
 
Orange County 

Board of Commissioners 
 

Agenda 
 
Regular Meeting 
May 8, 2014 
7:00 p.m. 
Department of Social Services 
Hillsborough Commons 
113 Mayo Street 
Hillsborough, NC  27278 

Note: Background Material 
on all abstracts 
available in the 
Clerk’s Office 

 
Compliance with the “Americans with Disabilities Act” - Interpreter services and/or special sound 
equipment are available on request.  Call the County Clerk’s Office at (919) 245-2130.  If you are 
disabled and need assistance with reasonable accommodations, contact the ADA Coordinator in the 
County Manager’s Office at (919) 245-2300 or TDD# 644-3045. 

 
1.

  
Additions or Changes to the Agenda (7:00-7:05) 
 
PUBLIC CHARGE 
 

The Board of Commissioners pledges to the residents of Orange County its respect. The Board asks its 
residents to conduct themselves in a respectful, courteous manner, both with the Board and with fellow 
residents.  At any time should any member of the Board or any resident fail to observe this public charge, 
the Chair will ask the offending person to leave the meeting until that individual regains personal control. 
Should decorum fail to be restored, the Chair will recess the meeting until such time that a genuine 
commitment to this public charge is observed.  All electronic devices such as cell phones, pagers, and 
computers should please be turned off or set to silent/vibrate. 

 
2.
  

Public Comments (Limited to One Hour) (7:05-7:15) 
 
(We would appreciate you signing the pad ahead of time so that you are not overlooked.) 
 
a. Matters not on the Printed Agenda (Limited to One Hour – THREE MINUTE LIMIT PER 

SPEAKER – Written comments may be submitted to the Clerk to the Board.) 
 

Petitions/Resolutions/Proclamations and other similar requests submitted by the public will not be acted 
upon by the Board of Commissioners at the time presented.  All such requests will be referred for 
Chair/Vice Chair/Manager review and for recommendations to the full Board at a later date regarding a) 
consideration of the request at a future regular Board meeting; or b) receipt of the request as information 
only.  Submittal of information to the Board or receipt of information by the Board does not constitute 
approval, endorsement, or consent.  

 
b. Matters on the Printed Agenda 

(These matters will be considered when the Board addresses that item on the agenda below.) 
 

3. Petitions by Board Members (Three Minute Limit Per Commissioner) (7:15-7:25) 
 

4.
  

Proclamations/ Resolutions/ Special Presentations (7:25-7:40) 
 
a. Recognition of Project EngAGE Graduates 
b. Older Americans Month Proclamation 



 
5. Public Hearings (7:40-7:50) 

 
a. Class A Special Use Permit – Solar Array Off Redman Road in Cheeks Township - Public 

Hearing Closure and Action (No Additional Comments from the Public or Applicant Accepted) 
 

6.
  
Consent Agenda (7:50-8:00) 

• Removal of Any Items from Consent Agenda 
• Approval of Remaining Consent Agenda 
• Discussion and Approval of the Items Removed from the Consent Agenda 

 
a. Minutes 
b. Motor Vehicle Property Tax Releases/Refunds 
c. Property Tax Releases/Refunds 
d. Consolidated Housing Plan Annual Action Plan/HOME Program 
e. Application for North Carolina Education Lottery Proceeds for Orange County Schools (OCS) 

and Contingent Approval of Budget Amendment # 7-A Related to OCS Capital Project 
Ordinances 

f. Legal Advertisement for Quarterly Public Hearing – May 27, 2014 
g. Schools Adequate Public Facilities Ordinance – Approval and Certification of 2014 Report 
h. Buckhorn-Mebane EDD Phase 2 Sewer Extension – Amendment of Design Contract and 

Approval of Budget Amendment #7-C 
i. Joint Resolution Amending the Hillsborough-Orange Interlocal Land Management Agreement 

for the Central Orange Coordinated Area 
j. Approval of Emergency Services Strategic Plan 
k. Approval of Purchase of Fourteen (14) LIFEPAK Cardiac Monitors/Defibrillators and Budget 

Amendment #7-B 
l. Renewal of Interlocal Agreement for Little River Park (Durham County) 

 
7.

  
Regular Agenda 
 
a. Cedar Grove Community Center Project Update (8:00-8:15) 
b. Central and Rural Orange County Five-Year Bus Service Expansion Concepts – Orange Public 

Transportation and Triangle Transit (8:15-9:05) 
c. Consideration of a Unified Development Ordinance Text Amendment Related to Home 

Occupations (9:05-9:20) 
d. Future of Employees in Contract For Family Specialists with Orange County Schools (9:20-

9:40) 
e. Child Care Subsidy (9:40-9:50) 
f. Issues and Funding Options for Orange County’s Recycling Programs (9:50-10:10) 

 
8.

  
Reports 

 
9.

  
County Manager’s Report (10:10-10:15) 

10.
  
County Attorney’s Report (10:15-10:20) 
 

11.
  
Appointments 
 

12. Board Comments (Three Minute Limit Per Commissioner) (10:20-10:30) 



 
 

13.
  
Information Items 
 
• April 15, 2014 BOCC Meeting Follow-up Actions List 
• Tax Collector’s Report – Numerical Analysis 
• Tax Collector’s Report – Measure of Enforced Collections 
• Tax Collector’s Report – Releases and Refunds Under $100 
• Memorandum Regarding Major Fund Financial Statement for the Nine Months Ended March 

31, 2014 
• BOCC Chair Letter Regarding Petitions from the April 15, 2014 Regular Board Meeting 

 
14.

  
Closed Session  
 

15. Adjournment 
 

A summary of the Board’s actions from this meeting will be  
available on the County’s website the day after the meeting. 

 
Note: Access the agenda through the County’s web site, www.orangecountync.gov 
 



 

ORANGE COUNTY 
BOARD OF COMMISSIONERS 

 
ACTION AGENDA ITEM ABSTRACT 

 Meeting Date: May 8, 2014  
 Action Agenda 
 Item No.  4-a 

 
SUBJECT:   Recognition of Project EngAGE Graduates 
 
DEPARTMENT:   Aging PUBLIC HEARING:  (Y/N) No 
  

 
ATTACHMENT(S): 

List of Project EngAGE Graduates 
 
 
 
 
 

INFORMATION CONTACT: 
       Janice Tyler, Director, 245-4255 

 
   
   
 
 
 

 
PURPOSE:  To recognize the inaugural class of Project EngAGE, a senior leadership program 
sponsored by the Department on Aging. 
 
BACKGROUND:  In preparing the 2012-17 Master Aging Plan, it became evident there was a 
need for improved communication and information dissemination to the community about aging 
resources.  Department on Aging staff along with the Advisory Board on Aging began exploring 
ideas regarding how to implement MAP Objective 1.1 – Increase the accessibility of information 
about resources, programs and services for older adults in Orange County.  One way to address 
the issue was through a grassroots community based senior leadership development program.   
 
In 2013 the Department on Aging, in partnership with the UNC’s School of Public Health, began 
work on developing a senior leadership program.  A model senior leadership program in 
Haywood County was identified and Project EngAGE was adapted from that model.  Project 
EngAGE’s mission is to engage and enable older adults in Orange County to serve as resource 
leaders to make their community an ideal place to age well.  The program is comprised of two 
major components: 1) a senior leadership training course and 2) the development of senior 
resource teams comprised of course graduates.  Project EngAGE is designed to train older 
adult resource leaders who will disseminate information to their communities and link their 
communities to aging- related resources.   
 
The graduates have completed a 12 week training course designed to empower and enable 
them to be leaders in their communities.  The participants explored topics such as Body and 
Mind Wellness, Aging in the Community, transportation, healthcare, dementia, caregiving and 
“understanding the system”.  The group met with the County Manager’s staff, department 
directors, and County Commissioners to learn about County government, and also spent time 
touring the County and visiting every township.  Many hours were also spent discussing service 
gaps and developing strategies for resolving those gaps.  The graduates have now formed 
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senior resource teams and are tasked with identifying concerns in the community and then 
developing solutions to address those issues.   
 
These graduates are the first class of an on-going senior leadership training program.  Plans are 
underway now to offer another class, possibly as early as fall 2014.   
 
FINANCIAL IMPACT: There is no financial impact associated with recognizing the graduates. 
 
RECOMMENDATION(S):   The Manager recommends that the Board congratulate these 
individuals for their completion of the Project EngAGE Senior Leadership training with the 
presentation of certificates by the Board and herald the impact of their forthcoming community 
projects.   
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2014 Project EngAGE Graduates 
 

Gail Alberti, Bingham Township 
Bill Barrows, Little River Township 

Barbara Breeze, Cedar Grove Township 
Jaki Shelton Green, Mebane 
Sue Heckman, Eno Township 
Cliff Leath, Bingham Township 

Dee Lowdermilk, New Hope  
Rod Magson, Chapel Hill 

Lenore Martin, Chapel Hill 
 Betty Melanson, Little River Township/Caldwell 

Yvonne Mendenhall, Chapel Hill 
Delores Ramsey, Little River Township 

Donna Scandlin, Chapel Hill 
Tana Hartman Thorn, Bingham Township 

Norma White, Little River Township/Schley 
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ORANGE COUNTY 
BOARD OF COMMISSIONERS 

 
ACTION AGENDA ITEM ABSTRACT 

 Meeting Date: May 8, 2014  
 Action Agenda 
 Item No.  4-b 

 
SUBJECT:   Older Americans Month Proclamation 
 
DEPARTMENT:   Aging and Advisory Board on 

Aging 
PUBLIC HEARING:  (Y/N) No 

  
 

ATTACHMENT(S): 
Older Americans Month Proclamation 

 
 
 
 
 

INFORMATION CONTACT: 
       Janice Tyler, Director, 245-4255 

          Heather Altman, Chair – Advisory  
          Board on Aging 
   
 
 
 

 
PURPOSE:  To approve a proclamation joining Federal and State governments in designating 
the month of May as Older Americans Month and a time to honor older adults for their 
contributions to society and to Orange County. 
 
BACKGROUND:  May is Older Americans Month, a tradition dating back to 1963.  For many 
years the Orange County Board of Commissioners has issued a proclamation for Older 
Americans Month.  This year’s national theme is Safe Today, Healthy Tomorrow.  The theme 
focuses on injury prevention and safety to encourage older adults to protect themselves and 
remain active and independent for as long as possible.  On a national basis there are at least 6 
million unintentional injuries among older adults that result in 30,000 deaths every year. 
 
With an emphasis on safety during Older Americans Month, County staff and the Advisory 
Board on Aging are encouraging older adults to learn about the variety of ways they can avoid 
the leading causes of injury, like falls.  The Orange County Senior Centers offer a variety of 
evidence based fitness programs that focus on balance and falls prevention.  The Department 
is reaching out to faith-based communities to co-sponsor senior exercise and balance classes.  
The Department on Aging’s Stay Up and Active program, in collaboration with the Orange 
County Emergency Services Department, is a perfect example of agencies working together to 
make the community a safer place to grow old.  Emergency Medical Services (EMS) medics 
conduct home safety inspections and refer at-risk seniors to the Department on Aging for 
further assessment and services. 
 
In 2014 there are over 22,000 Orange County residents who are 60+ and, of that group, over 
1,600 are over age 85.  As large numbers of baby boomers reach retirement age, the goal is to 
keep them physically and socially active through their 80s and beyond.  Lifelong participation in 
social, creative and physical activities have proven health benefits, including retaining mobility, 
muscle mass and cognitive abilities.  Additionally, older adults are not the only ones who benefit 
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from their engagement in community life.  Studies show their interactions with family, friends, 
and neighbors across generations enrich the lives of everyone involved.   
 
In honor of this year’s theme, Safe Today, Healthy Tomorrow, the community is challenged to 
stay safe and develop a healthy, active lifestyle that will serve everyone well for years to come.  
The public is encouraged to take time to visit the Senior Centers and the Orange County 
Department on Aging and see how each individual can be active, involved and aging well in the 
Orange County community. 
 
FINANCIAL IMPACT: There is no financial impact associated with approval of the 
proclamation. 
 
RECOMMENDATION(S):   The Manager recommends that the Board approve the proclamation 
designating May as Older Americans Month and authorize the Chair to sign the proclamation. 
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Orange County Board of Commissioners 
 

Proclamation 
 

Older Americans Month – May 2014 
 

Theme - “Safe Today, Healthy Tomorrow” 
 
  

 
Whereas, Orange County includes over 22,000 persons aged 60 and older; and  
 
Whereas, Orange County is committed to helping all individuals live longer, healthier lives; and 
 
Whereas, the older adults in Orange County have made countless contributions and sacrifices to 
ensure a better life for future generations; and  
 
Whereas, the Orange County Board of Commissioners recognizes the value of injury prevention and 
safety awareness in helping older adults remain healthy and active; and 
 
Whereas, our community can provide opportunities to enrich the lives of individuals young and old 
by:  

 
 Supporting their ability to stay healthy and physically active 
 Emphasizing the need to take action to safeguard themselves from unintentional injuries 

where they live, work and socialize  
 Providing information on avoiding leading causes of injury for older adults, particularly 

falls and offering opportunities to participate in falls prevention fitness programs. 
 Creating opportunities to stay engaged and active in their communities. 

 
Now therefore, we, the Orange County Board of Commissioners, do hereby proclaim May 2014 as 
Older Americans Month and urge every resident to take time this month to recognize older adults and 
the people who serve and support them as powerful and vital individuals who greatly contribute to 
the community. 
 
This the 8th day of May, 2014. 
 

 

________________________________  
Barry Jacobs, Chair 
Orange County Board of Commissioners 
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ORANGE COUNTY 
BOARD OF COMMISSIONERS 

ACTION AGENDA ITEM ABSTRACT 
 Meeting Date: May 8, 2014  

 Action Agenda 
 Item No.  5-a 

 
SUBJECT:   Class A Special Use Permit – Solar Array Off Redman Road in Cheeks 

Township - Public Hearing Closure and Action (No Additional Comments from 
the Public or Applicant Accepted) 

 
DEPARTMENT:   Planning and Inspections PUBLIC HEARING:  (Y/N) Yes 
  

 
ATTACHMENTS:   INFORMATION CONTACT: 

1. Vicinity Map 
2. March 5, 2014 Planning Board Abstract 

and Handouts 
3. April 2, 2014 Planning Board Abstract 

and Handouts 

  Michael D. Harvey, Planner III, 245-2597 
  Craig Benedict, Director, 245-2592 

4. Excerpt of Minutes from the February 24, 
2014 Quarterly Public Hearing 

5. Excerpt of Approved Minutes from the 
March 5, 2014 Planning Board Meeting. 

6. Excerpt of Minutes from the April 2, 2014 
Planning Board Meeting 

7. Planning Board Recommended Findings 
of Fact and Conditions of Approval 

8. Letter from Applicant Accepting 
Imposition of Recommended Conditions 

9. Script for Acting on Findings of Fact 

 

 
PURPOSE:  To receive the Planning Board recommendation, close the public hearing, and make a 
decision on a Class A Special Use Permit (hereafter ‘SUP’) application submitted by Strata Solar and 
Stout Farms LLC proposing the development of a solar array in accordance with Section 2.7 Special 
Use Permits and Section 5.9.6 (C) Solar Array-Public Utility of the Orange County Unified 
Development Ordinance (UDO).   
 
The reconvening of this hearing is solely to receive the Planning Board recommendation and 
any additional written evidence submitted since the February 24, 2014 Quarterly Public Hearing.  
This hearing is not intended to solicit additional input from the public or the applicant.  While the 
BOCC may ask staff questions related to the review of a given item, comments from the public 
or the applicant shall not be solicited.   
 
As a reminder the review of this item is carried out in a quasi-judicial format.  Decisions relating 
to the approval or denial of SUP applications are based solely on the sworn testimony of all 
parties involved with the case, both those for and against, as well as the review of competent 
material and substantial evidence submitted during the public hearing.  Hearsay or 
unsubstantiated opinions are not sufficient testimony.   
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BACKGROUND:  This item was presented at the February 24, 2014 Quarterly Public Hearing 
and the March 5 and April 2, 2014 Planning Board meetings.  Agenda materials for these 
meetings can be viewed at: 
 

• February 24, 2014 Quarterly Public Hearing: 
http://orangecountync.gov/occlerks/140224.pdf.   

STAFF COMMENT:  The following testimony/evidence was entered into the record 
at the public hearing: 

i. Staff abstract and attachments, including the SUP application and site 
plan, presented at the February 24, 2014 Quarterly Public Hearing. 

ii. Staff testimony on the project and its compliance with various provisions 
of the UDO. 

iii. Applicant testimony from Mr. Louis Iannone, Mr. Bret Niemann, Mr. 
Gabriel Cantor, and Mr. Richard Kirkland, on how the project complies 
with the UDO.   

 The applicant entered copies of affidavits and a real estate report, 
completed by Mr. Kirkland, into the record providing additional information 
on the project’s compliance with applicable standards. 

iv. Handouts submitted at the February 24, 2014 Quarterly Public Hearing, 
specifically: 

1. E-mail from Chair Barry Jacobs, dated February 24, 2014, providing 
background on the Efland School for Girls, 

2. E-mail from Mr. Louis Iannone of Strata Solar, dated February 24, 
2014, responding to concerns from Ms. Wise, an adjacent property 
owner.  This included a response from staff, dated February 21, 
2014, addressing some of Ms. Wise’s concerns as well. 

STAFF COMMENT:  The applicant’s response was presented 
to the Planning Board at its March 5, 2014 regular meeting and 
is contained within Attachment 2 of this abstract.   
The applicant submitted additional written comment(s) on the 
use of chemicals for treating grass on the properties subject to 
the SUP application.  These responses are contained within 
Attachment 3.  Staff has reviewed the response and has no 
concerns related to the use of pesticides/fertilizers on the 
properties. 

3. Letter from Redman Rhino LLC, dated February 24, 2014, 
concerning the project. 

 An excerpt of minutes from the public hearing is contained within Attachment 4.   
 

• March 5, 2014 Planning Board meeting: 
http://orangecountync.gov/planning/documents/3.5.14PBPacket.pdf. The abstract and 
handouts from this meeting are contained in Attachment 2.  An excerpt of minutes from 
this meeting is contained within Attachment 5. 
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• April 2, 2014 Planning Board meeting: 
http://www.co.orange.nc.us/planning/documents/4.2.14PBPacketWeb.pdf.  The abstract 
and handouts from this meeting are contained in Attachment 3.  An excerpt of minutes 
from this meeting is contained within Attachment 6. 

 
Additional information, as contained within this abstract, will be entered into the record at the May 8, 
2014 regular meeting. 
 
Analysis:  As required under Section 2.7.4 of the UDO, the Planning Director is required to: 
‘cause an analysis to be made of the application’ and pass that analysis on to the reviewing 
body. In analyzing this request, the Planning Director offers the following: 

a. Application submittal requirements detailed within Section 2.7 of the UDO have been 
satisfied. 

b. The applicant has demonstrated compliance with respect to landscaping and buffering 
requirements as detailed within Section 6.8 of the UDO. 

c. Staff has made the determination that a formal Environmental Impact Statement would 
not be required per Section 6.18 of the UDO. 

d. The applicant has complied with specific development standards associated with the 
development of a solar facility as detailed within Section 5.9.6 (C) of the UDO. 

e. Comments received from various County agencies (i.e. Sheriff, Fire Marshal, 
Environment, Agriculture, Parks and Recreation (DEAPR), Orange County Health) 
indicate there are no concerns associated with the request.   
Please refer to the February 24, 2014 Quarterly Public Hearing packet for additional 
information. 

f. The applicant has reserved portions of the property, denoted on the site plan, for future 
roadway development consistent with existing access management strategies for the 
area. 

g. Staff finds the proposal is consistent with the various goals outlined within the 
Comprehensive Plan concerning development, including: 

a. Natural and Cultural Systems Goal 1:  Energy conservation, sustainable use of 
non-polluting renewable energy resources, efficient use of non-renewable energy 
resources and clean air. 

b. Objective AE-15:  Foster participation in green energy programs such as 
installation incentives for solar hot water/solar generation/solar tempering in 
residential or commercial construction.  The County should develop programs that 
will link citizens and businesses with options for alternative and sustainable energy 
sources. 

c. Objective AG-8:  Encourage the use and production of natural fuel alternatives to 
petroleum based products and pursue new types of energy sources. 

Planning Board Review:  The Planning Board reviewed this item at its March 5 and April 2, 2014 
regular meeting(s) and voted unanimously to recommend approval of the SUP as well as the 
imposition of several conditions associated with the development of the project.   
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Please refer to Attachment 7 for the Board’s recommendations.  Attachment 8 contains a letter 
from the applicant accepting the imposition of the recommended conditions. 
 
Planning Director’s Recommendation:  In accordance with the provisions of Section 2.7.4 of the 
UDO, the Planning Director recommends approval of the application subject to:  

• Approval of the recommended Findings of Fact as detailed within Attachment 7,  

• The imposition of the recommended conditions detailed within Attachment 7, and 

• The BOCC’s ability to make an affirmative finding on the general standards outlined 
within Section 5.3.4 of the UDO.   

 
Staff has provided a script denoting the cadence of review and action on the recommended 
findings in Attachment 9. 
 
Public Hearing Procedural Information:  In accordance with Section 2.7.8 (A) (3) of the UDO, 
evidence not presented at the public hearing must be submitted in writing prior to the Planning 
Board’s recommendation.  Additional oral evidence may be considered by the Planning Board 
only if it is for the purpose of presenting information also submitted in writing.  The public 
hearing is held open to a date certain for the purpose of the BOCC receiving the Planning 
Board’s recommendation and any submitted written comments. 
 
FINANCIAL IMPACT:   Staff has determined the project would not require augmentation of 
County budgetary outlays to support services and that anticipated revenues from property taxes 
should supplement any increases in cost. 
 
RECOMMENDATION(S):   The Manager recommends the Board: 
 

1. Receive the Planning Board’s recommendation; 
2. Close the public hearing; 
3. Approve the Findings of Fact, and impose the recommended conditions, as detailed 

within Attachment 7; and 
4. Make a motion approving the Special Use Permit. 

 
As a reminder there is a script to aid Board members in their deliberations of this request in 
Attachment 9. 
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Orange County Planning and Inspections Department
 01/10/2014
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Orange County Planning and Inspections Department
 01/10/2014

VICINITY MAP - STRATA SOLAR
CLASS A SPECIAL USE PERMIT REQUEST
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Should there be an emergency, please contact the local authorities 
and contact the Strata Solar office

(919) 960-6015
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APPROVED 4/15/2014 
 
                MINUTES 

ORANGE COUNTY BOARD OF COMMISSIONERS 
QUARTERLY PUBLIC HEARING 

February 24, 2014 
7:00 P.M. 

 
 The Orange County Board of Commissioners met with the Orange County Planning 
Board for a Quarterly Public Hearing on February 24, 2014 at 7:00 p.m. at the DSS Officers, 
Hillsborough, N.C.   

 
COUNTY COMMISSIONERS PRESENT: Chair Barry Jacobs and Commissioners Mark 
Dorosin, Alice M. Gordon, Earl McKee Bernadette Pelissier, Renee Price and Penny Rich 
COUNTY COMMISSIONERS ABSENT:  
COUNTY ATTORNEY PRESENT:  James Bryan (Staff Attorney) 
COUNTY STAFF PRESENT:  Interim County Manager Michael Talbert and Deputy Clerk to the 
Board David Hunt (All other staff members will be identified appropriately below) 
PLANNING BOARD MEMBERS PRESENT: Planning Board members Maxecine Mitchell, 
Johnny Randall, Paul Guthrie, Herman Staats, Tony Blake, and H.T. “Buddy” Hartley 
PLANNING BOARD MEMBERS ABSENT:  Chair Pete Hallenbeck, Lisa Stuckey, Andrea 
Rohrbacher and James Lea 
 
 Chair Jacobs called the meeting to order at 7:03 pm.  He reviewed the following items at 
the members’ places: 
 - Booklet/Blue Sheets/Cream Sheets/PowerPoint – Item C-1 – Class A Special Use  
   Permit 
 - Letter – Item C-3 - Unified Development Ordinance (UDO) Text Amendment 
  
A.    OPENING REMARKS FROM THE CHAIRS 
   
B.    PUBLIC CHARGE 

 The Chair dispensed with the reading of the public charge. 
 
C.    PUBLIC HEARING ITEMS 
 Planning Board Member Buddy Hartley introduced this item.  
 

1. Class A Special Use Permit - To review a Class A Special Use Permit application 
seeking to develop a solar array/public utility station on two parcels of property, totaling 
approximately 52 acres in area, off of Redman Road between the railway and Interstate 
85/40 in Cheeks Township. 

 
  Buddy Hartley:  An item involving a special use permit is a quasi-judicial setting, so 
approval or denial of such permits are based on sworn testimony and evidence from individuals 
who are speaking before the Board.  So, we will ask that all individuals that wish to speak on 
this be sworn to before the clerk.  
 
 Those who were speaking to this item were then sworn in. 
 

Attachment 4 
 

Excerpt of February 24, 2014 
Quarterly Public Hearing Minutes 

18



Michael Harvey:  Good evening.  I am Michael Harvey of the Orange County Planning 
Department.  I have been duly sworn, and my job here this evening is to present to you a Class 
A special use permit application proposing the development of a solar facility south of Redman 
Road.   
 What I would first of all like to do this evening is reiterate to the Board what you have 
before you.  The applicant, in this case Strata Solar, has provided you a copy of affidavits that 
they will be reviewing and entering into evidence this evening, outlining their presentation.  As 
also has been explained, you have three colored pieces before you.  The first, a green item, is 
an email correspondence submitted by the Chair, Chair Jacobs.  This email specifically 
documents the Efland Home for Girls, provides some background information on this particular 
parcel property. There is a blue piece of paper.  This is email correspondence between County 
planning staff and Strata Solar to an adjacent property owner.  Last but certainly not least is a 
cream yellow piece of paper that’s been issued by another adjacent property owner, specifically 
Redman Rhino, LLC, offering their support for the project.  
 The first thing I would like to do before I begin with the presentation is ask that Board 
recognize that the abstract, which we have before you this evening, which includes: Attachment 
1, an application packet; Attachment 2, a property vicinity map; Attachment 3, staff comments 
concerning this project; and Attachment 4, the notification materials and certification for the 
mailing, be entered into the record. 
 
Commissioner Dorosin arrived at 7:08 pm. 
 
Chair Jacobs: So do you need a motion to that effect? 
 
Michael Harvey: I just need an acknowledgement.  
 
Chair Jacobs:  We acknowledge that it has been entered into the record. Thank you.  
 
Michael Harvey:  Thank you very much.  Without further ado, I know we have a long meeting 
ahead of us.  I’ll be as quick as I can.  
  
Michael Harvey reviewed the following PowerPoint slides: 
 

FEBRUARY 24, 2014 
AGENDA ITEM: C-1 
QUARTERLY PUBLIC HEARING 
CLASS A SPECIAL USE PERMIT 
DEVELOPMENT OF A  
SOLAR ARRAY - PUBLIC UTILITY 
 
PROPERTY INFORMATION 

• PIN(s):   9844-06-5971 and 9844-17-2687. 
• Size:  52 acres.  
• Zoning: Rural Residential (R-1), Upper Eno Protected Watershed Protection overlay, 

and Major Transportation Corridor (MTC) Overlay District. 
• Future Land Use Map Designation: Commercial Industrial Transition Activity Node 

(CITAN). 
• Growth Management System Designation:  Urban. 

 
SURROUNDING USES: Map 
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REQUEST: 
• Erect individual solar array panels on both properties (52 acres).   
• Typical array is between 7 and 8 feet in height, with approximately 2 to 3 feet of ground 

clearance, and approximately 63 feet in length.   
• Arrays will be screened by existing vegetation and an 8 foot high chain link security 

fence, topped with 3 strand barbed wire, shall enclose the perimeter of the array to 
prevent access.  
 
REQUEST (Continued): 

• Gravel paths/drives will be installed around these arrays in order to permit access by 
Strata Solar technicians to service the panels.  In certain areas there will be natural, 
grass, paths depending on soil. 

• Vehicular access to the site is restricted by a 24 foot access gate off of Redman Road.   
• An overhead, medium voltage, power line will be installed along the western portion of 

the property allowing the proposed facility to tie into the power grid via an adjacent Duke 
Energy substation. 
 
SITE PLAN: Map 
 
REQUIRED REVIEW: 
Project involves the review of a Class A Special Use Permit in accordance with the 
provisions of Section 2.7 of the UDO. 

• Held in a quasi-judicial format meaning all parties, for and against the application, 
provide sworn testimony as well as competent material and substantial evidence on the 
merits of the proposal. 

• Applicant has burden of demonstrating project complies with the provisions of the UDO. 
 
REQUIRED REVIEW (continued): 

• Anyone opposing the application is required to demonstrate through sworn testimony 
and competent material and substantial evidence that the project does not comply with 
the provisions of the Ordinance.   

• Hearsay or unsubstantiated opinions are not sufficient testimony. 
• If applicant proves compliance with applicable standards, and there is no evidence in the 

record the project does not comply, the permit must be issued. 
 
REVIEW PROCESS: 

• Step One:  Review of application at a joint Quarterly Public Hearing by BOCC and 
Planning Board.  BOCC adjourns the public hearing to a date/time certain to receive the 
Planning Board recommendation. 

• Step Two:  Review of application by Planning Board who will make a recommendation 
on the application based on the evidence and testimony offered into evidence during the 
public hearing. 

• Step Three:  BOCC reconvenes public hearing to receive Planning Board 
recommendation.  No additional public comment/testimony is accepted.  BOCC takes 
action on the proposal. 
 
STAFF INITIAL REVIEW: 

• Applicant has submitted all documentation required for the review of a the solar array 
(Section 5.9.6) 

• Applicant has submitted required documentation for a Class A Special Use Permit (i.e. 
required by Section 2.7.3) 
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• There are policies within the Comprehensive Plan lending credence to the viability of the 
proposal 
 
RECOMMENDATION: 

1. Receive the application, 
2. Conduct the Public Hearing and accept public, BOCC, and Planning Board comments. 
3. Refer the matter to the Planning Board with a request that a recommendation be 

returned to the County Board of Commissioners in time for the May 8, 2014 BOCC 
regular meeting. 

4. Adjourn the public hearing until May 8, 2014 in order to receive and accept the Planning 
Board’s recommendation and any submitted written comments.   
 
RECOMMENDATION: 

1. Receive the application, 
2. Conduct the Public Hearing and accept public, BOCC, and Planning Board comments. 
3. Continue the Public Hearing until March 18, 2014 to allow the applicant and staff to meet 

with local property owners and respond, in writing, to their concerns. 
- - - - - - - - - - - -  
Michael Harvey: This project, and this refers to attachment 2 of your packet, involves two 
parcels of property owned by Stout Farm, LLC, totaling 52 acres in area.  The parcels of 
property are zoned Rural Residential, Upper Eno Protected Watershed Protection Overlay, and 
are located in the MTC overlay – the major transportation corridor overlay district, which is along 
the interstate.  The area in question is located within the Commercial Industrial Transition 
Activity Node and is designated an Urban area on our Growth Management System designation 
map.  And you have a copy of the PowerPoint presentation before you in the packet you have.  
In fact you have copies of all PowerPoint presentations that are going to be reviewed this 
evening, including the one from Strata Solar in that packet.    
 
This is an expanded view of that last map we just showed you, showing surrounding uses.  
Again, here are the two parcels of property.  This is Redman Crossing Road here.  To the north 
of the railroad tracks, you have residential land uses located in the Ten Year Transition area per 
our Comprehensive Plan Land Use Map.  You have property to the east, large tracts, 
undeveloped property located in a commercial industrial transition activity node.  You have a 
residential property, the Efland Home for Girls, here.  It is also located in the commercial 
industrial transition activity node.  You have an existing Duke Energy substation here; the 
NCDOT weigh station here; an existing commercial operation in the economic development 
transition activity node; and several undeveloped large parcels of property, also in the economic 
development transition activity node.   
 
As I previously indicated, the applicant is erecting individual solar panels on both parcels of 
property, which Strata Solar is going to be leasing.   A typical array is anywhere between 7 and 
8 feet in height, depending on the slope and angle of the actual array, with approximately 2 to 3 
ground clearance, and they are going to be approximately 63 feet in length.  This is also 
summarized in our abstract.  Arrays are going to be screened by existing vegetation and which 
will be augmented with additional vegetation as necessary and required by County regulations, 
also enclosed by an eight foot high chain link security fence, topped with barbed wire that will 
enclose the perimeter of the property.  There will be gravel paths throughout the site in order to 
permit access to the individual arrays by Strata Solar technicians to service the panels.  As 
stipulated not only in application, but on the site plan, in certain areas there are going to be 
natural grass paths, depending on the soils.  Vehicular access to the site is restricted by a 24 
foot wide access gate off of Redman Road.  There will be - this site will have an overhead 

21



power line connecting to Duke Energy and to the adjacent power – excuse me – the adjacent 
existing substation, which I identified for you just a few moments ago.  
 
And this is the site plan.  What I would like to bring to the Board’s attention is as follows: You 
have approximately 11 to 12 acres of open and landscaped space on the property.  The area in 
this general vicinity has several streams that will be protected by a 60 foot – 65 foot stream 
buffer. That includes these wetland delineated areas, here and here.  This shows the MTC 
transportation corridor buffer that’s required to be 100 feet.  There is the required mandated 50 
foot type D land use buffer along this property line.  According to the applicant, they are going to 
maintain either existing foliage or plant new foliage to our existing buffer standard.  The height 
of the trees is actually anticipated to get anywhere from 15 to 20 feet in height before it has to 
become managed or topped, and that’s to insure that they are not going to have shadow 
created on the actual individual solar panels; but you are looking at a 15 to 20 foot high buffer.  
This set of panels along this area of the property here is actually set back 150 feet from the 
identified residence, again the Efland – the former Efland Home for Girls, which is currently 
being lived in.   Here is the access point off of Redman.  You will also note on the site plan, 
planning staff has required the applicant to reserve/identify a potential future road right of way.  
As this Board will recall, we have an access management strategy in the Efland area to insure 
perpetual ingress/egress access to several parcels of property, both to the west and the east, 
that are landlocked.   They have shown the required access area that would be running through 
this property, consistent with that plan.  Once again, here is the utility substation, which is where 
the power – where the facility is going to be tied in to.  And this of course here is the existing 
Rhino manufacturing plant.  
  
As the planning board Representative Hartley has indicated, this is reviewed under the Class A 
special use permit process, as identified within section 2-7 of our Unified Development 
Ordinance.  It is held in a quasi-judicial format, meaning that all parties both for and against the 
application will provide sworn testimony as well competent material evidence on the merits of 
the proposal.  The applicant ultimately bears the burden of demonstrating the projecting 
complies with the provisions of the UDO.  Anyone opposing the application is required to 
demonstrate through sworn testimony and competent material and substantial evidence that the 
project does not comply with the UDO.  And I will remind you, as we have identified in our 
abstract, hearsay and unsubstantiated opinions are not sufficient testimony.  Last, but certainly 
not least, if the applicant proves compliance of applicable standards and there is no evidence in 
the record that the project does not comply, there is a requirement that we issue the permit.  
 
At this juncture, what I would like to do is call the Board’s attention to page 6 of our abstract, just 
so I can run down staff comments, which are contained in Attachment 3 of your abstract.  First 
being that we have heard from the Sheriff’s department that has indicated they have no 
concerns over this project, and I will go back to the site plan.  EMS staff has actually indicated 
that the Efland Fire Department – not Eno – I apologize for the typo - will serve this site and they 
will provide emergency services as well.  Both Deputy Chief Hallenbeck and Orange County 
Emergency Services have indicated they have no concerns over the development of the 
proposed site.  As we have identified in this abstract, and as with other solar projects, there is 
no septic or well systems proposed for the property; so there will be no requirement for 
environmental health review or permitting.  We have met with representatives of the Department 
of Environment Agriculture Parks and Recreation, who have provided you a memorandum 
specifically on the Efland School for Girls – indicating in this memorandum, which you will find in 
Attachment 3, that given the substantial buffer that is being proposed and the setback of the 
array from the facility, they do not anticipate any negative impact on that historic structure.  
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Orange County Solid Waste has indicated the request, if approved, will not impact their ability to 
provide services. 
 
We have submitted this to the State Clearing House, as we are obligated to do by our ordinance 
for environmental review.  We have gotten no negative comments back from the State 
concerning this project.  It goes without saying that, if approved, this project will have to go 
through all local permitting, including: storm water, erosion control, zoning, building and what 
not.  There will be issues identified and addressed at those permitting stages to address various 
independent issues.  One concern that has been brought to our attention, and I would like to 
address to the Board now and have Strata Solar expand on this answer if they feel necessary.  
One concern expressed that this will create additional runoff problems in this portion of the 
property and even here for the manufacturing use.  What I would like to remind the Board is, per 
our ordinance and consistent with State law, Strata Solar is obligated to basically insure and 
maintain existing runoff that is predevelopment, post development; meaning once all the trees 
are removed; the solar panels are erected, all the storm water generated from the site has to be 
maintained and kept on the site consistent with how the property existed before it was touched.  
The property, based on the contour data on your site plan, actually slopes in this general 
direction.  So, as development occurs, existing storm water patterns will be maintained, and 
Strata Solar has informed staff you should not see any negative impacts on adjacent property.  
Having said that, I will just remind the Board one last time, once they go through the storm water 
process they are going to have to guarantee to the satisfaction of County staff and according to 
our local regulations: 1. There will be no off site impacts; and 2. They are going to be 
maintaining the storm water flow as currently exists on the property.   
 
With that, Mr. Chairman and members of the Board, what I would like to do is turn this over to 
Strata Solar and let them present their application.  I will get into staff’s recommendation at the 
appropriate time, and if you have any initial questions for me, I will be more than happy to 
answer them. 
  
Buddy Hartley: Any questions or comments from the Board? Any questions or comments from 
the planning board? 
 
Commissioner Price:  On the storm water runoff, how much land disturbance will there be? 
 
Michael Harvey: I’m going to let Strata Solar answer that question, but what I will tell you quite 
candidly is that there will be sufficient disturbance on this site to require a storm water permit. 
 
Buddy Hartley:  Would the applicant want to make the presentation to the Board? 
 
Dave Neill:  Thank you Chairmen, members of the Commission, members of the Planning 
Board.  My name is Dave Neill.  I am an attorney with the law firm of Smith, Moore, 
Leatherwood, 434 Fayetteville Street, Suite 2800, Raleigh, NC, and I have the pleasure of 
appearing before you today on behalf of Strata Solar and the Stout Family Farm, under which 
we have negotiated a long term ground lease for the – for the site that’s been referenced by Mr. 
Harvey.  
 
This evening, we lawyers don’t get to put on – we don’t get to provide the evidence, but we do 
get to play ringleader or ringmaster and provide those who can provide that evidence that you 
need to render your decision.  Let me give you a preview of the four witnesses that we would 
bring for your information this evening.  First, Louis Iannone, and I’ll ask – sneaking up behind 
me – Louis, immediately at my six o’clock – Project Director and site acquisition for Strata Solar, 
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who will speak about Strata Solar, its background, and its overall plans for this site, to the extent 
that information has not been already provided by staff.  Behind him in second will be Brent 
Niemann, Public Engineer, with a focus in civil engineering, who is also employed by Strata and 
is the project engineer on this project.  He will speak to a number of the detailed engineering 
questions, including the storm water runoff potential and grading issues that may be of interest 
to the Board members and the planning board.  Also, another engineer, Gabe Cantor, who is 
the director of engineering at Strata Solar – his background is in mechanical and manufacturing 
engineering.  He has worked with Strata and has designed the electrical systems for Strata over 
the years, and he will be available to speak to questions that may arise regarding matters 
related to electrical engineering in particular for a facility such as this.  And finally, as I know you 
will all be excited to hear, a fourth witness, Mr. Rich Kirkland of Kirkland appraisals, and MAI 
appraiser, licensed here in North Carolina, who will provide information on his findings, that are 
at your place, relating to his market study and appraisal relating to the lack of offsite impacts 
from a low impact development of this nature.   
 
Rather than belabor this any further, we would just like to ask, to the extent it has not already 
been done, that the application by Strata Solar be entered into the record as our evidence that 
we will provide foundation for; and also that staff report, to the extent it has not already been, we 
would endorse it and have it entered into the record, as it does provide a cogent summary of the 
materials that you will hear later this evening.  And with that, I will turn it over to Lois Iannone, 
Site Acquisition and Project Director for the Stout Farm Project.  
 
Louis Iannone:  Thank you Board members and Planning Board members.  Mr. Neill covered 
quite a bit of my introduction.  That’s a list of the professionals that will speak. I am Louis 
Iannone.   I am a real estate developer and I work in site acquisition and entitlement for Strata 
Solar.  I’ve been a developer for 25 years.   
 
Louis Iannone presented the following PowerPoint slides: 
- - - - - - - - -  
Strata Solar Development 
Stout Farm 
Solar Electric Power Plant 
Orange County, NC 
Public Hearing Presentation  

 
Strata Representatives 

• Louis Iannone, Site Acquisition & Entitlement 
• Brent Neimann, PE, Civil Engineering 
• Gabe Cantor, PE, Electrical Engineering 
• Rich Kirkland, MAI, Real Estate Appraiser 
• Dave Neill, Land Use Attorney 
•  

Schedule of Presentation 
• Strata Solar 
• Solar Electric Power Plants 
• Similar Visual Impacts 
• Appraisal Analysis 
• Engineers’ Affidavits 
• SUP Conditions 

 
Strata Solar 
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• NC is 5th ranked state in solar energy generation  
• Strata is largest solar developer in NC and the sixth largest solar contractor in the nation 
• Operate 50 5-MW farms 
• Will construct approx. 50 farms this year 

 
Job Creation 

• 80 professional staff: engineers, project managers,  attorneys, accountants, technicians 
• 500 – 1,200 construction staff 
• Average 1,000 NC jobs throughout the year 

 
Fuquay Solar Farm (photo) 
 
5MW Solar Farm 

• 30-50 acres total, 25 ac panel footprint 
• 25,000 3’x5’ Solar Panels, fixed on aluminum racks, up to 10’ high excluding utility poles 
•  Use existing land contours; very minimal grading, 100 SF around each inverter pad  
• 1% impervious surface 

 
White Cross Solar Farm (photo) 

• Panels – Polycrystalline Silicon Photovoltaic Cell Panels;  flat-blue color 
• Sun passes through glass, hits high-grade silicon and releases electrons in DC current 
• DC current is captured in a tributary system, converted to AC current and transferred 

Duke Energy local lines 
• No fuel used, no waste, no emissions 

 
• NC Utility Commission issues Certificate of Public Necessity and Convenience for Solar 

Plant  (NC Public Policy to promote renewable energy) 
• Power sold to Duke Power under a long-term Power Purchase Agreement (PPA) 
• PPA is regulated by NC Utility Commission 
• Project is financed through combination of tax credit investors and PPA revenue 

 
• DENR Erosion Control Permit, DOT Driveway Permit and Local Municipal Electrical 

Permit 
• Project does not impact municipal services, schools, utilities, etc.  
• Typical project is surrounded by installed or existing buffers which are subject to 

conditions added by the municipality 
• Easily removed; Salvage Value > Removal Cost 

 
Stout Solar Farm Area (photo) 
 
Visually Similar Impacts 

• Single-Family Development 
• Manufacturing Facility 
• Warehouse 
• Public Works / Public Utilities 
• Schools 

 
Appraisal Analysis  

• Low Impact Development 
• No noise 
• No Emissions  
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• No Odor 
• No Hazardous Materials  
• No Traffic 

 
Appraisal Analysis  

• Much lower in height, traffic, noise, light etc. than most other development  
• “Dark at night.” 
• Passive Use Harmonizes with Adjacent Uses 
• Establishes certainty of a long term, low intensity use 

 
Professional Engineers’ Affidavits 

• Will not endanger public health or safety 
• Project will meet all codes  
• Project will generate less traffic than one house. 
• No utilities are required or used. 

 
Solar Farm Meets SUP Conditions 

• Use will maintain or promote the public health, safety and general welfare 
• Use will maintain or enhance the value of contiguous property, and the use is a public 

necessity 
• Location and character of use are in harmony with area and in compliance with 

Comprehensive Plan 
- - - - - - - -  
Brent Nieman, professional engineer, will speak to some civil engineering issues.  Gabe Cantor, 
PE runs all of our engineering, but he will speak principally to electrical engineering issues.  
Rich Kirkland, MAI on some evaluation issues, and Mr. Neill you’ve heard.  The schedule of the 
presentation will be that I will tell you a little bit about Strata Solar; describe a solar electric 
power plant; describe some similar visual – some uses that we feel like are similar visual 
impacts; the appraisal analysis; and the engineers will speak and then just briefly touch on the 
S.U.P. conditions.   
 
North Carolina is the 5th ranked state in solar energy generation and Strata is the largest 
developer in North Carolina, and we are actually the 6th largest developer in the nation.  We 
have just completed approximately 50, 5 megawatt farms, and this plant will be a template 5 
megawatt project that we do.  And our goal is to construct another 50 this year; so we are 
operating 50 of these plants at this point.  So we do everything from this point – site acquisition, 
entitlement.  We construct the plants.  Of course we design it, get all necessary approvals, and 
then we own and operate the plants for 20 years or more.   
 
We create quite a bit of jobs.  We have 80 professional staff approximately in Chapel Hill.  That 
includes engineers, project managers, attorneys, accountants, technicians; and we employ 
anywhere from 500 to 1200 construction staff on about a dozen jobs at one - at any given time.  
It’s about a 3 to 4 month construction cycle, so – and about 100 to 200 people on each job, so 
we can have quite a bit of employees at any point in time.  We average about 1,000 employees 
over the course of a year in North Carolina.   
 
This is a typical 5 megawatt farm.  This is in Wake County, in Fuquay.  That’s a 40 or 50 acre 
project with a 25 acre panel footprint - a typical project. A typical 5 megawatt farm is 30 to 50 
acres with a 25 acre footprint, approximately 25,000 3 x 5 solar panels fixed on aluminum racks, 
up to ten feet high, excluding a handful of utility poles that we will install to connect to the 
existing power lines.  We basically do not grade.  We will clear trees and use existing land 
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contours, very minimal grading, 4 or 5 ten foot square 100 square foot pads inside the plant that 
have an inverter and a transformer.  And then we will re-plant the project, and at the end of the 
day the project will have approximately 1 percent impervious surface.   
This is a project just completed in Orange County.  This is the White Cross Solar Farm.  This 
gives you an idea of – that’s just a pretty good perspective of what panels look like and how we 
follow the existing contours.  I feel like that’s been very positively received in the County - The 
White Cross Solar Farm.  The panels are polycrystalline silicon photovoltaic cell panels.  As you 
just saw, they are flat blue in color.  Sun hits the panels, hits really what is very similar to 
computer chip material, and that creates a small amount of DC current.  Each one of those 
panels is like a giant tributary.  It’s sort of like water coming down a mountain.  The DC current 
accumulates in this tributary system.  It’s converted to AC current in each one of these inverters 
and then the transformers convert it to exactly the same power that’s in the Duke Energy local 
lines.  This is a completely passive system.  There is not fuel; there is no waste; no emissions; 
no noise; no moving parts; no operator.  It’s a truly passive renewable energy system.   
 
We are required to obtain, from the North Carolina utility commission, a certificate of public 
necessity and convenience for each plant.  We’ve obtained probably 70 of these at this point.  
And it is the policy – it is the public policy of the state of North Carolina to promote renewable 
energy.  The power is sold to Duke Power under a long term 20 year power purchase 
agreement contract.  That contract is also regulated by the utility commission, and the projects 
are financed through a combination of tax credit investors and the income from these power 
purchase agreements.  We will of course obtain all necessary DEANR permits, DOT permits 
and a local electrical permit.  We don’t usually get a building permit, because we don’t really do 
any construction.  The project will not impact municipal services, schools, utilities.  A typical 
project is surrounded by either the installed buffers Mr. Harvey spoke about, or has existing 
buffers, and those buffers are generally subject to conditions that you all could set.  At the end 
of the 20 or 30 years, if the project is extended, they are easily removed, and the site is put back 
to – close to -  its original condition, and in general, the salvage value exceeds the removal.  
 
This - I think Mr. Harvey had a better map – shows the location of the project, and it’s 
surrounded by a variety of uses - I believe within the center –in a long range plan area- 
designated area for commercial development.  These are some of the uses around the facility 
and things that we think create a similar impact- a large scale single family residential 
development; a manufacturing facility; warehouse; there is a public works facility adjacent to the 
site; a large school facility.  Mr. Kirkland will speak in more detail about this, but solar farms are 
low impact developments.  They create no noise, no emission, no odor, no hazardous materials 
and almost no traffic – one trip a month to maintain the site.  They are much lower in height, 
traffic, noise, light, etc. than most other development.  They are literally dark at night.  We don’t 
propose any lighting on this sight.  It is a passive use and it generally harmonizes with adjacent 
uses and it establishes the certainty of a long term, low intensity use.  Our engineers will speak 
to the following issues in general.  This project will not endanger the public health or safety.  The 
project will meet all of your codes.  The project will generate less than trip per month, and no 
utilities are required or used.   
 
In conclusion, these are your general SUP conditions, and we would just like to close by saying 
that we feel like we are going to present evidence that we meet all three of these conditions.  
The use will maintain or promote the public health, safety and general welfare.  The use will 
maintain or enhance the value of contiguous property, and the use is a public necessity.  And 
the location and character of the use is in harmony with the area, and in compliance with your 
comprehensive plan.  Thank you very much. If you have any questions, I would be glad to 
answer them.  
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Dave Neill: Mr. Iannone, in the Board’s package, under tab one is a document titled, Affidavit of 
Louis Iannone.  Is this your statement? 
 
Louis Iannone: Yes 
 
Dave Neill: Is it truthful? 
 
Louis Iannone: Yes, sir.  
 
Dave Neill: And does it contain your signature that was given under oath? 
 
Louis Iannone: Yes 
 
Dave Neill: We would offer the affidavit of Louis Iannone into the record. 
Our next witness is Brent Neiman, civil engineer and project engineer for the project.   
 
Brent Neimann: Good evening.   My name is Brent Neimann.  I am a civil engineer with Strata 
Solar.  I have been sworn into the record this evening.  I prepared the plan that was submitted 
with the application.  I am very familiar with this type of development.  I have been with Strata 
Solar for about a year and a half.  In that year and a half I have worked on approximately a 
hundred solar farm sites of this size or larger in general. This is the standard size project that we 
undertake.  It is a five megawatt AC facility.  This particular site is pretty much covered in 
vegetation as it exists today.  As Mr. Harvey spoke to, we will prepare the necessary approvals.  
We worked closely with Wesley Poole on our White Cross Farm, and we will prepare the 
erosion and sedimentation control plans that are consistent with the ordinances.  As he spoke 
to, there are existing streams and wetlands in the southwest corner of the property.  In general, 
the property slopes that direction, including from the northeast towards the southwest.  As the 
other gentleman has spoken to, this is a very low impact development.  We don’t propose any 
grading.  The only grading we do will be the installation of the access, which we will obtain a 
NCDOT driveway permit for.   And there is a minor amount of grading at the inverter areas to 
divert surface water away from the facilities- basically just to keep them dry, but that is very 
minimal activity.  In general this is a very pervious project.  We have provided a letter to Mr. 
Harvey as well, from the state of North Carolina DEANR, division of water quality, to that effect.  
The panels on the racks have approximately one inch gap between each panel, and the racks 
themselves have anywhere from four inches to eight inches between those racks.  Water hits 
the panels, finds those voids between the panels, hits the ground, and you have surface 
drainage just like you had before.  No change in the surface pattern, so there is no introduction 
of additional water.  We are not moving water to other areas of the site.  It hits the ground as it 
did pre-development and continues on that path.  You do have a requirement in your ordinance 
for a pre and post calculation for the one year 24 hour storm.  We will certainly meet those 
requirements as well.   
 
A little bit about our construction practices - We utilize logging mats for temporary stabilization of 
the site.  We don’t use gravel.  The logging mats are placed on site to prevent rutting, or in wet 
areas, or as construction sites go - during rain events it’s going to get muddy.  So those are in 
place to allow access of material, specifically where the staging area is for delivery of material.  
The staging areas are not nearly large enough to store material.  We strategically plan deliveries 
and installation of material so that the material sits for a very minor amount of time – a day or 
two – before it is placed into the areas of the site that it will be installed in, and then it is 
immediately installed.  That staging area is temporary only.  There will not be any permanent 
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storage of any materials on the site.  As they stated, there is no noise associated with this.  It is 
a fixed rack. We drive the post into the ground with a machine similar to what NCDOT uses to 
drive guardrail posts.  Embedment depths range anywhere from three feet to eight feet, 
depending on soil conditions.  This site - we can drive the post in approximately 3 to 4 days, so 
it’s a very quick operation.  From there, the racking – the underground begins.  We do some 
underground trenching toward the inverters.  The only overhead we do is when we interconnect 
to the utility once we’ve converted it to AC power and stepped up the voltage.  So we have 
some underground going and the racking begins, and this is a progressive project; so, as one 
operation has started with the racking and it progresses to another area, in that area we can 
start to put the modules on the rack.  So again, the material is staged and it’s put right into use.  
The typical construction time from for this is anywhere from three to four months.  We do have, 
you know, some clearing to do on this particular site; so it may take us a couple weeks longer to 
get through those trees.  But it’s about a four month process on a site like this for us, from the 
day that we show up to put the driveway in to the day that we stabilize the site.  As they 
discussed, we will be grading this at the end, just to smooth everything out; prepare the bed for 
seed; and we will seed and straw this. We have typically been using Bermuda grass.  That’s 
what we hope to do. If not, it will be some other native grass that we can get to grow, hopefully.   
 
Mr. Harvey spoke to it.  We do have some buffers proposed, and we will evaluate the potential 
to use the existing trees wherever possible; and if they don’t satisfy the buffer requirements or if 
the species is not right, then we will plant the buffer per – I believe it’s a type D land use buffer.  
So we have discussed this, and we are aware of it.  This project generates almost no traffic, 
following construction.  Everything is monitored remotely.  Each inverter area – we can see 
down to the combinations of panels together, what’s performing and what’s not performing; so 
the maintenance is basically an as needed.   So, it’s monitored on the web.  We can see when 
it’s making power, when it’s not making power, and we can tell which areas of the sites are a 
problem and do a lot of pre-diagnosis before we come out.   Quite often, the most frequent trips 
for maintenance are actually the vegetation maintenance.  So we take full responsibility for that 
and have that in house as well.  We mow the grass.  We trim the bushes – whatever is 
necessary for the farm – fertilize.  So that’s - it generates far less traffic than any single family 
home would, because there is no manned activity there on a daily basis.  This project doesn’t 
affect traffic obviously, because of that requirement.  There is no noise associated with the 
project.  There is no dust.  There is no odor.  There is no light reflection.  The panels are 
designed to absorb the light, not reflect the light, so there is no glare.  I spoke to the storm 
drainage.  We will comply with the Orange County requirements.  I believe that the location and 
character of this use is in harmony with the area in which it’s located.  It’s a very low intensity, 
low impact development project.  We have built many farms in this same type of environment.  
So, to summarize, it is my professional opinion, based on my experience as an engineer of 
record on many rural solar farm facilities in North Carolina and my familiarity with the proposal 
and its design, an establishment, maintenance and operation of the proposed solar farm will not 
be detrimental to endanger the public health, safety, morals, comfort or general welfare.  It is 
also my professional opinion, based on the familiarity with this proposal and my review of the 
applicable provisions of the Orange County UDO, that the proposed solar farm facility meets all 
of the requirements of the UDO for issuance of the requested special use permit.  I’ll be happy 
to answer questions you may have.  
 
Dave Neill: Mr. Neiman, you know what I’m going to ask you.  Are you familiar with this 
instrument?  
 
Brent Neimann: Yes, I am.  
 

29



Dave Neill: Is this instrument titled, Affidavit of Brent Neimann, PE, and is it a fair summary of 
your testimony this evening? 
 
Brent Neimann: Yes, it is. 
 
Dave Neill: And did you execute it under oath? 
 
Brent Neimann: Yes, I did.  
 
Dave Neill: We would offer tab 2, Affidavit of Brent Neimann, into evidence.  I would also ask, 
Mr. Nieman, do these panels move, track, with the sun?  How does that work? 
 
Brent Neimann: No, this is a fixed tilt system.  Our panels are oriented due south, sometimes a 
slight adjustment to the west, depending on the topography; but this site is set up at due south.  
It’s a fixed tilt.  It’s tilted at about 25 degrees from horizontal, but there are no moving parts.  
 
Dave Neill: Our next witness is Gabe Cantor, electrical engineer, and Director of Engineering 
for Strata Solar.  
 
Gabe Cantor:  Hello, my name is Gabe Cantor.  I have been sworn in this evening, and I have 
been asked to talk about – give an opinion about – if there’s any potential health effects from 
electromagnetic fields generated from the proposed solar farm.  Electromagnetic fields are 
generated whenever there is a charge that’s moving.  So, whenever electricity is used, an 
electromagnetic field is generated.  They are generated from natural sources, such as the 
earth’s magnetic field, such as solar flares, or from power distribution lines.  Electromagnetic 
fields decrease rapidly with distance, so as you double the distance, the field intensity will 
increase by the cube of that distance.  So, double the distance and the field intensity decreases 
by 1/8; triple the distance, it’s decreased by 1/27, and so on and so forth.  At the perimeter, the 
electromagnetic field generated by our equipment is indistinguishable from background 
electromagnetic fields.  In – I guess in summary, I mean, based on my education, research and 
experience in the solar industry, it is my professional opinion that the proposed farm does not 
generate any more EMF than the existing electrical lines and will not materially endanger the 
public health or safety. 
 
Dave Neill: I have before me the affidavit of Gabriel Cantor, PE.  Are you familiar with this 
document? 
 
Gabe Cantor: Yes, I am? 
 
Dave Neill: Is it a fair summary of your testimony? 
 
Gabe Cantor: Yes, it is? 
   
Dave Neill: Dave Neill: And on the last page, is this your signature, given under oath? 
 
Gabe Cantor: Yes, it is.  
  
Dave Neill: And we would offer tab 3, affidavit of Gabriel Cantor, PE into evidence this evening.  
Our final witness is Rich Kirkland, of Kirkland appraisals.  I would direct your attention to tab 4.  
In addition to the affidavit that hopefully his testimony will support, you will find behind that, the 
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Kirkland Appraisal market study that I understand Mr. Kirkland will be referencing frequently; so 
you may want to have that out.  
 
Rich Kirkland:  Good evening.  Again, my name is Rick Kirkland.  I am a commercial general 
certified appraiser in North Carolina.  I’ve been working the Triangle as an appraiser for 19 
years.  Focus is commercial, but a big focus of what I do is land.  I do a lot of land appraisals, 
subdivisions and things of that nature.  I was hired by Strata Solar to look at the question of 
whether or not there is going to be an impact on the property value of the adjoining properties to 
the solar farm.  To that end, I have visited a number of solar farms across the state.  I have 
done research through the appraisal institute’s loan library.  I have gone out and looked at raw 
data.  I have gone out and looked at solar farms; looked at - for what we call matched pairs. The 
textbook answer for whether or not a property is going to be impacted – the way you look for 
that, the appraisal institute teaches, is you look for what’s called a paired sale analysis, or a 
matched pair.  Essentially, you are basically looking for two properties that are identical in every 
way, except for one difference, and that is what you are measuring for.  In this case we are 
measuring for, adjacent to a solar farm.  The best example I was able to find was in Goldsboro.  
There is a solar farm that Strata Solar built, called the AM Best Solar Farm, and there is a new 
subdivision being built adjoining this solar farm.  They have lots that back up to the solar farm, 
and they have lots that don’t.  They are all being marketed the same.  They are all being sold.  
There are a number of sales that have happened; I believe there are five that have happened in 
2013, of homes that back up to the solar farm.  These are selling for the same houses, for the 
same floor plans as the ones that are across the street or down the street away from the solar 
farm.  I talked to the brokers. They said the solar farm is a non-factor as far as things go.  I 
walked down the street.  I knocked on doors.  I talked to the folks who bought these homes that 
live next to the solar farm.  No one expressed any concern about it.  Some of the property 
owners were aware that the solar farm was under construction when they bought, and some 
were not.  Regardless of whether they knew or didn’t know, they were paying the same prices.  
So, this really is a strong indication that there is really no impact on these adjoining property 
values.  Homes in this subdivision are selling in the $240,000 to $260,000 price range.  And so, 
that is the textbook way you look for this.   This is – as far as it goes, there is nothing else to 
adjust for.  These are identical uses.  Since then, it’s not actually in my report, but I’ve actually 
found a couple of other matched pairs that I would just briefly discuss. Specifically, the White 
Cross - the tract of land – the parent tract that that solar farm was built on – They sold off that 
piece in 2013, and it sold for a price – I can reference it here – I’ll tell you the right amount – It’s 
selling for $7,500 an acre.  Again, I’ve done a lot of work in that area lately for the local 
environmental groups.  Looking at the recent sales, there was a sale – very similar size tract of 
land – 27 acres sold for $7,900 an acre, slightly more - the comp that’s not next to the solar 
farm, but that one also had mature timber on it, which is the difference that I saw there.  So, that 
again showed that, for residential agriculture land, no impact adjacent to the solar farm.  I’ve 
also identified property that I reference in my report as the Zebulon Solar Farm.  It’s in Zebulon, 
North Carolina.  Some of the information there is actually dated. Since I wrote this report last 
month, I’ve identified since then that a tract of 25 lots – a package of 25 lots – that are 
referenced in there as “The Meadows of Duke’s Lake.”   Those sold to a builder.  A builder 
picked up all of those lots – paid $25,000 a lot for those.  Again, that’s a package deal where 
you buy 20 some odd lots.  You don’t – it’s like when you buy a can of coke.  If you buy a case, 
you’re going to pay a lot less per can than you would if you just bought one can.  Same thing 
with builders when they buy lots; when they buy a big package, they get a discount of 30 to 50 
percent off of sort of market value.  But I compare those to some other bulk sales that have 
happened in that Wendell/Zebulon area in 2013, and there were two other sales of similar 
packaged lots that were selling for $15,000 a lot and $12,000 a lot.  So, again, this one that was 
next to this proposed solar plant actually was selling stronger than other similar developments in 
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that area.  So, all the matched pairs are really showing strong information that there is no impact 
from the solar farm adjacency – that it’s not really affecting property values in any way.  And that 
goes in well with how you normally look for what would cause a problem, or a discount, or a 
diminishment in value.  There is normally something you would point to, such as a use that is 
going to cause a lot of noise, or something that’s going to bring an odor, or something that’s 
going to bring an awful lot of traffic to that area.  But, the solar farm is not going to have any of 
those things.  It’s silent.  I’ve visited over 25 of these farms so far, and I have never heard 
anything outside the fence.  I have never smelled anything.  I’ve never experienced anything 
that would suggest to me that there was an issue.  The one issue that folks come up with and I’ll 
point out, is appearance, you know, they don’t like the way it looks. I’ve looked and included in 
there – I’ve shown pictures of greenhouses, which is the most similar use I can think of other 
than – well it’s the most similar other type of development use I have found.  I take pictures of 
greenhouses all the time now.  Again, they are very similar, very compatible use, which makes 
sense.  A greenhouse really is just trapping solar energy also.  And again – proximity to 
greenhouses – there has never been anything to suggest that has ever been a problem either.  
So, for all those reasons, it is my professional opinion that the proposed solar farm is going to 
have no impact on adjoining property values.  I also looked at the question of harmonious use, 
and I’ve broken down a list of the adjoining uses on a number of the solar farms I’ve looked at, 
and it shows that most of the adjoining uses where these are going are residential or agricultural 
in nature.  Most of these are not being located in industrial areas necessarily.  There certainly 
are some examples where they are in those transition areas, but most of these solar farms are 
being located in areas where agricultural and rural uses are transitioning into more residential 
suburban areas.  That is one of the other reasons I’d conclude that this is a harmonious use, 
and so it is my professional opinion that this is a harmonious use for that.  
 
Dave Neill: Mr. Kirkland, I have here under tab 4 in the Board and commission’s package, the 
affidavit of Richard C. Kirkland, MAI.  Are you familiar with that document and its contents? 
 
Rich Kirkland: I am. 
 
Dave Neill:  And they are truthful? 
 
Rich Kirkland:  Yes 
 
Dave Neill: And that is your signature, given under oath? 
 
Rich Kirkland:  It is.  
 
Dave Neill: We would offer tab 4, the affidavit of Mr. Kirkland, as our last exhibit of evidence for 
this matter for our case.  Unless there are questions from members of the Board, or from the 
commission, we would offer to the Board, our application and ask for your support, as I know 
the seat still has to go before the planning board and back to the commission later on.  We 
believe that we’ve provided competent material and substantial evidence of the requirements 
and compliance with the requirements of the special use permit, a class A special use permit, 
and we stand ready to answer any additional questions and would also welcome questions or 
comments from others who are here this evening who may have competent evidence to offer.  
 
Buddy Hartley:  Are there any questions or comments from the Board? 
 
Commissioner Rich: I have a question about the noise, or lack of noise.  I met with someone 
today that is not – that is going to be a neighbor to another proposed solar farm, not this one, 
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and they are concerned about the noise.  It’s just that hum.  Their property backs into where the 
proposed farm is going to be.  So, can you just talk a little bit about – I mean I understood what 
he said, that you can only hear it if you are close to it.  But, if your property actually backs into 
where the proposed farm is going to be, if you are sitting on your deck and reading the 
newspaper, are you going to hear that hum? 
 
Gabriel Cantor:  We typically locate - the inverter has a fan for cooling purposes.  That’s the 
piece of equipment that converts the DC electricity that’s generated by the panels in the fields to 
AC, which is the same type of electricity that flows through the wires in your house.  That piece 
of equipment has a fan for cooling purposes and a transformer associated, so there is a small 
hum.  Those are typically located in the middle of the field.  In this case, the closest one to a 
property line is about 300 feet.  You would not be able to hear that until you approach within 
about 50 feet has been my experience.  So, you have to be inside of the property line to hear it.  
 
Commissioner Price:   I have a question about the vegetation maintenance.  You say you are 
going to plant grass.  I don’t know how you’re going to mow it underneath all those panels, but 
I’ll let you worry about that; but what about other vegetation?  I mean, is there going to be 
weeding, or you mentioned fertilizer?  Will there also be any other pesticides, and how much, 
because I am concerned about that runoff?   
 
Brent Niemann:  We actually have specialized mowing equipment that can make a pass 
underneath the panels.  It’s actually pretty interesting.  It works pretty well.  We wouldn’t use any 
more treatment to the grass than any other residential home would to establish a yard.  So, to 
the extent necessary to maintain weeds – we would not be applying any pesticides above and 
beyond what you would apply to your house to grow grass.  We treat it just like a lawn.  It will be 
just like a lawn.   
 
Commissioner Price: So, would you be able – I mean I’m asking you this now; but for future, 
would you be able to provide a list of what chemicals you would be using, and how much.  I 
mean personally I don’t use any on my lawn, so I can‘t gauge.  
 
Brent Niemann:  Ok, so I personally have someone treat my lawn at home. 
 
Commissioner Price: I mean if you can’t give an answer now -  
 
Brent Niemann: I don’t know the specifics. 
 
Commissioner Price:  Well could you provide that for us, or to staff? 
 
Brent Niemann:  Sure, yes, we can do that, absolutely.  
 
Commissioner McKee:  It was mentioned earlier in the presentation, about the runoff basically, 
as I understood it, staying on the property.  Will there be – Are you talking about building 
sediment basins and control ponds to keep that on the site, or how are you going about that?  I 
am hearing some concern over that.  
  
Brent Niemann:  Sure, as any development project, especially with the amount of clearing and 
growing associated with this project – I believe your question earlier – I forgot to address that.  
It’s about 44 acres, is about the project disturbance acreage.  Yes, we will be providing 
sedimentation and erosion control features; more than likely a sediment basin or two, depending 
on topography and location relative to the project.  Post construction, at the White Cross Solar 
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Farm, because we have such low impervious values, less than one percent, we are able to 
install typically, vegetated swales to treat the runoff.  
 
Chair Jacobs: I have a question for Mr. Harvey. It’s not dissimilar to Commissioner Rich’s 
question.  How many solar farms do we currently have in Orange County? 
 
Michael Harvey: We have one solar facility, the White Cross Solar farm that was permitted by 
this Board with the issuance of a Class A special use permit.  We have several private property 
owners who have erected solar facilities on their property.  Several examples include: Mr. Bob 
Nutter, off of Dairyland Road; there is one at the Eco-Institute off of Pickards Mountain Road; 
and we have several small properties that have solar facilities, solar panels, either on the 
houses or on the residential property.  But, as far public utility facilities, this will be our second.  
 
Chair Jacobs:  And are you aware of any complaints that have been brought to you by 
adjoining property owners regarding those panels or facilities.  
 
Michael Harvey: I can testify I have not received any noise complaints, and there have been no 
investigations conducted by the planning department or the Sheriff’s department, who would 
obviously enforce a noise ordinance.  
 
Johnny Randall: Now, I am all for solar.  I have a solar water heater.  I hope to have photo-
voltaics on my house, and some of my best friends are in the solar business; but I would like to 
make a couple of comments to Strata Solar about this, and I’m sorry if I haven’t had the 
opportunity or made the opportunity to make these before, as a planning board member.  But, in 
terms of property value, I don’t know if they’ve considered the fact that this wooded site is 
between I-85 and the residential area, which I’m sure provides a significant sound buffer.  And I 
don’t know how that will affect what will be coming from I-85 subsequent to the logging of that 
site.  I know that there is railroad track right behind those residences, so you know they get 
intermittent noise, I’m sure; but that’s different than a constant sound from I-85.   
 
The other comment is also for Strata Solar.  This is clearly not a significant natural area; 
however, looking at aerial photos, it’s largely hardwood and maturing trees and I would just like 
to say that for future site choices, I would encourage you to choose sites that are perhaps 
redevelopment sites, gray fields, brown fields that would be more in line with your sustainability 
mission.  Because losing 52 acres of trees, which are going to suck up not only pollutants, but a 
lot of carbon dioxide and sequester that over the long term, kind of offsets what you – the 
philosophy – What I believe your organization, your company, does is to reduce carbon 
emissions to the environment, but by taking out 52 acres, there’s 52 acres that’s not going to be 
taking up carbon, sequestering that.  But, at the same time I know this can be re-developed or 
developed in other ways, apartment complex for instance, which you know - So, I’m just pointing 
that off for your future land use.  And as far as the runoff goes, let’s say there are, you know on 
the low side, a hundred trees per acre, and you’ve got 52 acres, 5,200 trees.  A modest size 
tree can transpire over 100 gallons of water per day; therefore, 520,000 gallons of water per day 
could be leaving that site.  So, you might need to calculate that as well, in terms of about how 
much water is going to be running off the site.  I don’t know if you’re going to check the amount 
of runoff post tree harvest or pre tree harvest, but I think you should do that post tree harvest.  
That’s all I’ve got.  
 
 
Megan Toben:  Hi thanks for the opportunity to jump in here.  My name is Megan Toben and 
I’ve been sworn in.  I’m going to tell you the truth; I actually came to speak in support of the 
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agricultural zoning, which we’re going to talk about later.  But, I didn’t realize Strata was her 
proposing one of these, and I actually was one of the first – our farm was one of the first sites 
that Strata put a solar farm on, probably was it like six years ago on Pickards Meadow.  It’s 
been three or four, I don’t know, it’s been awhile, and it’s been wonderful.  They come quietly 
and take care of whatever needs to be taken care of.  We usually don’t even notice that they 
come.  They take care of the grass. The grass is beautiful there.  It’s better than it is in our 
pastures.  The solar panels are gorgeous and it’s actually a place of pride for us and for our 
neighborhood, that, you know, North Carolina was maybe lagging in renewable energy 
development before Strata came in, and now, you know if we have the choice between any of 
the choices we have for energy, be it hydro fracturing or coal or nuclear, this is by far and away 
the one that we want to support, Orange County.  So, please give them every courtesy.  
Thanks.  
 
Commissioner Gordon:  I just wanted to ask a technical question, because Johnny Randall 
was sworn, but we didn’t enter into the record what his credentials are to make those 
statements. I don’t know if that’s important, but he does have credentials.  You might want to 
enter those into the record.  
 
Johnny Randall: I am a professional biologist, plant ecologist, and botanist – Master’s, PhD in 
botany and plant ecology. 
 
 A motion was made by Commissioner McKee, seconded by Commissioner Price to: 
 
1. Refer the matter to the Planning Board with a request that a recommendation be returned to 
the County Board of Commissioners in time for the May 8, 2014 BOCC meeting. 
2. Adjourn the public hearing until May 8, 2014 in order to receive and accept the Planning 
Board’s recommendation and any submitted written comments. 
 
Commissioner Rich: Commissioner Dorosin brought to my attention that we have two 
recommendations on the back of the presentation and only one recommendation in the packet.  
Is the recommendation in the packet the one that we’re going with? 
 
Chair Jacobs: On the sheet that I’m operating from, there is only one.  
 
Michael Harvey: If I may - We have a recommendation in the packet to take this, essentially to 
adjourn your public hearing to May 8 and submit this to the planning board for them to move 
forward.  As I discussed with Chair Jacobs and Mr. Hartley, given some of the comments we 
received from adjacent property owners via email, we suggested if the Board had additional 
questions or comments, that there was an alternative that this Board could conceivably engage 
in, with respect to adjourning this hearing to a day and time specific if they felt additional 
testimony was necessary.  Which is why, Commissioner Rich, you are seeing this on your 
PowerPoint presentation; but the motion obviously was to go with staff’s recommendation as it 
is currently contained in the abstract.  
 
Chair Jacobs: So, is it your intention to ask for a substitute motion, or are you satisfied with the 
motion? 
 
Commissioner Rich:  No, I just think for me it would have been good to have both of these 
here, so I would have known what we were doing.   It’s fine.  I’m fine with that motion.  
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Commissioner Gordon: I have a question about this. If we don’t continue the public hearing 
until March 18th, then there won’t be a chance for applicant and staff to meet with local property 
owners.  Is that correct? 
 
Michael Harvey:  Without speaking for Strata Solar, in your packet, and it has already been 
introduced into evidence, Strata Solar has committed to meeting with adjacent property owners 
to address or discuss their concerns.  Staff has also indicated to Strata Solar that we will be 
meeting with them with the property owners.  There will be time.  Obviously you can accept 
written evidence, written updates, as the planning board can.  I think, Commissioner Rich, just 
to further explain why you have the dual recommendations.  We didn’t get adjacent property 
owner comments until after the, obviously, abstract went out.  So, we were trying to, quote, 
hedge our bets and give the Board as much leeway, and give the Board as much support in 
terms of a motion that would address your needs.  
 
Commissioner Gordon:  Well I’ll move a substitute motion of the second recommendation.  
 
Chair Jacobs: Well why don’t we hear from Commissioner Dorosin first.  He’s been waiting to 
speak.  
 
Commissioner Dorosin: I just want to ask a procedural question.  We’re having this public 
hearing today.  We’re going to vote to send it to the planning board for their consideration, and 
they’re going to hold a – receive public comment in their meetings? 
 
Michael Harvey: They can receive written comments per the Unified Development Ordinance 
(UDO), which become part of the record and part of their deliberation.  Now, if I am an 
interested party and wish to comment or talk about what I’ve written, that’s been allowed at the 
planning board; but typically it’s only written comment.  
 
Commissioner Dorosin:  So there is going to be some – It’s going to go to the planning board.  
They’re going to take in everything they heard today.  They’re going to review it.  They’re going 
to make some comments, maybe, and come back, and we’re going to meet again.  This is going 
to come back, according to the first motion, on May 8th, and then at that time we’re going to not 
take any additional public comment.  It’s going to be one of those fake public hearings, where 
it’s a public hearing, but the public is not allowed to give comment, and then we’re going to vote 
at that time on the CUP, presumably. 
 
Chair Jacobs:  Yes, presumably, right, with whatever additional materials were presented to 
the planning board, which presumably could include neighbor’s concerns as addressed to Strata 
Solar or the planning board.  
 
Commissioner Dorosin: Right. Well, I just – So, I understand that’s the way that things have 
been done, and that’s how it’s been set up; but it strikes me as being not the most efficient 
process.  If we value the planning board’s input in this, I would think that input would be relevant 
to the actual public hearing where the public gets to comment as well.   So, I just wonder if, in 
the future, it wouldn’t make more sense to have the planning board review the application and 
bring forward a recommendation, and then we – and that is part of this public hearing that 
people get to comment on.  So they get to see what the planning board has said.  They get to 
see how the applicant has responded to the planning board’s suggestions, and then – Now of 
course it might take another round after that, but conceivably at this point, we could have a vote, 
with all the people here.  So, maybe this is something to put onto our procedural review agenda, 
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but it seems to me that this doesn’t seem like the most efficient or expeditious way of doing it. 
And I have concerns about that.  
 
Michael Harvey:  If I may add, that subject matter is actually coming up later this evening. 
 
Commissioner Dorosin:  Excellent. I wish it had come up first, but thank you.  I know there is 
some discussion about this.  
 
Michael Harvey:  And again, without belaboring the point, we have a staff recommendation.  
We wanted to provide you with an additional recommendation if you felt it may be necessary to 
continue this public hearing to allow any additional public comment.  So, we wanted to give you 
both concepts of what you would like to do.  
 
Commissioner Rich: I’ll be quick.  I wasn’t criticizing.  I actually think it’s important to see the 
different options that – I mean often we don’t see the different options, and I think it’s important 
to see that.  I wasn’t criticizing.  
 
Michael Harvey:  And I didn’t take it that way.  I just wanted to make sure you understood why, 
all of a sudden, you are seeing it here instead of also in the staff report.  
 
Commissioner Gordon:  So staff doesn’t have a recommendation.  
 
Michael Harvey: Staff’s recommendation is that you send this to the planning board, adjourn 
this to May 8th.  If you believe additional testimony is necessary, you cannot adjourn the public 
hearing until May 8th, because no additional testimony will be accepted.  If you believe additional 
public comment is necessary then our recommendation then will be that you adjourn this public 
hearing until the March 18th regular meeting where you reconvene the public hearing to accept 
additional public comment.  
 
Commissioner Gordon: Otherwise, it goes to the planning board and people can write their 
comments. 
 
Michael Harvey: Yes, ma’am.  
 
Commissioner Dorosin: So, I just wanted to ask, could we, instead of – Could we do some 
combination of this?  In other words, couldn’t we potentially amend the motion on the floor to 
allow for additional public comment when it comes back on May 8th?  You just described it as 
saying, if we wanted more public comment we should set it for March 8th, and then presumably 
at that point we would adopt the proposal that’s on the floor.  And I’m just wondering if – 
Couldn’t we do them both at the same? 
 
Michael Harvey:  My concern would be that the planning board would then begin deliberations 
with comments made this evening.  Any additional comments, this would be a reconvening of 
the public hearing with just the County Commissioners.  So, the planning board would begin 
deliberation on this item based on everything they’ve received here this evening, and I wouldn’t 
advise the planning board to make a recommendation until after the March 18th if you do 
continue this.  Because, obviously they’re basing their decisions on matters entered this 
hearing, but they aren’t going to have comments from March 18th until afterwards.  So, if you 
forward this to the planning board for the March regular meeting, they can discuss the merits of 
the application based on the testimony they’ve received, but they can’t make a decision if there 
is going to be an extended public hearing; which is why it is just more appropriate, if you’re 
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going to extend the public hearing, to do that, and then submit this to the planning board for 
their April regular meeting, where they have all the facts to deliberate on.  
 
Commissioner McKee:  I realize and also agree that the process is a bit cumbersome.  My 
concern is that we not change up the process in the middle of a project, that we move this 
forward under the process that we’ve got; and then that we, either later in this when we talk 
about it, or in a later meeting we discuss what process we need to go to, if we need to go to 
another one.  But, I would prefer to go ahead with the process we’ve got in place, and move this 
project forward.  
 
Commissioner Gordon:  I have a procedural question for the attorney or somebody, and that 
is, some people just came in who wanted to speak. We haven’t actually closed the public 
hearing yet.  We’ve got a motion on the floor and a second, but we haven’t voted on it.  If people 
wanted to withdraw those motions and let people speak, could they? 
 
James Bryan: Yes. 
 
Commissioner Gordon: Well that’s what I would suggest.  
 
Commissioner Pelissier:  Well that was also one of the things that I wanted to say is that we 
should accept additional public comment, and I do want to make another comment about the 
public hearing.   I thought, and I can’t remember at the last meeting, that when we make such 
motions that we adjourn the public hearing to receive the planning board comments, when it 
comes back, it’s not really a public hearing; so I wouldn’t call it a fake public hearing.  And I think 
we have to make sure we have the correct title so that we are not misleading anybody in the 
public about what we’re doing, and this is our public hearing, tonight.  
 
Commissioner Dorosin:  So, we are the body that makes the decision on the CUP, right, not 
the planning board?  So, I don’t understand why their deliberations would necessarily have to be 
subject to testimony under oath or anything else.  And I think if we are going to receive the 
planning board’s comments as part of the record, then the public hearing is not over.  So, either 
that becomes part of the record of the public hearing, and so then there’s opportunity for more 
comment; so again I think it’s either, if we’re taking more evidence, which is what I think the 
planning board recommendation would be considered, then the public hearing is still open; and 
if it’s still open, then anybody should be allowed to comment; and if it’s closed, then there 
shouldn’t be any evidence added to the record, which is why the planning board’s 
recommendation should come at the front end.  
 
Chair Jacobs: Let me suggest two things – one is that I think there is sentiment on the board, if 
the motion maker and the seconder are comfortable, to table consideration of the motion to 
entertain whether there is any additional public comment at this time – secondly, as far as your 
point, as Mr. Harvey pointed out, we have a whole discussion of process, and I think some of 
your points relate directly to that process and are well taken in regard to calling something a 
public hearing when it’s not, or else actually having a public hearing, if that’s what we’re going to 
call it.  But, I would suggest that, while your points are well made and well taken, that looking at 
all the people who are here for other items, and the fact that we are going to discuss this toward 
the end of the meeting, that we just at this point table the motion for consideration until we see if 
there additional public comments and then have this discussion of process; and we could 
always talk about how it may relate to other items.  But, at this point, move forward and see if 
there are people who had comments about this proposal.  If you do, you need to come identify 
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yourself, and come forward and be sworn.  If you sent written comment, then it will be included 
in the record anyway, and you don’t necessarily have to speak.  
 
Commissioner McKee:  Mr. Chairman, I will withdraw or table the motion until we get further 
public comment, since we have someone who wishes to speak, if the seconder will agree to 
that.  
 
Commissioner Price: Oh, I definitely will agree.  
 
Chair Jacobs:  Was there anyone else here who wanted to speak on this item, who would not 
need to come forward and be sworn?  If not, I’m going to say that we have a motion that was 
previously tabled and seconded, to move this item - 
 
Commissioner Gordon: I am withdrawing my substitute motion.  
 
Chair Jacobs:  Commissioner Gordon is withdrawing her substitute motion.  
- to refer this to the planning board to return a recommendation for our May 8th 2014 meeting.  
Now do we any additional comment on this motion?   
 
