5.  More dedicated records storage rooms  

 

 
Although the department director surveys identified a need for more of the above listed spaces and 
features, the ECS’ space analysis reaches a different conclusion.  Orange County’s space utilization within 
its current office space (dedicated portions of office buildings) range from 143 square feet of office space 
per person to 1,219 square feet per person, with an average of 403 square feet of office space per person.   
 
This average space per person is based on the provided assigned square feet per department.  These 
assigned spaces reportedly include expansion capability recommended in previous space studies.  The 
County facilities provide space with planned growth (roughly 20%) to assist in offsetting the need to add 
new space in the future.   

 

In general, usable square footage is made up of all the square footage within a department’s space 

including office, hallway, lobby, and dedicated conference room spaces.  This ratio does not include 

dedicated storage space, and other non-office space, within the office buildings. Industry standards provide 

a standard range of between 200 and 250 square feet of usable office space square footage per person
1
.  

 

In addition to the current occupied office spaces, Orange County currently has significant areas of under-
utilized and unoccupied/unassigned spaces designed for office use within several existing buildings.  
These buildings include the Link Government Services Center, the Government Services Annex building, 
and the Asset Management Services North (Fleet and Surplus Services) Administration Building.   

 
Table 1 presents the three most efficient and inefficient properties and/or departments from a space use 
standpoint (usable square feet per person).  Table 4 of the full report includes a summary of all County 
facilities evaluated and their usable square footage per person. 

 
Table 1 

Efficient and Inefficient Property Summary – Useable Square Footage Per Person 

 

Efficient Properties/Depts USF/person Inefficient Properties/Depts USF/person 

1.  Soil  and  Water- Env 

and Ag Bldg 

2.  Attorney - Link  Gov. 
Center 

3.  Land  Records  – 
Gateway Center 

143 

 
160 

 
170 

1.  Elections - Gov 
Services Annex 

2.  Revenue - Gateway 
Center 

3.  Planning  and  Insp.  
– West Campus Office 

1,219 

 
369 

 
373 

 
 
 

 

Limited  Physical  Assessment 
 
In conjunction with the space uses study, ECS conducted a limited physical assessment of Orange 
County facilities. The limited physical assessment utilized “walk-through” observations, RSMeans 

                                                           
1
  IFMA is the International Facilities Management Association and their guidelines for definition of office space can be found at 

www.IFMA.org. 
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capital expenditure information, and operational data provided by Orange County.  The limited physical 
assessment was an integral portion of the model to provide relative financial performance of Orange 
County facilities. This model is capable of evaluating the County’s public facilities relative to its possible 
peer group of commercially available buildings and uses.    
 
For available, comparable commercial property types—(office, warehouse and light industrial space) the 
annual cost of operating the buildings was compared to a full-service lease rate for private sector 
comparable buildings. Properties which are unique and are specific to specialized County 
government operations (Jail, Solid Waste operations, Emergency Services operations, etc.), capital and 
depreciation costs were compared to replacement costs (utilizing RSMeans to determine replacement 
costs).  ECS consulted with the Orange County Tax Assessor for appropriate tax rate ranges, and used 
replacement costs as assessed value.  
 
As an overall portfolio, Orange County operates efficiently in regards to market rates and replacement 
costs.  Table 2 presents the three most efficient facilities and the single inefficient facility from a cost 
standpoint.  Appendix 3 of the full report includes a summary of all County facilities evaluated and their 
cost per square foot.  

 

 
Table 2 

Efficient and Inefficient Property Summary – Cost Per Square Foot 

 
Most Efficient Properties Inefficient Properties 

1.  Court Street Annex 
2.  Link Government Services Center 
3.  Public Defender Building 

1.  Environment and Agriculture Building 
  

 
In conclusion, Orange County possesses a reasonably efficient portfolio and has sufficient space for short 
and longer term growth.  ECS understands the County is currently interested in obtaining long term 
development rights for its Southern Orange Campus to address longer term growth nearest the County’s 
population centers of Chapel Hill and Carrboro.   
 
ECS recommends Orange County: 
 

1. Utilize this baseline report to consider the future use of its inefficient utilization of space and 
financially stressed assets identified; 

2. Promote and maintain an adequate amount of public use conference/flex spaces that could be 
drawn from the currently available under-utilized spaces; 

3. Initiate a focused educational and development program for organized, efficient and sustainable 
storage of equipment, supplies, and documents.  The largest inefficiency observed is use of 
County office space for storage.   

4. Actively strive for operational efficiencies and the reduction of capital and operating costs through 
a continuous and programmatic discussion of facilities and space utilization issues. 
 

Sincerely, 
 
ECS Carolinas, LLP 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Cameron Anderson      Peter Domenico, P.E.  
Project Manager      Principal Engineer 
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October 23, 2013 
 
Mr. Jeff Thompson 
Orange County Asset Management Services 
PO Box 8181 
Hillsborough, North Carolina 27278 

 
Reference: Report of Limited  Facilities Consulting Services 

Orange County  Facilities 
ECS Project  No. 06-20784 

 
Dear Mr. Thompson: 

 
ECS  Carolinas,  LLP  (ECS)  along  with  our  sub-consultant,  Facility Futures,  provided  our 
services in accordance with our authorized proposal 06:16742. 

 
We are pleased to submit this report that serves as a narrative discussion of the project, a 
summary of our observations and recommendations for further in-house evaluation of Orange 
County Facilities. 

 
We appreciate the opportunity to provide consulting services for this project.  If you have 
questions or comments concerning this report, please feel free to contact us at your 
convenience. 

 

 
 
Sincerely, 

 
ECS Carolinas,  LLP 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Cameron Anderson Peter Domenico, P.E. 
Project Manager Principal Engineer 
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PROJECT PURPOSE AND 
INFORMATION/SCOPE 

 

ECS Carolinas (“ECS”) was retained to assist Orange County in improving planning for 
current and future use of Orange County facilities.  The following tasks were included as 
part of this work: 
 

1. Review and updating the County’s current use of space and departmental 
assignments. 
  

2. Review and evaluation of the County’s current space use plan. 
 

3. Performance of limited physical assessments of County facilities to provide a 
consistent  approach to identifying possible future capital improvements during the 
next ten years and associated cost estimates.   The costs developed do not include 
additional public sector procurement costs.  Costs were developed by using 
RSMeans. 
 

4. Valuation of current assets including a comparison of Orange County’s cost per square 
foot to operate their facilities and readily available f u l l  s e r v i c e  l ea se  market 
rates.  This e va lu a t i o n  is only applicable/provided for facilities where similar 
commercial properties are available for comparison. 
 

5. Providing data to assist Orange County in determining which properties are “stressed” 
financially (presented in detail below), under- utilized, or have capital needs greater 
than replacement cost. 
 

INTRODUCTION/BACKGROUND 
 
Orange County currently owns or operates approximately 798,000 gross square feet (GSF) of 
space in 36 individual facilities.  ECS observed the County’s use of its available office space 
in twelve County occupied/controlled buildings (did not include court system occupied 
buildings).  The County buildings designed or utilized for County specific uses (Jail, Animal 
Services Center, etc.) were also not included within the space study portion of this report.   

 

ECS conducted limited physical assessments of the majority of County facilities (32 of 36) to 
evaluate the relative financial stress of the County’s portfolio of buildings, and to provide cost 
estimates for corrective work required in the next ten years (the typical capital cost projection 
period used in the private sector).  ECS also evaluated the relative financial stress of these 
County buildings.  
 

SPACE PLAN UPDATE 
 
 

ECS’ sub-consultant, Facility Futures, a space planning and use specialist performed the 
necessary field work and analysis to provide direction for current and future space planning 
by the County.   
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Industry space use terminology 
 
This report, in keeping with industry standards, considered gross square footage for 
calculations and assessments related to asset valuation and financial comparison, and 
usable, or rentable, square footage for calculations and assessments related to space use.  
The First floor of the Link Center has been used as an example here to visually demonstrate 
the individual industry standard categorizations of spaces within buildings.     
 
The gross square footage of an area is calculated as the sum of the floor areas within the 
outside faces of the exterior walls for all stories which have usable floor surfaces.  The 
following plans, quantities of space, and layout (used as an example) was provided directly 
by Orange County and was not confirmed by ECS.   
 
As an example, Figure 1 below demonstrates the gross square footage of the first floor level 
of the Link Government Services Center.   
 

 
 
Usable square footage includes all assignable square footage plus a portion of non-
assignable square footage (including service areas (custodial, restrooms), circulation areas, 
and mechanical areas, as defined below).  Assignable square footage includes areas on all 
floors of a building assigned to, or available for use by, an occupant, including space 
functionally usable by an occupant. 
 
In the private sector lease market, these areas, though not assignable to an individual 
building occupant, would be charged to all building occupants on a pro-rated basis 
proportional to the assignable square footage included in their lease.   
 
Figure 2 below demonstrates assignable square footage for the first floor of the Link 
Government Services Center. 

Figure 1 
GROSS SQUARE FEET 

13,050 
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Building service areas are those areas on floors of a building used for custodial supplies, sink 
rooms, janitorial closets and for public restrooms. Figure 3 demonstrates the service areas on 
the first floor of the Link Government Service Center.   

 

 
 
 
 
The circulation area is the portion of the gross area – whether or not enclosed by partitions – 
which is required for physical access to some subdivision of space.  Circulation areas include, 
but are not be limited to:  corridors (access, public, service), elevator cars, escalators, stairs 
and stair halls, lobbies (elevator, entrance, public).  Figure 4 demonstrates the circulation 
areas on the basement level of the Link Government Services Center.   
 

Figure 3 
SERVICE AREA 

311 SQ FT 

Figure 2 
ASSIGNABLE AREA 

7,550 SQ FT 
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Mechanical areas include the portion of the gross area designed to house mechanical and 
electrical equipment, utility services, etc.  Figure 5 below demonstrates the mechanical spaces 
on the basement level of the Link Government Services Center.   
 

 
 

 
Structural areas include the portion of the gross area that cannot be put to use because of 
structural features, and include exterior walls, fire walls, permanent partitions, unusable areas 
in attics or basements, or comparable portions of a building with ceiling height restrictions.  
Figure 6 demonstrates the structural areas of the first floor of the Link Government Services 
Center.   