VOTE: UNANIMOUS 
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MINUTES 
ORANGE COUNTY PLANNING BOARD 

MARCH 5, 2014 
REGULAR MEETING 

 
 

MEMBERS PRESENT:  Lisa Stuckey, Chapel Hill Township Representative; Herman Staats, At-Large, Cedar Grove 
Township;  Paul Guthrie, At-Large Chapel Hill Township;  Buddy Hartley, Little River Township Representative; Tony 
Blake, Bingham Township Representative; Johnny Randall, At-Large Chapel Hill Township; Andrea Rohrbacher, At-
Large Chapel Hill Township; James Lea, Cedar Grove Township Representative  
 
 
MEMBERS ABSENT: Peter Hallenbeck (Chair), Cheeks Township Representative; Maxecine Mitchell, At-Large 
Bingham Township; Vacant- Eno Township Representative; Vacant- Hillsborough Township Representative; 
 
 
STAFF PRESENT: Craig Benedict, Planning Director; Michael Harvey, Current Planning Supervisor;  Perdita Holtz, 
Special Projects Coordinator;  Tina Love, Administrative Assistant II 
 
 
OTHERS PRESENT: Beth Trahos, Mike Brough, Donna Easterlin, Don Easterlin, Brent Niemann, Louis Lannoue, Rich 
Kirkland, Gabe Cantor 
 
 
HANDOUTS:  Email from Alice Gordon to Peter Eckhoff; Email from Louis Iannone to Michael Harvey; Memorandum 
from Michael Brough to Orange County Planning Board 
 
AGENDA ITEM 7: CLASS A SPECIAL USE PERMIT: 

To make a recommendation to the BOCC on a Class A Special Use Permit application 
seeking to develop a solar array/public utility station on two parcels of property, totaling 
approximately 52 acres in are, off of Redman Road between the railway and Interstate 85/40 
in Cheeks Township.  This item was heard at the February 24, 2014 quarterly public hearing. 
Presenter:  Michael Harvey, Current Planning Supervisor 
 

Michael Harvey:  Reviewed abstract. 
 
Tony Blake:  Were Ms. Wise’s concerns addressed? 
 
Michael Harvey:  She has not responded to me.  I have met with her three times since the public hearing to review 
the site plan with her and I will meet with her again to review this item.  Strata Solar has reached out to her on two 
occasions where they said here are our responses, we would like to meet with you.  I can’t tell you whether she 
agreed to that.   
 
Paul Guthrie: Have there been any other letters since the public hearing? 
 
Michael Harvey:  No sir except this one. 
 
Lisa Stuckey:  Everything has to go into the public record, either orally at the public hearing or in writing although we 
can ask for clarification tonight.   
 

Attachment 5 – Excerpt of 
Approved March 5, 2014 Planning 

Board Minutes 
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Michael Harvey:  This packet will be entered into the record when the quarterly public hearing is reconvened 
including this email and any other emails as we move forward. 
 
Lisa Stuckey:  Do you need any feedback from us? 
 
Michael Harvey:  Only if you have questions you want staff or Strata Solar to respond to by the next meeting.  
 

 
AGENDA ITEM : ADJOURNMENT 
 
MOTION:  made by Paul Guthrie to adjourn.  Seconded by Tony Blake. 
VOTE: UNANIMOUS 
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MINUTES 5 
ORANGE COUNTY PLANNING BOARD 6 

APRIL 2, 2014 7 
REGULAR MEETING 8 

 9 
 10 

MEMBERS PRESENT:  Peter Hallenbeck (Chair), Cheeks Township Representative; Herman Staats, At-Large, Cedar 11 
Grove Township;  Paul Guthrie, At-Large Chapel Hill Township;  Tony Blake, Bingham Township Representative; 12 
Andrea Rohrbacher, At-Large Chapel Hill Township; James Lea, Cedar Grove Township Representative  13 
 14 
 15 
MEMBERS ABSENT: Lisa Stuckey, Chapel Hill Township Representative; Buddy Hartley, Little River Township 16 
Representative; Maxecine Mitchell, At-Large Bingham Township; Vacant- Eno Township Representative; Vacant- 17 
Hillsborough Township Representative; Vacant- At-Large; 18 
 19 
 20 
STAFF PRESENT: Craig Benedict, Planning Director; Michael Harvey, Current Planning Supervisor;  Perdita Holtz, 21 
Special Projects Coordinator;  Ashley Moncado, Special Projects Planner; Tina Love, Administrative Assistant II 22 
 23 
 24 
OTHERS PRESENT:  Brent Niemann, Louis Iannone, Beth Trohes, Rich Kirkland 25 
 26 
 27 
HANDOUTS:  Email from Louis Iannone to Mrs. Wise 28 
 29 
 30 
AGENDA ITEM 7: CLASS A SPECIAL USE PERMIT: To make a recommendation to the BOCC on a Class A Special 31 

Use Permit application seeking to develop a solar array/public utility station on two parcels of 32 
property, totaling approximately 52 acres in are, off of Redman Road between the railway and 33 
Interstate 85/40 in Cheeks Township.  This item was heard at the February 24, 2014 quarterly 34 
public hearing and was discussed at the March 5, 2014 Planning Board Meeting. 35 
Presenter:  Michael Harvey, Current Planning Supervisor 36 
 37 

Michael Harvey:  Reviewed abstract. 38 
 39 
Pete Hallenbeck:   I have a comment regarding the letter regarding the fields that might be omitting from this and I 40 
would like to state I am an electrical engineer and I am comfortable with the statement being submitted. 41 
 42 
Michael Harvey:  It is appropriate for a member of the board to make a motion to approve staff findings beginning on 43 
page 22 through page 34 finding in the affirmative as recommeded by staff and then begin deliberation on the 44 
information provided on the pages 35 through 37.  On page 38, staff has recommended seven conditions on this 45 
project. 46 
 47 
MOTION made by Tony Blake to approve pages 22 through 34 to find in the affirmative and non-applicable where 48 
indicated.  Seconded by Herman Staats. 49 
VOTE:  Unanimous 50 
 51 
MOTION made by Herman Staats to approve Section 5.3.2 on page 35 keeping in mind the conditions on page 38.  52 
Seconded by Tony Blake. 53 
VOTE:  Unanimous 54 

Attachment 6 – Excerpt of Draft 
Minutes from April 2, 2014 

Planning Board Meeting 
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 55 
MOTION made by Tony Blake that the proposal will abide by Section 5.3.2 (A) (2) (b) with the inclusion of the seven 56 
recommendations from staff on page 38.  Seconded by James Lea. 57 
VOTE:  Unanimous 58 
 59 
MOTION made by Tony Blake that the proposal will abide by Section 5.3.2 (A) (2) (c) with the inclusion of the seven 60 
recommendations from staff on page 38.  Seconded by Herman Staats. 61 
VOTE:  Unanimous 62 
 63 
MOTION made by James Lea to recommend approval of the project with the seven conditions with futher intidiation 64 
there is competent material or substantial evidence in the record providing the applicant does not meet the UDO.  65 
Seconded by Tony Blake. 66 
VOTE:  Unanimous 67 
 68 
MOTION by Tony Blake to adjourn.  Seconded by Herman Staats. 69 
VOTE: UNANIMOUS 70 
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CASE NUMBER:  SU-A-1-14 
 

FINDINGS OF THE ORANGE COUNTY PLANNING BOARD 
PERTAINING TO A REQUEST SUBMITTED BY  

STOUT FARM LLC AND STRATA SOLAR  
REQUESTING A CLASS A SPECIAL USE PERMIT  

TO CONSTRUCT A SOLAR ARRAY-PUBLIC UTILITY 
ON 2 PARCELS OF PROPERTY OFF OF REDMAN ROAD  

FURTHER IDENTIFIED UTILIZING ORANGE COUNTY PARCEL IDENTIFICATION NUMBER(S) 
9844-06-5971 AND 9844-17-2687. 

Applications for a SOLAR ARRAY-PUBLIC UTILITY are required to demonstrate compliance with 
general and specific standards as set forth in Section(s) 5.3.2 (A) and (B) as well as 5.9 of the Orange 
County Unified Development Ordinance (UDO).   
 
Section 5.3.2 (A) (2) of the UDO requires written findings certifying compliance with the following: 
 

(1) The use will maintain or promote the public health, safety and general welfare, if located 
where proposed and developed and operated according to the plan as submitted; 

 
(2) The use will maintain or enhance the value of contiguous property (unless the use is a 

public necessity, in which case the use need not maintain or enhance the value of 
contiguous property); and 

 
(3) The location and character of the use, if developed according to the plan submitted, will 

be in harmony with the area in which it is to be located and the use is in compliance with 
the plan for the physical development of the County as embodied in these regulations or 
in the Comprehensive Plan, or portion thereof, adopted by the Board of County 
Commissioners; 

 
In addition, the Board shall make findings certifying that the application is complaint with the following 
specific standards: 
 

(1) Specific standards for the submission of Special Use Permit applications as outlined 
within Section(s) 2.2 and 2.7 of the UDO,  

(2) Applicable provisions of Article 3 (Dimensional Requirements) and Article 6 (Application of 
Dimensional Requirements) of the UDO, 

(3) Applicable landscape provisions detailed within Section(S) 5.9 and 6.8.6 of the UDO, 

(4) Specific regulations governing the development of individual Special Uses, in this case 
regulations detailed within Section 5.9.6 of the UDO, 

(5) Section 5.3.2 (B) relating to the method and adequacy of the provision of: 

a. Sewage disposal facilities, 
b. The adequacy of police, fire, and rescue squad protection, and 
c. The adequacy of vehicular access to the site and traffic conditions around the site 

(6) The aforementioned general findings outlined within Section 5.3.2 (A) (2). 
 
Listed below are the findings of the Orange County Planning Board regarding the application in question. 
 The findings have been presented by Article and requirement to assist in deliberations. 
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SECTION 2.2 AND 2.7.3 CLASS A SPECIAL USE PERMIT APPLICATION COMPONENTS ("Yes" 
indicates compliance; "No" indicates non-compliance) 
 

Ordinance 
Requirements  

PLANNING 
BOARD 

RECOMMENDED 
FINDINGS  

EVIDENCE SUBMITTED 
TO SUPPORT 

FINDINGS  
BOCC 

FINDINGS 
         
Section 2.2  
 
The application for a 
Class A Special Use 
Permit shall be on forms 
provided by the Planning 
Department. 
 

 X__Yes ____No  Attachment 1 of the 
February 24, 2014 
Quarterly Public Hearing 
packet contained the 
completed application 
packet for the request. 

 ___Yes ____No 

2.2.4  (D)   
 
Applications must be 
accompanied by the fee 
amount that has been 
established by Board of 
County Commissioners. 
Application fees are 
nonrefundable. 
 

 X__Yes ____No  Staff testimony from the 
February 24, 2014  
Quarterly Public Hearing 
that the applicant had 
paid all applicable fees 
as required by the 
adopted fee schedule. 

 ___Yes ____No 

2.7.3 (B) (1)   
 
A full and accurate 
description of the 
proposed use, including 
its location, appearance, 
and operational 
characteristics. 
 

 X__Yes ____No  Attachment 1 of the 
February 24, 2014 
Quarterly Public Hearing 
packet contained a 
detailed narrative 
outlining the nature of 
the request as well as a 
formal, professionally 
prepared, site plan. 
 

 ___Yes ____No 

2.7.3 (B) (2)   
 
The names and 
addresses of the owners 
of the property 
 

 X__Yes ____No  Attachment 1 of the 
February 24, 2014 
Quarterly Public Hearing 
packet contained the 
required information  

 ___Yes ____No 
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Ordinance 
Requirements  

PLANNING 
BOARD 

RECOMMENDED 
FINDINGS  

EVIDENCE SUBMITTED 
TO SUPPORT 

FINDINGS  
BOCC 

FINDINGS 
2.7.3 (B) (3)   
 
Relevant information 
needed to show 
compliance with the 
general and specific 
standards governing the 
Special Use  
 

 X__Yes ____No  Attachment 1 of the 
February 24, 2014 
Quarterly Public Hearing 
packet contained the 
required detail including 
a site plan denoting the 
boundary of the property. 
 
 

 ___Yes ____No 

2.7.3 (B) (4)   
 
Twenty-six (26) copies of 
the site plan prepared by 
a registered N.C. land 
surveyor, architect, or 
engineer. 
 

 X__Yes ____No  Staff testimony from the 
February 24, 2014 
Quarterly Public Hearing 
indicating required 
copies of the site plan, 
prepared by Strata Solar 
and sealed by Mr. Brent 
Niemann License 
Number 026475 were 
submitted as part of 
Attachment 1. 
 

 ___Yes ____No 

2.7.3 (B) (5)   
 
If the application involves 
a Preliminary Subdivision 
Plat, 26 copies of the Plat 
prepared in accordance 
with  Section 7.14 shall be 
provided. 
 

 _X__ Not 
applicable 

 The Project does not 
involve a preliminary 
subdivision application. 
 
   

 __ Not applicable 

2.7.3 (B) (6)   
 
A list of all parcels located 
within 500 feet of the 
subject parcel and the 
name and address of 
each property owner, as 
currently listed in the 
Orange County tax 
records. 
 

 X__Yes ____No  Attachment(s) 1 and 4 of 
the February 24, 2014 
Quarterly Public Hearing 
packet contained the 
required information 

 ___Yes ____No 

2.7.3 (B) (7)   
 
Elevations of all structures 
proposed to be used in 
the development. 
 

 X__Yes ____No  While no buildings are 
proposed for the site, 
Attachment 1 of the 
February 24, 2014 
Quarterly Public Hearing 
packet contained a site 
plan containing 
elevations of the 
proposed solar arrays. 

 ___Yes ____No 
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Ordinance 
Requirements 

 PLANNING 
BOARD 

RECOMMENDED 
FINDINGS  

EVIDENCE SUBMITTED 
TO SUPPORT 

FINDINGS  
BOCC 

FINDINGS 
2.7.3 (B) (8)   
26 copies of an 
Environmental 
Assessment or 
Environmental Impact 
Statement as required by 
Section 6.16 of the UDO 
 

 _X__ Not 
applicable 

 The Project will not result 
in any disturbance 
requiring the submission 
of an Environmental 
Assessment per Section 
6.18 of the UDO.  As 
such this requirement is 
not applicable. 
 

 __ Not applicable 

2.7.3 (B) (9)   
Method of disposal of 
trees, limbs, stumps and 
construction debris 
associated with the 
permitted activity, which 
shall be by some method 
other than open burning. 
 

 __X_ Yes  ___ No  Attachment 1 of the 
packet, as well as 
applicant testimony, from 
the February 24, 2014 
Quarterly Public Hearing 
referenced the submitted 
site plan containing a 
note stating the project 
will comply with 
applicable County Zoning 
and Solid Waste 
Management 
regulations. 
 

 ___ Yes  ___ No 

2.7.3 (B) (10)   
Statement from the 
applicant indicating the 
anticipated development 
schedule for the build-out 
of the project. 
 

 __X_ Yes  ___ No  Attachment 1 of the 
packet, as well as 
applicant testimony, from 
the February 24, 2014 
Quarterly Public Hearing 
indicating the project 
would be completed 
within a year of approval 
of all required permits. 
 

 ___ Yes  ___ No 

2.7.3 (B) (11)   
Statement from the 
applicant in justification of 
any request for vesting for 
a period of more than two 
years (five years 
maximum) 
 

 X  Not applicable   The applicant is not 
requesting vesting of the 
project.   

 __ Not applicable  
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SECTION 2.7.5 CLASS A SPECIAL NOTIFICATION REQUIREMENTS ("Yes" indicates 
compliance; "No" indicates non-compliance) 
 

Ordinance Requirements 

 PLANNING 
BOARD 

RECOMMENDED 
FINDINGS  

EVIDENCE SUBMITTED 
TO SUPPORT 

FINDINGS  
BOCC 

FINDINGS 
         
A. The Planning Director 

shall give public notice 
of the date, time and 
place of the public 
hearing  

 
B. Such notice shall be 

published in a 
newspaper of general 
circulation in Orange 
County once a week for 
two successive weeks, 
with the first notice to be 
published not less than 
ten days not more than 
we days prior to the date 
of the hearing.   

 
C. The Planning Director 

shall post on the 
affected property a 
notice of the public 
hearing at lest ten days 
prior to the date of said 
hearing. 

 
D. Written notice shall be 

sent by certified mail to 
all adjacent property 
owners not less than 15 
days before the hearing 
date.  Adjacent property 
owners are those whose 
property lies within five 
hundred feet of the 
affected property and 
whose manes and 
addresses are currently 
listed in the Orange 
County tax records.  

 

 _X  Yes 
 
 
 
 
 
_X  Yes 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
_X  Yes 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
_X  Yes 

____No 
 
 
 
 
 
____No 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
____No 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
____No 

 Attachment 4 of, and 
staff testimony from, the 
February 24, 2014 
Quarterly Public Hearing 
indicating public notice 
was sent via certified mail 
on February 7, 2014 for 
the February 24, 2014 
Public Hearing.  This 
included photo copies of 
the certified mal receipts. 
 
The legal ad was 
published in the News of 
Orange and the Herald 
Sun on February 12, 2014 
and again on February 19, 
2014. 
 
  
The property was posted 
on February 12, 2014. 
 
 
 
As previously indicated 
public notice was sent via 
certified mail on February 
7, 2014. 
  
Attachment 4 of the 
February 24, 2014 
Quarterly Public Hearing 
abstract contained staff’s 
mail out certification, a 
copy of the notification 
letter, copies of the 
certified mail receipts 
dated February 7, 2014,  
and the mailing labels as 
provided by the applicant 
for all property owners 
within 500 feet. 
 

 ___Yes 
 
 
 
 
 
__Yes 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
___Yes 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
___Yes 

____No 
 
 
 
 
 
___No 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
____No 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
____No 
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SECTION(S) 3.3 BASE ZONING DISTRICT – AGRICULTURAL RESIDENTIAL AND 6.3 LAND USE 
INTENSITY MEASURES ("Yes" indicates compliance; "No" indicates non-compliance) 
 

Ordinance 
Requirements 

 PLANNING 
BOARD 

RECOMMENDED 
FINDINGS  

EVIDENCE SUBMITTED 
TO SUPPORT 

FINDINGS  
BOCC 

FINDINGS 
Section 3.3 and 6.3 of the 
UDO provides the land 
use intensity measures 
governing the 
development of projects 
within the County. 
 
The applicant has applied 
for a Special Use Permit 
within the Rural 
Residential (R-1) general 
use zoning district.  The 
dimensional and ratio 
standards associated with 
the R-1 zoning district are 
as follows: 

 

        

Minimum lot size – 40, 
000 square feet 

 X__Yes ____No  Attachment 1 of the 
February 24, 2014 
Quarterly Public Hearing 
packet indicating the 
properties subject to the 
application totaled 52 
acres of land area. 
 

 ___Yes ____No 

Minimum lot width – 150 
feet 
 

 X__Yes ____No  Attachment 1 of the 
February 24, 2014 
Quarterly Public Hearing 
packet contained a site 
plan indicating the lot(s) 
had 686 and 620 feet, 
respectively, of frontage 
along Redman Road (SR 
1311) 
 

 ___Yes ____No 

Required front yard 
setback – 40 feet 
 

 X__Yes ____No  Attachment 1 of the 
February 24, 2014 
Quarterly Public Hearing 
packet contained a site 
plan indicating the arrays 
will be setback 
approximately 47 feet 
from Redman Road (SR 
1311) 
 

 ___Yes ____No 
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Ordinance 
Requirements 

 PLANNING 
BOARD 

RECOMMENDED 
FINDINGS  

EVIDENCE SUBMITTED 
TO SUPPORT 

FINDINGS  
BOCC 

FINDINGS 
         
Required side yard 
setback – 20 feet 
 

 X__Yes ____No  Attachment 1 of the 
February 24, 2014 
Quarterly Public Hearing 
packet contained a site 
plan indicating the arrays 
will meet the required 20 
foot side yard setback. 
 

 ___Yes ____No 

Required rear yard 
setback – 20 feet 
 

 X__Yes ____No  Attachment 1 of the 
February 24, 2014 
Quarterly Public Hearing 
packet contained a site 
plan indicating the arrays 
will meet the required 20 
foot rear yard setback. 
 

 ___Yes ____No 

Floor Area Ratio - .088 
sq. ft. or 199,330 sq. ft. 
 
(52 acres x 43,560 x .088) 

 _X__ Not 
applicable 
 

 Attachment 1 of the 
February 24, 2014 
Quarterly Public Hearing 
packet contained a site 
plan indicating no 
buildings are being 
proposed for the property 
 

 ___  Not 
Applicable 

Minimum gross land area 
  
 

 _X__ Not 
applicable 
 

 Not applicable – This 
proposed project is not 
subject to the minimum 
gross land area 
requirement as detailed 
within Section 3.3 of the 
UDO 
 
 

 ___  Not 
Applicable 

Required Open Space - 
.84 or 1,902,700 sq. ft. 
(43.68 acres) 
 
(52 acres x 43,560 x .84) 

 _X_ Yes   ___No 
 

 Applicant and staff 
testimony from the 
February 24, 2014 
Quarterly Public Hearing 
indicating there is 
approximately 45 acres 
of open space as defined 
within Article 10 of the 
UDO. 
 

 ___Yes   ___ No 
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Ordinance 
Requirements 

 PLANNING 
BOARD 

RECOMMENDED 
FINDINGS  

EVIDENCE SUBMITTED 
TO SUPPORT 

FINDINGS  
BOCC 

FINDINGS 
Required Livability Space  
 

 _X__ Not 
applicable 
 

 Not applicable – This 
proposed project is not 
subject to the minimum 
required livability space 
as detailed within Section 
3.3 of the UDO 
 
 

 ___  Not 
Applicable 

Required Recreation 
Space 

 _X__ Not 
applicable 
 

 Not applicable – This 
proposed project is not 
subject to the minimum 
required livability space 
as detailed within Section 
3.3 of the UDO 
 
 

 ___  Not 
Applicable 

Required 
Pedestrian/landscape 
ratio - .21 or 475,675 
sq.ft. (10.92 acres) 
 
(52 acres x 43,560 x .21) 

  
_X_ Yes   ___No 
 
 

 Staff testimony from the 
February 24, 2014 
Quarterly Public Hearing 
indicating there is 
approximately 11.7  
acres of 
pedestrian/landscape 
space on the property 
comprised as follows: 
 

1. Required Major 
Transportation 
Corridor (MTC) 
buffer – 
approximately 1 
acre 

2. Stream buffer 
area – south west 
portion of project 
– 9.6 acres 

3. 50 foot Type D 
land use buffer 
along eastern 
property line – 
1.1 acres 

 

  
___Yes   ___ No 
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SECTION 5.9.6 (C) SOLAR ARRAY – PUBLIC UTILITY  ("Yes" indicates compliance; "No" 
indicates non-compliance) 
 
 

Ordinance 
Requirements 

 PLANNING 
BOARD 

RECOMMENDED 
FINDINGS  

EVIDENCE SUBMITTED 
TO SUPPORT 

FINDINGS  
BOCC 

FINDINGS 
Section 5.9.6 (C) of the 
UDO establishes 
additional submittal 
requirements and 
standards of evaluation 
for a solar array public 
utility 

 

        

5.9.6 (C) (1) 
 
In addition to the 
information required by 
Section 2.7, the following 
shall be submitted as part 
of the application: 
 

        

5.9.6 (C) (1) (a) 
 
A site plan showing all 
existing structures on the 
property, any proposed 
buildings or structures 
that are necessary to 
support the proposed 
array, existing and 
proposed storage areas, 
parking and access areas, 
topography at a contour 
interval of five feet, any 
officially designated 
floodplains or alluvial 
soils.  
 

 X__Yes ____No  Attachment 1 of the 
February 24, 2014 
Quarterly Public Hearing 
packet contained a site 
plan denoting required 
information. 
 

 ___Yes ____No 

5.9.6 (C) (1) (b) 
 
Plans and elevations for 
all proposed structures 
and arrays as well as 
descriptions of the color 
and nature of all exterior 
materials 

 X__Yes ____No  Attachment 1 of the 
February 24, 2014 
Quarterly Public Hearing 
packet contained a site 
plan denoting required 
information. 
 
The site plan indicates 
no buildings are 
proposed for the site. 
 

 ___Yes ____No 
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Ordinance 
Requirements 

 PLANNING 
BOARD 

RECOMMENDED 
FINDINGS  

EVIDENCE SUBMITTED 
TO SUPPORT 

FINDINGS  
BOCC 

FINDINGS 
5.9.6 (C) (1) (c) 
 
Landscape Plan, at the 
same scale as the site 
plan, showing existing and 
proposed trees, shrubs, 
ground cover and other 
landscape materials. 
 

 X__Yes ____No  Attachment 1 of the 
February 24, 2014 
Quarterly Public Hearing 
packet contained a site 
plan denoting required 
information.  Existing 
foliage is going to be 
preserved along the 
eastern and southern 
boundary line to satisfy 
required landscape 
requirements. 
 

 ___Yes ____No 

Section 5.9.6 (C) (2) 
Standards of Evaluation 
 

        

5.9.6 (C) (2) (a) 
 
All on-site utility and 
transmission lines shall, to 
the extent feasible, be 
placed underground.  
 

 X_ Yes     ___ No  Attachment 1 of the 
February 24, 2014 
Quarterly Public Hearing 
packet contained a site 
plan denoting required 
information, specifically 
Note 20. 
 

 _ _Yes     ___ No 

5.9.6 (C) (2) (b) 
 
The height of proposed 
arrays and support 
structures shall not 
exceed 40 feet.  
 

 X_ Yes     ___ No   Attachment 1 of the 
February 24, 2014 
Quarterly Public Hearing 
packet contained a site 
plan denoting required 
information, specifically 
in the elevation drawings 
of a typical array. 
 

 _ _Yes     ___ No 

5.9.6 (C) (2) (c) 
 
Individual arrays/solar 
panels shall be designed 
and located in order to 
prevent reflective glare 
toward any inhabited 
buildings on adjacent 
properties as well as 
adjacent street rights-of-
way. 
 

 X__Yes ____No  Attachment 1 of the 
February 24, 2014 
Quarterly Public Hearing 
packet contained a site 
plan denoting required 
information, specifically 
Note 21. 
 

 ___Yes ____No 
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Ordinance 
Requirements 

 PLANNING 
BOARD 

RECOMMENDED 
FINDINGS  

EVIDENCE SUBMITTED 
TO SUPPORT 

FINDINGS  
BOCC 

FINDINGS 
5.9.6 (C) (2) (d) 
 
A clearly visible warning 
sign concerning voltage 
must be placed at the 
base of all pad-mounted 
transformers and 
substations. 
 

 X_ Yes     ___ No   Attachment 1 of the 
February 24, 2014 
Quarterly Public Hearing 
packet contained a site 
plan denoting required 
information, specifically 
Note 16. 
 

 _ _Yes     ___ No 

5.9.6 (C) (2) (e) 
 
All mechanical equipment 
of principal solar energy 
systems including any 
structure for batteries or 
storage cells, shall be 
completely enclosed by a 
minimum eight (8) foot 
high fence with a self-
locking gate, and provided 
with screening in 
accordance with the 
provisions of Section 6.8. 
 

 X_ Yes     ___ No   Attachment 1 of the 
February 24, 2014 
Quarterly Public Hearing 
packet contained a site 
plan denoting required 
information. 
 
The applicant is 
proposing an 8 foot high 
fence and a 50 foot wide 
Type D land use buffer 
as required within 
Section 6.8 of the UDO. 
 

 _ _Yes     ___ No 

5.9.6 (C) (2) (f) 
 
The applicant shall submit 
proof of liability insurance 
covering bodily injury and 
property damage 
demonstrating a minimum 
coverage limit of $ 
500,000.00 per 
occurrence. 
 

 X_ Yes     ___ No   Attachment 1 of the 
February 24, 2014 
Quarterly Public Hearing 
packet contained a 
narrative indicating proof 
of insurance would be 
provided prior to 
issuance of a Certificate 
of Occupancy. 
 
Staff recommends a 
condition of approval be 
that a copy of the policy 
be submitted prior to the 
issuance of the 
Certificate of Occupancy 
 

 _ _Yes     ___ No 
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Ordinance 
Requirements 

 PLANNING 
BOARD 

RECOMMENDED 
FINDINGS  

EVIDENCE SUBMITTED 
TO SUPPORT 

FINDINGS  
BOCC 

FINDINGS 
5.9.6 (C) (2) (g) 
 
A Type D Land Use Buffer 
shall be provided along 
any portion of the 
perimeter of the parcel, 
easement, or leasehold 
area located adjacent to 
property zoned, or 
otherwise utilized for, 
residential use except 
where such property is 
owned, leased or consists 
of other utility easements 
currently used for 
electrical distribution or 
transmission purposes. 
 
Existing vegetation may 
be used to satisfy the 
landscaping requirements. 
 

 X_ Yes     ___ No   Attachment 1 of the 
February 24, 2014 
Quarterly Public Hearing 
packet contained a site 
plan denoting required 
information. 
 

 _ _Yes     ___ No 

5.9.6 (C) (3)  
Decommissioning 
 
 

 X_ Yes     ___ No   Attachment 1 of the 
February 24, 2014 
Quarterly Public Hearing 
packet contained a 
narrative detailing the 
applicant’s 
understanding of our 
decommissioning 
requirements and further 
indicating they will 
comply with these 
applicable standards in 
the event the use of the 
site as a solar array – 
public utility is ceased. 
 

 _ _Yes     ___ No 
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Section 5.3.2 (B) SPECIAL USE – SPECIFIC STANDARDS CLASS A SPECIAL ("Yes" indicates 
compliance; "No" indicates non-compliance) 
 

  

PLANNING 
BOARD 

RECOMMENDED 
FINDINGS  

EVIDENCE SUBMITTED 
TO SUPPORT 

FINDINGS  
BOCC 

FINDINGS 
Section 5.3.2 (B) 
 
In addition to the general 
standards the following 
specific standards shall be 
addressed by the 
applicant before  the 
issuance of a Special Use 
Permit 

        

 
Section 5.3.2 (B) (1) 
 
Method and adequacy of 
provision for sewage 
disposal facilities, solid 
waste and water service. 
 

 X__Yes ____No  Attachment 3 of the 
February 24, 2014 
Quarterly Public Hearing 
packet contained 
correspondence from 
staff indicating there are 
no problems with respect 
to compliance with this 
standard. 
 
No sewage system or 
well is proposed. 
 
Waste will be disposed 
of by a private 
contractor.  Orange 
County Solid Waste has 
indicated they have no 
concerns associated with 
the project. 
 

 ___Yes ____No 
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Ordinance 
Requirements 

 PLANNING 
BOARD 

RECOMMENDED 
FINDINGS  

EVIDENCE SUBMITTED 
TO SUPPORT 

FINDINGS  
BOCC 

FINDINGS 
Section 5.3.2 (B) (2) 
 
Method and adequacy of 
police, fire and rescue 
squad protection. 
 

 X__Yes ____No  Attachment 3 of the 
February 24, 2014 
Quarterly Public Hearing 
packet contained 
correspondence from 
staff indicating there are 
no problems with respect 
to compliance with this 
standard. 
 
Fire protection will be 
provided by the Efland 
Volunteer Fire 
Department, rescue 
service by the Orange 
County Emergency 
Management, and police 
protection by the Orange 
County Sheriff’s 
Department. 
 
The Fire Marshal 
indicates they had no 
problem with the 
proposal as submitted.  
Staff has verified with the 
deputy chief of the 
Efland volunteer fire 
department (Pete 
Hallenbeck) his 
department has no 
concerns. 
 
No concerns have been 
expressed by the 
Sheriff’s office. 
 

 ___Yes ____No 

Section 5.3.2 (B) (3) 
 
Method and adequacy of 
vehicle access to the site 
and traffic conditions 
around the site. 
 

 _X_Yes ___No  NC DOT has indicated 
they have no concerns 
over the project. 
 
A condition of approval is 
Strata Solar shall obtain 
a NC DOT driveway 
permit prior to the 
commencement of land  
 disturbing activity 
associated with the 
project. 
 

 ___Yes ____No 
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Section 5.3.2 (A) (2) SPECIAL USE – GENERAL STANDARDS CLASS A SPECIAL ("Yes" indicates 
compliance; "No" indicates non-compliance) 
 

  

PLANNING 
BOARD 

RECOMMENDED 
FINDINGS  

EVIDENCE SUBMITTED 
TO SUPPORT 

FINDINGS  
BOCC 

FINDINGS 
In accordance with Section 
5.3.2 (A) (2), the Board of 
Commissioners shall also 
consider the following 
general conditions before 
the application for a 
Special Use can be 
approved: 
 

       

Section 5.3.2 (A) (2) (a) 
 
The use will maintain or 
promote the public health, 
safety and general welfare, 
if located where proposed 
and developed and 
operated according to the 
plan as submitted. 
 

   X  Will __Will 
Not 

 Based on evidence 
presented at the hearing 
including: 
 

i. Staff abstract and 
attachments, 
including the SUP 
application and site 
plan. 

ii. Staff testimony on the 
project’s compliance 
with the UDO from 
the Public Hearing 
and the March/April 
Planning Board 
meetings. 

iii. Applicant testimony 
from Mr. Louis 
Iannone, Mr. Bret 
Niemann, Mr. Gabriel 
Cantor, and Mr. 
Richard Kirkland, on 
how the project 
complied with the 
UDO including the 
affidavit entered into 
the record at the 
Public Hearing and 
written 
correspondence 
submitted to the 
March and April 
Planning Board 
meetings. 

iv. Adjacent property 
owner e-mails and 
applicant responses. 
Comments from the 
BOCC, Planning 
Board, and the 
general public. 

 

       Will __Will 
Not 
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PLANNING 
BOARD 

RECOMMENDED 
FINDINGS  

EVIDENCE SUBMITTED 
TO SUPPORT 

FINDINGS  
BOCC 

FINDINGS 
Section 5.3.2 (A) (2) (b) 
 
The use will maintain or 
enhance the value of 
contiguous property (unless 
the use is a public 
necessity, in which case 
the use need not maintain 
or enhance the value of 
contiguous property). 
 

   
 X   Will 

 
__Will 
Not 

 Based on evidence 
presented at the hearing 
including: 
 
i. Staff abstract and 

attachments, 
including the SUP 
application and site 
plan. 

ii. Staff testimony on the 
project’s compliance 
with the UDO from 
the Public Hearing 
and the March/April 
Planning Board 
meetings. 

iii. Applicant testimony 
from Mr. Louis 
Iannone, Mr. Bret 
Niemann, Mr. Gabriel 
Cantor, and Mr. 
Richard Kirkland, on 
how the project 
complied with the 
UDO including the 
affidavit entered into 
the record at the 
Public Hearing and 
written 
correspondence 
submitted to the 
March and April 
Planning Board 
meetings.  This 
included a real estate 
evaluation indicating 
the project would not 
have an impact on 
adjacent property 
value. 

 

  
      Will 

 
__Will 
Not 
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PLANNING 
BOARD 

RECOMMENDED 
FINDINGS  

EVIDENCE SUBMITTED 
TO SUPPORT 

FINDINGS  
BOCC 

FINDINGS 
Section 5.3.2 (A) (2) (c) 
 
The location and character 
of the use, if developed 
according to the plan 
submitted, will be in 
harmony with the area in 
which it is to be located and 
the use is in compliance 
with the plan for the 
physical development of 
the County as embodied in 
these regulations or in the 
Comprehensive Plan, or 
portion thereof, adopted by 
the Board of County 
Commissioners. 

  
   X     Is 

 
__   Is 
Not 

 Based on evidence 
presented at the hearing 
including: 
 

i. Staff abstract and 
attachments, 
including the SUP 
application and site 
plan. 

ii. Applicant testimony 
from Mr. Louis 
Iannone, Mr. Bret 
Niemann, Mr. Gabriel 
Cantor, and Mr. 
Richard Kirkland, on 
how the project 
complied with the 
UDO 

 

  
        Is 

 
__   Is 
Not 
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RECOMMENDATION: 

        

 
Neither the Planning Board nor staff has received any information that would establish grounds for making a 
negative finding on the general standards.  These standards include maintaining or promoting the public health, 
safety, and general welfare, maintaining or enhancing the value of contiguous property, and the use being in 
compliance with the general plan for the physical development of the County. 
 
The Planning Board has reviewed the application, the site plan, and all supporting documentation and has found 
that the applicant complies with the specific standards and required regulations as outlined within the UDO. 
 
Provided the Board of County Commissioners finds in the affirmative on the specific and general standards, the 
Board could make a positive finding on this application.  In the event that the BOCC makes the determination that 
the permit can be issued, the Planning Board recommends the attachment of the following conditions to the 
Special Use Permit: 

(1) The applicant shall cause a formal and detailed landscape and tree preservation plan shall be submitted 
and approved by the Orange County Planning Department within 180 days from the approval of the 
Special Use Permit.   

(2) A revised site plan shall be submitted denoting the required Pedestrian/Landscape Ratio for the project 
as required under Section 3.3 of the UDO.  This revised sheet shall be submitted within 180 days from 
the approval of the Special Use Permit.   

(3) That the applicant complete and submit a formal application to the Orange County Inspections 
Department requesting authorization to commence construction of the proposed solar array.  The 
application, including all applicable fees, shall be submitted within 180 days from the approval of the 
Special Use Permit.   

(4) That the Orange County Fire Marshal’s office shall review and approve the final site plan, as part of the 
normal building permit review process, and that any and all modifications be made to address fire code 
issues and access prior to the issuance of the permit authorizing the commencement of land disturbing 
activities. 

(5) The applicant shall provide a detailed, scaled, map to the Orange County Fire Marshal’s office and the 
Efland Volunteer Fire Department denoting the location of all storage areas for batteries, master cut-off 
switches, and other similar devices to ensure the protection of emergency responders in the event of a 
catastrophic incident on the property.  This map shall be submitted prior to the issuance of a Certificate of 
Occupancy by the County allowing for operation of the facility to commence. 

(6) That prior to the commencement of land disturbing activity the applicant shall submit all necessary 
stormwater, grading plans, and erosion control applications to the Orange County Erosion Control 
Department for review and processing.  These applications shall be submitted within 180 days from the 
issuance of the SUP. 

(7) That the applicant shall submit the approved site plan to NC DOT for review and comment.  In the event it 
is determined that the applicant is required to apply for, and receive a, driveway permit from NC DOT to 
allow for the project to be developed, the applicant shall submit all necessary applications as required by 
NC DOT within 180 days from the issuance of the SUP and provide planning staff with a copy of the 
issued permit. 
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SCRIPT FOR ACTING ON STRATA SOLAR – SOLAR ARRAY OFF OF REDMAN 
ROAD 

CLASS A SPECIAL USE PERMIT APPLICATION: 

May 8, 2014 BOCC meeting 

NOTE – Blue text denotes BOCC Chair/Member required action 

1. Chair will explain the purpose of the item is to receive the Planning Board 
recommendation.   

For the project, the purpose of the meeting is as follows: 

To receive the Planning Board recommendation, close the public hearing, and make 
a decision on a Class A Special Use Permit (hereafter ‘SUP’) application submitted 
by Strata Solar and Stout Farms LLC proposing the development of a solar array in 
accordance with Section 2.7 Special Use Permits and Section 5.9.6 (C) Solar Array-
Public Utility of the Orange County Unified Development Ordinance (UDO).   
 

2. Chair will declare the public hearing re-convened for the purpose of receiving the 
Planning Board recommendation and ask staff to make their presentation.   

NOTE – The re-convening of a hearing is solely for the purpose of receiving the Planning 
Board recommendation and allowing any new information, previously submitted in 
writing, to be entered into the record.  The hearing is not intended to solicit additional 
input from the public or the applicant.   
 
While the BOCC may ask staff questions related to the review of a given item, comments 
from the public or the applicant shall not be solicited.  The accepting additional public 
comments at this stage of the review (i.e. the reconvened hearing) would constitute a 
violation of the UDO. 
 

3. Staff will review the abstract and ask it be entered into the record.   Staff will review the 
Findings of Fact (Attachment 7) for the Special Use component of the project.   
 

4. Questions will be asked of staff. 
 

5. A motion will need to be made to close the public hearing.   
 
NOTE – once this is done staff cannot answer questions or 
provide additional detail. 
 

Attachment 9 
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6. The BOCC will first need to take action on the Special Use Permit findings of fact.  The 
findings of fact have been organized per relevant UDO section to aid in making motions 
to approve or deny.  The cadence on taking action should be as follows  
 

a. A motion to either affirm or reject the recommendation of the Planning Board 
concerning the application’s compliance with the provisions of Section(s) 2.2 and 
2.7.3 of the Orange County Unified Development Ordinance as detailed within 
Attachment 7 of the abstract package.  Second.  Vote. 
 
NOTE – if the motion is to reject, meaning the BOCC does not agree the 
applicant has demonstrated compliance with the specific provision of the UDO, 
the individual making the motion will need to provide some explanation justifying 
the finding that the applicant has not established, through competent material and 
substantial evidence, the project is in compliance with the UDO. 
 

b. A motion to either affirm or reject the recommendation of the Planning Board 
concerning the application’s compliance with the provisions of Section 2.7.5 of 
the Orange County Unified Development Ordinance as detailed within 
Attachment 7 of the abstract package.  Second.  Vote. 

 
NOTE – if the motion is to reject, meaning the BOCC does not agree the 
applicant has demonstrated compliance with the specific provision of the UDO, 
the individual making the motion will need to provide some explanation justifying 
the finding that the applicant has not established, through competent material and 
substantial evidence, the project is in compliance with the UDO. 

 
c. A motion to either affirm or reject the recommendation of the Planning Board 

concerning the application’s compliance with the provisions of Section(s) 3.3 and 
6.3 of the Orange County Unified Development Ordinance as detailed within 
Attachment 7 of the abstract package.  Second.  Vote. 

 
NOTE – if the motion is to reject, meaning the BOCC does not agree the 
applicant has demonstrated compliance with the specific provision of the UDO, 
the individual making the motion will need to provide some explanation justifying 
the finding that the applicant has not established, through competent material and 
substantial evidence, the project is in compliance with the UDO. 

 
d. A motion to either affirm or reject the recommendation of the Planning Board 

concerning the application’s compliance with the provisions of 5.9.6 (c) of the 
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Orange County Unified Development Ordinance as detailed within Attachment 7 
of the abstract package.  Second.  Vote. 

 
NOTE – if the motion is to reject, meaning the BOCC does not agree the 
applicant has demonstrated compliance with the specific provision of the UDO, 
the individual making the motion will need to provide some explanation justifying 
the finding that the applicant has not established, through competent material and 
substantial evidence, the project is in compliance with the UDO. 

 
e. A motion to either affirm or reject the recommendation of the Planning Board 

concerning the application’s compliance with the provisions of Section 5.3.2 of 
the Orange County Unified Development Ordinance as detailed within 
Attachment 7 of the abstract package.  Second.  Vote. 

 
NOTE – if the motion is to reject, meaning the BOCC does not agree the 
applicant has demonstrated compliance with the specific provision of the UDO, 
the individual making the motion will need to provide some explanation justifying 
the finding that the applicant has not established, through competent material and 
substantial evidence, the project is in compliance with the UDO. 

 
f. A motion will need to be made regarding compliance with Section 5.3.2 (A) (2) of 

the Ordinance as follows  
 

(NOTE – Whomever makes the motion will have to cite the ‘evidence’ in the 
record utilized justifying the motion to approve or deny.  Attachment 7 contains 
the recommendations of the Planning Board including the evidence utilized to 
reach the conclusion.  This ‘evidence’ must be spelled out explicitly by the 
Commissioner making the motion.   
 
If the motion is to deny then the Commissioner making the motion will have to 
spell out explicitly the evidence within the record utilized to justify a negative 
finding): 

 
i. Motion finding either there is or is not sufficient evidence in the record 

the project complies with Section 5.3.2 (A) (2) (a) of the UDO in that the 
use will maintain and promote the public health, safety and general 
welfare, if located where proposed and developed and operated according 
to the plan as submitted.   
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This motion is based on competent material and evidence entered into the 
record of these proceedings, including: 

 NOTE – the following represents the findings of the Planning Board.  If 
the motion is to find there is sufficient evidence in the record to find 
compliance with Section 5.3.2 (A) (2) (a) this list must be read verbatim 
so it is in the record. 

• Staff abstract and attachments, including the SUP application 
and site plan. 

• Staff testimony on the project’s compliance with the UDO from 
the Public Hearing and the March/April Planning Board 
meetings. 

• Applicant testimony from Mr. Louis Iannone, Mr. Bret 
Niemann, Mr. Gabriel Cantor, and Mr. Richard Kirkland, on 
how the project complied with the UDO including the affidavit 
entered into the record at the Public Hearing and written 
correspondence submitted to the March and April Planning 
Board meetings. 

• Adjacent property owner e-mails and applicant responses. 
Comments from the BOCC, Planning Board, and the general 
public. 

and 

• A lack of competent material and substantial evidence entered 
into the record demonstrating the project’s lack of compliance 
with established standards. 

If the motion is to find there is insufficient evidence in the record to find 
the project is in compliance with Section 5.3.2 (A) (2) (a), the 
Commissioner making the motion will have to specifically denote what is 
absent and explain what, if any, evidence is in the record disputing the 
claims of the applicant that they are in compliance with Section 5.3.2 (A) 
(2) (a). 

ii. Motion finding there is or there is not sufficient evidence in the record the 
project complies with Section 5.3.2 (A) (2) (b) of the UDO in that the use 
will maintain the value of contiguous property.   
 
This motion is based on competent material and evidence entered into the 
record of these proceedings, including: 

NOTE – the following represents the findings of the Planning Board.  If 
the motion is to find there is sufficient evidence in the record to find 
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compliance with Section 5.3.2 (A) (2) (b) this list must be read verbatim 
so it is in the record. 

• Staff abstract and attachments, including the SUP application 
and site plan. 

• Staff testimony on the project’s compliance with the UDO from 
the Public Hearing and the March/April Planning Board 
meetings. 

• Applicant testimony from Mr. Louis Iannone, Mr. Bret 
Niemann, Mr. Gabriel Cantor, and Mr. Richard Kirkland, on 
how the project complied with the UDO including the affidavit 
entered into the record at the Public Hearing and written 
correspondence submitted to the March and April Planning 
Board meetings.  This included a real estate evaluation 
indicating the project would not have an impact on adjacent 
property value. 

and 

• A lack of competent material and substantial evidence entered 
into the record demonstrating the project’s lack of compliance 
with established standards. 

If the motion is to find there is insufficient evidence in the record to find 
the project is in compliance with Section 5.3.2 (A) (2) (b), the 
Commissioner making the motion will have to specifically denote what is 
absent and explain what, if any, evidence is in the record disputing the 
claims of the applicant that they are in compliance with Section 5.3.2 (A) 
(2) (b). 

 
iii. Motion finding there is or is not sufficient evidence in the record the 

project complies with Section 5.3.2 (A) (2) (c) of the UDO in that the use 
is in harmony with the area in which it is to be located and the use is in 
compliance with the plan for the physical development of the County as 
embodied in these regulations and in the Comprehensive Plan. 
 
This motion is based on competent material and evidence entered into the 
record of these proceedings, including: 

NOTE – the following represents the findings of the Planning Board.  If 
the motion is to find there is sufficient evidence in the record to find 
compliance with Section 5.3.2 (A) (2) (c) this list must be read verbatim so 
it is in the record. 

• Staff abstract and attachments, including the SUP application 
and site plan. 
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• Applicant testimony from Mr. Louis Iannone, Mr. Bret 
Niemann, Mr. Gabriel Cantor, and Mr. Richard Kirkland, on 
how the project complied with the UDO 

and 

• A lack of competent material and substantial evidence entered 
into the record demonstrating the project’s lack of compliance 
with established standards. 

If the motion is to find there is insufficient evidence in the record to find 
the project is in compliance with Section 5.3.2 (A) (2) (c), the 
Commissioner making the motion will have to specifically denote what is 
absent and explain what, if any, evidence is in the record disputing the 
claims of the applicant that they are in compliance with Section 5.3.2 (A) 
(2) (c). 

 
7. Motion to either approve or deny the Special Use Permit  

 
If the motion is to approve the Special Use Permit, this motion would also need to 
include language indicating the BOCC imposes the recommended conditions as detailed 
within Attachment 7 of the abstract package.  Second. Vote 
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ORANGE COUNTY 
BOARD OF COMMISSIONERS 

 
 

ACTION AGENDA ITEM ABSTRACT 
 Meeting Date: May 8, 2014  

 Action Agenda 
 Item No. 6-a  

 
SUBJECT:   MINUTES 
 
DEPARTMENT:    PUBLIC HEARING:  (Y/N) No 
  

 
ATTACHMENT(S): 

 
Draft Minutes 
 
 
 
 

INFORMATION CONTACT: 
       Donna Baker, 245-2130 

 
   
   
 
 
 

 
PURPOSE: To correct and/or approve the minutes as submitted by the Clerk to the Board as 
listed below: 
 

February 27, 2014  BOCC Joint Meeting with Town of Hillsborough 
March 18, 2014 BOCC Regular Meeting 
April 1, 2014 BOCC Regular Meeting 

                
BACKGROUND:  In accordance with 153A-42 of the General Statutes, the Governing Board 
has the legal duty to approve all minutes that are entered into the official journal of the Board’s 
proceedings.  
 
FINANCIAL IMPACT:  NONE 
 
RECOMMENDATION(S):   The Manager recommends the Board approve minutes as 
presented or as amended.       
 
 



1 
 

        Attachment 1 1 
 2 
DRAFT 3 

MINUTES 4 
ORANGE COUNTY BOARD OF COMMISSIONERS 5 
HILLSBOROUGH BOARD OF COMMISSIONERS 6 

JOINT MEETING 7 
February 27, 2014 8 

7:00 p.m. 9 
 10 

The Orange County Board of Commissioners met for a Joint Meeting with the Town of 11 
Hillsborough Commissioners on Thursday, February 27, 2014 at 7:00 p.m., in the Link 12 
Government Services Center, in Hillsborough, North Carolina. 13 

 14 
COUNTY COMMISSIONERS PRESENT:  Chair Barry Jacobs and Commissioners Mark 15 
Dorosin, Alice Gordon, Earl McKee, Bernadette Pelissier, Renee Price and Penny Rich 16 
COUNTY COMMISSIONERS ABSENT:   17 
COUNTY ATTORNEYS PRESENT: James Bryan, Staff Attorney 18 
COUNTY STAFF PRESENT:  Interim County Manager Michael Talbert and Assistant County 19 
Managers Clarence Grier and Cheryl Young, and Clerk to the Board Donna S. Baker (All other 20 
staff members will be identified appropriately below) 21 
HILLSBOROUGH COMMISSIONERS PRESENT: Mayor Tom Stevens and Kathleen 22 
Ferguson, Commissioners Eric Hallman, Brian Lowen, Evelyn Lloyd, and Jenn Weaver 23 
HILLSBOROUGH COMMISSIONERS ABSENT:  24 
HILLSBOROUGH STAFF PRESENT: Maragret Hauth, Planning Director 25 
HILLSBOROUGH TOWN STAFF ABSENT: Town Manager Eric Peterson 26 
 27 
 Chair Jacobs called the meeting to order at 7:05 p.m.   28 
 29 
Welcome and Opening Remarks  30 
 Mayor Stevens said he is glad the Board and the town are able to get together, and it 31 
seems that interaction is good between the two groups of staff.  He introduced Hillsborough’s 32 
two newest Town Commissioners: Kathleen Ferguson and Jenn Weaver.  33 
 Mayor Stevens noted that Town Manager Eric Peterson was unable to attend due to 34 
illness.  He said the town is excited about the delivery of the bridges for Riverwalk, and the plan 35 
is to have the ribbon cutting in September.  He also invited the Board to attend his State of the 36 
Town address on March 24th at the Orange County Public Library at 7:00 p.m. 37 
 Chair Jacobs said he and the Mayor decided to forego formal titles and use first names 38 
at the meeting tonight.  He said the Board enjoys having these annual meetings with 39 
Hillsborough, and the practice has spawned annual meetings with the other municipalities in 40 
Orange County.  He said it seems that sitting down and talking with people gets more done in 41 
the long run, and it dispels misimpressions.   42 
 43 
1.   Transportation 44 

a) Sidewalk Maintenance Related to Implementation of Safe Routes to School 45 
(SRTS) Project 46 

 Abigaile Pittman read through the following information from the abstract: 47 
 48 
On November 19, 2013 the Board of County Commissioners (BOCC) held a public hearing on 49 
the Safe Routes to School (SRTS) Action Plan, which includes recommendations for 50 
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improvements in the area of Cameron Park Elementary School, Charles Stanford Middle 1 
School, and Grady Brown Elementary School. The Plan is scheduled to be reviewed by the 2 
Orange Unified Transportation Board (OUTBoard).Orange County School Board and the Town 3 
of Hillsborough Board of Commissioners, and returned to the BOCC on April 15, 2014 for 4 
adoption consideration. 5 
 6 
Abigaile Pittman said the provision and maintenance of sidewalks in the County’s jurisdiction 7 
will be an issue for SRTS implementation. This issue was previously discussed by the BOCC on 8 
October 6, 2011 in the context of reviewing proposed subdivision development requirements. At 9 
that time the BOCC did not adopt an official sidewalk policy, but expressed the intent of 10 
revisiting the issue in the future. Orange County (as well as most, if not all, counties in North 11 
Carolina) does not maintain local streets or sidewalks. Public roadways are part of the State 12 
maintained system. The NC Department of Transportation (NCDOT) does not build nor 13 
maintain sidewalks. In municipalities, streets and sidewalks are generally maintained by a 14 
municipal public works staffs or by homeowners associations. Several years ago Orange 15 
County entered into a sidewalk maintenance agreement for a portion of Homestead Road 16 
adjacent to the Towns of Chapel Hill and Carrboro. The agreement is multi-party including 17 
NCDOT, which allowed an encroachment agreement in its right-of-way. The Towns maintain 18 
the sidewalk. 19 
 20 
Commissioner McKee arrived at 7:12 PM.  21 
 22 
 Chair Jacobs asked if staff is proposing some action.  23 
 Abigaile Pittman said staff is proposing that the Board and town staff discuss the 24 
potential for having a policy for the maintenance of sidewalks in the County, related to Safe 25 
Routes to School implementation.  26 
 Chair Jacobs asked if this was for sidewalks in the County that attach to sidewalks in the 27 
town and are part of the Safe Routes to School (SRTS).  28 
 Abigaile Pittman said this is for sidewalks to Grady Brown School and other schools that 29 
are in the County’s jurisdiction.  She said the idea is for creation of a policy or agreement on 30 
how to maintain these.  31 
 Chair Jacobs asked if that kind of agreement would indicate that Orange County would 32 
contribute and pay for this maintenance, and the Town would administer the funds. 33 
 Abigaile Pittman said the precedent in the past was Homestead Road, where DOT was 34 
the party for encroachments, and the Towns maintained it, while the County paid for that 35 
maintenance.  36 
 Mayor Stevens said the Town only has a public works staff of 7 people, and the 37 
sidewalk maintenance and needed repairs are contracted out.  He said he does not see any 38 
reason for not having an agreement and finding a way of sharing resources.  He said he wants 39 
to set the expectations that the Town does not do a whole lot of maintenance now.  40 
 Eric Hallman said the Orange County SRTS plan aligns with the Town’s sidewalk plan, 41 
which is driven by the schools as a nucleus.  He said staff has been trying to get a pedestrian 42 
overpass along Orange Grove Road to connect to Grady Brown.  43 
 Commissioner Rich said Orange County is not in the sidewalk business, and she asked 44 
if the County has ever found itself in a situation where someone has to be hired to fix a 45 
sidewalk.  She asked if there are places in County jurisdiction where there are sidewalks, and 46 
she noted that there was something in the materials that referenced maintenance of a parking 47 
lot.  48 
 Abigaile Pittman said there are sidewalks on private property, within a development. 49 
 50 
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 Michael Talbert said the County does not maintain sidewalks on private property; 1 
however the County does maintain the sidewalks in and around County buildings such as the 2 
library, the parking deck and West Campus.   3 
 Commissioner Rich asked if this is contract work.  4 
 Michael Talbert said this is generally specified work that is contracted out, and the 5 
County pays for it. 6 
 Abigaile Pittman said many of the sidewalks in this project are not close to County 7 
buildings, but many are a path from schools to and from residential areas. 8 
 Brian Lowen asked about sidewalks around schools that are not in the city limits.  He 9 
asked how this is handled. 10 
 Staff said that is what they are trying to figure out. 11 
 Brian Lowen asked if the state would be willing to take over maintenance. 12 
 Abigaile Pittman said the DOT will not maintain these. 13 
 Craig Benedict said there was a similar situation on Homestead Road.  He said this was 14 
Orange County’s jurisdiction, and it was not within Chapel Hill and Carrboro’s ETJ. He said this 15 
required a 4 party agreement.  He said it is okay, within an agreement, for municipalities to 16 
maintain lands outside of their jurisdiction. 17 
 Chair Jacobs said Orange County is considering doing a bond issue in 2016.  He said, 18 
given that the state is not going to provide any funding for sidewalks, he would like Orange 19 
County to have a discussion about asking voters to help promote walkability and alternative 20 
modes of transportations with our own money.   He said this should be part of the conversation 21 
moving forward if the state is no longer supportive of alternative transportation.   22 
 He suggested the Town and County staff should work together to approach the 23 
contractors used by the Town of Hillsborough to do the maintenance for these proposed 24 
sidewalks. 25 
 Eric Hallman said the current agreement can be used as a boilerplate for this.  26 
 The Boards agreed by consensus. 27 
 28 

b)  Implementation of Downtown Hillsborough Access Study Improvements 29 
 Margaret Hauth said staff is still moving forward with DOT and Orange County’s support 30 
on the sidewalk in front of the courthouse.  She said the project is closer to the start of 31 
construction.  She said the Town Commissioners will be providing feedback this weekend, and 32 
some portions of the plan may be flip flopped in order to address the Bank of America Parking 33 
lot, which is leased by the town.  She said this is to be reconfigured to function more normally 34 
and to provide a place for off street loading.  She said there are still questionable issues with 35 
the DOT, but staff still feels this is a viable project. 36 
 Commissioner Rich asked if the local money has changed.  37 
 Margaret Hauth said the method DOT used to distribute funding to them is no longer 38 
available.   She said DOT has committed to working within existing funds to find a way to qualify 39 
this project for those funds.   She said this is considered a committed project and the DOT is 40 
very supportive.  She said she is very sure they will get the funding from DOT. 41 
 Chair Jacobs asked about a reference to parking on the eastside of Churton Street. 42 
 Margaret Hauth said this is not about parking.  She said the re-surfacing of Churton 43 
Street qualifies for assurance of handicap accessibility and ADA compliance with each and 44 
every crosswalk.  She said the west side was being addressed, but the east side was not being 45 
touched; however the new rule is that everything must be ADA compliant.  She said this triggers 46 
work on the east side of the street.   47 
 Chair Jacobs asked if staff can re-visit the idea of having a crosswalk by Radius 48 
Restaurant. 49 
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 Margaret Hauth said staff has looked at this, and there is no situation in that area that 1 
meets DOT’s regulations. 2 
 Commissioner Price said the other issue is the bus stop in front of the police station.   3 
 Margaret Hauth said there is a turn lane and too much going on there to put up a 4 
crosswalk.  5 
 6 

c)   Access Management Planning in Economic Development Districts – I-40    7 
 Interchange and Hampton Pointe Areas 8 

 Craig Benedict said Orange County and Hillsborough have been working in the access 9 
management plan arena for a long time.  He said when you vie for money at the MPO level or 10 
from DOT or environmental agencies, if you have an adopted access management plan, your 11 
potential to receive funding increases greatly.  He said County staff has worked on several 12 
access management plans in the Eno Development District and in the Efland/Mebane area.  He 13 
feels it would also be prudent to work with Hillsborough to look at interchanges around 14 
Interstate 85 and new Highway 86.   He said there is a plan based on work done in the early 15 
2000’s.  He said the more work done to find feasible locations for traffic devices and widening 16 
of roads, the greater the potential for funding.  17 
 He suggested that staff begin a dialogue regarding an interchange at Waterstone. He 18 
said there are 4 quadrants, and only 1 of those is really being developed at this time (the 19 
northeast quadrant).  He said this is setting the stage for continued development to the 20 
Northwest quadrant.  He said staff should look south of the interchange as well.  He said the 21 
connection from Waterstone going east to west between New 86 and Old 86 was picked up by 22 
a developer, and without that connection, development would have been a struggle.  23 
 Craig Benedict said it is not as easy in North Carolina to show a roadway on a map and 24 
then tell a development to reserve and dedicate the roadway.  He said this plan is not just for 25 
public sector work; it is to set a game plan for making separate developments fit together.  26 
 Chair Jacobs asked if the direction to staff would be to engage in joint planning on how 27 
to plan these areas. 28 
 Craig Benedict said yes.  He said he will coordinate with planning staff, and the 29 
Department of Transportation (DOT) will be asked to look at the work.  He said the half million 30 
dollar road that DOT is building for Morinaga was augmented by the access management plan 31 
that was approved 2 years ago.  He said the land use change that was done in that 423 acre 32 
area, though it was basic and just included a dashed line, was helpful when going through 33 
environmental approvals for the roadway design.   34 
 He said he is asking elected officials for approval so that staff can move forward.  He 35 
said these basic access management plans should be brought forward in the next 4-6 months 36 
to set a game plan for development in and around these economic development areas.  37 
 Commissioner Dorosin asked if there is a generalized plan on paper now. 38 
 Craig Benedict said there is nothing on paper for the Hillsborough area; but there are 39 
dashed lines on a map for the Efland/Mebane area.  He said this indicates to developers where 40 
the best locations are for signalized intersections.  41 
 Eric Hallman said he thought the DOT had done some preliminary drawings on both the 42 
Old 86 and New 86 interchanges 43 
 Craig Benedict said those were only for the entrance and exit points off the interchange.  44 
He said there is more work within the quadrants that needs to be addressed. 45 
 Commissioner McKee asked if this will be done in concert with the Hillsborough 46 
Planning Board. 47 
 Craig Benedict said yes. 48 
 49 
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 Chair Jacobs said he thought the planning group in the early 2000’s for the Hillsborough 1 
Economic Development Districts also did roads across from Hampton Pointe to get Highway 10 2 
to align better with 86.  He asked if this was part of the plan.  3 
 Craig Benedict said that is part of the plan, but this access management plan will take it 4 
to a higher level.  He said that was the early study work, and there was a line drawn with an 5 
idea of that road continuing; but when development did not happen on that side, DOT put a light 6 
at Old NC 10.  He said this is still not the best location.  He said this access management plan 7 
is the type of plan needed to clearly ask a developer to move forward.   8 
 Chair Jacobs referred to the Orange Grove Road access management plan and the 9 
development that straddles Eno Mountain Road.  He thought the agreement was to line up 10 
Mayo Street and Eno Mountain Road.  He asked if this is going to happen. 11 
 Craig Benedict said there was a courtesy review of this, and comments were sent to 12 
DOT.  He said staff is looking for a reservation to the northern side of this, meaning Eno 13 
Mountain would move a little.  He said there have been no decisions made regarding who will 14 
build it. 15 
 Margaret Hauth said there is no feasibility study from DOT, so no one knows where the 16 
alignment will be at this point.  She said there is not enough information about where a road 17 
might go to require a reservation.   18 
 Chair Jacobs asked if there would ever be a reservation if development moves ahead. 19 
 Margaret Hauth said if it gets designed, it will have to move around any development 20 
that is built in its way.  She said the town was inconsistent in its support for the alignment in 21 
years past, but it is back on the list now.    22 
 Craig Benedict said there may need to be action to jumpstart DOT’s feasibility plan.  He 23 
said DOT wants more specifics to see that this is achievable and to see what the impacts will 24 
be.  He said a line on a map used to be better than nothing, but it is not that easy now.  25 
 Mayor Stevens said he felt that this was a catch-22.  He said there was enough 26 
information, and it was a small enough project to interest a developer; but there was not a lot 27 
that could be done, given the DOT road.   28 
 Margaret Hauth said with so many roads controlled by the state and funding the way it 29 
is, it behooves a municipality to go ahead and spend local funding to do the analysis in order to 30 
move a project forward. 31 
 Commissioner Price said the previous transportation administration had agreed to work 32 
on the alignment on Churton Street. 33 
 Chair Jacobs said this could be brought up at their DOT quarterly meeting, and the 34 
Board could ask about a possible feasibility study being done for this area. 35 
 36 

d)   Widening of Interstate 85, Especially Bridges 37 
 Mayor Stevens said the area around I-85 is very critical to Hillsborough’s economic 38 
development. 39 
 Eric Hallman said two years ago there was a discussion about how Hillsborough and the 40 
County had not prioritized this area for development.  He said they are paying the price now for 41 
projects being pushed out.  He requested that, as the prioritization process for the 42 
transportation improvement plan moves forward, everyone do what they can to encourage this 43 
project. 44 
 Commissioner McKee asked how this project is ranked with DOT. 45 
 Craig Benedict said the I-85 widening was put out between two different TIP programs.  46 
He said it makes it more problematic that it was half in the end of one 10 year period and then 47 
in the start of another 10 year period.  He said it was pushed back last year due to the amount 48 
of money that was available.  He said this is about weighing priorities, and he thinks that after 49 
this first strategic transportation initiative funding formula, maybe staff can figure out how to 50 
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move a project up.  He said an interchange cannot be done without doing a full widening of I-1 
85.  He said if you can keep it in a 10 year Transportation Improvement Plan (TIP) you are 2 
better off than if it is pushed out 15-20 years. 3 
 Chair Jacobs said he thinks that the new formula and the focus on regional projects 4 
indicates the interstates in Orange County may be addressed more quickly.  5 
 Commissioner Gordon said her understanding is that the prioritization 3.0 scoring 6 
formula puts interstates in a higher tier and makes this project more likely to receive favorable 7 
consideration. 8 
 Kathleen Ferguson asked what can be done to increase prioritization. 9 
 Craig Benedict said each year Orange County and other jurisdictions put in their priority 10 
list.  He said this is pulled together, and the priorities have to be co-mingled.  He said the DOT 11 
then looks at the list and considers their regional priorities.  He agrees that interstates could 12 
move up in importance.  He said it is important to vie to keep it high in the MPO priority list.  13 
 Margaret Hauth said staff has gone through the submission of local priorities and are 14 
now waiting on the DOT to score it.  She said that the last step is for the County and Town to 15 
lobby for as many points as possible to be put on Interstate 85.  16 
 Kathleen Ferguson asked if there was anything else.  17 
 Margaret Hauth said that is the only step left to be done.   18 
 Commissioner McKee said the more aligned the affected governmental entities are, the 19 
better the chance of getting the project approved. 20 
 Commissioner Price said she thinks, based on the TARPO meetings, that because I-85 21 
connects the economic development areas, this will be prioritized at the state level.  She asked 22 
about the status of the bridge.  23 
 Craig Benedict said the bridge on new 86 would be widened as part of the project.  He 24 
said the one on Churton Street would be a completely new bridge.   25 
 Margaret Hauth said these will both be new bridges, in part because there are widening 26 
projects for both 86 and South Churton Street that are waiting for I-85 to be widened in order to 27 
properly configure the interchanges.  28 
 Craig Benedict said the points system is not just internal to the MPO.  He said the 29 
projects rated in the MPO have to vie against other MPO’s.  He said there is competition for 30 
money to come to division 7.  He said the re-negotiation will be an important step, and 31 
decisions may have to be made about where to put the chips in the MPO.  32 
 33 
2.  Transit 34 

a)  Update on Orange County Bus and Rail Investment Plan (OCBRIP) 35 
Implementation 36 

 Craig Benedict noted that Eric Langfried was in attendance from Triangle Transit. 37 
 Craig Benedict said the Orange County Bus and Rail Investment Plan (OCBRIP) was 38 
approved by the BOCC in June 2012 and in November 2012 voters approved a one-half cent 39 
sales tax to implement the program. He said this plan addresses a variety of transportation 40 
modes including: the Amtrak station; the bus rapid transit along the Martin Luther King corridor; 41 
the light rail project; as well as the additional bus service hours, which is the focus tonight.  He 42 
said the bus service hours will be available to three bus providers: Orange Public 43 
Transportation (OPT), Triangle Transit Authority (TTA), and Chapel Hill Transit.  He said the 44 
monies are now becoming available from the half cent sales tax and the $7 vehicle tag fee.  He 45 
said there will be another $3 regional tag fee by the first part of next year.   46 
 He said the amount of hours available for new service over the next 4 years will be 47 
about 30,000 hours.  He said Chapel Hill runs about 200,000 hours per year, and OPT runs 48 
about 20,000 hours per year, including the demand response service and the Hillsborough 49 
circulator.  He said of those 30,000 hours; 64 percent of the funding goes to Chapel Hill; 24 50 
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percent goes to Triangle Transit; and 12% goes to OPT.  He said staff has been working with 1 
TTA for the past year on the OPT and Triangle Transit routes that would service central and 2 
rural Orange County.   3 
    4 

b)  Central and Rural Orange County 5-Year Bus Service Expansion Program,   5 
 Including Update on Hillsborough Circulator 6 

 Craig Benedict said staff is looking at some routes based on community outreach and 7 
will be providing a formal presentation with Triangle Transit to the Board of County 8 
Commissioners on April 1st.  9 
 Craig Benedict reviewed the routes while referring to a display map. He said the majority 10 
of the money in this new program will be put toward an East/West route in Mebane, Efland, 11 
Hillsborough and over to Durham.  He said the important piece in this is stopping in northern 12 
Hillsborough and creating some sort of transit stop to hook up with the Hillsborough circulator 13 
route and the 420 route.  14 
 Kathleen Ferguson asked if this would include the grocery stores and stops along 70.  15 
 Craig Benedict said this would be more of a regional express route.  He said the 16 
Hillsborough circulator might be able to branch out to go to the Food Lion, but this would be 17 
more of a local route.  18 
 Kathleen Ferguson said it is critical that the 70 corridor have a route with stops for 19 
northern residents.  She said this is vital, as it is the only transportation for many of those 20 
citizens.  21 
 Craig Benedict said there are many different types of routes, and the task will be finding 22 
a combination of routes that serve the community best. He said conversations have been had 23 
with Hillsborough residents about this.  He said there are limited hours available to add, and 24 
one full day route is 3,500 hours.  25 
 Kathleen Ferguson said she understands this, but this is about people who have no 26 
other option.  She said if that group of citizens is not being served she does not see the point. 27 
 Commissioner Price agreed and said the majority of residents she has spoken with are 28 
looking for a local bus with local stops.  She said maybe the percentages need to be 29 
reconsidered.  She said there are more people moving in at Hampton Pointe and in the new 30 
development on Business 70, and these residents are going to need bus service.  31 
 Craig Benedict said he does not disagree with the needs along 70; however it may 32 
require using a variety of routes and providers to make this work.  He said there are limitations, 33 
and maybe these numbers can be reviewed at a subsequent meeting.  He said these 34 
comments are being noted and will be kept in mind by his staff and TTA. 35 
 He finished reviewing the display map.   36 
 Craig Benedict said OPT received $88,000 the first year; it will receive $200,000 this 37 
year, $300,000 the following year, and $380,000 the last year.  He said that is a reasonable 38 
amount of money; but there is about $800,000 now in OPT’s budget, $400,000 of which is out 39 
of OPT’s pocket, with the rest being leveraged by state and federal dollars.  He said this runs 40 
20,000 hours, so $300,000 doesn’t stretch too far.  He said Commissioner Gordon and 41 
Commissioner Price have stressed in past meetings, the importance of additional bus hours, 42 
and staff is examining this.  43 
 Commissioner McKee said that the focus must be on the needs of the users, rather than 44 
the convenience of the service providers. 45 
 Kathleen Ferguson said those with no options or few options should be served before 46 
those who have multiple options.  47 
 Craig Benedict said staff has developed maps of transit dependent populations, and 48 
these are noted in northern Hillsborough the Efland Cheeks area.  He said the senior citizen 49 
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populations are being considered.  He said there are more people over the age of 60 outside of 1 
Chapel Hill and Carrboro than there are in Chapel Hill and Carrboro. 2 
 Commissioner Price said people want to age in place, and it is important to serve them. 3 
She said she has a problem with buses only going through 5:00.  She said people need 4 
transportation to work, and to and from school, and the bus should provide this.  5 
 Craig Benedict said one last thing that will be funded with the Bus and Rail Investment 6 
Plan monies is the continuation of the Hillsborough circulator route.  He said there are currently 7 
monies earmarked with the plan for when the congestion management air quality grants dry up.  8 
He said there will be additional monies necessary to upgrade the service to include weekends.  9 
He said there is a three party agreement between MPO, TTA and Orange County that talks 10 
about funding that might not be completely explained in the plan or the implementation 11 
agreement.  He said the three parties will have to sign off on the new funding arrangement in 12 
order to have sustainable funding for the circulator route.  He said staff is trying to use money 13 
from the tag tax to fund it, as money from the sales tax is not supposed to be used for existing 14 
services. 15 
 Jenn Weaver asked for clarification on the circulator route.  She asked if there were any 16 
immediate plans to add a route going in the other direction.  17 
 Craig Benedict said the plan is to keep the one route, and change locations as 18 
necessary.   He said running a bus in the opposite direction doubles the cost.  He said the 19 
circulator costs $90,000 - $110,000 per year, so funding another route in the other direction 20 
would mean finding another $100,000.  He said OPT has not vied for urban monies from the 21 
MPO in the past, as it was a rural area, and the MPO didn’t cover all the way to Efland.  He said 22 
this is changing, and OPT is asking for their fair share based on population served in the 23 
urbanized area.  24 
 Commissioner Pelissier said she would like to put the issue of various bus service needs 25 
in perspective.  She noted that she is on the Board of Health and is the liaison for the Master 26 
Aging Plan.  She said the Master Aging Plan talks a lot about the need for transportation for 27 
seniors, and then last night the Board of Health passed a resolution stating the need to make 28 
sure there is transportation for residents who need it for health reasons.  She said there is a 29 
tremendous expressed need for transit.  She said the sales tax is not going to solve all of the 30 
transit problems, and the reality is that projects are going have to be prioritized.   31 
 Commissioner Gordon said the abstract says this will come back to the Commissioners 32 
in April or May for approval of financial assumptions.  She said it sounds esoteric that that 33 
would be important. She said there is an inter-local agreement that says if the conditions 34 
materially change it has to come back to the Board.  She said there are material changes.  She 35 
questioned what will be done if sales tax revenue goes up, but some of the other state or local 36 
revenue sources go down.  She said this will be an important conversation in May.  She said 37 
the bus hours are critically important, and the Board wants to rectify this when extra money 38 
comes in.    39 
 Commissioner Gordon said it is important to remember that 75 percent of the money 40 
goes to the light rail transit.  She said the bus and rail plan passed by the voters is pretty 41 
specific, but there are some changes, and the question is what will be done in April.  She said 42 
she is hearing the Board say that the bus service is the priority.  43 
 Commissioner McKee congratulated Eric Langfried on the approval to move to 44 
development stage.  He said this does not change his stand on the light rail, but it was evidently 45 
a well put together plan.  He referenced a proposal put forth this summer regarding the 46 
possibility of an east/west route from Mebane to Durham down I-85.  He asked if this has been 47 
put away or if it is still on the table.  48 
 Eric Langfried said he does not know the final recommendation on this.  49 
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 Commissioner McKee said he would like to see this taken off the table.  He said he 1 
realizes that the half cent sales tax cannot address all of the needs, but without the light rail 2 
component, it would address the majority of them. 3 
 Eric Hallman asked what happened to the funding for the circulator route.  He said the 4 
plan voted on by the Town had the circulator route covered as new coverage, given the date it 5 
went into operation.  He said this plan has since been manipulated so the circulator plan now 6 
can’t be funded by the half cent sales tax.  He said this is not the plan that was approved.  7 
 Craig Benedict said, at first the plan described new service as something after July 8 
2009.  He said the Hillsborough circulator started out after that; so it was considered new.  He 9 
said late in the implementation agreement process, the date for new service became the 10 
referendum date of November 2012.  He said the circulator was running at that point, so it was 11 
considered an existing service, which could not be funded with the sales tax.  He said staff 12 
stated its case on this issue.  13 
 Craig Benedict said there is a way to fund the circulator using only tag tax revenue, 14 
which equals $788,000 in a the first full year; however the share for the circulator and OPT will 15 
be based on how much money is spent by the local government entities, you get a 92 percent - 16 
8 percent split on the tag revenue.  He said that 8 percent split is probably $40,000 or $50,000 17 
per year.  He said this does not completely pay for the Hillsborough circulator; but some money 18 
has been accrued, and it is sustainable for the first 4 or 5 years.  He said the managers and 19 
TTA are working on determining whether the split is sustainable.   He said the math shows that 20 
the 8 percent will get smaller as time goes on, because the Chapel Hill system will spend more 21 
than OPT spends.  He said this will need to be resolved in the coming years. 22 
 Eric Langfried said both TTA and the MPO were fine in understanding that some of the 23 
new monies would be spent to continue the Hillsborough circulator, but it is really just about 24 
finding the legal mechanism to do that.   He said the notion that the circulator should continue 25 
to be funded is not in doubt.  26 
 Eric Hallman said it is something his board should advocate for  27 
 Commissioner Price said her understanding was that there would be a bus going in the 28 
opposite direction, because one of the major complaints about this route was the inconvenience 29 
of having only one bus going in one direction.  She said there needs to be another bus so that 30 
more people would use it.  She would be in favor of another circulator bus.  31 
 Craig Benedict said staff will take roughly $400,000 and put price tags on a reverse 32 
route and on mid-day service on Highway 70.  He said this will show how this money gets 33 
allocated.  He said staff is also trying to put some senior citizen money in to bring people to the 34 
senior center.  He said the current draft lists 5 things that staff believes can be funded in the 35 
first 5 years.  He said he doesn’t see funding for an extra $100,000 route for the circulator 36 
unless another $100,000 in associated hours is cut out.  He said staff will try to list out the costs 37 
of these routes. 38 
 Commissioner Price said she believes there should be a re-allocation of money.  She 39 
does not see why the northern and central parts of the County should be short-changed.  She 40 
said there are people up there that need service.  41 
 Kathleen Ferguson said the County is not Chapel Hill/Carrboro; the County is the 42 
County. 43 
 Commissioner Pelissier said she believes the Board wants to honor the original plan 44 
regarding the circulator route.  She said, regarding the addition of a reverse direction of the 45 
circulator, she thinks it needs to be clear that this could be funded out of the half cents sales 46 
tax, as this will be a new service. 47 
 Craig Benedict said this will still be limited by the overall $400,000.  He said when this 48 
comes to the Commissioners on April 1st and May 8th, the financial plan will be included, and 49 
this will show the proposed growth rate of 4.4 percent to 2035.  He said staff thinks the half cent 50 
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sales tax will start at $6.2 million per year and grow at this rate moving forward.  He said if you 1 
increase the growth rate at .8 percent, the revenue increase will equal $60 million through 2035.  2 
He said some of the decisions coming to the Board are going to involve allocation of money in 3 
the face of changing revenue sources and expenditures.  4 
 Mayor Stevens said with the circulator route being as popular as it is now, the addition of 5 
another route will likely mean triple return rate.  He said this will have a social equity impact, as 6 
well as an economic impact.  He expressed appreciation for the widespread support.  7 
 Chair Jacobs asked Eric Langfried if there have been any changes to the numbers.  8 
 Eric Langfried said no.  He said his staff has been working with the County on decisions 9 
about how the money can be spent.  He said it is very important to have a good local network 10 
that feeds into a larger regional network.  He said some of the connections and loop routes 11 
could be made with the east west routes and the extension of routes up to Cedar Grove, as well 12 
as more frequent service.  He said there are a lot of new connections that can be made.  He 13 
said it would be good to see how everything plays out before deciding on a change in priorities. 14 
 Chair Jacobs said he thought Eric Langfried had said it wasn’t necessarily that the 15 
existing circulator route could not be funded with new funds. 16 
 Eric Langfried said the sales tax funds cannot be used, but the vehicle registration fee 17 
could be used for the increased cost of service.  He said the other difficult alternative would be 18 
to change the implementation agreement and to change that date back to the retroactive play.  19 
He said it is important to find a common understanding of the best legal way to do this.  20 
 Chair Jacobs asked Craig Benedict who made the decisions about how the money was 21 
applicable to new projects.  22 
 Craig Benedict said this was Triangle Transit.  23 
 Commissioner Pelissier said it was a legal issue.  24 
   25 

c)  Amtrak Station Update 26 
 Margaret Hauth said everyone is working hard to get this train station going.  She said in 27 
December, the North Carolina Rail Road (NCRR), Norfolk Southern and Triangle Transit 28 
entered a contract to perform a capacity study on the rail corridor to help determine future 29 
needs (dual tracking, etc.) which could impact the station or its location. She said this study was 30 
identified last year as the critical next step, and it has begun and will be completed by 31 
September 2014.  She said following the capacity study, the Town and Triangle Transit will 32 
pursue environmental documentation for the site to continue improving its feasibility for funding. 33 
 She said the recent prioritization 3.0 process saw the potential cost of the station 34 
balloon to $30 million. This was due to the inclusion of additional track work along with the 35 
station for freight which has since been taken out.   She said this included a large number of 36 
improvements to address moving freight, as well as passenger trains that may not even stop in 37 
Hillsborough.  She said high speed rail is only meant to have 8 stops and would not stop in 38 
Hillsborough, but there would have to be more by-pass tracks to accommodate this.  39 
 Margaret Hauth said NCDOT Rail staff recommends the scope be reduced to align with 40 
the $4 million previously proposed for site access, utilities, parking and a modular station. 41 
She said the Metropolitan Planning Organization (MPO) has suggested that the $8 million 42 
permanent station be included in the Transit Plan and should be pursued since the transit tax 43 
supports this phase.  44 
 Commissioner Gordon said there was a lot of money added to not to stop the train in 45 
Hillsborough.  She said she would be interested in knowing what Hillsborough wants.  She 46 
asked if the Town would rather have the $4 million project or the $8 million project.   47 
 Margaret Hauth said the projects have all been submitted to DOT for scoring purposes, 48 
and the $8 million project was submitted.   49 
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 Commissioner Rich asked for clarification on what the cost is if the by-pass rails are not 1 
built.  2 
 Margaret Hauth said the capacity study will give a lot more information.  She said the by-3 
pass won’t be as elaborate for three trains.  She said, because there is no funding for the 4 
passenger trains that will not stop in Hillsborough, there is no need to build the tracks for those 5 
trains.  She said the extra by-pass rails were only needed if there were funded trains that would 6 
not stop in Hillsborough.  She said all of the passenger trains funded today are scheduled to 7 
stop in Hillsborough.   8 
 Margaret Hauth noted that freight does not run on as tight of a schedule as passenger 9 
trains.  10 
 Commissioner Pelissier asked about the location of single tracks versus double tracks.  11 
 Margaret Hauth said her understanding is that dual tracking is slowly being brought 12 
north out of Charlotte.  13 
 Commissioner Dorosin asked for the substantive difference between the $4 million 14 
station and the $8 million station.   15 
 Margaret Hauth said it is the difference between a modular train station building and a 16 
brick and mortar, 6000 square foot building.  She said it also involves the parking. 17 
 Commissioner Price said she thinks it would help economic development to do the brick 18 
and mortar building.  19 
 Commissioner Dorosin asked why the modular was ever recommended.  20 
 Margaret Hauth said this was suggested to get the station open earlier.  21 
 Commissioner McKee noted that this was the last project added to the bus and rail 22 
investment plan.  He is concerned that the last project in may be the first project out, and he 23 
feels it is important to stay aware of what is going on.   24 
 Eric Hallman said one of the ways he hopes to accelerate this process is through a 25 
public private partnership, given that the town owns the 20 acres for the building development.  26 
He said he would look to the County to help push this.  27 
 Margaret Hauth said the town needs to develop the vision on paper to share with 28 
people.   29 
 Mayor Stevens said the town is funding some of the impact study for this project, and 30 
there are efforts being made to keep this moving.  31 
 Commissioner Pelissier said Triangle Transit is having a lot of different financial models 32 
run and is looking at options, including public private partnerships.  She said she is attending 33 
conferences in reference to this, and there is a public private partnership conference on transit 34 
in Charlotte next week.  She said the Board is going to look at all of the options on the table to 35 
make sure the plan that everyone agreed to is implemented. 36 
 Commissioner Price asked if Amtrak is still a big player.  37 
 Margaret Hauth said Amtrak is very supportive but they are not offering any financial 38 
assistance.  39 
 Commissioner Price asked who owns the rail line.  40 
 Margaret Hauth said NCRR owns the rail line, but there is an operating agreement with 41 
Norfolk Southern.  She said this means Norfolk Southern also has to sign off on this, and they 42 
have signed off on the capacity study.  43 
 44 
 45 

 3.  Town of Hillsborough/Orange County ETJ Adjustment Process 46 
 47 
 Margaret Hauth referred to the blue handouts at the Commissioners’ places.  She said 48 
the town and the County have been working since 2006 to develop a strategic growth plan for 49 
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the Hillsborough area and Central Orange County.  She reviewed the following timeline and 1 
information from the handouts: 2 
 3 
In 2006, the town and county jointly crafted the Strategic Growth Plan with these 6 goals: 4 

• Preserve and enhance the Hillsborough core area 5 
• Preserve significant cultural and natural resources 6 
• Coordinate growth with water/sewer availability 7 
• Grow in a fiscally-responsible way 8 
• Keep existing businesses healthy 9 
• Assure continuity in public service provision 10 

 11 
In 2009, the town and county jointly adopted an Inter local Agreement to implement the plan.  The 12 
term “development” in this agreement is not undefined and is not assumed to match the definition 13 
in the Courtesy Review Agreement. 14 
 15 
In 2010, the Water & Sewer Boundary Agreement was amended to reflect the Urban Services 16 
Boundary agreed to in the Strategic Growth Plan and Inter local Agreement.  The USB represents 17 
the area that the town is planning to serve with utilities at some point in the future. 18 
 19 
In 2013, the Town of Hillsborough prepared and adopted a Future Land Use Plan (FLUP) that 20 
envisioned future uses throughout the Urban Services Boundary.  This plan is a component of the 21 
town’s comprehensive plan.  To be consistent with a state law effective in 2006 (NCGS 160A.383), 22 
the town adopts a statement of consistency with each zoning map amendment and ordinance 23 
amendment.  This helps insure the implementation of the town’s FLUP on a case by case basis.  24 
Amendments that are not consistent with the town’s FLUP must have an accompanying request to 25 
amend the FLUP or risk denial.  Also in 2013, Orange County adopted the town’s FLUP, but did 26 
not formally incorporate it into the County’s comprehensive plan.  Orange County intends to 27 
integrate the town’s FLUP into its comprehensive plan following the implementation of the 28 
Extraterritorial Jurisdiction (ETJ) amendments. 29 
 30 
What’s Next: 31 
We are in the middle of the process of swapping ETJ areas – adding about 600 acres to the 32 
town’s area and releasing about 400 acres back to Orange County.  A public information meeting 33 
was well attended on January 9, primarily by residents scheduled to be added to the ETJ.  They 34 
understandably raised concerns about adding a new layer of regulation without a clear path of 35 
representation.  Most of the properties to be added to the ETJ are already developed. 36 
 37 

The Remaining Steps: 38 
1) Following the ETJ swap, the county plans to integrate the Inter local Agreement and the 39 

town’s FLUP into the County comprehensive plan. 40 
• This requires a robust out-reach and public notification process.  Affected properties 41 

plus those within 500 feet of affected properties must receive written notification of 42 
any public hearing by certified mail ($6 per letter). 43 

2) Implement the two types of urbanizing areas as defined by the Inter local Agreement. 44 
• This involves transitioning another 1,000 acres to the town’s zoning jurisdiction 45 

through the Hillsborough Urbanizing designation.  The notification requirements are 46 
similar and about one half of the affected owners are already developed areas. 47 

• If the town follows its FLUP and essentially “pre-zones” the undeveloped areas 48 
during the transition, it removes an important negotiating aspect of the development 49 
review process from the town’s toolkit. 50 
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 1 
  Margaret Hauth noted that the ETJ has town zoning category, and this does not 2 
line up 100 percent with the County.  She said AR in the town and AR in the County may not 3 
mean the same thing.  She said the town has R-10 and R-40, and the County has R-1 and R-2.  4 
She said this requires a formal re-zoning process. 5 
 Margaret Hauth said before the move forward on this public process staff wanted to ask 6 
the boards is this something they want to do.  She said it is important to note that if the town re-7 
zones the properties coming into their ETJ consistent with the future land use map this will 8 
involve pre-zoning a fair amount of property and putting in districts that will subject it to fairly 9 
intense development.  She said this takes away the town’s tool of negotiating with property 10 
owners through the special use zoning process.   11 
 She said the point of ETJ’s is to prep areas for annexation to bring them more in line 12 
with municipal regulations.   She said a lot of the areas being added are already developed.  13 
She noted that the Wildwood subdivision is actually developed at a smaller minimum lot size 14 
than the town currently has in its unified development ordinance.  15 
 She said the lines of communication are open, and all projects of 5 acres or 20 dwelling 16 
units or more that come within the town’s planning jurisdiction are shared with the County 17 
planning department for comments.  She said when the County gets a request for a project that 18 
wants water and sewer service in the urban service but outside of the planning area, this is sent 19 
to the town for comments.   20 
 21 
 Margaret Hauth reviewed the following from the handouts: 22 
 23 
Have we achieved what we wanted to achieve? 24 

• The lines of communication are open between the two planning department staffs during 25 
the development review process. 26 

• The amended Water and Sewer Boundary Agreement memorializes the Urban Services 27 
Boundary and documents the commitment to the boundary. 28 

• Unlike twenty or more years ago, the town rarely approves utility extension agreements 29 
without annexation due to the equity issues regarding paying for the town services used 30 
and to minimize customers that must pay higher out of town utility rates. 31 

• Due to local preferences and amendments to the state annexation laws, the town rarely 32 
annexes using the involuntary process (once in the last 22 years). 33 

 34 
Does the full implementation of the Inter local Agreement achieve substantially more? 35 

• ETJ is intended to ensure that new development in areas that are likely to be annexed is 36 
consistent with the development regulation of the annexing community.  Recent changes to 37 
the annexation laws reduce the likelihood of the proposed ETJ areas being annexed, 38 
except in the case of major redevelopment.  Moving developed neighborhoods into the ETJ 39 
after they are developed provides no protection to the residents of the neighborhood and 40 
adds permitting steps to any project current residents take on (zoning permit from the town 41 
followed by building permit from Orange County – 2 locations, 2 fees).   42 

 43 
• If the intent of adding areas to the town’s ETJ is to ease annexation for neighborhoods 44 

already being served by town utilities (and lowing their utility bills), this will not be effective.  45 
The changes in the state’s annexation laws are a much bigger obstacle than the ETJ 46 
location.  The town has historically not pursued annexation of neighborhoods under the 47 
involuntary process.  The town remains willing to discuss annexation with any 48 
neighborhood or group of property owners interested.  The town has also studied the 49 
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impact of annexation and water rates on houses of various price points to help 1 
neighborhoods determine what is in their best interest. 2 

 3 
• The town is willing to release the 400 acres of ETJ to the County without receiving 4 

additional acreage in return.  These areas are difficult to serve with utilities and are unlikely 5 
to be considered for annexation, so releasing them from the ETJ manages expectations 6 
more clearly.  This process does involve notice and public hearings by both entities. 7 

  8 
 Commissioner Dorosin said an ETJ is an unusual situation where residents are subject 9 
to the control of a governing body that they have no power to elect.  He feels that when this was 10 
first adopted by the legislature, the trade-off was that cities got the control beyond their borders, 11 
because the areas ultimately become annexed and become part of the city.  He said, given the 12 
changes in annexation laws, this is not going to happen, and much of the areas here are 13 
already developed.  He said he does not see any rational justification for subjecting these 14 
residents to the additional level of oversight by a board to which they have no political voice.  15 
 Margaret Hauth said she has struggled to find an upside for the residents, other than to 16 
say that in North Carolina it’s nice to have ETJ’s around city limits. 17 
 Commissioner Dorosin said this is also not a situation where you have two cities butting 18 
up against each other with the ETJ as a buffer.  He said this gives him a tremendous amount of 19 
reluctance.  He said any of these areas, in the ETJ or not, could be voluntarily annexed.   20 
 He asked about the demographics for the areas being let out. 21 
 Margaret Hauth said most of this area is Duke Forest, and the others are very low 22 
density areas.  She said there are only about 22 property owners.  23 
 Commissioner Dorosin said given all of that, he feels that this change merits a much 24 
closer review. 25 
 Commissioner Gordon asked if the proposal, as referenced it the “What’s Next” section 26 
of the handout, is proposing that this just stop.  27 
 Margaret Hauth said the boards could just stop, but the town is still willing to give the 28 
400 acres back to Orange County, as it is unreasonable to have this in the town’s ETJ to begin 29 
with. This would be a release, instead of a swap. 30 
 Margaret Hauth said there is no benefit to fully implementing the interlocal agreement if 31 
this is done.  She said, after this step, the agreement just calls for even more areas to be 32 
treated as quasi ETJ.  33 
 Commissioner Gordon said this is sounding like an argument not to do this.  She 34 
summarized that what the board would like to do is: not change the interlocal agreement; 35 
release the 400 acres to Orange County; and not expand the ETJ. 36 
 Margaret Hauth said it would be best, since there is a sunset provision, to have both 37 
boards pass a joint resolution after these two things are done, that this will not continue.  38 
 Chair Jacobs said part of the original purpose of the interlocal agreement was to set 39 
boundaries for growth and to memorialize a joint vision of how Hillsborough and its 40 
surroundings would grow or not grow.  He said if the boards think it is sufficient to stop now, he 41 
wants to make sure that there is preservation of the fact that there is an agreement that 42 
envisions certain elements as to what the surroundings of Hillsborough will be.  He said there 43 
was essentially an agreement that there would be a collar of lower density for the benefit of 44 
both parties.  He does not want this to be lost, and it is consistent with this to take the 400 acres 45 
and put it into a lower density use. 46 
 He said it may be the best decision to stop, but he wants to make sure both parties 47 
agree that this is stopping at a place that is consistent with the vision that was articulated.  48 
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 Margaret Hauth said the only other task that might need to go forward would be bringing 1 
the town’s future land use plan into the County’s comprehensive plan.  She said this could 2 
happen without changing the homeowners’ lives, and it would further memorialize the effort. 3 
 Commissioner McKee said he is sensing a change of direction since the informational 4 
meeting held in January, and he is glad for this.  He said he spent a lot of time addressing 5 
citizen concerns about this, and the feels the idea being proposed, of moving the land back to 6 
the County, and setting a hold on the area in the south, is the best idea.    7 
 Commissioner Price agreed with Commissioner McKee.  She noted that there were 8 
some people in Wildwood who may have wanted to be annexed since they wanted urban 9 
services.  She said it might be good to check in with these people before this is taken entirely 10 
off the board.  11 
 Chair Jacobs said it may be good to have a forum for these particular residents in order 12 
to close the loop. 13 
 Margaret Hauth said there has never been a formal request from Wildwood to be 14 
annexed.  She said there have been individual inquiries on a regular basis.  She said she has 15 
created a spreadsheet that can be filled out to tell people whether it is in their interest to be 16 
annexed.  She said it appears that there might be a provision in the Wildwood covenants that 17 
requires an extraordinary majority of residents to even petition the town for annexation.  18 
 Commissioner Rich asked what happens to the 400 acres being released back to the 19 
County. 20 
 Craig Benedict said this area would have an agricultural/residential land use and zoning. 21 
He said it is in a critical watershed area for Hillsborough’s water source, and some of it is Duke 22 
Forest.  He said there is not much development potential there at all, and nothing would really 23 
change for that land. 24 
 Brian Lowen said he has thought that Wildwood would be a perfect candidate for 25 
annexation, as it already has city water and sewer, and so many residents are paying high city 26 
rates.  He said he initiated a meeting with the officers of the home owner’s association and this 27 
was cancelled at the very last minute, because so many residents did not want to be in the city 28 
limits.  29 
 Commissioner Pelissier said she did not understand Margaret Hauth’s suggestion of 30 
incorporating the town’s land use plan into our comprehensive plan.   She asked what the 31 
advantage would be.  32 
 Tom Altieri said Orange County has a jointly adopted land use plan that covers all of the 33 
land area within the town’s urban services area.  He said this plan has been adopted, but it has 34 
not been fully implemented with comprehensive plan amendments referencing the document.  35 
He said that would need to be done.    36 
 Mayor Stevens said the general attitude of the town board is that they are open to 37 
voluntary annexation, but the amount of energy it takes to do that is enormous, and it is not 38 
conceivable at this point. 39 
 Craig Benedict said there is an additional step that would be helpful to both jurisdictions.  40 
He said the town has moved from a blurry line to a more specific urban service boundary line.  41 
He suggested the creation of a water and sewer agreement between Orange County and 42 
Hillsborough.  He said this would mean if a development proposal comes forward in this area, 43 
there will be a discussion by both entities.  He said this could be a staff project, and this would 44 
give some clarity on the clarity to help anticipate water and sewer potential for economic 45 
development projects.  He said this will be similar to the Mebane/Orange County agreement. 46 
 Chair Jacobs asked if this was an amenable concept. 47 
 Mayor Stevens said this is interesting on the surface, and the town is interested in 48 
economic development.  He said the town has to pay close attention to capacity.  He said there 49 
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is capacity now, but there are some defined limits.  He said he understands having some kind 1 
of general agreements, and it is worth a discussion.   2 
 Eric Hallman said the water and sewer agreement is used to leverage annexation.  He 3 
said this is worth a discussion by our board. 4 
 Commissioner Dorosin said there is a line being drawn where water and sewer are and 5 
are not available.  He does not understand this additional level of negotiation.  He said if the 6 
development is slated to be within the boundary, they are eligible to have water and sewer, and 7 
if they are outside there is no eligibility.  He asked if there is some level of subjectivity being 8 
reinserted here.  9 
 Craig Benedict said this is more about what parts that will likely never have water and 10 
sewer and which parts could have it.   11 
 Commissioner Dorosin confirmed that when you are outside the line, the possibility is 12 
off.  13 
 Craig Benedict said just being within the boundary is not a guarantee.  He said in the 14 
case of Morinaga there needed to be a formal agreement that Mebane, if it extended utilities, 15 
would maintain them afterward.  He understands that no one wants to earmark water and sewer 16 
capacity, but a little more specificity would be good to help keep parties interested and start the 17 
negotiation process.  18 
 Margaret Hauth asked if this agreement would not necessarily apply to the entire urban 19 
services boundary, but would focus at the EDD.   20 
 Craig Benedict said yes.  He said this would focus on the new growth areas.  He said 21 
economic development prospects want to know their likelihood of water and sewer.  He said 22 
there is an understanding that there are limitations and projects with large usage have been 23 
turned down.  He said this would just give more specificity and allow for working within the 24 
constraints.  He said the County is working on the Jordan Lake allocation and wants to know 25 
that Hillsborough has water to service the areas within their city limits and ETJ.  He said the 26 
County will be asking for Jordan Lake allocations and Hillsborough may also be asking for 27 
allocations.  He said the coordinated planning is very helpful in this.  28 
 Discussion ensued about colors on the display map for delivery of water and sewer 29 
services. 30 
 31 
Chair Jacobs summarized the following discussion points: 32 

• Need to articulate where the boards are stopping and the ramifications of the 400 acres 33 
• Decision on whether to Incorporate in to Orange County’s comprehensive plan 34 
• To have a discussion of possible guidelines for water and sewer for economic  35 

development purposes  36 
 37 

 Craig Benedict said staff will discuss this.  He said, in the CIP for Orange County, some 38 
of the quarter cent sales tax monies are being used to augment the economic development 39 
zones.  He said money is earmarked in the later years for the Hillsborough economic 40 
development zone.  He said staff would like to know that if dollars are spent in the Hillsborough 41 
EDD, such as running sewer under the interstate, there is likelihood this investment would be 42 
used.  43 
 Mayor Stevens said if there are infrastructure investments then there is more to talk 44 
about in terms of outlining expectations.  45 
 Commissioner Rich asked who is responsible for telling residents that the ETJ is not 46 
going to happen  47 
 Margaret Hauth said she would send update letters to those who received a letter about 48 
the open house. 49 
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 Chair Jacobs said nothing can be guaranteed until the two boards vote; but residents 1 
can be made aware of where things stand.   2 
 Commissioner McKee asked what the time frame would be for this process.  3 
 Margaret Hauth said the town would have to develop a calendar.  She said there has to 4 
be a public hearing to release those 400 acres, and the County has an obligation to take a few 5 
steps.  She said notices could be sent now, noting that the Board appears to not be moving 6 
forward, and specific dates could be provided for the final decision.  She said this would allow 7 
time for comments.  8 
 Craig Benedict said it would take 4-6 months to release the present ETJ back to Orange 9 
County and assign the new land uses and zoning.   10 
 Chair Jacobs thanked the Town of Hillsborough for their collaborative spirit. 11 
   12 
4.    Update on Memorandum of Agreement to Protect Archaeological Resources on  13 
         Town and County Properties 14 
 Margaret Hauth said there is no map associated, per the state’s preference that the 15 
location of known resources not be overly publicized.  She said there is a draft agreement in the 16 
packet that lays out a few points on sharing information among staffs.  She said County staff 17 
was more than happy to house and update the database.  She said this agreement will be 18 
brought back to both boards in the near future. 19 
 Commissioner Gordon asked about the definition section.  She said the cultural and 20 
ecological resources sections refer to “man-made” modifications.  She suggested “human-21 
made” as gender neutral language here. 22 
 Commissioner Gordon asked about the significance of the red line on the next page.  23 
 Margaret Hauth said this is just from left over track changes that did not get deleted. 24 
 Commissioner Price said she has an issue with the difference between cultural and 25 
archaeological being the introduction of European culture.  She said this is not in any federal 26 
definition and should be changed.   27 
 Chair Jacobs agreed and said he feels the words cultural and archeological could be 28 
taken out.   29 
 Margaret Hauth said the point was to distinguish between two different types of 30 
resources.  She said within the population of experts there is a difference between archeology 31 
and cultural.  She said archaeology is much older.  32 
 Commissioner Price said archeology indicates an age of 100 years or more.  33 
 Margaret Hauth said there are people who want things preserved from the 40’s, 50’s, 34 
and 60’s, and these are cultural resources.  35 
 Commissioner Price said this will need to come back to the Board, and the rest of it is 36 
fine.   She said the Board could work with Peter Sandbeck. 37 
 Commissioner Gordon suggested the use of a time period. 38 
 Chair Jacobs suggested that it might be good to consult the Historic Preservation 39 
Commission and the Alliance for Historic Hillsborough when some of the amenities are 40 
identified. 41 
 Mayor Stevens said that might not actually be part of their overview.  42 
 Margaret Hauth asked if the Board is directing staff to consult with these two entities.  43 
 Kathleen Ferguson said if the area is are not in the Hillsborough historic district then that 44 
would not be relevant. 45 
 Chair Jacobs said it would be relevant for the Historic Preservation Commission. 46 
 Mayor Stevens said the wording might state the need to consult with appropriate 47 
entities. 48 
 Commissioner Gordon suggested this be referred to staff for investigation and brought 49 
back to the Board with recommendations on language.  50 
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    1 
5.  INFORMATION ITEMS (Not for Specific Discussion) 2 

a) Update on Whitted Human Services Center 3 
b) Update on Solid Waste/Recycling 4 
c) Update on Riverwalk 5 
d) Update on Consideration of County Fair 6 

    7 
 A motion was made by Commissioner Gordon, seconded by Commissioner Price to 8 
adjourn the meeting at 9:51 p.m. 9 
 10 
VOTE: UNANIMOUS 11 
 12 
        Barry Jacobs, Chair 13 
 14 
Donna Baker 15 
Clerk to the Board 16 
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        Attachment 2 1 
 2 
DRAFT            MINUTES 3 

BOARD OF COMMISSIONERS 4 
REGULAR MEETING 5 

March 18, 2014 6 
6:00 p.m. 7 

 8 
 The Orange County Board of Commissioners met in regular session on Tuesday, March 9 
18, 2014 at 6:00 p.m. at the Southern Human Services Center, in Chapel Hill, N.C.  10 
 11 
COUNTY COMMISSIONERS PRESENT:  Chair Jacobs and Commissioners Mark Dorosin, 12 
Alice M. Gordon, Earl McKee, Bernadette Pelissier, Renee Price and Penny Rich 13 
COUNTY COMMISSIONERS ABSENT:   14 
COUNTY ATTORNEYS PRESENT:  John Roberts  15 
COUNTY STAFF PRESENT:  Interim County Manager Michael Talbert, Assistant County 16 
Managers Clarence Grier, Cheryl Young and Clerk to the Board Donna Baker (All other staff 17 
members will be identified appropriately below) 18 
 19 
NOTE:  ALL DOCUMENTS REFERRED TO IN THESE MINUTES ARE IN THE PERMANENT 20 
AGENDA FILE IN THE CLERK'S OFFICE.   21 
 22 
 Chair Jacobs called the meeting to order at 6:04 p.m.  23 
 24 
1.  Additions or Changes to the Agenda 25 
 26 
 Chair Jacobs noted that items 11-e (Commission for the Environment appointments), 27 
11-f (Planning Board appointments), and Item 6-f (Commemorative Plaque Proof for Recently 28 
Commissioned Facilities) have been deferred.  29 
 30 
  He noted the following items at the Commissioner’s places: 31 
 - White Sheet – - Frequently Asked Questions (FAQ) for Item 5-a – Solid Waste Service  32 
   Tax District - Public Hearing  33 
 - Pink Sheet - Corrections for Item 6-a - Minutes 34 
 - Blue Sheet – Revisions for Item 6 e - Durham-Chapel Hill-Carrboro Metropolitan    35 
   Planning Organization Member Agencies Memorandum of Understanding Revisions 36 
 - Lavender Sheet – Item 6-d- Schools Adequate Public Facilities Ordinance (SAPFO) –  37 
   Receipt and Transmittal of 2014 Annual Technical Advisory Committee Report 38 
 39 

Chair Jacobs dispensed with the reading of the Public Charge.  40 
 41 
2.   Public Comments  42 
 a.    Matters not on the Printed Agenda  43 
 NONE 44 
 45 

 b.    Matters on the Printed Agenda 46 
 (These matters will be considered when the Board addresses that item on the agenda 47 
below.) 48 

 49 
3.   Petitions by Board Members  50 
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 Commissioner Pelissier petitioned, for board appointments where there are additional 1 
questions, that all applicants (including those that have applied in the past) respond to the 2 
questions.   She said this will allow fair comparison.   3 
 Commissioner McKee requested that the Board ask the planning staff re-visit the issue 4 
of impervious surfaces.  He said there are quite a few long narrow parcels of land in the 5 
County, and the driveways use up a great deal of the impervious surface.  6 
 Commissioner Dorosin noted that they Board members recently received an email with 7 
information about Building Integrated Communities, an organization dedicated to improving 8 
civic engagements and economic and educational advancement for immigrants in North 9 
Carolina.  He said their grant cycle is kicking in, and there is an informational webinar tomorrow.  10 
He asked if someone from staff could do the webinar to determine whether the County should 11 
pursue a grant opportunity. 12 
 Michael Talbert said he would follow up on this.  13 
 Commissioner Rich petitioned that the Chapel Hill Lady Tigers, who won the state 14 
basketball championship, be recognized at a future meeting. 15 
 Chair Jacobs said his petition is in response to a citizen’s question regarding the 16 
possibility of Google bringing high speed internet to Orange County.  He suggested that staff 17 
reach out to Google to get information to share with the public  18 
 Chair Jacobs said Time Warner Cable has changed the meeting channel to 1301. 19 
 20 
4.   Proclamations/ Resolutions/ Special Presentations 21 
 22 

 a.    Proclamation Recognizing Chapel Hill High School’s Fencing Team Winning  23 
        the 2014 State Championship 24 

 The Board considered a proclamation recognizing the Chapel Hill High School Fencing 25 
Team for winning the 2014 State Championship and authorizing the Chair to sign.   26 
 27 
 Commissioner Rich read the following proclamation of recognition: 28 
 29 
ORANGE COUNTY BOARD OF COMMISSIONERS 30 
 31 
PROCLAMATION OF RECOGNITION ON 32 
CHAPEL HILL HIGH SCHOOL’S FENCING TEAM WINNING THE 33 
2014 STATE CHAMPIONSHIP 34 
 35 
 36 
WHEREAS, on February 8, 2014 Chapel Hill High School’s Fencing Team captured the North 37 

Carolina Fencing League’s State Fencing Championship; and  38 
 39 
WHEREAS, under the guidance of Coach Doug Guild, Chapel Hill High School’s Fencing Team 40 

earned its second state title, also winning the trophy in 2012; and 41 
 42 
WHEREAS, Nikhil Shankar, Nathaniel Montano, Iaan Hufford, Ariel Hoerter and Natalie Bulick-43 

Sullivan contributed to winning the State Championship with the support of team 44 
members Joel Anil, Jesse Chen, Hagan Connell, Johnny Huang, Alex Obringer, 45 
Jack Obringer, Brody Rich-Voorhees and Giovanni Silva; and 46 

 47 
WHEREAS, through hard work, dedication, teamwork, and commitment, the Tigers brought 48 

honor upon themselves, Chapel Hill High School, the Chapel Hill / Carrboro 49 
School District and Orange County;  50 
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 1 
NOW, THEREFORE, be it proclaimed that the Orange County Board of Commissioners 2 

expresses its sincere appreciation and respect for the Chapel Hill High School 3 
Fencing Team, for the Tigers’ outstanding achievement, and their inspiration to 4 
youth across North Carolina through their dedication, teamwork, and athletic 5 
prowess. 6 

 7 
This, the 18th day of March 2014.   8 
 9 
 A motion was made by Commissioner McKee, seconded by Commissioner Dorosin to 10 
approve a proclamation recognizing the Chapel Hill High School Fencing Team for winning the 11 
2014 State Championship and authorize the Chair to sign.   12 
 13 
VOTE: UNANIMOUS 14 
 15 
5.   Public Hearings  16 

 a.    Solid Waste Service Tax District – Public Hearing 17 
 The Board conducted the first of two public hearings, pursuant to North Carolina 18 
General Statutes 153A-302, to receive comments with regard to the proposed establishment of 19 
a Solid Waste Service Tax District in unincorporated Orange County.    20 
 Chair Jacobs noted that there were lists of Frequently Asked Questions (FAQ) available 21 
for the public in the back of the room.  He said these are based on emails from citizens. He 22 
said that the public hearing is not typically a question and answer time, though Gayle Wilson 23 
may be able to answer some general questions.  He said all questions will be noted for the next 24 
public hearing and will be answered on the website prior to that. 25 
 Gayle Wilson gave a brief background of the curbside recycling program. He noted that 26 
it was initiated in 1993 and funded by landfill revenue.  He said a new method of funding 27 
through a rural 3-R fee was approved in 2004, with an every-other-week collection program for 28 
about 13,000 residents in the County.   He said the County manager and the County attorney 29 
expressed concern regarding the statutory justification for the fee and recommended that it be 30 
eliminated in favor of other means of funding.   He said the 2012 tax bill was the last time the 3-31 
R fee was assessed, and it was $38 per year at that time.  He said the Board provided interim 32 
funding from landfill reserves in 2013 and began consideration of various options to address the 33 
funding problem.  He said over 50 percent of residents participated in the program.  He said 34 
after considering and rejecting numerous alternatives, in December 2013 the Board indicated 35 
intent to implement a Solid Waste Service District Tax as a means to replace the lost funding.  36 
He noted the district map that shows incorporation of the existing 13,750 residents as well as 37 
an extension of service to 1,650 more residents.  He noted the upcoming availability of roll carts 38 
in the fall of 2014.  He said, if the service district is adopted, the estimated tax rate will be 1.5 39 
cents per $100 assessed value.  He said the Board has also discussed the possibility of an 40 
“opt-out” or “fee for service” program.  He said the rate for this is difficult to assess, without 41 
knowledge of the participation.  42 
 Chair Jacobs noted that the public is welcome to discuss any proposed options or 43 
funding alternatives.  44 
 45 
PUBLIC HEARING: 46 
 Loren Hintz is Vice Chair of the Commission for the Environment (CfE), and he said the 47 
CfE sent the Board a resolution last month in support of the service tax district.  He encouraged 48 
the Board members to review this document, as well as an attached commentary.  He asked 49 
the Board to create a solid waste service tax district to support recycling in the County.   He 50 
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said recycling reduces solid waste, removes roadside litter, reduces energy use, and eliminates 1 
sources of air pollution.  He said the cost is relatively low compared to the benefit.  2 
 Barry Katz said he is a resident of Falls of New Hope.  He said the curbside pickup 3 
service has been very popular in his neighborhood.   He referred to a list of 120 product 4 
categories made from recycled material.  He said this product list is from a staunchly 5 
conservative county with an award winning solid waste and recycling program.  He read from 6 
the provided list of recycled products.  He said recycling does not have to be viewed as a 7 
partisan political issue.  He said everyone benefits from the re-use of home and business 8 
recovery material, and it is impossible to opt-out of the use of such items.  He questioned why 9 
people should opt out of paying for them.  He said regular neighborhood recycling pickup 10 
service is the best way to create and sustain this practice.  He urged the County to create the 11 
solid waste district.  12 
 Steve Hopper said he is from Efland, and he is opposed to the solid waste tax district.  13 
He said the provided document states that the district would be improving this service but that is 14 
a false statement.  He said the County is only picking and choosing some areas.  He said the 15 
method of funding is offensive to him because it is a progressive tax.  He said the cost to each 16 
household should be the same, but it is not.  He said it does not cost more to provide recycling 17 
for a $200,000 house than a $100,000 house.  He said this does not meet the common sense 18 
test, and it sounds to him like income re-distribution.  He said their local government should not 19 
be doing this.  He said it costs the County the same amount to pick up his recycling as it costs 20 
to pick up his neighbors, but he has never used this service.   He said he takes his recycling 21 
when he takes his garbage, as this just makes sense.  He questioned whether this tax is to be 22 
made for the improvements alone or for unimproved land as well.   23 
 Larry Snipes said the Board is discriminating against the residents of Orange County, as 24 
the Board is only charging this tax to part of the County.   25 
 Bonnie Hauser said she is strongly committed to waste reduction.  She said that 26 
Catawba County ranks first in the state for recycling, and that program is funded with fees that 27 
reward good recycling behavior with discounts and other incentives.  She said the towns in 28 
Catawba control all of the curbside trash and recycling programs, and the unincorporated areas 29 
have a waste and recycling franchise that charges $25 per month for trash collection and 30 
discounts this to $19 per month for residents who also recycle.  She said RFID chips are placed 31 
on recycling bins, and residents who don’t use the bins once a month are charged the higher 32 
fee.   She said the program is outsourced to a vendor who has no difficulty with the uncertainty 33 
of allowing residents to opt out.  She said Catawba County’s solution to the issue of long 34 
driveways was to ask permission from the community to use a small truck to pick up trash and 35 
recyclables from individual homes.  She said this county also offers a pay as you throw system 36 
at the convenience centers, and the charge is $1.75 per bag for a 32 gallon bag of trash, while 37 
recycling is free.  She said there are no other fees charged to residents for these services.  She 38 
noted that Catawba County’s solid waste website includes a link to the franchise agreement, 39 
which exposes all services and fees.   40 
 She said there are countless examples throughout the state where counties provide 41 
curbside recycling to unincorporated areas, in some cases at no charge.  She said she cannot 42 
find any county that forces its citizens to pay for convenience centers and curbside services.  43 
She believes the discussion of a service tax district is premature, and it would be more 44 
productive to begin planning for a future service with a fair and equitable fee system covering 45 
all recycling services.  She encouraged the Board to levy a subscription service with an opt-out 46 
policy to fund curbside service in the short term. 47 
 Jeanne Brown said she would like to discuss the following four points: 48 
 1. We can do better than a one-size-fits-all roll cart solution that meets the needs of only 57 49 
percent of area property owners.  She said County data shows the affected area has two large 50 
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and disparate groups.  She said 57 percent of property owners use curbside recycling at least 1 
once a month, and 43 percent find curbside recycling impractical and many of these use the 2 
convenience centers.  She believes a solution can be found that is more equitable and meets 3 
the needs of more residents.  4 
2. Changing conditions such as the new funding laws, lost revenue from the landfill and the 5 
need for new equipment offer the opportunity to re-evaluate how we do business – to benefit 6 
from economies of scale and create more tightly integrated and cost effective programs.  7 
She said this is supported by the Commission for the Environment, but it is not built into this 8 
solution.  She said the County should be working more closely with the towns, which would 9 
allow this issue to be approached based on use patterns rather than jurisdiction.   10 
3. Changing conditions also offer us a chance to look at new technologies – including the 11 
opportunities to have trash and recycling picked up at the same time. 12 
4. More complete data and information, presented in a user-friendly way is necessary to make 13 
this a transparent process and inform members of the community about the costs, benefits and 14 
trade-offs of these decisions.  15 
 Ken Robinson said he does recycle everything, and because of this he only makes one 16 
trip a month to the convenience center to take trash.  He said he is hearing that the funding 17 
source is lost, and that needs to be fixed; however the focus needs to be on improving recycling 18 
and not just working to get some more money.  He said he has tried curbside, and it didn’t 19 
work. He does not think this is the way to go.  He said help should be given to those who need 20 
it and have no alternative. He said the Board should look at ways to improve recycling and not 21 
just collect funds.  He suggested a fee-for-service system, and he said he would like to see the 22 
County restore more days at the convenience center.  He said if funding is needed, then a small 23 
tax should be done for all, not just for some. 24 
 Jeanette O’ Conner said she is in favor of the service tax district, and the successful 25 
counties use a tax such as this.  She said an opt-out system tends to decrease the amount of 26 
material being recycled.   She said successful counties have some sort of tax.  27 
 Tracy Noonan said she is in support of recycling; however she is not in support of either 28 
of these options.  She understands the subscription service has its limitations and a tax district 29 
based on tax value seems very unfair.  She said a home value does not determine how much a 30 
person recycles.  She would be interested in knowing the average home value in the proposed 31 
district.  She said she is fine with paying a fee for a service but not a fee that is much higher 32 
than what she is paying now, with no new improvements.  She feels there is a hidden increase 33 
for a lot of the residents, and she does not think this is fair.  She suggested the use of a straight 34 
fee or a tiered tax system. 35 
 Ed Sirkee said he believes the Board has already made up their minds to raise taxes.  36 
He said the original literature stated that the manager and attorney had concerns in 2012 that 37 
the fee was illegal.  He asked why the Orange County waste control center fee is allowed, and 38 
not the 3-r fee.  He asked what would be required to change the statutory requirements.  He 39 
does not feel that Orange County can justify a recycling collection with a tax increase.  He said 40 
a retired couple on a fixed income living in a house with a value of $280,000 would pay more 41 
than a family of 4 living in a house with a tax value of $200,000.  He said this does not make 42 
any sense, and it is unjust.  43 
 Teresa Edwards lives on White Cross Road, and she said this proposed system does 44 
not make sense.  She said she speaks for 5 of the 6 homes in her community, and all of the 45 
residents are avid recyclers.  She said it does not make sense to pay for a service that will 46 
never be used.  She said the residents live on a private gravel road, and her house, which is the 47 
closest to the road, is still four-tenths of a mile from the curb.  She said if she is going to put the 48 
materials in her car, she is going to take it on to the convenience center.  She asked for a 49 
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restoration of hours at the convenience centers.  She supports recycling in Orange County, but 1 
she asked the Board not to charge those residents that will never use this service. 2 
 Anita (Sue) Kinzer said there are a lot of residents who are retired and appreciate the 3 
curbside service, but the potential cost is a concern. 4 
 Marsha Efland said she lives on Brookhollow Road in Elfand, and she is supportive of 5 
recycling but not of this proposed program. She said she is opposed to this tax because it taxes 6 
each parcel of land, regardless of whether there is a residence on the parcel or not.  She said 7 
this is not similar to the fire tax, as the fire service can be utilized on each parcel of land that a 8 
person owns, but the recycling cannot be used.  She strongly urged the Board to consider other 9 
options rather than the district tax. 10 
 Ralph Teal said he lives on Stoneridge Drive in Chapel Hill.  He said he recycles, and he 11 
is opposed to a one-size-fits-all tax.  He said the previous fee was fine and the system should 12 
go back to something like this, or a tiered system that allows residents to pay based on what 13 
residents use.  He agreed with the points made about vacant land, and he said this is just 14 
another form of tax increase. 15 
 James Lea lives on Mill Creek Road and is a member of the Orange County Planning 16 
Board.  He is here to oppose this proposed tax. He said he supports recycling and waste 17 
reduction, but it should not be done on the backs of citizens.  He said he is less than a mile 18 
from his solid waste convenience center.  He said this is a great center, and he sees no need to 19 
add a curbside service in addition to what the residents already have in the rural part of the 20 
County.  He said he sees no reason to tax residents for something that is already being offered.  21 
He asked the Board of Commissioners to offer an opt-out option for residents in the northern 22 
part of rural Orange County. 23 
 Hillel Koren said he would like to withdraw his comment.  24 
 Peter Thorn said he lives on Butler Road, and he is generally in favor of government 25 
doing things for others that they cannot do for themselves; however he cannot support this 26 
proposed plan.  He said he and his neighbors are avid recyclers, and they are better off without 27 
this new tax.  He said this will only increase cost, and it will not comprehensively gather all trash 28 
and recycling together.  He does not know how many households in the proposed district pay 29 
for a private solid waste collection service.  He agreed with the other speakers who said the 30 
best way to improve recycling services is to open up the convenience centers for more days 31 
and hours. 32 
 Rob Taylor said he is surprised that Orange County is in this place.  He said there are 33 
several counties in North Carolina that are less progressive, less interested in recycling and 34 
less thoughtful about public service, and these counties somehow manage to offer a 35 
countywide curbside recycling program.  He listed several of these counties.  He said if the goal 36 
is to divert material from disposal, then the opt-out service has proven to be a barrier to 37 
participation.  He said the most successful programs in the state make the service available 38 
automatically and provide service to every household with a bin or cart.  He said he 39 
understands that the idea of a new fee is unpleasant, and many people are feeling the pinch.  40 
He said the taxpayers are paying to send waste away for disposal, and this cost will be higher if 41 
less people use curbside recycling.  He said if the tax service cannot be created, he would like 42 
the Board to explore ways to make the subscription service more likely to be used, such as pay 43 
as you throw and incentivized rates.  He asked the Board not to take any action that would roll 44 
back recycling in Orange County.  45 
 Lynne Jaffe said she has been recycling for years and all of the residents are here 46 
tonight in service to Orange County.  She said it is sad that there is a divide in the room tonight.  47 
She is a widow living on a fixed income, and she is grateful for the curbside service, but she 48 
only uses it every 6 weeks. She said this new proposal would charge her multiple times more 49 
than what she is being charged now, because she owns a lot of undeveloped land.  She said 50 
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this is not just. She said most people here tonight are not in favor of a tax.  She wants to 1 
support recycling but not with a new tax. 2 
 Ms. Samulski agreed that residents will be taxed unfairly for owning a lot of land.  She 3 
does not understand the fairness of this.  4 
 Doug Longman lives in the ETJ.  He said many have spoken in opposition to this 5 
proposal, and he agrees with that sentiment.  He said property tax values have no relationship 6 
to the usage characteristics.  He does not like that it is based on home values and not on the 7 
amount of recycling you generate.  He said this also bears no relation to the objective of 8 
increased recycling.  He questioned why the County has not looked at fixing the legislation.  9 
 James Self said he is representing Joseph Fearrington, who owns several properties in 10 
the County.  He asked if information was available on the formula being proposed based on 11 
property size and value.  He asked if there was any information available to explain how the 12 
Board reached that decision. 13 
 John Roberts referred to the reference about legislation.  He said the County did submit 14 
a bill to the local legislative delegation to attempt to obtain the appropriate authority for the fee, 15 
but the bill died in committee.  He said that is why the legislation has not been fixed.  16 
 Gayle Wilson said, unless the Board has specific questions, he would rather study and 17 
wait to answer the residents’ questions in a systematic way. 18 
 Commissioner McKee referred to the numbers Gayle Wilson gave out for the parcels 19 
and the old 3-r fee.  He said the information stated did not seem to match what was on the 20 
map. 21 
 Gayle Wilson said the map has the number of parcels that fall within the district, and the 22 
other numbers are service points.  He said the larger number includes vacant property and 23 
unimproved land.    24 
 Commissioner McKee asked if these parcels will be taxed. 25 
 Gayle Wilson said yes. 26 
 Commissioner McKee said one of the previous maps listed over 600 properties that 27 
were exempt from the tax under this district concept but were previously paying the 3-r fee.  He 28 
asked if this is correct.  29 
 Gayle Wilson said some of the 600 fall within the additional area included in the district; 30 
however half of that number are currently receiving the service and did pay the fee.  31 
 Commissioner McKee asked if, under the service district, these residents will continue to 32 
get the service and will pay no tax. 33 
 Gayle Wilson said the County is obligated to provide the service; however these 34 
residents are tax exempt and will not pay the tax. 35 
 Commissioner McKee said this hardly seems fair, given there are some very low income 36 
residents who will be paying for the service.  37 
 Commissioner Rich said there are a lot of assumptions tonight and she is unsure 38 
whether many of these are backed up by Orange County facts.  She said she hopes that Gayle 39 
Wilson will be able to review the notes on this and clear up these issues before the next public 40 
hearing. 41 
 Gayle Wilson asked the Commissioners to identify specific issues for response.  42 
 Chair Jacobs said the public raised the question of average property value in the district.  43 
He also asked for a response regarding the cost to the County of having the convenience 44 
centers open 7 days per week.  45 
 Commissioner Gordon requested that all of the questions raised by the public be 46 
answered with specifics and in a systematic format.  47 
 Chair Jacobs said the last citizen asked how staff came up with the actual tax rate.  He 48 
suggested the Gayle Wilson consult with the attorney or the tax administrator to find this 49 
answer.  50 
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 Commissioner Rich said the last gentleman was specifically asking how the city came 1 
up with the tax amount versus the rural tax amount.  2 
 Gayle Wilson said he had nothing to do with any of the taxes within Chapel Hill, and the 3 
tax district only represents the unincorporated areas. 4 
 Chair Jacobs said this information could still be gathered by speaking to Chapel Hill.  5 
 Commissioner Price said part of the argument in favor of the tax district is that it will 6 
encourage people to recycle more, and she has some issues with this.  She asked if Gayle 7 
Wilson could cite some of the research behind this statement.  She feels that much of the 8 
success of the recycling program has been due to education and the conscientiousness of the 9 
residents.  10 
 Gayle Wilson said staff has indicated that, between the two options of opt out versus the 11 
district tax, subscription option performs more poorly.  He said there is considerable data within 12 
the state that supports this.  13 
 Commissioner Price asked if the subscription programs also have an educational 14 
component. 15 
 Gayle Wilson said the programs vary widely from zero education outreach to moderate 16 
amount of education.   He said all of them are likely doing less than what Orange County does. 17 
 Commissioner Price said she had a procedural question about the closure of the public 18 
hearing.  19 
 John Roberts said this public hearing is independent from the one that is being held in 20 
Hillsborough on April 1st.   He said this public hearing will be adjourned and an announcement 21 
will be made informing the public of the next public hearing on the same subject.  22 
 Commissioner Price asked if residents can continue to submit written testimony.  23 
 John Roberts said yes, and these will be considered at the second public hearing. 24 
 Commissioner Dorosin said he has not made up his mind yet, but he has a procedural 25 
question.  He asked if every parcel on the map was given notice about this public hearing. 26 
  Michael Talbert said yes.  27 
 Commissioner Dorosin said he has heard the critiques of a one-size-fits-all model, and 28 
he asked if the Board could do anything they wanted with solid waste service district tax map, 29 
including making it smaller and doing subscription service in the other parts.  He asked if this 30 
could be done with no new notice, as long as the area was made smaller and not bigger.  31 
 John Roberts said the Board can reduce the size; however it has to be a contiguous 32 
district.  He said there cannot be separate pieces and modules.   33 
 Commissioner Dorosin asked if it would be acceptable if the Board determined that it 34 
made more sense to do it in certain areas of the County and less sense in other areas as long 35 
as there was still a contiguous district.    36 
 John Roberts said the statute does not address this, but in his opinion the Board can 37 
reduce the outlined district to any size or shape that is contiguous, as long as the residents 38 
have received their notices. 39 
 Commissioner Pelissier asked if there could be additions to the list of frequently asked 40 
questions (FAQ) for the next public hearing.  She said she would like to add the verbiage from 41 
John Roberts about the legislation. 42 
 John Roberts clarified that he is not saying the County does not have the authority to do 43 
a fee.  He said there is a question as to whether the County has the authority to levy a fee, 44 
given recent court cases. 45 
 Commissioner Pelissier said she would at least like to say that there was an attempt 46 
made to get the legislation to explicitly authorize the County to charge a fee.  She said she has 47 
heard a lot of concerns about property tax on land that is not developed; and she feels it is 48 
important to note that the convenience centers are also paid out of property tax on both 49 
developed and undeveloped lands. 50 
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 Commissioner McKee asked for information to be brought back on the valuation on the 1 
600 plus exempt properties and how much the County is losing by these properties becoming 2 
exempt. 3 
 Chair Jacobs referred to questions 17 and 18 on the FAQ list.  4 
 Members of the public noted that their copy of the FAQ’s did not include these last two 5 
questions.  6 
 Gayle Wilson said the public does not have the copy with updated questions, but the 7 
next public hearing will have the updated version. 8 
 Chair Jacobs said question number 17 on the FAQ list was asked by several citizens 9 
and questioned whether a $250,000 home and a $500,000 home would pay the same property 10 
tax and whether there was a cap.  He reviewed question 18, which asked for the percentage of 11 
the County’s total recycling recovered by roadside pickup.   12 
 Chair Jacobs said the essential answer to question 17 is no, and the answer to question 13 
18 is 13 percent of the total recycling.  14 
 A Citizen asked why some properties are tax exempt. 15 
 Chair Jacobs said churches, and other 501c3 non-profits are tax exempt and do not pay 16 
taxes anywhere in North Carolina.  He said this is the main category. 17 
 Chair Jacobs noted that the next public hearing would be held at 6:00 on April 1st in 18 
Hillsborough.   He said there would be more answers provided at this meeting, and he said not 19 
all of the Commissioners have made up their minds.  He said the public input is valuable in 20 
making these decisions.   21 
 22 
 A motion was made by Commissioner Price, seconded by Commissioner McKee to 23 
adjourn the public hearing. 24 
 25 
VOTE: UNANIMOUS 26 
 27 
6.   Consent Agenda 28 

• Removal of Any Items from Consent Agenda 29 
 30 

• Approval of Remaining Consent Agenda 31 
 A motion was made by Commissioner Gordon, seconded by Commissioner Rich to 32 
approve items 6a, 6b, 6c, 6d, and 6e on the consent agenda including the materials that go with 33 
items 6a, 6d and 6e. 34 
 35 
VOTE: UNANIMOUS 36 

• Discussion and Approval of the Items Removed from the Consent Agenda 37 
 38 

a. Minutes 39 
The Board approved the minutes, including corrections, from February 18, 2014, as submitted 40 
by the Clerk to the Board.   41 
b. Fiscal Year 2013-14 Budget Amendment #6 42 
The Board will consider approving budget and grant project ordinance amendments for fiscal 43 
year 2013-14 for Housing, Human Rights and Community Development; Department on Aging; 44 
Health Department; and Animal Services. 45 
c. Local Bill to Amend the Method of Appointing Members of the Durham Technical 46 

Community College Board of Trustees 47 
The Board approved the submitting of a local bill amending the language in North Carolina 48 
General Statute (NCGS) 115D-12(a) and authorized the County Attorney to submit. 49 
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d. Schools Adequate Public Facilities Ordinance (SAPFO) – Receipt and Transmittal of 1 
2014 Annual Technical Advisory Committee Report 2 

The Board received the 2014 Annual Report of the SAPFO Technical Advisory Committee 3 
(SAPFOTAC) and transmitted it to the SAPFO partners for comments before certification in 4 
May and authorized the Chair to sign the submittal letter. 5 
e. Durham-Chapel Hill-Carrboro Metropolitan Planning Organization Member Agencies 6 

Memorandum of Understanding Revisions 7 
The Board approved and authorized the Chair to sign a final draft of an updated/revised 8 
Memorandum of Understanding (MOU) among the member agencies of the Durham-Chapel 9 
Hill-Carrboro Metropolitan Planning Organization (DCHC MPO). 10 
f. Commemorative Plaque Proof for Recently Commissioned Facilities 11 
The Board was to consider approving a general commemorative plaque proof in order that the 12 
commemorative plaques can be manufactured and installed for recently commissioned County 13 
facilities. 14 
 15 
7.    Agenda 16 

 a.    Enterprise Scanning Project 17 
 The Board considered implementing an automated solution whereby existing paper 18 
records in Emergency Services, Human Resources and Environmental Health would be 19 
scanned and indexed, allowing said images to be viewed, stored, and managed electronically 20 
and authorizing the Manager to sign. 21 
 Information Technology staff person Keith Chupna said the purpose of the scanning 22 
project is to implement an automated solution whereby existing paper records in Emergency 23 
Services, Environmental Health, and Human Resources will be scanned and indexed, allowing 24 
the images to be viewed, stored, and managed electronically.  25 
 He said once the documents are converted the images will be placed in a virtual filing 26 
cabinet and will be searchable by up to three different values.  He said staff will be able to 27 
quickly research record based on addresses, employee number or whatever makes sense for 28 
the department.  He said, unless otherwise specified, original documents, boxes, and filing 29 
cabinets will be removed from the office space and placed into storage space.  He said these 30 
will be maintained per record retention statutes.  He said this is also aligned with the space 31 
study recommendations outlined at the March meeting. 32 
 Keith Chupna said this is a back scanning solution for active and historical records only, 33 
and it should not be considered a document management system.  He said a similar system 34 
was implemented with Child Support Enforcement in 2013 using the same concept and vendor.   35 
He said the funds have been budgeted for in the information technologies capital projects, and 36 
authorization to expend those funds is being requested this evening.  37 
 Commissioner Rich asked if the purpose is to scan information that has been lying 38 
around for a while in an attempt to get rid of paperwork and put it into useable files by staff.  39 
 Keith Chupna said yes.  He said a vendor will come in to pick up, scan and index the 40 
records, and then staff will have access to the electronic version.  41 
 Commissioner Rich asked if this is just for internal staff, or if the public will be able to 42 
look at some of these records as well.   43 
 Keith Chupna said these will continue to be internal documents, but requests for 44 
information will be much easier to provide.  He said existing records will simply be digitized and 45 
made available to staff. 46 
 Commissioner Pelissier asked if there were any plans in the future to be part of open 47 
source data.  48 
 Keith Chupna said this does not fall into that.  49 
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 Commissioner Pelissier noted that part of the purpose of this is to free up more office 1 
space, and she would like to know how much square footage is being saved, as well as the 2 
value of the building space and utilities being saved. 3 
 Commissioner Price asked if all of this would be done under HIPPA guidelines. 4 
 Keith Chupna said yes. 5 
 Commissioner Price asked for clarification on the timeline. 6 
 Keith Chupna said each department will take about 7-8 weeks to finish their project and 7 
fully deploy.  He said the contract is set for a two year period.  8 
 Commissioner Price asked what takes the two years. 9 
 Keith Chupna said the two years is to provide for any additional needs once the original 10 
project is complete.  11 
 Commissioner Price asked if payment is done once the work is completed.  She asked if 12 
this is how this is usually done.  13 
 John Roberts said all contracts are paid upon submission of invoices by vendors.  14 
 Commissioner Price asked if this funding be paid out in the first year, or if it will be 15 
spread out over the two years.  16 
 John Roberts said he cannot answer this directly.  He said whatever the invoice 17 
amounts reach within a year is what will be paid.  18 
 Commissioner Price clarified that most of the work will be done in the first six months, 19 
and this will be followed by monitoring.  20 
 Commissioner McKee said he was under the assumption that some paper copies need 21 
to be kept permanently. 22 
 Michael Talbert said a number of paper copies will have to be kept, but these will be 23 
moved to a less expensive offsite storage site, and the digitized copy will be available. 24 
 Commissioner Gordon said she would like to know the total square feet of storage 25 
space in existence right now.  She questioned whether there is a department that needs more 26 
storage space.  She said this would help illustrate how the reduction fits into the big picture.  27 
 Commissioner Dorosin asked for clarification on the timeline for this.  He said the 28 
abstract says 6 months, and the contract refers to section 3, which refers to a timeline in the 29 
proposal.  He said the Board did not have this proposal.    30 
 John Roberts said the proposal is not in their packets because it is proprietary 31 
information, and disclosure is prohibited by statute.  He said he could possibly provide a 32 
summary of the proposal.  He said there are follow up steps by the vendor after the completion 33 
in each department. 34 
 Commissioner Dorosin said he would like to see the proposal’s summarization. 35 
 Commissioner Price said the effective date listed for the agreement was last week.  She 36 
asked if this will be adjusted or signed retroactively.  37 
  John Roberts said no work has been done or will be done until this is approved by the 38 
Board of County Commissioners.  He said that date can be adjusted.  39 
 Commissioner Gordon summarized that time is of the essence; the contract will take 2 40 
months per department, or approximately 6 months total for the 3 different departments; and 41 
the reason this lasts 2 years is because new departments might be added.  She asked if this 42 
summary was correct.  43 
 John Roberts said if other departments were added and the cost exceeds what is in this 44 
contract, it would require an amendment.   45 
 Commissioner Gordon asked if it is anticipated that the cost for this service for three 46 
departments will cost $100,000; and the reason for the extension to 2 years is to allow for the 47 
addition of departments, which would only require an amendment of this amount.  48 
 John Roberts said this is correct.  He said the proposal could also call for follow up 49 
services.  50 
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 Commissioner Gordon said the timeframe is challenging to figure out, and she would 1 
like to see the summary requested by Commissioner Dorosin.  2 
 Chair Jacobs noted that these are departments with privileged information, and their 3 
records should not be subject to public consumption. 4 
 John Roberts said former manager Frank Clifton suggested in the past that the County 5 
have some sort of record dump where the public could come in and peruse all of the County’s 6 
records.  John Roberts said he was opposed to this, as it would require the review of millions of 7 
documents and emails to select and exclude confidential and privileged information.   8 
 Chair Jacobs said he sent an article to Board of County Commissioners about the 9 
increased resistance of local and state governments to provide information to the public.  He 10 
said he accepts that these are largely records that statutorily should not be available to the 11 
public; however, he would like to err on the side of openness moving forward.   12 
 Commissioner Rich said she agrees.  She said there are other states involved in open 13 
data processes, and she would like to see the County think of some sort of open source 14 
system.  15 
 Commissioner Pelissier suggested the flagging of items that could be open to the public. 16 
 Commissioner Dorosin said even if records are subject to confidentiality standards, he 17 
did not see that in the contract with the vendor. 18 
 John Roberts said the vendors are covered by the general laws.  19 
 20 
 A motion was made by Commissioner Pelissier, seconded by Commissioner Price to 21 
approve and authorize the Manager to sign the attached contract and any amendments as 22 
necessary. 23 
 24 
VOTE: UNANIMOUS 25 
 26 
 Chair Jacobs said, for those on the Strategic Communications Work Group, he heard 3 27 
Commissioners express the desire for a proactive plan to work toward an open data plan to 28 
strategize documents and make them available.  He said the Board will defer conversations 29 
about this until hearing the recommendations of the group that is working on strategic 30 
communications.  31 
 Commissioner Gordon said she would like to make it clear that the Commissioners have 32 
asked for information, and she would like consensus that staff will provide that information.  33 
 Commissioner Rich said the strategic communications group was the retreat group.  34 
She asked if this group needs to be made official, and she said there was discussion about staff 35 
members from different departments joining this group.  36 
 Michael Talbert said this process has begun internally with the team members outlined 37 
by the example.  He said all of the departments are doing their own information distribution, and 38 
the team is working on a presentation for the Board on April 8th.  He said this is being moved 39 
forward as a staff initiative. 40 
 Commissioner Rich said she feels the Board needs to designate a specific committee at 41 
some point. 42 
 Chair Jacobs said this can be incorporated into the process.  43 
 44 
8.   Reports  45 
 NONE 46 
 47 
9.   County Manager’s Report 48 
 NONE 49 
 50 
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10.   County Attorney’s Report  1 
 NONE 2 
 3 
11.   Appointments 4 
 5 

 a.    Arts Commission – Appointments 6 
The Board considered making appointments to the Arts Commission.   7 
 8 

 A motion was made by Commissioner Gordon, seconded by Commissioner Pelissier to 9 
appoint the following to the Arts Commission: 10 
 11 

• Appointment to a first full term (Position #3) for Mr. Brian Finch 12 
• Appointment to a second full term (Position #4) for Mr. Geoffrey Hathaway 13 
• Appointment to a first full term (Position #10) for Ms. Devra Thomas 14 
• Appointment to a first full term (Position #11) for Mrs. Ashley Nissler 15 

 16 
POSITION   
NO. 

NAME SPECIAL 
REPRESENTATIVE 

EXPIRATION 
DATE 

3 Mr. Brian Finch At-Large 03/31/2017 
4 Mr. Geoffrey Hathaway At-Large 03/31/2017 
10 Ms. Devra Thomas At-Large 03/31/2017 
11 Mrs. Ashley Nissler At-Large 03/31/2017 
 17 

VOTE: UNANIMOUS 18 
 19 

 A motion was made by Commissioner Dorosin, seconded by Commissioner Price to 20 
nominate Allison Reavis to position 14 ( At-Large) 21 

 22 
VOTE: UNANIMOUS 23 
  24 
 Commissioner McKee noted that he opposes the process of nominations being made 25 
from the floor rather than allowing time to look over the nominees. 26 
  27 

 b.    Board of Health – Appointments 28 
 The Board considered making appointments to the Board of Health.   29 

 30 
 A motion was made by Commissioner Rich, seconded by Commissioner Pelissier to 31 
appoint the following to the Board of Health: 32 
 33 

• Appointment to a first partial term (position #8) for Mr. Nick Galvez. 34 
• Appointment to a first full term (Position #9) for Dr. Sam Lasris. 35 

 36 
POSITION   
NO. 

NAME SPECIAL 
REPRESENTATIVE 

EXPIRATION 
DATE 

8 Mr. Nick Galvez At-Large  06/30/2015 
9 Dr. Sam Lasris Dentist 06/30/2016 
 37 
VOTE: UNANIMOUS 38 

 39 
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 c.    Carrboro Northern Transition Area Advisory Committee – Appointment 1 
 The Board considered an appointment to the Carrboro Northern Transition Area 2 
Advisory Committee.   3 
 4 
 A motion was made by Commissioner Price, seconded by Commissioner McKee to 5 
appoint the following to the Carrboro Northern Transition Area Advisory Committee: 6 

 7 
• Appointment to a second full term (Position #1) for Ms. Jeroloman.   8 

 9 
POSITION   
NO. 

NAME SPECIAL 
REPRESENTATIVE 

EXPIRATION 
DATE 

1 Ms. Amy Jeroloman Northern Transition Area 01/30/2017 
 10 

VOTE: UNANIMOUS 11 
 12 

 Commissioner Dorosin noted that there are only 3 people on this board, and he read 13 
that this board was supposed to have 5 people.  He said he would like to see a full listing of 14 
board members in the packets for these other governmental bodies as they go forward. 15 
 Chair Jacobs said he agrees, and he feels this board itself needs to be examined at 16 
some point, in relation to the possibility of the Hillsborough ETJ area going forward.    17 
 Commissioner Gordon said it is a good idea going forward, when a subset is appointed, 18 
that separate sheets be provided with lists of the subset, as well as a list for whole board. 19 

 20 
 d.    Carrboro Planning Board – Appointment 21 

 The Board considered making an appointment to the Carrboro Planning Board.   22 
 23 
 A motion was made by Commissioner Rich, seconded by Commissioner McKee to 24 
appoint the following to the Carrboro Planning Board: 25 
 26 

• Appointment to an additional full term (Position #2) for Ms. Susan Poulton.     27 
 28 

POSITION   
NO. 

NAME SPECIAL 
REPRESENTATIVE 

EXPIRATION 
DATE 

2 Ms. Susan Poulton Carrboro Planning Board 02/28/2017 
 29 

VOTE: UNANIMOUS  30 
 31 

 e.    Commission for the Environment – Appointments 32 
 The Board was to consider making appointments to the Commission for the 33 
Environment.   34 
DEFERRED 35 
 36 

 f.    Orange County Planning Board – Appointments 37 
 The Board was to consider making appointments to the Orange County Planning Board.   38 
DEFERRED 39 
 40 
12.   Board Comments  41 
 Commissioner Price said she participated in a Meals-on-Wheels event, and it was a 42 
wonderful experience. 43 
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 Commissioner Dorosin said he was at the Healthy Carolinians meeting this week.  He 1 
said he learned about two interesting issues.  He said he learned that accidental poisoning is 2 
the second leading cause of death in North Carolina and in Orange County.  He said there is a 3 
lot of work being done by the Health Department related to this.  He said he also learned that 4 
there are some pretty grim statistics about the children in Orange County who are without 5 
health insurance.  He said he will be bringing this information to the Board.   6 
 Commissioner McKee – none 7 
 Commissioner Pelissier said she and Dr. Bridger are going to visit the early head start 8 
health care sites in the area tomorrow morning.  She said the jail alternatives workgroup met 9 
this morning and reviewed a partial draft of the report.  She said headway is being made, but 10 
there is more to do.  11 
 Commissioner Gordon said at the Durham Chapel Hill Carrboro Metropolitan Planning 12 
Organization Transportation Advisory Committee Meeting, work was done to finish the 13 
memorandum of understanding (MOU).  She said the chair and vice chair reported on a 14 
meeting with Chatham County.  She said Chatham County had concerns, but had agreed to 15 
sign the agreement.  16 
 Commissioner Rich said she is also going to work with Meals-on-Wheels this week.  17 
She said tomorrow morning is the Visitors Bureau meeting.   She said tourism is picking up in 18 
Orange County, and she will provide numbers soon.  She said much of this is due to both high 19 
school and college sports.  20 
 Commissioner Price said she attended the NCACC meeting and it was mentioned that 21 
they may be entering into some hard times with N.C Fast and Medicaid.  She said the state is 22 
blaming the counties for the problems. 23 
 Chair Jacobs said he and Commissioner Pelissier attended the Project EngAGE event 24 
yesterday and gave them an overview of the Board of County Commissioners.  He said 25 
information was shared at the jail alternatives meeting showing that the number of mentally ill 26 
people imprisoned in 2014 is at almost the same level as in the 1800s. 27 
 28 
13.   Information Items 29 
• March 6, 2014 BOCC Meeting Follow-up Actions List 30 
• Description of Meetings with Waste Zero and Green Stream 31 
• Waste Reduction Rate for FY 12-13 32 
• Follow up to BOCC Questions on Emergency Services Strategic Plan 33 
 34 
14.   Closed Session NONE 35 
 36 
15.   Adjournment 37 
 38 
 A motion was made by Commissioner McKee, seconded by Commissioner Rich to 39 
adjourn the meeting at 8:09 p.m. 40 
 41 
VOTE: UNANIMOUS 42 
 43 
        Barry Jacobs, Chair 44 
 45 
Donna Baker 46 
Clerk to the Board 47 
 48 
 49 
 50 
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        Attachment 3 1 
 2 
DRAFT 3 

MINUTES 4 
BOARD OF COMMISSIONERS 5 

REGULAR MEETING 6 
April 1, 2014 7 

6:00 p.m. 8 
 9 
 The Orange County Board of Commissioners met in regular session on Tuesday, April 10 
1, 2014 at 6:00 p.m. at the DSS offices, in Hillsborough, N.C.  11 
 12 
COUNTY COMMISSIONERS PRESENT:  Chair Jacobs and Commissioners Mark Dorosin, 13 
Alice M. Gordon, Earl McKee, Bernadette Pelissier, Renee Price, Penny Rich 14 
COUNTY COMMISSIONERS ABSENT:   15 
COUNTY ATTORNEYS PRESENT:  John Roberts  16 
COUNTY STAFF PRESENT:  Interim County Manager Michael Talbert, Assistant County 17 
Managers Clarence Grier, Cheryl Young and Clerk to the Board Donna Baker (All other staff 18 
members will be identified appropriately below) 19 
NOTE:  ALL DOCUMENTS REFERRED TO IN THESE MINUTES ARE IN THE PERMANENT 20 
AGENDA FILE IN THE CLERK'S OFFICE.   21 
 22 
 Chair Jacobs called the meeting to order at 6:03 pm.  23 
 24 
1.  Additions or Changes to the Agenda 25 
 PUBLIC CHARGE 26 
 The Chair dispensed with the reading of the public charge.  27 
 28 
2.   Public Comments  29 
 30 
  a.   Matters not on the Printed Agenda  31 
 32 
 Commissioner Dorosin arrived at 6:07 pm 33 
 Beverly Hester Stephens read the following written comments: 34 
Good evening, Commissioners, and thank you for this opportunity to make a special request on 35 
behalf of Mothers Against Drunk Driving of North Carolina, Orange Partnership for Alcohol & 36 
Drug Free Youth, parents and community members.  37 
 38 
We are collaborating with Mothers Against Drunk Driving to increase awareness among parents 39 
and caregivers that their voice IS heard by their children.  Power Talk 21 is a national day set 40 
aside to recognize the important role parents and caregivers have in keeping their children safe, 41 
and encourages adults to have open, honest conversations.  42 
 43 
We will be hosting a town hall and workshop on April 21st, and providing tools to empower 44 
parents and caregivers to have conversations throughout the month of April.  45 
 46 
Understanding that this will be reviewed by the Chair, Vice Chair and County Manager, we 47 
humbly request the Board proclaim April 21st as PowerTalk 21 Day in Orange County, at their 48 
next County Commissioner meeting on April 15th.  49 
 50 
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 Gayanne Chambliss said she echoed Beverly Stephens’ sentiments. 1 
 2 
 Janet Kagan read the following written comments: 3 
I have been an arts patron and arts professional for almost four decades and a resident of 4 
Orange County for almost half of that.  I am here tonight to ask you to facilitate your 5 
commitment to make Orange County as artist-centric as your website promotion claims, which 6 
states: Our cultural environment is a big part of why Orange County is special.  Our “cultural 7 
environment” is not just a recognition of our shared physical, social, and economic history but 8 
also the footprint of the future legacy that follows us.  9 
 10 
In June 2012, Americans for the Arts- a national research, policy, and advocacy organization- 11 
issued their report “Arts Impact in Orange County.”  This is one of the most comprehensive 12 
economic impact studies of the arts ever conducted in the US.  Their research revealed that the 13 
County’s nonprofit arts and culture enterprises generate $85.4 million in economic activity, 14 
support 3,352 jobs, and return $8 million in revenue to local and state government.  Specifically, 15 
artists arts organizations, and allied design-production businesses spent $63.9 million in the 16 
County during fiscal year 2010, which was enhanced by another $21.5 million in related 17 
spending by their patrons.  This type of arts spending evokes a significant multiplier effect: 18 
organizations pay employees, purchase supplies, contract for services, and acquire assets 19 
within their community.  Furthermore, cultural residents and visitors do not hesitate to spend 20 
money on the arts.  All of us benefit from this! 21 
 22 
Let’s not forget that artists are entrepreneurs and business owners.  On Monday, the National 23 
Endowment for the Arts released new data on Arts Employment.  61 percent of artists are 24 
considered “self-employed” compared to 10 percent of all American workers.  They note that 25 
artists are also better educated than the overall labor force; their research found that 65 percent 26 
of professional artists held a bachelors degree or higher, compared to 32 percent of all US 27 
workers. 28 
 29 
These types of consumptions and contributions cannot be sustained or grown by the annual 30 
Orange County Open Studio tours, backyard artist workshops, street festivals, and weekend 31 
cultural events.  And creative entrepreneurs- especially those in their 20’s and 30’s – have 32 
ambition and mobility.  They are not satisfied with a garden studio; they seek camaraderie, 33 
innovation, and community.  Although I am hardly 25 years old (though I often feel like it) I 34 
would jump at the opportunity to build an artisan center in rural Orange County.  Current zoning 35 
prohibits this initiative, so I may need to look elsewhere.  The Federal government and private 36 
philanthropy are working in sync and poised to invest in these types of projects.  But not for 37 
long.  They follow demographic and when projects such as mine- or others – elect to located in 38 
distressed urban areas, Orange County loses these resources.  39 
 40 
I hope you will instruct your planning staff to explore how creative artist and designers can work 41 
in rural Orange County thereby truly making it a culturally vibrant hub. 42 
 43 
 Commissioner McKee arrived at 6:09 PM  44 
 45 
 Chair Jacobs said there have been efforts recently to help artists work together as a 46 
home occupation in Orange County or as cooperatives.   47 
 48 
 Judith Ernst said she is a ceramic artist who lives in Chapel Hill.  She read the following: 49 
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The most recent economic development plan for Orange County names the arts as one of the 1 
focuses for development in the County.  How can Orange County in fact be an arts-friendly 2 
community, specifically for the visual arts?  An arts-friendly environment has to be an artist-3 
friendly environment.  For visual artists to thrive they need two things: places to show and sell 4 
their work; and places to make their work, or studio space.  This second need is the one less 5 
understood and most often overlooked.  6 
 7 
Right now Orange County is reviewing its zoning laws.  Under current rules, artists can 8 
realistically only build studios on land where they occupy a primary residence, under the “home 9 
business” designation.  This assumes that all artists can afford their own homes: and all artists 10 
can afford to build a studio for their own exclusive use.  If two or more people decide to 11 
collaboratively build a studio not at a primary residence, it must be done on land zoned for 12 
commercial use.  While there are small parcels in the County that were not grand-fathered in as 13 
commercially zoned in the early 1990’s, most plots designated commercial at that time were the 14 
so-called economic development zones that are best for big-box stores and mixed retail/food 15 
businesses that thrive in strip malls.  These areas are not compatible with art studios, nor are 16 
they affordable for artist use.  17 
 18 
Artists have often favored shared studio space because of its affordability, but currently Orange 19 
County makes that almost impossible.  I urge you to consider some alternative to these zoning 20 
rules, perhaps in rural areas, that would allow for low-impact collective studio use by artists, and 21 
perhaps for other creative, non-fine art designers, architects, etc.  For example, imagine a 22 
group of painters deciding to buy a small piece of rural property with an old barn that can be 23 
rehabilitated for shared work space.  Or a small group of potters purchasing an older affordable 24 
farm house to be used as a studio.  Or a group of artists purchasing a plot of land and then 25 
constructing a relatively low-cost building suitable for studio space but not for residential use.  26 
Could the Commission staff investigate how other counties in North Carolina and throughout 27 
the country may help provide affordable work space for artists? 28 
 29 
Our area already has a strong arts community, but the County is not particularly friendly to 30 
younger artists, those who don’t have the resources to create a home/studio combination.  We 31 
will never be a dynamic arts destination unless we can attract young artists as well as nurturing 32 
those who are more well-established.  With the redevelopment of the large warehouse 33 
structures in Durham that now serve as shared studio space, like Golden Belt and Liberty Arts 34 
Sculpture Studio, our larger area is starting to attract younger artists.  While Orange County 35 
doesn’t have much of that kind of infrastructure for redevelopment, there are things that a rural 36 
county can do to make it more affordable and possible for artists to live and work in the County.  37 
Reconsidering these zoning issues that relegate shared space to commercially zoned areas, 38 
and making the rules friendlier to shared studio space for artists, is an initiative that could make 39 
a huge difference in the economic development of the County.  40 
 41 
 Jackie Stone Huerner said she is a resident of Hillsborough, and she is following up on 42 
discussion regarding the proposed bus routes.  She said there is concern that one of the 43 
proposed bus routes was going to go along Highway 86 North from Hillsborough.  She said 44 
there is a much more suburban lifestyle in that area, and most of the residents have cars and 45 
are unlikely to use the bus.  She said there is a great need for bus service in the mobile home 46 
parks, rent subsidized apartments, and low income housing areas within Hillsborough.  She 47 
encouraged the Board use the scarce resources to serve those who really need and will use the 48 
bus.   49 
 50 
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 b.    Matters on the Printed Agenda 1 
 (These matters will be considered when the Board addresses that item on the agenda 2 
below.) 3 

 4 
3.   Petitions by Board Members  5 
 Commissioner Gordon referred to the Intergovernmental Parks Work Group’s resolution 6 
that had been circulated to the various governmental entities.   She said this resolution 7 
describes how the two school systems, the county and the towns will cooperate on the use of 8 
school facilities for recreation.  She petitioned the Board to add this resolution to one of the 9 
regular Board of County Commissioners’ agendas in May for discussion and consideration. 10 
 11 
4.   Proclamations/ Resolutions/ Special Presentations 12 
 13 

 a.    Fair Housing Month 14 
 The Board considered approving a proclamation designating April as Fair Housing 15 
Month in Orange County and authorized the Chair to sign.  16 
 17 
 Human Relations Commission’s Chair Rollin Russell read the following proclamation: 18 
 19 
ORANGE COUNTY BOARD OF COMMISSIONERS 20 
 21 
PROCLAMATION 22 
 23 
FAIR HOUSING MONTH 24 
 25 
WHEREAS, April 2014 marks the 46th anniversary of the Fair Housing Act of 1968 and the 26 

31st anniversary of the North Carolina Fair Housing Act prohibiting discrimination 27 
in housing on the basis of race, color, sex, religion, national origin, handicap and 28 
familial status; and 29 

 30 
WHEREAS, the Orange County Board of Commissioners enacted the Orange County Civil 31 

Rights Ordinance on June 6, 1994, which affords to the residents of Orange 32 
County the protections guaranteed by Title VIII and additionally encompasses 33 
the protected classes of veteran status and age; and  34 

 35 
WHEREAS, Orange County and the United States Department of Housing and Urban 36 

Development as well as concerned residents and the housing industry are 37 
working to make fair housing opportunities possible for everyone by encouraging 38 
others to abide by the letter and the spirit of fair housing laws; and 39 

 40 
WHEREAS, despite the protection afforded by the Orange County Civil Rights Ordinance and 41 

Title VIII as amended, illegal housing discrimination still occurs in our nation and 42 
in our County; and  43 

 44 
WHEREAS, by supporting and promoting fair housing and equal opportunity, we are 45 

contributing to the health of our County, State and Nation; 46 
 47 
NOW, THEREFORE, we, the Board of County Commissioners of Orange County, North 48 
Carolina, do proclaim April 2014 as FAIR HOUSING MONTH and commend this observance to 49 
all Orange County residents. 50 
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 1 
This, the 1st day of April 2014. 2 
 3 
 A motion was made by Commissioner Price, seconded by Commissioner Rich to 4 
approve the proclamation designating April as Fair Housing Month in Orange County and 5 
authorize the Chair to sign. 6 
 7 
VOTE: UNANIMOUS 8 
 9 
 Rollin Russell reminded everyone that there would be a reception on April 10th to 10 
present information to realtors and housing providers, and this event is open to the public.  He 11 
said the commission will also make fair housing presentations throughout the year.  12 
 Commissioner Dorosin said the Fair Housing Act was one of the most innovative acts of 13 
the civil rights movement.  He said this act doesn’t just prohibit discrimination, but it also states 14 
that all of us have the right to live in a racially diverse housing community.  He said Orange 15 
County has a burden to further fair housing. 16 
 17 

 b.    Sexual Assault Awareness Month 18 
 The Board considered approving a proclamation recognizing April as Sexual Assault 19 
Awareness Month in Orange County and authorizing the Chair to sign.   20 
 Rape Crisis Center Executive Director Bryant Colson said, on behalf of the Orange 21 
County Rape Crisis Center, he wanted to thank the Board of County Commissioners.  He noted 22 
that the Center is celebrating its 40th anniversary, and he said this begins a month long event 23 
and program to increase awareness with residents. He said this culminates in an event on April 24 
29th from 6-8 p.m. at Extraordinary Ventures in Chapel Hill.  25 
 26 
 Commissioner Rich read the proclamation: 27 
 28 
ORANGE COUNTY BOARD OF COMMISSIONERS 29 
 30 
Proclamation 31 
“Sexual Assault Awareness Month” 32 
 33 
WHEREAS, the Orange County Rape Crisis Center assisted over 600 survivors of sexual 34 
violence, their loved ones, and community professionals during 2013; and 35 
 36 
WHEREAS, the Orange County Rape Crisis Center works with the County’s two school 37 
systems and other groups to provide students with age-appropriate information about violence 38 
prevention, reaching over 12,000 youth and adults each year; and 39 
 40 
WHEREAS, the coordination of the Orange County Sexual Assault Response Team (SART) is 41 
bringing together members of law enforcement, the medical community, the legal system, and 42 
other community advocates to improve services for survivors of sexual assault who come 43 
forward; and 44 
 45 
WHEREAS, 1 in 5 American women have been sexually assaulted at some point in their lives 46 
(Centers for Disease Control and Prevention, 2010); and 47 
 48 
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WHEREAS, in the United States rape is the most costly crime to its survivors, totaling $127 1 
billion a year considering factors such as medical cost, lost earnings, pain, suffering, and lost 2 
quality of life (U.S. Department of Justice, 1996); and  3 
 4 
WHEREAS, in the United States 1 in 3 women and 1 in 4 men have experienced some form of 5 
sexual or physical violence committed by an intimate partner (Centers for Disease Control and 6 
Prevention, 2010); and  7 
 8 
WHEREAS, there are more than 15,000 sex offenders registered as living in North Carolina 9 
(Department of Justice, 2014); and 10 
 11 
WHEREAS, victim-blaming continues to be an enormous problem in instances of rape and 12 
sexual assault; and 13 
 14 
WHEREAS, the Orange County Rape Crisis Center, a non-profit agency that has served this 15 
community since 1974, is working to stop sexual violence and its impact through support, 16 
education, and advocacy; 17 
 18 
NOW, THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED that we, the Orange County Board of Commissioners, 19 
do hereby proclaim the month of April 2014 as “SEXUAL ASSAULT AWARENESS MONTH” 20 
and encourage all residents to speak out against sexual violence and to support their local 21 
community’s efforts to prevent and respond to these appalling crimes. 22 
 23 
This, the 1st day of April 2014. 24 
 25 
 A motion was made by Commissioner Gordon, seconded by Commissioner Pelissier to 26 
approve the proclamation recognizing April as Sexual Assault Awareness Month in Orange 27 
County and authorize the Chair to sign.   28 
 29 
VOTE: UNANIMOUS 30 
 31 
5.   Public Hearings  32 
 33 

 a.    Solid Waste Service Tax District – Public Hearing 34 
 The Board conducted the second of two public hearings, pursuant to North Carolina 35 
General Statutes 153A-302, to receive comments with regard to the proposed establishment of 36 
a Solid Waste Service Tax District in unincorporated Orange County. 37 
 38 
 Gayle Wilson presented the background information outlined in the abstract.  He said in 39 
2004 the Board of Commissioners approved a new method of funding for the every other week 40 
curbside/roadside recycling collection program for about 13,000 residences in unincorporated 41 
Orange County. At that time the Board adopted a fee to fund the program, called a rural 3-R 42 
Fee, that all eligible residences were billed annually on their tax bills. The fee was assessed to 43 
all eligible for the service, regardless of whether or how often a resident used the service. 44 
 In 2012 the County Manager and the County Attorney advised the Board that they had 45 
concerns regarding the statutory justification for assessing this fee and recommended that the 46 
Board eliminate the fee and consider other ways to fund that program. The 2012 tax bill was the 47 
last time the fee was assessed. The fee was $38/year. In 2013 the Board provided an interim 48 
funding for the program from landfill reserves. 49 
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 Over the next several months the Board discussed various options on how to address 1 
this funding problem. Elimination of the program was even considered, but unanimously 2 
abandoned due to measured participation of the rural community of about 57%. Some residents 3 
eligible for this service chose not to recycle, others delivered their recycling to convenience 4 
centers and a very few employed private haulers. It was also considered that the service was 5 
important in order to meet the County’s aggressive waste reduction goal of 61%. 6 
 Gayle Wilson said after considering and rejecting numerous funding alternatives, in 7 
December 2013, the Board indicated intent to implement a solid waste service district tax as the 8 
means to replace the funding lost when the fee was eliminated.  One of the services discussed 9 
in March 2013 was a proposal to franchise waste and recyclables collection in unincorporated 10 
Orange County. The Board, following vigorous public opposition, eliminated this option from 11 
further consideration. 12 
 He said the Board also recently discussed a subscription service option, whereby those 13 
residents who wanted to retain the service could pay, and those who wished not to pay could 14 
voluntarily opt-out.  He said State statutes require a public hearing to be held prior to a Board 15 
adopting a service district, and the property owners of all parcels to be included in the district 16 
must be notified by letter of the hearing.   17 
 He noted that the Solid Waste Convenience Centers (SWCC) are paid for by all 18 
residents of the County, though many residents do not use them.  He said it is likely that any 19 
proposal the Board decides on may not necessarily be the long term solution to rural recycling 20 
program funding. 21 
 22 
Gayle Wilson addressed several of the questions from the hand out – Frequently Asked 23 
Questions (FAQ): 24 

 25 
 I have been paying the Solid Waste Convenience Center Fee for three years and 26 

it has increased to $40/year in that period. Included among the tax bill 27 
explanations for this fee is “The cost of expanding the hours of operation for the 28 
solid waste convenience centers”. Why has there not been any expansion of 29 
hours in that three year period? 30 

• The hours of operation at the Eubanks Road and Walnut Grove Church 31 
Road Centers were increased by opening on Thursdays from 7 am to 6 32 
pm effective September 5, 2013. 33 
 34 

 How many exempt properties are there in the proposed district? 35 
• There are a total of 694 tax exempt properties in the proposed service 36 

district. 37 
 38 

 How many vacant properties (no homes or other structures) are in the proposed 39 
district? 40 

• The total number of vacant properties within the district is approximately 41 
5,469. 42 
 43 

 What are the average home value and the average assessment throughout the 44 
county? 45 

• Average total property value throughout the county is $290,545. 46 
 47 

 If a homeowner does land/house improvements, will this change the cost of the 48 
tax on the property? 49 
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• Anything that changes the property tax assessment would change their 1 
property tax bill. 2 