Figure 4 
CIRCULATION AREA 

1,600 SQ FT 

Figure 5 
MECHANICAL AREA 

467 SQ FT 
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Table 1 
Link Center Square Footage by Space Type Category 

 
Link Government Services Center – First Floor Square Feet 

Assignable square footage 7,550 
Service area  311 
Circulation area 1,607 
Mechanical area 524 
Structural area 

3,058 

Gross square footage 13,050 
 
Note:  Gross square footage equals the sum of all Assignable, Service, Circulation, Mechanical and Structural 
areas.  These measures were used in calculating the usable square footage for each department in the buildings 
examined, and to evaluate space utilization.   

 
Table 2 presents a summary of space categorization in all buildings visited and evaluated for 
space use by ECS.  

Figure 6 
STRUCTURAL AREA 

3,088 SQ FT 
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TABLE 2 
Buildings Assessed for Space Use 

 
Building Name Categorizations Office 

 
+ 

Storage 
 

+ 

Other 
Assignable 

+ 

Unassigned 
usable 

+ 

Service 
 

+ 

Circulation 
 

+ 

Mechanical 
 

+ 

Structural 
 

= 

Gross 
Sq Ft 
(GSF) 

GOVERNMENT SERVICES ANNEX Office 3,430   486 2500 298 2254 619 2,863 12,450 

JOHN LINK, JR GOVERNMENT SERVICES 
CENTER 

Office 6,717   3409 4681 606 5126 815 4,637 25,991 

SOUTHERN HUMAN SERVICES CENTER Office/Health clinical 7,946   7945   1439 6204 511 4,567 28,612 

ENVIRONMENTAL & AGRICULTURAL CENTER Office 5,810 3671 3929   454 2433 590 3,285 20,172 

ASSET MGT SERVICES NORTH ADMIN BLD Office 762   1174   73   109 282 2,400 

WHITTED HUMAN SERVICES CENTER 
COMPLEX 

Ofc/Health/dental clinic 17,173   13372 2565 2676 16519 1742 9,053 63,100 

SKILLS DEVELOPMENT CENTER Office/classroom 1782   7259   546 2186 112 1,347 13,232 

OPT MODULAR OFFICE BUILDING Office 883   916   75 285   361 2,520 

ROBERT & PEARL SEYMOUR SENIOR CENTER Office/classrm/program 1,366   15804   1302 3590 680 4,038 26,780 

CENTRAL ORANGE SENIOR CENTER Office/classrm/program 1,660   11720   1095 2104 298 2,123 19,000 

WEST CAMPUS OFFICE BUILDING Office 16,205   9527 284 1856 12729 1091 5,024 46,716 

GATEWAY CENTER Office 6,940 337 6719   701 4319 950 2,880 22,846 

HILLSBOROUGH COMMONS Office 20,858 7122 8413   1317 14652 366 3,272 56,000 

LIBRARY Program/office 2014   11092   1031 2138 658 6,521 23,454 

TOTAL   93,546 11,130 101,765 10,030 13,469 74,539 8,541 50,253 363,273 

           

Unassigned usable space:                     

Government Services Annex includes ~ 2500 square feet of structurally usable square footage on the second floor      

Link Government Services Center includes approximately 4,680 square feet in the former Register of Deeds and County Engineer areas on the first floor level 

West Campus Office Building includes two small closet/storage spaces on the basement level    
129 King Street (occupied by Public Defender) includes approximately 1,360 square feet of unconditioned, low bay warehouse space      
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TABLE 3 

Workplace Appropriateness Ratings 
 

Facility Workplace Attribute Comments 

 
A B C D E F G H I J K L Av  

Asset Management Services 
North Administration  

3 NA 3 3 2 1 NA 3 3 NA NA 1 2.4 Currently unoccupied-good place to move a small 
stand-alone department or agency 

Environmental & Ag 3 1 2 3 1 1 1 1 1 NA NA 1 1.5 Renovated former grocery store 

Gateway Center 3 2 2 3 2 2 3 2 2 NA NA 3 2.6  

Government Services 
Annex 

3 1 3 3 1 2 2 1 3 NA NA 1 2.0  

Hillsborough Commons 3 1 2 3 2 2 3 1 2 NA NA 2 2.1  

Link Govt Services Center 3 1 2 3 2 3 2 2 2 NA NA 3 2.3  

Seymour Senior Center 3 3 3 3 2 3 3 3 3 NA NA 3 2.9  

Skills Development Center 3 3 3 3 2 2 3 3 3 NA NA 3 2.9  

South Human Svcs Center 3 2 2 3 2 2 3 2 3 NA NA 3 2.5  

West Campus Office 3 3 3 3 2 2 3 3 3 NA NA 3 2.8  

Whitted Human Services 3 1 1 3 1 1 1 1 2 NA NA 2 1.6 Renovated former school building 
 

 
Workplace Attributes 
A.   Accommodates distraction free work on an individual basis 

B.  Supportive of collaboration and interaction among employees 
C.  Accommodates undistracted teamwork and meetings 
D.  Flexibility of workspaces to accommodate personal work styles 
E.  Some control over heating and cooling in the open office environment 
F.  Visual access to daylight and control of glare 
G.  Workspaces are designated in size and type by function 
H.  The facility is easy to navigate through (Wayfinding) 
I.     Appropriate adjacencies are met 
J.     Ease of access to and flexibility of technology 
K.  Ergonomics 

L.  Manifests the culture of the overall organization 

 
Rating Key: 
1 – Not incorporated 
2 – Partially incorporate 
3 – Fully incorporated 

NA – not applicable to facility or unknown 
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SPACE UTILIZATION 

 
The purpose of the high-level space utilization study of County office buildings is to:  
 

1. Identify areas that are either under-utilized or over-utilized;  
 

2. Identify critical space issues and possible solutions;  
 

3. Benchmark space utilization, where possible, using industry standards; and  
 

4. Subjectively rate physical workplaces in various buildings using criteria identified and 
defined in Appendix 2 of this report, ”The Physical Attributes of a Well-Designed 
Workplace – Detailed Descriptions”. 

 
The “understanding phase” of the study included identification and evaluation of the following: 
 

1. The overall space strategy of Orange County;  
 

2. How space is currently utilized;  
 

3. County department business goals and initiatives; 
 

4. County department operations and culture; 
 

5. How existing facilities support or hinder service delivery for County departments; 
 

6. How the velocity of technical innovation in service delivery may affect future service 
delivery;  
 

7. How impediments inherent in the existing space restrict efficiency and effectiveness of 
service delivery; and 
 

8. Challenges the County faces in managing its facilities. 
 
 
ECS and Facilities Futures completed its analysis through 1) thoroughly reviewing building plans 
and past space study documents; 2) reviewing and assessing department head survey data; and 
3) information gathered through interviews and follow-up questions.   
 
Only those buildings occupied by County employees housed within general office 
environments were visited.  ECS and Facilities Futures did not tour nor evaluate facilities such 
as the Emergency Services Headquarters, the Animal Services Facility, the Jail, 
Courthouses, nor other buildings that would only house specialized functions.  
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The following buildings were visited: 

 
1. Asset Management Services North Campus Administration Building 
2. Central Orange Senior Center 
3. Environment and Agriculture Center 
4. Gateway Center 
5. Government Services Annex 
6. Hillsborough Commons 
7. John Link Jr. Government Services Center 
8. Seymour Senior Center 
9. Southern Human Services Center 
10. Skills Development Center 
11. West Campus Office Building 
12. Whitted Building 

 
Using annotated floor plans and related square footage assignments (as defined and described 
earlier in this report), space utilization factors for each building were developed, and problem 
areas identified.  In addition, the department director surveys and management information were 
reviewed and space functionality was identified.  Using these attributes of a well-designed 
workplace, each space was subjectively rated.   
 

All in all, square footage per occupant for office space in most Orange County buildings is in line 
with the type of work being performed (See Table 4, “Orange County Space Utilization 
Summary”). 
 
According to space utilization benchmarking statistics of the International Facility Management 
Association (IFMA), usable square feet per occupant is higher in Orange County’s facilities than 
current standards for office space.  In corporate office settings today, cubicles significantly out-
number hard-walled offices and space utilization rates in the 200-250 usable square footage per 
occupant range are more typical.1 Orange County’s office design is more hard-walled with very 
few cubicle workstations in its office spaces—a deliberate design element because of privacy 
needs for County operations.  This coupled with the configuration of the space within older County 
facilities are very compartmentalized and that Orange County’s newer facilities were space 
planned for an estimated 20% expansion, contributes to an increased square footage per person. 
 
The areas where usable square feet per occupant is highest in Orange 

 
Planning and Inspections – Assigned space includes a designed customer lobby and walk-
up service counter space for the public.  

 
Revenue - Assigned space includes a large designated filing area. 

 
Register of Deeds - Assigned space includes a large designed records retention area. 

 
Board of Elections - Assigned space includes a significant amount of space dedicated to 
the storage of election equipment and other election materials. 

 
1 International Facility Management Association, Research Report # 30, 2008 
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County Manager - Assigned space includes large circulation and reception area. 
 
Housing, Human Rights and Community Development - Assigned space includes approximately 
1,300 square feet of storage and waiting/reception area. 
 
 

BENCHMARKS FOR A WELL DESIGNED WORKPLACE 
 
A well designed workplace means different things to different organizations. One company may 
have a clear need for distraction free work 90% of each day.   This may result in an office 
comprised of almost entirely private offices whereas a company whose chief business initiative is 
to get their product to market faster may require 90% group work.   In that case, their workplace 
will likely be very different from the first. 
 
Just as we do not expect every well-designed workplace to be designed in the same way, we 
would not anticipate that all well-designed workplaces have all of the attributes described above 
either.  As such, the definition of a well-designed workplace is subjective and relative. 
 
A $10 billion consumer goods company with a 500,000 square foot Class A, owned corporate 
headquarters may have state-of-the-art  furniture, specially designed spaces for interaction and 
collaboration, team rooms and the highest HVAC system technology  available.  On the other 
hand, a $1 million ad agency that leases 20,000 square feet of Class B space may have low end 
furniture.  But it may have the mobility required to support collaboration. It may also have a “look” 
that demonstrates their creative atmosphere.  The ad agency may have a “spec building” grade 
HVAC system, but may also have operable windows.   These are two entirely different types of 
workplaces, yet both would be considered well-designed because they support the work their 
company’s employees do and they reflect their respective cultures. 
 