 3 
PUBLIC COMMENT: 4 
 5 
 Anne Garabay said she is a lifetime resident of Orange County, and she is an interior 6 
designer. She said her work property and her home are in Orange County.  She read an email 7 
that she had written to Commissioner McKee.  She said she feels suffocated with Orange 8 
County taxes as it is now.  She said she cannot benefit from this new tax at all, as her 9 
commercial business requires that she haul her debris and pay to dump it at the landfill, and 10 
she also hauls her home recycling materials.  She said her company has suffered since 2001, 11 
and she has to borrow money to pay taxes now.  She loves Hillsborough, but she wants to take 12 
her home and work elsewhere, because she is overtaxed, and she reaps no benefits. She said 13 
every day is a struggle, and she feels that no one is interested in small businesses.  She votes 14 
no further taxes on solid waste. 15 
 16 
 Don O’Leary said, with all due respect, government is like a two year old shouting “mine, 17 
mine, mine.”  He said the population is no longer ignorant, and residents are not going to sit by 18 
and be taxed.  He said he does not need the recycling trucks, as he already has to go to the 19 
dump to take his trash.   He said right now it is recyclables, and he questioned how the Board 20 
of County Commissioners can ask residents to pay for a service they do not want.  He said 21 
many residents already take their own recyclables to a convenience center, so why would 22 
residents want to pay for a service they are already doing.   23 
 24 
 Dr. Jon Arvick questioned whether this tax will be deductible on state or federal returns.  25 
He questioned if residents shouldn’t be allowed to vote on this if it is a new tax.   He asked if 26 
people with only a few materials can opt for monthly pick up.  He asked if this tax is really 27 
necessary or if it is just a way to raise revenues.  He questioned whether this will really increase 28 
service and whether he will get twice the service for paying twice the price.  He asked if the 61 29 
percent goal is the goal for participation or known waste reduction. 30 
 31 
 Terri Buckner said she lives in Chapel Hill, in the ETJ for Carrboro.  She said her area of 32 
the County does not have access to the Solid Waste Convenience Centers (SWCC).  She said 33 
hauling to these centers is very inconvenient for her, though she is still paying for it.  She said 34 
she has been to most of these meetings, and she has heard there is support for recycling, but 35 
the controversy is how to pay for it.  She said she is in favor of the tax service district since she 36 
lives in the unincorporated southern part of Orange County.  She said many of her neighbors 37 
lack understanding about the County services that they receive.  She asked the Board not to 38 
commit to any option that will have a negative impact on the recycling rate or allow more waste 39 
to leave the County to go to a landfill in a low wealth county.   She asked the Board to commit 40 
to a final solution that will allow the solid waste staff to maintain or exceed the current recycling 41 
rate.  42 
  43 
 Dave Laudicina said he lives in Bingham Township and he would like to discuss three 44 
points: 45 
1) Fairness and Equity - He said this proposal has been marketed as a small amount of money 46 
equal to the current rate for the average house.  He said this is not dealing in averages, and 47 
some people will pay much more than average, and some will pay less.  He said he has heard 48 
about other increases, and the additive effect of all of these increases grows to an astronomical 49 
rate.  He said he does not understand why the Board is trying to implement a tax scheme with a 50 
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monopoly that has no constraints on future increases.  He said the rates should be all flat or all 1 
progressive.   2 
2) Recycling Participation – He said Orange County has been a leader in recycling for many 3 
years, before and during recycling pickup; and it will continue to be a leader in the future, no 4 
matter what plan is elected.  He said the County would not have been able to achieve this 5 
without aggressive rural resident participation.  6 
3) No Choice – He said he took his trash and recycling on the same trip and this is the practice 7 
most of the time.  He said it makes no sense that he would be forced to pay for something he 8 
doesn’t need.  He said the roll cart would not be suitable for him.  9 
 10 
 Mark Marcoplos said he lives in Bingham Township.  He said this proposal has been 11 
under consideration with the Board of County Commissioners for more than a year now, and it 12 
is no closer to a clear resolution.  He said the lack of clear information has resulted in testimony 13 
and letters being submitted from people who are not even in the proposed district.  He said the 14 
County has not checked the addresses of citizens who have spoken at their meetings to see if 15 
these residents live in the proposed district.   He said the end result is that neither the public nor 16 
the media really know the extent of support or criticism for this proposal.  He said there are 17 
people living in dense areas that would like the service and support the modest tax.  He said 18 
there are also people in the district that live down long driveways and would not use the service.  19 
He said these residents generally support recycling and haul it to the centers, along with 20 
household trash.  He said the state policy has forced the creation of a district that has clusters 21 
of density separated by areas of scattered households.  He said the connecting zones have a 22 
practical reason to not use the service.  He said none of this investment of time and money to 23 
explore the tax option would have been necessary if the Board of County Commissioners had 24 
kept the 3-R fee.  He said it is unclear that the attorney’s opinion on the possibility of a legal 25 
challenge merited the scrapping of the 3-R fee.  He would like to re-instate the fee and 26 
concentrate efforts on the adoption of a comprehensive plan.  He feels it is essential that 27 
Orange County have its own transfer and recycling station at the same location.  He said this 28 
will end the increasing cost of trucking waste to transfer stations; reduce pollution; and allow for 29 
future collection of both household waste and recyclables.  He said the most cost effective 30 
location is near I-40 and the Chapel Hill/Carrboro urban zone, which generates most of the solid 31 
waste.  He referred to available land near the Chapel Hill Town Operations Center.   32 
 33 
 Stan Cheran lives in rural Orange County and said he would like to join with many of his 34 
rural neighbors in expressing opposition to a fee for a service that he does not use and will 35 
never use.  He lives on an unpaved road and hauls his recyclables and trash to the 36 
convenience centers.  He said if he chose to put out his recyclables he would still have to haul 37 
trash.  He finds the proposed mandatory fee objectionable and not appropriate for a County as 38 
progressive and enlightened as this.  He said it is not a matter of cost, but it is a matter of 39 
principle.   40 
 41 
 Steve Hopper lives in Efland.  He is opposed to the tax, and he has been doing research 42 
on the issue.  He said most people he has spoken with did not realize that this will be a 43 
progressive and variable tax.  He said this is a strange way to fund this service.  He 44 
congratulated the County on doing a good job with recycling so far, but he feels the Board does 45 
not see that the rural people get it.  He cited a 7 percent difference in the rates of recycling 46 
between rural residents with and without the curbside service.  He said the economics don’t add 47 
up.  He said the residents of this County are enlightened and are going to continue to recycle.  48 
Steve Hopper asked the Board not to do this, and he requested that residents be allowed to 49 
vote on the issue.  50 
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 1 
 Jerry Snipes said he is a resident of Efland Cheeks Township.  He said he has over 500 2 
signatures against this tax, and many people he has talked to do not want this tax.  He 3 
questioned why the County would want to send their trash to a neighbor’s county.  4 
 5 
 Doug Efland said he received 6 notices for the parcels he owns, and all but one of these 6 
is farmland.  He referred to item #30 on the FAQ sheet.  He said he does not understand why 7 
landowners that have vacant properties in the district are asked to pay for service and those 8 
outside are not asked to pay for it, as neither of these residents receive any benefit from it.  He 9 
referred to the statement about suspension of fees and said he noticed that his tax bill for 2012 10 
and 2013 showed that, even though the $37 fee was suspended, he was asked to pay a $30 11 
increase in other fees for solid waste. 12 
 13 
 Paul Rockwell said he lives on the east side of Orange Grove Road.  He expressed his 14 
gratitude to the Board for allowing him to express his opinion.  He said he likes the services 15 
offered by the County at the convenience centers, and he feels the taxes he pays for this are 16 
well invested. He said curbside recycling is not something he would use, and he does not want 17 
to pay for a service, he does not need or want.  He likes the idea of a subscription service 18 
option, as it allows residents to get the level of service they would like.  He said incentivizing 19 
recycling might also help reach the goal faster than irritating the public with additional taxes.  He 20 
said incentivizing has been proven effective in other areas.   21 
 Thomas Linden said he lives in the Stoneridge neighborhood, which contains about 243 22 
houses in unincorporated Orange County.  He said his neighborhood and the neighborhood 23 
next to his really need recycling.  He said about 80 percent or more of the homes in his area 24 
have recycling bins in front of them.  He said people cannot selectively choose the taxes that 25 
benefit them.  He said if this was the case, there would be no functioning society.  He said 26 
Orange County is a recycling leader in the state and there needs to be more recycling, not less.  27 
He said he would likely have to double the amount he pays for the service, but he feels it would 28 
be well worth it.  He thinks it would be useful for the County to pursue a pay-as-you-throw 29 
model for private hauling.  He said he puts out very little trash, but he pays for a big bin.  He is 30 
in favor of the tax district.  31 
 Lynne Jaffe said that many people seem to be against the taxing of this service.  She 32 
said she has paid for many services that she does not use, including schools and other 33 
services; however she does not see the justice in paying taxes for someone else’s trash.  She 34 
does not see how this tax supports recycling.  She said this is a rural County and many people 35 
have inherited their land and own a lot of land.  She said many of these people are on a fixed 36 
income and are unable to pay more taxes.  She said County residents are increasingly 37 
penalized and asked to support so many services that provide them no benefit.  38 
 Jane Gaede lives in Orange County, in Hillsborough Township.  She said she has 39 
received 7 first class individual mailings from the solid waste office in reference to this district 40 
tax public hearing.  She said there is a need to consolidate this.  She said there is curbside 41 
recycling in her area, and she does not want, or need the service.  She does not have trash 42 
pick-up, so she takes trash and recyclables to the convenience center at the same time.  She 43 
said she is perfectly happy to pay a fair share of cost to maintain the convenience centers.  She 44 
said it makes no sense to have curbside recycling in these rural areas, and it only tears up the 45 
roads and generates air pollution.  She said she is in favor of recycling, but she does not need it 46 
picked up.   47 
 Norma White said she has four parcels and she is in the tax district; but the people at 48 
the end of her road are not in the district and are taxed at a different rate.  She thinks that a 49 
consensus has been formed around recycling in Orange County.  She said the towns, the 50 
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developments outside towns, and the rural areas all recycle, though they do recycling 1 
differently.  She said the towns and the County are poised to sign an agreement for curbside 2 
recycling, and this is a result of conversations between staff, town managers, councils and 3 
officials.  She said this is a good fit for the town and the County, and the agreement appears to 4 
be made in good faith.  She said the public hearings have affirmed the importance of recycling 5 
outside of the towns.  She said curbside recycling is good for suburban developments that sit 6 
just outside of towns.  She asked, rather than funding this with a tax district, why the County 7 
does not work with haulers already providing service to the towns, to include the suburban 8 
communities for a fee.  She said this would not require a special district.  She said the County 9 
has not respected the way rural households address recycling.  She said only a third of those in 10 
the rural area use curbside service.  She said the curbside with a tax district should be rejected.  11 
She said the Commissioners are the only voice that the rural residents have, and she asked 12 
that the Board reject this district and re-visit the issue with the rural stakeholders.  13 
 Quentin Phillips said he lives on Orange Grove Road.  He asked for clarification on the 14 
revenue generated by the sale of recyclables.  He asked why that cannot be self supporting.  15 
He asked how this tax can be legal if the residents have not voted on it.  He said he pays more 16 
taxes in Orange County than he does in Alamance County. 17 
 David Neal is a member of the Commission for the Environment.  He said the 18 
commission’s interest in this issue is environmental.  He said there is benefit in the reduced 19 
energy use created through recycling.   He said, given the two options, the commission 20 
identified the service district as the option that is least disruptive to the existing successful 21 
program.  He said a subscription service would be inefficient, difficult to manage, and 22 
expensive.  He agrees that in a real world, curbside recycling would be best in denser areas; 23 
but because of the constraints requiring a contiguous district, this does not work. 24 
 25 
 Joe Phelps said he is a lifelong resident of Orange County.  He said he would also like 26 
to see the amount of revenue generated from the sale of recyclables.  He said the opt-out 27 
service should be an option, and if there is a fee, it should be a flat fee for all participants.  He 28 
feels the Board is incorrect in thinking that an opt-out program would reduce recycling 29 
participation.   He questioned why only part of the County was included in the program and why 30 
the service was not offered to everyone.  He does not believe this should be based upon tax 31 
value.  32 
 Bonnie Hauser said she lives across the street from the proposed district, but she cares 33 
about this issue.  She said it is apparent that everyone involved cares about waste reduction, 34 
but everyone does not do it the same way.  She said there are many options that provide choice 35 
and good service that have not been explored.  She said the service district tax is not a fair or 36 
equitable solution for the County.  She said she has been supportive of the subscription fee, but 37 
it seems there may be an issue of viability with this option.  She said there needs to be more 38 
time allowed to review the options, and a short term solution needs to be found, while options 39 
for a long time solution can be sorted out.  She asked the Board to delay all capital expenses, 40 
including convenience center upgrades and roll carts until a decision is made on how to handle 41 
this service in the long term. 42 
 Ben Lloyd said he is an Efland resident.  He said he understands that this proposed tax 43 
would apply to residents and open land, regardless if you create waste or not.  He owns several 44 
hundred acres of open land that produces no waste, and he feels it is unfair to make him pay a 45 
tax for this land.  He said the current convenience centers are the best and fairest options.  He 46 
does not mind paying for his sins and his service, but he resents paying for the sins and 47 
services of other people.  He said he was taught not to mess with something that is working, 48 
and the convenience centers are working. 49 
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 Gene Williams said he lives in White Cross community, and he feels the County is doing 1 
a great job with recycling now.  He said he and his wife are dedicated to recycling, and he has 2 
talked to a lot of people about this issue.  He said expecting residents to pay an additional tax 3 
for recycling is not right.  He said a friend of his said if the County taxes her, she will throw her 4 
recycling in with her trash. He said this tax will alienate people who are trying to do a good job.  5 
He said residents are paying a high property tax now, as well as a fire district tax.  He said 6 
adding a district tax will only add more, and this is too many taxes.  He said he spends his 7 
money in Alamance County because there is no industry or retail in Orange County.  He said 8 
this lack of industry is why residents have to pay more tax.  He said this district tax is just one 9 
more tax that residents don’t need.  10 
 11 
 Chair Jacobs said the answers to the questions will be posted to the website.  12 
 Gayle Wilson said this is correct.  He also noted that the state legislature requires the 13 
County to mail each parcel letter separately. 14 
 Chair Jacobs said all of the comments will be considered and a decision is scheduled to 15 
be made at the April 15th meeting.  He suggested a 5 minute break.  16 
 17 
6.   Consent Agenda 18 

• Removal of Any Items from Consent Agenda 19 
 NONE 20 
 21 

• Approval of Remaining Consent Agenda 22 
 A motion was made by Commissioner Pelissier, seconded by Commissioner Rich to 23 
approve the remaining items on the consent agenda. 24 

VOTE: UNANIMOUS 25 
 26 

• Discussion and Approval of the Items Removed from the Consent Agenda 27 
 28 
a. Minutes 29 
The Board approved the minutes from January 23 and February 4, 2014 as submitted by the 30 
Clerk to the Board.   31 
b. Motor Vehicle Property Tax Releases/Refunds 32 
The Board adopted a resolution, which is incorporated by reference, to release motor vehicle 33 
property tax values for thirty-four (34) taxpayers with a total of thirty-six (36) bills that will result 34 
in a reduction of revenue in accordance with NCGS. 35 
c. Property Tax Releases/Refunds 36 
The Board adopted a resolution, which is incorporated by reference, to release property tax 37 
values for seventeen (17) taxpayers with a total of (29) twenty-nine bills that will result in a 38 
reduction of revenue in accordance with North 39 
Carolina General Statute 105-381.   40 
d. Notice of Public Hearing on Orange County’s 2014 Legislative Agenda 41 
The Board approved a notice of the Board of County Commissioners’ plans to hold a public 42 
hearing on April 15, 2014 on potential items for inclusion in Orange County’s legislative agenda 43 
package for the 2014 North Carolina General Assembly Session. 44 
e. Approval of Budget Amendment #6-A Reallocating Current Available County 45 

Capital Funds to Proposed New County Capital Project 46 
The Board approved Budget Amendment #6-A reallocating $55,000 in current available County 47 
Capital funds to a newly created County Capital Project to fund repairs and renovations 48 
needed for the current fiscal year 2013-14. 49 
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f. Application for North Carolina Education Lottery Proceeds for Chapel Hill – 1 
Carrboro City Schools (CHCCS) and Contingent Approval of Budget Amendment # 6-2 
B Related to CHCCS Capital Project Ordinances 3 

The Board approved an application to the North Carolina Department of Public Instruction 4 
(NCDPI) to release funds from the NC Education Lottery account related to FY 2013-14 debt 5 
service payments for Chapel Hill – Carrboro City Schools, and to approve Budget Amendment 6 
#6-B (amended School Capital Project Ordinances), contingent on the State’s approval of the 7 
application and authorize the Chair to sign. 8 
g. Delegation of Property Tax Release/Refund Authority Based on North Carolina 9 

General Statute (NCGS) NCGS 105-381  10 
The Board considered delegation of authority as authorized under North Carolina General 11 
Statute (NCGS) 105-381(b) and approved a resolution, which is incorporated by reference, 12 
thereby allowing the Finance Officer to approve requests for release or refund of property taxes 13 
less than one hundred dollars ($100.00). 14 
h. Change in BOCC Regular Meeting Schedule for 2014 15 
The Board approved one change in the County Commissioners’ regular meeting calendar for 16 
2014, adding a dinner meeting with the Board of Social Services for Tuesday, April 29 2014, 17 
starting at 5:30 pm (prior to the 7:00 joint meeting with the school boards) at the Southern 18 
Human Services Center, 2501 Homestead Road in Chapel Hill.  19 
 20 
7.   Regular Agenda 21 

 a.    Rogers-Eubanks Neighborhood Association Community Center Construction 22 
Bid Award 23 

 The Board considered awarding a bid to Riggs-Harrod Builders, Inc. of Durham, North 24 
Carolina in the amount of $552,488 for the construction of the Rogers Eubanks Neighborhood 25 
Association Community Center; authorizing the Chair to sign the necessary paperwork upon 26 
final approval of the County Attorney; and authorizing the County Manager to execute change 27 
orders for the project up to the project budget. 28 
 Jeff Thompson said this bid reflects a major re-design of the facility, allowing the project 29 
to be constructed within the Board approved project budget.  30 
 Jeff Thompson said Patric Lebeau was present to provide an overview of the design to 31 
the Board and answer any questions. 32 
 Patric Lebeau reviewed several image slides outlining the re-design changes.  He said 33 
the building footprint has changed very little, and the square footage and interior spaces and 34 
functions have been retained.  He said the site plan has shrunk and the building has been 35 
pulled to the East to avoid some site work.   He showed the ADA parking and basketball court, 36 
and he reviewed the detailed floor plan slide. 37 
 He said the height and elevations have changed slightly, and the clear story has been 38 
taken out.  He said a small portico has been retained on the east side for the main entry.   39 
 Jeff Thompson said competitive bids from ten (10) firms were opened on March 13, 40 
2014. He said after a period of review of the bid documents by County staff and the project 41 
designer, Riggs-Harrod Builders, Inc. of Durham, NC was determined to be the lowest 42 
responsive, responsible bidder for this project.  He said should the Board of County 43 
Commissioners award the bid, the projected construction period is eight (8) months.  He said, 44 
depending upon construction progress, management of unforeseen conditions and the facility 45 
commissioning process, the center may be available before the end of the 2014 calendar year. 46 
 Chair Jacobs said the Board was glad to see their friends from the Rogers Road 47 
community in attendance. 48 
 Commissioner Dorosin noted that the bid came in at $550,000, and he thought there 49 
might be extra money, since the Board allocated $650,000.  He said the financial impact lists 50 
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$34,000 for owner, furniture, and site costs and $50,000 to OWASA.  He asked if the bid had 1 
come in at $650,000 where these additional funds would have come from.  He asked if these 2 
costs are just being included because the bid came in so low.  3 
 Jeff Thompson said the OWASA costs are fixed, and if the bid had come in higher or 4 
lower, those costs would stay the same.  He said if the bid had been higher, the Board would 5 
have been asked to approve a budget amendment to complete the project.  6 
 Commissioner Dorosin said he does not feel that the information regarding the $50,000 7 
cost was adequately presented to the Board of County Commissioners during their discussion 8 
of this project.  He asked if the $34,000 was another fixed cost or if it is being included because 9 
the bid is so low.   10 
 Jeff Thompson said the kitchen equipment had been pulled out, with a plan to put it in 11 
separate from the general contract.   12 
 Commissioner Dorosin questioned whether, if the lowest bid had been $600,000, and 13 
the $50,000 was then added for OWASA, this $34,000 would have been added as well. 14 
 Jeff Thompson said this would have been added above that $650,000. 15 
 Michael Talbert said staff would have come back to ask for more funding.  He said the 16 
kitchen equipment was purposely taken out to know exactly what the bid was.  He said the 17 
OWASA costs are fixed costs for the owner, and these are not part of the bid, as it is not part of 18 
what the construction crew has to pay.   19 
 Commissioner Dorosin said this just was not clear to him. 20 
 Michael Talbert said the project costs are for the whole project.  He said he appreciated 21 
the architect’s pro bono services, and he feels it ended in a better product. 22 
 Commissioner Dorosin said this is very exciting, and he would support adding in 23 
anything that would commit the Board up to the $650,000 that was committed. 24 
 Michael Talbert said that is the intent for the remaining $20,000 if it is not needed for 25 
any contingencies.  26 
 Commissioner Gordon asked if staff could please review the figures since they seem to 27 
add up to $660,000 instead of $650,000.  28 
 Jeff Thompson said he will look into this.  29 
 Commissioner Price asked about the start date.  30 
 Jeff Thompson said the goal would be to start in early May.  31 
 Commissioner McKee publicly thanked the architect and his firm for the work that has 32 
been done, specifically to go back and do the re-design to make this project work.  He said this 33 
has been a long time coming.  He said he is excited that the dirt is getting ready to be moved.  34 
He supported Commissioner Dorosin’s proposal that if this project comes in under $650,000 the 35 
extra funds should be used to provide furnishings. 36 
 37 
 A motion was made by Commissioner Gordon, seconded by Commissioner Price to 38 
award a bid to Riggs-Harrod Builders, Inc. of Durham, North Carolina in the amount of 39 
$552,488 for the construction of the Rogers Eubanks Neighborhood Association Community 40 
Center; authorize the Chair to sign the necessary paperwork upon final approval of the County 41 
Attorney; and authorize the County Manager to execute change orders for the project up to the 42 
project budget of $650,000. 43 
 44 
 Commissioner Rich asked for clarification about the figures for the project budget. 45 
 Commissioner Gordon said if the math is wrong, the extra $10,000 will come out of the 46 
contingency, and the contingency amount would be $10,000 instead of $20,000. She noted that 47 
it is okay to go up to the project budget of $650,000. 48 
VOTE: UNANIMOUS 49 
 50 
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8.   Reports   1 
 NONE 2 
 3 
9.   County Manager’s Report 4 
 NONE 5 
 6 
10.   County Attorney’s Report  7 
 John Roberts referred to an earlier question about the process if a tax service district 8 
was implemented and then needed to be abolished.  He said a public hearing would be 9 
required, with a notice in the newspaper, and then the Board could decide to pass a resolution 10 
to terminate the tax service district. 11 
 12 
11.   Appointments 13 
 NONE 14 
 15 
12.   Board Comments  16 
 17 
 Commissioner Pelissier said she and Chair Jacobs attended a public input meeting for 18 
the proposed southwest library.  She said the consultants told her that this was the largest 19 
turnout ever.  She said there was great enthusiasm and positive input regarding the site.  20 
 Commissioner Pelissier said she visited the 1789 Venture Lab in Chapel Hill last week, 21 
and she encouraged her peers to visit. 22 
 23 
 Commissioner Rich said she and Commissioner Pelissier attended an event to welcome 24 
Debbie Shultz to Orange County.   25 
 26 
 Commissioner McKee - none 27 
 28 
 Commissioner Price said she attended the strategic planning course at UNC.  She said 29 
a lot of the examples presented were located in Orange County.   30 
 31 
 Commissioner Gordon referred to the Intergovernmental Parks Work Group’s resolution 32 
regarding the Community Use of School Facilities for Recreation.  She said the Orange County 33 
school system has recently revised their facility use policy.  She said that in the IP Work Group, 34 
the representatives of the two school boards and the representatives of all of the governing 35 
boards for the towns and the county have worked together in a very cooperative way.  In a 36 
recent IP Work Group meeting, all of the representatives have agreed to this resolution, and 37 
now it has to be agreed to by all of the boards. 38 
 39 
 Commissioner Dorosin said he attended the North Carolina hearings of the National 40 
Commission on Voting Rights.  He said it was a combination of voter rights and voter education 41 
panels.  He said Ellie Kinnaird was one of the panel members.   He said all of the testimony will 42 
be transcribed and will go to Washington D.C. to become part of the congressional record for 43 
discussion of the new proposed voter rights act. 44 
 Commissioner Dorosin congratulated James Davis who was appointed as interim 45 
director of the Housing Human Rights and Community Development Department.  46 
  47 
 Chair Jacobs said he had an opportunity to make a presentation to the Orange 48 
County/Hillsborough Chamber of Commerce regarding economic development in Orange 49 
County.  He said there are a lot of things that are happening.  He said the very next day one of 50 
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the incubators hosted a tour by the Wallace Center Food Hub.  He said there were people from 1 
as far away as Texas.  He said the center is already making a profit.  2 
  Chair Jacobs said he attended a meeting of the Chapel Hill Downtown Partnership 3 
where the director of DSI Comedy was introduced.  He said the director talked about how his 4 
company does outreach and team building.  Chair Jacobs said he received an email with an 5 
offer to do an outreach for the Board of County Commissioners. 6 
 Chair Jacobs asked Jeff Thompson about the status of the Whitted Building, because 7 
many arts groups were interested. 8 
 Jeff Thompson said the project is slightly ahead of schedule by about 2 weeks.  He said 9 
site work will probably start in about 2 weeks.  He said testing and A/V work will be done in 10 
May/June, but it probably won’t be ready for the Board’s last meeting.  He said final work will be 11 
done over the summer to insure that t it will be ready for the first meeting in the fall.  He said a 12 
tour is planned in May.   13 
 Commissioner Price said she has had requests for tours of the facility. 14 
 Jeff Thompson said these can be set up.  15 
 16 
13.  Information Items 17 
 18 
• March 18, 2014 BOCC Meeting Follow-up Actions List 19 
• Tax Collector’s Report – Numerical Analysis 20 
• Tax Collector’s Report – Measure of Enforced Collections 21 
• BOCC Chair Letter Regarding Petitions from March 6, 2014 Regular Board Meeting 22 
• BOCC Chair Letter Regarding Petitions from March 18, 2014 Regular Board Meeting 23 
 24 
14.   Closed Session -  NONE 25 
 26 
15.   Adjournment 27 
 28 
 A motion was made by Commissioner Gordon, seconded by Commissioner Price to 29 
adjourn the meeting at 8:14 p.m. 30 
 31 

VOTE: UNANIMOUS 32 
 33 
         Barry Jacobs, Chair 34 
 35 
Donna Baker 36 
Clerk to the Board 37 
 38 
 39 
 40 



 

ORANGE COUNTY 
BOARD OF COMMISSIONERS 

 
ACTION AGENDA ITEM ABSTRACT 

 Meeting Date: May 8, 2014  
 Action Agenda 
 Item No.   6-b 

 
SUBJECT:   Motor Vehicle Property Tax Releases/Refunds 
 
DEPARTMENT:  Tax Administration PUBLIC HEARING:  (Y/N) No 
  

 
ATTACHMENT(S): 

Resolution 
Releases/Refunds Data Spreadsheet 
Reason for Adjustment Summary 

INFORMATION CONTACT: 
Dwane Brinson, Tax Administrator, 
919-245-2726 

        
 

PURPOSE:  To consider adoption of a resolution to release motor vehicle property tax values 
for thirteen (13) taxpayers with a total of fifteen (15) bills that will result in a reduction of 
revenue. 
 
BACKGROUND: North Carolina General Statute (NCGS) 105-381(a)(1) allows a taxpayer to 
assert a valid defense to the enforcement of the collection of a tax assessed upon his/her 
property under three sets of circumstances: 

(a) “a tax imposed through clerical error”, for example when there is an actual error in 
mathematical calculation; 

(b)  “an illegal tax”, such as when the vehicle should have been billed in another county, an 
incorrect name was used, or an incorrect rate code (the wrong combination of applicable 
county, municipal, fire district, etc. tax rates) was used; 

(c) “a tax levied for an illegal purpose”, which would involve charging a tax which was later 
deemed to be impermissible under state law.   

 
NCGS 105-381(b), “Action of Governing Body” provides that “Upon receiving a taxpayer’s 
written statement of defense and request for release or refund, the governing body of the taxing 
unit shall within 90 days after receipt of such a request determine whether the taxpayer has a 
valid defense to the tax imposed or any part thereof and shall either release or refund that 
portion of the amount that is determined to be in excess of the correct liability or notify the 
taxpayer in writing that no release or refund will be made”. 
 
For classified motor vehicles, NCGS 105-330.2(b) allows for a full or partial refund when a tax 
has been paid and a pending appeal for valuation reduction due to excessive mileage, vehicle 
damage, etc. is decided in the owner’s favor.   
 
FINANCIAL IMPACT:  Approval of these release/refund requests will result in a net reduction of 
$2,678.59 to Orange County, the towns, and school and fire districts.  Financial impact year to 
date for FY 2013-2014 is $73,732.36. 
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RECOMMENDATION(S):   The Manager recommends that the Board: 

• Accept the report reflecting the motor vehicle property tax releases/refunds requested in 
accordance with the NCGS; and  

• Approve the attached release/refund resolution. 
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NORTH CAROLINA     RES-2014-027 

ORANGE COUNTY 

REFUND/RELEASE RESOLUTION (Approval) 

 Whereas, North Carolina General Statutes 105-381 and/or 330.2(b) allows for the refund and/or 

release of taxes when the Board of County Commissioners determines that a taxpayer applying for the 

release/refund has a valid defense to the tax imposed; and 

 Whereas, the properties listed in each of the attached “Request for Property Tax Refund/Release” 

has been taxed and the tax has not been collected: and 

 Whereas, as to each of the properties listed in the Request for Property Tax Refund/Release, the 

taxpayer has timely applied in writing for a refund or release of the tax imposed and has presented a valid 

defense to the tax imposed as indicated on the Request for Property Tax Refund/Release. 

 NOW, THEREFORE, IT IS RESOLVED BY THE BOARD OF COUNTY 

COMMISSIONERS OF ORANGE COUNTY THAT the recommended property tax refund(s) and 

release(s) are approved. 

 Upon motion duly made and seconded, the foregoing resolution was passed by the following votes: 

 Ayes:    Commissioners ______________________________________________ 

              ________________________________________________________________________ 

 Noes:  ____________________________________________________________ 

 I, Donna Baker, Clerk to the Board of Commissioners for the County of Orange, North Carolina, 

DO HEREBY CERTIFY that the foregoing has been carefully copied from the recorded minutes of the 

Board of Commissioners for said County at a regular meeting of said Board held on 

____________________, said record having been made in the Minute Book of the minutes of said Board, 

and is a true copy of so much of said proceedings of said Board as relates in any way to the passage of the 

resolution described in said proceedings.   

 WITNESS my hand and the corporate seal of said County, this ______day of  

____________, 2014. 

      ___________________________________ 
        Clerk to the Board of Commissioners 
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Clerical error G.S. 105-381(a)(1)(a)
Illegal tax G.S. 105-381(a)(1)(b)
Appraisal appeal G.S. 105-330.2(b)

BOCC REPORT - REGISTERED MOTOR VEHICLES 
MAY 8, 2014 

March 15, 2014 thru 
April 16, 2014

NAME ABSTRACT BILLING ORIGINAL ADJUSTED FINANCIAL REASON FOR ADJUSTMENT
Ahrens, Glenn 19539490 2013 9,700 500 (107.31)      Antique auto plate (Appraisal appeal)
Allen, Penny Denise 1036285 2013 18,740 0 (325.60)      Changed county to Alamance (Illegal tax)
Bayer, John Peter 5721968 2013 16,560 0 (154.27)      Double billed (Illegal tax)
Bayer, John Peter 10773762 2013 30,416 30,416 (250.27)      Situs error (Illegal tax)
Chamberlain, Tana 1010707 2013 15,250 0 (218.73)      Changed county to Alamance (Illegal tax)
Club Nova Community, Inc 623189 2011 6,740 0 (140.26)      Exempt (Illegal tax)
Club Nova Community, Inc 623189 2010 7,790 0 (157.43)      Exempt (Illegal tax)
CRLR Family Trust 20034438 2013 12,150 500 (106.95)      Antique auto plate (Appraisal appeal)
Forsyth, Karl Steven 16105153 2013 139,950 123,156 (155.85)      Price paid (Appraisal appeal)
Jackson, Ashley Danielle 1050155 2013 22,070 0 (213.34)      Changed county to Wake (Illegal tax)
Jackson, Christina 1049149 2013 6,190 0 (137.07)      Changed county to Franklin (Illegal tax)
Laman, Adam 20007314 2013 10,860 0 (209.82)      Exempt (Illegal tax)
Mangum, Rodney 19843775 2013 1,550 500 (139.74)      Antique auto plate (Appraisal appeal)
Moore, Dorothy 19883234 2013 7,225 500 (111.35)      Antique auto plate (Appraisal appeal)
Reynolds, James Leslie 19982194 2013 27,400 500 (250.60)      Antique auto plate (Appraisal appeal)

Total (2,678.59)   
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Military Leave and Earning Statement:  Is a copy of a serviceman’s payroll stub 
covering a particular pay period.  This does list his home of record, which is his 
permanent state of residence where he would pay any state income taxes. 

 
 

Vehicle Titles 
 
Salvaged and Salvage Rebuilt: Any repairs that exceed 75% of the vehicle’s market 
value using NADA, Kelly Blue Book and various other publications.   
When the insurance company has totaled the vehicle, and the customer has received the 
claim check, four things can happen: 
 

• Insurance company can keep the vehicle. 
 
• Customer can keep the vehicle. The customer is instructed to contact the local 

DMV inspector to have an initial inspection done, for vehicles 2001 to 2006 
(these dates change yearly, example in 2007 the models will be 2002-2007). 

 
• Affidavit of Rebuilder- The inspector lists each part that needs to be repaired. 
 
• Final inspection- if all work is cleared and approved by the inspector then the 

rebuilt status is then removed (salvaged status remains). 
 
Note:  Finance companies will not finance a salvaged vehicle. 
 
 
Total Loss:  Repairs were more than the market value of the vehicle and the insurance 
company is unwilling to pay for the repairs. 
 
Total Loss/Rebuilt:  Whatever the repairs were to make the vehicle road worthy after a 
Total Loss status has been given. Vehicle must be 5 years old or older. Vehicle status 
then remains as salvaged or rebuilt. 
 
Certificate of Reconstruction:  When work has been done on (vehicles 2001-2006 in 
year 2006) this is issued when the inspector didn’t see the original damaged and the 
vehicle has been repaired.  
 
Certificate of Destruction:  NC DMV will not register this type of vehicle. It is not fit 
for North Carolina roads. 
 
Custom Built:  When the customer has built this vehicle himself or herself. Ex. parts 
taken from various vehicles to build one vehicle.  Three titles are required from the DMV 
in this case. 1) Frame 2) Transmission 3) Engine. 
Then an indemnity bond must be issued. An indemnity bond must also be issued when 
the vehicle does not have a title at all. 
 
 
 
Per Flora with NCDMV 
September 8, 2006 
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ORANGE COUNTY 
BOARD OF COMMISSIONERS 

 
ACTION AGENDA ITEM ABSTRACT 

 Meeting Date:  May 8, 2014  
 Action Agenda 

 Item No.   6-c 
 
SUBJECT:   Property Tax Releases/Refunds 
 
DEPARTMENT:  Tax Administration PUBLIC HEARING:  (Y/N) No 
  

 
ATTACHMENT(S):   

Resolution 
Spreadsheet 

 

INFORMATION CONTACT: 
Dwane Brinson, Tax Administrator, 
(919) 245-2726 

 
 
PURPOSE: To consider adoption of a resolution to release property tax values for four (4) 
taxpayers with a total of eight (8) bills that will result in a reduction of revenue.   
 
BACKGROUND: The Tax Administration Office has received four taxpayer requests for release 
or refund of property taxes.  North Carolina General Statute 105-381(b), “Action of Governing 
Body” provides that “upon receiving a taxpayer’s written statement of defense and request for 
release or refund, the governing body of the Taxing Unit shall within 90 days after receipt of 
such a request determine whether the taxpayer has a valid defense to the tax imposed or any 
part thereof and shall either release or refund that portion of the amount that is determined to 
be in excess of the correct liability or notify the taxpayer in writing that no release or refund will 
be made”.  North Carolina law allows the Board to approve property tax refunds for the current 
and four previous fiscal years. 
 
FINANCIAL IMPACT:  Approval of this change will result in a net reduction in revenue of 
$12,883.13 to the County, municipalities, and special districts.  The Tax Assessor recognized 
that refunds could impact the budget and accounted for these in the annual budget projections. 
 
RECOMMENDATION(S):   The Manager recommends the Board approve the attached 
resolution approving these property tax release/refund requests in accordance with North 
Carolina General Statute 105-381. 
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NORTH CAROLINA     RES-2014-028 

ORANGE COUNTY 

REFUND/RELEASE RESOLUTION (Approval) 

 Whereas, North Carolina General Statutes 105-381 and/or 330.2(b) allows for the refund and/or 

release of taxes when the Board of County Commissioners determines that a taxpayer applying for the 

release/refund has a valid defense to the tax imposed; and 

 Whereas, the properties listed in each of the attached “Request for Property Tax Refund/Release” 

has been taxed and the tax has not been collected: and 

 Whereas, as to each of the properties listed in the Request for Property Tax Refund/Release, the 

taxpayer has timely applied in writing for a refund or release of the tax imposed and has presented a valid 

defense to the tax imposed as indicated on the Request for Property Tax Refund/Release. 

 NOW, THEREFORE, IT IS RESOLVED BY THE BOARD OF COUNTY 

COMMISSIONERS OF ORANGE COUNTY THAT the recommended property tax refund(s) and 

release(s) are approved. 

 Upon motion duly made and seconded, the foregoing resolution was passed by the following votes: 

 Ayes:    Commissioners ______________________________________________ 

              ________________________________________________________________________ 

 Noes:  ____________________________________________________________ 

 I, Donna Baker, Clerk to the Board of Commissioners for the County of Orange, North Carolina, 

DO HEREBY CERTIFY that the foregoing has been carefully copied from the recorded minutes of the 

Board of Commissioners for said County at a regular meeting of said Board held on 

____________________, said record having been made in the Minute Book of the minutes of said Board, 

and is a true copy of so much of said proceedings of said Board as relates in any way to the passage of the 

resolution described in said proceedings.   

 WITNESS my hand and the corporate seal of said County, this ______day of  

____________, 2014. 

      ___________________________________ 
        Clerk to the Board of Commissioners 
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Clerical error G.S. 105-381(a)(1)(a)
Illegal tax G.S. 105-381(a)(1)(b)
Appraisal appeal G.S. 105-330.2(b)

BOCC REPORT - REAL/PERSONAL 
MAY 8, 2014

March 15, 2014 thru 
April 16, 2014

NAME
ABSTRACT 
NUMBER

BILLING 
YEAR 

ORIGINAL 
VALUE

ADJUSTED 
VALUE

FINANCIAL 
IMPACT 

REASON FOR 
ADJUSTMENT

Amaya, Romero Dilma 315895 2010 48,979 0 (449.58) Illegal tax
Amaya, Romero Dilma 315895 2011 48,979 0 (449.58) Illegal tax
Amaya, Romero Dilma 315895 2012 48,979 0 (472.55) Illegal tax
Amaya, Romero Dilma 315895 2013 48,979 0 (478.89)          Illegal tax
Club Nova Community, Inc. 968891 2013 64,990 0 (1,329.94) Illegal tax
Club Nova Community, Inc. 968891 2013 60,417 0 (1,147.20) Illegal tax
Hinton, Thomas E. Sr. 304011 2013 445,074 76,800 (3,430.84) Illegal tax
Starbucks Coffee Corporation 265311 2013 324,256 0 (5,124.55) Illegal tax

Total (12,883.13)
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ORANGE COUNTY 
BOARD OF COMMISSIONERS 

 
ACTION AGENDA ITEM ABSTRACT 

 Meeting Date: May 8, 2014  
 Action Agenda 
 Item No.  6-d 

 
SUBJECT:   Consolidated Housing Plan Annual Action Plan/HOME Program 
 
DEPARTMENT:   Housing/Human Rights and 

Community Development 
PUBLIC HEARING:  (Y/N) No 

  
 

ATTACHMENT(S): 
Resolutions 
FY 2014-2015 Annual Action Plan (Under 

Separate Cover) 
 

INFORMATION CONTACT: 
James Davis, 919-245-2488 
 
 
 

 
PURPOSE:   

1) To adopt a Resolution approving the FY 2014-2015 Consolidated Housing Plan 
Annual Action Plan;  

2) To adopt and authorize the Chair to sign a Resolution approving the proposed 
HOME Program Activities for 2014-2015; and 

3) To authorize the Manager to implement the HOME Program as approved by the 
BOCC including the ability to execute agreements with partnering non-profit 
organizations after consultation with the County Attorney. 

 
BACKGROUND:   
 
Consolidated Housing Plan Annual Action Plan 
In 2010, a Consolidated Plan for Housing and Community Development Programs in Orange 
County was developed and approved by the U.S. Department of Housing and Urban 
Development (HUD).  This document details the housing needs of very low income, low income 
and moderate-income families and special population groups in addition to outlining the 
strategies and plans for addressing those needs.  The Consolidated Plan is required for all 
communities receiving HOME funds (Orange County HOME Consortium) and Community 
Development Block Grant (CDBG) entitlement funds (Town of Chapel Hill). 
 
Each year, local communities are required to submit an Annual Action Plan to the Consolidated 
Plan to the State HUD Office by May 15th.  This Update includes the 2014-2015 Community 
Development Plan for the Town of Chapel Hill and the 2014-2015 HOME Program Action Plan 
or the Orange County HOME Consortium.  Public hearings were held by the Chapel Hill Town 
Council on February 17 and April 21 and by the BOCC on February 4, 2014 to receive public 
comments regarding the Update prior to development and subsequent submission to HUD.  
Public comments received at the hearings are summarized in the Annual Action Plan. 
 
A public comment period as required by HUD was established for April 14 – May 14, 2014 by 
notice in the Chapel Hill Herald.  Therefore, the Orange County Housing, Human Rights and 
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Community Development department will continue to accept public comments through May 14, 
2014 and will communicate any comments received to HUD and share with the Board.  Copies 
of the draft Annual Action Plan were made available at the Orange County Housing, Human 
Rights and Community Development Main Office. 
 
2014-2015 HOME Program Activities 
The current Orange County HOME Consortium Agreement establishes a HOME Program 
Review Committee to provide general oversight of the program.  Participants in the HOME 
Consortium are Orange County and the Towns of Carrboro, Chapel Hill, and Hillsborough.  The 
Committee is authorized to provide policy oversight for planning, operations, and evaluation of 
OHC and the HOME Program.  The Manager or his/her designee from each participating unit of 
local government and one (1) elected official from each jurisdiction shall be a member.  For 
Orange County, Commissioner Earl McKee serves on this Committee.  
 
Every year, the HOME Program Review Committee prepares a proposed HOME program 
design each year and consortium program application to HUD, in compliance with the Act, the 
Regulations, and the Federal Program Requirements, including reallocation of any funds from 
previous years not expended or any repayments or other program income consistent with this 
Section.  The proposed HOME program design defines a strategy in sufficient detail to 
accommodate the collective and individual needs and priorities of the County and Towns.  Each 
year’s proposed HOME program design and the consortium program application should be 
consistent with the Consolidated Plan and is subject to the approval of each consortium 
member’s elected board.   
 
This year, as required by the Consortium Agreement, the HOME Program Review Committee 
reviewed applications for HOME Program funding and developed the proposed HOME Program 
Design for the 2014-2015 Program Year.  A total of six (6) applications were received from local 
non-profit organizations requesting approximately $623,374.  There is approximately $450,317 
in HOME funds, HOME program income and HOME Program match funds available for Fiscal 
Year 2014-2015.  The recommended program design is detailed in the attached resolution.   
 
In accordance with the Orange County HOME Consortium Agreement approved in May 2011, 
the HOME Program Design for each year must be approved by all jurisdictions prior to 
submission to HUD.  The Program Design is scheduled for approval by Carrboro on May 7th, by 
Hillsborough on May 13th and has already been approved by the Town of Chapel Hill.  The 
Board of County Commissioners (BOCC) is therefore asked to consider approval of the 
attached HOME Program Resolution.     
 
HOME Program Implementation  
After approval of the 2014-2015 HOME Program design by all consortium participants, 
authorization is also requested to allow the Orange County Manager to execute agreements 
with partnering non-profit organizations as necessary to implement the approved HOME 
Program design.  All agreements will receive the review and approval the County Attorney’s 
office.  
 
FINANCIAL IMPACT:  The Orange County HOME Consortium is scheduled to receive 
approximately $351,540 in FY 2014 HOME Program funding – an increase of approximately 
five percent (5%) from FY 2013 funding level.  The required total local government match is 
$79,097.  Orange County’s share of the match is $30,848 which will be allocated from County’s 
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general fund.  There is also $19,680 in HOME program income, providing a total of $450,317 
available for programming next fiscal year. 
 
RECOMMENDATION (S): The Manager recommends that the Board: 
 

1) Adopt a Resolution approving the FY 2014-2015 Consolidated Housing Plan Action 
Plan;  

2) Adopt and authorize the Chair to sign a Resolution approving the proposed HOME 
Program Activities for 2014-2015; and 

3) Authorize the Manager to implement the HOME Program as approved by the BOCC 
including the ability to execute agreements with partnering non-profit organizations 
after consultation with the County Attorney. 
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RES-2014-029 

  

RESOLUTION  
AUTHORIZING THE SUBMISSION OF  
FY 2014 - 2015 Annual Action Plan for the  

FY 2010-2015 CONSOLIDATED HOUSING PLAN  
FOR ORANGE COUNTY, NORTH CAROLINA 

 
 
 BE IT RESOLVED, by the Orange County Board of Commissioners, that the 
Commissioners authorize the County Manager to submit the Orange County Consolidated Plan for 
Housing and Community Development Programs Annual Action Plan to the U.S. Department of 
Housing and Urban Development, including all understandings, assurances, and certifications 
required therein. 
 
  
 BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, that the Manager is hereby designated as the authorized 
representative of the County to act in connection with the submission of the Annual Action Plan and 
to provide such additional information as may be required by the U.S. Department of Housing and 
Urban Development. 
 
 
 
This the 8th day of May 2014. 
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RES-2014-030 

 
 

RESOLUTION AUTHORIZING 
THE ORANGE COUNTY FY 2014-2015 HOME PROGRAM DESIGN 

 
 BE IT RESOLVED, by the Orange County Board of Commissioners as a member of the Orange 
County HOME Consortium approves the following activities for the 2014 – 2015 HOME Program. 
 
Homeownership Assistance 
Funds would be allocated to the Community Home Trust to assist first time homebuyers earning less than 
80 percent of the area median income to purchase homes county-wide.  Funds would be provided as a 
grant to Community Home Trust. 
(Requested amount:  $50,000)                                                                                                           $52,731 

 
Funds would be allocated to the Community Home Trust for new construction costs for townhomes to be 
built to assist first time homebuyers earning less than 80 percent of the area median income to purchase 
homes in the Waterstone Development.                                                                                
(Requested amount:  $100,000)                                                                                                          $64,481 

 
Funds will be allocated to Orange County Habitat for Humanity to provide deferred payment zero interest 
second mortgages for ten (10) homes throughout Orange County.  Homes will be sold to households 
earning between 30 percent and 65 percent of the area median income.   
(Requested amount:  $250,000)                                                                                                        $250,000  

   
Operational Support    
Funds would be allocated to the Community Home Trust as a Community Housing Development 
Organization for administrative expenses. 
(Requested amount:  $20,000)                                                                                                            $11,777       
 
Funds would be allocated to the Community Alternatives for Supportive Abodes for administrative 
expenses.   
(Requested amount:  $25,000)                                                                                                             $ 5,800 
 
Housing Rehabilitation 
Funds would be allocated to Weaver Community Housing Association for repairs to replace siding for six 
(6) units in Cedar Rock Apartments. 
(Requested amount:  $30,374)                                                                                                            $30,374 
  
Program Administration                                                                                                                 $ 35,154 

 
TOTAL FY 2014-2015 HOME PROGRAM FUNDS                                                                  $450,317 
 
BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, that the County Manager is hereby designated as the authorized 
representative of the County to act in connection with the submission of this plan and to provide such 
additional information as may be required by the U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development 
 
This the ______ day of May 2014 

___________________________________ 
Barry Jacobs, Chair 

SEAL 
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FY 2014-2015 Action Plan 
 

Narrative Responses 
 

GENERAL 
 

 

Executive Summary 
 

 

Program Year 5 Action Plan Executive Summary: 

In an effort to streamline several programs, the U.S. Department of Housing and 

Urban Development now requires all jurisdictions that receive federal Community 

Development Block Grant (CDBG) funds, federal HOME Program funds, Emergency 

Shelter Grants (ESG) and grants for Housing Opportunities for People with AIDS 

(HOPWA) to submit a Consolidated Plan for Housing and Community Development 

Programs.   

 

The Town of Chapel Hill receives federal Community Development Block Grant 

funding each year and the Orange County HOME Consortium receives HOME funding 

each year. Since the Town of Chapel Hill is a member of the Orange County HOME 

Consortium, the County is permitted to submit one plan that details the housing 

needs and activities of the entire County including Chapel Hill.  

 

The Consolidated Plan not only serves as an application for each of the programs, 

but also seeks to further the statutory goals of these programs through a 

collaborative process whereby a community establishes a unified vision of housing 

and community development actions to address identified housing needs. 

 

Prior to beginning to develop the 2014-2015 Annual Action Plan, public forums were 

held to receive citizen feedback regarding the housing and community development 

needs and proposed activities that should be included in the Plan. Public Forums 

were held by the Chapel Hill Town Council on February 24 and May 12, 2014 to 

receive citizen comments regarding housing needs and the proposed use of 

$422,152 in CDBG funds in Chapel Hill and $333,418 in HOME funds that the Orange 

County HOME Consortium expects to receive for Fiscal Year (FY) 2014-2015. The 

Orange County Board of County Commissioners held a public hearing on February 4, 

2014 regarding housing needs and the proposed use of the $333,418 in HOME funds. 

(It should be noted that the Consortium was later notified that a total of $351,540 in 

HOME funds would be available in the next fiscal year, thus planning proceeded 

based on the actual amount.) Comments from these public hearings are included in 

this Summary.  

 

Summary of Comments Received 

A copy of the approved minutes from the February 4, 2014 public hearing for Orange 

County has been included below. 
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Excerpt from the February 4, 2014 BOCC Approved Minutes 
 
 

5. Public Hearings 
 
a. Orange County Consolidated Housing Plan Update 
  

The Board received comments from the public regarding the housing and non-

housing needs to be included in the Annual Update of the 2010-2015 Consolidated 

Housing Plan for Housing and Community Development Programs in Orange County 

and proposed uses of 2014-2015 HOME funds. 

 

 Tara Fikes reviewed the background information from the abstract. She said her 

department anticipates receiving the same amount in funding as last year ($333,418) for 

acquisition, rental assistance, new construction and housing rehabilitation. Commissioner 

Pelissier referred to the Plan to End Homelessness and asked if there are any items in this 

grant to encourage permanent housing. Tara Fikes said the housing department tries to 

make sure that the community knows that there is interest in creating more permanent 

housing. She said there is a real push for this during the preparation of the continuum of 

care application, and the hope is that this carries over. Commissioner Rich asked if there 

is anything additional or outside of the box being done that is not listed in the plan. Tara 

Fikes said she cannot think of anything at this point, but she will give this some thought. 

Chair Jacobs said the Senior Housing that was done with a private developer was a major 

investment of housing bond funds.  
 
PUBLIC COMMENT: 

Mary Jean Seyda said she is the chief operating officer of CASA, an organization 

that develops and manages rental housing for mostly disabled and homeless citizens. She 

said one of their tenants, John, a veteran, lost his job and then his housing. She said he 

ended up camping in the woods for 4 years before an outreach worker found him and 

developed a relationship with him. The outreach worker was able to put him in touch 

with the VA and then with CASA. Mary Jean Seyda said John now has his own 

apartment funded by the County Commissioners. She said having a safe secure place 

enables him to cook, clean, and make all of his appointments at the VA. She said John 

has expressed that the ability to only pay 30% of his income for rent allows him to even 

get a burger once in a while. Mary Jean Seyda said this is one example of the power of 

affordable housing, and she advocates for these funds to serve the County's most 

vulnerable populations. She said housing is one of the simplest solutions for 

homelessness. She advocated for funding for more affordable apartments and for rapid 

re-housing. She said the rapid re-housing is beneficial because it takes people out of the 

IFC shelter and places them in housing quicker, and it also provides a bridge for some 

people to prevent them from becoming homeless. She acknowledged Tara Fikes and her 

staff for their dedication and commitment to finding housing solutions in Orange County.  
 

 Susan Levy, Executive Director for Habitat for Humanity, said Habitat has 

developed 11creative partnerships in 2013 to build 11 new homes. She said the families 

who purchase these homes are hardworking members of the community. She said 9 of 
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these homes were built in Phoenix Place, and 2 of the homes were built in the Fairview 

Community in Hillsborough. She said despite the bad weather so far this year there are 9 

homes currently being built in Rush Hollow, 2 homes in Fairview and 7 homes in 

Phoenix Place. She said when all of the families are moved into Phoenix Place in late 

summer, there will be 115 children living in a safe secure environment in which to grow. 

She said, despite the foreclosure crisis, home ownership is still a good thing for families, 

and it has a long term positive impact on families and children. Susan Levy, said there 

has been an increase in demand for the home ownership program over the past 5 years, 

and there were 300 applications for the 50 homes in Phoenix Place. She said 120 of these 

applicants met the basic qualifications, which means that 70 qualified families were 

turned down. She said the majority of the applicants were living in overcrowded 

apartments and paying more than 30 percent of their income toward rent. She said the 

owners of Habitat for Humanity homes usually pay less than their prior rent. She said 

Habitat is also very engaged with the Brush for Kindness program, and 18 families were 

served in 2013. She said this program will continue to expand. She said Habitat will 

continue to ask for $250,000 in home funds to support building projects. Susan Levy said 

that Habitat for Humanity, Home Trust and CASA are all members of a newly formed 

affordable housing coalition in Orange County. She said this coalition hopes to continue 

to work with local government to increase the range of local housing options. 

Commissioner Rich asked what happens to people who are turned down. Susan Levy said 

these residents are referred to other programs if possible, but there are not a lot of 

options.  

 

Robert Dowling, Executive Director of Community Home Trust, said this 

community is fortunate to have Habitat for Humanity and Casa. He said more funding is 

needed in Orange County, and it is unfortunate that each of these organizations is 

competing for the same few dollars. He said the Waterstone Development is now moving 

forward on their residential components, and there are plans to develop 24 affordable 

townhomes. He said this is expected to happen by the summer of 2014. He said this 

means an increase in the funding he is requesting, and he will be requesting $100,000 in 

subsidy. He said Community Home Trust has 220 homes in their inventory and 15 more 

under construction. He said a lot of these are condominiums, and these are starting to see 

turnover, which means subsidies are needed. He said this is because the income limits 

today are less than those of 2004, while taxes and housing costs have increased. He 

thanked the Board for their support of affordable housing in Orange County.  

 

Commissioner McKee asked if Community Home Trust could collaborate with 

Habitat for Humanity and CASA on the project in Waterstone. Robert Dowling said he 

would look into this. 
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FY 2014 – 2015 HOME Program Activities and Projects 

 

Homeownership Assistance 

Funds would be allocated to the Community Home Trust to assist first time 

homebuyers earning less than 80 percent of the area median income to purchase 

homes county-wide.    Funds would be provided as a grant to Community Home 

Trust. 

(Requested amount:  $50,000)                                         $ 52,731 

 

Funds would be allocated to the Community Home Trust for construction costs 

associated with the development of the Waterstone Townhouses to assist first time 

homebuyers earning less than 80 percent of the area median income.  Funds will be 

provided as a grant to Community Home Trust. 

(Requested amount:  $100,000)                  $64,481 

 

Funds will be allocated to Orange County Habitat for Humanity to provide deferred 

payment zero interest second mortgages for nine (9) homes throughout Orange 

County.  Homes will be sold to households earning between 30 percent and 65 

percent of the area median income. 

(Requested amount:  $250,000)                                $ 250,000 

 

Operational Support 

Funds would be allocated to the Community Home Trust as a Community Housing 

Development Organization for administrative expenses. 

(Requested amount:  $18,000)                                 $ 11,777 

 

Funds would be allocated to Community Alternatives for Supportive Housing (CASA) 

for administrative expenses. 

(Requested Amount $25,000)                                                                      $5,800 

 

Housing Rehabilitation 

Funds would be provided for Weaver Community Housing Association (WCHA) for 

rehabilitation to Cedar Rock Apartments. 

(Requested amount:  $30,374)                                                                  $30,374 

 

Program Administration                                                                         $35,154 

                                                          

TOTAL FY 2014 – 2015 HOME PROGRAM FUNDS                       $450,317 
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TOWN OF CHAPEL HILL CDBG PROGRAM 

 

The citizen comments received at the Town of Chapel Hill’s public forums held on 

February 24 and May 12, 2014, and applications received for funding are 

summarized below. All agencies that requested funding were required to submit an 

application.  

 

In order for the agencies’ activities to be eligible for Community Development Block 

Grant funding, the activities must meet one of three National Objectives:  

 

 Benefit low- and moderate-income persons; or 

 Aid in the prevention or elimination of slums and blight; or 

 Treat urgent needs posing an immediate threat to public health and 

welfare. 

 

SUMMARY OF COMMUNITY COMMENTS FROM PUBLIC FORUMS 

Comments from the February 24 and May 12, 2014, Chapel Hill Town Council 

Public Forum 

 

1. Will Speight, a representative of the Chapel Hill-Carrboro Y’s Afterschool Outreach 
Program, shared that the program is overseen by an outreach counselor, serves 12 
youth, and provides one-to-one tutoring.  

 
Staff Comment: The recommended Community Development Plan includes $15,000 to support 
the YMCA’s Afterschool Outreach Program. 
 

2. Susan Levy, the Executive Director of Habitat for Humanity, requested $130,000 in 
Community Development funding for use in the Northside and Pine Knolls 
neighborhoods. Habitat for Humanity has requested $55,000 to purchase a lot on Craig 
Street which is owned by Self-Help; this lot would be used for homeownership. Habitat 
for Humanity is also requesting $75,000 for the A Brush With Kindness program; Habitat 
has completed six A Brush With Kindness homes in Northside and one in Pine Knolls.  
 

3. Kathy Atwater supported the allocation of Community Development Block funds to 
Habitat for Humanity to be used for the A Brush With Kindness program. 

 
4. Aaron Bachenheimer supported the allocation of Community Development Block funds 

to Habitat for Humanity to be used for the A Brush With Kindness program. 
 

5. Janie Alston supported the allocation of Community Development Block funds to Habitat 
for Humanity to be used for the A Brush With Kindness program. 

 
Staff Comment: The recommended Community Development Plan includes $55,000 for the lot 
purchase and $25,000 to support the A Brush With Kindness program.  
 

6. Mary Jean Seyda, the Chief Operations Officer for CASA, shared that CASA is a member of 
the Orange County Partnership to End Homelessness. CASA would use the Community 
Development funds for affordable rental housing that supports very low income 
individuals with disabilities and veterans. The 2013-2014 Community Development funds 
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provided by the Town allowed CASA to keep their units open. She encouraged the 
dedication of money for affordable housing. 

 
Staff Comment: The recommended Community Development Plan includes $9,000 for CASA’s 
Supportive Housing program. 
 

7. Robert Dowling, the Executive Director for the Community Home Trust, stated that there 
is a need for a local source of money for affordable housing. He said that the Community 
Home Trust has 220 homes. The Community Home Trust has requested $50,000 of 
Community Development and HOME funds for the Homebuyer Assistance Program. The 
organization has also requested $100,000 in HOME funds for the Waterstone 
development in Hillsborough and $18,000 in HOME funds for operating costs. 

 
Staff Comment: The recommended Community Development Plan includes $29,000 for the 
Homebuyer Assistance Program.  
 

8. Delores Bailey, the Executive Director of EmPOWERment, Inc., requested $10,000 of 
Community Development funds for the Career Explorers program which services youth 
from the ages of 16 to 21. 

 
Staff Comment: The recommended Community Development Plan includes $2,000 for the 
Career Explorers Program.  
 

 

SUMMARY 

The following recommended plan includes the use of $422,152 of Community 

Development funds, including $17,338 of program income and $1,309 of residual 

Community Development funds from a completed program. 
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Recommended Plan 

 

The Chapel Hill Town Council approved the following activities for the 2014-2015 

Community Development Program: 

 

 

1. Town of Chapel Hill – Renovation of Public Housing: $120,000 

 

The Council allocated $120,000 to perform comprehensive renovations at 12 of the 

30 apartments at the Oakwood public housing neighborhood. Renovation work on 

the apartments at the Oakwood neighborhood would include replacement of tubs; 

lavatories, sinks, shower pan and head; abatement of asbestos; installation of 

ceramic tile floors in baths; replacement of existing outlets with GFI outlets; upgrade 

of electrical services; replacement of water and sewer lines; installation of new 

washer and dryer hook-ups; replacement of wall and base cabinets and countertops 

to include new range hoods and sinks; installation of new furnaces including air 

conditioning and water heaters; and replacement of interior and exterior doors; and 

site improvements.  

 

This project would serve households earning less than 30% of the area median 

income. 

 

2. Community Home Trust – Homebuyer Assistance Program: $25,000 

 

The Council allocated $25,000 to the Community Home Trust for its Homebuyer 

Assistance Program. Funds would be provided as a grant to the Community Home 

Trust to reduce the sale price of homes for its homebuyers in the South Grove and 

Burch Kove developments in Chapel Hill.  

 

This project would serve households earning between 60% and 80% of the area 

median income. 

 

3. Town of Chapel Hill – Northside and Pine Knolls Community Plan 

Implementation: $52,033 

 

The Council allocated Community Development funds to support initiatives identified 

in the Northside and Pine Knolls Community Plan. Funds would be dedicated to grant 

compliance and the increased enforcement efforts in the Northside and Pine Knolls 

neighborhoods and other neighborhoods around the University. Funds would also be 

dedicated to education and outreach efforts in the Northside and Pine Knolls 

neighborhoods.  

 

Funds would be used to pay a portion of the salaries of:  the zoning enforcement 

officer and administrative clerk in the Inspections Department; and a senior planner 

position, and the Administrative Coordinator position in the Planning Department to 

assist with enforcement and grant compliance. It should be noted that additional 

staff resources for enforcement are a priority identified by the Northside and Pine 

Knolls Community Plan. 
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4. Habitat for Humanity – Property Acquisition in Northside for Single-

Family Home: $55,000 

 

The Council allocated funds to Habitat for Humanity for the purchase of a lot on Craig 

Street in the Northside neighborhood. Habitat for Humanity intends to purchase the 

lot from Self-Help Community Development Corporation and plans to build a single-

family home on the lot which would be sold to a household earning less than 65% of 

the area median income.  

 

This project would serve households earning less than 65% of the area median 

income and would be consistent with goals identified in the Northside and Pine Knolls 

Community Plan and the Affordable Housing Strategy. 

 

5. Habitat for Humanity – A Brush With Kindness Home Repair: $25,000 

 

The Council allocated $25,000 to Habitat for Humanity for its A Brush With Kindness 

program. A Brush With Kindness addresses the need of low-income homeowners for 

exterior repairs, accessibility modifications, and beautification. This initiative would 

focus on homes in the Northside and Pine Knolls neighborhoods.   This program 

provides an excellent volunteer and community building opportunity for residents, 

the University and Habitat staff and volunteers. This project would serve households 

earning less than 80% of the area median income. 

 

6. Public Services - $60,500 

 

The use of funds for public services that benefits households earning less than 80% 

of the area median income is eligible under federal Community Development 

regulations. Examples of public service activities include programs focusing on 

employment, crime prevention, child care, health, drug abuse, education, fair 

housing counseling, energy conservation, homebuyer down payment assistance or 

recreational needs. The amount of Community Development funds used for public 

services is based on 15% of the Town’s Community Development grant. 

 

 Chapel Hill Police Department Youth Employment Program: $25,000 

 

The Youth Employment Program provides job skills training, employment experience, 

and economic opportunities to Chapel Hill youth aged 14-18 whose families earn less 

than 80% of the area median income, with the majority being from households 

earning less than 30% of the area median income. Many of the participants serve as 

interns in Town departments. Last summer, there were thirty participants in the 

program, and this year, the Police Department proposes enrolling the same number.  

 

 Community Alternatives for Supportive Abodes (CASA): $9,000 

 

Community Alternatives for Support Abodes (CASA) was allocated funds for its 

Supportive Housing Program which pairs tenants who are homeless or at risk of 

being homeless with a safe, quality, and affordable apartment. In addition, the 

Program provides comprehensive and supportive property management services. In 

Chapel Hill, CASA assists 23 special needs households to live independently in their 

own apartments for the long term. This program would serve households earning 

less than 50% of the area median income. 
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CASA’s work supports the Orange County Partnership to End Homelessness and is 

consistent with the goals of the Affordable Housing Strategy and the Affordable 

Rental Housing Strategy. 

 

 Housing for New Hope: $6,500 

 

The Homeless Outreach and Housing Support Program assists those experiencing 

homelessness and the chronically homeless to improve their lives through obtaining 

and maintaining permanent housing and supportive services. Funding would be used 

to pay a portion of the salary for a Homeless Outreach worker.  

 

The Council has allocated Community Development funds to Housing for New Hope 

since 2008 to support its homeless outreach efforts. Over the next year, Housing for 

New Hope anticipates assisting 45 households to obtain and maintain housing, and 

anticipates engaging with 223 individuals through outreach efforts to receive 

services. 

 

This program would serve households earning less than 50% of the area median 

income.  

 

 Chapel Hill Carrboro YMCA After School Outreach Program: $15,000 

 

The After School Outreach Program operates at the Chapel Hill/Carrboro YMCA, 

serving children living in the Pine Knolls neighborhood and the South Estes Drive and 

Airport Gardens public housing communities. Funds would be used to serve sixteen 

eligible children from households earning less than 50% of the area median income. 

 

 Volunteers for Youth, Inc.: $3,000 

 

Funds would be used for the organization’s Every Girl Counts program. The goal of 

this program is to serve fifteen middle-schools girls from low- to moderate-income 

families by improving school performances and teaching valuable life skills to its 

members. The program will include weekly life-skill workshops and visits to college 

campuses. This program would serve households earning less than 80% of the area 

median income. 

 

 EmPOWERment, Inc: $2,000 

 

The Career Explorers Program provides summer employment for ten youth ages 18-

21 from households earning less than 80% of the area median income.  The program 

is designed to provide an opportunity to discover life and career skills that will better 

prepare them for future employment, financial management and assist in their social 

and emotional development. Program participants work 36 hours per week with local 

businesses.  

 

7. Program Administration: $80,701 

 

The Council allocated $80,701 for administration expenses for the Housing and 

Neighborhood Services division of the Planning Department. Funds would be used for 

oversight of the Community Development program and related affordable housing 

programs, as well as coordination with the U.S. Department of Housing and Urban 

Development and agencies that receive funding to maintain compliance with federal 

regulations.  
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Funds would continue be used for a portion of salaries for Town of Chapel Hill staff 

administering the grant.  

 

 

Annual Strategic Plan 

 

As a growing community, the Orange County and the Town of Chapel Hill must 

successfully balance a diverse array of housing and community development issues. 

Given the range of competing needs, the community must invest its scarce public 

resources wisely. Therefore, as a general principle, the Town will attempt to expend 

public funds in a way that leverages the commitment of private sector support 

whenever possible.  

 

The following presentation utilizes this performance-centered approach to outline the 

County and Town’s approach to housing and community development in the 

upcoming year. This approach includes identifying goals, objectives and strategies; 

determining what resources are necessary to achieve these goals; analyzing and 

evaluating performance data; and using that data to drive improvements in 

organization. All objectives and performance indicators are based on a one year time 

frame.  

 

Goal 1 – Provide Decent and Affordable Housing for Lower-Income 

Households 

This goal includes retaining existing affordable housing stock, increasing the 

availability of affordable permanent housing in standard condition without 

discrimination, providing affordable rental housing and providing affordable housing 

that is accessible to job opportunities. 

 

Priority Needs 

1.1 Low income (< 80% AMI) homeowners that live in substandard housing 

1.2  Rental units for low income (<60% AMI) residents  

1.3  Low income (<80% AMI) homeowners that do not have indoor plumbing or 

adequate connections to existing public water and sewer systems 

1.4  Low income (60-80% AMI) renters that are potential homebuyers  

1.5 Very low income (<60% AMI) homeownership 

1.6 Eliminate barriers to affordable housing 

1.7 Extremely Low income (<30% AMI) renters looking for affordable rental 

housing 

 

Goal 2 – Provide Housing and Services for Homeless Populations 

This goal includes assisting homeless persons to obtain services and housing, and 

assisting persons at risk of becoming homeless. 

 

Priority Needs 

2.1 Service-enriched transitional housing for homeless persons 

2.2 Reduce Chronic Homelessness 

2.3 Increase Employment 

2.4 Prevent Homelessness 

2.5 Increase Access to Services 

2.6 Increase Public Participation in Ending Homelessness 
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Goal 3 – Provide Housing and Services for Special Needs Populations 

This goal includes assisting persons with special needs in obtaining supportive 

housing and in accessing a continuum of services specific to their unique needs. 

 

Priority Needs 

3.1 Service-enriched housing for persons with special needs 

3.2 Continuum of services for special populations including older adults, disabled, 

mentally ill, persons with AIDS and at-risk youth 

  

Goal 4 – Increase Capacity and Scope of Public Services. 

This priority of the Consolidated Plan is to increase the capacity and scope of public 

services for low and moderate income families and individuals. The needs of 

residents with limited incomes for a unique variety of public services can be acute.  

Consolidated Plan funding will be used to leverage other resources to provide needed 

services. 

 

Priority Need 

4.1 Increase capacity and expand the scope of Public Services in order to reach out 

to more low-to-moderate income residents. 
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The following table shows the proposed sources and uses of funding available to 

Orange County for FY 2014-2015 from the U.S. Department of Housing and Urban 

Development. More detailed descriptions are provided in the Annual Plan portion of 

this document. 

 

Fiscal Year 2014-2015 Funding 

Sources of Funds Amount 

HOME Program    

2014 Grant $351,540 

Matching Funds (cash match)* 79,097  

Program Income 19,680 

  

  

Community Development Block Grant   

2014 Grant $403,505 

Reallocated Funds – Completed Activities $1,309 

Program Income 

  

$17,338 

  

Total $853,822 

  

Uses of Funds Amount 

HOME Program    

Construction Costs - CHT $64,481 

Homeownership Assistance – CHT $52,731 

Homeownership Assistance – Habitat for Humanity $250,000 

Operations Support-CHT $11,777 

Operations Support – CASA $5,800 

Housing Rehabilitation - WCHA $30,374 

Administration $35,154 

   

Community Development Block Grant    

Public Housing Renovation - Town of Chapel Hill $120,000 

Lot Purchase – Habitat for Humanity $55,000  

Community Plan Implementation – Town of Chapel Hill $52,033  

Homebuyer Assistance – Community Home Trust 

 

$25,000 

 

Exterior Housing Rehabilitation – Habitat for Humanity 

 

$25,000 

 

Public Service Activities $60,500 

Program Administration $80,701 

Total $853,822 

* HOME Program matching funds requirements will be met with cash. 
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General Questions 
 

1. Describe the geographic areas of the jurisdiction (including areas of low income 

families and/or racial/minority concentration) in which assistance will be directed 

during the next year.  Where appropriate, the jurisdiction should estimate the 

percentage of funds the jurisdiction plans to dedicate to target areas. 

 

Orange County HOME Consortium Response: 

Rolling hills, forests, and farmland converge with cosmopolitan urban cities and small 

rural towns in Orange County. This unique mix of landforms brings to the County an 

abundance of historical, social, and cultural resources. Additionally, Orange County 

anchors the western corner of the Research Triangle, a regional economic engine 

home to some of the world’s leading technological companies as well as major 

federal research institutions. Orange County encompasses four Cities to include: 

Hillsborough, Chapel Hill, Carrboro, and Mebane.  

 

The county is also divided into seven townships, though these political divisions no 

longer carry legal standing: Cedar Grove, Little River, Cheeks, Hillsborough, Eno, 

Bingham, and Chapel Hill. 

 

Demographics 
As of the 2010 Census count, Orange County had a total population of 133,801. The 

County’s racial makeup consisted of 74% White, 15.928% Black or African American, 

0% American Indian and/or Native Alaskan, 7% Asian, 0% Pacific Islander, 4% from 

other races, and 3% from two or more races; 8.2 were Hispanic or Latino of any 

race. This demographic data, along with data broken out for each of Orange County’s 

four municipalities, is depicted in Table 1, below. According to the 2010 Census 

count for Orange County as a whole, there were 50,085 households out of which 

20.9% had children under the age of 18 living with them; 44.6% were married 

couples living together, 9.4% had a female householder with no husband present, 

and 43% were non-families. The average household size was 2.36 and the average 

family size was 2.95. 
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Orange County Demographic Profile Highlights 
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Total population 133,8017 57,233 19,582 6,087 7,284 
  Male 56,038 21,961 8,164 2,523 3,480 
  Female 62,189 26,754 8,618 2,923 3,804 
One race 116,204 47,813 16,376 5,326 7,184 
  White 92,272 37,973 12,195 3,282 5,638 
  Black or African American 16,298 5,565 2,273 1,897 1,273 
  American Indian and  
  Alaska Native 457 203 61 28 17 
  Asian 4,845 3,497 864 31 45 

  Native Hawaiian and  
  Other Pacific Islander 20 12 1 0 1 
  Other race 2,312 563 982 88 210 
Two or more races 2,023 902 406 120 100 

Hispanic or Latino  5,273 1,564 2,062 152 382 
 

 

 

As researched in the 2006 – 2008 American Community Survey estimates, there 

were 49,369 households [an increase of 7.64% over the 2000 Census count], of 

which 31.2% had children under the age of 18 living with them. Out of the total 

49,369 households, 46.5% were married couples living together. The 2006 – 2008 

Census estimates also revealed 10.4% of families had a female head of household 

with no husband present. Orange County also had 39.8% non-family households. 

The average household size was 2.34 and the average family size was 2.88. 

 

The 2006 – 2008 Census estimates put the total population of Orange County at 

124,168. The racial makeup of the County was 76.21% White, 12.99% Black/African 

American, 0.37% American Indian and/or Alaskan Native, 5.66% Asian, and 2.86% 

some other race; the American Community Survey did not estimate the size of the 

Hispanic or Latino populations. Historical trends in Orange County’s racial makeup 

between 1990 and 2008 are depicted in the tables below.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Orange County Demographic Highlights: [Source: Census 2010, Summary File 1] 
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Demographic Profile Highlights 
2006-2008 Estimates* 
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Total population 124,168 54,972 
One race 121,799 53,993 
   White 94,631 41,886 
   Black or African            
American 16,130 5,773 
   American Indian and  
   Alaska Native 461 80 
   Asian 7,023 5,328 

   Native Hawaiian and  
   Other Pacific Islander 29 13 
   Other race 3,525 913 
Two or more races 2,369 979 
Hispanic or Latino**  -- -- 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Orange County Demographic Trends: [Sources: Census 1990 Summary Tape File 1, Census 

2000 Summary File 1, and 2006-2008 American Community Survey 3-year estimates] 
Note: No 2006-2008 estimated data was available for the number of Hispanic or Latino individuals in 
Orange County. * Denotes Estimate 

Orange County Historical Demographic Trends 
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1990 75,871 14,893 286 2,325 36 440 5,273 
2000 92,272 16,298 457 4,845 20 2,312 3,480 

2006-2008* 94,631 16,130 461 7,023 29 3,525 -- 

Demographic Profile Highlights: 2006-2008 Estimates 

[Source: 2006-2008 American Community Survey 3-year estimates] 

* 2006-2008 Estimates were not available for Carrboro, Hillsborough, 
and Mebane. 
** No 2006-2008 estimated data was available for the number of 
Hispanic or Latino individuals in Orange County. 
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Based on this historical data, between 1990 and 2008, Orange County has seen a 

24.7% increase in the White population, an 8.3% increase in the Black or African 

American population, a 302% increase in the Asian population, and a 34.0% 

decrease in the Hispanic or Latino population. 

 

The historical shift in Orange County’s racial makeup is depicted in Figure 1 [below]. 

Over the 18-year period researched, Orange County has become more racially 

diverse. Whites have consistently made up the majority of the population while the 

Black or African American population has fluctuated. The most dramatic increase in 

the population of any one race is displayed by Asians, who grew from 2,325 in 1990 

to 7,023 in 2006-2008, an increase of over 300%. Growth in the populations of other 

races (namely White, Black/African American, and American Indian/Alaskan Native) 

appears to have largely stabilized after a period of more rapid growth between 1990 

and 2000. A variety of economic and other influences may have driven these 

historical population trends and shifts; however, the Orange County Housing & 

Community Development Department should be aware of these shifts, and continue 

to monitor demographic data to determine if any racially-motivated “steering” 

practices are contributing factors. 

 

Orange County Population: 1990-2008
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Using Census 2000 data (the most complete dataset currently available), Orange 

County had a total minority population of 28,571 compared with an overall 

population of 118,227, giving the County a minority population of 24%. For the 

purposes of this calculation, all racial or ethnic groups not categorized as “Non-

Hispanic White” are considered minority groups. Using data compilations from the 

Federal Financial Institutions Examination Council [FFIEC], which are based upon 

Orange County Population: 1990-2008 [Sources: Census 1990 Summary Tape File 1, Census 2000 Summary File 

1, and 2006-2008 American Community Survey 3-year estimates] 
* Denotes Estimate 
** Data on the number of Hispanic or Latino individuals in Orange County was not available for 2006-2008 
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Census 2000 data, demographic research was also conducted within Orange County 

at the census tract level. This detailed level of analysis is necessary in order to 

determine the existence of racial or ethnic segregation patterns and the degree to 

which these minority populations are concentrated throughout the County. As 

depicted in the accompanying table [Table 3], the concentrations of minority 

populations within Orange County ranges widely.  

 

For each of the County’s 22 Census tracts (as defined for the 2000 Census), 

following table displays the tract’s total population along with the actual number of 

persons belonging to the various racial and ethnic groups. Each tract’s minority 

population is also shown as a percentage of the tract’s total population. Minority 

populations range as high as 47.1% in Tract 107.03 to 12.2% in Tract 108.02. 

Similarly wide ranges exist within specific racial and ethnic groups. Whereas 2,235 

Black or African Americans were counted in Tract 111.01, only 133 were counted in 

Tract 114. A perhaps even more striking tendency to concentrate is found among 

Asians, whose population ranged from a total of just 7 in Tract 108.01 to 703 in 

Tract 112.03.  
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107.01 Carrboro 1938 31.73 538 708 1323 615 3 33 496 62 21 
107.02 Carrboro 8510 32.35 1980 3372 5757 2753 16 354 1293 909 181 
107.03 Carrboro 5170 47.12 841 2611 2734 2436 9 286 1004 1022 115 
107.04 Carrboro 4614 16.88 923 2208 3835 779 11 240 286 166 76 
108.01 Cedar Grove 4567 33.04 1311 1748 3058 1509 29 7 1244 178 51 
108.02 Little River 4148 12.22 1308 1603 3641 507 12 12 386 57 40 
109 Eno 8207 15.57 2358 3241 6929 1278 31 71 886 191 99 
110 Hillsborough 5987 24.79 1610 2360 4503 1484 13 19 1178 190 84 
111.01 Cheeks  6373 40.92 1838 2443 3765 2608 31 15 2235 252 75 
111.02 Cheeks  4798 19.78 1358 1896 3849 949 16 41 553 247 92 
112.01 Chapel Hill 7579 25.28 1886 2988 5663 1916 16 703 722 344 131 
112.02 Carrboro 5043 18.5 1371 1893 4110 933 13 82 604 159 75 
112.03 Bingham 5076 15.21 1400 2055 4304 772 21 17 541 136 57 
113 Chapel Hill   2400 45.96 362 1127 1297 1103 7 46 917 93 40 
114 Chapel Hill 3717 13.69 550 1561 3208 509 18 233 133 69 56 
115 Chapel Hill 2023 20.37 447 1024 1611 412 14 55 222 91 30 
116 Chapel Hill 9295 26.21 252 1773 6859 2436 50 743 1313 175 155 
117 Chapel Hill 4852 18.4 394 1265 3959 893 23 318 417 49 86 
118 Chapel Hill 2692 17.01 560 1144 2234 458 3 120 209 89 37 
119 Chapel Hill 8419 20.05 2139 3546 6731 1688 22 576 635 315 140 
121 Chapel Hill 6291 21.41 1437 2705 4944 1347 24 463 506 235 119 
122 Chapel Hill 6528 18.17 1554 2645 5342 1186 6 426 395 244 115 

 

 

 

 

By converting raw numbers into percentages, a more useful set of statistics emerges 

wherein the various Census tracts can be more directly compared with one another. 

Racial Composition by Orange County Census Tract 
[Source: FFIEC 2009 Population Report] 

 

24



FY 2014-2015 Action Plan  20 

 

The following table [Table 4] depicts the same data contained in Table 3 as 

percentages. Among all tracts, the average minority tract population is 24.3%.  

 

Accordingly, tracts with minority population percentages greater than 30% are 

considered to be unusually high and have been highlighted in yellow. Blue 

highlighting has been used to designate populations within specific racial or ethnic 

groups that are considerable higher than average.  
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107.01 Carrboro 1938 68.3% 31.7% 0.2% 1.7% 25.6% 3.2% 1.1% 

107.02 Carrboro 8510 67.6% 32.4% 0.2% 4.2% 15.2% 10.7% 2.1% 

107.03 Carrboro 5170 52.9% 47.1% 0.2% 5.5% 19.4% 19.8% 2.2% 

107.04 Carrboro 4614 83.1% 16.9% 0.2% 5.2% 6.2% 3.6% 1.6% 

108.01 
Cedar 
Grove 4567 67.0% 33.0% 0.6% 0.2% 27.2% 3.9% 1.1% 

108.02 Little River 4148 87.8% 12.2% 0.3% 0.3% 9.3% 1.4% 1.0% 

109 Eno 8207 84.4% 15.6% 0.4% 0.9% 10.8% 2.3% 1.2% 

110 Hillsborough 5987 75.2% 24.8% 0.2% 0.3% 19.7% 3.2% 1.4% 

111.01 Cheeks  6373 59.1% 40.9% 0.5% 0.2% 35.1% 4.0% 1.2% 

111.02 Cheeks  4798 80.2% 19.8% 0.3% 0.9% 11.5% 5.1% 1.9% 

112.01 Chapel Hill 7579 74.7% 25.3% 0.2% 9.3% 9.5% 4.5% 1.7% 

112.02 Carrboro 5043 81.5% 18.5% 0.3% 1.6% 12.0% 3.2% 1.5% 

112.03 Bingham 5076 84.8% 15.2% 0.4% 0.3% 10.7% 2.7% 1.1% 

113 Chapel Hill   2400 54.0% 46.0% 0.3% 1.9% 38.2% 3.9% 1.7% 

114 Chapel Hill 3717 86.3% 13.7% 0.5% 6.3% 3.6% 1.9% 1.5% 

115 Chapel Hill 2023 83.1% 21.3% 0.7% 2.8% 11.5% 4.7% 1.5% 

116 Chapel Hill 9295 73.8% 26.2% 0.5% 8.0% 14.1% 1.9% 1.7% 

117 Chapel Hill 4852 81.6% 18.4% 0.5% 6.6% 8.6% 1.0% 1.8% 

118 Chapel Hill 2692 83.0% 17.0% 0.1% 4.5% 7.8% 3.3% 1.4% 

119 Chapel Hill 8419 80.0% 20.0% 0.3% 6.8% 7.5% 3.7% 1.7% 

121 Chapel Hill 6291 78.6% 21.4% 0.4% 7.4% 8.0% 3.7% 1.9% 

122 Chapel Hill 6528 81.8% 18.2% 0.1% 6.5% 6.1% 3.7% 1.8% 

Average 5374 75.9% 24.3% 0.3% 3.7% 14.4% 4.3% 1.5% 

 
 
 
 
 

Note that a high population of a specific minority group does not necessarily indicate 

a high minority tract population overall. For example, all those tracts with high 

Black/African American populations are also high minority tracts but, of those tracts 

where Asians concentrate in unusually high percentages, none are high in overall 

minority populations. 

 

Percentage Racial Composition by Orange County Census Tract 
[Source: 2009 FFIEC Census Report] 
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Based on this Racial Composition by Census Tract data, the Census tracts with the 

highest minority concentrations are Tracts 107.01, 107.02, 107.03, 108.01, 111.01, 

and 113. In most cases, these high minority tracts have unusually high 

concentrations of only one specific minority group. While tracts 107.02 and 107.03 

have very high Hispanic concentrations, the concentration of other minority groups in 

those tracts are generally no more than average. Similarly, tracts 107.01, 108.01, 

111.01, and 113 contain very high Black concentrations but other minority groups 

concentrate in those tracts generally no more than average (except in Tract 108.01, 

which has both a high Black and a high American Indian population). This indicates a 

tendency of minority groups to concentrate in certain areas of the County, but not in 

areas where members of any other racial or ethnic group are also concentrated.  