So, what is the definition of a well-designed workplace?  One could say it is a workplace that 
supports  the  strategic  business  initiatives  of  the  company,  supports  the  employees  in 
performing their work efficiently and productively, reflects and embodies the values and culture of 
the company and is environmentally healthy. 
 
 
The Physical Attributes of a Well-Designed Workplace 
 
Based on our research and our experience as workplace designers, we recognize the following 
attributes as those that have the biggest positive impact on the physical workplace.   
 

A. Accommodates free work on an individual basis; 
B. Is supportive of collaboration and interaction among employees; 
C. Accommodates undistracted teamwork and meetings; 
D. Flexibility of workspaces to accommodate personal work styles; 
E. Provides some control over heating and cooling in the open office setting; 
F. Visual access to daylight and control of glare; 
G. Workspaces are designated in size and type by function; 
H. The facility is easy to navigate through (wayfinding); 
I. Appropriate adjacencies are met; 
J. Ease of access to and flexibility of technology; 
K. Ergonomics; 
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L. Manifests the culture of the overall organization. 

 

Full descriptions of the characteristics of each attribute are presented in Appendix 2. 
 
 

Space Utilization Summary 
 

 
The following is a space utilization summary of selected buildings owned or leased by Orange 
County, North Carolina.  The summary is based on the following: 

 
1.  The information is extrapolated from the document entitled, Square Footage by Department or 
Agency as prepared by the Orange County, Asset Management Services Department (undated), 
latest version received  October 11, 2013. 
2.  Conference rooms are allocated to the building in which they are located, even if they are 
available for use by occupants of other Orange County buildings. 
3.  For the purpose of this report, the following definitions are used. They are recognized by both 
the Building Owners and Managers Association (BOMA) and he International Facility Management 
Association (IFMA): 
• Usable area: The portion of a building or floor available for occupants. In leased space this 
is the area not shared with other tenants.  It is the amount of functional space available for use by 
an occupant or tenant. 
• Rentable area: This is the gross area of a building minus exterior walls, major vertical 
penetration2

 and interior parking spaces. In leased space, this area includes common areas 
(defined below) shared with other tenants, and is the amount the lessee pays for. 
• Common area: Common area is space shared by all tenants, such as but not 
limited to, the main lobby, main circulation corridors leading to individual leased spaces, elevator 
lobbies, duct chases, building columns, mechanical/electrical rooms, wiring closets, amenity 
spaces available to all tenants such as a fitness centers, cafés, day cares, etc. 
• Load Factor: The Load Factor is a percentage that takes into account the 
common areas. It is determined by dividing the total rentable area by the total usable area. A 
tenant's basic rent is determined by multiplying their usable area by the load factor, and the result 
(which is the rentable area) is then multiplied by his rental rate per square foot. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
2 Vertical penetrations include stairs, elevator shafts, utility tunnels, flues, pipe and duct shafts and their enclosing walls (Source 
International Facility Management Association, Research Report #30, 2008 

 

22



 

 

- 12 - 

 
 

 

Table 4  
Orange County Space Utilization Summary 

 
Facility Tot

al 
Common 
Area SF 

Load 
Factor 

Department Dept 
USF 

Comm
on SF 

Dept 
RSF 

# of 
Occu

USF / 
Perso

Comments 

Asset Mgmt North 2,400     Vacant             

Env & Ag Bldg 20,172 2,258 11% DEAPR 3,740 419 4,159 13 288 Building common area does not include 
shared county storage      Farm Services 759 85 844 4 190   

     Coop Ext 3,956 443 4,399 10 396   

        Soil & Water 717 80 797 5 143   

Gateway Center 22,846 5,175 23% Tax/ Appraiser 3,221 730 3,951 19 170   

     Land Records 1,527 346 1,873 9 170   

     Reg of Deeds 8,626 1,954 10,580 14 616 Large area for records 

     Revenue 3,323 753 4,076 9 369 Large filing area 

Govt Srvs Annex 12,450 2,212 18% Elections 4,875     4 1,219 GSF does not include 2nd floor space 

Hillsborough 56,000 14,752 26% Social Services 38,016     128 297   

Link Govt Center 25,991 6,295 24% Attorney 641 155 796 4 160   

     BOCC 1,041 252 1,293 4 260   

     County Manager 2,090 506 2,596 6 348   

     Finance 3,737 905 4,642 14 267   

        Human Res 2,360 572 2,932 8 295   

Skills Developmnt       Social Services 1,782     12 149   

South HS Center 28,612 8,400 29% Child Support 227 67 294 1 227   

     Health 1,802 529 2,331 15 120 USF includes office space only 

     Housing 689 202 891 3 230   

     Social Services 7,536 2,212 9,748 30 251   

        Sheriff 449 132 581 2 225   

West Campus 46,716 17,136 37% Asset Mgmnt 2,278 836 3,114 9 253 Files and plan storage + 1 conference 
room      Child Support 3,163 1,160 4,323 13 243   

     Economic Devlp 656 241 897 4 164   

     Env Health 3,760 1,379 5,139 21.50 175   

     IT 4,101 1,504 5,605 17 241   

     Plng & Inspect 8,388 3,077 11,465 22.50 373   

        Unassigned 699           

Whitted Center "A" 30,769 7,542 25% Health 3,439 843 4,282 20 172 non-clinic space only 

        Unassigned 8,985 2,202 11,187       

Whitted Center "B" 32,331 7,497 23% Health  5,327 1,235 6,562 25 213 non-clinic space only 

        Housing/ CD/Hum Rights 5,020 1,164 6,184 13 386   
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Space Study Suggestions for Consideration 
 

 
1. Relocate Elections’ equipment from the Government Services Annex to either the 

Environmental and Agricultural Center or Hillsborough Commons.  Both buildings have 
available dedicated storage space that would be much more efficient and appropriate 
spaces to store the election equipment and various election materials. The vacated space 
in the Annex could easily be upgraded and freshened up with new flooring, ceilings, 
lighting and paint. 
 

2. Similar to the Annex space, the vacant North Administration building could be easily and 
quickly freshened up and used for a small department if another building were to reach 
capacity. 
 

3. Going forward, the County should incorporate the attributes of a well-designed 
workplace into the future designs of their physical workplaces. It should be kept in mind 
that each of the attributes may apply differently to different departments and as such 
they should be applied accordingly. 

 
4. Look for opportunities to move departmental storage that doesn’t require frequent access 

to the caged storage area at the Environment and Agriculture building.  Significant 
spaces could be open for use should the County engage in a fairly low-cost 
campaign of storage education and execution throughout available storage 
facilities. 

 
5. Identify the most impactful and prioritize them by criticality, feasibility and cost.  Then 

develop and execute a tactical plan to implement them. 
 
 

LIMITED PHYSICAL ASSESSMENT 
 
 

ECS conducted a limited physical assessment of the County’s facilities, and reviewed the 
County’s five-year capital investment plan (CIP) for 2012-17.  C o u n t y  A s s e t  
M a n a g e m e n t  S t a f f  i n f o r m e d  ECS of the typical scope of work for restoration projects 
with  the CIP.    ECS  then  compared the age of  existing facilities’  equipment/systems  to  
appropriate  industry  standard  expected  useful  life  (EUL). Based on age, EUL was used to 
develop a list of systems requiring substantial repair/replacement (projects) during the term of 
an industry-standard ten-year capital forecast.  ECS utilized R. S. Means3 estimated costs for 
the above referenced list of projects, with a complete replacement scope of work.  These 
costs, presented in Table 5, cannot be compared to Orange County solicited bids, or specific 
consultant’s estimates of costs when making a system more efficient. The systems addressed 
during this assessment were parking lots, HVAC systems, roofing and building exteriors. 

 
The following facilities are currently in use in functions other than their original planned use. 
Although the space may serve the current purpose, the original structure, planning, and layout 
may not allow for the highest and best use of the space, or meet County needs in the most 
efficient manner. 
 
3 

RS Means (Reed Construction Data, Inc.), “a trusted name in construction costs for more than 70 years offers--- annually 
updated construction and cost information.” RSMeans.com 
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1. Environmental and Agricultural Building 
This building, currently serving as an office and records storage building, was originally 
constructed as a grocery store.  The building superstructure is not typical of office 
space property within Orange County. 

 
2. Emergency Services Center 

This building was originally constructed as the Tweeter Audio/Video headquarters, 
housing some offices, retail merchandise and distribution center, and installation and 
service center. 
 

3. Public Defender Office 
 This facility was originally constructed as a residence and later expanded to 

include space for a retail furniture store.  The construction is typical of a single family 
residential (timber stick built) in the front portion, and warehouse type block construction 
in the rear.  The building was renovated in 2001 to create office space for the Purchasing 
and Central Services Department, and again in 2009 to house Public Defender staff. The 
building superstructure is not typical of office space property within Orange County. 

 
4.  Whitted Human Services Center 

The facility was originally constructed as a school building with a dining hall and large 
classroom spaces. The load  bearing  block  c o n s t r u c t i o n  o f  t h i s  f a c i l i t y   
typically  does  not  lend  itself  w e l l  to  interior modifications and changes in layout. 