 

 

2. Describe the basis for allocating investments geographically within the 

jurisdiction (or within the EMSA for HOPWA) (91.215(a) (1)) during the next year 

and the rationale for assigning the priorities. 

 

Orange County HOME Consortium Response: 

As a growing community, Orange County and the Towns of Chapel Hill, Hillsborough 

and Carrboro must successfully balance a diverse array of housing and community 

development issues. Given the range of competing needs, the community must 

invest its scarce public resources wisely. Therefore, as a general principle, the 

County will attempt to expend public funds in a way that leverages the commitment 

of private sector support whenever possible. Through the public participation and 

consultation process, the County has identified the community’s overall goals and 

priorities as follows: 

 

 Provide decent and affordable housing for low to moderate income 

households, including providing affordable rental for <30% AMI residents 

 

 Provide housing and services for homeless populations with special needs 

 

 Increase the capacity and scope of Public Services 

 

 

3. Describe actions that will take place during the next year to address obstacles to 

meeting underserved needs. 

 

Orange County HOME Consortium Response: 

The following are obstacles to meeting underserved needs in Orange County along 

with the Consortium’s actions that are intended to minimize the impact of these 

obstacles: 

 

 The current economic and housing crisis has decreased tax revenues for the 

County and Towns.  Recognizing the heightened scarcity of available public 

funds, the Consortium will seek opportunities for leveraging private funds and 

will fund those projects of greatest strategic importance to the Consortium. 

 

 As mixed use/mixed income communities continue to add amenities to new 

home construction, home costs continue to rise in Orange County despite the 

current housing market slowdown. It is increasingly difficult to fund projects 

that meet low and moderate income criteria. Orange County will continue to 
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work with local groups, and municipalities, to determine the areas that qualify 

for funding by researching and evaluating alternative areas. 

 

 As the population of Orange County continues to grow, the lack of affordable 

land has become a major barrier to the development of Affordable Housing, 

especially when taking into account that the Town of Chapel Hill and the 

County will not develop infrastructure beyond the Urban Services Boundary.  

By waiving building permit fees and providing zoning incentives, the members 

of the Consortium plan to minimize the obstacles to affordable housing 

development.  

 

 There are a limited number of developers and builders who are capable of 

building Affordable Housing. The profit potential for middle and upscale 

housing draws most builders to that range of development, leaving few 

contractors willing to work in the Affordable Housing arena. Also, the high 

cost of land, costly permitting fees and the length of time to get housing 

projects approved is prohibitive to the development of Affordable Housing.  

This obstacle will be mitigated through the waived permit fees and zoning 

incentives already discussed. 

 

4. Identify the federal, state, and local resources expected to be made available to 

address the needs identified in the plan.  Federal resources should include 

Section 8 funds made available to the jurisdiction, Low-Income Housing Tax 

Credits, and competitive McKinney-Vento Homeless Assistance Act funds 

expected to be available to address priority needs and specific objectives 

identified in the strategic plan. 

 

Orange County HOME Consortium Response: 

By drawing upon financial resources available to the Consortium through HUD and by 

instituting or strengthening partnerships with County departments, municipalities, 

and nonprofit organizations, the Consortium will have sufficient resources available 

to accomplish the Plan goals. 

 

The following table provides a conservative estimate of the total amount of funding 

that is expected to be available through HUD over the course of the five years 

covered by this Plan.  The estimates for CDBG and HOME are based on 80% of the 

current FY 2010 funding level, multiplied by five (to arrive at a cumulative five-year 

figure).  CDBG and HOME Program Income estimates are based on 80% of the 

projections listed in the Consortium’s 2009 Annual Action Plan.  The estimate for 

HOME Matching Funds is 25% (the minimum amount of match required) of the five-

year HOME estimate.   

 

Grant Program Amount 

CDBG (Town of Chapel Hill)* $2,533,620 

CDBG Program Income** $29,352 

HOME (Orange County Consortium)* $2,913,108 

HOME Program Income** $204,232 

HOME Matching Funds* $728,277 

TOTAL $6,408,589 

* 80% of FY 2010 allocations for the next 5 years 

** 80% of average program income over the past 5 years 
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Strategic partners who will assist in the implementation and management of the Plan 

include the following: 

 
Orange County  

The Town of Chapel Hill  

The Town of Carrboro 

The Town of Hillsborough  

The Community Home Trust 

Habitat for Humanity of Orange County, NC 

InterFaith Council for Social Service 

Orange Congregations in Mission 

The Joint Orange-Chatham Community Action Agency 

EmPOWERment, Inc. 

 USDA/Rural Development 

Chapel Hill Training & Outreach Agency 

Chapel Hill-Carrboro YMCA 

Inter-Church Council Housing Corporation 

Housing for New Hope 

CASA 

Volunteers for Youth 

Weaver Community Housing Association 

 

Managing the Process 
 

1. Identify the lead agency, entity, and agencies responsible for administering 

programs covered by the consolidated plan. 

 

Orange County HOME Consortium Response:  

The Orange County Consortium is made up of several local government entities. 

These entities have various responsibilities for administering programs and activities 

through a variety of departments as described below. 

 

Orange County is responsible for administration of the Section 8 program for the 

County, the CDBG Small Cities program and serves as the lead agency for the 

Orange County HOME Consortium. 

 

The Town of Chapel Hill is the administrator of the Town's CDBG entitlement 

program. The Town also conducts long-range planning and policy design for housing 

development and implements the Town's Inclusionary Zoning and affordable housing 

program. 

 

The Town of Carrboro administers the Carrboro CDBG Small Cities program and the 

planning department is responsible for planning and policy design for housing 

development. The Town also has a successful revolving loan fund for small 

businesses.  

 

The Town of Hillsborough is responsible for planning and policy development for the 

Town. 
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2. Identify the significant aspects of the process by which the plan was developed, 

and the agencies, groups, organizations, and others who participated in the 

process. 

 

Orange County HOME Consortium Response: 

Most of the nonprofit organizations work closely together on housing issues. Local 

government staffs work with the nonprofits on a regular basis, since many nonprofit 

activities are supported with local funds. The following organizations provided a key 

role in the development of this 5-year Consolidated Plan: 

  

 Community Home Trust is a housing development corporation, whose 

operating budget is funded by Orange County, Chapel Hill and Carrboro. The 

organization utilizes the land trust model for homeownership to create 

permanently affordable housing opportunities for Orange County residents. 

 

 Habitat for Humanity of Orange County is a strong local affiliate of the 

national organization and strives to develop affordable units within Orange 

County, the Town of Hillsborough and Town of Chapel Hill. 

 

 InterFaith Council for Social Service (IFC) operates a homeless shelter and 

is a chief advocate for the homeless population. IFC also offers a program to 

prevent homelessness through financial assistance to families that are at risk of 

losing their permanent housing.  

 

 Orange Congregations in Mission serves northern Orange County, offering 

programs that prevent homelessness through financial assistance to families that 

are at risk of losing their permanent housing. 

 

 The Joint Orange-Chatham Community Action Agency is a local community 

action agency offering a wide variety of rehabilitation, weatherization, counseling 

and financial assistance to very low-income families. 

 

 EmPOWERment, Inc. is a community development corporation that promotes 

models of community building, problem solving and social action to mobilize low-

income communities to build shared vision and power for community change.  

 

 Community Alternatives for Supportive Abodes (CASA) is a non-profit a 

developer of affordable multi-unit rental properties for residents who are low-

income or have mental and/or physical disabilities. 

 

Private Industry 

Private lenders (especially those interested in achieving the lending goals of the 

Community Reinvestment Act), public lenders like Rural Development, builders, 

realtors and developers, are entities whose assistance is crucial to the success of 

housing initiatives undertaken in Orange County. 

 

Utility companies develop construction and energy conservation standards to reduce 

energy costs. They also provide information and training on energy-saving practices 

in home, such as how to install insulation and weather stripping. Low-interest loans 

are available from utility companies for the purchase and installation of insulation, 

high efficiency heat pumps and other energy conservation measures. 
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Public Housing Authorities 

The Town of Chapel Hill Department of Housing operates 336 conventional public 

housing units.  

  

The Orange County Housing Authority Board operates the Section 8 Housing Voucher 

Program. The program provides approximately 623 vouchers to low income families. 

The Orange County Board of Commissioners appoints a seven member Housing 

Authority Board who serves as the governing board and the managerial affairs of the 

County conform to applicable County ordinances and policies. A resident advisory 

board has been established to include Section 8 residents in the decision-making 

process. The Orange County Housing Authority Board of Commissioners sets policy 

for the public housing functions and approves the Annual Public Housing Agency 

Plan.   

 

3. Describe actions that will take place during the next year to enhance coordination 

between public and private housing, health, and social service agencies. 

 

Orange County HOME Consortium Response: 

The existing coordination of services has been enhanced with the creation of the 

Orange County HOME Consortium whose members include Orange County, Carrboro, 

Chapel Hill and Hillsborough.  

 

Additionally, in an effort to facilitate communication with other local housing 

nonprofit organizations, the members of the HOME Program Consortium will convene 

semi-annual meetings with these organizations.  Items shared during these meetings 

will include clarification of federal and state housing program regulations and 

discussion of local housing programs and initiatives.   

 

Citizen Participation 
 

1. Provide a summary of the citizen participation process. 

 

Orange County HOME Consortium Response: 

Participation of the general public and also public organizations is extremely 

important to HUD and to the development of a consolidated plan. To maximize 

citizen participation, Orange County held a public hearing on February 5, 2013 to 

receive citizen comments regarding the Annual Action Plan. The public hearing was 

advertised in local newspapers in advance. The meetings were held in Orange County 

at the following location. 

 

 

Tuesday, February 4, 2014 

Hillsborough Commons - DSS Conference Room  

106 Mayo Street 

Hillsborough, NC 27278  

7:00 P.M. 

 

Additionally, the Town of Chapel Hill conducted two public forums. The meetings 

were advertised in the local newspapers and on the Town’s website: 

 

30



FY 2014-2015 Action Plan  26 

 

Wednesday, February 24 2014 

Wednesday, May 12, 2014 

Town Council Public Forum 

Town Hall Council Chambers 

405 Martin Luther King Blvd. 

Chapel Hill, NC 27514 

7:00 P.M 

 
A draft of the Annual Action Plan was made available on the Orange County, Town of  

Hillsborough, Town of Chapel Hill and Town of Carrboro websites for review and in 

the office of the Orange County Housing, Human Rights and Community 

Development Department. 

 

2. Provide a summary of citizen comments or views on the plan. 

 

Comments from the Orange County Board of County Commissioners 

February 4, 2014 board meeting: 

 

Robert Dowling, Executive Director of the Community Home Trust indicated that they 

would request $50,000 in HOME funds to subsidize town homes in the Ballantine, 

South Grove and Burch Kove developments, and $100,000 in HOME funds for 

construction costs in the Waterstone development.  The Community Home Trust will 

request $18,000 for operational expenses. 

 

Susan Levy, Executive Director of Habitat for Humanity, Inc., stated that Habitat 

woud request $250,000 in HOME funds for second mortgage assistance in the 

Northside in Chapel Hill, Fairview in Hillsborough and Tinnin Woods subdivision in 

Efland Cheeks Township, Efland, NC. 

 

Mary Jean Seyda, Chief Operating Officer of CASA stated they will request $25,000 

for operational expenses. 

  

Summary of Comments from February 24, 2014  

Community Development and HOME Program Pubic Forum 

 

1. Will Speight, a representative of the Chapel Hill-Carrboro Y’s Afterschool Outreach 
Program, shared that the program is overseen by an outreach counselor, serves 12 
youth, and provides one-to-one tutoring.  

 
2. Susan Levy, the Executive Director of Habitat for Humanity, requested $130,000 in 

Community Development funding for use in the Northside and Pine Knolls 
neighborhoods. Habitat for Humanity has requested $55,000 to purchase a lot on Craig 
Street which is owned by Self-Help; this lot would be used for homeownership. Habitat 
for Humanity is also requesting $75,000 for the A Brush With Kindness program; Habitat 
has completed six A Brush With Kindness homes in Northside and one in Pine Knolls.  
 

3. Kathy Atwater supported the allocation of Community Development Block funds to 
Habitat for Humanity to be used for the A Brush With Kindness program. 

 
4. Aaron Bachenheimer supported the allocation of Community Development Block funds 

to Habitat for Humanity to be used for the A Brush With Kindness program. 
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5. Janie Alston supported the allocation of Community Development Block funds to 

Habitat for Humanity to be used for the A Brush With Kindness program. 
 

6. Mary Jean Seyda, the Chief Operations Officer for CASA, shared that CASA is a member 
of the Orange County Partnership to End Homelessness. CASA would use the 
Community Development funds for affordable rental housing that supports very low 
income individuals with disabilities and veterans. The 2013-2014 Community 
Development funds provided by the Town allowed CASA to keep their units open. She 
encouraged the dedication of money for affordable housing. 

 
7. Robert Dowling, the Executive Director for the Community Home Trust, stated that 

there is a need for a local source of money for affordable housing. He said that the 
Community Home Trust has 220 homes. The Community Home Trust has requested 
$50,000 of Community Development and HOME funds for the Homebuyer Assistance 
Program. The organization has also requested $100,000 in HOME funds for the 
Waterstone development in Hillsborough and $18,000 in HOME funds for operating 
costs. 

 
8. Delores Bailey, the Executive Director of EmPOWERment, Inc., requested $10,000 of 

Community Development funds for the Career Explorers program which services youth 
from the ages of 16 to 21. 

 

 

1. Provide a summary of efforts made to broaden public participation in the 

development of the consolidated plan, including outreach to minorities and non-

English speaking persons, as well as persons with disabilities. 

 

 

Orange County HOME Consortium Response: 

The public hearings were held in central locations in the County that are accessible to 

public transportation lines. All facilities were ADA accessible and a Spanish 

interpreter was available upon request.   

 

Public Notices were published in local newspapers and online on the County and 

Towns’ websites, which included the location and time of the public hearing.  

 

The FY 2014 -2015 Annual Action Plan was available for public review and comment. 

 

 

2. Provide a written explanation of comments not accepted and the reasons why 

these comments were not accepted. 
 

Orange County HOME Consortium Response: 

All comments were received, none were rejected. As such, all public comments 

received were incorporated into the Annual Plan Update as appropriate.  
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Institutional Structure 
 

1. Describe actions that will take place during the next year to develop institutional 

structure. 
 
Orange County HOME Consortium Response: 

With the creation of the Community Home Trust, Orange County, Chapel Hill, 

Carrboro and Hillsborough demonstrated the desire to cooperate among the several 

jurisdictions to provide the best housing assistance that will serve the low-income 

residents of Orange County.  With respect to coordination of resources, funded 

agencies will communicate with appropriate staff regarding projects in progress, 

applications submitted to state and federal funding agencies, programs that are 

particularly successful or troublesome, and other sharing of information and sources 

of funds.  

 
Monitoring 
 

1. Describe actions that will take place during the next year to monitor its housing 

and community development projects and ensure long-term compliance with 

program requirements and comprehensive planning requirements. 

 

Orange County HOME Consortium Response:  

To insure that each recipient of HOME, CDBG, and other federal funds operates in 

compliance with applicable federal laws and regulations, Orange County and the 

Town will continue to implement a monitoring strategy that closely reviews 

subrecipient activities and provides extensive technical assistance to prevent future 

compliance issues. 

 

The Orange County Consortium will implement a risk analysis matrix for monitoring 

all appropriate CDBG/HOME subrecipients for each Fiscal Year (FY). This risk analysis 

closely mirrors the Community Planning Development (CPD) Notice 04-01, Issued 

February 2, 2004 and CPD Notice 02-11, which delineates the relevant factors to 

monitor for determining the risk level for the Consortium or subrecipients.  Once 

projects have been approved and subrecipients have been issued subrecipient 

agreements, the staff conducts a four page risk analysis worksheet that looks at 

Financial Capacity; Management; Planning and National Objectives.   

 

Each subrecipient is graded and its score is listed in one (1) of three categories:  low 

risk: 0-30 points; moderate risk: 31-50 points; and high risk: 51-100 points.  Based 

on the scoring for each subrecipient, the Consortium determines its annual 

monitoring schedule based on the number of moderate and high risk subrecipients.  

As a general rule, the staff will monitor on-site all moderate and high risk 

subrecipients on an annual basis, typically at the midway point of the Fiscal Year. 

Conversely, the low-risk subrecipients are monitored on-site every other Fiscal Year 

during the same timeframe, and desk reviews are conducted throughout the year. 

 

When a subrecipient’s risk assessment calls for an on-site monitoring, the following 

procedures are followed: 

 The PJ reviews its own files on the subrecipient to be monitored, particularly 

quarterly reports, performance agreements, and payment requests. 

 A visit is made to the subrecipient.  PJ staff meets with subrecipient staff, 

reviews financial and administrative management, and visits program sites.  
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Documents requested of the subrecipient may include: personnel policies; 

annual audit; by-laws; fidelity bond; insurance policy; financial policies; 

tenant selection policies; and marketing strategy. 

 An exit conference is held with subrecipient staff to discuss concerns and 

recommendations and to give the subrecipient agency an opportunity to ask 

questions or clarify policies. 

 The PJ prepares a draft of the monitoring assessment letter to the 

subrecipient agency’s Director for review.  The subrecipient is given the 

opportunity to make corrections or provide additional information. 

 Formal assessment letter is sent from the PJ to Director and Board 

Chairperson for the subrecipient. 

 Staff presents the monitoring letter at a regularly scheduled Board meeting to 

respond to questions or concerns.  

 The subrecipient submits its response to the assessment letter. 

 

In order to facilitate desk-reviews of subrecipients who are not monitored on-site, 

subrecipients are required to submit detailed regular reports that describe the 

progress of their programs, including rates of expenditure. Quarterly report deadlines 

are: April 15th (Jan–Mar); July 15th (Apr–June); October 15th (July–Sept); and Jan 

15th (Oct–Dec).  Final reports include a summary of the program’s 

accomplishments—including the actual number of beneficiaries—and a description of 

how funds were used.  In certain situations, such as rental housing development, 

annual reports (due July 15) may be required after the project is completed for the 

duration of the affordability period. 

 

Each subrecipient is graded and its score is listed in one (1) of three categories:  low 

risk: 0-30 points; moderate risk: 31-50 points; and high risk: 51-100 points.  Based 

on the scoring for each subrecipient, the Consortium determines its annual 

monitoring schedule based on the number of moderate and high risk subrecipients.  

As a general rule, the staff will monitor on-site all moderate and high risk 

subrecipients on an annual basis, typically at the midway point of the Fiscal Year. 

Conversely, the low-risk subrecipients are monitored on-site every other Fiscal Year 

during the same timeframe, and desk reviews are conducted throughout the year. 

 

When a subrecipient’s risk assessment calls for an on-site monitoring, the following 

procedures are followed: 

 The PJ reviews its own files on the subrecipient to be monitored, particularly 

quarterly reports, performance agreements, and payment requests. 

 A visit is made to the subrecipient.  PJ staff meets with subrecipient staff, 

reviews financial and administrative management, and visits program sites.  

Documents requested of the subrecipient may include: personnel policies; 

annual audit; by-laws; fidelity bond; insurance policy; financial policies; 

tenant selection policies; and marketing strategy. 

 An exit conference is held with subrecipient staff to discuss concerns and 

recommendations and to give the subrecipient agency an opportunity to ask 

questions or clarify policies. 

 The PJ prepares a draft of the monitoring assessment letter to the 

subrecipient agency’s Director for review.  The subrecipient is given the 

opportunity to make corrections or provide additional information. 

 Formal assessment letter is sent from the PJ to Director and Board 

Chairperson for the subrecipient. 

 The subrecipient submits its response to the assessment letter. 
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In order to facilitate desk-reviews of subrecipients who are not monitored on-site, 

subrecipients are required to submit detailed regular reports that describe the 

progress of their programs, including rates of expenditure. Quarterly report deadlines 

are: April 15th (Jan–Mar); July 15th (Apr–June); October 15th (July–Sept); and Jan 

15th (Oct–Dec).  Final reports include a summary of the program’s 

accomplishments—including the actual number of beneficiaries—and a description of 

how funds were used.  In certain situations, such as rental housing development, 

annual reports (due July 15) may be required after the project is completed for the 

duration of the affordability period. 

 

 

Lead-based Paint 
 

1. Describe the actions that will take place during the next year to evaluate and 

reduce the number of housing units containing lead-based paint hazards in order 

to increase the inventory of lead-safe housing available to extremely low-income, 

low-income, and moderate-income families, and how the plan for the reduction of 

lead-based hazards is related to the extent of lead poisoning and hazards. 

 

Orange County HOME Consortium Response:  

In Orange County, evaluations (risk assessments) of lead-based paint in housing 

units will be conducted by on a case-by-case basis and lead abatement will be 

prescribed as needed for dwellings targeted for rehabilitation. In addition, all assisted 

housing tenants will be informed of the hazards of lead-based paint. The Orange 

County Health Department will provide ongoing consultation to local housing staff. 
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HOUSING 
 

Specific Housing Objectives 
 
*Please also refer to the Housing Needs Table in the Needs.xls workbook. 
 

1. Describe the priorities and specific objectives the jurisdiction hopes to achieve 

during the next year. 

 

Orange County HOME Consortium Response:  

 Orange County plans to achieve the following objectives during the next year, 

dependent on available funding: 

 

      

Affordable Rental Housing Rehabilitated:    6   

First-time homebuyers assisted:    16 

     4 

 

The County will examine options that will promote higher density, mixed-use 

development, and the preservation of open space. 

 

2. Describe how Federal, State, and local public and private sector resources that 

are reasonably expected to be available will be used to address identified needs 

for the period covered by this Action Plan. 

 

Orange County HOME Consortium Response:  

 

 
HOME Program    

New Construction – Community Home Trust $64,481 

Homebuyer Assistance – Community Home Trust $11,777  

Operations Support - CASA  $5,800  

Housing Rehabilitation –WCHA $30,374 

Habitat for Humanity $250,000 

Administration $35,154 
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Needs of Public Housing 
 

1. Describe the manner in which the plan of the jurisdiction will help address the 

needs of public housing and activities it will undertake during the next year to 

encourage public housing residents to become more involved in management and 

participate in homeownership. 

 

Orange County HOME Consortium Response:  

Key activities of the Chapel Hill Department of Housing are: 

 

Administration 

1. To manage the public housing apartments in accordance with the HUD 

guidelines and policies of the Town of Chapel Hill.  

2. To provide staff support to the Public Housing Advisory Board.  

3. To administer the Housing Capital Fund.  

 

Resident Services 

1. To recertify eligibility for public housing tenancy every 12 months.  

2. To continue to provide financial and homeownership training opportunities for 

participants in the Transitional Housing Program. 

 

Maintenance 

1. To maintain the public housing apartments in a decent, safe, and sanitary 

condition.  

2. To continue to refurbish public housing apartments.  

3. To complete preventative maintenance, safety inspections, and repairs in all 

336 housing units. 

 

2. If the public housing agency is designated as "troubled" by HUD or otherwise is 

performing poorly, the jurisdiction shall describe the manner in which it will 

provide financial or other assistance in improving its operations to remove such 

designation during the next year. 

 

Orange County HOME Consortium Response:  

This is not applicable as there are not troubled agencies within Orange County or any 

of its municipalities. 

 

 

Barriers to Affordable Housing 
 

1. Describe the actions that will take place during the next year to remove barriers 

to affordable housing. 

 

Orange County HOME Consortium Response:  

To address the Impact Fee, the Orange County Board of Commissioners adopted an 

impact fee reimbursement policy, which provides funds to nonprofit housing 

developers constructing rental and owner-occupied housing. This enables non-profits 

to pay these fees without passing the costs on to the prospective renters or 

homebuyers. With this reimbursement, the Board works to alleviate barriers to 

affordable housing.  
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Strategies have been designed to help eliminate or reduce the impact of the 

identified barriers. The following recommendations included in the AI promote fair 

housing for the Orange County Consortium: 

 

 Increase the educational opportunities and provide training relating to Fair 

Housing through workshops, forums and presentations 

 Target specific protected groups for fair housing information 

 Continue to consult with local lending institutions  

 Provide training to housing providers and consumers about their obligations and 

rights.  

 Continue to work with the County and Town governments to develop appropriate 

legislation and ordinances to assist with the development of affordable housing 

 Monitor and track the Inclusionary Zoning Ordinance enacted by the Town of 

Chapel Hill for effectiveness in the development of affordable housing and utilize 

as a model ordinance for adoption by the Towns of Carrboro and Hillsborough and 

Orange County for implementation if positive results are determined. 

 

The affordable housing provisions of the proposed Inclusionary Zoning Ordinance1 

drafted by the Town of Chapel Hill apply to homeownership developments in any 

of the following categories: 

 

 Single-family or two family development, or subdivision of land to create 

residential lots that involve: 

 

 at least 5 single-family dwelling units or 2-family dwelling units; or 

 at least 5 single-family lots; or 

 two-family lots in which six (6) or more residential units are allowed 

by the Chapel Hill Land Use Management Ordinance, either individually 

or as part of the same subdivision. 

 

 Multi-family unit developments that create at least 5 multi-family dwelling 

units; or 

 

 Renovation or reconstruction of an existing building that contains multi-family 

dwelling units, and that increases the number of dwelling units from the 

number of dwelling units in the original structure by at least 5; or 

 

 Any change in use of all or part of an existing building from a non-residential 

use to a residential use that has at least 5 dwelling units. 

 

For development applications involving any of the above, provisions for affordable 

housing must be included as part of the development proposal. 

 

As with other types of development, Orange County’s supply of affordable 

housing is dictated by a variety of factors, the most significant being project 

affordability, availability of land and infra-structure, developer preference for 

building high-end housing, and government regulation. To address the 

Educational Impact Fee, the Orange County Board of Commissioners adopted an 

impact fee reimbursement policy, which provides funds to non-profit housing 

developers constructing rental and owner-occupied housing to enable them to 

                                           
1 Chapel Hill, North Carolina Draft Inclusionary Zoning Ordinance Ideas for Administrative Manual,  

February 16, 2010, http://www.townofchapelhill.com. 
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pay the fee without passing the cost to the prospective renters or homebuyers. 

With this reimbursement, the Board works to alleviate barriers to affordable 

housing.  

 

 

HOME/ American Dream Down payment Initiative (ADDI) 
 

1. Describe other forms of investment not described in § 92.205(b). 

 

 

Orange County HOME Consortium Response:  

 

The Consortium does not propose to invest HOME funds in activities that are not 

described in § 92.205(b). 

 

2. If the participating jurisdiction (PJ) will use HOME or ADDI funds for 

homebuyers, it must state the guidelines for resale or recapture, as required 

in § 92.254 of the HOME rule. 

 

Orange County HOME Consortium Response:  

All properties receiving financial assistance from Orange County for homeownership 

activities must ensure that the housing remain affordable to families with incomes of 

80% or less of the area median for at least 99 years from the date of initial 

assistance.  

 

Right of First Refusal 

A right of first refusal or right to purchase is accomplished by means of a Declaration 

of Restrictive Covenants on the property purchased by the first-time homebuyer. Any 

assignment, sale, transfer, conveyance or other disposition of the property will not 

be effective unless the following procedures are followed. 

 

If the original homebuyer or any subsequent qualified homebuyer contemplates a 

transfer to a non low-income household, the buyer must send Orange County and/or 

the sponsoring nonprofit organization a notice of intent to sell at least 90 days before 

the expected closing date. If Orange County and/or the sponsoring nonprofit 

organization elect to exercise its right of refusal, it will notify the buyer within 30 

days of its receipt of the notice and will purchase the property within 90 days.  

 

If neither Orange County nor the sponsoring nonprofit organization advises the buyer 

in a timely fashion of its intent to purchase the property, then the Buyer is be free to 

transfer the property in accordance with the equity sharing provisions described 

below. 

 

Equity Sharing 

Orange County provides its financial assistance as deferred second loans secured by 

a 40-year Deed of Trust and Promissory Note, forgivable at the end of 40 years.  

This Deed of Trust and Promissory Note constitute a lien on the property, 

subordinate only to private construction financing or permanent first mortgage 

financing.  

   

The 99 year period of affordability for each individual housing unit is secured by a 

declaration of restrictive covenants that incorporate a right of first refusal that may 

be exercised by a sponsoring nonprofit organization and/or Orange County.  This 
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declaration of restrictive covenants is further secured by a deed of trust.  The 

nonprofit organization and/or the County are responsible for compliance with the 

affordability requirement throughout the affordability period, unless affordability 

restrictions are terminated due to the sale of the property to a non-qualified buyer.   

 

If the buyer no longer uses the property as a principal residence or is unable to 

continue ownership, then the buyer must sell, transfer or otherwise dispose of their 

interest in the property to a new homebuyer whose annual income does not exceed 

80% of the area median. However, if the property is sold during the affordability 

period to a non-qualified homebuyer to be used as their principal residence, the net 

sales proceeds2 or “equity” will be divided equally between the seller and the County.  

If the initial County contribution does not have to be repaid because the sale occurs 

more than 40 years after the County contribution is made, then the seller and the 

County will divide the entire equity realized from the sale. 

 

Any proceeds from the recapture of funds will be used to facilitate the acquisition, 

construction, and/or rehabilitation of housing for the purposes of promoting 

affordable housing. 

 

3. If the PJ will use HOME funds to refinance existing debt secured by 

multifamily housing that is that is being rehabilitated with HOME funds, it 

must state its refinancing guidelines required under § 92.206(b).  The 

guidelines shall describe the conditions under which the PJ will refinance 

existing debt.  At a minimum these guidelines must:    

a. Demonstrate that rehabilitation is the primary eligible activity and ensure 

that this requirement is met by establishing a minimum level of 

rehabilitation per unit or a required ratio between rehabilitation and 

refinancing. 

b. Require a review of management practices to demonstrate that 

disinvestments in the property has not occurred; that the long-term needs 

of the project can be met; and that the feasibility of serving the targeted 

population over an extended affordability period can be demonstrated. 

c. State whether the new investment is being made to maintain current 

affordable units, create additional affordable units, or both. 

d. Specify the required period of affordability, whether it is the minimum 15 

years or longer. 

e. Specify whether the investment of HOME funds may be jurisdiction-wide 

or limited to a specific geographic area, such as a neighborhood identified 

in a neighborhood revitalization strategy under 24 CFR 91.215(e)(2) or a 

Federally designated Empowerment Zone or Enterprise Community. 

f. State that HOME funds cannot be used to refinance multifamily loans 

made or insured by any federal program, including CDBG. 

 

RECAPTURE PROVISIONS 

 

The HOME recapture provisions are established at §92.253(a)(5)(ii), and unlike the 

resale approach, permit the original homebuyer to sell the property to any willing 

buyer during the period of affordability while the PJ is able to recapture all or a 

                                           
2 New sales proceeds equals the gross sales price less selling costs, the unpaid principal amount 
of the original first mortgage and the unpaid principal amount of the initial County contribution and 
any other initial government contribution secured by a deferred payment promissory note and 
deed of trust. 
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portion of the HOME-assistance  provided to the original homebuyer.  Two key 

concepts in the recapture requirements – direct subsidy to the homebuyer and net 

proceeds - must be understood in order to determine the amount of HOME 

assistance subject to recapture, and the applicable period of affordability on the unit. 

The recapture approach requires that all or a portion of the direct subsidy provided 

to the homebuyer be recaptured from the net proceeds of the sale. 

 

Direct HOME subsidy is the amount of HOME assistance, including any program 

income that enabled the homebuyer to buy the unit. The direct subsidy includes 

down payment, closing costs, interest subsidies, or other HOME assistance provided 

directly to the homebuyer. In addition, direct subsidy includes any assistance that 

reduced the purchase price from fair market value to an affordable price. If HOME 

funds are used for the cost of developing a property and the unit is sold below fair 

market value the difference between the fair market value and the purchase price is 

considered to be directly attributable to the HOME subsidy. 

 

Net proceeds are defined as the sales price minus superior loan repayment (other 

than HOME funds) and any closing costs. Under no circumstances can the PJ 

recapture more than is available from the net proceeds of the sale. 

Recapture provisions cannot be used when a project receives only a development 

subsidy and is sold at fair market value, because there is no direct HOME subsidy to 

recapture from the homebuyer. Instead, resale provisions must be used. 

The recapture option is used by most PJs because it is generally easier to administer 

than the resale option. The recapture option works well when the sale of the 

property will most likely preserve affordability without the imposition of resale 

restriction. 

 

Homebuyer housing with a recapture agreement is not subject to the affordability 

requirements after the PJ has recaptured the HOME funds in accordance with its 

written agreement. If the ownership of the housing is conveyed pursuant to a 

foreclosure or other involuntary sale, the PJ must attempt to recoup any net 

proceeds that may be available through the foreclosure sale. Because all recapture 

provisions must be limited to net proceeds, the PJ’s repayment obligation is limited 

to the amount of the HOME subsidy, if any, that it is able to recover. 

 

The written agreement between the homebuyer and the PJ, as well as mortgage and 

lien documents are typically used to impose the recapture requirements in HOME-

assisted homebuyer projects under recapture provisions. The purpose of these 

enforcement mechanisms is to ensure that the PJ recaptures the direct subsidy to 

the HOME-assisted homebuyer if the HOME-assisted property is transferred. Unlike 

the resale option, deed restrictions, covenants running with the land, or other similar 

mechanisms are not required by the HOME rule to be used in homebuyer projects 

under the recapture option. However, many PJ’s choose to use these mechanisms for 

enforcing the affordability period and as notification of the transfer of the property. 

 

 

Orange County HOME Consortium Response:  

The Consortium does not propose to use HOME Program funds to refinance existing 

debt (including debt secured by multi-family housing rehabilitated with HOME funds); 

this question is not applicable. 

 

4. If the PJ is going to receive American Dream Down payment Initiative (ADDI) 

funds, please complete the following narratives: 
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a. Describe the planned use of the ADDI funds. 

b. Describe the PJ's plan for conducting targeted outreach to residents and 

tenants of public housing and manufactured housing and to other families 

assisted by public housing agencies, for the purposes of ensuring that the 

ADDI funds are used to provide down payment assistance for such 

residents, tenants, and families. 

c. Describe the actions to be taken to ensure the suitability of families 

receiving ADDI funds to undertake and maintain homeownership, such as 

provision of housing counseling to homebuyers. 

 

Orange County HOME Consortium Response:  

The Consortium will not receive ADDI funds; this question is not applicable. 

 

5. Describe the policy and procedures the PJ will follow to affirmatively market 

housing containing five or more HOME-assisted units. 

 

Orange County HOME Consortium Response:  

The County of Orange has adopted the following HOME Affirmative Marketing Policy 

for use in the Orange County HOME Program in accordance with 24 CFR 92.351.  The 

policy applies to all rental and homebuyer projects containing five or more HOME-

assisted units.  

 

1. Methods for informing the public, owners, investors and potential 

tenants about fair housing law and affirmative marketing policy. 

 

a. Application or proposal packets for HOME projects will include a fair housing 

brochure and language that discrimination in housing is prohibited. A copy of 

the County's Civil Rights Ordinance (that includes Fair Housing) and the 

Affirmative Marketing Policy will be available upon request. 

 

b. All newspaper advertisements and brochures used to publicize the HOME 

program and solicit participation from the public will display the Equal Housing 

Opportunity logo. In addition, an Equal Housing Opportunity Poster is on display 

in the Housing and Community Development office and discrimination complaint 

forms are made available to the public. 

 

2. Requirements and practices that owners must follow to comply with 

affirmative marketing. 

 

 Any method used by an owner to advertise a unit for sale or rent must indicate 

the owner's adherence to fair housing practices. This could be demonstrated by 

using the Equal Housing Opportunity logo or phrase. 

 

3. Procedures to be used to inform and solicit applications from persons in 

the housing market area that are not likely to apply. 

 

a. The Housing, Human Rights and Community Development Department will 

conduct outreach to very low income and minority neighborhoods.  Flyers and 

brochures will be distributed to community centers and community based non-

profit organizations. Applications will periodically be taken at sites within the 

neighborhoods to give homeowners with transportation difficulties the 

opportunity to apply for HOME assistance. Special presentations regarding the 
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HOME projects will be made periodically to churches and community groups and 

other similar groups. 

 

All rental vacancies on HOME assisted units must be reported to the County's 

Housing and Community Development office to be posted and made available to 

the public. Low-income persons applying for or receiving housing assistance use 

the property listings to locate housing units. Since the County receives referrals 

from other social service agencies, this should assure that very low income, 

minority or homeless families would have the opportunity to be informed of 

available rental units. 

 

4. Documentation by County and owners to assess results of efforts to 

affirmatively market units. 

 

a. The Housing and Community Development Department will maintain an 

Affirmative Marketing File in which all notices to the media, public service 

announcements, news articles, and paid advertisements are kept. 

 

b. The Housing and Community Development Department has developed a rental 

rehabilitation application form to be used by landlords in accepting applications 

from prospective tenants. The purpose of this form is: 

 

 1. To assist the landlord in gathering information such as rent history and 

 employment, etc. 

 

2. To provide notice that the owner adheres to fair housing practices and to 

encourage citizens to report any discrimination to the Housing and 

Community Development Department. This will be another means of 

notifying the public of their fair housing rights. 

 

3. Data concerning the family's race, ethnic group, sex and age of head of 

household will be requested with an explanation that the information is 

being collected voluntarily to assure non-discrimination in leasing the unit. 

 

4. To provide the owner a means of documenting compliance with affirmative 

marketing, the owner will be required to retain these applications and 

submit them to the Housing and Community Development office as each 

vacancy is filled. 

 

c. Owners are required to submit a copy of all published rental or resale 

advertisements as documentation of compliance with the Affirmative 

Marketing Plan. 

 

5. Description of how an owner's efforts will be assessed and what 

corrective actions will be taken when an owner fails to follow 

affirmative marketing. 

 

a. Initial leasing of all units will be monitored closely to assure that lower income 

families initially occupy all units and that affirmative marketing was used. In 

those units leased to tenants unassisted through Section 8 vouchers, the rental 

application forms will be reviewed to determine the effectiveness of 

advertisements and outreach attempts. Annually, the tenants in each HOME 
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rental rehabilitation unit will be recertified as an eligible low or moderate-income 

household. 

 

First time homebuyers assisted through the HOME program will be required to 

comply with all fair housing practices in the sale of their property. Homeowners 

will be monitored annually during their periods of affordability for compliance 

with all HOME program requirements. 

 

b. Each owner's affirmative marketing attempts will be assessed annually. If a 

blatant disregard of the policies has been demonstrated, the Housing and 

Community Development Department will refer the matter to the Department of 

Human Rights and Relations to be considered as a possible violation of the 

County’s Civil Rights Ordinance. 

 

As a last resort, after counseling and continued lack of compliance, an owner may be 

required to repay, upon demand, the HOME assistance received from the County.  

The owner's agreement will clearly state the procedures and reasons for the County 

to declare an owner in default of the terms of the agreement thereby calling the 

promissory note due for immediate payment. 
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HOMELESS 
 

Specific Homeless Prevention Elements 
 
*Please also refer to the Homeless Needs Table in the Needs.xls workbook. 
 

1. Sources of Funds—Identify the private and public resources that the jurisdiction 

expects to receive during the next year to address homeless needs and to 

prevent homelessness. These include the McKinney-Vento Homeless Assistance 

Act programs, other special federal, state and local and private funds targeted to 

homeless individuals and families with children, especially the chronically 

homeless, the HUD formula programs, and any publicly-owned land or property.  

Please describe, briefly, the jurisdiction’s plan for the investment and use of 

funds directed toward homelessness. 

 

Orange County HOME Consortium Response:  

The Consortium expects to utilize the following funding sources during the next year to 

address the homeless needs identified: 

 

 Orange County Consortium 

 HOME funds:  $        0  

 

 Town of Chapel Hill 

 CDBG funds:      $ 10,000 

 

Total            $ 10,000 

 

 

2. Homelessness—In a narrative, describe how the action plan will address the 

specific objectives of the Strategic Plan and, ultimately, the priority needs 

identified.  Please also identify potential obstacles to completing these action 

steps. 

 

Orange County HOME Consortium Response:  

The Continuum will continue working to create a less fragmented service system with 

fewer gaps in services.  The overall coordination of the range of services offered by 

the Continuum is enhanced through strong community partnerships, community 

education, and development of an HMIS system, and partnerships with various local, 

state and federal groups that address the many factors impacting homelessness in 

the community.    

 

The Orange County Continuum of Care continues to strive toward the goals laid out 

in Orange County’s 10-Year Plan to End Chronic Homelessness. These goals, which 

have been incorporated into this Consolidated Plan, include adding additional 

permanent housing, implementing an HMIS system and facilitating community 

discussion of homeless issues.   

 

3. Chronic homelessness—The jurisdiction must describe the specific planned action 

steps it will take over the next year aimed at eliminating chronic homelessness 

by 2014.  Again, please identify barriers to achieving this. 
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Orange County HOME Consortium Response:  

The following are the strategies outlined in the CoC’s 10-Year Plan to End 

Homelessness to reduce Chronic Homelessness. The Orange County Consortium is 

adopting these strategies and incorporating them into its Consolidated Plan. 

 

 Strategy 1.1: Establish an assertive street outreach program that targets 

unsheltered homeless people at natural gathering places throughout Orange 

County. 

 

 Strategy 1.2: Establish an outreach system in Northern Orange County that 

uses the congregate feeding programs as a place to begin identifying those 

who are chronically homeless in the rural part of the county. 

 

 Strategy 1.3: Create an Assertive Community Treatment (ACT) Team that 

targets those who are chronically homeless and integrates the team with the 

above outreach efforts. 

 

 Strategy 1.4: Ensure that both inpatient and outpatient substance abuse 

treatment is made available to those chronically homeless individuals who 

desire that service. If inpatient treatment is necessary, make sure that 

permanent housing is not lost during the inpatient stay. 

 

 Strategy 1.5: Identify strategies designed to address the needs for shelter 

and services for individuals with complex behaviors that result in being 

banned from kitchen/shelter services. 

 

 Strategy 1.6: Sheltered chronically homeless people will be able to move 

into permanent housing by receiving the services necessary for them to 

obtain and maintain permanent housing. 

 

 Strategy 1.7: 40 units will be rehabbed/rented/built to provide permanent 

supportive housing (including the use of Assertive Community Treatment 

Teams) for the chronic homeless in Orange County within the first 3-5 years 

of the plan. 

 

 Strategy 1.8: Ensure that nonprofit developers have the organizational and 

financial capacity to create new housing units within the community for the 

chronically homeless. 

 

 Strategy 1.9: Identify a wide variety of sites for housing the chronically 

homeless throughout the county in the most fair and effective places within 

the county. 

 

 Strategy 1.10: Establish a rigorous evaluation mechanism that measures the 

cost of individuals who are chronically homeless before and after they are 

receiving housing and support services. 

 

4. Homelessness Prevention—The jurisdiction must describe its planned action steps 

over the next year to address the individual and families with children at 

imminent risk of becoming homeless. 
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Orange County HOME Consortium Response:  

 

Goal 3: Prevent Homelessness 

 Strategy 3.1: Youth aging out of the foster care system will maintain a 

relationship with human services in order to prevent homelessness. 

 

 Strategy 3.2: Begin examining the data and relevant strategies designed to 

work with unemancipated youth between the ages of 16-18 who are running 

away. 

 

 Strategy 3.3: Those exiting prison, the military, hospitals and other health 

related institutions will not be discharged into homelessness. 

 

 Strategy 3.4: Assess the actual need and develop step down housing for 

those exiting inpatient substance abuse treatment services. This housing 

should create a safe and supportive environment designed to promote 

recovery. 

 

 Strategy 3.5: Those with unstable housing will receive the necessary 

services to prevent loss of housing. This includes families who are doubled up 

that may lose their housing, those who are experiencing an immediate health 

care crisis that jeopardizes their housing, and those who have received 

eviction notices. 

 

 Strategy 3.6: Develop a plan designed to address the current gap in 

affordable housing units available to homeless families and individuals. 

 

 Strategy 4.7: Increase access to community resources (jobs, housing, 

services, and childcare) in order to develop a maximum 90-day length-of-stay 

strategy for homeless persons in shelters to facilitate their return to 

permanent housing. 

 Strategy 5.5: Develop strategies that demonstrate “proven results” to the 

taxpayers of Orange County. Include specific values for the benefits 

associated with investing in mental health. 

 

5. Discharge Coordination Policy—Explain planned activities to implement a 

cohesive, community-wide Discharge Coordination Policy, and how, in the coming 

year, the community will move toward such a policy. 

 

Orange County HOME Consortium Response:  

Discharge coordination and planning is particularly important in Orange County due 

to the hospital downsizing initiative mandated by the North Carolina Mental Health 

Reform.  The hospital downsizing plan calls for discharging well-functioning patients 

to the community to allow them to recover in the most appropriate and least 

restrictive setting. To respond to this initiative and to help prevent hospital discharge 

from resulting in homelessness, the OPC Area Program has obtained state funding 

for two full-time staff to serve as Community Integration Coordinators.  Each client 

targeted for placement back in the community has access to community capacity 

funding to assist them in reaching their highest level of functioning in the 

community.  This funding is earmarked for housing needs, as well as psychiatric, 

vocational and other community supports. 
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Additionally, hospital social workers currently contact the Project for Psychiatric 

Outreach to the Homeless (PPOH) social worker during patient discharge planning to 

assure that mental health services are available to patients that become clients of 

the Inter-Faith Council for Social Services. The PPOH is a psychiatric clinic at the IFC 

Community House. The PPOH social worker and the social worker crisis services of 

University of North Carolina Hospital are in the process of creating more 

comprehensive follow-up services for homeless individuals who are patients of UNC.  

 

In addition to these efforts, the Orange County Continuum of Care (CoC) is currently 

working closely with the Durham County and Wake County CoC’s to develop a 

uniform Discharge Planning policy. 

 

 

Emergency Shelter Grants (ESG) 
 

(States only) Describe the process for awarding grants to State recipients, and a 

description of how the allocation will be made available to units of local government. 

 

Orange County HOME Consortium Response:  

The Consortium will not receive ESG funds; this question is not applicable. 
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COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT 
 

Community Development 
 
 
 

1. Identify the jurisdiction's priority non-housing community development needs 

eligible for assistance by CDBG eligibility category specified in the Community 

Development Needs Table (formerly Table 2B), public facilities, public 

improvements, public services and economic development. 

 

Town of Chapel Hill Response:  

The Town of Chapel Hill employs a comprehensive strategy to community 

development, recognizing that simultaneous investments in housing, facilities, 

infrastructure, and services are necessary in order to truly improve the living 

environment for low- and moderate-income residents.  Therefore, the housing and 

homelessness strategies previously discussed in this Consolidated Plan do not stand 

alone.  Those programs are complimented by existing public facilities and public 

services initiatives.  Continued investment in each of these areas will ensure a vital 

and comprehensive strategy for serving low- and moderate-income residents for 

years to come. 

 

A. Public Services 

 
Public transportation, health services, and employment training are all 

important facets of Chapel Hill’s efforts to provide outstanding services, 

particularly to its low- and moderate-income residents. 

 
a. Status of Existing Services 

 
Public Transportation 

Chapel Hill Transit provides fare-free public transportation service 

throughout the Chapel Hill, Carrboro, and UNC community. Working 

together with Orange Public Transportation and the Triangle Transit 

Authority, Chapel Hill Transit plays an invaluable role in the 

comprehensive regional transportation network.  Though options in 

addition to general public bus service are available to residents 

throughout the County, residents outside the more urban areas of 

Chapel Hill, Carrboro, and Hillsborough are generally underserved. 

 

Health Services 

Orange County residents are offered health services to include clinical 

dental services for adults and children, nutrition counseling, tobacco 

prevention, preventive health, immunizations, family planning, 

maternity care, and primary care provided through County-operated 

facilities.   

 

Employment Training 

The Regional Partnership Workforce Development Board provides a 

JobLink Career Center in Chapel Hill, serving as a one-stop service 

center for job seekers and employers.  The JobLink center provides 
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recruiting assistance to employers, assists job seekers with resumes 

and job searches and offers a wide array of other various services.  

Under North Carolina’s Work First initiative, federal Temporary 

Assistance for Needy Families [TANF] funds are utilized through 

programs that emphasize job skills and services aimed at enhancing 

TANF recipients’ ability to provide for the needs of their families.  

Additional workforce development activities are available to a broader 

cross section of County residents to better prepare the local workforce 

to take advantage of new jobs within the County. 

 

b. Priority Needs 
 

Need Priority 
Handicapped Services High 

Transportation Services High 

Substance Abuse Services High 

Employment Training High 

Health Services High 

Other Public Services High 

 

 

B. Infrastructure/Public Improvements 

 
Providing essential services such as transportation, water, and sewer service 

to Chapel Hill and Orange County residents requires an infrastructure system 

that balances the reliable performance of existing systems with the need to 

build system capacity necessary to accommodate future growth.   
 

a. Status of Existing Infrastructure 
 

Water & Sewer 

Orange County’s water needs are met by four independent providers: 

 Orange Water and Sewer Authority (serving Chapel Hill and 

Carrboro) 

 Town of Hillsborough (serving Hillsborough) 

 Orange-Alamance Water System/Efland Sewer System 

(serving rural western Orange and eastern Alamance County) 

 Graham-Mebane Water System/Town of Mebane (serving 

Mebane) 

 

In general, these water systems appear poised to meet the needs of 

Orange County residents well into the future.  Forward-thinking 

leadership has secured additional water sources both in the form of 

expanded reservoirs (an OWASA planned expansion will add 2.8 billion 

gallons to its Stone Quarry Reservoir) and through inter-agency and 

inter-governmental agreements (OWASA reached an agreement in 

2005 to purchase water from the City of Burlington). 

 

Roads & Transportation Systems 

Interstate Highways I-40 and I-85 pass through Orange County.  

Additionally, over 750 miles of state-maintained highways travel 
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through the County.  Connectivity between Orange County and its 

dynamic Research Triangle region will allow the County and its towns 

to keep a competitive edge as the area’s population grows. At the 

same time, this connectivity will ensure low- and moderate-income 

residents can access the full breadth of jobs and opportunities 

available.  Planning for future growth and for the maintenance of 

existing roadways and transit systems will be crucial to the County’s 

success and prosperity. 

 

b. Priority Needs 
 

Need Priority 
Water Improvements Medium 

Street Improvements Medium 

Sidewalks Medium 

Sewer Improvements Medium 

Storm Water Improvements Medium 

Other Infrastructure Needs Medium 

 

 

C. Public Facilities 
 
From community centers to public parks to libraries and health centers, 

Orange County residents have access to an array of high-quality public 

facilities.   

 

a. Status of Existing Facilities 
 

Parks and Community Centers 

The Orange County Parks and Recreation Department is dedicated to 

the purpose of enriching the physical, social and emotional quality of 

life of the people of Orange County. The Department provides a variety 

of enjoyable and affordable recreation programs for individuals of all 

ages and abilities and strives to offer programs that respond to the 

changing needs and interests of the community. Additionally, the 

Parks and Recreation Department is committed to providing clean and 

safe parks, preserves and greenways throughout the County, to 

protecting and preserving the elements of natural and cultural heritage 

within its parks, and to promoting the stewardship of these sites 

through educational and conservational programs and practices.  

 

The following parks, community centers, and recreation centers are 

maintained by Orange County: 

 

 Efland-Cheeks Park & Community Center 

 Cedar Grove Park 

 Central Recreation Center 

 Eurosport Soccer Center 

 Little River Regional Park 

 Fairview Park (under construction) 
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The Town of Chapel Hill offers a variety of additional parks and similar 

amenities offering: 

 

 Aquatics Center 

 Swimming Pools 

 Baseball, Softball, and multi-purpose Fields 

 Batting Cage 

 Skate Park 

 Climbing Wall 

 Community Centers 

 Community Clay Studio 

 Dog Parks 

 Community Rose Garden 

 Gymnasiums 

 Picnic Shelters 

 Tennis Courts 

 Volleyball Courts 

 Bocce Ball Courts 

 Numerous Trails, Parks, and Greenways 

 

Libraries 

The Orange County Libraries exist to meet the recreational, 

educational, and informational reading needs of the citizens of Orange 

County through books and other library materials of general public 

interest.  The library serves as a center for reliable information and 

promotes the communication of ideas.  The library promotes an 

informed and enlightened citizenry and strives to strengthen the fabric 

of the community.  

 

With a main library in Hillsborough, two additional branch libraries [in 

Chapel Hill and Hillsborough] and a “cybrary” in Carrboro, Orange 

County Libraries provide citizens free access to books, periodicals, 

audiobooks, CDs, DVDs, computers, and internet as well as book 

clubs, children’s programs, computer classes, public meeting space, 

and even an art gallery. 

 

Additionally, Orange County and the Town of Chapel Hill jointly 

support the separate Town of Chapel Hill Public Library.  Use of the 

library’s services is free of charge to both Town and County residents.  

Recognizing that highly specialized research collections and resources 

are available to all North Carolina residents through the University 

Library of UNC – Chapel Hill, The Town of Chapel Hill Public Library 

offers complimentary library services, with a particular focus on 

children’s collections and recreational material. 

 

Health Centers 

The Orange County Health Department provides three facilities to 

serve various health-related needs of residents: the Richard L. Whitted 

Human Services Center in Hillsborough, the Southern Human Services 

Center in Chapel Hill, and the Carr Mill Mall in Carrboro.  Clinical dental 

services for adults and children, nutrition counseling, tobacco 

prevention, preventive health, immunizations, family planning, 

maternity care, and primary care are all services provided through 
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these important facilities.  The mission of the Orange County Health 

Department is to enhance the quality of life, promote the health, and 

preserve the environment for all people in the Orange County 

community. 

 

b. Priority Needs 
 

Need Priority 
Neighborhood Facilities Low 

Parks and/or Recreation Facilities Low 

Health Facilities Low 

Parking Facilities Low 

Solid Waste Disposal Improvements Low 

Asbestos Removal Low 

Non-Residential Historic Preservation Low 

Other Public Facility Needs Low 

 
 

D. Economic Development 
 

Economic Development initiatives in Chapel Hill seek to proactively develop 

the potential of agriculture and small business, providing the County with an 

important source of new growth and innovation. 

 

a. Status of Existing Initiatives 
 

Small Business Economic Development 

A loan program, resource guide, and a Small Business and Technology 

Development Center all provide valuable resources to small businesses 

in the County.  These efforts are assisted by additional resources 

contributed by the Chapel Hill Downtown Economic Development 

Corporation, and the Chapel Hill-Carrboro Chamber of Commerce. 

 

b. Priority Needs 
 

Need Priority 
Rehabilitation of Commercial and/or Industrial Low 

C/I Infrastructure Low 

Other Commercial and/or Industrial Improvements Low 

Micro-Enterprise Assistance Low 

ED Technical Assistance Low 

Other Economic Development Low 
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2. Identify specific long-term and short-term community development objectives 

(including economic development activities that create jobs), developed in 

accordance with the statutory goals described in section 24 CFR 91.1 and the 

primary objective of the CDBG program to provide decent housing and a suitable 

living environment and expand economic opportunities, principally for low- and 

moderate-income persons. 

 

 

Town of Chapel Hill Response:  

 

Goal 4 – Increase Capacity and Scope of Public Services 

Priority 4.1 – Increase capacity and expand the scope of Public Services in order to reach out to more low- to 
moderate-income residents. 

Strategies: - Strengthen partnerships with non-profits and other related associations (community 
building, education, family services, etc.) 

- Promote public services opportunities for area low-income residents 

- Build community capacity and better coordinate services through the regular dissemination 
of information. Examples may include Community Development Day workshops, self-help 
workshops, activity updates, etc.  

- Continue to work with area Chambers of Commerce and others to promote the economic 
development of the community 

Output Indicators: - The plan includes funding for seven public services to activities that serve low-mod income 
residents. 

 

 

Antipoverty Strategy 
 

1. Describe the actions that will take place during the next year to reduce the 

number of poverty level families. 

 

Orange County HOME Consortium Response:  

The 2006-2008 American Community Survey Census data reported that 15,318 

people in Orange County (14.2%) had incomes below the poverty level—an increase 

of 3,576 people since 1990.  Based on 2000 Census data, approximately 6.2% of 

families and 14.1% of the total population in Orange County fell below the poverty 

line. Of all children under the age of 18, 9.0% lived in poverty while 7.4% of all 

County residents aged 65 or greater had income below the poverty level. Families 

living below the poverty level were more common in Chapel Hill and Hillsborough, 

but Carrboro showed a significantly higher percentage of individuals in poverty 

compared with all other Orange County municipalities. 

 

In addition to housing problems, persons living in poverty often have other social 

service needs. Many of them lack the basic skills necessary to obtain and hold decent 

jobs. Some of them are single mothers who need affordable childcare while they 

seek or maintain jobs. Others need treatment for medical or substance abuse 

problems. Many of those living below the poverty level are children who would 

benefit from special programs to address their educational, recreational and self-

esteem issues. The sheer number and variety of problems faced by people living in 

poverty often have a tendency to overwhelm even the most capable and determined 

people, creating a phenomenon of cyclical, generational poverty.  
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The high costs of homeownership in Orange County and the lack of safe, affordable 

rental housing continue to be major challenges for low-income families. Rental 

households face serious challenges with high cost, inadequate supply, and 

competition with university students for limited housing stock. Access to 

transportation or to communities that are practically walkable also presents a 

difficulty, particularly outside Chapel Hill and Carrboro.  

 

Orange County and the Town of Chapel Hill have targeted significant CDBG and 

HOME resources within core low-income areas to execute their anti-poverty strategy. 

These resources will act as catalysts to invite additional public and private 

investment of capital and services; increase the quantity and quality of affordable 

housing; and help low to moderate-income residents acquire needed information, 

knowledge and skills to improve their employment opportunities.  

 

Under North Carolina’s Work First initiative, Orange County has developed a local 

plan to assist those most in need and forms the basis for its anti-poverty activities. 

Orange County’s current Work First population [recipients of Temporary Assistance 

for Needy Families, TANF] faces major obstacles in obtaining and retaining 

employment because they are competing for jobs with a highly skilled workforce. 

Unskilled and semi-skilled workers without a high school diploma or a recent 

connection to the workforce are unable to obtain jobs that provide a living wage. 

Barriers such as substance abuse, criminal records and chronic physical and mental 

health problems have no quick fix. They are resolved as a result of participant 

commitment, adequate resources and over time. Under the Work First initiative, 

Orange County will provide the following: 

 

 First Stop—provides a continuum of services including job search and job 

preparedness 

 

 Childcare—provides daycare subsidy payments and assisting with After-School 

Programs 

 

 Transportation—provides expanded transportation routes, vehicle donations and 

financial assistance to address transportation needs 

 

 Substance Abuse Services—provides initial screening, assessment, and 

residential and outpatient treatment services 

 

 Family Violence Option—provides full assessment of domestic violence, 

counseling and support group sessions, and coordination of services such as 

emergency housing, transportation and legal services 

 

 Child Welfare Services—provides collaboration of services to ensure the safety 

and well-being of children 

 

 Emergency Assistance—provides housing, food and utility assistance 

 

The Anti-Poverty Strategy is the unifying thread that ties the housing, homeless, 

public housing and non-housing community development strategies together as one 

comprehensive plan for reducing the number of families that fall below the poverty 

level. In addressing each of the three components below, the Anti-Poverty Strategy 

simultaneously links and implements the various strategies, goals and objectives 
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contained throughout this Consolidated Plan to promote self-sufficiency and 

empowerment. 

  

Improve the Quality and Availability of Affordable Housing 

Eliminating many of the physical signs of poverty is a key element in the anti-

poverty strategy. The housing, public housing and community revitalization 

initiatives work toward fulfilling this goal. The County and Town will direct significant 

resources toward the creation of affordable housing and coordinating the efforts of 

local nonprofit and for-profit providers. Affordable housing is the foundation for 

achieving self-sufficiency.  

 

Provide For and Improve Public Services 

Important long-term goals in the strategy to reduce and eliminate poverty include 

providing services to residents. Specifically, the strategy includes an emphasis on the 

provision of operational subsidies for service providers. 

 

Neighborhoods and Economic Development 

Another component of the anti-poverty strategy includes goals and objectives for 

improving the living and business environments throughout the Town of Chapel Hill. 

The consolidated plan includes strategies to demolish or reuse vacant properties and 

encourage businesses to invest in the Town. The Town of Chapel Hill will target 

funding to focus CDBG and housing efforts to revitalize low and moderate income 

communities within the overall community. Orange County will continue to focus its 

efforts on a County-wide basis. 
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NON-HOMELESS SPECIAL NEEDS HOUSING 
 

Non-homeless Special Needs (91.220 (c) and (e)) 
 
*Please also refer to the Non-homeless Special Needs Table in the Needs.xls workbook. 
 

1. Describe the priorities and specific objectives the jurisdiction hopes to achieve for 

the period covered by the Action Plan. 

 

Orange County HOME Consortium Response: 

Orange County has identified two priority needs related to non-homeless populations 

with special needs.  Each priority is outlined below along with the strategies 

proposed to meet the needs and the output indicators expected. 

 

Goal 3 – Provide Housing and Services for Populations with Special Needs 

Priority 3.1 – Service-enriched transitional housing for persons with special needs 

Strategies: - Promote and make public service funds available to homeless agencies that operate 
emergency shelters 

- Partner with other funding agencies to encourage the development of transitional housing 
(SRO’s, group homes) that is service-enriched  

- Continue to strengthen partnerships with the local Continuum of Care 

- Provide property acquisition funding to eligible non-profits and for-profits to develop 
transitional housing 

Output Indicators: - Development of housing for 4 families with developmental disabilities 

Priority 3.2 – Continuum of services for special populations including older adults, disabled, mentally ill, persons with 
AIDS and at-risk youth 

Strategies: - Promote and make public service funds available to agencies that serve identified special 
populations 

- Partner with other funding agencies to encourage the development of transitional housing 
(SRO’s, group homes) that is service-enriched  

- Continue to strengthen partnerships with local service providers 

- Support applications for federal supportive housing funds 

- Provide property acquisition funding to eligible non-profits and for-profits to develop 
permanent housing for those with special needs 

Output Indicators: - Career and employment programs funded 

 

 

2. Describe how Federal, State, and local public and private sector resources that 

are reasonably expected to be available will be used to address identified needs 

for the period covered by this Action Plan. 

 

Orange County HOME Consortium Response:  

The Consortium expects to utilize the following funding sources during the next year to 

address the non-homeless special needs identified: 
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 Orange County Consortium 

 HOME funds:      $         0 

 

 Town of Chapel Hill 

 CDBG funds:      $  55,500 

Total            $  55,500 

 
 

Housing Opportunities for People with AIDS 
 

 

Orange County HOME Consortium Response:  

The Consortium will not receive HOPWA funds; this section is not applicable. 

 

 

Specific HOPWA Objectives 
 

 

Orange County HOME Consortium Response:  

The Consortium will not receive HOPWA funds; this section is not applicable. 
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CERTIFICATIONS 
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ORD-2014-019 

ORANGE COUNTY 
BOARD OF COMMISSIONERS 

 
ACTION AGENDA ITEM ABSTRACT 

 Meeting Date: May 8, 2014  
 Action Agenda 
 Item No.   6-e 

 
SUBJECT:   Application for North Carolina Education Lottery Proceeds for Orange County 

Schools (OCS) and Contingent Approval of Budget Amendment #7-A Related 
to OCS Capital Project Ordinances 

 
DEPARTMENT:   Financial Services PUBLIC HEARING:  (Y/N) No 
  

 
ATTACHMENT(S):  INFORMATION CONTACT: 
Attachment 1.  Orange County Schools – 

Lottery Proceeds 
Application 

 Clarence Grier, (919) 245-2453 

   
   

 
PURPOSE:  To approve an application to the North Carolina Department of Public Instruction 
(NCDPI) to release funds from the NC Education Lottery account related to FY 2013-14 debt 
service payments for Orange County Schools, and to approve Budget Amendment #7-A 
(amended School Capital Project Ordinances), contingent on the State’s approval of the 
application. 
 
BACKGROUND:  Both School Systems have previously presented approved resolutions from 
their respective Boards requesting that the County modify its Capital Funding Policy by applying 
accumulated lottery funds for debt service payments, and permitting current year withdrawals 
immediately after the State’s quarterly lottery fund allocations.  This expedites both the 
application process and the receipt of funds for the school systems. 
 
Currently, the accumulated available lottery funds for Orange County Schools (OCS) is 
$465,468.  The attached application requests the State to release these lottery funds to cover 
debt service for the Orange County School system. 
 
Budget Amendment #7-A provides for the receipt of the Lottery Funds, contingent on State 
approval of the application, and substitutes the amount of Lottery Funds approved for debt 
service as additional Pay-As-You-Go (PAYG) funds for FY 2013-14 for OCS capital needs and 
projects, and amends the budgets for the following OCS capital projects: 
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Orange County Schools ($465,468): 
 
Roofing Projects ($279,000) – Project # 51010 

 
Revenues for this project:  
 Current FY 

2013-14  
FY 2013-14 
Amendment 

FY 2013-14 
Revised 

From General Fund (PAYG) $125,000 $279,000 $404,000 
Qualified School Construction Bonds $1,600,000 $0 $1,600,000 

Total Project Funding $1,725,000 $279,000 $2,004,000 
  
Appropriated for this project:           
 Current FY 

2013-14  
FY 2013-14 
Amendment 

FY 2013-14 
Revised 

Roofing $1,725,000 $279,000 $2,004,000 
Total Costs $1,725,000 $279,000 $2,004,000 

 
 
Classroom/Building Improvements ($36,468) – Project # 51025 
 

Revenues for this project:  
 Current FY 

2013-14  
FY 2013-14 
Amendment 

FY 2013-14 
Revised 

From General Fund (PAYG) $479,134 $36,468 $515,602 
Qualified School Construction Bonds $2,946,819 $0 $2,946,819 

Total Project Funding $3,425,953 $36,468 $3,462,421 
  
Appropriated for this project:           
 Current FY 

2013-14  
FY 2013-14 
Amendment 

FY 2013-14 
Revised 

Construction $3,425,953 $36,468 $3,462,421 
Total Costs $3,425,953 $36,468 $3,462,421 

 

 
Window Replacements ($70,000) – Project # 51026 
 

Revenues for this project:  
 Current FY 

2013-14  
FY 2013-14 
Amendment 

FY 2013-14 
Revised 

From General Fund (PAYG) $290,000 $70,000 $360,000 
Total Project Funding $290,000 $70,000 $360,000 

  
Appropriated for this project:           
 Current FY 

2013-14  
FY 2013-14 
Amendment 

FY 2013-14 
Revised 

Construction $290,000 $70,000 $360,000 
Total Costs $290,000 $70,000 $360,000 
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Energy Efficiency/Lighting Improvements ($80,000) – Project # 51028 
 

Revenues for this project:  
 Current FY 

2013-14  
FY 2013-14 
Amendment 

FY 2013-14 
Revised 

From General Fund (PAYG) $27,785 $80,000 $107,785 
Total Project Funding $27,785 $80,000 $107,785 

  
Appropriated for this project:           
 Current FY 

2013-14  
FY 2013-14 
Amendment 

FY 2013-14 
Revised 

Construction $27,785 $80,000 $107,785 
Total Costs $27,785 $80,000 $107,785 

 

FINANCIAL IMPACT:  The total Lottery Fund amounts requested from the State for Orange 
County Schools is $465,468. 
 
RECOMMENDATION(S): The Manager recommends the Board approve, and authorize the 
Chair to sign, the application for NC Education Lottery Proceeds; and approve Budget 
Amendment #7-A receiving the Lottery Funds and the amended OCS Capital Project 
Ordinances, contingent on the State’s approval of the application. 
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ORANGE COUNTY 
BOARD OF COMMISSIONERS 

 
ACTION AGENDA ITEM ABSTRACT 

 Meeting Date: May 8, 2014  
 Action Agenda 
 Item No.   6-f  

 
SUBJECT:   Legal Advertisement for Quarterly Public Hearing – May 27, 2014 
 
DEPARTMENT:   Planning and Inspections PUBLIC HEARING:  (Y/N) No 
  

 
ATTACHMENT(S): 
1. Proposed Legal Advertisement  
2. Location Map 
 
 

INFORMATION CONTACT: 
Perdita Holtz, Planning Systems 
   Coordinator, 919-245-2578 
Craig Benedict, Planning Director, 919-

245- 2592 
 

 
PURPOSE:  To consider the legal advertisement for items to be presented at the joint Board of 
County Commissioners/Planning Board Quarterly Public Hearing scheduled for May 27, 2014. 
 
BACKGROUND:  The Board of County Commissioners reviews proposals to be considered at 
public hearing for consistency with general County policy and presentation format. The following 
items are scheduled for the May 27, 2014 Quarterly Public Hearing. 
 
Applications: 
 

1. Class A Special Use Permit request submitted by Sunlight Partners LLC, SunDurance 
Energy, and Shelia Bishop, Michael Bishop, and Annie Nunn seeking to develop a 5 
megawatt solar array/public utility station on two parcels of property, totaling 
approximately 50 acres in area, off of Mt. Sinai Road near Cascade Drive in Chapel Hill 
Township. (See map in Attachment 2 for location).   

 
County Initiated: 
 

2. Unified Development Ordinance (UDO) Text Amendments to change the existing 
public hearing process for Comprehensive Plan-, UDO-, and Zoning Atlas-related 
projects/amendments.  This item was on the February 24, 2014 quarterly public hearing 
agenda but was postponed to the May 27th hearing due to time constraints. 

 
The legal advertisement in Attachment 1 provides additional information regarding these items.  
The BOCC approved the Amendment Outline Form for item 2 at its October 15, 2013 meeting.    
 
FINANCIAL IMPACT: Other than advertising costs, which are included in the FY 2013-14 
Budget, there are no direct financial impacts associated with the approval of this item.   
 
RECOMMENDATION(S):   The Manager recommends the Board approve the proposed May 
27, 2014 Quarterly Public Hearing legal advertisement. 
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NOTICE OF JOINT PUBLIC HEARING  
ORANGE COUNTY BOARD OF COMMISSIONERS 

ORANGE COUNTY PLANNING BOARD 
 

A joint public hearing will be held at the Department of Social Services, Hillsborough 
Commons, 113 Mayo St., Hillsborough, North Carolina, on Tuesday, May 27, 2014 at 
7:00 PM for the purpose of giving all interested citizens an opportunity to speak for or 
against the following items: 
 
1. Application for a Class A Special Use Permit:  In accordance with the provisions 

of Section 2.7 Special Use Permits and Section 5.9.6 of the Orange County Unified 
Development Ordinance (UDO), Sunlight Partners LLC, SunDurance Energy, and 
Shelia Bishop, Michael Bishop, and Annie Nunn have submitted a Class A Special 
Use Permit application seeking to develop a solar array/public utility station on two 
parcels of property, totaling approximately 50 acres in area, off of Mt. Sinai Road 
near Cascade Drive in Chapel Hill Township. 

 
Sunlight Partners LLC intends to lease the parcels, with Parcel Identification 
Numbers (PIN) of 9881-38-8874 and 9881-49-3072, to develop a 5 megawatt 
facility involving the erection of individual solar arrays. 
 
The properties in question are zoned Rural Buffer (RB) and are located within the 
Rural Buffer land use category as denoted on the Future Land Use Map of the 
Comprehensive Plan and the Rural Designated Area as denoted on the Growth 
Management System Map. 
 

Purpose: To review the item and receive public comment on the application. 
 

2. Unified Development Ordinance (UDO) Text  Amendment:  In accordance with 
the provisions of Section 2.8 Zoning Atlas and Unified Development Ordinance 
Amendments of the Unified Development Ordinance, the Planning Director has 
initiated amendments to the text of the Unified Development Ordinance (UDO).   

 
The purpose of the amendments is to change the existing public hearing process for 
Comprehensive Plan-, UDO-, and Zoning Atlas-related items/amendments.  
The following Sections are proposed for amendments:  2.1, 2.3, 2.7, 2.8, 5.10.2. 
 
The proposed amendments would replace the existing joint Board of County 
Commissioners (BOCC)/Planning Board quarterly public hearings with a minimum of 
eight (8) BOCC-only public hearing dates per year.  The Planning Board would make 
its recommendation to the BOCC after the public hearing but a quorum of Planning 
Board members would no longer be necessary to hold a public hearing.  Discussion 
on when a public hearing is closed to additional comments is likely to take place at 
the May 27, 2014 public hearing and changes to the proposed language may occur 
as a result of such discussion. 
 

Attachment 1 
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This item was on the February 24, 2014 quarterly public hearing agenda but was 
postponed due to time constraints. 

 
Purpose: To review the item and receive public comment on the proposed 
amendments. 

 
  

Substantial changes in items presented at the public hearing may be made following the 
receipt of comments made at the public hearing.  Accommodations for individuals with 
physical disabilities can be provided if the request is made to the Planning Director at 
least 48 hours prior to the Public Hearing by calling the one of the phone numbers 
below.  The full text of the public hearing items may be obtained no later than May 16, 
2014 at the County website www.co.orange.nc.us at the Meeting Agendas link.   
 
Questions regarding the proposals may be directed to the Orange County Planning 
Department located on the second floor of the County Office Building at 131 West 
Margaret Lane, Suite 201, Hillsborough, North Carolina. Office hours are from 8:00 a.m. 
to 5:00 p.m. Monday through Friday.  You may also call (919) 245-2575 or 245-2585 and 
you will be directed to a staff member who will answer your questions. 
 
 
PUBLISH: The Herald Sun   News of Orange 
  May 14, 2014  May 14, 2014 
  May 21, 2014  May 21, 2014 
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  ORANGE COUNTY 
BOARD OF COMMISSIONERS 

 
ACTION AGENDA ITEM ABSTRACT 

 Meeting Date: May 8, 2014  
 Action Agenda 
 Item No.   6-g 

 
SUBJECT:   Schools Adequate Public Facilities Ordinance – Approval and Certification of 

2014 Report 
 
DEPARTMENT:   Planning & Inspections PUBLIC HEARING:  (Y/N) NO 
  

 
ATTACHMENT(S): 
1. Comments from Chapel Hill-Carrboro City 

Schools   
2. Comments from Town of Chapel Hill  
3. Town of Carrboro Resolution 
 
Under Separate Cover 
4. 2014 SAPFOTAC Annual Report  
5. 11x17 Copies of Student Projection Charts 

INFORMATION CONTACT: 
Ashley Moncado, 919-245-2589 
Perdita Holtz, 919-245-2578 
Craig Benedict, 919-245-2592 

 
 
 
 

 
PURPOSE:   To approve and certify the 2014 Schools Adequate Public Facilities Ordinance 
Technical Advisory Committee (SAPFOTAC) Report and certify portions of the Report. 
 
BACKGROUND:   At the December 2, 2013 Board of County Commissioners’ meeting, the 
Board approved the November 15, 2013 actual membership and capacity numbers for both 
Orange County Schools (OCS) and Chapel Hill-Carrboro City Schools (CHCCS).  Additional 
approvals/certifications, as outlined in the table below, are required by the SAPFO partners 
MOUs (Memorandum of Understanding). 
 
At the March 18, 2014 BOCC meeting, the Board received for transmittal the draft 2014 
SAPFOTAC Report.  The draft report was also posted on the Orange County Planning 
Department’s web site.  A letter and the Executive Summary of the report were sent to all 
SAPFO partners on March 19, 2014 advising them of the availability of the draft Report and 
inviting comments.  Comments were requested for submission by April 21, 2014. 
 
Chapel Hill-Carrboro City Schools (CHCCS) administration presented the draft 2014 
SAPFOTAC report to the CHCCS Board of Education at the April 10, 2014 meeting.  The Board 
of Education did not recommend any changes to the report.  However, Attachment 1 contains a 
memorandum from CHCCS administration summarizing their discussion which includes 
comments on the district’s Facilities Study, Pre-K and impacts to school capacity, and student 
generation rates.  No comments were received from OCS. 
 
The Chapel Hill Town Council received the draft 2014 SAPFOTAC Report at its April 9, 2014 
meeting.  The council did not recommend any changes to the report.  However, Attachment 2 
contains a memorandum from the Chapel Hill Planning Department summarizing the Town 
Council’s discussion and comments.  The Hillsborough Town Board received the draft 
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SAPFOTAC Report at its April 14, 2014 meeting and offered no comments.  The Carrboro 
Board of Aldermen received the draft SAPFOTAC Report at its April 15, 2014 meeting and 
approved the Resolution contained in Attachment 3.   
 
Currently, SAPFO student projections illustrate when the adopted level of service capacities are 
forecasted to be met and/or exceeded in anticipation of CIP planning and the construction of a 
new school.  However, as is being identified by both school districts, a new trend is emerging to 
renovate and expand existing facilities to address school capacity needs in a more feasible way.  
As this trend continues, additional capacity resulting from school renovations and expansions 
will be added to the projection models in stages, once approved, versus the addition of greater 
capacity when a new school is constructed and completed.  This process will pose some 
challenges to SAPFO compared to the existing process which indicates in advance when a 
completely new school is needed.  The renovation and expansion to existing facilities may delay 
construction of new schools further into the future.  Decisions on the timing of reconstruction 
funding would be indirectly linked to the SAPFO model.   
 
The exact pages of the 2014 SAPFOTAC report that the BOCC will be acknowledging and 
certifying are listed below.  The context (i.e.: definitions and standards) of the various SAPFO 
elements precedes the data to be certified and is within the full Report. 
 

Element Page in 
SAPFOTAC 

Report 

Certification to be made by BOCC 

Building capacity 
with CIP changes 
 
(Change from previous year) 

11 through 16 Building capacity and current year 
membership for OCS and CHCCS were 
approved at the December 2, 2013 
meeting. 

Student membership projection 
methodology 
 
(No Change from previous year) 

19 Certification that the average of 5 models 
will be used, as noted in #3 on page 19 

Student membership projections 
 
 
 
 
 
(Change from previous year) 

36 and 37 • Orange County Elementary, Middle, and 
High Schools Student Projections (row 
that notes average only) (p. 36) 

• Chapel Hill/Carrboro Elementary, 
Middle, and High Schools Student 
Projections (row that notes average 
only) (p. 37) 

Student Growth Rate 
 
 
(Change from previous year) 

38 • Orange County Elementary, Middle, and 
High Schools 

• Chapel Hill/Carrboro Elementary, 
Middle, and High Schools 

Student/housing generation rate 
 
 
(No Change from previous year) 

41 • Orange County Elementary, Middle, and 
High Schools 

• Chapel Hill/Carrboro Elementary, 
Middle, and High Schools 
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FINANCIAL IMPACT:  Based on 10-year student growth projections, CHCCS has projected 
capital facility construction needs as follows: 

New Elementary #12 2020-2021  
New Middle School #5  2020-2021 
Expanded High School 2023-2024 

 
Based on 10-year student growth projections, OCS has projected capital facility construction 
needs as follows:  

New Elementary # 8 2023-2024  
Expanded High School      2022-2023 

 
Section 7 of the Schools Adequate Public Facilities Memorandum of Understanding (MOU) 
states, “Orange County will use its best efforts to provide the funding to carry out the Capital 
Improvement Plan referenced in Section 1 above.” 
 
At the January SAPFOTAC meeting, members discussed the increased number of students 
generated in both districts and proposed multi-family projects that may continue to have an 
effect on student membership numbers.  While this may be a short term trend caused by the 
current economic climate or other factors, the SAPFOTAC recommended further evaluation of 
the adopted Student Generation Rates and the impacts different types of housing (and bedroom 
count implication, if possible) may have on student membership rates.  
 
As a result, Orange County has entered into a contract with Tischler-Bise to study student 
generation rates of newer housing (that has been constructed in the past ten years) in the 
Orange County and Chapel Hill-Carrboro City School Districts.  This study will only include 
student generation rates and will not include school impact fees. The cost for this study is 
$14,060.  Existing funds from the Orange County Department of Planning and Inspections’ 
2013-2014 budget will be utilized to fund the study. 
 
Neither Orange County Planning nor non-departmental budgets have added any contractual 
services monies for re-analysis of school impact fees.  The final phase of a 4-year school impact 
fee escalation concluded on January 1, 2012 (fee schedule 
at: http://orangecountync.gov/planning/PDFs/fees/School%20Impact%20Fees.pdf).  These fees 
reflected an approximate 60% recuperation of actual costs to provide for ‘student stations’ 
based on a 2007-08 consultant study.  The last impact fee level study (which includes the 
calculation of student generation rates, albeit for all housing stock, which is the legally 
defensible method for impact fees) was conducted in 2007 so it may be time to initiate another 
study to ensure up-to-date data is used for both SAPFO purposes and impact fee purposes. 
 
RECOMMENDATION(S):  The Manager recommends the Board approve the 2014 SAPFOTAC 
Annual Report and certify those aspects of the Report detailed in the summary table above. 
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Date:   April 17, 2014 

 

To:   Craig Benedict, Orange County Planning Director 

 

From:   Todd LoFrese, Assistant Superintendent for Support Services 

 

Re:   SAPFOTAC Draft Annual Report Comments 

 

On April 10, 2014, administration presented the draft SAPFOTAC annual report to the 

Board at the regular Board of Education meeting.  As requested, Board members shared 

their thoughts and feedback with respect to the draft report.  A summary of that feedback 

is contained below. 

 

• Facilities Study:  The district has completed a comprehensive study of its older 

facilities’ needs.  Recommendations across all school levels include increased 

capacity as part of the needed renovations.  If the recommendations are funded 

and completed, the need for Elementary #12 and the High School expansion could 

be delayed significantly beyond our 10 year planning window.  The timing of 

these projects is critical.  Comprehensive renovations take careful planning and 

phasing.  Phasing becomes increasingly difficult as school levels reach and 

exceed capacity.  Our ability to delay the need for new schools is dependent upon 

the successful completion of renovations and additions at our older schools. 

 

• Pre-K:  Currently SAPFO doesn't reflect the impact of having Pre-K in our 

schools although this has a significant capacity impact, especially at our older 

schools.  Our district has over 250 pre-school students enrolled in our program.  

This equates to twenty classrooms that are utilized for this purpose located on all 

of our eleven elementary school campuses.  The aforementioned facility study 

includes recommendations to centralize our Pre-K program.  If completed, 

permanent Pre-K classrooms would be created releasing classrooms for additional 

K-5 students at our elementary schools. 

 

• Student Generation Rates:  We have previously questioned whether the student 

generation rates currently in use accurately reflect the impact of new development 

that is occurring in our school system.  The County has agreed to conduct a new 

study and the process is underway.  We are pleased that this has been supported. 

 

The Board also voiced continued support for the SAPFO report and process.  Board 

members expressed appreciation of the collective commitment of all the SAPFO partners.  
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The Board feels that the SAPFO process is working and it continues to be an effective 

planning and communication method for new school needs. 

 

Please let me know if you have any questions.  Thanks to you, Ashley, and Perdita for 

leading this process. 

 

CC:   D. Andrews, R. Stancil 
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TOWN OF CHAPEL HILL  
Planning Department 

405 Martin Luther King Jr. Blvd. 

Chapel Hill, NC  27514-5705                                                

phone (919) 968-2728    fax (919) 969-2014 
www.townofchapelhill.org 

 

 

MEMORANDUM 

 

TO:    Craig Benedict, Orange County Planning Director 

  Perdita Holtz, Planning Systems Coordinator 

  Ashley Moncado, Planner II – Special Projects 

   

FROM:   J.B. Culpepper, Chapel Hill Planning Director 

SUBJECT: SAPFOTAC Draft Annual Report Comments 

DATE:  April 21, 2014 

At the request of the County, the Chapel Hill Town Council considered the draft Schools 

Adequate Public Facilities Ordinance (SAPFO) 2014 Annual Technical Advisory Committee 

Report on April 9, 2014.  Mr. Todd LoFrese, Assistant Superintendent for Support Services, 

described the draft Annual Report to the Town Council.  The Town Council offered the 

following comments, summarized below: 

 It was suggested that national data could be helpful regarding generation rates. Questions were 

raised if student counts from particular complexes match the generation rates.   

 Comments were provided about the success of all students with various needs.  The status of Pace 

Academy was discussed. 

 Consideration of energy efficiency/savings is important with renovation projects. 

 The SAPFO Certificate of Adequate Schools (CAPS) process was described and the need for 

future schools was discussed.  A question was raised about how long the CAPS are valid.  And, 

what happens when CAPS are denied. 

 Questions were raised about the length of the design/construction process for new schools.  

 Pre-K capacity impacts was discussed. 

 The future of Glenwood Elementary was discussed. 

 It was emphasized that it is important for the schools and local government boards to continue 

working together especially as it relates to the process for issuance of CAPS. 

 It was noted that national data may help with multi-family membership numbers as it relates to 

rental versus ownership and associated with pricing. 

 The potential impact of redevelopment on schools was noted as it relates to walk-zones and 

redistricting. 

 It was noted that improvements to existing facilities could further delay future school 

construction. 

 Alternatives were mentioned such as working with DT Community College, exploring other 

alternative learning environments, magnets, and year-round schools. 

 Typical land area requirements for new schools were discussed. 
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 Continued collaboration between the City Schools and the local government boards was again 

noted as key. 

 

The Town Council was especially appreciative of Mr. LoFrese’s presentation.   

 

Thank you for your assistance throughout the Annual Report process.  Please let us know if you 

need additional information or have questions.   
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TOWN  OF  CARRBORO 
NORTH CAROLINA 

WWW.TOWNOFCARRBORO.ORG 

301 WEST MAIN STREET, CARRBORO, NC 27510 • (919) 942-8541 • FAX (919) 918-4456 • VOICE/TTY/TDD/ASCII:711 
AN EQUAL OPPORTUNITY PROVIDER 

 

 

Motion was made by Alderman Gist, seconded by Alderman Seils to approve the 

resolution below: 

A RESOLUTION ACCEPTING AND COMMENTING ON THE SCHOOLS ADEQUATE 

PUBLIC FACILITIES TECHNICAL ADVISORY COMMITTEE (SAPFOTAC) 2014 

REPORT 

WHEREAS, the Town has had a longstanding interest in the success and excellence of the 

Chapel Hill- Carrboro City Schools; and 

WHEREAS, the Town has participated in the development and implementation of the schools 

adequate public facilities ordinance provisions since 2003; and 

WHEREAS, the annual technical advisory committee report has been prepared and 

distributed for comments. 

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED that the Board of Aldermen of the Town of Carrboro 

provides the following comments: 

1.  An independent review of the growth projections versus actuals should be 

completed and the results provided back to the Board. 

2.  The Orange County Board of Commissioners is requested to include Mebane in the 

agreement. 

 

This the 15
th

 day of April, 2014. 

The motion carried by the following vote: 

Aye: Alderman Johnson, Mayor Lavelle, Alderman Seils, Alderman Gist, Alderman 

Haven-O'Donnell and Alderman Slade 

 

I, Catherine C.Wilson, Town Clerk for the Town of Carrboro, NC do hereby certify that the foregoing is 

a true and correct copy of a resolution adopted by the Carrboro Board of Aldermen.  
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ORANGE COUNTY, NC 

SCHOOLS ADEQUATE PUBLIC  

FACILITIES ORDINANCE 
 

 

PREPARED BY A STAFF COMMITTEE:  PLANNING DIRECTORS, 

SCHOOL REPRESENTATIVES, TECHNICAL ADVISORY COMMITTEE 

(SAPFOTAC) 

 

(PURSUANT TO PROVISIONS OF A MEMORANDUM OF 

UNDERSTANDING ADOPTED IN 2002 & 2003) 

(ORDINANCES ADOPTED IN JULY 2003) 

 

Annual Report 

2014 
(BASED ON NOVEMBER 2013 DATA) 

 
CERTIFIED BY THE BOCC ON MAY X, 2014 
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2014 SAPFOTAC Executive Summary 
 

 

I. Base Memorandum of Understanding 

A. Level of Service................................................................(No Change) ..............Pg. 1 

 
 Chapel Hill/Carrboro 

School District 

Orange County 

School District 

Elementary 105% 105% 

Middle 107% 107% 

High 110% 110% 

             

B. Building Capacity and Membership ..............................(Change) ....................Pg. 2 

 
 Chapel Hill/Carrboro 

School District 

Orange County  

School District 

 Capacity Membership Increase from 

Prior Year 

Capacity Membership Increase from 

Prior Year 

Elementary 5829 5554 11 3694 3433 30 

Middle 2840 2858 73 2166 1747 63 

High 3875 3764 (32) 2439 2421 106 

             

C. Membership Date – November 15 ..................................(No Change) ..............Pg.17 

 

II. Annual Update to SAPFO System 

A. Capital Investment Plan (CIP).......................................(No Change) ..............Pg. 18 

B. Student Membership Projection Methodology.............(No Change) ..............Pg. 19 
The average of 3, 5, and 10 year history/cohort survival, linear and arithmetic projection models.  

            C. Student Membership Projections ..................................(Change) ....................Pg. 29 

 

 

Analysis of 5 Years of Projections for 2013-14 School Year – Chapel Hill Carrboro City Schools 

 
(The second column for each year includes the number of students the projection was off compared to actual membership. An “L” 

indicates the projection was low compared to the actual, whereas an “H” indicates the projection was high compared to the actual.) 
 Year Projection Made for 2013-14 Membership 

 Actual 2013 

Membership 
2008-2009 2009-2010 2010-2011 2011-2012 2012-2013 

Elementary 5554 5703 H149 5604 H50 5489    L65 5572 H18 5612  H58 

Middle 2858 2960    H102 2848 L10 2795    L63 2796 L62 2862  H4 

High 3764 3930    H166 3792 H28 3733    L31 3783 H19 3828  H64 
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Analysis of 5 Years of Projections for 2013-14 School Year – Orange County Schools 
 

(The second column for each year includes the number of students the projection was off compared to actual membership. An “L” 

indicates the projection was low compared to the actual, whereas an “H” indicates the projection was high compared to the actual.) 

  

Year Projection Made for 2013-14 Membership 

 

 Actual 2013 
Membership 

2008-2009 2009-2010 2010-2011 2011-2012 2012-2013 

Elementary 3433 3337 L96 3355 L78 3435 H2 3438 H5 3433 - 

Middle 1747 1708 L39 1751 H4 1732 L15 1716 L31 1733 L14 

High 2421 2254 L167 2298 L123 2258 L163 2278 L143 2355 L66 

 

D. Student Growth Rate ......................................................(Change) ....................Pg. 39 

 

 
Projected Average Annual Growth Rate over Next 10 Years 

 Chapel Hill/Carrboro 

School District 

Orange County 

School District 

Year 

Projection 

Made: 

2009-10 2010-11 2011-12 2012-13 2013-14 2009-10 2010-11 2011-12 2012-13 2013-14 

Elementary 1.72% 1.44% 1.59% 1.18% 1.44% 1.34% 1.57% 1.6% 1.31% 1.30% 

Middle 1.93% 1.67% 1.94% 1.59% 1.58% 1.53% 1.84% 2.01% 1.64% 1.42% 

High 1.8% 1.57% 1.73% 1.60% 1.27% 1.38% 1.59% 1.61% 1.43% 1.35% 

 

 E. Student / Housing Generation Rate ...............................(No Change) ..............Pg. 42 

 

 

SCHOOL ADEQUATE PUBLIC FACILITIES ORDINANCE STATUS 
(based on future year Student Membership Projections) 

 

CHAPEL HILL/CARRBORO SCHOOL DISTRICT 

Elementary School Level 

A. Does not currently exceed 105% LOS standard (current LOS is 95.3%). 

B. The projected growth rate at this level is expected to decrease over the next 10 years but 

remain positive (average ~1.4% per year compared to 2.0% over the past 10 years). 

C. Capacity has increased by 585 students due to the opening of Northside Elementary 

School. Projections show that Chapel Hill/Carrboro Elementary School #12 will be 

needed in 2020-21. This is one year earlier than last year’s projections.  

 

Middle School Level 

A. Does not currently exceed 107% LOS standard (current LOS is 100.6%). 

B. The projected growth rate at this level is expected to increase at a greater rate over the 

next 10 years than it has in the previous 10 years (average ~1.6% compared to an average 

of 0.67% over the past 10 years). 

C. The planned addition to Culbreth Middle School for the 2014-15 school year is proposed 

to increase capacity with the addition of 104 seats. As a result, projections show that 

Chapel Hill/Carrboro Middle School #5 is projected to be needed in 2020-21. This is 

three years later than last year’s projections 
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High School Level 

A. Does not currently exceed the 110% LOS standard (current LOS is 97.1%).  

B. The projected growth rate at this level is expected to decrease, but remain positive over 

the next 10 years (average ~1.3% compared to 1.86% over the past 10 years). 

C. Expansion of Carrboro High School from the initial capacity of 800 students to the 

ultimate capacity of 1,200 students is projected to be needed in 2023-24.This is three 

years later than last year’s projections which showed a need in 2020-21. 

 

ORANGE COUNTY SCHOOL DISTRICT 

 

Elementary School Level 

A. Does not currently exceed 105% LOS standard (current LOS is 92.9%). 

B. The projected growth rate at this level is expected decrease but remain positive over the 

next 10 years (average ~1.3% compared to 1.6% over the past 10 years). 

C.  Orange County Elementary School # 8 is projected to be needed in 2023-24.  This is a 

change from last year’s projections which did not show a need for a new Elementary 

School in the 10 year projection period. 

 

Middle School Level  

A. Does not currently exceed 107% LOS standard (current LOS is 80.7%). 

B. The projected growth rate at this level is expected to increase at a greater rate over the 

next 10 years (average ~1.4% compared to 0.35% over the past 10 years). 

C. Projections are not showing a need for an additional Middle School in the 10 year 

projection period. Staff continues to monitor new development activity in the Orange 

County portion of Mebane, which is not a party to the Schools APFO MOU at this time.  

 

High School Level 

A. Does not currently exceed 110% LOS standard (current LOS is 99.3%). 

B. The projected growth rate at this level is expected to decrease but remain positive over 

the next 10 years (average ~1.4% compared to 2.4% over the past 10 years). 

C. Expansion of Cedar Ridge High School from the initial capacity of 500 students to the 

1,500 students is projected to be needed in 2022-23. This is a change from last year’s 

projections which did not show a need for additional capacity in the 10-year projection 

period. 

 

Changes in CAPS (Certificate of Adequate Public Schools) System 
 

As a result of a North Carolina Supreme Court ruling in August 2012, the local governments that 

are party to the SAPFO considered modification of their development regulations as they pertain 

to CAPS in 2013.   However, at this time the local governments have not pursued revisions to 

existing standards contained within the CAPS system or SAPFO MOUs.  
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Orange County, NC School Adequate Public Facilities Ordinance 

 

 

INTRODUCTION 

 

 The Schools Adequate Public Facilities Ordinance and its Memorandum of 

Understanding are ordinances and agreements, respectively.  Supporting documents are 

anticipated to be dynamic to incorporate the annual changing conditions of membership, capacity 

and student projections that may affect School Capital Investment Plan (CIP) timing.   This 

formal annual report will be forthcoming to all of the Schools Adequate Public Facilities 

Ordinance partners each year as new information is available.   

This updated information is used in the schools capital needs process of the Capital 

Investment Plan (Process 1) and within elements of the Schools Adequate Public Facilities 

Ordinance Certificate of Adequate Public Schools (CAPS) spreadsheet system (Process 2).   

This report and any comments from the Schools Adequate Public Facilities Ordinance 

partners will be considered in the first half of each year by the Board of County Commissioners 

at a regular or special meeting.  The various elements of the report are then “certified” and 

formally considered in the process of the upcoming Capital Investment Plan.  The Certificate of 

Adequate Public Schools system is updated after November 15 when data is received from the 

school districts with actual membership and pre-certified capacity (i.e. CIP capacity or prior 

“joint action” capacity changes). 

 The Schools Adequate Public Facilities Ordinance and Memorandum of Understanding 

have dynamic aspects.  The derivation of the baseline and update to the variables will continue in 

the future as a variety of school related issues are fine-tuned by technical and policy groups. 

 The primary facet of this report includes the creation of mathematical projections for 

student memberships by school levels (Elementary, Middle and High) and by School Districts 

(Chapel Hill/Carrboro and Orange County).  This information is found in Section II, Subsections 

B, C, D, and E. 

 In summary, this report serves as an update to the dynamic conditions of student 

membership and school capacity which affect future projected needs considered in Capital 

Investment Planning. 

 Interested parties may make their comments known to the Board of County 

Commissioners prior to their review of the report and school CIP completion or ask questions of 

the SAPFOTAC members. 
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ANNUAL REPORT AS OUTLINED IN 

Schools Adequate Public Facilities Ordinance Memorandum 

of Understanding (Schools APFO MOU) 

SECTION 1d 

 

RESPECTFULLY SUBMITTED 

TO SCHOOLS ADEQUATE PUBLIC FACILITIES 

ORDINANCE PARTNERS 

 

 

 

Chapel Hill/Carrboro School District 

School APFO 

Orange County School District 

School APFO 

 
Board of County Commissioners Board of County Commissioners 

Carrboro Board of Aldermen Hillsborough Town Council 

Chapel Hill Town Council  

Chapel Hill/Carrboro School Board Orange County School Board 
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Planning Directors/School Representatives  

Technical Advisory Committee 
(aka SAPFOTAC) 

Town of Carrboro 

Trish McGuire, Planning Director 

301 West Main Street 

Carrboro, NC 27510 

 

Town of Chapel Hill 

J.B. Culpepper, Planning Director 

405 Martin Luther King, Jr. Blvd. 

Chapel Hill, North Carolina 27514 

 

Town of Hillsborough 

Margaret Hauth, Planning Director 

P.O. Box 429 

Hillsborough, NC 27278 

 

Orange County Planning Department 

Craig Benedict, Planning Director and 

Ashley Moncado, Special Projects Planner and 

Paul Laughton,  Deputy Director of Finance and Administrative Services 

131 W. Margaret Lane 

P.O. Box 8181 

Hillsborough, NC 27278 

 

Orange County School District 

 Gerri Martin, Superintendent  

200 E. King Street 

Hillsborough, NC 27278 

 

Chapel Hill-Carrboro School District 

 Todd LoFrese, Assistant Superintendent for Support Services and 

Catherine Mau, Coordinator of Student Enrollment 

750 Merritt Mill Road 

Chapel Hill, NC 27516 
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I.  BASE MEMORANDUM OF UNDERSTANDING 

 

A. Level of Service 
 

1. Responsible Entity for Suggesting Change – Change can only be effectuated by 

amendment to Memorandum of Understanding (MOU) by all School APFO partners. 

2. Definition – Level of Service (LOS) means the amount (level) of students that can be 

accommodated (serviced) at a certain school system grade group 

 [i.e., Elementary level (K-5), Middle Level (6-8), High School Level (9-12)]. 

3.        Standard for: 

Chapel Hill Carrboro School District 

Standard for: 

Orange County School District 

Elementary Middle High School Elementary Middle High School 

105% 107% 110% 105%  107% 110% 

  

  

4. Analysis of Existing Conditions 

Chapel Hill Carrboro School District 

These standards are acceptable at this time. 

 

Analysis of Existing Conditions 

 Orange County School District 

These standards are acceptable at this time.   

 

  

5. Recommendation – 

No change from above standard 

Recommendation –  

No change from above standard 
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B. Building Capacity 
 

1. Responsible Entity for Suggesting Change – The Planning Directors, School Representatives, 

and Technical Advisory Committee (SAPFOTAC) will receive requested changes that are CIP 

related and adopted in the prior year.  CIP capacity changes will be updated along with actual 

membership received in November of each year.   

Other changes will be sent to a ‘Joint Action Committee’ of the BOCC and Board of Education, 

as noted in the MOU, who will make recommendations and forward changes (on the specific 

forms with justification) to the full Board of County Commissioners for review and action.  

These non-CIP changes would be updated in the upcoming November CAPS system 

recalibration and included in the SAPFOTAC report. 

2. Definition – “For purposes of this Memorandum, "building capacity" will be determined by 

reference to State guidelines and the School District guidelines (consistent with CIP School 

Construction Guidelines/policies developed by the School District and the Board of County 

Commissioners) and will be determined by a joint action of the School Board and the Orange 

County Board of Commissioners.  As used herein the term "building capacity" refers to 

permanent buildings.  Mobile classrooms and other temporary student accommodating classroom 

spaces are not permanent buildings and may not be counted in determining the school districts 

building capacity.” 

  

3.  Standard for: 

Chapel Hill Carrboro School District 

Standard for: 

Orange County School District 

The original certified capacity for each of the 

schools was certified by the respective 

superintendent and incorporated in the initialization 

of the CAPS system (Chapel Hill Carrboro School 

District April 29, 2002 - Base)  

Capacity changes were made each year as follows: 

2003:  Increase of 619 at Rashkis Elementary. 

2004:  No changes at Elementary, Middle, or High 

School levels. 

The original certified capacity for each of the 

schools was certified by the respective 

superintendent and incorporated in the 

initialization of the CAPS system (Orange 

County School District April 30, 2002 - Base)  

Capacity changes were made each year as 

follows: 

2003:  No net increase in capacity at 

Elementary level.  No changes at Middle 

18



Section  I 

 
3 

 

 

2005:  No changes at Elementary, Middle, or High 

School levels. 

2006:  No changes at Elementary, Middle, or High 

School levels. 

2007:  An increase of 800 at the High School level 

with the opening of Carrboro High School.   

2008:  An increase of 323 at the Elementary School 

level due to the opening of Morris Grove Elementary 

School and the implementation of the 1:21 class size 

ratio in grades K-3 

2009:  No changes at Elementary, Middle, or High 

School levels. 

2010:  An increase in capacity of 40 students at the 

High School level with Phoenix Academy High 

School becoming official high school within the 

district 

2011: No changes at Elementary, Middle, or High 

School levels. 

2012: No changes at Elementary, Middle, or High 

School levels. 

2013: An increase in capacity of 585 students due to 

the opening of Northside Elementary School.  

 

School level.  Increase of 1,000 at Cedar Ridge 

High School. 

2004:  No net increase in capacity at 

Elementary level.  No changes at Middle or 

High School levels. 

2005:  An increase in capacity of 100 at 

Hillsborough Elementary with the completion 

of renovations. 

2006:  An increase in capacity of 700 at the 

Middle School level with the completion of 

Gravelly Hill Middle School and an increase of 

15 at the High School level with the temporary 

location of Partnership Academy Alternative 

School.  An increase of 2 at the Elementary 

level due to a change in the capacity 

calculation for each grade at each school. 

2007:  No changes at Elementary, Middle, or 

High School levels. 

2008:  A decrease of 228 at the Elementary 

School level due to the implementation of the 

1:21 class size ratio in grades K-3 and an 

increase of 25 at the High School level with the 

completion of the new Partnership Academy 

Alternative School. 

2009:  No changes at Elementary, Middle, or 

High School levels. 

2010:  No changes at Elementary, Middle, or 

High School levels. 

2011: No changes at Elementary, Middle, or 

High School levels. 

2012: No changes at Elementary or Middle 
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School levels.  A decrease of 119 at High 

School level as a result of a N.C. Department 

of Public Instruction (DPI) study. 

2013: No changes at Elementary, Middle, or 

High School levels. 

 

4.     Analysis of Existing Conditions 

Chapel Hill Carrboro School District 

The Schools Facilities Task Force developed a 

system to calculate capacity.  Any changes year to 

year will be monitored, reviewed, and recorded by 

the SAPFOTAC on approved forms distributed to 

SAPFO partners and certified upon approval by 

the Board of County Commissioners each year. 

Analysis of Existing Conditions 

Orange County School District 

The Schools Facilities Task Force developed a 

system to calculate capacity.  Any changes 

year to year will be monitored, reviewed, and 

recorded by the SAPFOTAC on approved 

forms distributed to SAPFO partners and 

certified upon approval by the Board of 

County Commissioners each year. 

The requested 2013-14 capacity is noted on 

Attachment I.B.4  

The requested 2013-14  capacity is noted on 

Attachment I.B.3 

  

5.  Recommendation –  

Accept school capacities at all levels, as reported 

by CHCCS and shown in Attachment I.B.4. 

   

Recommendation –  

Accept school capacities at all levels, as 

reported by OCS and shown in Attachment 

I.B.3. 
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Attachment I.B.1 

(page 1 of 3) 

2012-13 
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Attachment I.B.1 

(page 2 of 3) 

2012-13 
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2012-13 
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Attachment I.B.2 

(page 1 of 3) 

2012-13 
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Attachment I.B.2 
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2012-13 
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Attachment I.B.2 
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2012-13 
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Attachment I.B.3 

(page 1 of 3) 

2013-14 
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Attachment I.B.3 

(page 2 of 3) 

2013-14 
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Attachment I.B.3 

(page 3 of 3) 

2013-14 
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Attachment I.B.4 

(page 1 of 3) 

2013-14 
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Attachment I.B.4 

(page 2 of 3) 

2013-14 
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C. Membership Date 

1. Responsible Entity for Suggesting Change – Change can be effectuated only by 

amendment to Memorandum of Understanding (MOU) by all School APFO partners.  

The Planning Directors, School Representatives, and Technical Advisory Committee 

(SAPFOTAC) may advise if a change in date would improve the reporting or timeliness 

of the report.  

2. Definition – The date at which student membership is calculated.  This date is updated 

each year and also serves as the basis for projections along with the history from previous 

years.  “For purposes of this Memorandum, the term "school membership" means the 

actual number of students attending school as of November 15 of each year.  The figure 

is determined by considering the number of students enrolled (i.e. registered, regardless 

of whether a student is no longer attending school) and making adjustments for 

withdrawals, dropouts, deaths, retentions and promotions.  Students who are merely 

absent from class on the date membership is determined as a result of sickness or some 

other temporary reason are included in school membership figures. Each year the School 

District shall transmit its school membership to the parties to this agreement no later than 

five (5) school days after November 15. 

 

3.  Standard for: 

Chapel Hill Carrboro School District 

Standard for: 

Orange County School District 

November 15 

of each year 

November 15 

of each year 

4.    Analysis of Existing Conditions 

This will be analyzed in the future years to determine if it is an exemplary date. 

4. Recommendation – 
 No change at this time 

Recommendation – 
No change at this time 
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II. ANNUAL UPDATE TO SCHOOLS ADEQUATE PUBLIC 

FACILITIES ORDINANCE SYSTEM 

 

A. Capital Investment Plan (CIP) 
 

1. Responsible Entity for Suggesting Change – The updating of this section will be 

conducted by the Board of County Commissioners (BOCC) after review of the CIP 

requests from the School Districts.  Action regarding CIP programs usually occurs during 

the BOCC budget Public Hearing process in the winter and spring of each year.  The 

development of the CIP considers the conditions noted in the SAPFOTAC report released 

in the same CIP development year including LOS (level of service), capacity, and 

membership projections. 

 

2. Definition – The process and resultant program to determine school needs and provide 

funding for new school facilities through a variety of funding mechanisms. 

 

3.  Standard for: 

Chapel Hill-Carrboro School District 

Standard for: 

Orange County School District 

Not Applicable Not Applicable 

  

4. Analysis of Existing Conditions 

The MOU outlines a system of implementing the SAPFO, including issuing Certificates 

of Adequate Public Schools (CAPS) to new development if capacity is available.  The 

Requests for CAPS will be evaluated using the most recently adopted Capital Investment 

Plan.  A new Capital Investment Plan is currently under development for approval prior 

to June 30, 2014. 

 

5. Recommendation –  

Not subject to staff review 
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B. Student Projection Methodology 
 

1. Responsible Entity for Suggesting Change – This section is reviewed and recommended 

by the Planning Directors, School Representatives, and Technical Advisory Committee 

(SAPFOTAC) to the BOCC for change, if necessary. 

2. Definition – The method(s) by which student memberships are calculated for future 

years to determine total membership at each combined school level (Elementary, Middle, 

and High School) which take into consideration historical membership totals at a specific 

time (November 15) in the school year.  These methods are also known as ‘models’.  

3.  Standard for: 

Chapel Hill Carrboro School District 

Standard for: 

Orange County School District 

Presently, the average of five models is being used:  namely 3, 5, and 10 year 

history/cohort survival methods, Orange County Planning Department Linear 

Wave, and Tischler Linear methods.  Attachment II.B.1 includes a description of 

each model.   
  

4. Analysis of Existing Conditions 

Performance of the models is monitored each year.  The value of a projection model is in its 

prediction of school level capacities at least three years in advance of capacity shortfalls so the 

annual Capital Investment Plan (CIP) updates can respond proactively with siting, design, and 

construction. Attachment II.B.1 includes a description of each model.  Attachment II.B.3 shows 

the performance of the models for the 2013-14 school year from the prior year projection.   

5. Recommendation – 

More than ten years of projection results are now available.  Analysis on the accuracy of the 

results is showing that some models have better results in one district while others have better 

results in the other district.  The historic growth rate is recorded by the models, but projected 

future growth is more difficult to accurately quantify.  In all areas of the county, proposed 

growth is not included in the SAPFO projection system until actual students begin enrollment.  

The system is updated in November of each year, becoming part of the historical projection 

base.  This is especially pertinent in the Orange County School District which serves students 

living within the Orange County portion of the City of Mebane which have had little historic 

enrollment impact.  The significant proposed residential growth occurring within Mebane’s 

jurisdiction has yet to be fully entered into the historically based projection methods.  Although 

construction activity in this portion of the county has slowed, there are still a substantial number 

of approved, but undeveloped residential lots. 
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Orange County School District 

School Membership 2012-13 School Year (November 15, 2012) 
 

  

11/15/11 
Actual    

2011-12  

2012 Report 
Projection for 

2012-13 
11/15/12 

Actual 2012-13 
Change between actual 

Nov 2011 - Nov 2012 

Elementary 3348   3403 +55 

      
Model      Projection is   

T     3407 H4   
OCP     3407 H4   
10C     3455 H52   
5C     3447 H44   
3C     3472 H69   

AVG     3438 H35   
            
       11/15/2012   
Middle 1704   1684 -20 

       
Model    Projection is  

T   1734 H50  
OCP   1759 H75  
10C   1691 H7  
5C   1700 H16  
3C   1697 H13  

AVG   1716 H32  
            
        11/15/2012   
High 2283   2315 +32 

       
Model    Projection is  

T   2323 H8  
OCP   2289 L26  
10C   2248 L67  
5C   2265 L50  
3C   2264 L51  

AVG   2278 L37  
            
    11/15/2012  
Totals         

Elementary 3348    3403  
Middle 1704    1684  

High 2283    2315  
  7335     7402 +67 

      
Model      Projection is   

T     7464 H62   
OCP     7455 H53   
10C     7394 L8   
5C     7412 H10   
3C     7433 H31   

AVG     7432 H30   
H means High   L means Low   

Attachment II.B.2 

(page 1 of 4) 
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Orange County School District 
School Membership 2012-2013 School Year (November 15, 2012) 

 
Statistical Findings 

 
PROJECTION TYPE ABBREVIATIONS 

‘TISCHLER’ LINEAR (T) 
ORANGE COUNTY PLANNING (OCP) 

10-YEAR COHORT (10C) 
5-YEAR COHORT (5C) 
3-YEAR COHORT (3C) 

 
Elementary School Level 
 

 Projections were all high, ranging from 4 students to 69 students high.  The average of 
the projections was 35 students higher than actual student membership. 

 The membership actually increased by 55 students between November 15, 2011 and 
November 15, 2012. 

Middle School Level 
 

 Projections were all high, ranging from 7 students to 75 students high.  On average, the 
projections were 32 students higher than the actual membership. 

 The membership actually decreased by 20 students between November 15, 2011 and 
November 15, 2012. 

High School Level 
 

 Projections were primarily low ranging from being low by 67 students to 8 students high.  
On average, the projections were 37 students lower than the actual membership. 

 The membership actually increased by 32 students between November 15, 2011 and 
November 15, 2012. 

TOTAL 
 

 The totals of all school level projections were primarily high, ranging from 8 below actual 
membership to 62 above actual membership.  On average, the projections were high by 
30 students. 

 The membership increased in total by 67 students, which is the sum of +55 at 
Elementary, -20 at Middle and +67 at High. 

  

Attachment II.B.2 

(page 2 of 4) 
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Chapel Hill/Carrboro School District 

School Membership 2012-2013 School Year (November 15, 2012) 
 

  

11/15/11 
Actual    

2011-12  

2012 Report 
Projection for 

2012-13 

11/15/12 
Actual 

2012-13 
Change between actual 

Nov 2011- Nov 2012 

Elementary 5464   5543 +79 

Model    Projection is  
T   5563 H20  

OCP   5531 L12  
10C   5609 H66  
5C   5594 H51  
3C   5565 H22  

AVG   5572 H29  
           
     11/15/2012  
Middle 2753   2785 +32 

       
Model    Projection is  

T   2803 H18  
OCP   2796 H11  
10C   2807 H22  
5C   2802 L17  
3C   2774 L11  

AVG   2796 H11  
           
     11/15/2012  
High 3617   3796 +82 

       
Model    Projection is  

T   3781 L15  
OCP   3829 H33  
10C   3774 L22  
5C   3765 L31  
3C   3766 L30  

AVG   3783 L13  
           
Totals    11/15/2012  

Elementary 5464   5543  
Middle 2753   2785  

High 3714   3796  
  11931   12124 +193 

      
Model    Projection is  

T   12147 H23  
OCP   12156 H32  
10C   12190 H66  
5C   12161 H37  
3C   12105 L19  

AVG   12151 H27  
H means High      
L means Low      

Attachment II.B.2 

(page 3 of 4) 
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Chapel Hill/Carrboro School District 

School Membership 2012-2013 School Year (November 15, 2012) 
 

Statistical Findings 
 

PROJECTION TYPE ABBREVIATIONS 

‘TISCHLER’ LINEAR (T) 
ORANGE COUNTY PLANNING (OCP) 

10-YEAR COHORT (10C) 
5-YEAR COHORT (5C) 
3-YEAR COHORT (3C) 

 
 

Elementary School Level 
 

 Projections were primarily high, ranging from 12 students low to 66 students high.  On 
average, the projections were 29 students higher than the actual membership. 

 The actual membership increased by 79 students between November 15, 2011 and 
November 15, 2012. 

Middle School Level 
 

 Projections were mixed low and high, ranging from 17 students low to 22 students high.  
On average, the projections were 11 students higher than the actual membership. 

 The actual membership increased by 32 students between November 15, 2011 and 
November 15, 2012. 

High School Level 
 

 Projections were primarily low, ranging from 31 students low to 33 students high.  On 
average, the projections were 13 students lower than the actual membership. 

 The actual membership increased by 82 students between November 15, 2011 and 
November 15, 2012. 

TOTAL 
 

 The total of all school level projections were primarily high, ranging from 19 below actual 
membership to 66 student above actual membership.  On average the projections were 
high by 27 students. 

 The membership increased in total by 193 students, which is the sum of +79 at 
Elementary, +32 at Middle, and +82 at High. 

  

Attachment II.B.2 

(page 4  of 4) 
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Orange County School District                                                                        

School Membership 2013-14 School Year (November 15, 2013) 

  

11/15/12 
Actual    

2012-13  

2013 Report 
Projection for 

2013-14 

11/15/13 
Actual  

2013-14 
Change between actual 

Nov 2012 - Nov 2013 

Elementary 3403   3433 +30 

      
Model    Projection is  

T   3460 H27  
OCP   3462 H29  
10C   3416 L17  
5C   3415 L18  
3C   3411 L22  

AVG   3433   
      
     11/15/2013  
Middle 1684   1747 +63 

       
Model    Projection is  

T   1712 L35  
OCP   1709 L38  
10C   1750 H3  
5C   1755 H8  
3C   1740 L7  

AVG   1733 L14  
      
    11/15/2013  
High 2315   2421 +106 

       
Model    Projection is  

T   2354 L67  
OCP   2356 L65  
10C   2334 L87  
5C   2362 L59  
3C   2367 L54  

AVG   2355 L66  
      
    11/15/2013  
Totals      

Elementary 3403   3433  
Middle 1684   1747  

High 2315   2421  
 7402   7601 +199 

      
Model    Projection is  

T   7526 L75  
OCP   7527 L74  
10C   7500 L101  
5C   7532 L69  
3C   7518 L83  

AVG   7521 L80  
H means High 
L means Low      

Attachment II.B.3 

(page 1 of 4) 
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Orange County School District 
School Membership 2013-2014 School Year (November 15, 2013) 

 
Statistical Findings 

 
PROJECTION TYPE ABBREVIATIONS 

‘TISCHLER’ LINEAR (T) 
ORANGE COUNTY PLANNING (OCP) 

10-YEAR COHORT (10C) 
5-YEAR COHORT (5C) 
3-YEAR COHORT (3C) 

 
Elementary School Level 
 

 Projections were mixed low and high, ranging from 22 students low to 29 students high.  
The average of the projections equaled actual student membership. 

 The membership actually increased by 30 students between November 15, 2012 and 
November 15, 2013. 

Middle School Level 
 

 Projections were mixed low and high, ranging from 38 students low to 8  students high.  
On average, the projections were 14 students lower than the actual membership. 

 The membership actually increased by 63 students between November 15, 2012 and 
November 15, 2013. 

High School Level 
 

 Projections were all low ranging from 54 students to 87 students low.  On average, the 
projections were 66 students lower than the actual membership. 

 The membership actually increased by 106 students between November 15, 2012 and 
November 15, 2013. 

TOTAL 
 

 The totals of all school level projections were  low, ranging from 69 to 101 below actual 
membership.  On average, the projections were low by 80 students. 

 The membership increased in total by 199 students, which is the sum of +30 at 
Elementary, +63 at Middle, and +106 at High. 

 
  

Attachment II.B.3 

(page 2 of 4) 
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Chapel Hill/Carrboro School District 

School Membership 2013-14 School Year (November 15, 2013) 
 

  

11/15/12 
Actual    

2012-13  

2013 Report 
Projection for 

2013-14 

11/15/13 
Actual 

2013-14 
Change between actual 

Nov 2012- Nov 2013 

Elementary 5543   5554 +11 

Model    Projection is  
T   5643 H89  

OCP   5643 H89  
10C   5603 H49  
5C   5583 H29  
3C   5589 H35  

AVG   5612 H58  
      
     11/15/2013  
Middle 2785   2858 +73 

       
Model    Projection is  

T   2835 L23  
OCP   2840 L18  
10C   2888 H30  
5C   2873 H15  
3C   2872 H14  

AVG   2862 H4  
      
     11/15/2013  
High 3796   3764 -32 

       
Model    Projection is  

T   3864 H100  
OCP   3890 H126  
10C   3794 H30  
5C   3782 H18  
3C   3810 H46  

AVG   3828 H64  
       
Totals    11/15/2013  

Elementary 5543   5554  
Middle 2785   2858  

High 3796   3764  
  12,124   12,176 +52 

      
Model    Projection is  

T   12,342 H166  
OCP   12,373 H197  
10C   12,285 H109  
5C   12,238 H62  
3C   12,271 H95  

AVG   12,302 H126  
H means High      
L means Low      

Attachment II.B.3 

(page 3 of 4) 

43



Section II 

 28 

 

 

  
Chapel Hill/Carrboro School District 

School Membership 2013-2014 School Year (November 15, 2013) 
 

Statistical Findings 
 

PROJECTION TYPE ABBREVIATIONS 

‘TISCHLER’ LINEAR (T) 
ORANGE COUNTY PLANNING (OCP) 

10-YEAR COHORT (10C) 
5-YEAR COHORT (5C) 
3-YEAR COHORT (3C) 

 
Elementary School Level 
 

 Projections were all high, ranging from 29 students to 89 students high.  On average, the 
projections were 58 students higher than the actual membership. 

 The actual membership increased by 11 students between November 15, 2012 and 
November 15, 2013. 

Middle School Level 
 

 Projections were mixed low and high, ranging from 23 students low to 30 students high.  
On average, the projections were 4 students higher than the actual membership. 

 The actual membership increased by 73 students between November 15, 2012 and 
November 15, 2013. 

High School Level 
 

 Projections were all high, ranging from 18 students to 126 students high.  On average, 
the projections were 64 students higher than the actual membership. 

 The actual membership decreased by 32 students between November 15, 2012 and 
November 15, 2013. 

TOTAL 
 

 The total of all school level projections were all high, ranging from 62 students to 197 
students above actual membership.  On average, the projections were high by 126 
students. 

 The membership increased in total by 52 students, which is the sum of +11 at 
Elementary, +73 at Middle, and -32 at High. 

 
 

 

 

Attachment II.B.3 

(page 4 of 4) 
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C. Student Projections 
 

1. Responsible Entity for Suggesting Change – The updating of this section will be 

conducted by the Planning Directors, School Representatives, and Technical Advisory 

Committee (SAPFOTAC) and referred to the BOCC for annual report certifications. 

 

Projections will be distributed to SAPFO partners for review and comments to the BOCC 

prior to certification. 

2. Definition – The result of the average of the five student projection models represented 

by 10 year numerical membership projections by school level (Elementary, Middle, and 

High) for each school district (Chapel Hill/Carrboro School District and Orange County 

School District). 

 

3.  Standard for: 

Chapel Hill Carrboro School District 

Standard for: 

Orange County School District 

The 5 model average discussed in Section II.B 

(Student Projection Methodology) 

See Attachment II.C.4 

 

The 5 model average discussed in Section II.B 

(Student Projection Methodology) 

See Attachment II.C.3 

 

  

4. Analysis of Existing Conditions  

The membership figures and percentage growth on the attachments show continued 

growth in both systems.  Average projected growth rates in the next 10 years for both 

school systems are quite similar and follow the same growth pattern for each individual 

school year.  Both school systems are showing a projected decrease in the increase, but 

are still showing positive growth at the Elementary and Middle School levels.  Orange 

County High School is projected to experience a negative growth rate in 2014-15 

followed by positive growth rates for the remaining 10 year projections.  Chapel 

Hill/Carrboro High School is showing varying positive growth rates over the next ten 

years. Year-by-year percent growth is shown on the attached table as well as the 

projected LOS.  The projection models were updated using current (November 15, 

2013) memberships.  Ten years of student membership were projected thereafter.   
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Chapel Hill Carrboro School District 

 

Elementary 

The previous year (2012-13) projections for November 2013 at this level were overestimated by 

58 students.  The actual membership increased by 11 students.  Over the previous ten years, this 

level has shown varying increases in growth rates including a decrease in actual membership in 

2009-10 which was most likely due to the shorter enrollment period caused by the institution of 

the new date requiring kindergarteners to be five years old.  Following that dip, membership 

numbers are again increasing, with a significant jump (168 students) in 2011-12.  This large 

increase was followed by smaller increases in 2012-13 of 79 students and in 2013-14 of only 11 

students.  Growth rates during the past ten years have ranged from -1.57% to +3.92%. 

Elementary School #11 (Northside Elementary) opened for the 2013-14 school year with a 

capacity of 585 seats.  The projections this year are showing the need for Elementary School #12 

in 2020-21, which is one year earlier than last year’s projections.   

 

Although not included in SAPFO school capacity or membership numbers, Pre-K programs 

continue to impact operations at District elementary schools where Pre-K programs exist. 

Specific impacts of Pre-K programs at the elementary school level will continue to be reviewed 

and discussed in the coming year.  

 

Middle 

The previous year (2012-13) projections for November 2013 for this level were overestimated by 

4 students. The actual membership increased by 73.  Over the previous ten years, growth has 

been quite variable and included a decrease in actual membership in 2004-05.  Following this 

decrease, membership and growth rates have experienced increases every school year since. 

Growth rates during this time period have ranged from -1.99% to +2.86 percent with most years 

showing a growth rate of around 1% or less.  The planned addition to Culbreth Middle School 

for the 2014-15 school year is proposed to increase capacity with the addition of 104 seats. As a 

result, projections show that Chapel Hill/Carrboro Middle School #5 is projected to be needed in 

2020-21. This is three years later than last year’s projections. The proposed addition to Culbreth 

Middle School was approved in the 2013-14 CIP for the 2014-15 school year. Although capacity 

was projected to be available, a decision was made to fund the expansion and increase capacity. 
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The additional capacity resulting from the approved addition has been included in the student 

projections.   

 

High School 

The previous year (2012-13) projections for November 2013 for this level were overestimated by 

64 students.  The actual membership decreased by 32 students.  Over the previous ten years, 

change has been variable with decreases in membership in 2008-09 and in 2009-10.  Following 

these decreases, membership and growth rates began increasing again within the last three years 

before experiencing another decrease this year (2013-14). Growth rates during this time period 

have ranged from -0.84% to +5.31%.  This year’s projections show that additional capacity is 

needed in 2023-24, which  is three years later than last year’s projection.  Additional High 

School capacity is expected to be achieved by expanding Carrboro High School from 800 

students to 1,200 students, which was included in the construction plans for the high school.  

 

Additional Information for Chapel Hill Carrboro School District 

Currently, one Charter School, PACE Academy, serves high school students residing in the 

Chapel Hill/Carrboro School District. This school is not included as part of the SAPFO Annual 

Report and, as a result, its  membership and capacity is not monitored or included in future 

projections. On February 6, 2014 PACE Academy had their charter revoked for the 2014-2015 

school year. Administrators are currently exploring the appeal process with the State Board of 

Education. However, CHCCS student membership may experience an increase in 2014-15 due to 

the influx of students from PACE Academy becoming part of the Chapel Hill/Carrboro School 

District if the school’s charter is not renewed through the appeals process. 

 

Orange County School District 

 

Elementary 

The previous year (2012-13) projections for November 2013 at this level were  equal to student 

membership.  Actual membership increased by 30 students.  Over the previous ten years, this 

level has experienced varying growth rates including a decrease in membership in 2005-06. 

Following this decrease, membership and growth rates have experienced increases every school 

year since.  Growth rates during this period have ranged from -0.33% to +2.80%.  In the Orange 

County school system, historic growth is more closely related to new residential development 

than in the Chapel Hill/Carrboro School District, which has a sizeable number of new families in 
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older, existing housing stock.   Projections this year are showing the need for Elementary School 

#8 in 2023-24 when the LOS is expected to be 105.7%.  

 

Although not included in SAPFO school capacity or membership numbers, Pre-K programs 

continue to impact operations at District elementary schools where Pre-K programs exist. 

Specific impacts of Pre-K programs at the elementary school level will continue to be reviewed 

and discussed in the coming year. 

 

Middle 

The previous year (2012-13) projections for November 2013 for this level were underestimated 

by 14 students.  The actual membership increased by 63.  Over the previous ten years, growth 

has varied widely and includes decreases in student membership in five of the ten years.  Growth 

rates during this period have ranged from -4.67% to +4.00%. The district’s third Middle School, 

Gravelly Hill Middle School, opened in October 2006.  The need for an additional Middle 

School is not anticipated in the 10-year projection period.  However, staff is closely monitoring 

new sizeable residential projects in the Orange County portion of Mebane and Hillsborough.   

 

High School 

The previous year (2012-13) projections for November 2013 for this level were underestimated 

by 66 students.  The actual membership increased by 106.  Over the previous ten years, growth 

varied considerably and included a decrease in membership in 2009-10.  Following this decrease, 

membership and growth rates have experienced increases every school year since. Growth rates 

during this period ranged from -1.12% to 9.01%.  In 2011-12 student membership increased by 

32 while capacity decreased by 199 at Orange County High School as a result of a N.C. 

Department of Public Instruction (DPI) study.  This year’s projections show that additional 

capacity is needed in 2022-23. This is different from last year’s projections which did not show a 

need for additional capacity in the 10-year projection period.  

 

Additional High School capacity is expected to be achieved by expanding Cedar Ridge High 

School from 1,000 students to 1,500 students.  This addition is currently included in the five year 

CIP as a request for funding. At this time, a decision has not been made approving the proposed 

addition. Once a funding decision is made and approved, the increased capacity from the 

proposed addition may be included in the student projections.  
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Additional Information for Orange County School District 

The City of Mebane lies partially within Orange County and students within the Orange County 

portion of Mebane attend Orange County schools.  However, the City of Mebane is not a party to 

the SAPFO agreement and therefore does not require that CAPS (Certificate of Adequate Public 

Schools) be issued prior to development approvals.  In previous years, development activity and 

platting of new subdivisions increased within the Orange County portion of Mebane.  However, 

changed economic conditions have curbed new platting and new construction in the past few 

years.  An uptick in residential activity is likely as the country emerges from “The Great 

Recession.” Increased coordination with the City of Mebane regarding development issues may 

be necessary in the future.  OCS currently has capacity to serve additional growth, but it is 

possible that development in the Orange County portion of Mebane could quickly encumber 

available capacity.   

 

Following the economic downtown, there has been an increase in multi-family residential 

development which has added to increasing student memberships in both districts.  The ongoing 

future demand for multi-family housing is evident throughout the county, but especially within 

the Town of Hillsborough which is facing the proposed development of 700 multi-family units in 

the near future. Staff will need to continue monitoring and evaluating the demand and growth of 

the multi-family market in Hillsborough and the entire county as well as its effect on student 

membership rates.  

 

Currently, one charter school is located in the Town of Hillsborough and serves students that 

reside in the Orange County School District. This school is not included as part of the SAPFO 

Annual Report and as a result its membership and capacity is not monitored or included in future 

projections. An additional charter school is being proposed in the Town of Hillsborough for the 

2014-15 school year. As a result, OCS student memberships may experience a decrease in 2014-

15 due to a loss of students enrolling in the new charter school.  

 

5. Recommendation –  

Use statistics as noted in 3 above  

 

49



Section II 

 
34 

 

 

  

Attachment II.C.1 

(2012-13) 
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Attachment II.C.2 

(2012-13) 
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Attachment II.C.3 

(2013-14) 
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D. Student Membership Growth Rate 
 

1.  Responsible Entity for Suggesting Change – The updating of this section will be 

conducted by the Planning Directors, School Representatives, and Technical Advisory 

Committee (SAPFOTAC) each year and referred to the BOCC for annual report 

certification. 

 

Projections will be distributed to SAPFO partners for review and comments to the BOCC 

prior to certification. 

2. Definition – The annual percentage growth rate calculated from the projections resulting 

from the average of the five models represented by 10 year numerical membership 

projections by school level for each school district.  This does not represent the year-by- 

year growth rate that may be positive or negative, but rather the average of the annual 

anticipated growth rates over the next ten (10) years. 

 

3.  Standard for: 

Chapel Hill Carrboro School District 

Standard for: 

Orange County School District 

See Attachment II.D.2 See Attachment II.D.2 

  

4. Analysis of Existing Conditions 

The membership figures and percentage 

growth on the attachments show continued 

growth at each school level within the 

system. 

Analysis of Existing Conditions 

The membership figures and percentage 

growth on the attachments show continued 

growth at each school level within the 

system. 

Projected Average Annual Growth Rate over next 

ten years: 

Projected Average Annual Growth Rate over next 

ten years: 
  

 

 

 
 

5.  Recommendation - Use statistics as noted. Recommendation - Use statistics as noted 

Year Projection 

 Made: 
2009-

2010 

2010-

2011 

2011- 

2012 

2012- 

2013 

2013- 

2014 

Elementary 1.72% 1.44% 1.59% 1.18% 1.44% 

Middle 1.93% 1.67% 1.94% 1.59% 1.58% 

High 1.8% 1.57% 1.73% 1.60% 1.27% 

 

Year Projection 

 Made: 
2009- 

2010 

2010- 

2011 

2011-

2012 

2012-

2013 

2013-

2014 

Elementary 1.34% 1.57% 1.6% 1.31% 1.30% 

Middle 1.53% 1.84% 2.01% 1.64% 1.42% 

High 1.38% 1.59% 1.61% 1.43% 1.35% 
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Attachment II.D.1 

(2012-13) 
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Attachment II.D.2 

(2013-14)  
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E. Student / Housing Generation Rate 
 

1. Responsible Entity for Suggesting Change – The updating of this section will be 

conducted by Planning Directors, School Representatives, and Technical Advisory 

Committee (SAPFOTAC) and referred to the BOCC for certification. 

 

Projections will be distributed to SAPFO partners for review and comments to the BOCC 

prior to certification. 

 

2. Definition – A projected number of students that are generated from four different types 

of housing, “single-family detached”, “single-family attached”, “multifamily”, and 

“manufactured homes”, as defined in Appendix C to the 2007 TischlerBise School 

Impact Fee Report.   

 

3.  Standard for: 

Chapel Hill Carrboro School District 

Standard for: 

Orange County School District 

See Attachment II.E.1 See Attachment II.E.1 

4.       Analysis of Existing Conditions 

On October 6, 2009, the Orange County Board of Commissioners approved the updated 

Student Generation Rates as recommended by the SAPFOTAC.  The newly adopted 

Student Generation Rates became effective the 2010-11 school year with the November 

15, 2010 CAPS system update.  The current standards are shown in Attachment II.E.1.   

Both Orange County Schools and Chapel Hill-Carrboro City Schools have recognized a 

larger increase in students generated from developments in both districts, particularly the 

multi-family housing.  The SAPFOTAC discussed the increased number of students 

generated in both districts and proposed multi-family projects that may continue to have 

an effect on student membership numbers.  While this may be a short term trend caused 

by the current economic climate or other factors, the SAPFOTAC recommends further 

evaluation of the adopted Student Generation Rates and the impacts different types of 

housing may have on student membership rates. Orange County Planning staff has 

contacted the consultant used to do this type of work in the past to obtain a cost estimate. 

It is expected that a new study to update only student generation rates would cost 

57



Section II 

 
42 

 

 

between $12,000 to $20,000 with the lower end of the range being more probable, given 

knowledge of the types of data Orange County has ready access to.   

 

Also, it should be noted that students are generated from new housing as well as from 

existing housing where new families have moved in.  The CAPS system estimates new 

development impacts and associated student generation, but it is important to understand 

that student increases are a composite of both of these factors.  This effect can be 

dramatic and can vary greatly between areas and districts where either new housing is 

dominant or new families move into a large inventory of existing housing stock. 

 

5. Recommendation – No Change 

The SAPFOTAC does not recommend a change at this time.  However, the SAPFOTAC 

continues to recommend further evaluation of the Student Generation Rates to determine 

whether a change is warranted.  The last impact fee level study (which includes the 

calculation of student generation rates) was conducted in 2007 so it may be time to 

initiate another study to ensure up-to-date data is used for both SAPFO purposes and 

impact fee purposes. Alternatively, a study to analyze only student generation rates, 

separate from any study regarding school impact fees, can be completed. The cost for 

such a study is estimated at between $12,000 to $20,000. 
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Attachment II.E.1 
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III. FLOWCHART OF SCHOOLS ADEQUATE PUBLIC FACILITIES  

 ORDINANCE PROCESS 

 

Abstract:  The Schools Adequate Public Facilities Ordinance process has two distinct 

components: 

 

A. Capital Investment Plan (CIP) (Process 1) 
 

Timeframe:  In November of each year, Student Membership and Building Capacity is 

transmitted from the school districts to the Orange County Board of Commissioners for 

consideration and approval and used in the following years CIP (e.g. November 15, 2013 

membership numbers used to develop a CIP to be considered for adoption in June 2014). 

 

Process Framework 

 

1. SAPFOTAC projects future student membership from historical data, current 

membership and hypothetical growth rates from established methodologies. 

2. School Districts and BOCC compare projections to existing capacity and 

proposed Capital Investment Plan. 

3. SAPFOTAC forwards data and projections to all Schools APFO partners. 

4. School Districts develop Capital Investment Plan Needs Assessment during this 

process 

5. The Capital Investment Plan work sessions and Public Hearings are conducted by 

the BOCC in the spring of each year. 

6. The adoption of CIP that sets forth monies and timeframe for school construction 

(future capacity) by BOCC. 
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School Adequate Public Facilities Ordinance 
 

 
 

Process 1 - Capital Investment Planning (CIP) 
 

 

Projection Method 
(Historical Membership

1 

plus Hypothetical Growth Rate 
 

CIP 

Approval 
(Proposed New Construction 

i.e. School Capacity 

Added by number seats & year) 

 

CAPS 

System
2 

(Certificate of 

Adequate Public 

Schools) 

  
   

 

 

Actual Adjustments 
(Current Year Actual Replaces Past Year 

Membership Projection) 

        

 

 

 

 
1
Historical Membership is a product of students generated from: (1) pre-existing/approved undeveloped lots where new housing is built, (2) 

existing housing stock with new families/children, and (3) newly approved housing development (in the future this component will be known as 

CAPS approved development) 

 
2
The only part of the CAPS System (i.e., computer spreadsheet subdivision tracking) that receives data from the Process 1 CIP includes the actual 

membership (November 15 of preceding CIP year) and new school capacity amount (seats) in a specific year pursuant to the CIP. 

A
ttach

m
en

t III.A
.1
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B. Schools Adequate Public Facilities Ordinance  

 Certificate of Adequate Public Schools (CAPS)  

 Update (Process 2) 

 

Timeframe:  The CAPS system is updated approximately November 15 of each year when the 

school districts report actual membership and ‘pre-certified’ capacity, whether it is CIP 

associated or prior ‘joint action’ agreement.  ‘Joint action’ determinations of changes in capacity 

due to State rules or other non-construction related items are anticipated to be done prior to the 

November 15 capacity and membership reporting date.  This update may reflect the Board of 

County Commissioners action on the earlier year Capital Investment Plan (CIP) as it affects 

capacity and addition of new actual fall membership. The Schools Adequate Public Facilities 

Ordinance Certificate of Adequate Public Schools (CAPS) stays in effect until the following year 

– (e.g.: November 15, 2005 to November 14, 2006). 

 

New development is originally logged for a certain year.  As the CAPS system is updated, each 

CAPS projection year is ‘absorbed’ by the actual estimate of a given year.  Later year CAPS 

projections of the same development remain in the future year CAPS system accordingly.  For 

example, if a 50-lot subdivision is issued a CAPS, 15 lots may be assigned to “Year 1,” 10 lots to 

“Year 2,” 10 lots to “Year 3,” 10 lots to “Year 4,” and 5 lots to “Year 5.”  When “Year 1” is 

updated, the students generated from the 15 lots are absorbed by the actual estimate.  The 

students generated in “Years 2, 3, 4, and 5” are held in the CAPS system and added to the 

appropriate year when the CAPS system is updated. 

 

As was discussed in Section II.C, The City of Mebane is not a party to the SAPFO and does not  

require that CAPS be issued prior to approving development activities.  However, residential 

development within the Orange County portion of Mebane has increased dramatically prior to 

2009, but has slowed considerably due to the current economic climate.  Currently, there are 

approximately 1,000 approved undeveloped residential lots in the portion of Mebane that lies 

within Orange County.  Increasing development within this area of the county has the potential 

to encumber a significant portion of the available capacity within the Orange County School 
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District.  Although the SAPFO system is not formally regulated in Mebane, staff monitors 

development activity and when students enter the school system their enrollment is calculated 

and used in future school projection needs. 

 

Please note that the two processes (CIP and CAPS) are on separate, but parallel tracks.  

However, the CIP does create a crossover of capacity information between the two processes.  

For example, the Schools APFO system for both school districts that will be established / 

initiated / certified each year in November and is based on prior year created and/or planned CIP 

capacity and current school year membership.  The SAPFOTAC report including new current 

year membership and projections are to be used for upcoming CIP development as noted in 

Process 1. 

 

CIP Process 1 (for CIP 2014 - 2024) 

November 2013 – June 2014 (using 2014 SAPFOTAC Report) 

 

Schools APFO CAPS Process 2 (for Schools APFO System 2014– 2015)  

November 2013 - November 2014 
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School Adequate Public Facilities Ordinance 

 

 

Process 2 - Certificate of Adequate Public Schools (CAPS) Allocation 

 
 2014 CAPS system is effective November 15, 2013 through November 14, 2014. 

 

The system is updated with new membership, CIP capacity changes, and any other BOCC/School District joint 

action approved capacity prior to November 15, 2013.  This information is received within 5 days of November 15 

and posted within the next 15 days.  This CAPS system recalibration is retroactive to November 15, 2013 . 

 

CAPS Allocation System 
1. Certified Capacity 

2 LOS Capacity 

3. Actual Membership 

4. Year Start Available Capacity 

5. Ongoing Current Available Capacity (includes available 

capacity decreases from approved CAPS development by 

year) 

6. CAPS approved development 

 a. Total units 

 b. Single Family
1 

 c. Other Housing
1 

 

 

CAPS System 

AC2=SC2 - (ADM2+ND12+ND22+…) 

 

 

 
AC0 - Issue CAPS  

AC0 - Defer CAPS to later date 

 
1
Student Generation Rates from CAPS housing type create future membership estimate.  Please note that this CAPS membership future estimate is 

different than the projection based on historical data and projection models used in the CIP process 1.  This estimate only captures new 

development impact, which is the component that the SAPFO can regulate. 
 

2
AC - Available Capacity - Starts at Annual Update Capacity and reduces as CAPS approved development is entered into the system. 

 SC - Certified School Level Capacity 

 ADM - Average Daily Membership 

 ND - New Development; ND1 means first approved CAPS approved development 

A
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CHCCS Student Projections 
(1) (4)

Elementary

School Year 2000-01 2001-02 2002-03 2003-04 2004-05 2005-06 2006-07 2007-08 2008-09 2009-10 2010-11 2011-12 2012-13 2013-14 2014-15 2015-16 2016-17 2017-18 2018-19 2019-20 2020-21 2021-22 2022-23 2023-24

Actual 4,444 4,474 4,551 4,692 4,695 4,879 4,980 5,173 5,302 5,219 5,296 5,464 5,543 5,554

Tischler (2) 5,647 5,741 5,834 5,928 6,021 6,114 6,208 6,301 6,394 6,488
OC Planning 5,655 5,732 5,809 5,884 5,959 6,033 6,133 6,233 6,362 6,492
10 Year Growth 5,637 5,781 5,893 5,978 6,083 6,143 6,205 6,267 6,330 6,393
5 Year Growth 5,610 5,727 5,826 5,904 6,001 6,061 6,122 6,183 6,245 6,307
3 Year Growth 5,628 5,759 5,864 5,943 6,039 6,099 6,160 6,222 6,284 6,347

Average 5,635 5,748 5,845 5,927 6,021 6,090 6,166 6,241 6,323 6,405

Annual Change - Increase (Decrease) in Actual & Projected Membership) 30 77 141 3 184 101 193 129 (83) 77 168 79 11 81 113 97 82 93 69 76 76 82 82

Capacity - 100% Level of Service (LOS) 4,302 4,302 4,302 4,921 4,921 4,921 4,921 4,921 5,244 5,244 5,244 5,244 5,244 5,829 5,829 5,829 5,829 5,829 5,829 5,829 5,829 5,829 5,829 5,829

Number of Students, Actual and Projected, Over (Under) 100% LOS 142 172 249 (229) (226) (42) 59 252 58 (25) 52 220 299 (275) (194) (81) 16 98 192 261 337 412 494 576

Capacity - 105% Level of Service (LOS) 4,517 4,517 4,517 5,167 5,167 5,167 5,167 5,167 5,506 5,506 5,506 5,506 5,506 6,120 6,120 6,120 6,120 6,120 6,120 6,120 6,120 6,120 6,120 6,120

Number of Students, Actual and Projected, Over (Under) 105% LOS (73) (43) 34 (475) (472) (288) (187) 6 (204) (287) (210) (42) 37 (566) (485) (372) (275) (193) (100) (30) 45 121 203 285

Actual - % Level of Service 103.3% 104.0% 105.8% 95.3% 95.4% 99.1% 101.2% 105.1% 101.1% 99.5% 101.0% 104.2% 105.7% 95.3%
Average - % Level of Service 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 96.7% 98.6% 100.3% 101.7% 103.3% 104.5% 105.8% 107.1% 108.5% 109.9%
Annual Student Growth Rate (3) 0.68% 1.72% 3.10% 0.06% 3.92% 2.07% 3.88% 2.49% -1.57% 1.48% 3.17% 1.45% 0.20% 1.47% 2.00% 1.69% 1.41% 1.57% 1.15% 1.24% 1.23% 1.31% 1.30%

CHCCS Student Projections 
(1)

Middle

School Year 2000-01 2001-02 2002-03 2003-04 2004-05 2005-06 2006-07 2007-08 2008-09 2009-10 2010-11 2011-12 2012-13 2013-14 2014-15 2015-16 2016-17 2017-18 2018-19 2019-20 2020-21 2021-22 2022-23 2023-24

Actual 2,326 2,540 2,608 2,612 2,560 2,572 2,592 2,622 2,697 2,708 2,722 2,753 2,785 2,858

Tischler (2) 2,906 2,954 3,002 3,050 3,098 3,146 3,194 3,242 3,290 3,339
OC Planning 2,889 2,929 2,969 3,034 3,099 3,165 3,231 3,298 3,366 3,433
10 Year Growth 2,957 2,976 2,986 3,019 3,097 3,186 3,246 3,327 3,360 3,394
5 Year Growth 2,930 2,922 2,903 2,913 2,968 3,040 3,092 3,162 3,193 3,225
3 Year Growth 2,943 2,955 2,950 2,978 3,051 3,131 3,184 3,254 3,287 3,320

Average 2,925 2,947 2,962 2,999 3,063 3,134 3,190 3,257 3,299 3,342

Annual Change - Increase (Decrease) in Actual & Projected Membership) 214 68 4 (52) 12 20 30 75 11 14 31 32 73 67 22 15 37 64 71 56 67 42 43

Capacity - 100% Level of Service 2,108 2,840 2,840 2,840 2,840 2,840 2,840 2,840 2,840 2,840 2,840 2,840 2,840 2,840 2,944 2,944 2,944 2,944 2,944 2,944 2,944 2,944 2,944 2,944

Number of Students, Actual and Projected, Over (Under) 100% LOS 218 (300) (232) (228) (280) (268) (248) (218) (143) (132) (118) (87) (55) 18 (19) 3 18 55 119 190 246 313 355 398

107% Level of Service 2,256 3,039 3,039 3,039 3,039 3,039 3,039 3,039 3,039 3,039 3,039 3,039 3,039 3,039 3,150 3,150 3,150 3,150 3,150 3,150 3,150 3,150 3,150 3,150

Number of Students, Actual and Projected, Over (Under) 107% LOS 70 (499) (431) (427) (479) (467) (447) (417) (342) (331) (317) (286) (254) (181) (225) (203) (188) (151) (87) (16) 39 107 149 192

Actual - % Level of Service 110.3% 89.4% 91.8% 92.0% 90.1% 90.6% 91.3% 92.3% 95.0% 95.4% 95.8% 96.9% 98.1% 100.6%
Average - % Level of Service 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 99.4% 100.1% 100.6% 101.9% 104.0% 106.4% 108.3% 110.6% 112.1% 113.5%

Annual Student Growth Rate (3) 9.20% 2.68% 0.15% -1.99% 0.47% 0.78% 1.16% 2.86% 0.41% 0.52% 1.14% 1.16% 2.62% 2.35% 0.76% 0.50% 1.24% 2.13% 2.32% 1.78% 2.11% 1.30% 1.30%

indicates when district surpasses Schools APFO recommended Level of Service

CHCCS Student Projections 
(1)

High

School Year 2000-01 2001-02 2002-03 2003-04 2004-05 2005-06 2006-07 2007-08 2008-09 2009-10 2010-11 2011-12 2012-13 2013-14 2014-15 2015-16 2016-17 2017-18 2018-19 2019-20 2020-21 2021-22 2022-23 2023-24

Actual 2,815 2,963 3,162 3,330 3,422 3,514 3,520 3,635 3,630 3,606 3,640 3,714 3,796 3,764
Tischler (2) 3,827 3,891 3,954 4,017 4,080 4,144 4,207 4,270 4,334 4,397
OC Planning 3,875 3,875 3,875 3,875 3,875 3,875 3,875 3,875 3,875 3,876
10 Year Growth 3,761 3,769 3,867 4,026 4,065 4,127 4,186 4,218 4,357 4,460
5 Year Growth 3,772 3,781 3,859 3,966 3,980 4,000 4,017 4,025 4,131 4,216
3 Year Growth 3,788 3,810 3,912 4,024 4,057 4,105 4,144 4,174 4,297 4,392

Average 3,805 3,825 3,893 3,982 4,011 4,050 4,086 4,112 4,199 4,268

Annual Change - Increase (Decrease) in Actual & Projected Membership) 148 199 168 92 92 6 115 (5) (24) 34 74 82 (32) 41 20 68 88 30 39 36 27 86 69

Capacity - 100% Level of Service 3,035 3,035 3,035 3,035 3,035 3,035 3,035 3,835 3,835 3,835 3,875 3,875 3,875 3,875 3,875 3,875 3,875 3,875 3,875 3,875 3,875 3,875 3,875 3,875

Number of Students, Actual and Projected, Over (Under) 100% LOS (220) (72) 127 295 387 479 485 (200) (205) (229) (235) (161) (79) (111) (70) (50) 18 107 136 175 211 237 324 393

110% Level of Service 3,339 3,339 3,339 3,339 3,339 3,339 3,339 4,219 4,219 4,219 4,263 4,263 4,263 4,263 4,263 4,263 4,263 4,263 4,263 4,263 4,263 4,263 4,263 4,263

Number of Students, Actual and Projected, Over (Under) 110% LOS (524) (376) (177) (9) 83 176 182 (584) (589) (613) (623) (549) (467) (499) (458) (437) (369) (281) (251) (212) (177) (150) (64) 6

Actual - % Level of Service 92.8% 97.6% 104.2% 109.7% 112.8% 115.8% 116.0% 94.8% 94.7% 94.0% 93.9% 95.8% 98.0% 97.1%
Average - % Level of Service 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 98.2% 98.7% 100.5% 102.8% 103.5% 104.5% 105.4% 106.1% 108.4% 110.1%

Annual Student Growth Rate (3) 5.26% 6.72% 5.31% 2.76% 2.69% 0.17% 3.27% -0.14% -0.66% 0.94% 2.03% 2.21% -0.84% 1.08% 0.54% 1.78% 2.27% 0.75% 0.96% 0.88% 0.65% 2.10% 1.65%

indicates when district surpasses Schools APFO recommended Level of Service

The Tischler model uses 14 years of historical data, but do to space constraints only 10 years of historical data are included in the above tables.

(3)  Annual growth rate calculated using actual membership for years 2000-01 through 2012-13 and average membership for years 2013-14 through 2022-23

(2)  The Tischler Model provides for the "Linear Method" of projections for both CHCCS and OCS.  Original projections used in prior years projection models included the "Linear Extrapolation Method" for CHCCS.
(3)  Annual growth rate calculated using actual membership for years 2000-01 through 2012-13 and average membership for years 2013-14 through 2022-23

indicates when district surpasses Schools APFO recommended Level of Service

(1)  It is important to note that this reflects the November 15, 2012 date of membership as outlined in by the Schools Adequate Public Facilities Ordinance.  It does not include CHCCS students attending the Hospital School.
(2)  The Tischler Model provides for the "Linear Method" of projections for both CHCCS and OCS.  Original projections used in prior years projection models included the "Linear Extrapolation Method" for CHCCS.

(2)  The Tischler Model provides for the "Linear Method" of projections for both CHCCS and OCS.  Original projections used in prior years projection models included the "Linear Extrapolation Method" for CHCCS.
(3)  Annual growth rate calculated using actual membership for years 2000-01 through 2012-13 and average membership for years 2013-14 through 2022-23

(1)  It is important to note that this reflects the November 15, 2012 date of membership as outlined in by the Schools Adequate Public Facilities Ordinance.  It does not include CHCCS students attending the Hospital School.

(4)  Class sizes for grades K-3 = 1:23 for school years 2000 through 2007-08.  In accordance with 2005 School Collaboration Work Group direction, effective the 2008-2009 school year with the opening of CHCCS Elementary #10, K-3 class sizes are 1:21 as directed by past State legislative action. 

(1)  It is important to note that this reflects the November 15, 2012 date of membership as outlined in by the Schools Adequate Public Facilities Ordinance.  It does not include CHCCS students attending the Hospital School.

Elementary #9 opens in fall 2003 with additional 619 seats

high school #3 opens in fall 2007  with 800 additional seats

Per November 15, 2005 Certified Capacity Calculations, CHCCS projects Elementary #10 opening for school year 2008-09.  In accordance 

with BOCC adopted School Construction Standards, elementary school capacity totals 600 students.

Important Note:  Per 2005 agreement of School Collaboration Work Group, Grades K-3 class size reduced from 1:23 to 

1:21 the year Elementary #10 opens (to allow for prior Legislative Action re: reduced class size)

Phoenix Academy High School becomes official high school 

starting 2010-11 school year with 40 student capacity

Elementary School #11 opens with 585 seats.

Culbreth addition proposed to add 104 seats
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OCS Student Projections (1) (4)

Elementary
School Year 2000-01 2001-02 2002-03 2003-04 2004-05 2005-06 2006-07 2007-08 2008-09 2009-10 2010-11 2011-12 2012-13 2013-14 2014-15 2015-16 2016-17 2017-18 2018-19 2019-20 2020-21 2021-22 2022-23 2023-24

Actual 3,078 2,893 2,901 2,945 3,016 3,006 3,072 3,158 3,165 3,211 3,285 3,348 3,403 3,433
Tischler (2) 3,493 3,553 3,614 3,674 3,734 3,794 3,854 3,914 3,975 4,035
OC Planning 3,492 3,559 3,626 3,695 3,765 3,835 3,905 3,975 4,046 4,099
10 Year Growth 3,217 3,457 3,550 3,575 3,578 3,601 3,637 3,674 3,710 3,748 3,785
5 Year Growth 3,228 3,471 3,580 3,619 3,634 3,663 3,700 3,737 3,774 3,812 3,850
3 Year Growth 3,222 3,448 3,535 3,553 3,556 3,579 3,615 3,651 3,688 3,725 3,762
Average 3,472 3,555 3,597 3,627 3,668 3,716 3,764 3,812 3,861 3,906
Annual Change - Increase (Decrease) in Actual & Projected Membership) (185) 8 44 71 (10) 66 86 7 46 74 63 55 30 39 83 42 30 41 48 48 48 49 45
Capacity - 100% Level of Service 3,820 3,820 3,820 3,820 3,820 3,920 3,922 3,922 3,694 3,694 3,694 3,694 3,694 3,694 3,694 3,694 3,694 3,694 3,694 3,694 3,694 3,694 3,694 3,694
Number of Students, Actual and Projected, Over (Under) 100% LOS (742) (927) (919) (875) (804) (914) (850) (764) (529) (483) (409) (346) (291) (261) (222) (139) (97) (67) (26) 22 70 118 167 212
105% Level of Service 4,011 4,011 4,011 4,011 4,011 4,116 4,118 4,118 3,879 3,879 3,879 3,879 3,879 3,879 3,879 3,879 3,879 3,879 3,879 3,879 3,879 3,879 3,879 3,879
Number of Students, Actual and Projected, Over (Under) 105% LOS (933) (1,118) (1,110) (1,066) (995) (1,110) (1,046) (960) (714) (668) (594) (531) (476) (446) (406) (323) (281) (251) (210) (163) (114) (66) (18) 28
Actual - % Level of Service 80.6% 75.7% 75.9% 77.1% 79.0% 76.7% 78.3% 80.5% 85.7% 86.9% 88.9% 90.6% 92.1% 92.9%
Average - % Level of Service 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 94.0% 96.2% 97.4% 98.2% 99.3% 100.6% 101.9% 103.2% 104.5% 105.7%
Annual Student Growth Rate (3) -6.01% 0.28% 1.52% 2.41% -0.33% 2.20% 2.80% 0.22% 1.45% 2.30% 1.92% 1.64% 0.88% 1.14% 2.39% 1.18% 0.84% 1.13% 1.30% 1.29% 1.28% 1.28% 1.17%

indicates when district surpasses Schools APFO recommended Level of Service

OCS Student Projections(1)

Middle
School Year 2000-01 2001-02 2002-03 2003-04 2004-05 2005-06 2006-07 2007-08 2008-09 2009-10 2010-11 2011-12 2012-13 2013-14 2014-15 2015-16 2016-17 2017-18 2018-19 2019-20 2020-21 2021-22 2022-23 2023-24
Actual 1,504 1,527 1,631 1,671 1,593 1,590 1,580 1,637 1,601 1,665 1,698 1,704 1,684 1,747
Tischler (2) 1,778 1,808 1,839 1,869 1,900 1,931 1,961 1,992 2,023 2,053
OC Planning 1,777 1,823 1,869 1,917 1,957 1,980 1,995 2,009 2,023 2,045
10 Year Growth 1,796 1,804 1,813 1,853 1,947 1,955 1,940 1,946 1,965 1,985
5 Year Growth 1,799 1,803 1,807 1,848 1,954 1,978 1,975 1,987 2,007 2,027
3 Year Growth 1,793 1,789 1,792 1,821 1,909 1,910 1,894 1,900 1,919 1,938
Average #DIV/0! 1,789 1,805 1,824 1,862 1,933 1,951 1,953 1,967 1,987 2,010
Annual Change - Increase (Decrease) in Actual & Projected Membership) 23 104 40 (78) (3) (10) 57 (36) 64 33 6 (20) 63 42 17 19 38 72 17 2 14 20 22
Capacity - 100% Level of Service 1,466 1,466 1,466 1,466 1,466 1,466 2,166 2,166 2,166 2,166 2,166 2,166 2,166 2,166 2,166 2,166 2,166 2,166 2,166 2,166 2,166 2,166 2,166 2,166
Number of Students, Actual and Projected, Over (Under) 100% LOS 38 61 165 205 127 124 (586) (529) (565) (501) (468) (462) (482) (419) (377) (361) (342) (304) (233) (215) (213) (199) (179) (156)
107% Level of Service 1,569 1,569 1,569 1,569 1,569 1,569 2,318 2,318 2,318 2,318 2,318 2,318 2,318 2,318 2,318 2,318 2,318 2,318 2,318 2,318 2,318 2,318 2,318 2,318
Number of Students, Actual and Projected, Over (Under) 107% LOS (65) (42) 62 102 24 21 (738) (681) (717) (653) (620) (614) (634) (571) (529) (512) (494) (456) (384) (367) (365) (351) (330) (308)
Actual - % Level of Service 102.6% 104.2% 111.3% 114.0% 108.7% 108.5% 72.9% 75.6% 73.9% 76.9% 78.4% 78.7% 77.7% 80.7%
Average - % Level of Service 0.0% 0.0% #DIV/0! 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 82.6% 83.4% 84.2% 85.9% 89.3% 90.1% 90.2% 90.8% 91.8% 92.8%
Annual Student Growth Rate (3) 1.53% 6.81% 2.45% -4.67% -0.19% -0.63% 3.61% -2.20% 4.00% 1.98% 0.35% -1.17% 3.74% 2.38% 0.94% 1.03% 2.07% 3.85% 0.90% 0.12% 0.71% 1.04% 1.12%

indicates when district surpasses Schools APFO recommended Level of Service

OCS Student Projections (1)

High
School Year 2000-01 2001-02 2002-03 2003-04 2004-05 2005-06 2006-07 2007-08 2008-09 2009-10 2010-11 2011-12 2012-13 2013-14 2014-15 2015-16 2016-17 2017-18 2018-19 2019-20 2020-21 2021-22 2022-23 2023-24
Actual 1,672 1,753 1,828 1,887 2,057 2,124 2,184 2,201 2,242 2,217 2,222 2,283 2,315 2,421
Tischler (2) 2,463 2,506 2,548 2,591 2,633 2,676 2,718 2,760 2,803 2,845
OC Planning 2,434 2,459 2,484 2,534 2,576 2,618 2,652 2,685 2,718 2,760
10 Year Growth 2,404 2,358 2,401 2,471 2,443 2,529 2,581 2,616 2,688 2,698
5 Year Growth 2,436 2,418 2,461 2,523 2,499 2,583 2,631 2,678 2,774 2,802
3 Year Growth 2,294 2,312 2,448 2,548 2,519 2,592 2,627 2,653 2,726 2,731
Average 2,406 2,411 2,468 2,533 2,534 2,600 2,642 2,678 2,742 2,767
Annual Change - Increase (Decrease) in Actual & Projected Membership) 81 75 59 170 67 60 17 41 (25) 5 61 32 106 (15) 4 58 65 1 66 42 37 63 25
Capacity - 100% Level of Service 1,518 1,518 2,518 2,518 2,518 2,518 2,533 2,533 2,558 2,558 2,558 2,558 2,439 2,439 2,439 2,439 2,439 2,439 2,439 2,439 2,439 2,439 2,439 2,439
Number of Students, Actual and Projected, Over (Under) 100% LOS 154 235 (690) (631) (461) (394) (349) (332) (316) (341) (336) (275) (124) (18) (33) (28) 29 94 95 161 203 239 303 328
110% Level of Service 1,670 1,670 2,770 2,770 2,770 2,770 2,786 2,786 2,814 2,814 2,814 2,814 2,683 2,683 2,683 2,683 2,683 2,683 2,683 2,683 2,683 2,683 2,683 2,683
Number of Students, Actual and Projected, Over (Under) 110% LOS 2 83 (942) (883) (713) (646) (602) (585) (572) (597) (592) (531) (368) (262) (277) (272) (215) (150) (149) (83) (41) (4) 59 84
Actual - % Level of Service 110.1% 115.5% 72.6% 74.9% 81.7% 84.4% 86.2% 86.9% 87.6% 86.7% 86.9% 89.2% 94.9% 99.3%
Average - % Level of Service 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 98.7% 98.8% 101.2% 103.9% 103.9% 106.6% 108.3% 109.8% 112.4% 113.5%
Annual Student Growth Rate (3) 4.84% 4.28% 3.23% 9.01% 3.26% 2.82% 0.78% 1.86% -1.12% 0.23% 2.75% 1.40% 4.58% -0.61% 0.18% 2.40% 2.63% 0.03% 2.59% 1.62% 1.39% 2.36% 0.93%

indicates when district surpasses Schools APFO recommended Level of Service

The Tischler model uses 14 years of historical data, but do to space constraints only 10 years of historical data are included in the above tables.

(2)  The Tischler Model provides for the "Linear Method" of projections for both CHCCS and OCS.  Original projections used in prior years projection models included the "Linear Extrapolation Method" for CHCCS.
(3)  Annual growth rate calculated using actual membership for years 2000-01 through 2013-14 and average membership for years 2014-15 through 2023-24

(2)  The Tischler Model provides for the "Linear Method" of projections for both CHCCS and OCS.  Original projections used in prior years projection models included the "Linear Extrapolation Method" for CHCCS.
(3)  Annual growth rate calculated using actual membership for years 2000-01 through 2013-14 and average membership for years 2014-15 through 2023-24

(1)  It is important to note that this reflects the November 15, 2013 date of membership as outlined in by the Schools Adequate Public Facilities Ordinance. 

(1)  It is important to note that this reflects the November 15, 2013 date of membership as outlined in by the Schools Adequate Public Facilities Ordinance. 
(2)  The Tischler Model provides for the "Linear Method" of projections for both CHCCS and OCS.  Original projections used in prior years projection models included the "Linear Extrapolation Method" for CHCCS.
(3)  Annual growth rate calculated using actual membership for years 2000-01 through 2013-14 and average membership for years 2014-15 through 2023-24

(1)  It is important to note that this reflects the November 15, 2013 date of membership as outlined in by the Schools Adequate Public Facilities Ordinance.  

(4)  Class sizes for grades K-3 = 1:23 for school years 2000 through 2007-08.  In accordance with 2005 School Collaboration Work Group direction, effective the 2008-2009 school year with the opening of CHCCS Elementary #10, K-3 class sizes are 1:21 as directed by past State legislative action. 

cedar ridge high opens with 1,000 seats in fall 2002

middle school #3 opens in fall 2006  with 700 additional seats

additional 100 new seats @ Hillsborough Elementary 

Partnership Academy Alternative School capacity added

Partnership Academy Alternative School relocated - capacity added

Important Note:  Per 2005 recommendation of School Collaboration Work Group and approved by BOCC 
with approval of 2008-09 Membership & Capacity numbers and certification of 2009 SAPFOTAC report of May 
5, 2009, Grades K-3 class size reduced from 1:23 to 1:21 with opening of CHCCS Elementary #10-Morris Grove 
(to allow for prior legislative action re: reduced class size)

Orange High capacity decreased, per DPI study
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ORD-2014-021 

ORANGE COUNTY 
BOARD OF COMMISSIONERS 

 
ACTION AGENDA ITEM ABSTRACT 

 Meeting Date:  May 8, 2014  
 Action Agenda 
 Item No.  6-h 

 
SUBJECT:   Buckhorn-Mebane EDD Phase 2 Sewer Extension – Amendment of Design 

Contract and Approval of Budget Amendment #7-C 
 
DEPARTMENT:   Planning, Manager, Finance 

and Administrative Services 
PUBLIC HEARING:  (Y/N) No 

  
 

ATTACHMENT(S): 
1)  Original Design Contract with Previous 

Amendments 
2)  Amendment Letter from Hobbs 

Upchurch & Associates 
 
 

 

INFORMATION CONTACT: 
Craig Benedict, Planning, (919) 245-2592 
Clarence Grier, Manager’s Office and 

Finance and Administrative 
Services, (919) 245-2453 

Paul Laughton, Finance and 
Administrative Services, (919) 245-
2152 

Kevin Lindley, Planning, (919)245-2583 
 
 

PURPOSE: To consider authorizing the Chair to sign an amendment to the design contract for 
the Buckhorn Economic Development District (EDD) Phase 2 Sewer Extension Project and 
approval of Budget Amendment #7-C. 

 
BACKGROUND:   On September 6, 2012 the BOCC authorized funds to design the Buckhorn 
EDD Phase 2 Sewer Extension project.  This project was an amendment to the 2010 contract 
for design of the Buckhorn Mebane EDD Phase 2 Utilities Project (see Attachment 1 - 
Amendment 2).  The project was conceived to connect the Efland sewer system (System) to the 
City of Mebane sewer system.  Once this project is complete, the City of Mebane will be taking 
over operation of the System from Orange County, eliminating the County’s annual cost for 
maintenance and operation. 
 
Hobbs Upchurch & Associates (HUA) is the design engineer for this project.  As HUA began to 
investigate the area through which the sewer lines would run between Efland and Mebane, it 
became clear that there was an opportunity to incorporate gravity sewer in areas designated for 
growth south of the railroad tracks and located generally along Mt. Willing Road and west along 
West Ten Road.  The project has evolved and grown in complexity over time, with input from 
the City of Mebane as a major stakeholder, to include more gravity sewer and a gravity sewer 
bore under the interstate.  This has increased the complexity and scope of the design work and 
led to this request for increased design funds.  
 
The revised project scope, described in Attachment 2, includes an analysis undertaken to 
determine how best to serve the economic development area through which the project will 
pass, mainly between Gravelly Hill Middle School and the Mt. Willing Road interchange.  This 
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study has been completed and design work begun on the current project.  As a result of the 
study’s analysis, an additional 4,500 linear feet of gravity sewer designed to serve an expanded 
area and a larger, more flexible pump station design has been added to the project scope.  The 
project concept now also includes a gravity sewer bore under the interstate to allow the single 
pump station to collect sewer from both north and south of the interstate.  The pump station will 
be designed so that its capacity can be increased in phases as the flow increases in the area.  It 
will have three pump slots installed and be designed to operate with up to three pumps, but will 
only have two pumps installed initially.  This is similar in design to the City of Mebane’s 
Southwest Regional pump station, to which this system will ultimately flow.  
 
The project will also take into account the infrastructure which has already been installed in the 
area, namely the Gravelly Hill pump station and associated sewer infrastructure currently being 
constructed.  These sewer lines are designed to collect wastewater from not only Gravelly Hill 
Middle School, but also from the economic development area between the school and 
Buckhorn Road and north of West Ten Road.  The Phase 2 extension project to take Efland 
Sewer flow to Mebane will maximize the use of this existing Gravelly Hill pump station, while 
including consideration for the time when the Gravelly Hill pump station needs to be upgraded 
to handle flow from the area it was designed to serve. 
 