 
Code compliance evaluation services were not included within the approved scope of 
work and are not accounted for within this report.   
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Table 5 
Limited Physical Assessment – 10 Year Capital Cost Estimates 

 
Location  Repair/replacement project                 Cost 

Central Orange Senior Center TPO roof replacement $35,000 

 HVAC Equipment $280,250 

 Total $315,250 

Asset Mgmt North HVAC Equipment $35,400 

 Building envelope $20,000 

 Total $55,400 

Animal Services Center Parking lot repair $187,350 

 Total $187,350 

501 West Franklin Parking lot repair $14,400 

 Replace modified bitumen roof $26,500 

 Replace shingle roof $7,200 

 Replace HVAC equipment $109,268 

 Building Envelope $37,700 

 Total $195,068 

West Campus Building Basement leak allowance $10,000 

 Replace TPO roof $26,000 

 Replace HVAC equipment $703,811 

 Total $739,811 

Southern Human Services Parking lot repair $944,100 

 Cracked block in break room $3,000 

 Replace HVAC equipment $429,638 

 Building Envelope $85,000 

 Total $1,461,738 

Solid Waste Admin Parking lot repair $193,500 

 Total $193,500 

Skills Development Center Parking lot repair $103,950 

 Replace modified bitumen roof $15,000 

 Replace EPDM roof $22,000 

 Replace shingle roof $6,750 

 Replace HVAC equipment $195,172 

 Building Envelope $130,000 

 Total $472,872 

Seymour Senior Center Parking lot repair $357,675 

 Replace HVAC equipment $395,005 

 Total $752,680 

Public Defender Cracked block (façade) repair $4,500 

 Replace HVAC equipment $104,135 

 Total $108,635 

Piedmont Food & Ag Center Parking lot repair $7,500 

 Total $7,500 

Orange County Jail Parking lot repair $127,575 

 Replace EPDM roof $24,000 

 Replace modified bitumen roof $25,000 

 Building Envelope $190,000 

 Total $366,575 

Motor Pool Parking lot repair $1,363,050 

 Replace metal roof (Old) $99,000 

 Replace shingle roof (New) $51,750 

 Building Envelope (New) $80,000 

 Building Envelope (Old) $50,000 

 Replace HVAC equipment $159,300 

 Total $1,803,100 
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Library Replace TPO roof $26,000 

 Replace HVAC equipment $345,947 

 Total $371,947 

Justice Facility Parking lot repair $213,750 

Replace TPO roof $15,000 
Replace HVAC equipment $957,821 

Total  $1,186,571 
John Link Government Center Parking lot repair $104,625 

Replace EPDM roof $10,000 
Building Envelope $120,000 

Total  $234,625 
Historic Court House Building Envelope $60,000 

Total  $60,000 

Hillsborough Commons 

 Replace HVAC equipment  $413,000 

 Total  $413,000 

 

Government Services Annex Parking lot repair $252,500 

Building Envelope $46,000 
Replace HVAC equipment $183,638 

Total  $482,138 

 
Gateway Center Replace HVAC equipment $336,979 

Total  $336,979 

 
Farmers Market Pavilion $0 

Total  $0 

 
EuroSports Soccer Center Parking lot repair $6,858,000 

Total  $6,858,000 

 
Environmental & Agricultural Center    Parking lot repair $279,000 

Replace metal roof $429,000 

Building Envelope $62,000 
Replace HVAC equipment $281,533 

Total  $1,051,533 

 
Emergency Services Substation #1 Parking lot repair $203,175 

Building Envelope $13,000 
Replace HVAC equipment $19,323 

Total  $235,498 

 
Efland-Cheeks Park Parking lot repair $300,150 

Total  $300,150 

 
District Attorney Building Parking lot repair $140,000 

Replace EPDM roof $1,700 
Building Envelope $32,000 

Total  $173,700 

 
Dickson House Replace HVAC equipment $22,125 

Building Envelope $50,000 

Total  $72,125 

. 

Court Street Annex Replace EPDM roof $2,600 
Building Envelope $32,000 

Total  $34,600 

 
Whitted Human Services Replace HVAC equipment $930,725 

Building Envelope $315,000 

Total  $1,245,725 

 
Emergency Services Center Parking lot repair $462,825 

Repair leak in garage office $5,000 

Building Envelope $104,000 
Replace HVAC $325,518 

Total  $897,343 
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MARKET VALUE 
 

The market value of a commercial building is based on the quality of the lease(s) attached to 
the property and how the lease equates to free cash flow (calculated as all income minus all 
expenses (depreciation, original costs, capital expenses, operating expenses, etc.).  The 
quality of the lease is based on the price per square foot, length of the lease, and credit 
worthiness of the lease holder. Free cash flow is then.   The challenge in extrapolating this 
type of valuation of a commercial property to County facilities is the lack of current leases, and 
the fact that Orange County does not calculate free cash flow for their properties. 

 
ECS used a local licensed commercial real estate broker to assist in determining a fair 
market cost per square foot for buildings similar to those owned by Orange County, without 
tenants.  Without tenants (and associated leases) the value of a building is based on location, 
condition of the building, strength of the rental submarket and demand for single- tenant, 
owner occupied buildings.   In reviewing the prospectus report of class A, B and C rental 
space4 in Orange County, an average market value of $95 to $115 per square foot is a 
reasonable starting point for fair market evaluation, included here as Appendix 3, presents the 
annual operating cost per square foot, and Market Rental Cost per square foot for County 
facilities where readily comparable facilities exist in the private market place.     

 
If Orange County would attempt to sell these buildings with a long-term lease back condition 
(Orange County would occupy but not own the buildings), the value of the properties would be 
expected to increase, due to the free cash flow of the leases attached to the properties.  The 
amount of this increase would be dependent on the length of the lease and free cash flow 
generated. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
4  These classes represent a subjective quality rating of buildings which indicates the competitive ability of each building to attract 

similar types of tenants.  A combination of factors including rent, building finishes, system standards and efficiency, building 
amenities, location/accessibility and market perception are used as relative measures. 

 
Class A 
Most prestigious bui9ldings competing for premier office users with rents above average for the area.  Buildings have high quality 
standard finishes, state of the art systems, exceptional accessibility and definite market presence. 

 
Class B 
Buildings competing for a wide range of users with rents in the average range for the area.  Building finishes are fair to good for 
the area.  Building finishes are fair to good for the area and systems are adequate, but the building does not compete with Class A 
at the same price. 

  
Class C 
Buildings competing for tenants requiring functional space at rents below the average for the area. 
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FINANCIAL STRESS OF A PROPERTY 
 
ECS has provided two methods for determining the financial stress of Orange County owned 
and maintained properties.  For properties with similar facilities available for rent in the real 
estate market, a table outlining the full service “in house” costs for Orange County vs. the full 
service market rental rates is included in Appendix 3.  For properties without similar facilities 
available  for  rent  in  the  real  estate  market,  ECS    used  RS  Means  to  estimate  a 
replacement value (where available) to compare to the summation of pro-rated 10-year capital 
costs (“3 multiplier” – 30 year financing as opposed to 10 year financing – for each property, as 
future capital costs are difficult to quantify past 10 years but need to be accounted for) and 30 year 
straight line depreciation. 

 
Full-service lease terms include building costs, property taxes, utilities, cleaning services, and 
maintenance.   As a government entity, Orange County does not pay property taxes. Therefore 
the table presents the cost per square foot for the Orange County space, calculated using an 
estimated tax value, provided by the Orange County Tax Assessor, based upon data and model 
assumptions.  ECS was not able to determine the assessed value of the properties, and so 
used the current day RS Means rebuild costs as an estimate of value.   In addition to 
replacement costs, ECS utilized RS Means and inflation indexes to estimate original construction 
costs to provide for depreciated costs.  For simplicity ECS utilized a 30 year straight line 
depreciation table.  These costs are summarized in the attached table. 

 
To assist in calculating the change in cost for additional off-site storage, ECS has been asked to 
provide a range in costs for climate controlled storage.  Climate controlled storage (not cold 
storage) can be  rented  for between $7.00 and $9.00 per square foot.  With efficient racking, 
inventory tracking and access, warehouse space can serve as 2-5 times the square feet of 
space. 
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Appendix 1 

 
Space Utilization Questionnaire Summaries 

 
In August of 2013, a survey was submitted to Orange County department directors to gather 
information regarding their department’s space requirements. 

 
The information   that   follows is  taken  directly   from   the   survey  forms,   organized  by 
department/agency. 

 
Department on Aging 

 
3-5 Years 

•  The senior population will continue to grow, as well as the demand for services, thus 
needing more space. 

 
5-10 Years 
•  More space will be needed to offer a variety of services as seniors are living longer. 

Serving clients ages 55-105 requires diversity in programming and needs, thus the need 
for more programming space. 

 
Central Orange Senior Center Specific 

 
1.  Not enough drop-in space for seniors. 

a.  Enclose patio 
2.  Two existing entrances make evening security an issue. 
3.  Some employees are having physical issue due to poor ergonomics. 
4.  There is no designated conference space-must use program space. 
5.  No designated break room for staff. 

 
 
Seymour Senior Center Specific 

 
1.  Do not have enough space for temp staff or interns. 
2.  The Wellness Center needs to be expanded as soon as possible. 
3.  Some employees are having physical issue due to poor ergonomics. 
4.  They are using their conference room for program space. 
5.  There is inadequate storage space. 
6.  There are no designated break areas for staff. 

 
Animal Services 

 
Aside from some minor work flow problems, there are no major issues. 

 
3-5 Years 

•  There will probably be a shift to have more electronic files and more online access to 
things such as applications, forms, and ads. 

 
5-10 Years 
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•  Animal Services will continue to head in the direction of conducting more business online 
/ virtually. 

 
Asset Management (West Campus Office Building) 

 
No major issues. 

 
3-5 Years 

•  The buildings and vehicles that Asset Management is responsible for managing continue 
to grow in complexity.   There are many automated systems that require significantly 
greater   use of  technology.    New and developing technologies offer the potential to 
allow more work to be completed and documented “in the field” at the source of the 
work rather than in an office environment.   Correspondingly, remote access allows a 
quicker response from a central  command  location  rather  than  always  having  to  
travel  to  a  location  to troubleshoot. 

 
 

•  It is anticipated that alternative energy and fuel sources, and technologies that reduce 
the amount of fuel and energy used, will only continue to grow. These are measures that 
elected officials support and demand.  Individuals also expect more in their workplaces 
over time as well, looking for more balance between work and personal life. Facilities will 
need to support this. 

 
Board of Elections (Government Services Annex) 

 
1.  Inefficient use of space. 

a.  Approximately 3,800 square feet of 4,800 total usable square feet office space in 
this building is used for election equipment and material storage. 

 
3-5 Years 

•  Depends on directives from the General Assembly and State Board of Elections. 

 
5-10 Years 

•  Depends on directives from the General Assembly and State Board of Elections. 

 
Coop Extension (Environment and Agriculture Center) 

 
1.  Located in a converted grocery store with little natural light and inadequate HVAC. 

 
3-5 Years 

•  Little change. 

 
5-10 Years 

•  Little change 

 
Child Support (West Campus Office Building) 

 
1.  There is a need for additional conference space and equipment space. 
2.  There is no growth space. 
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3-5 Years 

•  Teleconferencing will be utilized more. 

 
5-10 Years 

•  Teleconferencing will be utilized more. 

 
Clerk to the Board (Link Government Services Center) 

 
1.  Lacking confidential conference space. 
2.  There is a need for additional filing and storage space. 

 
3-5 Years 

•  Dependent on my BOCC and their goals and priorities. 
 
 

•  Same 

 
County Attorney (Link Government Services Center) 

 
No major issues. 

 
3-5 Years 

•  Departmental needs for legal services should not change much. 

 
5-10 Years 

•  There will be more digital interface. 

 
Department of Environment, Agriculture, Parks and Recreation (Environment and 
Agriculture Center) 

 
1.  Located in a converted grocery with inadequate HVAC. 
2.  DEAPR  staff  in this building is in three physically-separated sections of the building, 

which is a hindrance to workflow and administrative support. The Soil & Water District 
section is undersized for its current staff and has very little support and storage areas, 
with one FTE working in a carved-out section of the lobby. The present Soil & Water 
offices are very small;  in addition this division hosts a number of programs and could 
benefit from a conference/staging area. Two staff members have to enter the main 
building lobby to reach the rest of the offices because of a solid brick wall (original 
design issue). 

3.  Nearly all of the work stations for DEAPR/Soil & Water are outdated and worn. Many 
desks are 15-25 years old and are not optimal for current-day needs. 

4.  Little consideration has been given to ergonomics. Storage is extremely inadequate for 
the Soil & Water office. DEAPR purchased an outside pod approximately 15 years ago to 
store  equipment  and  files.  A vacant  office  is  currently  used for  storage,  which  is 
adequate at present. 

5.  Department  filing  is  inadequate for  the  Soil  &  Water  division,  adequate for  other 
sections. Soil and Water files require secure access and close location. 

6.  Personal workspace filing is inadequate for Soil & Water, generally adequate for others. 
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3-5 Years 

•  Greater interaction  with  the  Parks  Division is a current  need that  will  become more 
pronounced. Areas for storage of outdoor equipment may be needed (unless co-located 
with Parks).   Since the department is focused on outdoor uses, an outdoor classroom 
and natural open space is needed. 

 
5-10 Years 

•  DEAPR currently has staff located in three distinct locations. Many of these staff would 
benefit greatly from being in the same location, offering better workflow, ease of staff 
meetings, and opportunities for “water cooler” conversations that do not exist. 

 
County Manager’s Office-Public Affairs (Link Government Services Center) 

 
1.  They have outgrown their current space. 

 

3-5 Years 

•  The work performed will continue to evolve based on emerging technologies. A great 
deal is already electronic and that trend will continue. Many of the tasks could be 
performed off site, increasing the ability to work-from-home.  From a video production 
standpoint, the use of robotic cameras is currently the industry standard and reduces the 
need for additional staff/manpower. 

 
5-10 Years 

•  In 5-10 years, it is envisioned that Public Affairs will be a fully staffed department with 
emphasis being placed on a high functional multi-media interface. This will consist of 
specialists in  the  areas of  graphic design, social media, video production,  and mass 
communications. As the county continues to grow, so too will the need for informing and 
educating the public. 

 
Economic Development (West Campus Office Building) 

 
No major issues. 

 
3-5 Years 

•  Filing space needs to be increased.  Staff may increase in size and require more office 
space, computers.  Current shortage of AV presentation & monitor hinders the marketing 
aspect of economic development presentations to business prospects. 

 
5-10 Years 

•  Same as 3-5 years. 

 
Emergency Services (Emergency Services Center) 

 
1.  Being split on two floors slightly impedes work flow. 
2.  They do not have a decontamination area-this does not meet OSHA requirements. 
3.  Long term  needs-expand space to  include break room space showers and dressing 

rooms. 
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3-5 Years 

•  Permanent EMS stations will need to be built in strategic areas. The 510 building should 
be expanded to provide break space, showers, and dressing areas for EMS personnel. 

 
5-10 Years 

•  The EOC  and  9-1-1  Center  should be  moved out  of  the  510  building  and  a  new, 
hardened facility should be built that can handle severe weather events, with increased 
space, and training areas. 

 
Environmental Health (West Campus  Office Building) 
 

1.  Spaces are closed off and it is difficult for front desk to track staff location . 
2.  Front desk area is not customer friendly.  Counters are too high and are not ADA 

compliant. 
3.  Noise level is entirely too high at the front desk. 

4.  Staff use personal cellphones for business communication, even at their workstations, 
however the signal strength is inadequate at WCOB 

5.  Space is not large enough for full staff. 
6.  File cabinets are overloaded and broken. 
7.  There is No break area on this floor 

 
Farm Service Agency (Environment and Agriculture Center) 

 
No major issues. 

 
3-5 Years 

•  In-house customer service will continue. 

 
5-10 Years 

•  The agency is driven by customer service.  Though technology may increase the needs 
will be the same. 

 

 
Health (All Locations) 

1.  Need art on the walls and a friendlier welcoming lobby space. 
2.  Front desk ergonomics needs improvement. 
3.  Extreme fluctuations  in  temperature  are unpleasant for  clients and staff  and affect 

clinical lab procedures i.e. lab temps must be maintained within a range for testing to be 
performed accurately. 

 
Health Southern Human Services Center 

1.  Clinic space limited 
2.  There is no natural light in clinical space is cold not pleasing. Needs painting. Does not 

present a pleasant environment to clients. 
3.  There is virtually no meeting space at..  DSS has rooms but they are always booked.  No 

rooms have projectors. 

 
Health (Whitted Human Services Center) 

1.  The Whitted Human Services Center is an older building, stairs are not designed for 
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safety as they would be if built with today ‘s standards. 
2.  There is a lack of storage space. 
3.  The furniture is not ergonomically appropriate. No one evaluates ergonomics. 
4.  The space is too compartmentalized. 
5.  Uneven floors are hard on furniture and workstations. 
6.  Bland – too much blue (walls, floors, baseboards, etc.) 
7.  The rock  stairs leading to  upper  parking  lot  are  incredibly  uneven and  difficult  to 

navigate for those with certain medical conditions. 
8.  Lack of true conference room for the Dental Clinic. 
9.  No private space outfitted with water (sink) for 2nd floor. 
10. There is limited seating. 
11. Poor break areas. 

 

3-5 Years 
• Increased demand for services will drive space needs. 
• More room for technology components. 

 
5-10 Years 
• May need additional resources both human and capital to meet needs as it relates to 

Health Department services. 
• Increased collaborations may increase the need for additional space. 

 
Human Resources (Link Government Services Center) 
 

1.  Almost every employee starts and ends their employment by visiting Human Resources 
(to complete new hire paperwork and/or an exit interview). Aesthetically, the space is 
relatively boring.   The environment feels sterile & doesn’t accurately reflect the image 
that  the staff presents. HR feels a more earthy color palette similar to west campus 
would provide a more professional appearance. 

2.  Temperatures are inconsistent throughout  the office and the training  room gets hot 
when classes are held. The fans don’t provide cooler air, they circulate the warm air 
within the room. 

3.  Conference/meeting space is the same as the training room which sometimes creates a 
conflict. 

4.  The existing space used as the training room is located in the center of the office and 
isn’t large enough. There are temporary walls which do not provide enough sound 
barrier outside of a standard meeting. Videos are used in the presentations and 
sometimes the noise is distracting to the offices & other times, those passing by in the  
hallway are distracting to the training participants. A permanent space dedicated solely 
for training would include a ceiling mounted projector, a lectern with audio and video 
controls and provide the opportunity to communicate via Skype and host video 
conferences, and tables and chairs that can easily be rearranged. 

5.  HR is responsible for maintaining employee benefits enrollment packets and have limited 
space to do so. This requires them to contact the vendors throughout the year to send 
additional packets & spend time assembling information for New Employee Orientation. 

6.  HR is required to keep personnel records for decades after an employee leaves the 
County. Until a few weeks ago, those files were stored in an area that was not fire proof, 
nor water proof. Those files have been temporarily moved to the “vault” in the Link 
building until the scanning project can be completed.  HR is in the process of removing 
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inactive files from the Annex and they will be housed in the Link building.  HR feels they 
need more space, in addition to the off-site storage in DEAPR, however, they would wait 
to validate that after the scanning is complete 

7.  HR offers  New  Employee  Orientation  almost  every  Monday,  and other training 
throughout the month. Nice to have- a break room with a kitchen sink, refrigerator, ice 
maker, and tables for participants to use for lunch or to make a phone call. There is also 
enough space to have a quiet room/lounge space/fitnessarea for employees to use. 

 
Housing, Human Rights and Community Development (Whitted Human 
Services Center) 

 
1.  The offices are small so the work stations take up most of the space in our tiny offices. 
2.  Thermal comfort is elusive. For example, many offices were over  90  degrees this 

summer. 
 

In 3-5 years 

•  Consistent 

 
In 5-10 years 

•  Consistent 

 
Library 

 
1. Library was designed in the manner of a regular office building; therefore it is not ideal 

for unimpeded view or flow of materials and the public in need of assistance. Limited 
space for collaborative and individual public work spaces. 

2. The 2 story design can inhibit communication between the departments on a daily basis;  
also, materials have to be sent to the 2

nd 
floor via the public elevator.  There is a definite 

lack of storage for discarded materials, office, future staffing, and programming supplies. 
In essence, the library was retro-fitted to the shell of an office building. 

3. In all areas of the library all available space in the offices has been maximized. This 
limits additions and expansions of services outlined in the Strategic Plan. 

4. Too cold and damp, especially in the large meeting room.  Temperatures can fluctuate 
between the 2 floors and even in Administration. 

5.  Could use more space for office supplies for 3 branches, discarded materials and 
programming supplies 

6. The shared office spaces mean that when staff visits a colleague in another department 
they are often interrupting the work of their officemate as well.  This is a barrier to open 
inter-departmental communication.  The only other easily accessible spaces are public 
spaces, or the break room.  Neither is well-suited for work-related conversations. This is 
the number one concern.  Shared office space means that it is challenging to conduct 
confidential conversations or find a quiet space to think when needed. The only place to 
do this is library study rooms, which are not sound-proof and not always available.  
When these rooms are booked, public access to them is limited.  Dedicated, unassigned 
staff meeting spaces would go a long way toward helping this issue. 

7. While the WCOB training room is nice, it would be a great benefit to have another space 
in the library for this purpose that we did not have to compete with the public to use. 
Department training might be conducted more often if scheduling a room weren’t such a 
challenge. 
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8. The break room is directly connected to the administration area and used as a through- 
space to staff restrooms limits its usefulness as a way really to take a break.  The 
addition of a quiet space (even outdoors) would welcome. 

9.  The department needs a mix of collaborative and private space for meetings.  More 
removed from the public eye would allow us to be more productive on and off-desk and 
would prevent noise-bleed from the office into public areas. Additional storage space at 
individual workstations would allow us to better organize projects and have less 
cluttered workstations.  Additional phone lines or a wireless phone option would also 
help workflow. 