The original design cost proposal for this project was $151,600.  The revised proposal is not to 
exceed $393,000, which includes an expanded sewer economic area analysis for $46,000 and 
all engineering design, surveying and consulting to carry the project through the bid award 
phase.  There is also an allowance included for the engineer to hire a sub-consultant for 
geotechnical subsurface investigation to gauge the amount of rock along proposed routes (not 
to exceed $20,000) and for wetland delineation (not to exceed $10,000). 
 
Though the project will be more expensive to design and build than originally anticipated, the 
project as it currently stands will eliminate the need for an additional pump station in the future 
to serve the area.  It should also more effectively serve over 180 acres with gravity sewer once 
completed and will allow future gravity sewer extensions to serve the 250 acre area between 
Gravelly Hill School and Mt. Willing Road to be integrated more easily.  In other words, the 
expanded project and design costs will better serve the area in the present and reduce the cost 
of both design and installation of future sewer infrastructure, in addition to efficiently 
transporting the wastewater from Efland to Mebane. 
 
FINANCIAL IMPACT:  The original design cost proposal for this project was $151,600.  The FY 
2013-18 Capital Investment Plan (CIP) included additional approved funds of $120,000 for 
design cost, for a current total of $271,600.  The revised proposal totals $393,000.  This Budget 
Amendment #7-C provides for additional funds of $121,400 needed to cover the costs of the 
proposed amendment to the design costs.  This includes an expanded sewer economic area 
analysis for $46,000, cost pass-through for the engineer to hire a sub-consultant for 
geotechnical subsurface investigation to gauge the amount of rock along proposed routes (not 
to exceed $20,000) and for wetland delineation (not to exceed $10,000).  The total cost of the 
revised project is expected to be approximately $4.8 million, as opposed to a project cost 
estimate of $3.8 million, as included in the FY 2013-18 CIP. 
 
This amendment to the design contract will carry the project through the design, permitting and 
bid/award phases.  Construction supervision and contract administration services have not yet 
been procured or budgeted for this project.  These will be handled under a separate contract to 
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be brought to the Board in late summer or early fall.  The revised construction cost estimate for 
this project is currently incorporated into the Manager’s Recommended Capital Investment Plan 
for Fiscal Years 2014-19.  Once this project is completed, the Efland sewer system will be 
turned over to the City of Mebane for operation which will eliminate the annual cost of operating 
the System from the County’s budget.      
 
RECOMMENDATION(S):   The Manager recommends that the Board authorize the Chair to 
sign an amendment to the design contract for the Buckhorn EDD Phase 2 Sewer Extension 
Project, and approve Budget Amendment #7-C. 
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City of Mebane Review

Easement Surveys & Platting

Easement Preparation by County Attorney

Easement Negotiation and Acquisition

Sewer Permit

Water Permit

Erosion Control

Buckhorn Mebane Phase 2

Water & Sewer Improvements

Permitting Schedule

(Revised 6-8-12)

Erosion Control

Controlled Access Encroachment

Secondary Road Encroachment

Stream Crossing (May Not Need)

Advertisement, Bids & Contract Award

Target Duration Potential Delays
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NORTH CAROLINA
CONTRACT AMENDMENT# 2

ORANGE COUNTY

THIS CONTRACT AMENDMENT is made and entered into this

CH
day of 2013 by and betweenZ_

ORANGE COUNTY ( hereinafter referred to as " County") and HOBBS, U ASSOPC CIATES, P.A.

hereinafter referred to as the" Provider").

WITNESSETH:

THAT WHEREAS, the County and Provider entered into a contract dated November 4, 2010, for the Buckhorn-Mebane
EDD Water and Sewer Extension Project-Phase II, (hereinafter the" Original Agreement"); and

WHEREAS, the Original Agreement has been previously amended by CONTRACT AMENDMENT# 1; and

WHEREAS, the County and Provider desire to further amend the Original Agreement while keeping in effect all terms
and conditions of the Original Agreement not inconsistent with the terms and conditions set forth below.

NOW THEREFORE, for and in consideration for the mutual covenants and agreements made herein, the parties agree to
amend the Original Agreement as follows:

1. The Term of the Original Agreement is hereby extended through June 30, 2014.

2. Section 1( a) is modified to add a new sub-section" vi" as follows:

vi)  Provider has submitted a proposal to provide additional services on this project related to surveying,

engineering design and permitting.  Provider' s letter of proposal, dated August 3, 2012 regarding " Efland
Sewer System; Re-Rerouting Sewer Discharge to Gravelly Hill; Engineering Design Services Proposal", is

attached and is incorporated into this Amendment. The additional costs associated with these services are as

follows:

Surveying 18,000.00

Engineering Design    $ 133,600.00

3. Section 3( a)( ii) is modified to include a second task list as follows:

Efland Sewer System Surveying and Engineering
Task 1.      Conduct Initial Meeting with Project Team 12/ 2012 5%

Task 2.      Compile Background Information/ Preliminary Analysis 01/ 2013 10%

Task 3.      Finalize Sewer System Analysis Phase 02/ 2013 16%

Task 4.      Complete Field Survey/ Preliminary Utility Layout 02/2013 14%

Task 5.      50% Design Review Meeting with Project Team 03/ 2013 14%

Task 6.      90% Design Review Meeting with Project Team 09/2013 15%

Task 7.      Submit Permits for County Review/Approval 10/ 2013 10%

Task 8.      Submit Final Design for Permitting Agency Approval 11/ 2013 10%

Task 9.      Finalize Project—Receive Permitting Approvals from State 03/ 2014 6%

Task 10.    Coordinate Funding Opportunities On-going Discussions as required
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4. Except for the changes made herein, the Original Agreement shall remain in full force and effect to the extent
it is not inconsistent with this Amendment. In the event that there is a conflict between the Original
Agreement and this Amendment, this Amendment shall control.

IN TESTIMONY WHEREOF, this Contract Amendment has been executed by the parties hereto, as of the date first
above written.

ORANGE COUNTY Provider•
i>

obs,    Fred Hobbs, P.  .

Orange C nt      " of mmissioners Pr ident

Attest:       lzi__,

Don Baker, tot a Board

Approved as to technical content

6'aig-Berigifict, Department Director

This instrument has been pre- audited in the manner required by the Local Government Budget and Fiscal Control
Act.

Office of the Finance Director

Approved as to form and legal sufficiency:

0ffi f the my Attorney
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Attachment 2B     ' 2, a.

Hobbs Upchurch Associates
engineering I planning i surveying

August 3, 2012

Mr. Craig Benedict
Orange County Planning& Inspection

131 W. Margaret Lane

Hillsborough, NC 27278

RE:    Efland Sewer System

Re-Routing Sewer Discharge to Gravelly Hill
Engineering Design Services Proposal

Dear Mr. Benedict:

Per our previous discussions, and in accordance with our preliminary engineering report for the
Buckhorn- Mebane EDD project, HUA offers to provide engineering design services for the
above referenced project. Our design services shall adhere to the conditions, expectations, and

level of service as noted in our original contract with Orange County dated November 4, 2010.
Following is a summary of the proposed costs:

Surveying 18, 000.00

Engineering Design 133, 600.00

Please find attached a copy of the detailed estimate and layout map for the proposed project.
Upon execution of an amendment to our contract to complete this work, we will schedule a

meeting to review the previously completed report, all the latest Efland design information, and
develop a detailed work schedule.

If you should require additional information, or wish to discuss the project further, please do not
hesitate to contact this office.

Sincerely,       l 11 
HOBBS, UPCHUR    & ASSOCl  i'1Zz,

20•.o ESSlp yy
SEAL

Bill Lester, Jr., P. E
17651

l

7: 010.692,6016 R 910.892.7342 1 300 SW BROAD STREET SOUTHERN PINES. NC 28397 WWW,HOBBSUPCHURCH. COM

SUPERIOR PERFORMANCE THROUGH INNOVATIVE DESIGN
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Hobbs Upchurch Associates
NpYfC:

6nginaering I planning I suer.:,.in v,

Suckhorn-Mebane EDD Phase 2

Sewer Improvements to serve the Efland Community
Orange County, NC

Pref rninary Cost Estimate

to Quantity Untt Price Extended Cosh
10-inch SDR 35 Sanitary Sewer 2, 300 If 60,00 138,000.0__0

10-inch DI Sanitary Sewerry 300 If  ._.................  $75:00 ._......._----$22,500.00
4-foot Diameter Manhole 10 ea 2, 750,0.0 27,500.00

8" PVC SDR 21 Forcemain 1,400 if_      18.00 25,200.00

8" CL 250 D1 Forcemain 360 If 35.00 12,600.00
10" PVC SDR 21 Forcemain 6,950 If 22.00 152,900.00

10" CL 250 DI Forcemain 500 ea 50.00 -_ $ 25,000.00

10" ID HDPE Installed by Directional Bore 1,750 If 450.00 787,500.00
16" Steel Casing Installed by Bore 280 If 200,00       -  $ 56,000.00

20" Steel Casing Installed by Bore& Jack 380 If    _ 250.0_0      _   $ 95,000.00

20" Steel Casing Installed on Grade by Bore&   
60 If 3SD.00 F       $ 21,000.00

Jack

Tie to Existing Forcemain__       1 Is 3,000.00 3,000.00

Existing Pump Station Modifications 1 Is 75,000.00 75,000.00

Duplex Submersible Pump Station  --   _    1 Is 195,000.00 195,000.00

Standby Em_'_e_r_ge ǹ'c__V Generator
J

1 Is 60,000.00 60,000.00

Clearing 2.25 ac 4,000.00 9,000.00

Select Fill 1, 500 cy  --  -   $ 20.00 30,000.00

Asphalt open cut& Patch
T   -     _       

240 s lam— 50.00 12,000.00

Concrete Drive Removal& Replacement 25 sal 350.00 8,750.00

Seed Mulch& Erosion Control 8.50 ac 1      $ 3,000.00 25;500.00

Total Estimated Construction Cost:     1,781,450.00

Construction Contingency: 178,145.00

Survey: 18,000.00

Engineering Design: 133, 600.00

Construction Administration& Inspection:       115,800.00

R/ R Encroachment 25,000.00

Easement Acquisition 1010W.00

Permits 2,000.00

ITotal Estimated Project Cost:       2, 263,995.00

T. 910.692.6016 i F: 910.892.7342 13008W BROAD STREET I SOUTHERN PINES, NO 20387 I WWW. HOBBSUPCHURCH.COM
SUPERIOR PERFORMANCE THROUGH INNOVATIVE DESIGN
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ORANGE COUNTY 
BOARD OF COMMISSIONERS 

 
ACTION AGENDA ITEM ABSTRACT 

 Meeting Date: May 8, 2014  
 Action Agenda 
 Item No.   6-i 

 
SUBJECT:  Joint Resolution Amending the Hillsborough-Orange Interlocal Land 

Management Agreement for the Central Orange Coordinated Area 
 
DEPARTMENT:   Planning and Inspections PUBLIC HEARING:  (Y/N) No 
  

 
ATTACHMENT(S): 
1. Excerpt From February 27, 2014 

BOCC/Hillsborough Board of 
Commissioners Joint Meeting Materials 

2. Draft Resolution 
3. Property Owner Notices  

INFORMATION CONTACT: 
Tom Altieri, Comprehensive Planning 

Supervisor, 245-2579 
James Bryan, Staff Attorney, 245-2319 
Craig Benedict, Planning Director, 245-2592 
Abigaile Pittman, Transportation/Land Use 

Planner, 245-2567 

 
PURPOSE: To consider a resolution amending the Hillsborough-Orange Interlocal Land 
Management Agreement to reflect the intent to continue coordination with Hillsborough to 
relinquish some areas of its Extraterritorial Jurisdiction (ETJ), as defined in the Agreement, back 
to the County and end the ETJ expansion process. 
 
BACKGROUND: Consistent with the Hillsborough-Orange Interlocal Land Management 
Agreement (December 2009), the Town of Hillsborough and Orange County agreed to consider 
adjustments to the Town’s ETJ.  Extraterritorial Jurisdiction or “ETJ” is an area outside of the 
Town’s corporate limits over which the Town exercises its zoning and planning authority.  
 
Town of Hillsborough Initiation: 
Orange County received a letter in September 2013 conveying Town Board action and adoption 
of a resolution indicating its interest in releasing areas west of town from its Extraterritorial 
Jurisdiction (ETJ) and requesting jurisdiction over areas defined in the Interlocal Land 
Management Agreement.  Coordination between the respective staffs was also requested to 
begin identifying the required steps and to process the adjustments. 
 
Joint Information Meeting: 
A Town of Hillsborough/Orange County Joint Information Meeting was held January 9, 2014 to 
help inform property owners of the process, implications, and answer questions.  Over 50 
residents attended the meeting, including some BOCC and Town Board representatives.  
Nearly all attendees were owners of property within the areas proposed to be added to the ETJ.   
 
The most commonly asked questions at the meeting were related to taxes, annexation, out of 
Town water rates, public water and sewer, and the representation of property owners in the 
ETJ.   
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Joint BOCC and Hillsborough Town Board Meeting: 
At a February 27, 2014 Joint Meeting, the Boards received an update on the process and 
outreach from staff and two questions were raised for discussion between the Boards: 1) Have 
we achieved what we wanted to achieve? and 2) Does the full implementation of the Interlocal 
Agreement achieve substantially more?  Attachment 1 was included in the agenda material 
packets for the joint meeting and summarizes the presentation that staff provided.  Following 
discussion between the boards, it was informally concluded that due to feedback received from 
the public, changes in State annexation law, and achievement of the vision articulated by the 
Agreement, both parties agreed to consider stopping ETJ expansion and formally consider a 
joint resolution amending the Agreement to that effect. 
 
Attachment 2 is a resolution for BOCC consideration amending the Hillsborough-Orange 
Interlocal Land Management Agreement for the Central Orange Coordinated Area.  As noted in 
the following section, the Town Board will also be considering this resolution on May 12, 2014.  
As additional background information, a link to the Interlocal Agreement, which is referenced in 
the resolution, is provided following the summary of next steps below. 
 
Attachment 3 provides copies of the notices that were mailed (week of April 7 – April 11) by 
Town staff to all owners of property located in areas to be potentially affected by the Town’s 
ETJ adjustments, expansion and relinquishment.  These are the same individuals that received 
notice of the Joint Information Meeting conducted in January of this year.  The purpose of the 
notice was to serve as an update on the process and inform property owners of BOCC 
consideration of the resolution at this meeting and subsequent Town Board consideration. 
 
Summary of Next Steps: 2014  

Town considers joint resolution May 12 
 
Town hearing on ETJ ordinance 
reflecting areas to be removed July 17 
 
Town adoption of ETJ ordinance 
reflecting areas to be removed Sept. 8* 
 
County hearing to apply Future Land Use 
classifications and zoning to properties 
removed from ETJ Sept. 8 
 
County Planning Board recommendation Oct. 1 
 
BOCC adoption of Future Land Use 
classifications and zoning for properties 
removed from ETJ Nov. 6 

 
*To become effective 10/01/14 

 
Orange County staff will also be coordinating with Town staff to discuss and develop draft 
water and sewer utility and sidewalk maintenance agreements for future consideration by 
the boards.  Although this is not specifically related to the Interlocal Agreement, it is 
pertinent and indicative of the ongoing joint planning work that is needed to ensure 
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coordinated development in and along the Hillsborough fringe and to help ensure consistent 
messages to the development community.  
 

Link to Additional Material: 
Hillsborough-Orange Interlocal Land Management Agreement- 
http://www.co.orange.nc.us/planning/documents/Hillsborough-
OrangeInterlocalLandManagementAgreement.pdf 
 
FINANCIAL IMPACT:  Other than staff time, there is no financial impact associated with 
considering this resolution.  There will be costs associated with public notification as part of 
subsequent steps when the County considers applying Future Land Use Map Classifications 
and Zoning to properties removed from the ETJ, and funds have been proposed for this 
purpose as part of the FY 2014-15 budget process.  
 
RECOMMENDATION(S): The Manager recommends the Board: 

1. Approve the attached resolution (Attachment 2); and 
2. Authorize the Chair to sign. 
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Attachment 1 
Excerpt from February 27, 2014 

BOCC/Hillsborough Board of Commissioners Joint Meeting Materials 
 
Discussion Points: 
Have we achieved what we wanted to achieve? 

• The lines of communication are open between the two planning department staffs during the 
development review process. 

• The amended Water and Sewer Boundary Agreement memorializes the Urban Services 
Boundary and documents the commitment to the boundary. 

• Unlike twenty or more years ago, the town rarely approves utility extension agreements 
without annexation due to the equity issues regarding paying for the town services used and 
to minimize customers that must pay higher out of town utility rates. 

• Due to local preferences and amendments to the state annexation laws, the town rarely 
annexes using the involuntary process (once in the last 22 years). 

 
Does the full implementation of the Interlocal Agreement achieve substantially more? 

• ETJ is intended to ensure that new development in areas that are likely to be annexed is 
consistent with the development regulation of the annexing community.  Recent changes to 
the annexation laws reduce the likelihood of the proposed ETJ areas being annexed, except 
in the case of major redevelopment.  Moving developed neighborhoods into the ETJ after 
they are developed provides no protection to the residents of the neighborhood and adds 
permitting steps to any project current residents take on (zoning permit from the town 
followed by building permit from Orange County – 2 locations, 2 fees).   

 
• If the intent of adding areas to the town’s ETJ is to ease annexation for neighborhoods 

already being served by town utilities (and lowing their utility bills), this will not be 
effective.  The changes in the state’s annexation laws are a much bigger obstacle than the 
ETJ location.  The town has historically not pursued annexation of neighborhoods under the 
involuntary process.  The town remains willing to discuss annexation with any 
neighborhood or group of property owners interested.  The town has also studied the impact 
of annexation and water rates on houses of various price points to help neighborhoods 
determine what is in their best interest. 

 
• The town is willing to release the 400 acres of ETJ to the County without receiving 

additional acreage in return.  These areas are difficult to serve with utilities and are unlikely 
to be considered for annexation, so releasing them from the ETJ manages expectations more 
clearly.  This process does involve notice and public hearings by both entities. 
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RES-2014-031 
Attachment 2 

 
JOINT RESOLUTION AMENDING THE HILLSBOROUGH-ORANGE INTERLOCAL 

LAND MANAGEMENT AGREEMENT FOR 
THE CENTRAL ORANGE COORDINATED AREA 

 
WHEREAS, in December 2009 the Town of Hillsborough and Orange County entered 

into the Hillsborough-Orange Interlocal Land Management Agreement (the 
“Agreement”) pursuant to which, inter alia, the Town of Hillsborough (“the 
“Town”) and Orange County (the “County”) agreed to establish a method of 
coordinated and comprehensive planning for an area identified in the 
Agreement as the “Central Orange Coordinated Area” (“COCA”);  

 
WHEREAS, the Town and County have memorialized the Urban Services Boundary by 

amending the Water and Sewer Boundary agreement in 2009 to reflect the 
Town’s primary service area; 

 
WHEREAS, North Carolina General Statutes related to annexation procedures have 

changed since the Agreement was adopted, which place further limitations 
on the ability to annex without the consent of property owners; 

 
WHEREAS, adding predominately developed properties into the town’s ETJ would 

provide little to no benefit to the impacted property owners or the town; 
 
WHEREAS, the vision articulated by the Agreement has been achieved and a Joint 

Future Land Use Plan for areas within the Town’s Urban Services 
Boundary was adopted by both parties; 

 
WHEREAS, the Town and County boards met and discussed the concept of stopping 

the process to expand the Town’s ETJ and need to independently consider 
resolutions to this affect; and 

 
WHEREAS, staff has notified all affected property owners of the boards intentions to 

consider resolutions and the date and time of the meeting each board 
would be considering. 

 
NOW THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED that the parties agree to cease implementation 
of the Agreement at completion of Section 2.1, Adoption of Joint Land Use Plan, with 
the exception of the following additional steps: 
 
The town will proceed with releasing approximately 400 acres from the ETJ to align the 
ETJ with the Urban Services Boundary on the west side of town and amend its zoning 
map; 
 
Orange County will amend its Future Land Use Map of the 2030 Comprehensive Plan, 
as well as its zoning map, to include these areas in its jurisdiction; and 
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Orange County will consider amending its 2030 Comprehensive Plan to make any 
necessary references to the Joint Future Land Use Plan for areas within the Town’s 
Urban Services Boundary (and amendments thereto). 
 
The Agreement otherwise remains in effect for its remaining effective period (20-years 
and may thereafter be renewed). 
 
 

Adopted by Orange County:  
 

 This 8th day of May, 2014. 
 
 

   
Barry Jacobs, Chair 
Orange County Board of Commissioners 

  

 
   
Donna Baker 
Clerk to the Orange County Board of 
Commissioners 

 County Seal: 

 
Adopted by the Town of Hillsborough:  
 

 This 12th day of May, 2014. 
 
 

   
Tom Stevens, Mayor 
Town of Hillsborough 

  

 
   
Katherine Cathey 
Town Clerk 

 Town Seal: 
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Town of Hillsborough/Orange County 
Extraterritorial Jurisdiction (ETJ) Adjustments 

Information Update 
 

     
 
April 8, 2014 
 
Dear property owner, 
 
In January, the Town and County hosted a public information meeting about the possibility of 
your property being added to the Town’s ETJ or Extraterritorial Jurisdiction.  The staff and 
elected officials present at that meeting heard clearly from many property owners that there 
would be no benefit to you of being added to the town’s jurisdiction.  The Town and County 
have informally discussed not moving forward with the expansion process pending formal 
discussion and actions at the following meetings.  You are welcome to attend and share any 
concerns or comments you have directly with the elected officials: 
 
May 8  
Board of Orange County Commissioners 
Department of Social Services 
113 Mayo Street 
7:00 PM 
 

May 12 
Hillsborough Town Board 
Town Barn Meeting Room 
101 East Orange St  
7:00 PM 

 
The Boards are expected to consider resolutions at these meetings halting the ETJ 
expansion process.  If these resolutions are adopted, no further action will be taken to 
expand the Town’s ETJ. 
 
 
For questions, contact: 
 
Tom Altieri, AICP, Orange County Comprehensive Planning Supervisor 
919-245-2579, taltieri@orangecountync.gov 
 
OR 
 
Margaret Hauth, AICP, Town of Hillsborough Planning Director 
919-732-1270 ext. 86, margaret.hauth@hillsboroughnc.org 
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Town of Hillsborough/Orange County 
Extraterritorial Jurisdiction (ETJ) Adjustments 

Information Update 
 

     
 
April 8, 2014 
 
Dear property owner, 
 
In January, the Town and County hosted a public information meeting about the possibility of 
your property being released from the Town’s ETJ or Extraterritorial Jurisdiction.  The Town 
and County intend to move forward with the process to release your property from the town’s 
jurisdiction and returning it to Orange County’s planning jurisdiction.  
 
The elected boards will discuss this process at the following meetings and you are welcome 
to attend and share any concerns or comments you have directly with the elected officials: 
 
May 8  
Board of Orange County Commissioners 
Department of Social Services   
113 Mayo Street 
7:00 PM 
 

May 12 
Hillsborough Town Board 
Town Barn Meeting Room 
101 East Orange St  
7:00 PM 

 
If the planned process continues, the Town would conduct a public hearing in July to amend 
its Zoning Map to remove your property from its jurisdiction.  Orange County would follow 
with a public hearing in September to classify your property under its comparable zoning and 
land use designations.  You will receive written notices of both meetings. 
 
 
For questions, contact: 
 
Tom Altieri, AICP, Orange County Comprehensive Planning Supervisor 
919-245-2579, taltieri@orangecountync.gov 
 
OR 
 
Margaret Hauth, AICP, Town of Hillsborough Planning Director 
919-732-1270 ext. 86, margaret.hauth@hillsboroughnc.org 
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Questions and Answers (Q &A) 
Focus on Properties to be Removed from the Town of Hillsborough ETJ 

 
What is an Extraterritorial Jurisdiction (ETJ)? 
The ETJ is an area outside of the Town’s corporate limits over which the town exercises its 
zoning and planning authority. 
 
Why are adjustments to the Town’s ETJ proposed? 
Through a previous joint planning process with Orange County, the Town identified an Urban 
Service Area within which it is anticipated that municipal services will be provided, and within 
which property is expected to be annexed into the Town Limits of Hillsborough as 
development occurs.  It is not expected that Hillsborough will extend water and sewer service 
outside of this Urban Services Area except for reasons of public health, safety, and general 
welfare.  To establish consistency with the Town’s Urban Service Area, properties outside of 
the Urban Services Area but presently within the ETJ are proposed to be removed from the 
ETJ.  
 
How will this affect my current residential property? 
All new additions, decks, porches, fences, pools, storage sheds, etc. will be required to be in 
compliance with the County’s zoning requirements. 
 
How will this affect my current non-residential property? 
All new buildings and/or additions, signs, parking areas, landscaping, etc. will be required to 
be in compliance with the County’s zoning requirements. 
 
How will this affect my undeveloped property? 
All future developments will be subject to the County’s Unified Development Ordinance 
(UDO) requirements including zoning, site plan and subdivision regulation. 
 
Does this change affect the issuance of building permits? 
No.  Orange County Building Inspections currently issues building permits for both areas, 
within and outside the ETJ. 
 
Will police and fire protection change? 
No.  The Orange County Sheriff’s Department and local fire station now serving your area will 
continue to serve your property.   
 
What are the next steps?  
The Orange County Board of County Commissioners will consider a resolution to support the 
Town’s adjustments to its ETJ at its January 23, 2014 meeting.  With a County approved 
resolution, the Town of Hillsborough will schedule a special public hearing, date to be 
determined, to consider adopting an ETJ ordinance and to apply its zoning. 
 
Will I receive additional notification of any future public hearings that may affect the 
zoning of my property? 
Yes.  Counties and Towns are required by law to mail public hearing notices to property 
owners when considering rezoning. 
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ORANGE COUNTY 
BOARD OF COMMISSIONERS 

 
ACTION AGENDA ITEM ABSTRACT 

 Meeting Date: May 8, 2014  
 Action Agenda 
 Item No.   6-j 

 
SUBJECT:   Approval of Emergency Services Strategic Plan 
 
DEPARTMENT:   Emergency Services  PUBLIC HEARING:  (Y/N) No 
  

 
ATTACHMENT(S): 
Emergency Services Strategic Plan  
Follow up to BOCC Questions on 

Emergency Services Strategic Plan 
 

INFORMATION CONTACT: 
       Jim Groves, 245-6140 
        

 
 

 
PURPOSE:  To receive and approve the final version of the Emergency Services Strategic Plan. 
 
BACKGROUND: The Draft OCES Strategic Plan was developed in support of the Orange 
County Board of County Commissioners (BOCC) goals and priorities, the Comprehensive 
Assessment of Emergency Medical Services & 911/Communications Center Operations Study, 
and Orange County Chiefs Association.  
 
It was presented in draft form to the BOCC during the February 11, 2014 work session.  Staff 
also previously provided the attached memorandum in follow-up to the work session discussion.  
Comments and suggestions from the BOCC have been incorporated into the final version of the 
Strategic Plan. 
 
FINANCIAL IMPACT:  It is requested that the Board approve the Strategic Plan.  Any financial 
impact will be presented to the Board during the Capital Investment Plan (CIP) and budget 
approval process. 
 
RECOMMENDATION(S):   The Manager recommends that the Board approve the Strategic 
Plan.   
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Executive Summary 
Orange County Emergency Services (OCES) is comprised of five (5) business program areas.  They are 

identified as the: Administrative Division, Communications Division, Emergency Management Division, 

EMS Division, and Fire Marshal Division. This Strategic Plan has been developed in support of the Orange 

County Board of County Commissioners (BOCC) goals and priorities.  It is intended to build and sustain 

our resiliency in preventing, responding to, and recovering from manmade, technological, and natural 

emergencies and/or disasters.   

This Strategic Plan is designed as a short and long-term guide that will assist OCES leadership in directing 

programmatic efforts within each Division, accomplish results, ensure accountability, and properly 

allocate departmental resources over the next five (5) to seven (7) years.  It was developed in 

collaboration with OCES leadership, OCES staff, and Subject Matter Experts from local and State 

governmental organizations. 

Vision, Mission, Core Values, Guiding Principles, and Strategic Goals 
The vision statement describes OCES’s desired future state for emergency service capabilities.  It is 

where we eventually want to be.  Each Division’s mission statement describes how the vision will be 

achieved by their program area.  

Our Core Values and Guiding 

Principles are identified in the OCES 

ETHOS document, incorporated in 

Appendix A.  The Strategic Goals 

were developed by incorporating 

data from employee brainstorming 

and feedback (p. 6), BOCC goals, 

best practices across the State and 

Nation, Orange County Chiefs 

Association Strategic Plan, and the 

Comprehensive Assessment of 

Emergency Medical Services & 9-1-1 Communication Center Operations Center Assessment report from 

October, 2013 which is incorporated herein by reference. 

The BOCC specific goals include:  

 Goal #1: Ensure a community network of basic human services and infrastructure that 

maintains, protects, and promotes the well-being of all County residents. 

 Goal #2: Promote an interactive and transparent system of governance that reflects community 

values. 

 Goal #4: Invest in quality County facilities, a diverse work force, and technology to achieve a 

high performing County government. 

OCES Vision 

“A Prepared, Coordinated, and Integrated 

Emergency Services System” 
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Introduction 
By definition, a strategic plan aligns an organization’s operations and budget structure with 

organizational goals and priorities.  The OCES Strategic Plan does not describe how OCES will respond to 

an emergency or disaster, but rather focuses our efforts on strategic approaches so that we will be 

better prepared to respond and recover from 

emergencies and disasters. The goal of this effort is to 

develop resiliency and stability within OCES by providing 

a roadmap to our desired end state that incorporates 

coordinated thought, planning, and structure.  It will 

enable the department to continue moving forward in 

each program area, independent of a change in staff due 

to attrition.  It is designed to be a practical, flexible, and 

long-term guide that will direct our efforts in order to 

eventually realize our vision.  

Development Process 
This Strategic Plan was developed during a three (3) month planning period that incorporated multiple 

meetings with OCES senior leadership, SMEs, and staff feedback.  Each meeting was approximately 3-5 

hours in length, and was facilitated by SME’s and senior leadership within OCES.  Some of the SMEs 

attended in person, others provided critical feedback on our goals and objectives.   

The strategic planning process was performed in six (6) steps: 

1. Review of Diamonds and Stones 

2. Vision Development 

3. Identification of Strengths, Weaknesses, Opportunities, and Threats (SWOT analysis) 

4. Mission Statement Development 

5. Goals and Objectives 

6. Approach to implementation (including evaluation of the plan’s effectiveness) 

Diamonds and Stones 

On June 4-6, 2013, Mr. Archie Tew (http://archietew.com) delivered several enlightening leadership and 

organizational change meetings with OCES staff.  One outcome of these meetings included the results of 

several brainstorming sessions that enabled each employee to identify the good and bad of our 

organization in a guilt free, no-fault atmosphere. The document is called “Diamonds and Stones”.  

Diamonds are things that we do well and we should continue to pursue. The Stones are our 

opportunities for improvement.  If we focus intense pressure on the Stones, we can turn them into 

Diamonds.  Key categories in the “Diamond and Stones” document include: Pay, Work/Life Balance, 

Interpersonal Communications, Work/Job Satisfaction, and Facility/Equipment.  

A strategic plan identifies where 

the organization wants to be at 

some point in time in the future, 

and how it plans to get there. 
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Vision Development 

Vision is the picture of how our world will be if we are successful in our work.  It is the end state of 

where we want to be if there are no roadblocks or pitfalls in our way.  It was developed in a 

collaborative effort with everyone in attendance during the first planning meeting. 

SWOT Analysis 

By performing a SWOT analysis, we explored possibilities for new efforts or solutions to existing 

problems. The SWOT analysis guides us to making decisions about the best path for our initiatives, helps 

in determining our priorities and possibilities, and helps determine where change is possible. The SWOT 

analysis was performed both internally and externally. The internal analysis helped us plan for the future 

by identifying how our organization operates right now. It revealed trends, irregularities, limitations, and 

opportunities. It was performed by brainstorming the S-W of SWOT, listing out or actual or perceived 

strengths and weaknesses. The external analysis helped us understand how our organization is 

perceived externally and what potential factors may affect our future. External factors included things 

like the economy, funding trends, demographics, social factors, technology changes, politics, regulatory 

factors, and public or stakeholder opinion.  The external analysis was performed by recalling emails, 

conversations, and other feedback from stakeholders as part of the O-T of SWOT. 

Mission Statement 

Each Division’s mission statement is at the core of why we do the work we do. They identify purpose 

and may include some strategy reflection. Crafting good mission statements was challenging. By 

understanding our Vision and identifying why we do what we do to reach the “end state”, our mission 

statements help formulate our goals and objectives in the Strategic Plan.  Each Division within OCES has 

their own mission statement in support of our Vision. 

Goals and Objectives 

Goals are a clear statement of the mission, specifying the accomplishments to be achieved if the mission 

is to become real.  Goals are outcome based and not process oriented. They clearly state specific and 

measurable outcomes/changes that can be reasonably anticipated as we move toward our “end state”. 

Objectives are even clearer statements of the specific tasks and activities that will be required to achieve 

the goals. They are stated in ways that describe what we will do, and in some instances how we will do 

it. Our objectives address the difference between where we are (“current state”), and where we want to 

be (our Visions “end state”), by spelling out what we will do to get there.  We tried diligently to make 

our objectives SMART: Specific, Measurable, Actionable, Realistic, and Timely.   

Approach 

The approach is a narrative section in the strategic plan where we will spell out and justify our choices 

about goals and objectives.  It explains to the layperson why we chose the path that we chose.  The 

Approach also includes data collection from our action plan that will enable us to determine what is 

working and what is not (are we being successful).  OCES will evaluate our strategic plan at least 

annually, with a new plan anticipated to be created or significantly revised every five (5) years. 
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Employee Survey Results 
This graphic represents the good and the bad (the Diamonds and Stones) of our Department and related 

Divisions.  It was developed utilizing an open source program on the World Wide Web that incorporated each 

component of employee feedback. The terms below helped form our Strategic Goals, Objectives and related 

Tasks.  The largest words are those that were used most often during the employee feedback sessions. As each 

word is reduced in size, it represents that it was used less and less often by the employees.  We concentrate our 

efforts on the large words, and work down towards the small words to eventually realize our Vision. 
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Strategic Goals and Objectives 
Strategic Goals are global concepts that are supported by one (1) or more Objectives.  Each Objective is 

supported by one (1) or more Tasks.  Objectives are realistic and measurable targets that help achieve the Goal. 

Tasks are specific initiatives undertaken that will help achieve the Objective, and are identified as Short-Term (1-

2 years), Mid-Term (2-4 years), and Long-Term (4-7 years) initiatives.  Tasks have been developed as part of this 

Strategic Plan, but are not included here as they may change often based on internal and external influences, 

sometimes beyond our control.  The flexibility built into the Strategic Plan enables each Division to morph or 

change their Tasks while continuing to meet the Objective.  What looks good on paper may not necessarily work 

in real life.  It is imperative to integrate the ability and flexibility to adapt in order to continue making progress.  

Our priorities are driven by life safety, customer satisfaction, employee work/life balance, and work process 

improvements.  Progress will tracked by publically visible Gantt charts in the OCES office, and the form in 

Appendix B.  Each Division will have a chart in their office area, and a master chart will be posted in the 

reception area of the facility. 

ADMINISTRATION DIVISION 

Administration Mission Statement 

The OCES Administrative Division is responsible for delivering superior customer service and support for our 

internal and external customers. 

Approach 

In streamlining the agencies hiring, contract and approval process, the agency becomes more efficient and uses 

less monetary resources.  As a service agency, it is our goal to effectively coordinate and develop community 

partnerships, public education and special event coordination.  In an effort to be innovative, we will use 

technology to efficiently capture, process, and store operational data. As the agency continues to grow, 

Administrative staff will be encouraged to build skill levels through continued education and training.   

 

STRATEGIC GOAL #1 
Effectively Coordinate and Develop Community Partnerships, Public 

Education and Special Event Coordination 

OBJECTIVES 
1. Establish and maintain relationships with supporters and stakeholders, including our 

schools, in order to educate our community in safety and disaster preparedness 
a. Utilize skills of  the County PIO to develop outreach materials 
b. Utilize all members of the Administration Division to support outreach initiatives 
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STRATEGIC GOAL #2 
Build skill through education and training, and formally recognize above and 

beyond achievements of staff 

OBJECTIVES 
1. Internally grow leaders through education and training 
2. Create a process to formally acknowledging outstanding customer service and work ethic 

 

 

STRATEGIC GOAL #3 
Streamline Hiring, Contract and Approval Process 

OBJECTIVES 
1. Eliminate the need for paper documents requiring a physical signature 
2. Restructure and tier the hiring process for E9-1-1 and EMS, to include effectively utilizing 

NEO GOV 
3. Restructure contract routing internal/county-wide 

 

 

STRATEGIC GOAL #4 
Use Technology to Efficiently Capture, Process and Store Data as needed in 

Agency Operations 

OBJECTIVES 
1. Research and solicit qualified vendors for support services  
2. Produce accurate financial information for staff 
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EMS DIVISION 

EMS Mission Statement 

The OCES EMS Division will deploy highly educated, well-trained emergency medical personnel to deliver 

efficient, effective, and excellent care that encompasses the wide range of community health needs. 

Approach 

Orange County EMS will provide highly trained, critically thinking EMS providers equipped with the most up to 

date Emergency Medical Services knowledge, skills and abilities.    The EMS Division is committed to improving 

information dissemination and accessibility to all staff and partner agencies. In order to improve customer 

service and relationships with internal staff and partner agencies, EMS will improve transparency by proving 

accurate and timely performance measures, standard operating guidance with intent and direction. EMS will 

improve employee retention and develop continuity of operations by providing career pathways and 

professional development.  EMS must stay up to date with changing community health needs by participating 

with other health care providers, County Departments, and partner agencies to identify, prioritize, and 

implement community health initiatives.   

 

STRATEGIC GOAL #1 
Build capabilities to support efficient, effective, and excellent care 

OBJECTIVES 
1. Continue implementation of the Emergency Services Workgroup approved Comprehensive 

Assessment of EMS & 9-1-1 Communications Center Operations report 
2. Implement consistent regulatory oversight 
3. Improve dissemination of information for staff on the EMS website 
4. Improve dissemination of information for patients, partner agencies, and doctor's office's 

on the EMS website 
5. Implement professional development pathways 
6. Implement field based medical directors 
7. Increase the operational capacity to deliver EMS services in the community 
8. Improve internal and external communication from the EMS Division 

 

STRATEGIC GOAL #2 
Develop programs to address the wide range of community healthcare needs 

OBJECTIVES 
1. Support high risk community healthcare program strategies 
2. Implement an effective community medicine program  
3. Develop programs to support the medical needs of special operations 
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STRATEGIC GOAL #3 
Deploy highly educated, well-trained personnel 

OBJECTIVES 
1. Develop an efficient and cost-effective education and training model 

a. Implement Field Training Officer (FTO) training to interested employees 
b. Create FTO positions by reclassifying one (1) paramedic position per shift to act in a 

dual role (paramedic/FTO) 
2. Consistently deliver and grow organizational knowledge 
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COMMUNICATIONS DIVISION 

E9-1-1Mission Statement 

The OCES Communications Division is dedicated to provide the vital link between the community and 

emergency services through integrity, leadership, and teamwork. 

Approach 

Our approach provides a road map that will position Orange County’s E9-1-1 System to embrace next generation 

technology, support state and regional collaborative efforts, and stress fiscal responsibility while improving E9-1-

1 services for the agencies and citizens served. This approach also reflects the desire for improving customer 

service, quality of dispatch services, an improved working environment, and a forecast of future needs. 

STRATEGIC GOAL #1 
Improve customer service 

OBJECTIVES 
1. Continue implementation of the Emergency Services Workgroup approved Comprehensive 

Assessment of EMS & 9-1-1 Communications Center Operations report 
2. Deliver exceptional 9-1-1 and non-emergency public safety services  
3. Ensure operational staffing and agency emergency preparedness 
4. Promote 9-1-1 and public safety communication awareness and build and enhance 

partnerships with all stakeholders 

 

STRATEGIC GOAL #2 
Improve business processes 

OBJECTIVES 
1. Ensure compliance with applicable national and state 9-1-1 call taking and dispatching 

standards  
2. Develop Continuity of Operations Plan (COOP) for Orange County's E9-1-1 system to 

ensure local and countywide 9-1-1 access and reliability.  
3. Develop a plan to include all necessary back-up systems needed to sustain E 9-1-1 call 

answering operations and ensure E9-1-1 survivability at a County level. 
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STRATEGIC GOAL #3 
Improve technology for stakeholders and customers 

OBJECTIVES 
1. Provide SunGard CAD interface to all partner agencies 
2. Create a robust and functional radio system that is accessible to all County stakeholders 
3. Create a robust and functional radio paging system that works countywide 
4. Continue to enhance the 9-1-1 system to incorporate future technologies known as, NG9-1-

1 (Next Generation 9-1-1) allowing text, video and the capability of connecting to the 
statewide network 

 

STRATEGIC GOAL #4 
Improve the work environment for employees 

OBJECTIVES 
1. Provide employees with quality education, training and career development  
2. Instill and maintain a professional departmental culture 
3. Identify appropriate and productive communication processes for integrating the various 

generations of employees  
4. Promote healthy living and lifestyle recommendations for public safety employees 
5. Actively attract, recruit and sustain a highly motivated workforce  
6. Restructure the hiring process to focus on tiered learning approach: 

a. Call Taking 
b. Radio Dispatching 
c. Both functions 

7. Revamp the training program to enhance and strengthen critical skills prior to on-the-job 
training 

8. Identify and implement Telecommunicator contracts and psychological testing 
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FIRE MARSHAL DIVISION 

Fire Marshal Mission Statement 

The OCES Fire Marshal Division is dedicated to preserving life, property, and environmental resources through 

education, prevention, investigation and fire code enforcement 

Approach 

The Fire Marshal Division is committed to consistently providing a superior customer service program. As our 

number one goal, we acknowledge that the objectives listed within this goal will align with the Orange County 

Emergency Services ETHOS and the expectations of each individual we interact with on a daily basis. The goals 

and objectives create a snapshot of how we would like our Division to represent itself. Having a basis for outside 

comment will allow us to better serve our partnering agencies and customers alike. Our overall intent for 

identifying the Goals and Objectives in this Strategic Plan is to distribute the most effective fire prevention 

programs, fire protection support and code enforcement capabilities to all of the people in Orange County. 

 

STRATEGIC GOAL #1 
Achieve premier customer satisfaction 

OBJECTIVES 
1. Develop and implement an action plan to identify opportunities to increase customer 

satisfaction. 
2. Critically analyze current fire and life safety guidelines and SOGs for the Fire Marshal 

Division 
3. Develop a professional, comprehensive data management system  
4. Effectively market the Fire Marshal Division’s services  

 

STRATEGIC GOAL #2 
Build strong relationships and consistent collaboration with partner and 

support agencies 

OBJECTIVES 
1. Generate and sustain strong partnerships among fire agencies, community groups, 

regulated and non-regulated industries, governmental agencies, and targeted audiences 
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STRATEGIC GOAL #3 
Augment training for stakeholders 

OBJECTIVES 
1. Increase training opportunities for stakeholders 
2. Evaluate the effectiveness of the Fire Marshal Division’s education and training for 

customers 

 

STRATEGIC GOAL #4 
Enhance effectiveness of internal communications 

OBJECTIVES 
1. Create an internal communication plan to ensure information between administration and 

employees is easily accessible and transparent 
2. Ensure employees have access to critical information and feedback channels are available 

 

STRATEGIC GOAL #5 
Create progressive professional development  

OBJECTIVES 
1. Create an environment of team work and efficiency  
2. Foster an organizational climate where employee diversity is a catalyst for creativity 
3. Transition non-related Fire Marshal Division job duties to the Emergency Management 

Division 

 

STRATEGIC GOAL #6 
Improve budget strategies 

OBJECTIVES 
1. Review service levels and support requirements to identify and establish appropriate 

funding 
2. Develop a budget plan and provide continual review and revision 
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EMERGENCY MANAGEMENT DIVISION 

Emergency Management Mission Statement 

The Emergency Management Division will coordinate with partner agencies to ensure that Orange County is 

prepared to respond to and recover from all natural, technological, and man-made emergencies. We will 

provide the leadership and support to reduce the loss of life and property through an all-hazards emergency 

management program of prevention, mitigation, preparedness, response, and recovery throughout Orange 

County. 

Approach 

Our approach is intended to improve customer service and further enhance the Emergency Management 

Division through the addition of key staff that will be tasked with developing realistic and actionable 

preparedness, response, recovery and mitigation plans.  In addition, our approach will develop better use of 

technology, provide better training for county and stakeholder staff, and increase the ability of community 

leaders to make informed decisions during times of crisis. 

 STRATEGIC GOAL #1 
Develop relevant and actionable Emergency Management plans that are 

validated through exercises and real world implementation 

OBJECTIVES 
1. Add 1 FTE in 14/15 for EM Planner for long term planning development & support 

a. Emergency Operations Plan (revise and update) 
b. Hazard Mitigation Plan (revise and update) 
c. Debris plan (support Solid Waste) 
d. Damage Assessment (new) 
e. THIRA (new) 
f. Recovery Plan (new) 
g. Tactical Interoperable Communications Plan (new) 
h. Nuclear 50 mile ingestion pathway (new) 
i. Active Threat (new) 
j. Standard Operating Guidelines and job aids for EOC (revise based on EOP) 
k. Community Emergency Response Team (CERT) 

2. Revise and update the County Emergency Operations Plan 
3. Reassess the County multi-hazard mitigation plan 
4. Conduct and maintain the Threat and Hazard Identification and Risk Assessment (THIRA) 
5. Conduct a Commodity Flow Study to identify the Hazardous Materials travelling through 

Orange County by rail, highway, and pipeline 
6. Incorporate Public Health plans into the department with the Public Health Preparedness 

Coordinator 
7. Disseminate the new resource manual which replaced the outdated version 
8. Create EOC job aids in support of the EOP  
9. Local Emergency Planning Committee (LEPC) reinvigoration to work with current and 

future local industries on safety and compliance issues. 
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STRATEGIC GOAL #2 
Implement tools to further Incident Command operations and EOC operations 

Countywide 

OBJECTIVES 
1. Improve coordination for on-scene incident management 
2. Reorganize and re-equip the Emergency Operations Center 
3. Develop countywide EOC training tools and technology, including Incident Command 
4. Design, develop and implement exercises for key stakeholders 
5. Coordinate with County departments to make EOC staffing levels three (3) deep 
6. Develop County owned and operated Mobile Command Post capabilities 

 

 

STRATEGIC GOAL #3 
Develop a more robust and better organized logistics section to serve the 

current and growing needs of the department 

OBJECTIVES 
1. Implement supply chain management and organizational tools in the warehouse 

a. Research, obtain, and implement an inventory tracking system 
2. Provide logistical training to warehouse staff 
3. Create Division logistical lead positions for the warehouse to improve supplies quantities, 

tracking, and resource coordination 
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Performance Evaluation 
As the Strategic Plan matures, each Division will develop performance indicators that will be specific to 

each goal.  As the indicators may change fairly rapidly, they are not included in this plan, but will be 

developed separately in support of this plan (Appendix B).  The performance indicators will serve as a 

tool to track the progress of each goal and demonstrate progress of the Strategic Plan implementation. 

Plan Maintenance 
This plan is a living document that will be reviewed at least annually to determine if implementation is 

being successful. It will be updated every five (5) years to reflect new or changing County and 

organizational goals and priorities.  To update the plan, OCES will convene a Task Force of stakeholders 

to review, provide feedback, develop consensus, and revise the contents of the plan.   

Each time the plan receives a major update, it will be presented to the Orange County BOCC for their 

input, feedback, and consensus before implementation occurs. The final plan will be presented to OCES 

stakeholders for their situational awareness. 
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Appendix A - ETHOS 

ETHOS 

Core Values and Guiding Principles 

The distinguishing character, moral nature, or guiding beliefs of a person, group, or 

institution. 

Orange County Emergency Services’ (OCES) goal is to help and support our citizens, visitors, co-

workers, and emergency responders, especially when they are most in need.  OCES personnel 

must be good stewards of county resources, and ensure that our customers—both internal and 

external—are treated fairly and respectfully.  Achieving this goal will occur through formal 

processes, such as personnel policies and training programs, as well as through fair and 

respectful treatment of each other and those that we come in contact with.   

Our personnel across each of the OCES Divisions:  9-1-1, Emergency Management, Emergency 

Medical Services, and Fire Marshal, must exhibit unwavering commitment and support of this 

ETHOS. 

Core Values 

The accepted principles and standards of a person, group, or institution.  The following core 

values will guide our behavior and provide the basis for how our personnel operate and 

interrelate with others.  OCES personnel must be committed to the core values of integrity, 

respect, fairness, and compassion. 

Integrity 

As individuals and as a collective agency, OCES personnel must recognize that integrity is our 

most valuable attribute.  We are obliged as public servants to comply with a range of ethics-

based principles and high standards of conduct.   OCES is an inherently collaborative 

organization; we work daily with a very diverse group of emergency responders, citizens, 

visitors, and community employees.  Our personnel must work diligently to establish productive 

relationships with these groups by earning their trust and always behaving honestly, credibly, 

dependably, and professionally.  Trust is not a right that is given, it must be earned. 

 

19



 

OCES Strategic Plan-2014 

Appendix A - ETHOS 19 

 

Respect 

OCES employees must be committed to treating those whom they serve and those with whom 

they work with fairness, dignity, and compassion.  We do this because morally, it is the right 

thing to do.  We also do this because it develops and maintains sustainable working 

relationships with our stakeholders. OCES personnel must be committed to understanding the 

unique sensitivities of diverse groups and members of our community, and respond 

appropriately by treating everyone without bias or preference. OCES, especially those in a 

leadership role, will support and encourage their fellow co-workers to grow through 

opportunity and empowerment while working as “one” cohesive team.   

Fairness 

The Core Value of fairness extends to the mission of all programs and services provided by 

OCES.  Our personnel must communicate clear and consistent information to our stakeholders, 

listen actively, and consider the viewpoints of our citizens, visitors, emergency responders, and 

co-workers.  Regardless of the outcome of any discussion or decision, all those with whom 

OCES has contact must feel that our personnel listened to their input, and treated them 

respectfully and fairly.   

Compassion 

In dealing with our communities and emergency responders who may be affected by a 

significant emergency or disaster, empathy and compassion are essential qualities that must be 

embodied in our preparedness, response and recovery efforts.  OCES personnel must ensure 

that we focus on the needs of the members of our community, especially those who may have 

special requirements and those who have become most disadvantaged by the incident.  Our 

primary responsibility is to support our citizens, visitors, co-workers and emergency responders 

in caring for those affected by any emergency or disaster, and to provide this support with 

patience, understanding and respect. 

Guiding Principles 

The common framework for how OCES will deliver services and support for our stakeholders.  

These principles are grounded in our Core Values, and further help define how we should view 

ourselves as an organization, as well as how we would like our stakeholders to view OCES. 

These principles should be used to guide our actions, as they are particularly important when 

we face unusual situations where there is little or no clear guidance in policy or procedure.  For 
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OCES personnel, knowing and applying the following Guiding Principles will ensure that we 

constantly and consistently act in accordance with our Core Values. 

Stewardship 

OCES personnel are public servants, entrusted with public resources to perform our critical 

mission areas.  We have ethical, moral and legal obligations to protect these resources and 

ensure they are used effectively and efficiently for their intended purpose.  OCES employees 

are also entrusted with the responsibility to be good stewards of the County’s resources. We 

must take this responsibility very seriously when executing each of our mission areas.  

Engagement 

OCES personnel should actively and regularly engage the whole community of Orange County, 

which includes organizations that may not traditionally have been seen as emergency response 

stakeholders, such as our citizens, visitors, and co-workers.  Informed stakeholders make better 

choices for their organizations, themselves, and their communities.  The process of engagement 

will enable OCES to develop and/or participate in teams that are needed to accomplish our core 

missions. 

Timely, accurate and open information sharing, along with mutual fairness and respect will 

provide the foundation for effective engagement.  OCES must clearly and openly communicate 

the essential elements of our situational awareness to our leadership, to the public, and to our 

emergency services partners in order to form a common operating picture.  We do not only 

want to be on the same sheet of music, we also want to be on the same note. 

Effective engagement means that OCES personnel respect and value the capabilities and 

professionalism that our stakeholders provide.  OCES employees must seek new opportunities 

and innovative ways to include our emergency service partners in critical decision-making 

processes, in addition to collaborating with them during the execution of our daily missions.  

We must also actively engage with our community.  A simple “how are you today?” or “can I 

help you?” or “how are we doing?” will go a long way. 

Teamwork 

As an emergency services organization, our success is dependent on interdisciplinary, 

intergovernmental, and interagency coordination and cooperation.  Understanding that major 

disasters and emergencies may be too complex for any single agency to handle, OCES must be 

prepared to lead and embrace teamwork among our County stakeholders, as well as those 

stakeholders outside of our County lines.  OCES personnel must work hard to maintain and 
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strengthen our relationship with these stakeholders by approaching our work with a “one 

team” mindset, and pursuing every opportunity to support and foster collaborative 

relationships. 

Empowerment 

The nature of OCES’ responsibilities means that all of our personnel must constantly lean 

forward and always be prepared to take informed and decisive action.  Our personnel will be 

empowered to take actions in order to achieve the desired outcomes that are in line with our 

Core Values and Guiding Principles.  Empowerment starts at the top and is shared throughout 

the organization.  The OCES leadership must be able to trust the personnel in our organization, 

authorize them to make decisions, and meet the needs of an incident or event without having 

to constantly request approval from their superiors.  This Guiding Principle reflects the 

understanding that each individual in the OCES organization plays a critical role in the execution 

of our mission.  

Empowerment is achieved when those closest to the need are ready and able to act and make 

informed, prompt decisions based on appropriate authorities, policies, training and experience.  

Empowered decision-making during day-to-day operations, emergencies, and disasters requires 

asking the following questions: 

1. Is the decision lawful? 

2. Does the course of action have the best interest of the customer in mind? 

3. Would I make the same decision if the media or commissioner were right beside me? 

4. Am I willing to be accountable for this decision? 

If the answer to any of these questions is no, then it is most likely the wrong decision. 

Result Oriented 

Getting results means identifying what must be achieved, receiving direction as required, and 

accurately completing the task/assignment on time. We cannot drop the ball. If we say that we 

will do something or be somewhere, then we must do it without delay.  The focus of this 

principle is that our personnel closest to our customers (both internal and external), will deliver 

the OCES mission most efficiently and effectively.  Getting results means to innovate when 

there are roadblocks, and to succeed where there are opportunities.  

Accountability 

OCES personnel must embrace our responsibilities for meeting the needs of our stakeholders, 

while being fully accountable to our citizens, response partners, and to each other.  We will 
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strive to meet the extraordinary needs and demands of our mission areas, even when they are 

encountered in difficult and often harsh conditions.  OCES personnel must accept responsibility 

for accomplishing our missions without complaint, be transparent in our decision-making 

process, and expect to be held highly accountable for the actions we take and decisions we 

make. 

Flexibility 

OCES must anticipate and be prepared to accommodate changes in organizational goals, 

courses of action, and operating environments.  We must also be prepared to adjust quickly as 

our stakeholder needs change, and in fact thrive in this environment and devise innovative 

ways to meet new challenges as they arise.  

As public servants, we must understand that in the event of an emergency or disaster, we may 

be deployed/dispatched/activated with little advance notice.  We may also be asked to work 

irregular hours and perform duties other than those specified in our normal position 

descriptions.  Being prepared to respond to the needs of our community stakeholders quickly 

and enthusiastically is at the heart of what it means to be a member of OCES. 

Preparation 

Preparation is the key to achieving the desired results.  Benjamin Franklin once stated “by 

failing to prepare, you are preparing to fail”.  One of the most important preparation tasks in 

which OCES must continually engage is the act of planning.  OCES must be committed to the 

planning process, while ensuring that our plans are plausible and grounded in reality.  When 

developing plans, OCES will solicit and incorporate input from our stakeholders.  We must 

document what we will do, and then do what we document.  In doing so, we will build 

resiliency and sustainability into our organization. 

OCES’ plans must account for the various elements of Orange County’s population, and focus 

on integrating the functional needs of all community members, not just the average community 

member.  Our plans must also be flexible and readily adaptable to the situation at hand.  

Winston Churchill said “those who plan do better than those who do not plan, even though 

they rarely stick to that plan”.  So, we will plan so that we will do better. 
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Appendix B – Work Plan Template 

OCES DIVISION: 

Goal Resources 
(personnel, 
equipment, 

supplies) 

Responsibility 
(Primary 

person and 
agency) 

Performance 
Measures 

Start 
Date 

End 
Date 

Status as  
of (date): 

 

Goal # 
 
Objective # 
 
Task # 
 
Timeframe: 

      

Goal # 
 
Objective # 
 
Task # 
 
Timeframe: 

      

Goal # 
 
Objective # 
 
Task # 
 
Timeframe: 

      

Description of status: 

 

On Target 

Critical 

Delayed 
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A Prepared, Coordinated, and Integrated Emergency Services System 
Twitter @ocncemergency 

Orange County  
Emergency Services 

 
510 Meadowlands Drive 
Hillsborough, NC 27278 

919.245.6100 

February 27, 2014 
 
 
To: Michael Talbert 
 
From: Jim Groves 
 
Re: Follow up to BOCC questions 
 
 
Mr. Talbert, 

During the OCES Strategic Plan presentation to the BOCC, Mr. Dorosin posed several questions 

that required follow up after the meeting.  Below are the questions along with my proposed 

answers for the BOCC. 

 

1. How are other organizations having success at balancing work/life challenges? 

a. OCES is and will be using a variety of sources to help form and validate our 

proposed solutions to employee work/life balance. These sources include the 

North Carolina 911 Managers Listserv and the National Association of Public-

Safety Communications Officials (APCO) Open Forum Listserv and website that 

provide a wealth of best practices and lessons learned.  We also are looking into 

studies/assessments such as the Oklahoma City employee satisfaction survey and 

shift schedule, which is a very detailed assessment that we would like to model in 

the near future.  Finally, we are working with local programs that are high 

performers such as Johnston County, Buncombe County, and Guilford County to 

determine what works for them and what does not. 

 

2. What are the priorities within the document? 

a. Priorities are identified by their effect on life safety, customer service, and 

employee support and satisfaction. I will revise the Strategic Plan to list highest 

priorities and objectives first in each Division of the organization. 
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3. Do we hear reports back from customers/clients that the responding employees are surly? 

(this referenced staff being tired from overtime)  The Chair paraphrased the question, are 

internal challenges reflected in service delivery? 

a. Yes, we do hear back from customers about employee performance.  These 

reports range from areas that need improvement to kudos.  Most of the feedback is 

received by email or regular mail.  We share both with our employees to help 

them either improve their performance when it is lacking, or sustain and improve 

their performance when they are doing something very good.   

b. In one situation, a video was made through the UNC media group about a patient 

that had one bad encounter with a single employee, but had several very positive 

encounters with others.  I would like to share this video with you and the BOCC 

in support of an initiative in the Strategic Plan called Community Medicine (some 

folks call it Community Paramedics).  It is touching and really shows how we do 

make a difference in people’s day to day lives. 

 

I hope that I’ve adequately answered the questions that were posed by the Board.  Please do not 

hesitate to request further information of clarification on any of these answers. 

 

Best Regards, 

 

 

Jim Groves 

26



 
ORD-2014-020 

ORANGE COUNTY 
BOARD OF COMMISSIONERS 

 
ACTION AGENDA ITEM ABSTRACT 

 Meeting Date: May 8, 2014  
 Action Agenda 
 Item No.  6-k 

 
SUBJECT:   Approval of Purchase of Fourteen (14) LIFEPAK Cardiac Monitors/Defibrillators 

and Budget Amendment #7-B 
 
DEPARTMENT:   Emergency Services PUBLIC HEARING:  (Y/N) No 
  

 
ATTACHMENT(S): 

1. PHYSIO Control Quote 
2. SunTrust Equipment Financing 

Proposal 
 
  
 
 

INFORMATION CONTACT: 
   

  James Groves, 919-245-6140 
  Kim Woodward, 919-245-6133 
  Clarence Grier, 919-245-2453   
   
 
 
 

 
PURPOSE: To approve the purchase of fourteen (14) LIFEPAK cardiac monitors/defibrillators 
and Budget Amendment #7-B. 
 
BACKGROUND: The Emergency Medical Services (EMS) Division of the Emergency Services 
Department (Emergency Services) currently maintains and operates a fleet of fourteen (14) 
LIFEPAK® 12 cardiac monitor/defibrillators.  The department initially purchased these devices in 
1998.  At that time, five paramedic units were deployed daily in the field: including one 
supervisor, one assistant supervisor and three ambulances.  The remaining devices were 
utilized for backup, special events such as football coverage, basketball games and the large, 
annual events such as Halloween and the Hog Day Festival. 
 
The LIFEPAK® 12’s were refurbished approximately six years ago and have been in service for 
over twelve years.  Recently, Emergency Services (ES) received notification from Physio-
Control that the LIFEPAK® 12 model would no longer be serviceable in 2016.  ES has 
researched the current monitor/defibrillators from the top five vendors and has concluded that 
the Physio-Control products continue to provide excellent user interface, serviceability, and 
excellent data integration with the County’s current patient care reporting software. 
 
Physio-control made several improvements on the LIFEPAK® 12 and began offering the 
LIFEPAK® 15 model several years ago.  Physio-control has no current plans to release any 
future models prior to 2016.  The LIFEPAK® 15 monitor/defibrillator is the new standard in 
emergency care for Advanced Life Support (ALS) teams who want the most clinically and 
operationally innovative monitor/defibrillator device available.  The LIFEPAK® 15 integrates 
Masimo Rainbow SET technology that monitors SpO2, Carbon Monoxide and Methemoglobin, 
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includes a metronome to guide CPR compressions and ventilations and provides an option to 
escalate energy to 360 joules to shock the heart.    
 
The LIFEPAK 15 is powered by Lithium-ion battery technology, incorporates the SunVue display 
screen for easy view ability in bright sunlight, and data connectivity to easily and securely collect 
and send patient information.  Similar form factor and user interface with the LIFEPAK® 12 
defibrillator/monitor will ease transition and training costs. 
 
Emergency Services is recommending purchasing the entire replacement fleet so that in-service 
training may occur and crews will not be subject to having to use two different versions of this 
critical medical equipment during high-risk events.  Additionally, Emergency Services is 
recommending the purchase of 14 LIFEPAK® 15’s to accommodate nine active EMS units and 
two EMS Supervisors, leaving seven units for use at special events, equipment service and to 
ensure sufficient equipment availability should failures occur.  This request is based primarily on 
the recommendation included in the Comprehensive Assessment of Emergency Medical 
Services & 911/Communications Center Operations Study, supported by the ES Workgroup and 
accepted by the Board of Commissioners. 
 
Currently, of the 14 LIFEPAK® 12’s that the department has in its inventory, three monitors are 
out of service with various issues with two of these not returning to service without significant 
funding due to breaks in the case that will not allow them to be certified.   
 
The attached equipment estimate, provided by PHYSIO Control, includes the list price for each 
unit, trade-in values given and cash discounts.   
 
FINANCIAL IMPACT: The fourteen (14) cardiac monitors/defibrillators would be purchased with 
installment financing with SunTrust Bank. The terms of the installment financing would be 
$483,174 financed at an interest rate of 1.72% with a term of five years.  The annual debt 
service would be approximately $101,678 per year.  
 
RECOMMENDATION(S): The Manager recommends that the Board approve Budget 
Amendment #7-B, the purchase of 14 cardiac monitors/defibrillators with the use of installment 
financing from SunTrust Bank, contingent upon review and approval of the terms and conditions 
by the County Attorney.  
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Line Catalog # / Description Qty Price Unit Disc Unit Price Ext TotalTrade-In

Quote#:

Rev#:
1-269838739

1
Quote Date:
Sales Consultant: Suzette Haile

FOB:

Terms:

Redmond, WA

None

02/07/2014

Exp Date:Contract:

800-442-1142 x 72014

State of North Carolina, #465B     

Physio-Control, Inc.
11811 Willows Road NE
P.O. Box 97023
Redmond, WA 98073-9723 U.S.A
www.physio-control.com
tel   800.442.1142
fax  800.732.0956

To: Sergeant Christopher Pope
Orange County Emergency Mgmt
PO Box 8181
HILLSBOROUGH, NC 27278
Phone: (919) 245-6126
cpope@co.orange.nc.us

04/14/2014

All quotes subject to credit approval and 
the following terms & conditions

1 99577-001257 - LP15 MONITOR/DEFIB, CPR,
Pace, to 360j, SPO2/CO/MetHb, 12L GL, NIBP,
CO2, Trend, BT

14

THE LIFEPAK 15 IS AN ADAPTIV BIPHASIC FULLY
ESCALATING (TO 360 JOULES) MULTI-PARAMETER
MONITOR/DEFIBRILLATOR .  2 PAIR  QUIK-COMBO
ELECTRODES PER UNIT - 11996-000091,  TEST LOAD
- 21330-001365, IN-SERVICE DVD - 21330-001486 (one
per order) , SERVICE MANUAL CD- 21300-008084 (one
per order)  and SHIP KIT  (RC Cable) 41577-000126 
INCLUDED. HARD PADDLES, BATTERIES AND
CARRYING CASE NOT INCLUDED.

$7,319.00$36,595.00 $26,061.71 $364,864.00$3,214.29

2 11141-000115 - BASE-REDI-CHARGE MOBILE
BATTERY CHARGER

2

BASE- REDI-CHARGE BATTERY CHARGER

$274.80$1,374.00 $1,099.20 $2,198.40$0.00

3 21330-001176 - LI-ION BATTERY 5.7 AMP
HOUR CAPACITY

42

RECHARGEABLE LITHIUM-ION, WITH FUEL GAUGE

$84.80$424.00 $339.20 $14,246.40$0.00

4 11140-000072 - LP15 AC Power Supply 14 $304.80$1,524.00 $1,219.20 $17,068.80$0.00

5 11140-000080 - CABLE-EXTERNAL POWER,
EXTENSION

14

CABLE-EXTERNAL POWER, EXTENSION

$54.80$274.00 $219.20 $3,068.80$0.00

6 11140-000015 - AC POWER CORD 16 $14.60$73.00 $58.40 $934.40$0.00

7 11140-000052 - LP 15 ADAPTER- REDI-
CHARGE BATTERY CHARGER

6

LP 15 ADAPTER- REDI-CHARGE BATTERY CHARGER

$37.00$185.00 $148.00 $888.00$0.00

8 11171-000049 - RAINBOW DCI ADT
REUSABLE SENSOR, REF 2696

14

RAINBOW DCI ADT REUSABLE SENSOR, REF 2696

$159.20$796.00 $636.80 $8,915.20$0.00

9 11160-000003 - NIBP CUFF-
REUSEABLE,CHILD

14 $4.80$24.00 $19.20 $268.80$0.00

10 11160-000007 - NIBP CUFF-
REUSEABLE,LARGE ADULT

14 $6.40$32.00 $25.60 $358.40$0.00
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Quote Products (continued)

AC:Line Catalog # / Description Qty Price Unit Disc Unit Price Ext TotalTrade-In

Quote#:

Rev#:
1-269838739
1

Quote Date: 02/07/2014

11 11577-000002 - LIFEPAK 15 Basic Carry Case
w/ right & left pouches

14

Includes shoulder strap 11577-000001

$56.80$284.00 $227.20 $3,180.80$0.00

12 11220-000028 - Top Pouch 14
Storage for sensors and electrodes. Insert in place of
standard paddles.

$10.00$50.00 $40.00 $560.00$0.00

13 11260-000039 - LP15 Rear Pouch for carrying
case

14 $14.60$73.00 $58.40 $817.60$0.00

14 99428-000248 - LIFENET ASSET - 3YR, PER
DEVICE

18

LIFENET ASSET - 3YR, PER DEVICE

$23.52$147.00 $123.48 $2,222.64$0.00

15 80596-000003 - TrueCPR Coaching Device 19
Includes TrueCPR device, USB cable for data download,
2 batteries and Instructions for Use.  Limited one year
warranty.

$323.10$1,795.00 $1,471.90 $27,966.10$0.00

16 11260-000044 - TrueCPR Carry Case 19 $13.50$75.00 $61.50 $1,168.50$0.00

17 TCPR-WE - TrueCPR Extended Warranty 19
Adds four additional years of limited warranty coverage.
Must be purchased at point of sale.  Not eligible for
renewal.

$45.00$250.00 $205.00 $3,895.00$0.00

GRAND TOTAL $483,173.81

ESTIMATED TAX
ESTIMATED SHIPPING & HANDLING

$30,551.97
$0.00

SUB TOTAL $452,621.84

Product

Trade-in Detail

Qty Unit Value Total Value

Pricing Summary Totals

List Price: $620,888.00
Trade-ins: - $45,000.00
Cash Discounts: - $123,266.16
Tax + S&H: + $30,551.97

$483,173.81GRAND TOTAL FOR THIS QUOTE
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Notes:

Ref. Code:  CH/00300502/1-4925ID

PHYSIO-CONTROL, INC. REQUIRES WRITTEN
VERIFICATION OF THIS ORDER.A PURCHASE ORDER IS
REQUIRED ON ALL ORDERS $10,000 OR GREATER BEFORE
APPLICABLE FREIGHT AND TAXES.THE UNDERSIGNED IS
AUTHORIZED TO ACCEPT THIS ORDER IN ACCORDANCE
WITH THE TERMS AND PRICES DENOTED HEREIN. SIGN TO
THE RIGHT:

____________________________________________________
CUSTOMER APPROVAL (AUTHORIZED SIGNATURE)
____________________________________________________
NAME
____________________________________________________
TITLE
____________________________________________________
DATE

TO  PLACE AN ORDER, PLEASE FAX  A COPY OF THE QUOTE AND PURCHASE ORDER TO: 
# 800-732-0956, ATTN:  REP  SUPPORT  

Taxes, shipping and handling fees are estimates only and are subject to change at the time of order. Shipping and handling applies to ground 
transport only. Physio-Control will assess a $10 handling fee on any order less than $200.00.

Above pricing valid only if all items in quote are purchased (optional items not required). 
To receive a trade-in credit, Buyer agrees to return the trade-in device(s) within 30 days of receipt of the replacement device(s) to Physio-
Control’s place of business or to an authorized Physio-Control representative. Physio-Control will provide instructions for returning the
device(s) and will pay for the associated shipping cost.

In the event that trade-in device(s) are not received by Physio-Control within the 30-day window, Buyer acknowledges that this quote shall
constitute a purchase order and agrees to be invoiced for the amount of the trade-in discount. Invoice shall be payable upon receipt. 

Items listed above at no change are included as part of a package discount that involves the purchase of a bundle of items. Buyer is solely
responsible for appropriately allocating the discount extended on the bundle when fulfilling any reporting obligations it might have.

If Buyer is ordering service, Buyer affirms reading and accepts the terms of the Physio-Control, Inc. Technical Service Support Agreement
which is available from your sales representative or http://www.physio-control.com/uploadedFiles/products/service-
plans/TechnicalServiceAgreement.pdf

10 LIFEPAK 12 fully loaded trade ins under service contract.

Trade-in values are a function of the market value and the condition of the device at the time of trade in, thus values may be subject
to change. Please note that device serial numbers are required at time of order.
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Physio-Control, Inc.'s acceptance of the Buyer's order is expressly conditioned on  product availability and the Buyer's assent to the terms
set forth in this document and its attachments. Physio-Control, Inc. agrees to furnish the goods and services ordered by the Buyer only on
these terms, and the Buyer's acceptance of any portion of the goods and services covered by this document shall confirm their acceptance
by the Buyer. These terms constitute the complete agreement between the parties and they shall govern any conflicting or ambiguous terms
on the Buyer's purchase order or on other documents submitted to Physio-Control, Inc. by the Buyer. These terms may only be revised or
amended by a written agreement signed by an authorized representative of both parties.

TERMS OF SALE
General Terms

Pricing
Unless otherwise indicated in this document, prices of goods and services covered by this document shall be Physio-Control, Inc. standard
prices in effect at the time of delivery. Prices do not include freight insurance, freight forwarding fees, taxes, duties, import or export permit
fees, or any other similar charge of any kind applicable to the goods and services covered by this document. Sales or use taxes on
domestic (USA) deliveries will be invoiced in addition to the price of the goods and services covered by this document unless Physio-
Control, Inc. receives a copy of a valid an exemption certificate prior to delivery. Please forward your tax exemption certificate to the Physio-
Control, Inc. Tax Department P.O. Box 97006, Redmond, Washington 98073-9706.

Unless otherwise indicated in this document or otherwise confirmed by Physio-Control, Inc. in writing, payment for goods and services
supplied by Physio-Control, Inc. shall be subject to the following terms: 
•     Domestic (USA) Sales - Upon approval of credit by Physio-Control, Inc., 100% of invoice due thirty (30) days after invoice date. 
•     International Sales - Sight draft or acceptable (confirmed) irrevocable letter of credit. 
Physio-Control, Inc. may change the terms of payment at any time prior to delivery by providing written notice to the Buyer. 

Payment

Delivery
Unless otherwise indicated in this document, delivery shall be FOB Physio-Control, Inc. point of shipment and title and risk of loss shall pass
to the Buyer at that point. Partial deliveries may be made and partial invoices shall be permitted and shall become due in accordance with
the payment terms. In the absence of shipping instructions from the Buyer, Physio-Control, Inc. will obtain transportation on the Buyer’s
behalf and for the Buyer's account.

Delays
Delivery dates are approximate. Physio-Control, Inc. will not be liable for any loss or damage of any kind due to delays in delivery or non-
delivery resulting from any cause beyond its reasonable control, including but not limited to, acts of God, labor disputes, the requirements of
any governmental authority, war, civil unrest, terrorist acts, delays in manufacture, obtaining any required license or permit, and Physio-
Control, Inc. inability to obtain goods from its usual sources. Any such delay shall not be considered a breach of Physio-Control, Inc. and the
Buyer's agreement and the delivery dates shall be extended for the length of such delay.

Patent & Indemnity
Upon receipt of prompt notice from the Buyer and with the Buyer’s authority and assistance, Physio-Control, Inc. agrees to defend,
indemnify and hold the Buyer harmless against any claim that the Physio-Control, Inc. products covered by this document directly infringe
any United States of America patent.

Inspections and Returns 
Claims by the Buyer for damage to or shortages of goods delivered shall be made within thirty (30) days after shipment by providing Physio-
Control, Inc. with written notice of any deficiency. Payment is not contingent upon immediate correction of any deficiencies and Physio-
Control, Inc. prior approval is required before the return of any goods to Physio-Control, Inc. Physio-Control, Inc. reserves the right to charge
a 15% restocking fee for returns. The Physio-Control Returned Product Policy is located at 
http://www.physio-control.com/uploadedFiles/support/ReturnPolicy_3308529_A.pdf.

Warranty
Physio-Control, Inc. warrants its products in accordance with the terms of the standard Physio-Control, Inc. product warranty applicable to
the product to be supplied. Physio-Control, Inc. warrants services and replacement parts provided in performing such services against
defects in accordance with the terms of the Physio-Control, Inc. service warranty set forth in the Technical Service Support Agreement. The
remedies provided under such warranties shall be the Buyer’s sole and exclusive remedies. Physio-Control, Inc. makes no other warranties,
express or implied, Including, without limitation, NO WARRANTY OF MERCHANTABILITY OR FITNESS FOR A PARTICULAR PURPOSE,
AND IN NO EVENT SHALL PHYSIO-CONTROL, INC. BE LIABLE FOR INCIDENTAL, CONSEQUENTIAL, SPECIAL OR OTHER
DAMAGES. 

Miscellaneous
a) The Buyer agrees that products purchased hereunder will not be reshipped or resold to any persons or places prohibited by the laws of
the United States of America. b) Through the purchase of Physio-Control, Inc. products, the Buyer does not acquire any interest in any
tooling, drawings, design information, computer programming, patents or copyrighted or confidential information related to said products,
and the Buyer expressly agrees not to reverse engineer or decompile such products or related software and information. c) The rights and
obligations of Physio-Control, Inc. and the Buyer related to the purchase and sale of products and services described in this document shall
be governed by the laws of the State of Washington, United States of America. All costs and expenses incurred by the prevailing party
related to enforcement of its rights under this document, including reasonable attorneys fees, shall be reimbursed by the other party.

Service Terms
All device service will be governed by the Physio-Control, Inc. Technical Services Support Agreement which is available from your sales
representative or http://www.physio-control.com/uploadedFiles/products/service-plans/TechnicalServiceAgreement.pdf. All devices that are
not under Physio-Control Limited Warranty or a current Technical Service Support Agreement must be inspected and repaired (if necessary)
to meet original specifications at then-current list prices prior to being covered under a Technical Service Support Agreement. If Buyer is
ordering service, Buyer affirms reading and accepts the terms of the Technical Service Support Agreement.
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Attachment 2 

 

SUMMARY OF TERMS AND CONDITIONS 

Lessee:  Orange County, NC (“Lessee”). 

Lessor: SunTrust Equipment Finance & Leasing Corp. (“Lessor”). 

Property Subject to Lease:  Various equipment (the “Property”). 

Maximum Principal 
Component: 

$500,000 

Interest Rate: Option 1 (prepayment at 101% of outstanding balance):  
1.72%   

Option 2 (prepayment at 100% of outstanding balance:  
1.92% 

The above-referenced Interest Rates will be subject to 
upward adjustment during the Term in the event of a default 
by the Lessee.   

Lease Term:  59 months (the “Term”) 

Anticipated 
Commencement Date: 

6/1/14 

Payment Frequency: Annual payments commencing 5/1/15.  Based on the 
anticipated commencement date identified above, a proposed 
payment schedules are attached.   The attached separate 
schedules will be combined under a single schedule at 
closing. 

Structure: Lease/purchase financing under a Master Lease/Purchase 
Agreement and an Equipment Schedule (the “Agreement”).  
Rental payments will be subject to annual appropriation. 

Lessee will be responsible for all costs and expenses 
associated with operation, maintenance, taxes and insurance.  

Security: A security interest in the Property. 

Prepayment: Option 1:  Prepayable in whole on any payment date at 101%  
of the amount prepaid. 

Option 1:  Prepayable in whole on any payment date at 100% 
of the amount prepaid. 
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Attachment 2 

Issuance Costs: Lessee will pay a documentation fee of $100 plus UCC fees.  

Tax Status: The Interest Rate has been established on the assumption that 
Lessee is a state or political subdivision within the meaning 
of Section 103 of the Internal Revenue Code, and that 
therefore interest will be exempt from federal income tax.  
Lessee will make customary representations, warranties and 
covenants to establish and maintain the exemption.  If 
qualified, Lessee will designate the Agreement as “bank 
qualified.”  If the interest component of rental payments is 
determined to be taxable, Lessee will pay Lessor on demand 
such amounts (including additional interest, fines, penalties 
and other additions to tax) as will restore to Lessor its 
contemplated after-tax yield on the financing. 

The Interest Rate will be subject to upward adjustment 
during the Term if the federal corporate income tax rate is 
reduced (or the benefit of the interest income exclusion 
capped) to account for the reduced value of the interest 
income exclusion to Lessor.   

Opinions: Lessee will deliver an opinion of its counsel in form and 
substance satisfactory to Lessor. 

All opinions shall expressly provide that successors and 
assigns of Lessor may rely on them. 

Documentation: Lessor’s standard form documentation, which such proposed 
changes as Lessor may approve in its sole discretion. 

Funding: An escrow account at SunTrust Bank will be established to 
hold the financing proceeds.  Monies in escrow will be 
disbursed from time to time, upon delivery of documentation 
specified in the escrow agreement and approval of Lessor, to 
pay costs of the Property.  Lessee will pay a $250 fee for the 
account set up and administration.  The fee will be paid for 
out of the escrow earnings.  However, in the event the 
escrow account does not earn sufficient interest to pay the 
escrow fee, the Lessee agrees to pay the shortfall amount.  
Any excess interest earnings above $250 will be for the 
benefit of the Lessee. 
 
If Lessee intends to be reimbursed for any equipment cost 
associated with the Agreement, intent for reimbursement 
from the proceeds of the Agreement must be evidenced, and 
must qualify under the Treasury Regulation Section 1.150.2. 
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Market Disruption: 

 

 

 

Credit Approval: 

Notwithstanding anything contained herein to the contrary, 
in the event any material change shall occur in the financial 
markets after the date of this proposal, including but not 
limited to any governmental action or other event which 
materially adversely affects the extension of credit by banks, 
leasing companies or other lending institutions, Lessor may 
modify the indicative pricing described above. 

This proposal is subject to credit approval. 

Proposal Expiration: This proposal expires on April 17, 2014, if not awarded to 
Lessor by a written notification on or before that date.  If so 
awarded, Lessor will honor the quoted rate for a closing on 
or before June 1, 2014.  
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ORANGE COUNTY 
BOARD OF COMMISSIONERS 

 
ACTION AGENDA ITEM ABSTRACT 

 Meeting Date: May 20, 2014  
 Action Agenda 
 Item No.  6-l 

 
SUBJECT:   Renewal of Interlocal Agreement for Little River Park (Durham County) 
 
DEPARTMENT:   Environment, Agriculture, 

Parks and Recreation 
(DEAPR) 

PUBLIC HEARING:  (Y/N) No 

  
 

ATTACHMENTS: 
Proposed Revised Agreement 
  
  
 

INFORMATION CONTACT:        
   David Stancil, 919-245-2510 
    
      
 

 
PURPOSE:  To consider renewal of the interlocal agreement governing the operation, 
management and budgeting/financing for Little River Regional Park and Natural Area, a joint 
park with Durham County. 
 
BACKGROUND:  In December 2005 Little River Regional Park and Natural Area was opened 
to the public as a joint initiative of Orange County and Durham County.  The 391-acre park is 
located along Guess Road and lies in both counties, with 155 acres and the park entry and 
public access in Orange County.  
 
An interlocal agreement was first created and signed in 2003 to govern the planning, budgeting, 
operation and maintenance of the park, which has been renewed on two occasions.  Orange 
County continues to operate the park on behalf of the two counties. 
 
The current agreement expires on June 30, 2014.  Staffs and attorneys from the two counties 
have worked to update the agreement and make minor revisions to the provisions within.  The 
proposed revised agreement is attached.  Other than minor wording changes, the only changes 
of note are in Section II (Budget) on page 3 of the agreement (see numbers at the bottom of the 
page), where language has been modified to allow the accumulation of donation and grant 
funds over multiple fiscal years.  Under previous provisions, any such funds had to be 
expended in the fiscal year received.  Many of the capital and operating needs of the park are 
not annual in nature, and would benefit from allowing funds to accrue over multiple years and 
be available for use as needed.  Similar language was added to Section IV (Park Caretaker 
Residence) to allow rent for the caretaker house to accumulate for the same reasons. The 
duration of the agreement has also been revised to be five years (previously three). 
 
The draft agreement is also being considered by the Durham County Attorney and Durham 
County Board of Commissioners.  The Durham County Board will consider the agreement at a 
May or early-June meeting.  This would be a five-year agreement, needing renewal by June 
2019. 
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FINANCIAL IMPACT:  The agreement as proposed continues the financing and budgeting 
provisions in place for the previous 11 years, with the exception of new language on pages 3 
and 6 of the agreement that allow donations, caretaker rent and grant funds to accrue over 
multiple fiscal years.  The total budget for Little River Regional Park and Natural Area for FY 
2013-14 was $144,072. 
 