10. The current workspace doesn’t work well in that it limits our interactions with the public 
and leads to constant distractions.  The lack of appropriate spaces for meetings and 
programs is also a challenge. 

 

3-5 Years 

•  Barriers to public will need to be removed including large service desks.   The space 
needs to be adaptable and movable based on service needs.  Integrating  technology will 
be more present, requiring more collaborative spaces for work and public interactions. 

•  Interactions with the public will increasingly happen away from  a service desk.   The 
service desk will need to be designed less as a barrier, and more as a home base that 
encourages interaction and movement. 

•  There is need invest in a re-design of the Main Library space for current and future staff 
and public use as outlined in the Strategic Plan. 

 
5-10 Years 

•  Based on  the  Library’s growth  from  2010 to  2013 of  doubling  circulation and 10% 
increase  in  public  use,  our  public/staffing   space  will  need  to  adapt  to  changing 
conditions. 

•  Less  space  will  be  dedicated  to  static  stacks  and  more  to  collaborative  space. 
Adaptability will be key.  

 

Planning and Inspections  

OPT Modular Office Building (Asset Management North Campus)  

1.  Thermal comfort and aesthetics were deemed to be “poor”. 
2.  More space for training area and driver work preparation areas will be needed in the 

future. 

 
West Campus 

1.  Need more building customer work/talk spaces. 

 
3-5 Years 

•  More technology, kiosks and interactive webinar rooms (i.e. audio/visual). 

 
5-10 Years 

•  Space is adequate given current and projected work systems. 
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Register of Deeds (Gateway Center) 

 
1.  Space plan could have been different.  Having another department in the middle of your 

office can be a hindrance at times. 

2.  Storage space is at capacity. 

 
3-5 Years 

•  If printing of books continues, additional space for storage of books will be required. 

 
5-10 Years 

•  Same as above 
 

Social Services (Hillsborough Commons) 

 
No major issues. 

 
3-5 Years 

•  More customers online  for  public  assistance.   There will  be  an  increased need for 
resource rooms with  computers.   Child  welfare and other  functions are not  likely to 
change as much.  More space for collaboration/meeting. 

 
5-10 Years 

•  More customers online for public assistance. Resource rooms with  computers will be 
needed. Child welfare and other functions are not likely to change as much. 

 
Solid Waste Administrative Building 

 
1.  A larger storage space is needed. 
2.  Personal storage lockers located in building 2 bathrooms are minimally functional due to 

size 

 
3-5 Years 
• Not much; some increase in field use of digital communications. 

 
5-10 Years 
• Not much, except as relates to facility digital communications and integration of that 

infrastructure. 

 
Tax (Gateway Center) 

 
1.  Tax is outgrowing their allotted workspace. They recently acquired 4 additional staff 

members in the Land Records division when GIS joined the staff, which took up the last 
of the office space. 2 additional staff members are planned in the very near future, and 
currently Tax does not have office space that is available for them. Also, it is possible 
that they will add 2 more staff members by the beginning of the 2013-2014 fiscal year, 
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and we will need office space for both of them. 

2.  Approximately 6 additional workstations will be required to accommodate the anticipated 
increase in staff and to create an additional office location in Chapel Hill. 

3.  The tax office has a strict set of record retention schedules to follow.  A plethora of 
records must be kept for up to 10 years, therefore making storage essential 

4.  Currently they have a very small conference room that cannot accommodate their 
needs. Often they must schedule meetings elsewhere outside their department. 
Conference space for the tax office is important. Webinars and conference calls often 
require that small groups view data, and they often use a projector to display the 
images on the wall of the meeting area. 

 
3-5 Years 
• Technology changes rapidly.  To provide the most effective and efficient customer 

service as possible, they need to keep up with technology.  This includes going 
paperless, providing electronic notifications to visited properties and being more 
and more accessible to the public. 

• The Chapel Hill area is growing rapidly.  Half the county’s population is there, and the 
tax  office has no presence in Chapel  Hill. Creating an easily accessible public office 
located in a high traffic area of Chapel Hill is a top priority for Tax. 

 
5-10 Years 
• No comments. 
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Appendix 2 
 

The Physical Attributes of a Well-Designed Workplace – Detailed Descriptions 
 

A.  Accommodates distraction free work on an individual basis 

 
Characteristics 

•  Everyone is provided with private offices (walls to ceiling) or a high panel workstation 
with a door 

•  Seated privacy height partition panels 

•  Standing privacy height partition panels (+60”) 

•  Ability to control privacy at individual workstations with portable screens, panels or 
other temporary devices 

•  White noise 

•  Ample conference rooms 

•  Other non-assigned private spaces (i.e. enclaves, patio, etc.) 
 

B.  Supportive of collaboration and interaction among employees 

 
Characteristics 

•  Wide corridors 

•  Alcoves or huddle spaces 

•  Coffee stations with room to congregate 

•  Breakroom, café or cafeteria 

•  Readily available/ample conference rooms 

•  Outside seating (i.e. patio) 

•  Central workrooms, supply rooms, etc. (unintended interaction space) 

•  Side chairs at workstations 

 
C.  Accommodates undistracted teamwork and meetings 

 
Characteristics 

•  Variety of types and sizes of conference rooms 

•  Dedicated team or project rooms 

•  Open and informal gathering space (i.e. a conference table in an open area) 

•  Mobile tables that can be quickly pushed together 

•  Mobile work surface that can accommodate a small meeting at an individual’s 
workstation 

 
D.  Flexibility of workspaces to accommodate personal work styles 

 
Characteristics 

•Ergonomic chair with adjustable back, etc. 

•Choices with “handed” (right or left) workstations 

•Height adjustable work surfaces 

•Task lighting 

•Mobile furnishings (i.e. mobile pedestals, side chairs with wheels, etc.) 
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•Desktop organizing tools 

•A standard accessories program 

 
 

E.  Some control over heating and cooling in the open office environment 

 
Characteristics 

•Operable windows 

•Small heating/cooling zones with some control at accessible thermostat 

•Individual workstation heating/cooling units (i.e. personal environmental module) 

•Allow individual devices to supplement environmental control (i.e. fans, heaters) 
 

F.  Visual access to daylight and control of glare 

 
Characteristics 

•  Access to light switches and window shading, but requires group consensus 

•  Window shading devices for glare and lighting control provided to each individual 

•  Anti-glare devices for monitors provided as needed 

•  Ability to relocate computer equipment as needed to reduce glare 

•  Workspaces are designated in size and type by function 

 
G.  Workspaces are designated in size and type by function 

H.  The facility is easy to navigate through (Wayfinding) 

Characteristics 

• Consideration of traffic patterns and navigation routes in terms of it’s impact on 
encouraging impromptu collaboration as part of the design 

•Low partitions allow views to individuals and common spaces 

•Some directional signage and graphics are provided 

•Ample signage, group identification signs and individual workstation signage are present 

 
I.  Appropriate adjacencies are met 

 
Characteristics 

•  Departments that interact with each other are located reasonably close by (these are 
typically long term adjacencies) 

•  People within departments that frequently work together are grouped together (e.g. 
several people that are working on a specific project-these could be short term 
adjacencies)) 

 
J.  Ease of access to and flexibility of technology 

 
Characteristics 

•  Access to power and data, etc., above work surface 

•  Conference rooms, training rooms, team project rooms with plug and play cable 
management capabilities for quick change 

•  Wireless technology 
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K.  Ergonomics 

 
Characteristics 

•  Annual ergonomic audit 

•  Basic ergonomic instructions to employees (i.e. chair operation) 

•  Formal ergonomics training (i.e. programs, orientations, written manuals, etc.) 

•  Provide ergonomic solutions when specifically requested 

 

L.  Manifests the culture of the overall organization 
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Appendix 3 

 

Facilities Market Value and Financial Stress Table 
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Page 1

Department Current Location Former Location Last Moved Space Study Emphasis

Aging

Seymour Senior Center, 
Chapel Hill; Central 
Orange Senior Center, 
Hillsborough

Galleria (Leased Space), 
Northside Building 1, 
Chapel Hill; Meadowlands, 
Hillsborough (Leased 
Space)

2007 & 2009

Seymour Senior Center programming 
and potential expansion contemplated 
as part of Southern Campus Master 
Plan process.

Animal Services:  Administration, 
Animal Control, Animal Shelter 

Eubanks Road, Chapel 
Hill

Carolina North (Leased 
Space); 306 Revere Road; 
501 W. Franklin, Ste. 105

2009

Arts Commission Visitor's Bureau, 501 W. 
Frankin St, Chapel Hill Court Street Annex 2010

AMS: (previously Purchasing and Central 
Services and Public Works)

West Campus Office 
Building

129 E. King Street; 600 
Hwy 86 North 
Maintenance Campus

2009

AMS:  Facilities Maintenance & 
Services Divisions

West Campus Office 
Building

600 Hwy 86 Maintenance 
Campus 2013

Currently re-purposing vacated 600 
Hwy 86 North Administration Building 
for OPT administration use, thereby 
elminating leased modular trailer.

AMS:  Fleet Division, Warehouse, 
GovDeals Yard

600 Hwy 86 
Maintenance Campus

Board of Elections Govt. Services Annex Court Street Annex 2009 Potential space study candidate for 
FY13-14

Child Support Enforcement West Campus Office 
Building

110 N. Churton Street 
(Leased Space) 2012

Child Support Enforcement 
(Southern Campus )

Southern Human 
Services Center

Expansion of facility contemplated in 
FY2016-17; Southern Campus Master 
Plan

Cooperative Extension 306 Revere Road Potential space study candidate for 
FY13-14
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Page 2

Department Current Location Former Location Last Moved Space Study Emphasis

County Commissioners Link Center 2009

Permanent meeting room being 
addressed at Whitted Facility, space 
planning to continue through summer, 
2013; schematic plan to be presented 
to BOCC in fall of 2013

County Manager Link Center 2009

Courts:  Clerk of Courts, Judge's 
chambers, courtrooms

Justice Facility 
(expanded)

New Courthouse; 112 N. 
Churton 2009/2010

Courts:  Judge's Chambers, 
Courthouse Historic Courthouse

Courts:  District Attorney 144 E. Margaret Lane New Courthouse 2009
Courts:  Public Defender 129 King Street Carr Mill Mall, Carrboro 2011

Courts: Guardian ad Litem 501 W. Franklin St., Ste. 
104, Chapel Hill Moody Building, Carrboro 2011

Courts:  Probation & Parole Court Street Annex Moody Building, Carrboro 2011
Courts:  Juvenile Justice Court Street Annex Moody Building, Carrboro 2011

Courts:  Magistrate's Office Jail Historic Jail (Jailer's living 
quarters) 2013

Historic Jail (Jailer's living quarters) 
recently re-purposed and renovated for 
Magistrate operations; completed 
summer 2013.

DEAPR:  Administration (previously 
Environment & Resource Conservation 
Department)

306 Revere Road, 
Hillsborough

Potential space study candidate for 
FY13-14

DEAPR:  Soil & Water 306 Revere Road, 
Hillsborough

DEAPR:  Farm Service Agency (FSA) 306 Revere Road, 
Hillsborough

DEAPR:  Parks & Recreation Central Recreation, 
Whitted Campus

Potential space study candidate for 
FY13-14

DEAPR: Parks Operations Blackwood Farm Cornerstone Drive (leased 
space)

Potential space study candidate for 
FY13-14

45



Page 3

Department Current Location Former Location Last Moved Space Study Emphasis

Economic Development West Campus Office 
Building Court Street Annex 2009

Emergency Services - 911 Center, 
Administration

510 Meadowlands Drive 
Hillsborough 1914 New Hope Road 2008

County Substation Space Needs 
Programming FY13-14 - Space 
prototype and guidelines consultants 
recently interviewed through RFQ 
process.

Financial Services Department  
(Budget, Finance, Purchasing, Risk Management)

Link Center Govt. Services Annex 2009

Health Department: Administration, 
Personal Health and Dental (Whitted 
Center)

Whitted Building

Dental expanded in 
Hillsborough with 
relocation from Carr Mill 
Mall in Carrboro

2011
Whitted renovated space as interim 
solution; long term solution potential 
space study candidate

Health: Environmental Health West Campus Office 
Building

306 Revere Road, 
Hillsborough 2009

Health: Personal Health (Southern 
Campus )

Southern Human 
Services Center

Expansion of facility contemplated in 
FY2016-17; Southern Campus Master 
Plan

Housing, Human Rights & Community 
Development (Whitted Center) Whitted Building 

Human Rights relocated 
from 501 W. Franklin 
Street

2011

Housing, Human Rights & Community 
Development (Southern Campus)

Southern Human 
Services Center

Expansion of facility contemplated in 
FY2016-17; Southern Campus Master 
Plan

Human Resources Link Center Govt. Services Annex 2009

Information Technology West Campus Office 
Building Govt. Services Annex 2009

Library - Main Branch Main Branch, West 
Campus Whitted Building 2010

Potential space study candidate for 
internal modifications to best meet 
needs and library programming growth.
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Department Current Location Former Location Last Moved Space Study Emphasis

Library - Southern Branch TBD
Staff currently evaluating proffered sites 
within Board adopted site criteria 
evaluation process.

Planning and Inspections West Campus Office 
Building 306 Revere Road 2009

Planning:  Transportation 600 Hwy 86 
Maintenance Campus Whitted Building anticipated fall 

2013

Currently re-purposing vacated 600 
Hwy 86 North Administration Building 
for OPT administration use, thereby 
elminating leased modular trailer.

Register of Deeds Gateway Center Link Center, Lower Level 2008

Sheriff: Administration, Operations Justice Facility 144 East Margaret, 
Hillsborough 2009

Sheriff: Jail 125 Court Street, 
Hillsborough

New Jail programming and planning 
expected to begin in FY2013-14

Social Services (Hillsborough) Hillsborough Commons Whitted Building 2010 Leased space

Social Services (Southern Campus) Southern Human 
Services Center

Expansion of facility contemplated in 
FY2016-17; Southern Campus Master 
Plan

Social Services  (Skills 
Development Center) 

503 West Franklin 
Street, Chapel Hill

Solid Waste Operations Center Eubanks Road, Chapel 
Hill

Martin Luther King Drive, 
Chapel Hill (Leased 
Space)

2008

Sportsplex 101 Meadowland Drive, 
Hillsborough

Renovated and expanded in 2009; 
contemplated expansion and related 
space study presented in current 
Manager's recommended CIP

Visitors Bureau 501 West Franklin 
Street, Chapel Hill

Tax Administration  (previously Assessor 
and Revenue)

Gateway Center Link Center, Upper Level 2008
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Space Study Update 
November 12, 2013 Work Session 

• Purpose: 
– To update the BOCC on the Space Study according 

to the BOCC adopted space study framework); 
 
– To receive and discuss the space study update and 

provide guidance to the Interim County Manager 
and staff in anticipation of the FY2014-15 goals, 
planning, and budget processes.  
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Space Study Framework 
BOCC Adopted 6-18-13 

• Characteristics: 
– Tool for Analysis, Recommendations, and Resource 

Discussion 
 
– Criteria and model for iterative and continuous space 

study 
 
– Annual Budget Process Input 

 
– Inform Board goals, planning and priorities 
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Guiding Principles 

• Co-Location 
• Consolidation 
• Owning 
• Building and Maintaining According to 

Sustainable Practices 
• Evaluating and managing facilities based upon 

relative cost and benefit analysis 
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Basis of Study 

 
• Space use & needs assessment 

– Observation 
– Management & staff Input, interview, questionnaire 
 

• Physical assessment & inventory 
– Thorough inspection & evaluation 
– Maintenance and utility data/experience 
– Identification of stressed and/or under-utilized assets 
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Scope of  Study 
• Basis of study information analysis 

– Short term assessment 
– Longer Term assessment 

 
• Consideration of BOCC goals, planning initiatives, and goals 
 
• Study suggestions and recommendations framed by: 

– Guiding principles 
– Defensible courses of action for stressed and under-utilized 

assets 
– Providing exceptional facilities for County service delivery 
– Recognizing, anticipating and planning for growth/contraction 

trends 
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ECS Carolinas, LLP 

Work with AMS staff to provide: 
 
• Space use assessment  
• Space use efficiencies, trends, needs 
• Physical facilities assessment 
• Facilities asset methodology & model 
• Groundwork for further analysis, staff & Board 

discussions 
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Space Use Assessment 

• Observation 
– Orange County generally follows proper use of 

space 
– General administrative office baseline:  

• 250 usable square feet per employee;  
• Orange County is within reasonable variance of 

baseline 

– Use of office space as storage is the largest 
component of baseline difference 
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Physical Facilities Assessment 

• Observation, Operations Cost Inputs, Capital 
Needs, Relative Market Value 

 
 
• All Orange County general administrative 

office facilities are considered “Class B” or 
“Class C” 
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Facilities Physical Assessment 

 
• Public asset “model conversion” to accepted 

commercial real estate valuation standards 
 
• Cost > Relative Market Value = “Stressed Asset” 
 
• (Dep Value + Cap Need) > Replacement Cost= 

“Stressed Asset” 
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General Findings 

• Orange County has a reasonably efficient 
portfolio in both areas of study  
 

• Building program over the past several years 
has yielded results in line with BOCC space 
goals 

 
• Adequate expansion spaces available 
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General Findings (cont.) 

• Some inefficient areas for discussion 
• More organized and programmed storage may 

address immediate space concerns from the 
Department Directors 

• Southern Campus programming discussion 
needed in preparation for future budget 
discussions 
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Stressed Assets 
From 

Physical Assessment 

Low Workplace 
Appropriateness 

From  
Space Use 

Assessment 

Resource Priorities Valuable, Under-Utilized 
 Asset Focus? 

BOCC Feedback 
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Environment & Agriculture Center 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Stressed Assets 
From 

Physical Assessment 
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Environment & Agriculture Center 
 
Whitted Building 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Low Workplace 
Appropriateness 

From  
Space Use Assessment 
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General Administrative Office Space 
 
 -Whitted Building 
 -Link Govt Services Center 
 -Govt Services Annex 
 
 
Storage Assets 
 -510 Meadowlands 
 -AMS North Campus 
 -Revere Road Campus 

o EAC records storage 
o Former Car Wash facility 

 -Department Controlled Areas 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Valuable,  
Under-Utilized Assets 
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Suggestions for Discussion and 
Feedback 

• Emphasize Department and County storage 
organization and policy (AMS can drive this) 

• Consider uses for Whitted 2nd floor 
programmable space (potential Elections uses, 
DEAPR uses, etc.)  FY14-15 CIP 

• Consider more efficient uses for GSA, Link 
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Suggestions for Discussion and 
Feedback 

• Growth of  Aging Programs to serve aging 
population 

• Embrace electronic records storage and 
management 

• Continue programming discussions for 
Southern Campus (SUP-modification request 
of Chapel Hill expected in late Spring- early 
Summer) 
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Discussion, Next Steps 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

65



 

ORANGE COUNTY 
BOARD OF COMMISSIONERS 

 
ACTION AGENDA ITEM ABSTRACT 

 Meeting Date: November 12, 2013  
 Action Agenda 
 Item No.  4 

 
SUBJECT:   County Fair Working Group Report 
 
DEPARTMENT:   County Manager, Asset 

Management Services (AMS), 
Cooperative Extension, 
Environment, Agriculture, 
Parks and Recreation 
(DEAPR), Economic 
Development, Visitors Bureau 

PUBLIC HEARING:  (Y/N) No 

  
 

ATTACHMENT(S): 
Blackwood Farm Park CIP Page 
 
Working Group Report, Including Work 

Group Charge and Meeting Agendas 
and Information-Sharing Session 
Summary (To Be Provided Under 
Separate Cover Prior to the Meeting) 

 
 
 

INFORMATION CONTACT: 
Commissioner Mark Dorosin, 245-2130 

   Commissioner Renee Price, 245-2130 
   Interim Manager Michael Talbert, 245-

2300 
   County Fair Working Group Staff  
   
 
 
 

 
PURPOSE:  To report to the Board on the activities and deliberations of the County Fair 
Working Group, charged and commissioned on June 18, 2103 to investigate a potential Orange 
County Fair.  
 
BACKGROUND:  On June 18, 2013 the Board of Commissioners appointed Commissioners 
Mark Dorosin and Renee Price to work with the County Manager’s office and directors from 
several departments to develop an outline and basic information and concepts about a possible 
county fair including such topical areas as activities, timeframe, process, costs and possible 
creation of a County Fair Advisory Committee.  The specific language of the charge is provided 
in the “Charge – County Fair Working Group,” which is an attachment to the Working Group 
report  
 
The Working Group began its efforts on July 10, and met on five occasions to develop its report.  
The Group also participated in conference calls and site visits to potential fair locations, and 
received advice and feedback from the County Fair Coordinator from the NC Department of 
Agriculture.  Members of the group visited other fairs and spoke to event organizers and 
representatives of other festivals and events, and shared this input with the group. 
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The efforts culminated with an October 30, 2013 Information-Sharing Session held at the Solid 
Waste Operations Center meeting room on Eubanks Road, where 32 residents and interested 
parties attended a meeting and discussed the value of a potential fair, possible components and 
activities, locations, and what organizations or persons should be involved in further event 
planning.  This information, along with a distillation of previous conversations and discussions, 
was compiled into the Working Group report.  Additional outreach has been conducted to ask 
the organizations and the general public for feedback on the themes and ideas of the Working 
Group, both via brief written survey questions and an online survey. 
 
As shown in the attached report, the following primary findings or themes are proposed for the 
Board’s consideration: 
 

• A county fair could offer the opportunity to celebrate the many unique historical, social, 
cultural, and creative aspects of Orange County, and create a community-building event 
bringing together residents from all across the county to an event that also offers 
entertainment, recreation and economic development potential. 

 
• As an initial event, the Working Group recommends a two-day Friday-Saturday event.  

Friday would be targeted to encourage field trips from local schools. 
 

• While a fall date in late-September was initially proposed and discussed, the Working 
Group recognized that a fall 2015 event was too distant in the future.  In the interest of 
launching a fair sooner, the Group identified an alternative window of late-April for 
a Spring 2015 fair.  This spring fair could be seen as a test run, and a decision on 
whether future fairs should be fall or spring could be made after gleaning the experience 
of a first-run in Spring 2015. 

 
• A number of possible sites for a potential fair were examined, with two sites visited and 

explored in more detail.  After deliberation, the Working Group found consensus around 
the idea of using the future Blackwood Farm Park site on NC 86 and New Hope Church 
Road between Chapel Hill and Hillsborough.  This 152-acre site is located near the 
population center of the county, is owned by the County, has easy access to Interstate 
40, and has been used for similar festivals and events.  Infrastructure and logistical 
issues will need to be addressed, but many of these are consistent with planned future 
improvements in the adopted Capital Investment Plan. 

 
• The fair as conceptually-proposed would be structured around five primary themes, with 

an overarching sustainability theme and a number of sub-themes and activities possible 
within this framework.  These five main themes are: 

 
o Agriculture, local food and restaurants 
o Arts and local artists 
o Orange County’s diverse history 
o Schools, education and youth, and 
o Live music 

 
The fair as envisioned would also include some attractions for children, including traditional and 
non-traditional rides and games. 
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A listing of approximately 35 groups, organizations and persons has been gathered, and the 
Working Group recommendations propose a “Coordinating Committee for the Orange County 
Fair’ (CCOCF) be formed in January, including representatives from these groups and other 
interested or identified parties or residents.  The initial organizations list is included as an 
attachment to the report, and many of groups participated in the October 30 information session. 
 
The creation of a CCOCF would enable the next steps to be taken to develop a 2015 County 
Fair Strategic Plan, including more-specific activities and amenities within the identified themes, 
a three-year financial plan and a recommended management/operating structure for the fair.  
This information, along with further assessment of the site infrastructure needs, and the 
potential for sponsorships and volunteer group assistance, would be needed to develop a 
project budget that is a self-sustaining model, as directed by the Board.  
 
FINANCIAL IMPACT: The financial impact of a potential county fair would need to be 
addressed as the event’s specifics are developed and refined.  Examinations of other budgets 
for like events, and a general schematic estimate for this event (as shown in the report) reflect a 
projected range of $60,000 to $185,000 in costs associated with operating a fair at Blackwood 
Farm, depending on the scope of activities.  Much of this cost is expected to be offset or 
reduced by revenue structures and coordinated volunteer assistance, which have not yet been 
developed.  
 
The Chapel Hill/Orange County Visitors Bureau currently has a special event fund that has 
supported several events in Orange County, including TerraVITA and Hog Day, Carrboro Film 
Festival and others.  The Bureau has $10,000 reserved for opportunity promotions and expects 
to contribute $10,000 to the County Fair, seed dollars that would go towards hiring an events 
contractor to launch the Fair.  From a tourism perspective, promoting Orange County's bounty, 
through an annual food, heritage and music event, will help the County's brand and, 
accordingly, tourism numbers.  Considerable advance planning will be needed to fully develop 
the fair concept.  A county fair in spring 2015 would require funding in the FY 2014-15 fiscal 
year.  The Board’s charge to the Working Group included a self-sustaining model over time, and 
if possible, from the outset. 
 
The Working Group has identified the County’s future Blackwood Farm Park site as the likely 
preferred location.  Some improvements (primarily a new entry road, parking and site work) 
would be needed for a County Fair to occur in 2015, and while these improvements are 
consistent with the park master plan, the current FY 2013-18 Capital Investment Plan (CIP) 
does not include funding for these items until 2018 and beyond (see attached Blackwood Farm 
Park CIP page). 
  
RECOMMENDATION(S):   The Interim Manager recommends that the Board receive the report 
of the Working Group, discuss whether to proceed with planning for the fair, and identify any 
needed additional information.  If the Board wishes to proceed with planning for the County Fair 
concept, and is in agreement with the proposed coordinating committee approach, the Working 
Group could be instructed to bring back a recommended charge and scope of work for the 
proposed Coordinating Committee for the Orange County Fair, along with a timeframe of 
activities.  The Clerk to the Board could also be instructed to solicit for possible applications for 
the Committee appointees.  

3



Project Name Blackwood Farm Park Project Status Approved/Proposed
Functional Service Area Community and Environment Starting Date 7/1/2012
Department DEAPR Completion Date 7/1/2018

Current Year 1 Year 2 Year 3 Year 4 Year 5 Five Year 6
Prior Years Fiscal Year Fiscal Year Fiscal Year Fiscal Year Fiscal Year Fiscal Year Year to 

Project Budget Funding 2012-13 2013-14 2014-15 2015-16 2016-17 2017-18 Total Year 10
Appropriation        
     Land/Building          
     Construction/Repairs/Renovations 50,000        -                  -                  -                  -                  -                  -                  7,500,000   
     Equipment/Furnishings   -                  -                  -                  500,000      
            Total Project Budget -                  50,000        -                  -                  -                  -                  -                  -                  8,000,000   

General Fund Related Operating Costs
     Personnel Services 12,000        12,000        12,000        12,000        12,000        12,000        60,000        325,000      
     Operations -                  5,000          5,000          5,000          5,000          5,000          25,000        275,000      
     New Debt Service  -                  -                  -                  -                  -                  1,670,400   
            Total Operating Costs 12,000        17,000        17,000        17,000        17,000        17,000        85,000        2,270,400   

 
Revenues/Funding Source  
    Transfer from General Fund 62,000        13,000        13,000        13,000        13,000        13,000        65,000        580,000      
    General Fund - Debt Service -                  -                  -                  -                  -                  1,670,400   
    Grants (PARTF), User Fees -                  4,000          4,000          4,000          4,000          4,000          20,000        20,000        
    Future Debt Issuance   -                  -                  -              -                  -                  -                  8,000,000   
                                   Total 62,000        17,000        17,000        17,000        17,000        17,000        85,000        10,270,400 

  
Project Description/Justification

County Capital Projects 
Fiscal Years 2013-18

The Blackwood Farm Park is a 152-acre site located midway between Chapel Hill and Hillsborough on NC 86 and New Hope Church Road. The adopted master plan 
includes a multi-faceted park that retains components of the farm's agricultural past, including community gardens and agricultural demonstration areas and exhibits. It also 
includes an amphitheatre, fishing, trails and open fields - as well as the planned Agriculture, Environment and Parks Center (including the permanent parks operations 
base). Funds approved in 2012-13 will provide for limited access opening later in 2013, perhaps including a community garden. Center construction and Park construction 
are planned in Years 6-10.  NOTE:  A Space Needs Analysis will be performed on all County facility needs, including the space needs/requirements for 
Agriculture center related needs that may involve facilties such as the Environment and Agriculture Center and at Blackwood Farm Park.  Estimated cost to be 
no more than $25,000, and will be budgeted in Asset Management Services operations in FY 2013-14.
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ORANGE COUNTY 
BOARD OF COMMISSIONERS 

 
ACTION AGENDA ITEM ABSTRACT 

 Meeting Date: November 12, 2013  
 Action Agenda 
 Item No.   5 

SUBJECT:  Redesigned County Logo 
 
DEPARTMENT:  Board of Commissioners PUBLIC HEARING:  (Y/N) No 
  

 
ATTACHMENT(S):   
Recommended County Logo  

 
  
 

INFORMATION CONTACT: 
Michael Talbert, Interim County Manager, 

919-245-2300 
    
 
 

 
PURPOSE: To review a redesigned County Logo recommended by the Review Committee for 
the County Logo.  
 
BACKGROUND:  On May 21, 2013, the Board received an overview of the County’s Marketing 
and public relations projects.  A motion was made, “That the Board of County Commissioners or 
designated members would participate in the design or review of any logo for overall use to 
represent Orange County, including the review of any already developed logo; and that the 
Board of County Commissioners will have final approval of any such logo, emblem or 
representation”.  The motion was approved unanimously. 
 
At its Work Session on September 12, 2013, the Board discussed the County Logo and 
expressed concerns about the design and design process for the Logo.  The creation of a 
Review Committee provided an opportunity for Board members to participate in the design 
process and finalize a redesigned County Logo to recommend to the Board of County 
Commissioners (BOCC). 
 
Commissioners Renee Price and Penny Rich met with staff on October 22, 2013, reviewed the 
original County Logo design options and recommend the attached redesigned Logo for Orange 
County. 
 
FINANCIAL IMPACT:  The anticipated financial impact for the redesigned County Logo is 
$2,150. 
 
RECOMMENDATION(S):  The Interim Manager recommends that the Board review the 
redesigned County Logo and provide direction to staff.   
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Logo Redesign
Orange County Government3 Logo Option B

Same as A, but with a horizontal line added

ORANGE COUNTY
NORTH CAROLINA
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