RECOMMENDATIONS:   The Manager recommends that the Board approve the renewal of the 
interlocal agreement with Durham County, and authorize the Manager to sign the agreement 
once it has been approved by both boards.  If any changes to the Agreement are proposed by 
Durham County, the revised agreement will be brought back before the Board for further action. 
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STATE OF NORTH CAROLINA     
COUNTY OF ORANGE    INTERLOCAL AGREEMENT FOR THE 
and       OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE OF  
COUNTY OF DURHAM    LITTLE RIVER REGIONAL PARK AND 
       NATURAL AREA 
 
 
 

This INTERLOCAL AGREEMENT, hereinafter referred to as “Agreement,” is hereby 
made and entered into this the 12th day of December, 201120th day of May, 2014, by and 
between ORANGE COUNTY, hereinafter referred to as “Orange County,” and DURHAM 
COUNTY, hereinafter referred to as “Durham County,” pursuant to N.C. Gen. Statute 160A-460 
et seq., and other applicable laws. 
 

WITNESSETH: 
 

WHEREAS, Orange County and Durham County own certain adjacent property known 
collectively as Little River Regional Park and Natural Area, (hereinafter referred to as “Park”), 
of which 136 acres are located in Orange County and 255 acres are located in Durham County, a 
map of which property is attached hereto as Exhibit A; and  
 

WHEREAS, Orange County and Durham County have agreed to make the Park available 
for low-impact outdoor recreational purposes, including picnic areas, play meadows, nature 
study, walking trails, and other recreational uses; and 
 

WHEREAS, Orange County and Durham County have agreed to monitor and protect 
sensitive natural and cultural resources known to exist on the Park property; and 
 

WHEREAS, Orange County and Durham County desire to share revenues and expenses 
equally for the joint use and mutual benefit of the citizens of both counties; and  
 

WHEREAS, Orange County and Durham County agree that Orange County should 
operate and maintain the park to the mutual benefit of citizens of both counties during the term 
of this Agreement and any subsequent extended term thereof, pursuant to N.C. Gen. Statute 
160A-355, N.C. Gen. Statute 160A-460 et seq., and other applicable law. 
 
NOW, THEREFORE, in consideration of the mutual covenants, promises and agreements 
contain herein, the parties hereto agree as follows: 
 
I.  General  
 
1. Park Name.  The official name of the Park shall be “Little River Regional Park and Natural 

Area.” Orange County will install a prominent sign, consistent with Orange County zoning 
regulations, at the entrance to the park indicating that name as approved by both counties and 
included in the Park Master Plan. In some instances, the name may be shortened to the “Little 
River Park”. 

Formatted: Superscript
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2. Park Master Plan. The A park Master Plan shall be developed jointly by Orange and Durham 

Ccounties so as to incorporate all property and facilities within the Park, both existing and 
proposed. The Master Plan, when amended shall be presented to both Bboards of Ccounty 
Ccommissioners (hereinafter collectively referred to as “Boards”) for approval.    
 
The Master Plan shall include adopted functional uses, a general land use map that depicts 
existing site constraints and locations for proposed phasing of Park improvements and 
general programming.  The Master Plan shall acknowledge and incorporate existing park 
development.  
 

3.  Management Plan. A Management Plan will be developed jointly by Orange and Durham 
Ccounties.  This document will accompany the Master Plan and will also be presented to 
both Boards for approval.   

 
 The Management Plan is a long-term stewardship and general programmatic usage document 

detailing management of the natural, biological, cultural and man-made features of the park, 
in keeping with the Master Plan goals. 

 
4.  Names on Park Facilities. Any formal naming of park amenities (e.g., trails, shelters, etc.) or 

acknowledgment of people or entities on signage (e.g., project partners, monetary 
contributors, etc.) will be in accordance with a joint naming policy to be developed and 
approved by both Boards as a part of the Management Plan. 

 
5.  Ownership. The land shall continue to be owned as separate parcels with Orange County 

owning the 136 acres located in Orange County and Durham County owning the 255 acres 
located in Durham County.  

 
a) Conservation Easements. Both counties recognize that the Park was acquired with 

grants from the NC Clean Water Management Trust Fund and NC Parks and 
Recreation Trust Fund and that there are conservation easements in place 
encumbering the property as a result of those grants.  The conservation easements 
are recorded at the Orange County Register of Deeds, Book 2198 Page 256 and at 
the Durham County Register of Deeds, Book 3027 Page 194.    

 
b) Access Easements. Any access easements acquired for the public use of adjacent 

private property shall be approved by both Boards.   
 
c) Additional LandTracts. As opportunities develop in the future, additional land 

areas tracts may be considered by the two counties for potential acquisition to 
expand the park boundaries. Amendments to the Master Plan to include the 
additional land tract(s) will be initiated through the joint county staff with 
recommendations to both Boards for approval.  If the proposed additional land 
tract(s) requires additional costs for maintenance and/or operations, then the 
additional cost of maintenance and/or operations shall be negotiated and approved 
by both Boards. If, however, the additional land tract(s)  is located in only one of 
the counties, and its acquisition would will have no financial impact on costs 
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associated with Park operations and maintenance, then the purchase of the each 
proposed land tract may be made by the Ccounty in which where the land tract is 
located. if the tract is located in only one of the Counties. If the land tract is 
located in both Ccounties, both Boards must approve the purchase and must 
approve the manner in which title to the land tract is conveyed.  
 

II.  Park Management  
 

1. Allowed Uses. The Park shall be open and available to the general public regardless of race, 
gender, color, creed, age, disability, familial status, marital status, veteran status, political or 
religious affiliation or national origin. Orange County and Durham County, through their 
respective Boards, with input from a citizen advisory committee and other members of the 
public, have agreed on what uses will and will not be allowed in the Park.  Modification of 
the approved uses will be considered through the joint county staff and recommended for 
consideration and approval by the Boards. 

 
2.  Annual Objectives.:  Operations at the Park shall be guided by a jointly approved set of 

priorities and actions developed by fiscal year in conjunction with the annual budget.  The 
Annual Objectives may be modified as needed throughout the year based on agreement from 
both counties.  The Annual Objectives should specify major new capital projects, major 
maintenance or operational issues, general programming and other activities.  Orange and 
Durham staff will meet twice annually to discuss the budget and objectives. Annual 
objectives shall be consistent with the approved Management Plan and Ppark Master Plan. 

 
3.  Park Policies and Regulations.  Orange County and Durham County, through their Boards, 

shall approve all rules, regulations, ordinances, policies, and fees, contained in Operational 
Guidelines to be implemented by Orange County and where necessary by Orange County 
and Durham County in the operation and management of the Park, unless specifically 
otherwise provided for in this Agreement. The policies and regulations may be amended 
from time to time by mutual agreement and approval of the Boards.   

 
4.  Budget.  The Orange and Durham County Managers, or their designees shall meet to consider 

and make recommendations regarding an annual budget for the operation of the Park, and a 
capital budget for periodic capital expenditures. The annual budget should be based on 
proposed aAnnual oObjectives as detailed above.  The capital budget shall include proposed 
capital improvements to be made to the Park within the next fiscal year. However, donations 
of monies received for Little River Park, or other earmarked funds for park capital and 
operating expenses may be deposited into a special account to allow for accumulation of said 
funds and expenditures as needed over a period of multiple fiscal years.  The 
recommendations of the County Managers shall be submitted to their respective Boards.  The 
Boards shall each consider such budget recommendations and take such action as deemed 
appropriate. If the Boards do not both agree to the annual budget as submitted by the County 
Managers, the County Managers shall meet again to try to create another budget proposal, 
and the Boards shall again attempt to come to agreement. The failure of the respective 
Boards to agree upon an annual budget after a second attempt shall be grounds for 
terminating this Agreement. Transfers between FY budgetary line items of up to $1,000 can 
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may be made administratively by Orange County; transfers over $1,000 require the consent 
from the Durham County Manager or his designee.    

 
5.  Annual Reports. Reports on the activities in the park may be prepared annually (or as 

otherwise needed) for presentation as needed by Durham and/or Orange Ccounties. Any 
reports prepared for presentation by one county should be shared with the other county.    

 
III. Park Funding.   
 
1. Annual Operations.  All operating and maintenance costs of the Park shall be shared equally 

by both counties (Orange County 50% and Durham County 50%). Orange County shall be 
responsible for operating and maintaining the Park and shall invoice Durham County twice 
annually for 50% of the actual operating and maintenance costs, including building and 
grounds maintenance, personnel costs, indirect costs, property insurance and any other costs 
incurred to properly operate and maintain the Park. Notwithstanding the foregoing, Durham 
County shall not share in the cost to repair damage to the Park and its facilities caused by the 
intentional or gross negligent acts and omissions of Orange County personnel or its 
contractors in the performance of their obligations rendered pursuant to this Agreement. 
Orange County shall not share in the cost to repair damage to the Park and its facilities 
caused by the intentional or gross negligent acts and omissions of Durham County personnel 
or its contractors in the performance of their obligations rendered pursuant to this Agreement. 
In no event shall the amount invoiced exceed the budgeted amount for the Park in the then 
current fiscal year. 

 
2.  Emergency Expenses.  Amounts budgeted for the Park as part of each county’s annual 

budget may be increased to cover unforeseen and unbudgeted expenses. Such unforeseen and 
unbudgeted expenses shall be invoiced as provided here but only after it is approved by both 
County Managers and both Boards as an amendment to the applicable Park budget. Provided, 
however, emergency repairs (as defined herein) needed may be undertaken after their cost is 
approved in writing by both County Managers. For purposes of this Agreement, the term 
“emergency repair(s)” shall mean those repairs made necessary as the result of natural 
occurrences that acts of God which repairs cannot be postponed for approval of a budget 
amendment by both Boards. After the costs are approved by the County Managers, both 
Boards shall be presented with said emergency repair costs as an amendment to the 
applicable Park budget at the next regularly scheduled Board meeting of each Board.  Each 
Ccounty will provide to the other Ccounty detailed accounting of both direct and indirect 
costs for reconciliation purposes. Insurance reimbursement for repairs shall be accounted for 
in the applicable Park budget and made a part of the reconciliation. 

 
3.  Alternate County Expenses.  

a. Single County Expenses.  Notwithstanding the foregoing, either Ccounty may budget 
and/or expend funds for Park activities which the other Ccounty will not or cannot 
approve, so long as such expenditure or any portion thereof is not invoiced to the 
other Ccounty for reimbursement or charged against the other Ccounty as an 
expenditure.  Such unshared expenditures shall not be considered a part of the Park 
budget and shall not become a cost to be reimbursed. Any such activities financed by 
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one Ccounty must still be an approved as an activity by both Ccounties, and shall be 
in accordance with the Master Park Plan. 

  
b. Alternate County Funding. By mutual agreement, any activity(ies) may be funded by 

the two Ccounties using a cost-sharing ratio other than 50/50 if mutually agreed to in 
writing in advance of the activity.  

 
4.  Capital Costs. Capital costs of the Park shall be shared equally by both counties (Orange 

County 50% and Durham County 50%) and paid for as provided in sSection III.6. of this 
Agreement, herein.  Notwithstanding the foregoing, either Ccounty may budget and/or 
expend funds for jointly approved capital investment projects for the Park, for which the 
other County will not or cannot approve funding for, so long as such expenditure or any 
portion thereof is in accordance with the Park Master Plan, and not invoiced to the other 
Ccounty for reimbursement or charged against the other Ccounty as an expenditure. Such 
unshared expenditures shall not be considered a part of the Park budget and shall not become 
a cost to be reimbursed in the event of termination. 

 
5.  Park Revenues.  Except as other otherwise provided for, aAll revenues generated from 

operation of the Park shall be shared equally by the two counties (Orange County 50% and 
Durham County 50%). Revenues shall be collected, when due, by Orange County, netted 
against operating and maintenance costs of the Park and designated as a set off on the invoice 
from Orange County to Durham County provided for in Section III of this Agreement.  

 
6.  Review and Reconciliation. At the end of each fiscal year, the Finance Directors of both 

Ccounties shall conduct a review and reconciliation of amounts paid and payable under this 
Agreement. Such adjustments or payments as may be necessary to effectuate the 
reconciliation agreed upon by the Finance Directors of both Ccounties shall be made 
promptly made.  Reconciliation shall be completed prior to October 15 of each year. 

 
 

IV. Park Operations  
 

1. Park Operation and Maintenance.  During the term of this Agreement, Orange County shall 
manage the Park according to the terms of this Interlocal Agreement, jointly-approved 
Operating Guidelines, and jointly-approved Annual Objectives, and shall provide operation 
and maintenance services customarily provided for in the management of a park.  Orange 
County shall do and perform any and all things reasonably necessary for the pleasure, 
comfort, service and convenience of those who use the Park, as well as to protect and 
preserve the natural resources and facilities within the Park.    

 
a) Maintenance of Grounds.  Maintenance of the Park grounds shall be performed by 

employees of Orange County or contractors as necessary to ensure proper and 
adequate maintenance. All contract maintenance costs shall be documented and 
accounted for as provided in Section III of this Agreement. 
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b) Maintenance of Buildings.  Maintenance of all buildings and structures located on 
Park property shall be performed by employees of Orange County or contractors as 
necessary to ensure proper and adequate maintenance. 

 
c) Personnel.  Personnel at the Park will be Orange County employees or independent 

contractors employed by Orange County under the jurisdiction of Orange County and, 
if Orange County employees, will fall under the personnel rules and policies 
governing the hiring, discipline, dismissal, pay and any other procedures established 
by Orange County affecting its employees.  

 
2. Contracts.  Orange County shall contract with engineers, consultants, contractors and other 

parties as necessary to operate the Park in accordance with the Master Plan, Management 
Plan, Annual Objectives, Operational Guidelines, and Annual Budget.  In all cases, Orange 
County will comply with both counties’ shared goals of enabling minority-owned firms to 
participate as contractors and sub-contractors in contracts for the development of the Plan. 
Orange County shall also comply with bidding procedures set forth by general statute and 
shall not exceed budgeted amounts by either cCounty. Durham County agrees that the 
engineers, consultants, contractors and other parties as necessary may access so much of the 
Park as is owned by Durham County as necessary to accomplish the Master Plancontracted 
work for the purposes outlined above.  

 
Those contracts required by State law to be approved by a county board, shall be approved 
by the Orange County Board. Those contracts not requiring board approval by State law shall 
be approved in accordance with Orange County fiscal policy.  
 

3. Insurance. Both counties will share equally the cost of property insurance pursuant to Section 
III.(1.) of this Agreement.  The cost of liability insurance maintained by either party, if any, 
shall not be shared.  

 
4. Park Security and Public Safety. Orange County and Durham County shall coordinate their 

efforts in providing for safety and security of users of the Park, Park staff, and adjacent 
landowners in the most effective and efficient manner possible. Orange County and Durham 
County agree to enter into a mutual aid agreement providing for response to fire and 
emergency medical services.  

 
5. Park Caretaker Residence. Orange County shall contract with engineers, consultants, 

contractors and other parties as necessary to establish and maintain a Park caretaker 
residence near the main entrance to the Park in a manner mutually agreed upon by both 
Boards. Rent may be charged for the caretaker residence as agreed upon by both Counties, 
and such funds collected may be deposited into a special account to allow for accumulation 
of said funds and expenditures as needed over a period of multiple fiscal years.   

 
6.   General Provisions. 
 

a) Relationship of Parties.  Durham County and Orange County shall not have the 
power to bind or obligate the other party. 
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b) Assignments.  This agreement is not assignable by either party without the written 

consent of the other. 
 

c) Notices.  All notices provided for in this agreement shall be in writing, addressed 
to the respective county managers. 

 
d) Governing Law.  This agreement shall be construed under the provisions of the 

law of the State of North Carolina. 
 

e) Good Faith.  The parties mutually agree to deal in good faith one with the other in 
all respects in performing their duties under this Agreement. All actions 
recommended and implemented in the Plan will require joint approval by both 
Boards. 

 
7. Entire Agreement. Except as otherwise provided in this Agreement, this Agreement contains 

the entire agreement between the parties. Amendments, if any, shall be in writing and signed 
by both parties.   

 
8. Duration.  This aAgreement shall be effective as of the above date and will expire June 30, 

20194, unless terminated or extended as provided herein. Orange County and Durham 
County will discuss, prior to January 1, 20194, whether either county intends to assume or 
make other arrangements for operation of the Park upon the expiration of the  term of this 
Agreement, or whether Orange County and Durham County desires to continue a contractual 
relationship for operation of the Park and upon what terms.  In the event that this aAgreement 
has not been terminated, renewed or amended prior to the expiration date listed above, it will 
remain in effect until such time as both Boards have adopted a new agreement, but no longer 
than a 12-month period. 

 
9.  Termination.   

 
a) This agreement shall be subject to annual review and may be terminated at the 

end of the fiscal year upon one (1) year advance written notice by one party to the 
other party. 
 

b) Upon the expiration or termination of this Agreement, park amenities and the 
costs associated therewith will be distributed as follows: 

 
i) Real Property: The land shall continue to be owned as separate parcels with 

Orange County owning the 136 acres located in Orange County and Durham 
County owning the 255 acres located in Durham County. With respect to 
additional land area(s) tract(s) acquired during the term of this Agreement 
and any extensions thereof, the additional land tract(s) shall be owned in the 
manner acquired, as provided for in Section I.V. of this Agreement. 

    
ii) Costs of Improvements: The Ccounties agree to share equally in the value of 

the improvements made to the Park in the respective Counties, including but 
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not limited to picnic shelters, campsite facilities, restroom structures, and the 
park caretaker residence. (For example, if the value of the improvements 
made to the portion of the Park that which sits in Orange County equals 
$20,000 and the value of improvements made in Durham County equals 
$10,000, then Orange County will reimburse Durham County the set off 
amount of $5,000.)  The value of said improvements shall be determined at 
the time of termination. 

  
iii) Grant Funds: The parties acknowledge that grant funding has and may be 

awarded to Durham and Orange Ccounties for the development of the Park. 
Orange County administers said grants and shall continue to do so for the 
joint benefit of both countiesthe Counties. Upon termination, Durham 
County shall be reimbursed by Orange County in an amount equal to 50% of 
the total grant funds received, not yet expended and not subject to being 
returned to the granting authority, which have been planned for expenditure 
on amenities situated or to be situated in the Park.  

 
iv) This Agreement shall survive termination for the purposes of reconciliation 

or payment of any amount due and unpaid at the time of termination. 
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IN WITNESS WHEREOF, the parties have caused this Interlocal Agreement to be executed as 
of the day and year first written above. 
 
 
ATTEST:      FOR ORANGE COUNTY 
 
____________________________   By: _________________________ 
Clerk to the Board                 Frank W. CliftonMichael Talbert, 

Interim Orange County Manager 
 
 
 
ATTEST:      FOR DURHAM COUNTY 
 
 
_____________________________   By: _________________________ 
Clerk to the Board  Wendell Davis, Michael M. Ruffin, 

Durham County Manager 
 
 
APPROVED AS TO FORM AND LEGAL SUFFICIENCY: 
 
_____________________________    
Orange County Attorney     
 
 
 
This instrument has been pre-audited in the manner required by the Local Government  Budget 
and Fiscal Control Act. 
 
____________________________ 
Orange County Financial Services Director 
 
 
This instrument has been pre-audited in the manner required by the Local Government Budget 
and Fiscal Control Act. 
 
____________________________ 
Durham County Finance Director 
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ORANGE COUNTY 

BOARD OF COMMISSIONERS 
 

ACTION AGENDA ITEM ABSTRACT 
 Meeting Date:  May 8, 2014  

 Action Agenda 
 Item No.  7-a 

 
SUBJECT:  Cedar Grove Community Center Project Update 
 
DEPARTMENT:   Asset Management Services 

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

PUBLIC HEARING:  (Y/N) No 

  
ATTACHMENT(S): 

1) Base Plan Site Plan 
2) Alternate Plan Site Plan 
3) Preliminary Cost Estimate 

Comparison 
4) Alternate Plan Storage Illustrative 
5) PowerPoint Presentation Located at 

http://orangecountync.gov/AssetMg
mt/index.asp 

 

INFORMATION CONTACT: 
  Jeff Thompson, (919) 245-2658 
  David Stancil, (919) 245-2522 
  Steve Brantley, (919) 245-2326 
   
   

PURPOSE:  To: 
 

1) Confirm the project plan as approved in the FY2013-14 Capital Investment Plan and 
presented to the Board of County Commissioners during the November 12, 2013 and 
March 11, 2014 work sessions (Attachment 1, “Base Plan”); or 
 

2) Amend the project plan by directing staff to maintain the classroom wings for future 
occupancy and/or minimally conditioned storage available for both County 
department and County tenant use (Attachment 2, “Alternate Plan”); or 

 
3) Provide new direction to staff. 

 
BACKGROUND:  On November 12, 2013, County staff and its project designer, MBAJ 
Architecture, presented the schematic design of the Cedar Grove Community Center for the 
Board’s comment and feedback.  Staff and designer also presented a cost benefit analysis of 
the “mothball” option of the two classroom wings.   
 
The November 12, 2013 presentation was the capstone event of the work performed by the 
designer, staff and the Resident Advisory Work Group through the summer and early fall of 
2013.  This group worked in a diligent, thoughtful and productive manner to achieve consensus 
on a schematic design for the Board’s review, comment, and, hopefully, authorization to move 
forward with construction document preparation and construction bidding in the spring-summer 
of 2014.  
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The following joined Commissioners Barry Jacobs and Renee Price as members of the 
Resident 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 
 
Staff and the designer provided additional information and responses to Board questions and 
concerns during the March 11, 2014 work session.  The feedback from the Board during these 
two work sessions are reflected in two options for the Board’s consideration: 
 

Base Plan:  Approximately 13,600 usable square foot community center, deconstructed 
classroom wings, park & ride lot with bus shelter, including the additional 720 square 
foot class rooms space as discussed during the March 11, 2014 work session (see 
Attachment 1, “Base Plan”). 

 
Alternate Plan: Base Plan plus the “mothball” renovation option for the classroom wings 
for potential future use as well as interior wing renovations for County department or 
County tenant storage (see Attachment 2, “Alternate Plan”). 

 
The preliminary cost estimate comparison of both plans is reflected in the Attachment 3.   
 
The Board may recall asking for more information with regard to immediate storage within the 
classroom wings should the Alternate Plan be selected to move forward with in design.  The 
County has an immediate need for recycling roll cart storage and additional conditioned records 
storage space.  A County tenant, the Piedmont Food and Agricultural Processing Center 
(“PFAP”), located at 300 Valley Forge Road in Hillsborough, is requesting additional dry storage 
to accommodate its growth and program success.  Attachment 4, “Alternate Plan Storage 
Illustrative”, illustrates these potential needs and the storage spaces that could accommodate 
the needs.  
 
Steve Brantley, Director of Orange County Economic Development, will present the possible 
economic development impacts of such a use for PFAP and Orange County.  Should the PFAP 
storage spaces be approved by the Board in concept, staff will work with PFAP on a rental use 
and rate structure to be presented to the Board at a point in the future.   
 
Should the Board approve moving forward with the Base Plan for this project, the general 
development timeline would be as follows: 

TASK PROPOSED 
BEGINNING 

DATE 

END BY 
DATE 

BOCC Action:   Approval of either Cedar Grove Base Plan or 
Alternate Plan 

5/8/14 5/8/14 

BOCC Action:   Final approval of bid documents prior to bid 9/16/14 9/16/14 
Project final design, bid document preparation 9/17/14 10/10/14 
Project Bid process 10/10/14 11/13/15 
BOCC Action:  Bid Award 12/9/14 12/9/14 
Construction, Commissioning, Opening (est. 8 months duration) 1/15/15 8/30/15 
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Should the Board choose moving forward with the Alternate Plan, an additional two months 
would be required for the design phase of the project. 
 
Concurrent to the design efforts, staff will moderate a process with regard to programming 
needs and interests. 
   
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.   
 
Should the Board approve the Base Plan, the cost of the project is estimated at $2,363,526. 
Estimated additional funds of $113,526 would need to be appropriated to the project.  This total 
project cost includes the additional classroom space discussed in the March 11, 2014 work 
session, the potential park and ride lot shelter, and an increased construction contingency 
amount (15%) driven by the forecast increased construction costs as the economy continues to 
improve. 
 
Should the Board approve the Alternate Plan, the cost of the project is estimated at $3,072,226.  
Estimated additional funds of $822,226 would need to be appropriated to the project.  This total 
project cost includes the additional elements discussed above in the Base Plan, plus the 
estimated $708,700 needed for the Alternate Plan additional scope.   This scope also includes 
an estimated $75,000 for a dock door system to be installed for the potential PFAP or other 
tenant use. 
 
RECOMMENDATION(S):   The Manager recommends the Board: 
 

1) Confirm the project plan as approved in the FY2013-14 Capital Investment Plan and 
presented to the Board of County Commissioners during the November 12, 2013 and 
March 11, 2014 work sessions (“Base Plan”); or 
 

2) Amend the project plan by directing staff to maintain the classroom wings for future 
occupancy and/or minimally conditioned storage available for both County 
department and County tenant use (“Alternate Plan”); or 

 
3) Provide new direction to staff. 
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Preliminary Cost Estimate - Base Plan Preliminary Cost Estimate - Alternate Plan

General Conditions 172,712                 General Conditions 172,712                
Deconstruction & Abatement 294,881                 Deconstruction & Abatement 294,881                
Renovation 1,029,247             Renovation 1,029,247            
Site Work 253,255                 Site Work 253,255                

Construction Total 1,750,095             Construction Total 1,750,095            

Construction Contingency (15%) 262,514                 Construction Contingency (15%) 262,514                

Professional Fees 173,500                 Professional Fees 173,500                
Cultural & Archaeological Study 5,000                     C&A 5,000                    
Construction Materials Testing 15,774                   CMT 15,774                  
Permits and Fees 2,000                     Permits and Fees 2,000                    
Audio Visual 20,000                   Audio Visual 20,000                  
Signage 3,500                     Signage 3,500                    
Furniture, Fixtures and Equipment 94,643                   Furniture, Fixtures and Equipment 94,643                  
Additional Classroom 29,000                   Additional Classroom 29,000                  
Park & Ride Shelter 7,500                     Park & Ride Shelter 7,500                    

Classroom Wing Mothball Work 579,900               
Classroom Wing Design Fees 28,800                 
Storage Improvements 100,000               
Mothballed Wings/Storage Total 708,700               

Base Plan Total 2,363,526             Alternate Plan Total 3,072,226            
Current Appropriation 2,250,000             Current Appropriation 2,250,000            

Additional Funds Requested 113,526                 Additional Funds Requested 822,226                

Total Project Cost per Usable Square Foot 173 Mothballed Wings/Storage Cost per Usable Square Foot 50
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ORANGE COUNTY 
BOARD OF COMMISSIONERS 

ACTION AGENDA ITEM ABSTRACT 
 Meeting Date: May 8, 2014  

 Action Agenda 
 Item No.   7-b 

 
SUBJECT:   Central and Rural Orange County Five-Year Bus Service Expansion Concepts 

– Orange Public Transportation and Triangle Transit 
 
DEPARTMENT:   Planning and Inspections PUBLIC HEARING:  (Y/N) No 
  

 
ATTACHMENT(S): INFORMATION CONTACT: 

1. Staff-Recommended Program 
Summary, Map and Notes 

2. Health Department Public Transit 
Access Resolution 

3. Department on Aging Bus Service 
Recommendations 

 

Craig Benedict, Planning Director, 919-245-2592 
Bret Martin, Transportation Planner, 919-245-2582 
Tom Altieri, Comprehensive Planning Supervisor, 
     919-245-2579 
Erik Landfried, Triangle Transit Service Planning 

Supervisor, 919-485-7508 
 

 

PURPOSE:  To receive a presentation on concepts for expanding Orange Public Transit (OPT) 
and Triangle Transit (TTA) bus operations in central and rural Orange County over the next five 
years.  
 
BACKGROUND:  The Orange County Bus and Rail Investment Plan (OCBRIP) was approved 
by the BOCC in June 2012.  The OCBRIP provides local and regional transit opportunities 
including expanded bus service and proposed light rail.  Voters in November 2012 approved a 
one-half cent sales tax to fund the local portion of the Plan, and collection of the sales tax began 
on April 1, 2013.  
 
Additional background documents such as the adopted OCBRIP can be found via the following 
link, listed under Transportation Documents: 
http://www.co.orange.nc.us/planning/transportation.asp 
 
At its February 4, 2014 meeting, the BOCC received an update from TTA on the implementation 
of the OCBRIP including: 
 

• FY13 annual progress report 
• Draft amendments to the adopted financial assumptions 
• Status of Central and Rural Orange Bus Service Expansion Program 
• Hillsborough Train Station 
• Durham-Orange Light Rail Transit project 

 
Tonight’s focus is on presenting concepts for expanding Orange Public Transit (OPT) and 
Triangle Transit (TTA) bus operations in central and rural Orange County over the next five 
years.  Concepts to be included in the presentation have been developed by Orange County 
and TTA staff based on the OCBRIP, goals of the transit agencies, public input collected during 
outreach meetings last summer, input collected from inter-departmental collaboration, 
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demographic data, and survey data. A summary of the staff-recommended service expansion 
concepts is included as Attachment 1. 
 
Throughout the service concept development process, Orange County planning staff collected 
input regarding the proposed bus service expansion concepts from other County departments 
and advisory boards to consider the interests of human and public service needs within the 
County and their intersection with public transit.  This input was received in the form of a 
resolution from the Orange County Board of Health (Attachment 2) and the Orange County 
Department on Aging in the form of a letter and ancillary comments (Attachment 3). 
 
Staff will also be conducting a series of outreach meetings later this month to present service 
concepts and to help market new services.  Input received at these meetings, as well as BOCC 
input tonight, will be used to fine tune proposed bus operations before a final report is presented 
to the BOCC for approval and service is initiated. 
 
The schedule for upcoming outreach meetings is as follows:  
 
May 19 – Northern Human Services Center; 5:30-7:00pm 
May 21 – Mebane City Council Chambers; 5:30-7:00pm 
May 22 – Town of Hillsborough, Town Barn; 5:00-6:30pm 
May 28 – Efland-Cheeks Community Center; 5:30-7:00pm 
 
Next BOCC Steps:   
 
June 3, 2014 : Consider adoption of 5-Year Bus Service Expansion Program (to include a 
   Program document) 
 
June 3 and/or 
June 17, 2014:  Consider approval of OCBRIP amendments, including financial  
   assumptions 
 
FINANCIAL IMPACT:   Although this item does not have an immediate financial impact, the 
associated activity relates to the process to expend half-cent transit sales tax revenue and the 
$7 county vehicle registration fees.  The $3 increase to the TTA regional tag fee will not be 
imposed until January 2015. 
 
RECOMMENDATION(S):   The Manager recommends the Board: 
 

1. Receive the presentation; and 
2. Provide feedback as appropriate. 
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Staff-Recommended Orange County 5-Year Bus Service Expansion Program Summary* 
Route/Service Concept 

 
Map 
ID* 

Start 
Date*** 

Estimated 
Weekday 
Service 
Hours 

Estimated 
Annual 

Weekdays 

Estimated 
Annual Service 

Hours 

Estimated 
Total Annual 

Operating Cost 

FY 2014      $88,350 
Made Available 

No service implementation programmed for FY 2014 N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A 

FY 2015      $211,000 
Made Available 

NE Zonal Route (1 day/week) 1A 7/1/2014 5 52 260 $12,160 
NW Zonal Route (1 day/week) 1B 7/1/2014 5 52 260 $12,160 
Later Senior Center Routes 2 7/1/2014 3 250 750 $35,078 
U.S. 70 Midday Route 3 8/1/2014 5 230 1,150 $53,786 
Efland-Hillsborough Commuter Loop 4 1/1/2015 5 125 625 $29,231 
Route 420 expansion 5 1/1/2015 6 125 750 $35,078 
FY 2015 Anticipated Operating Expenditures** -- -- -- -- 3,795 $177,493 

FY 2016      $315,000 
Made Available 

NE Zonal route (1 day/week) 1A 7/1/2014 5 52 260 $12,537 
NW Zonal Route (1 day/week) 1B 7/1/2014 5 52 260 $12,537 
Later Senior Center Routes 2 7/1/2014 3 250 750 $36,165 
US 70 Midday Route 3 8/1/2014 5 250 1,250 $60,275 
Efland-Hillsborough Commuter Loop 4 1/1/2015 5 250 1,250 $60,275 
Route 420 expansion 5 1/1/2015 6 250 1,500 $72,330 
Hillsborough Circulator (add 1 hour/day) 6 7/1/2015 9 250 2,250 $108,495 
FY 2016 Anticipated Operating Expenditures** -- -- -- -- 7,520 $362,614 

FY 2017      $372,000 
Made Available 

NE Zonal route (1 day/week) 1A 7/1/2014 5 52 260 $12,926 
NW Zonal Route (1 day/week) 1B 7/1/2014 5 52 260 $12,926 
Later Senior Center Routes 2 7/1/2014 3 250 750 $37,286 
US 70 Midday Route 3 8/1/2014 5 250 1,250 $62,144 
Efland-Hillsborough Commuter Loop 4 1/1/2015 5 250 1,250 $62,144 
Route 420 expansion 5 1/1/2015 6 250 1,500 $74,572 
Hillsborough Circulator (add 1 hour/day) 6 7/1/2015 9 250 2,250 $111,859 
FY 2017 Anticipated Operating Expenditures** -- --- -- -- 7,520 $372,597 

FY 2018      $382,000 
Made Available 

NE Zonal Route (1 day/week) 1A 7/1/2014 5 52 260 $13,327 
NW Zonal Route (1 day/week) 1B 7/1/2014 5 52 260 $13,327 
Later Senior Center Routes 2 7/1/2014 3 250 750 $38,442 
US 70 Midday Route 3 8/1/2014 5 250 1,250 $64,070 
Efland-Hillsborough Commuter Loop 4 1/1/2015 5 250 1,250 $64,070 
Route 420 expansion 5 1/1/2015 6 250 1,500 $76,884 
Hillsborough Circulator (add 1 hour/day) 6 7/1/2015 9 250 2,250 $115,326 
FY 2018 Anticipated Operating Expenditures** -- -- -- -- 7,520 $385,446 
FY 2019 and Beyond      $388,000 Made 

Available 
All previously implemented services carried forward -- -- -- -- 7,520 $397,395 

Notes 
*See attached map depicting locations of service concepts and attached notes for more information on service concepts 
**Assumes no leveraging of Federal or State grants for operations and assumes operational cost of $44/hour in FY 2013 dollars with cost escalation of 3.1% per year 
***Exact schedule of route concept implementation depends on availability of eligible bus capital and staffing 
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Staff-Recommended Orange County 5-Year Bus Service Expansion Program Summary 
 

 Recommended Unfunded Service Concepts In Priority Order 
 

Route 
 

Estimated
Weekday 
Service 
Hours 

Estimated 
Annual 

Weekdays 

Estimated
Annual 
Service 
Hours 

Estimated
Total Annual 

Operating Cost in 
FY 2014 Dollars 

Expand Route 420 service to a total of 12 service hours 3 250 750 $35,078 
Hillsborough Circulator early morning/evening service 3 250 750 $35,078 
Southern Orange County Door to Door Demand 
Response Service variable 250 variable Variable 

Hillsborough Circulator Weekend Service 6 52 312 $14,592 
Expansion of Route 420 Peak Service to Cedar Grove 4 250 1,000 $46,770 
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OPT 5-Year Bus Service Expansion Recommendation Notes 

1) Northeastern and Northwestern County Zonal Routes – Route would come online July 2014, would be 
one (1) day per week on a Tuesday or Thursday running five (5) hours per day with one (1)- to two (2)-
hour headways during off-peak periods depending on run times, and would run a deviated fixed-route 
or point-deviated demand response schedule. The route would connect residents in northern Orange 
County to destinations and additional transit connections in Hillsborough. The service would be fare-
free. 
 

2) Later Senior Center Service – Route would come online July 2014, would be a daily weekday service 
running approximately three (3) hours per day (two, 1.5-hour run time structured routes), and would run 
a deviated fixed route or point-deviated demand response schedule. The route would provide earlier 
and/or later service to and from Orange County senior centers (with an emphasis on the Central 
Orange Senior Center) beyond times the service is currently provided. The service would be fare-free. 
 

3) US 70 Midday Service – Route would come online August 2014, would be a daily weekday fixed-route 
service running approximately five (5) hours per day during off-peak periods with two (2)-hour 
headways per direction and a total two (2)-hour run time. The route would connect Mebane/Buckhorn 
and Efland with destinations and additional transit connections in Hillsborough and Durham. The 
service would be fare-free.  
 
This service is being designed to correspond with Triangle Transit’s proposed peak period Orange-
Durham Express (ODX) service. Phase I of that service is scheduled to come online in August 2014 
and would connect only Hillsborough and Durham. During this period, OPT may begin providing peak 
period service from Mebane to Efland to Hillsborough to link into Phase I of Triangle Transit’s Orange-
Durham Express. Beginning January 2015, Phase II of Triangle Transit’s Orange-Durham Express is 
scheduled to come online completing the Mebane-Hillsborough-Durham connection. When Phase II 
comes online, OPT will begin providing the midday (off-peak period) service connecting Mebane, 
Efland, Hillsborough, and Durham.  

 
4) Efland-Hillsborough Commuter Loop – When Phase II of Triangle Transit’s Orange-Durham Express 

commences in January 2015, OPT will run an Efland-Hillsborough commuter loop to provide peak-
period and peak-direction service from Efland to link into the Triangle Transit Orange-Durham Express 
service in Hillsborough. After providing the short Efland to Hillsborough run, the route would then be run 
to provide an employment commuting-oriented, pre-Hillsborough Circulator service to connect transit-
dependent residential origins in northern Hillsborough to service sector employment destinations in 
southern Hillsborough before deadheading back to Efland to provide the next Efland to Hillsborough 
commuter link service run. The service would be fare-free. 
 

5) Route 420 Expansion – Route would come online January 2015, would be a daily weekday service 
running up to an additional six (6) hours per day (three [3] hours each northbound and southbound) 
with one (1)-hour headways, and would run a fixed-route schedule. This is in addition to the existing 
three (3) service hours per day currently run by Route 420; the full service schedule would involve a 
total of nine (9) midday service hours. This assumes a two (2)-hour run time each way. The existing 
Route 420 would be expanded to connect Cedar Grove with destinations and additional transit 
connections in Hillsborough and would continue on to destinations and additional transit connections in 
Chapel Hill. The service would be fare-free. 

 
6) Hillsborough Circulator with Additional Noon Hour Service – Route would begin using OPT OCBRIP 

funding July 2015 and would continue the existing Hillsborough Circulator service with an additional 
hour added for 12pm-1pm. The route would continue to be fare-free. 
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ATTACHMENT 3: Department on Aging Comments 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Orange County 
Department on Aging 

Janice Tyler, Director 
 

Robert and Pearl Seymour Center 
2551 Homestead Road 
Chapel Hill, NC 27516 

Central Orange Senior Center 
103 Meadowland Drive 
Hillsborough, NC 27278 

Tel: 919.968.2070 
Fax: 919.968.2093 

Tel: 919.245.2015 
Fax:  919.732.2239 

 

An Equal Opportunity/Affirmative Action Employer 

To: Orange County Board of County Commissioners 
From: Advisory Board on Aging 
Date: 04/04/2014 
Subject:  Support for Expansion of Rural Public Transportation 
 
 
Dear Commissioners, 
 
The Work Group for Outlining Public Transit Needs, made up of various Human Service related 
agencies including the Department on Aging, DSS, Library, Health, and Planning Departments, has 
shared their transportation priorities with one another to provide their input into the goals of the Central 
& Rural Bus Service Expansion Program.  These goals will then be funded and implemented through the 
Orange County Bus and Rail Investment Plan (OCBRIP).  Each agency has highlighted its unmet needs 
and provided recommendations for expanded public transportation services in rural and central Orange 
County.   
 
The Advisory Board on Aging fully supports this inter-departmental communication and collaboration, 
especially with its vital focus on expanding public transportation to meet public service needs in rural 
areas.  The focuses of the Work Group’s recommendations promote the County’s goals of providing 
geographic equity and align with objectives within the Master Aging Plan. However, the Advisory Board 
would like to highlight underserved areas of concern that are not addressed in the proposed 
recommendations.  There is currently only one recommendation that directly relates to older adults 
(Later Senior Center service), but there is a burgeoning rural older adult population. 
  
Growing Rural Older Adult Population 
 
The 60+ population is the fastest growing segment of the population in Orange County and is forecast to 
continue on this strong growth path.  From the 2000 to 2010 census, there was a 54% increase in the 60+ 
population in Orange County.  Not only is the older adult population growing, but a significant portion 
of this population lives in rural areas.  As of 2010, approximately 57% of Orange County’s adults age 
65+ live in Chapel Hill Township, 12.5% in Hillsborough Township, and 30.5% in the remaining five 
other Townships.  
 
The rural population of Orange County approaches 50% of Orange County’s total population when the 
underserved rural areas of Chapel Hill Township are considered.  The burgeoning older adult population 
is increasingly in need of transportation service, and is especially vulnerable and isolated in rural 
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locations. Meeting the transportation needs of older adults in rural areas is of primary concern of the 
Advisory Board on Aging.   
 
The Advisory Board on Aging requests the Board of County Commissioners consider the Department on 
Aging’s recommendations (Exhibit A). 
 
Thank you again for your service and commitment, 
 
Orange County’s Advisory Board on Aging 
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Exhibit A:  The Department on Aging’s OPT Bus Expansion Recommendations: 

 
1. Northern and Central Orange Door to Door/Point Deviated Demand Response  
A van or small bus is needed for older adult essential services.  Rural adults in Northern and 
Central Orange have no public transportation options that can facilitate running errands, non-
medical appointments, shopping, and purchasing groceries on a convenient basis. Older 
populations often have difficulties walking and waiting at a bus stop, getting on a traditional 
bus, or sitting long periods on a fixed route bus. Older adults would be able to call the day 
before they need a ride or have the option of a subscription service to travel consistently on a 
set day and time.  They would be picked up at their door and taken directly to their location.  
Populations in Cedar Grove, Mebane, and Efland would especially make use of this service 
and would not feel isolated, but empowered to be social and more independent.  
 
Start Date Est. Weekday Hrs Est. Annual Weekdays Est. Annual Hours Total Annual Operating Cost 
7/1/2014 12 104 (Mon & Wed) 1,248 1,248 x $46.7/hr= $58,282 

*OPT’s FY2015 Estimated Operating Costs are $46.70 per hour (estimates are very 
conservative figures)  
 
2. Southern Orange Door to Door/Point Deviated Demand Response  
In Southern Orange County, there are a lack of services for rural elderly populations that are West 
and South of the city of Chapel Hill and in Bingham Township.  These populations fall outside of 
Chapel Hill Transit and EZ Rider’s service areas.  Currently, EZ Rider operates transportation 
services only ¾ of a mile outside of Chapel Hill Transit’s fixed routes.  This parameter leaves many 
older adults living on the fringe of the city of Chapel Hill left without an efficient option to travel to 
the Senior Center, appointments, and run errands.  It is inefficient and not cost effective for Orange 
Public Transportation to travel from Hillsborough to the south or west of Chapel Hill to bring a 
rider to an errand or appointment in Chapel Hill.  A Southern Orange door to door demand response 
or point deviated route could serve the areas outside of CHT’s service area in Chapel Hill and 
Bingham townships.  Over 10% of Chapel Hill Township’s population is 60+ with and of these 
roughly 10,000 individuals many need access to public transportation and live outside of an 
efficient and reliable option. A pilot program can be created to serve locations including Dogwood 
Acres, Heritage Hills, Damascus Church Rd., Mt Carmel Church Rd., and White Cross. 
 
Start Date Est. Weekday Hrs Est. Annual Weekdays Est. Annual Hours Total Annual Operating Cost 
7/1/2014 12 104 (Tues & Thurs) 1,248 1,248 x $46.7/hr= $58,282 

 
3. Extend Central Orange Senior Center Lunch  
This recommendation was initially #5 in priority on OPT’s expansion recommendations, but 
was moved upward in priority per OUTBoard’s suggestion. Its previous date of 
implementation was July 2016 and is to be implemented sooner.  The route would provide 
older adults from rural areas with an extra hour stay at the Senior Center.  Currently, a rider 
from Cedar Grove may ride for up to an hour each way to arrive at the Senior Center and then 
only have time for lunch. The limited time prevents riders from participating in classes, 
shopping, health checks and connecting to the Hillsborough Circulator.   
 
Start Date Est. Weekday Hrs Est. Annual Weekdays Est. Annual Hours Total Annual Operating Cost 
1/1/2015 4.5 250 1,125 1,125 x $46.7/hr=$52,538 
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ORANGE COUNTY 
BOARD OF COMMISSIONERS 

ACTION AGENDA ITEM ABSTRACT 
 Meeting Date: May 8, 2014  

 Action Agenda 
 Item No.   7-c 

 

SUBJECT:  Consideration of a Unified Development Ordinance Text Amendment Related to 
Home Occupations  

 

DEPARTMENT:   Planning and Inspections PUBLIC HEARING:  (Y/N) NO 
  

 
ATTACHMENT(S):   INFORMATION CONTACT: 

1. Comprehensive Plan and Unified 
Development Ordinance (UDO) 
Amendment Outline Form 

2. Proposed Ordinance 
3. Proposed Amendment Summary 

Spreadsheet 
4. Home Occupations Report and Site 

Plan Examples 
5. Excerpt of Approved November 25, 

2013 Quarterly Public Hearing 
Minutes 

6. Excerpt of Approved February 18, 
2014 BOCC Meeting Minutes 

7. Excerpt of Draft April 2, 2014 Planning 
Board Meeting Minutes 

  Ashley Moncado, Planner II, (919) 245-2589 
  Craig Benedict, Director, (919) 245-2575 

 

 
PURPOSE:   To receive the Planning Board recommendation and make a decision on a 
Planning Board and Planning Director initiated text amendment to the Unified 
Development Ordinance (UDO). 
 
As a reminder, the public hearing was closed at the February 18, 2014 BOCC meeting, 
so no additional public comments can be accepted on this item. 
 
BACKGROUND:  At the January 9, 2013 Planning Board meeting, Board members 
discussed areas of interest to be worked on in the coming year.  Many of these items 
were elements highlighted in the UDO Implementation Bridge report prepared when the 
UDO was adopted in 2011.  One item presented by the Planning Board and referenced 
in the Implementation Bridge was the need to review home occupation requirements to 
determine the need to revise existing standards.  Since July 2013 staff has been 
working directly with the Planning Board to review and revise existing home occupation 
standards contained in the UDO.  
 
The amendment was presented for adoption consideration at the February 18, 2014 
BOCC meeting.  During discussion Board members identified concerns with existing 
and proposed language regarding screening and setback standards for accessory 
structures utilized in a home occupation.  Due to these concerns, the BOCC voted to 
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refer the item back to the Planning Board and staff for further review and consideration.  
An excerpt of approved minutes from this meeting is included in Attachment 6.  
 
Attachment 4 contains a staff report on the proposed text amendment’s review history 
and site plan examples depicting existing and proposed setback standards.  Pages 5-7 
(see page numbers at the bottom of the page) include a response from Planning staff 
addressing comments received at the February 18 BOCC meeting.  
 
As the following graphic depicts: 
 
The goal of the proposed amendment was to create a reasonable balance between 
supporting home based businesses in the county and protecting the character and 
enjoyment of residential neighborhoods.   
 
 

 
 
Additionally, the graphic contained on page 3 (see page numbers at the bottom of the 
page) of Attachment 4 illustrates the number of existing and proposed options available 
to accommodate and support businesses, including home occupations, in the rural and 
urban areas of the county as a result of the proposed amendment. 
 
Planning staff is proposing for these amendments to take effect July 1, 2014. This delay will 
present an opportunity for staff to provide outreach to Orange County residents regarding 
the reviewing and permitting of home occupations based on the revised and proposed 
standards contained in Attachment 2.  
 

Strive to create a reasonable balance between supporting home based businesses 
and protecting the character and enjoyment of residential neighborhoods 

Neighbors Home 
Occupations 

* Proposed uses exceeding home occupation regulations may apply for a 
conditional use permit or relocate to a commercial zoning district.  
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Public Hearing 
The proposed UDO amendment was heard and opened for public comment at the 
November 25, 2013 Quarterly Public Hearing. Agenda materials from the public hearing 
can be viewed at http://www.orangecountync.gov/occlerks/131125e.pdf.  Additionally, 
an excerpt of approved minutes from this meeting are provided in Attachment 5.  No 
members of the public spoke on the proposed UDO amendments and no substantive 
questions were asked.  As detailed in Section B.1 of Attachment 1, letters were mailed 
to residents who currently have a home occupation permit in order to solicit feedback. 
At the February 18 BOCC meeting, the Board voted unanimously to close the public 
hearing, prior to referring the amendment back to the Planning Board and staff for 
further review. 
 
Attachment 1 contains additional information and analysis regarding the amendment. 
Proposed text amendment language can be found in Attachment 2 within a “track 
changes” format (red text for proposed additions and black strikethrough for proposed 
deletions). Modifications made following the November Quarterly Public Hearing and 
December 4 Planning Board meeting are denoted in underlined green text. Finally, 
Attachment 3 contains a spreadsheet summarizing proposed revisions to Sections 2.22, 
5.3.4, and 5.5.3. 
 
Planning Director’s Recommendation 
The Planning Director recommends approval of the proposed UDO amendments based 
on the following:   

i. The UDO amendments are consistent with the goals and policies of the adopted 
2030 Comprehensive Plan. 

ii. The proposed amendments achieve a reasonable balance between protecting 
existing residential uses and allowing expanded (when compared to existing 
regulations) home occupations in residential areas.  

 
Planning Board Recommendation 
The Planning Board considered this item at its April 2, 2014 meeting and voted 4-2 to 
recommend approval of the UDO text amendment.  An excerpt of draft minutes from 
this meeting is included in Attachment 7.  Agenda materials from this meeting can be 
viewed at  
http://www.orangecountync.gov/planning/documents/4.2.14PBPacketWeb.pdf.  
 
FINANCIAL IMPACT:  Consideration and approval will not create the need for 
additional funding for the provision of County services. Costs for the required legal 
advertisement will be paid from FY2013-14 Departmental funds budgeted for this 
purpose. Existing planning staff included in the Departmental staffing budget will 
accomplish the work required to process this amendment.  
 
RECOMMENDATION(S):  The Manager recommends the Board: 

1. Receive the Planning Board’s recommendation; and  
2. Approve the Ordinance contained in Attachment 2. 
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COMPREHENSIVE PLAN / FUTURE LAND USE MAP 
AND  

UNIFIED DEVELOPMENT ORDINANCE (UDO) 
AMENDMENT OUTLINE 

 
UDO / Zoning-2013-03 

Home Occupation Standards 

A.  AMENDMENT TYPE  

Map Amendments 

 Land Use Element Map:  

From:     

To:    

    Zoning Map:  

From:      

To:   

   Other:  

 

Text Amendments 

  Comprehensive Plan Text: 

Section(s):   

 UDO Text: 

UDO General Text Changes  

UDO Development Standards  

UDO Development Approval Processes  

Section(s): 1. Section 2.22 Home Occupations 

2. Section 5.4.3 Special Events 

3. Section 5.5.3 Home Occupations 

4. Section 10.1 Definitions  

 

   Other:  

 

B.  RATIONALE 

1. Purpose/Mission  

In accordance with the provisions of Section 2.8 Zoning Atlas and Unified 

Development Ordinance Amendments of the UDO, the Planning Board and Planning 

Director are proposing to initiate a text amendment to modify existing language 

relating to the regulation of home occupations within the county.  
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At the January 9, 2013 Planning Board meeting, Board members discussed areas of 

interest for planning staff to address for the next year. One item, which was 

highlighted in the UDO Implementation Bridge report prepared when the UDO was 

adopted in 2011, included the need to review existing home occupation standards for 

a potential revision. At that time, Board members expressed concern with the 

existing standards limiting home occupations by being too restrictive with the 

required square footage allowances and number of permitted non-residential 

employees.  As a result, the Board requested staff to proceed with reviewing existing 

standards. To address the Planning Board’s request, staff presented information at 

the July 10, 2013 Planning Board meeting, including a summary of current standards 

contained in the UDO, a comparison with other local jurisdictions’ standards, and 

items of consideration to better facilitate and promote the use of home occupations. 

Following review and discussion, the Board asked staff to proceed with an 

amendment to the UDO addressing their comments and areas of interest relating to 

the UDO Implementation Bridge report.  

At the September 4 Planning Board meeting, staff presented draft language based 

on Planning Board comments received at the July meeting for review. Additionally, at 

this time, staff presented Section 419, Live/Work Units, from the 2012 North Carolina 

Building Code regarding the review and permitting of home occupations that are 

classified as live/work units. Although planning staff considers this Section of the 

building code, adopted in 2012, to be restrictive, local governments cannot amend 

laws, codes and/or rules adopted by the State. Staff anticipates that this Section of 

the building code will result in prospective home occupation applicants deciding to 

locate their home occupation in an accessory structure if the home occupation 

comprises of more than ten percent of their home’s square footage. A copy of 

Section 419 is included at the end of this form.  

At the October 2 Ordinance Review Committee (ORC) meeting staff presented 

proposed amendment language for Board comment. Following this meeting, planning 

staff identified concerns with the proposed recommendations and requested a 

meeting with the Planning Board Chair and Vice Chair to discuss and review the 

Board’s recommendation. The Planning Board Vice Chair was unable to attend, but 

did provide comments regarding proposed recommendations to staff and the 

Planning Board Chair. At the October 16 meeting with Chair Hallenbeck proposed 

standards based on Planning Board’s recommendation were revised in order to 

create a reasonable balance between supporting home based businesses in the 

county and protecting the character and enjoyment of residential neighborhoods.  

 

Revised recommendations were presented at the November 6 ORC meeting. During 

this meeting, members stated concern with existing standards prohibiting specific 

uses from receiving a home occupation permit [See UDO Section 5.5.3(2)(a)(iii)], 

however, no specific amendment requests were made.  
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At the November 25 Quarterly Public Hearing concerns with standards regarding 

prohibiting specific uses, screening of accessory structures, and setback standards 

of accessory structures and outdoor storage space utilized in a major home 

occupation were discussed by the BOCC and Planning Board. Recognizing that a 

number of items needed to be reviewed and discussed among the Planning Board, 

staff recommended bringing the item back to the Planning Board for further review 

and discussion at the December 4 meeting. At the Quarterly Public Hearing a BOCC 

member suggested staff send a letter to residents who currently have a home 

occupation permit in order to solicit feedback. Sixty-three letters were mailed on 

November 27, 2013 and no comments were received from the public. At the January 

8 Planning Board meeting, Board members reviewed revised standards based on 

comments received at the November Quarterly Public Hearing and the December 4 

Planning Board meeting. Members voted 7-1 to recommend approval of the UDO 

text amendment as presented by staff.  

 

The amendment was presented for adoption consideration at the February 18 

BOCC. During the meeting, Board members identified concerns with existing and 

proposed standards regarding screening and setback regulations for accessory 

structures utilized in a home occupation. As a result, the BOCC referred the item 

back to the Planning Board and staff for further review and consideration. At the  

April 2 Planning Board meeting, planning staff presented and reviewed comments 

received from the February 18 BOCC meeting for Planning Board consideration and 

discussion. Following staff’s presentation, the Board identified concerns previously 

discussed with existing and proposed home occupation standards regarding 

enforcement, land uses not permitted (automotive repair, service, and detailing), 

permitted number of daily visitors, and permit fees. Board members voted 4-2 to 

recommend approval of the UDO text amendment as presented by staff.  

 

2. Analysis 

As required under Section 2.8.5 of the UDO, the Planning Director is required to: 

‘cause an analysis to be made of the application and, based upon that analysis, 

prepare a recommendation for consideration by the Planning Board and the Board of 

County Commissioners’.  

 

The purpose of the proposed amendment is to develop standards that accommodate 

and encourage the use of home occupations while protecting the residential 

character of neighborhoods and meeting standards of the North Carolina Building 

Code in order to incorporate recommendations of the Implementation Bridge into the 

Unified Development Ordinance. Proposed standards will allow for smaller and larger 

scale home occupations with the development of two categories including a minor 

home occupation and a major home occupation. Uses such as artist studios often are 

considered home occupations and the updated standards will apply to artist studios. 
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This is a topic that was raised at the February 2013 BOCC retreat and the May 14, 

2013 BOCC work session when “Agricultural Support Enterprises” was discussed. 

Additional amendments to Section 5.4.3 Special Events will address reviewing and 

permitting events conducted by the home occupation. Specifically, allowing nonprofit 

or government organized events, including the Orange County Open Studio Tour, to 

be exempt from the existing special event and Class B Special Use Permit process in 

order to support and accommodate these events within the county. Also, see Section 

D of this Form. 

 
3. Comprehensive Plan Linkage (i.e. Principles, Goals and Objectives) 

Economic Development Overarching Goal: Viable and sustainable economic 

development that contributes to both property and sales tax revenues, and enhances 

high quality employment opportunities for County residents.  

Economic Development Objective 1.5: Identify barriers to development of 

desirable businesses and local businesses, and mitigate these barriers.  

 
4. New Statutes and Rules 

N/A 

 

C.  PROCESS 

 
1. TIMEFRAME/MILESTONES/DEADLINES 

a. BOCC Authorization to Proceed 

September 5, 2013 

b. Quarterly Public Hearing  

November 25, 2013 

c. BOCC Updates/Checkpoints 

November 5, 2013 – Approved legal ad for the November 25 Quarterly Public 
Hearing. 
November 6, 2013 – Planning Board Ordinance Review Committee (ORC)  
November 25, 2013 – Quarterly Public Hearing 

 Comments made at the Quarterly Public Hearing are included at the end of 
this form. 

February 18, 2014 – Receive Planning Board recommendation 
May 8, 2014 – Receive Planning Board recommendation 

d. Other 

 

2. PUBLIC INVOLVEMENT PROGRAM 

Mission/Scope:  Public Hearing process consistent with NC State Statutes and 

Orange County ordinance requirements.  
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a. Planning Board Review: 

July 10, 2013 – discussion of topic 
September 4, 2013 – further discussion 
October 2, 2013 – Ordinance Review Committee  
November 6, 2013 – Ordinance Review Committee 
December 4, 2013 – further discussion 
January 8, 2014 – BOCC recommendation  
April 2, 2014 – BOCC recommendation  

b. Advisory Boards: 
   

   

   

c. Local Government Review: 
The proposed text amendments were   received from the Town of Carrboro 

submitted to the JPA Partners on   and the Town of Chapel Hill are  

November 7, 2013. Comments   included at the end of this form.  

d.  Notice Requirements 

Consistent with NC State Statutes – legal ad prior to public hearing  

e. Outreach: 

 

 
3.  FISCAL IMPACT 

Consideration and approval will not create the need for additional funding for the 
provision of County services.  Costs for the required legal advertisement will be paid 
from FY2013-14 Departmental funds budgeted for this purpose. Existing Planning 
staff included in the Departmental staffing budget will accomplish the work required 
to process this amendment. 

 

D.  AMENDMENT IMPLICATIONS 

 

Proposed amendments to existing home occupation standards include two types of 
home occupations. The first type, minor home occupations, follows the existing review 
process in place for home occupations with revisions allowing for an increase in square 
footage and number of employees in all residential districts. The second type, major 
home occupations, is proposed in order to accommodate larger scale accessory 
business uses in the AR (Agricultural Residential) and R-1 (Rural Residential) zoning 
districts.  A Class B Special Use Permit will be required for major home occupations. 
The number of employees and permitted amount of square footage utilized in a major 
home occupation shall be determined with the approved special use permit.  
 
Additional minor revisions to existing standards will address traffic generation, accessory 

 General Public:  

 Small Area Plan Workgroup:  

 Other:  
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structures, outdoor storage space, vehicle weight restrictions, and landscaping for all 
home occupations. Proposed amendments will introduce standards addressing the total 
number of students, customers, and/or clients permitted per day and address the review 
of special events for home occupations. Finally, definitions referencing minor home 
occupations and major home occupations are proposed within Article 10. The Planning 
Board and staff have endeavored to be mindful of any adverse impacts that may occur 
in the various types of residential districts found in the county while creating the 
amendment package.  

 

E.  SPECIFIC AMENDMENT LANGUAGE 

 

See Attachment 2 for proposed language. 

 

  
 

Primary Staff Contact: 

Ashley Moncado 

Planning Department 

919-245-2589 

amoncado@orangecountync.gov 
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with 1/4-inch (6.35 mm) insulating mill board or other approved
equivalent insulation.

[F] 417.4 Fire protection. Drying rooms designed for
high-hazard materials and processes, including special occu-
pancies as provided for in Chapter 4, shall be protected by an
approved automatic fire-extinguishing system complying with
the provisions of Chapter 9.

SECTION 418
ORGANIC COATINGS

[F] 418.1 Building features. Manufacturing of organic coat-
ings shall be done only in buildings that do not have pits or
basements.

[F] 418.2 Location. Organic coating manufacturing opera-
tions and operations incidental to or connected therewith shall
not be located in buildings having other occupancies.

[F] 418.3 Process mills. Mills operating with close clearances
and that process flammable and heat-sensitive materials, such
as nitrocellulose, shall be located in a detached building or
noncombustible structure.

[F] 418.4 Tank storage. Storage areas for flammable and com-
bustible liquid tanks inside of structures shall be located at or
above grade and shall be separated from the processing area by
not less than 2-hour fire barriers constructed in accordance
with Section 707 or horizontal assemblies constructed in
accordance with Section 712, or both.

[F] 418.5 Nitrocellulose storage. Nitrocellulose storage shall
be located on a detached pad or in a separate structure or a room
enclosed with no less than 2-hour fire barriers constructed in
accordance with Section 707 or horizontal assemblies con-
structed in accordance with Section 712, or both.

[F] 418.6 Finished products. Storage rooms for finished prod-
ucts that are flammable or combustible liquids shall be sepa-
rated from the processing area by not less than 2-hour fire
barriers constructed in accordance with Section 707 or hori-
zontal assemblies constructed in accordance with Section 712,
or both.

SECTION 419
LIVE/WORK UNITS

419.1 General. A live/work unit is a dwelling unit or sleeping
unit in which a significant portion of the space includes a non-
residential use that is operated by the tenant and shall comply
with Sections 419.1 through 419.8.

Exception: Dwelling or sleeping units that include an
office that is less than 10 percent of the area of the dwell-
ing unit shall not be classified as a live/work unit.

419.1.1 Limitations. The following shall apply to all
live/work areas:

1. The live/work unit is permitted to be a maximum of
3,000 square feet (279 m2);

2. The nonresidential area is permitted to be a maximum
50 percent of the area of each live/work unit;

3. The nonresidential area function shall be limited to
the first or main floor only of the live/work unit; and

4. A maximum of five nonresidential workers or
employees are allowed to occupy the nonresidential
area at any one time.

419.2 Occupancies. Live/work units shall be classified as a
Group R-2 occupancy. Separation requirements found in Sec-
tions 420 and 508 shall not apply within the live/work unit
when the live/work unit is in compliance with Section 419.
High-hazard and storage occupancies shall not be permitted in
a live/work unit. The aggregate area of storage in the nonresi-
dential portion of the live/work unit shall be limited to 10 per-
cent of the space dedicated to nonresidential activities.

419.3 Means of egress. Except as modified by this section, the
provisions for Group R-2 occupancies in Chapter 10 shall
apply to the entire live/work unit.

419.3.1 Egress capacity. The egress capacity for each ele-
ment of the live/work unit shall be based on the occupant
load for the function served in accordance with Table
1004.1.1.

419.3.2 Sliding doors. Where doors in a means of egress are
of the horizontal-sliding type, the force to slide the door to
its fully open position shall not exceed 50 pounds (220 N)
with a perpendicular force against the door of 50 pounds
(220 N).

419.3.3 Spiral stairways. Spiral stairways that conform to
the requirements of Section 1009.9 shall be permitted.

419.3.4 Locks. Egress doors shall be permitted to be locked
in accordance with Item 4 of Section 1008.1.9.3.

419.4 Vertical openings. Floor openings between floor levels
of a live/work unit are permitted without enclosure.

419.5 Fire protection. The live/work unit shall be provided
with a monitored fire alarm system where required by Section
907.2.9 and an automatic sprinkler system in accordance with
Section 903.2.8.

419.6 Structural. Floor loading for the areas within a
live/work unit shall be designed to conform to Table 1607.1
based on the function within the space.

419.7 Accessibility. Accessibility shall be designed in accor-
dance with Chapter 11.

419.8 Ventilation. The applicable requirements of the Interna-
tional Mechanical Code shall apply to each area within the
live/work unit for the function within that space.

SECTION 420
GROUPS I-1, R-1, R-2, R-3

420.1 General. Occupancies in Groups I-1, R-1, R-2 and R-3
shall comply with the provisions of this section and other appli-
cable provisions of this code.

420.2 Separation walls. Walls separating dwelling units in the
same building, walls separating sleeping units in the same
building and walls separating dwelling or sleeping units from
other occupancies contiguous to them in the same building

70 2012 NORTH CAROLINA BUILDING CODE
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From: Patricia J. McGuire
To: Perdita Holtz
Cc: Martin Roupe; Christina Moon
Subject: RE: UDO Text Amendment that Applies to the Rural Buffer - Home Occupation Standards
Date: Tuesday, November 26, 2013 7:40:00 PM

Dear Perdita,

 

Carrboro staff have a few comments and suggestions for the ordinance revisions:

 

1)      There appear to be benefits associated with offering additional economic opportunities to
 properties in the Rural Buffer and elsewhere in the county, so long as such uses are
 consistent with the purposes of the zoning districts otherwise.

2)      You might consider expanding the use of performance standards as a means of limiting
 further or reducing entirely the exclusion of specific uses.  Such standards could specify
 screening, sizing, siting, or parking provisions that would mitigate the impacts that presently
 necessitate excluding them entirely.

3)      You might consider clarifying the traffic generation provisions to distinguish between traffic
 generated by the use and traffic generated in support of the use.  Are the regulations
 intended to allow or prohibit a resident from operating a single –truck tractor-trailor
 business from their home, for example? If only a single driver/single-truck use was
 considered acceptable, but a larger trucking operation was not, perhaps the vehicle storage,
 number of employees and screening requirements could be modified accordingly?

4)      You might consider clarifying whether outdoor storage includes the storage or parking of
 vehicles that are used in conjunction with a  home occupation.

 

Thanks for the opportunity to review.  Don’t hesitate to contact me if you have a question.

 

Trish

 

Patricia J. McGuire, AICP, CZO, CFM

Planning Director

Town of Carrboro

301 W. Main Street

Carrboro, North Carolina 27510

35° 54’ 41”, -79° 04’ 39”

919-918-7327 (T)/919-918-4454 (F)

pmcguire@ci.carrboro.nc.us  http://townofcarrboro.org
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From: Perdita Holtz [mailto:pholtz@orangecountync.gov] 
Sent: Thursday, November 07, 2013 9:14 AM
To: J.B. Culpepper (jbculpepper@townofchapelhill.org); Patricia J. McGuire
Cc: Craig Benedict; Ashley E.. Moncado; Christina Moon; (gpoveromo@townofchapelhill.org)
Subject: UDO Text Amendment that Applies to the Rural Buffer - Home Occupation Standards

 

Hello JB and Trish,

 

Pursuant to the JPA Agreement, we are sending the attached proposed UDO text amendment to you
 for review and comment.  We are proposing to change the existing standards for Home Occupations
 allowed in the residential zoning districts, including the RB (Rural Buffer) zoning district.  We are also
 proposing to have a category of “Minor Home Occupation” and “Major Home Occupation” (we
 currently do not have two classes of Home Occupations).  Major Home Occupations will not be
 allowed in the Rural Buffer; only Minor Home Occupations would be allowed in the RB.

 

I have also attached a chart you may find helpful that depicts the existing and proposed standards. 
 This chart is not part of the actual amendments; it’s just used for informational purposes.

 

These text changes are on the November 25 quarterly public hearing agenda.  It would be great if
 you could forward any comments to us before the 25th.  If you need more time than that to review
 this item, please let me know.  The JPA Agreement stipulates that the County will not adopt an
 amendment affecting the RB until the Towns have had 30 days to review and comment on the
 amendment.  This amendment is scheduled for adoption consideration in January.

 

Thanks and please let me know if you have any questions.

 

Perdita

 

 

Perdita Holtz, AICP

Planning Systems Coordinator

Orange County (NC) Planning Department

131 W. Margaret Lane, 2nd Floor (physical)

P.O. Box 8181 (mail)
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Hillsborough, NC  27278

Phone: (919) 245-2578

 

 

 

 

 

 

Town of Carrboro, NC Website - http://www.townofcarrboro.org   E-mail correspondence to and from this
 address may be subject to the North Carolina Public Records Law and may be disclosed to third parties.
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PLANNING 
Town of Chapel Hill 

405 Martin Luther King Jr. Blvd. 
Chapel Hill, NC  27514                                                

phone (919) 968-2728    fax (919) 969-2014 
www.townofchapelhill.org 

 
 
 
December 6, 2013 
 
Ms. Perdita Holtz 
Planning Systems Coordinator 
Orange County Planning Department 
PO Box 8181 
Hillsborough, NC 27278 
 
Subject:   Courtesy Review Comments on Proposed Unified Development Ordinance 

Amendment Regarding Home Occupation Permits in the Rural Buffer 
 
Dear Ms. Holtz: 
 
Thank you for the opportunity to review the proposed zoning ordinance amendment regarding 
home occupation permits in the rural buffer area. We do not have any comments on the proposed 
ordinance amendment as it relates to the Joint Planning Agreement. 
 
Should you have any questions, please do not hesitate to call me at (919) 968-2728. 
 
Regards, 

 
Phil Mason, AICP 
Principal Planner 
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Comments Received at the November Quarterly Public Hearing 
 

Planning Board Comments BOCC Comments Planning Staff Response/Comments 
 Minor home occupation regulations should 

incorporate existing standards without any 
modifications. All proposed revisions allowing for 
an increase in employees, square footage 
allowances, and size of accessory structures shall 
be through the major home occupation process 
requiring a Special Use Permit. 

Planning Board reviewed BOCC comment and 
proceeded with proposed amendments as 
presented in Attachment 2.   

 Concerns with existing standards requiring 
landscaping and buffering of accessory structures 
used in the home occupation. 

Existing standards contained within the UDO 
have been revised to allow for exemptions in 
screening requirements of accessory structures.  

 Concern with existing nonprofit language being 
too vague regarding nonprofit special events.  

Proposed standards for special events have been 
revised to specifically reference 501(c)3 
nonprofits.  

 Concerns with existing standards regarding the 
appearance of a residential accessory structure. 

Existing standards contained within the UDO 
have been revised to provide clarity regarding the 
appearance of accessory structures.   

 Concerns regarding proposed standards being 
too restrictive and creating a financial burden on 
business owners.  

Proposed revisions to existing standards are more 
lenient and less restrictive allowing for more 
employees, visitors, daily trips, and deliveries and 
an increase in the overall size of home 
occupations. Existing and proposed standards 
may result in financial constraints on a business 
owner which are typically incurred with the 
opening of any new business. 

Concerns with trade uses, including 
plumbing, electrical, and building 
contracting, not being permitted as a 
home occupation. 

 Existing standards contained within the UDO 
have been revised to allow these uses to operate 
from a residential property with an approved 
home occupation permit. 

Concerns regarding setback standards 
for accessory structures and outdoor 
storage space used in a major home 
occupation.  

 Proposed setback standards for outdoor storage 
space have been revised to allow for greater 
flexibility in setback standards for accessory 
structures and outdoor storage space through 
the Special Use Permit process.    
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Ordinance #: _______________________ 

 

 
AN ORDINANCE AMENDING 

 THE UNIFIED DEVELOPMENT ORDINANCE OF ORANGE COUNTY 
 

Whereas, the County has completed a review of existing home occupation standards 
based on the Unified Development Ordinance Implementation Bridge report, and 
 
Whereas, as a result of said review, the County identified necessary amendments to the 
Unified Development Ordinance to accommodate and support the use of home 
occupations while protecting the residential character of neighborhoods, and  

 
Whereas, the requirements of Section 2.8 of the Unified Development Ordinance have 
been deemed complete, and 

 
Whereas, the County has held the required public hearing and has found the proposed 
text amendment is consistent with the goals and policies of the adopted Comprehensive 
Plan. 
 
Be it ordained by the Board of Commissioners of Orange County that the Unified 
Development Ordinance of Orange County is hereby amended as depicted in the attached 
pages. 

 
Be it further ordained that this ordinance be placed in the book of published ordinances 
and that this ordinance is effective on July 1, 2014. 
 

Upon motion of Commissioner ________________________, seconded by 

Commissioner ________________________, the foregoing ordinance was adopted this 

________ day of ___________________, 2014. 

 

 I, Donna S. Baker, Clerk to the Board of Commissioners for Orange County, DO 

HEREBY CERTIFY that the foregoing is a true copy of so much of the proceedings of said 

Board at a meeting held on ________________________, 2014 as relates in any way to 

the adoption of the foregoing and that said proceedings are recorded in the minutes of the 

said Board. 

WITNESS my hand and the seal of said County, this ______ day of 

______________, 2014. 
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  SEAL          __________________________________ 
              Clerk to the Board of Commissioners 
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UDO AMENDMENT PACKET NOTES: 
 
The following packet details the proposed modifications to existing home occupation standards. 
Proposed regulations include the establishment of two new home occupation categories 
allowing for minor and major (larger scale) home occupations. The amendment package also 
proposes the re-numbering and reformatting of Sections 2.22, 5.4.3, and 5.5.3, to accommodate 
the new standards. 
 
As the number of affected pages/sections of the existing UDO are being modified with this 
proposal, staff has divided the proposed amendments into the following color coded 
classifications: 

 Red Text: Denotes new, proposed text, that staff is suggesting be added to the UDO 

 Black Strikethrough Text: Denotes existing text that staff is proposing to delete  

 Underlined Green Text: Denotes modifications made following the November Quarterly 
Public Hearing and December Planning Board meeting. 

 
Staff has included footnotes within the amendment package to provide additional 
information/rationale concerning the proposed amendments to aid in your review.  
 
Only those pages of the UDO impacted by the proposed modification(s) have been included 
within this packet. Some text on the following pages has a large “X” through it to denote that 
these sections are not part of the amendments under consideration. The text is shown only 
because in the full UDO it is on the same page as text proposed for amendment or footnotes 
from previous sections ‘spill over’ onto the included page. Text with a large “X” is not proposed 
for modification. 
 
Please note that the page numbers in this amendment packet may or may not necessarily 
correspond to the page numbers in the adopted UDO because adding text may shift all of 
the text/sections downward. 
 
Users are reminded that these excerpts are part of a much larger document (the UDO) that 
regulates land use and development in Orange County. The full UDO is available online at: 
http://orangecountync.gov/planning/Ordinances.asp 
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  Article 2:  Procedures 

  Section 2.22: Home Occupations 

 

 

Orange County, North Carolina – Unified Development Ordinance Page 2-63 

 

(3) Structural stormwater measures that are designed, constructed and maintained 
in accordance with the NC DWQ Stormwater BMP Design Manual, approved 
accounting tool, and requirements listed in Section 6.14 will be presumed to meet 
the required performance standards of Section 6.14. Submittals containing 
measures not designed to these specifications, may be approved on a case by 
case basis provided the applicant provides adequate data and information 
showing how the deviations meet the requirements of Section 6.14. 

(C) Plan Approval 

The Erosion Control Officer is authorized to approve any Stormwater Management Plan 
which is in conformance with the performance standards specified in the NC DWQ 
Stormwater BMP Design Manual, and other requirements of this Ordinance. 

(D) Approved Plan a Prerequisite 

The Erosion Control Officer is not authorized to issue any permits for development on 
any land that is defined as new development under Section  6.14 of this Ordinance 
unless and until a Stormwater Management Plan in compliance with the requirements of 
this Ordinance has been approved.  

(E) Design of Permanent Nutrient Export Reduction Structural Stormwater Measures 

When a permanent nutrient export reduction structural stormwater measure is required 
for new development to meet the requirements of this Ordinance, a North Carolina 
registered professional engineer shall prepare the plan with the Engineer’s Certification of 
Stormwater Management affixed, signed, sealed and dated. 

SECTION 2.22: HOME OCCUPATIONS 

2.22.1 Application Requirements 

(A) An application for a Home Occupation Permit shall be filed with the Planning Director on 
forms provided by the Planning Department. 

(B) Application forms shall be prepared so that when completed a full and accurate 
description of the proposed use, including its location, appearance, and operational 
characteristics are disclosed. 

(C) An application for a minor home occupation shall include a plot plan that adheres to the 
requirements of Sections 2.4.3 and 5.5.3.  

(D) An application for a major home occupation shall require a Class B Special Use Permit 
and adhere to the requirements of Sections 2.5.3, 2.7, and 5.5.3.   

2.22.2 Conditions of Approval 

(A) If conditions are attached to the approval of a permit, they may address deficiencies in 
meeting specific Ordinance requirements or they may address specific impacts which 
result from the operation of the home occupation.   

(B) If conditions address specific impacts which result from the operation of the home 
occupation, the conditions may include, but not be limited to the following limitations: 

(1) Hours of operation; 

(2) Number of vehicles to be parked on the premises; 

(3) The location of an accessory building, storage area or parking on the property.   

(C) The Planning Director may require greater setbacks and/or additional landscaping or 
screening to adequately screen the home occupation from adjoining properties. 
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  Article 5:  Uses 

 Section 5.4: Standards for Temporary Uses 
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5.4.3 Special Events 

(A) Arts and Cultural Special Events 

(1) All arts and cultural special events organized, conducted, and affiliated with a 
501(c)(3) nonprofit organization or government entity, for example the annual 
Orange County Open Studio Tour, shall be exempt from the special event review 
and permitting process.

1
 

(B) General Standards of Evaluation
2
 

(1) The application shall include a written description of the type of event planned, 
the number of participants for any single event, the frequency of the events, the 
anticipated hours of operation, the potential dates for the events, and the method 
and adequacy of sewage disposal, recycling and waste disposal, access, 
parking, lighting, and signage; 

(2) The plot plan shall be accompanied by written approval from the Orange County 
Division of Environmental Health regarding the adequacy of the water-supply and 
wastewater disposal; 

(3) The plot plan shall have written approval from the Orange County Fire Marshal; 

(4) The applicant shall submit a copy of notification sent to the Orange County 
Sheriff’s Department stating the type of events, number of participants, date(s) 
and hours of operation, and emergency contact information.  A location map 
must be attached to the notice provided to the Sheriff; 

(5) Lot size shall be adequate to accommodate all proposed activities including safe 
vehicular and pedestrian circulation; 

(6) The proposed activity will occur on no more frequently than seven days in a 30-
day period, and on no more than 50 days per year; and 

(7) Signs shall be permitted in accordance with Section 6.12.11(D).  

(C) Standards for Class B Special Use Permit 

(1) Submittal Requirements 

In addition to the information required by Section 2.7, the following information 
shall be supplied as part of the application for approval of this use: 

(a) A written description of the exact type of event planned, the maximum 
number of participants, the frequency of the event, anticipated dates and 
hours of operation, method and adequacy of sewage disposal, recycling 
and waste disposal, access, parking, lighting, and signage; 

(b) A site plan showing the boundaries of the area to be used for the events, 
the locations of access points, parking, service areas, activity areas, 
restrooms, solid waste disposal/recycling facilities, lighting, and signage;  

(c) Written comments from the Orange County Health Department, Division 
of Environmental Health regarding the adequacy of plans restroom 
facilities and food preparation/handling arrangements; and 

                                                 
1
 Proposed amendments regarding arts and cultural special events will address concerns with 

accommodating and permitting community wide events conducted by a nonprofit or government 
organization more efficiently. These standards will allow art and studio home occupations that participate 
in these events to be exempt from the Class B Special Use Permit process.  
2
 Adding a new (A) resulted in the automatic renumbering of subsequent subsections.  
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  Article 5:  Uses 

 Section 5.5: Standards for Residential Uses 
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(c) The use of the building shall be only for the period of time specified and 
for the use specified. 

(d) The proposed use is a permitted use in the district in which it is located.  

SECTION 5.5: STANDARDS FOR RESIDENTIAL USES 

5.5.1 Accessory Structures and Uses 

(A) General Standards of Evaluation 

(1) Accessory structures and uses shall not be located in any required front open 
space and shall conform to the principal setbacks of the district where located 
unless otherwise provided in this Section. 

(2) An attached private garage, or carport, not exceeding 12 feet in height, may 
occupy a portion of the required side open space, provided that this does not 
result in a required side open space of less than 7% of the lot width, nor a total, 
when combined with the required side open space of the lot immediately 
adjacent, of less than eight feet. 

(3) Mobile homes as accessory structures to residential uses are prohibited. 

5.5.2 Efficiency Apartment 

(A) General Standards of Evaluation 

(1) There shall be no more than one efficiency apartment, whether detached or 
attached, on any lot. 

(2) The efficiency unit shall contains no more than 800 square feet of gross floor 
area. 

(3) The residential lot shall meet the minimum lot size requirements of the zoning 
district in which it is located. 

(4) The efficiency unit shall comply with the N.C. Residential Building Code including 
minimum light/ventilation and room sizes. 

(5) The efficiency unit shall be accessory to the principal dwelling unit and may be 
attached or detached. 

(6) The efficiency unit shall be served by an approved water supply and sanitary 
facilities. 

(7) The efficiency unit shall remain in the same ownership as the primary residence. 

5.5.3 Home Occupations 

(A) General Standards  

(1) Submittal Requirements 

In addition to the completed application form, applicants for a minor or major 
home occupation shall submit the following to the Planning Department: 

(a) Minor Home Occupations 

(i) A plot plan of the property on which the home occupation is to be 
located.  The plot plan shall show: 

a. The location of the residence and/or accessory building 
in which the home occupation is to be located in relation 
to existing property lines and adjacent homes;  

b. The location, number, and means of access to required 
off street parking areas; and  
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c. The location and type of required landscaping and/or 
screening. 

(ii) A floor plan of the residence and/or accessory building in which 
the home occupation is to be located showing  the location, size, 
and use of each room or area within the residence and/or 
accessory building. 

(b) Major Home Occupations  

(i) A site plan of the property on which the home occupation is to be 
located. The site plan shall show: 

a. The location of the residence and/or accessory building 
in which the home occupation is to be located in relation 
to existing property lines and adjacent homes; 

b. The location, number, and means of access to required 
off street parking areas; and 

c. The location and type of required landscaping and/or 
screening.  

(ii) A floor plan of the residence and/or accessory building in which 
the home occupation is to be located showing the location, size, 
and use of each room or area within the residence and/or 
accessory building.  

(2) Standards of Evaluation   

(a) All Home Occupations  

(i) No home occupation may be operated in a residence except as 
permitted under this Ordinance and only after a Home 
Occupation Permit has be issued in accordance with the 
provisions of Section 2.21 2.22 of this Ordinance. 

(ii) Home based business operations that conduct only online retail 
sales and do not include nonresident employees located onsite, 
signage, or onsite students, customers, and/or clients do not 
require a home occupation permit.

3
 

(iii) Uses Not Permitted 

a. Except for the office component of the business 
operation, the following activities are explicitly prohibited 
as home occupations:  

i. Automotive repair,  

ii. Automotive service,  

iii. Automotive detailing,  

iv. Body shop, and 

v. Hauling, and  

vi. Building, electrical, plumbing, mechanical, 
grading or other construction contracting.

4
 

                                                 
3
 Revisions have been made to address Planning Board comments regarding onsite retail sales. 

Proposed standards will exempt home occupations conducting retail sales through the internet if the 
operation has no onsite employees, signage, and visitors from the home occupation permit process.  
4
 Based on comments received at the Quarterly Public Hearing, revisions to this Section will allow 

building, electrical, plumbing, mechanical, grading, and other construction contracting to operate from a 
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b. The above list is not intended to include all uses which 
may be unsuitable as a home occupation.  Home 
Occupation applications for other uses may be denied if 
the Standards of Evaluation listed herein are not fully 
met. 

(iv) No equipment or process shall be employed that will cause 
noise, vibration, glare, odor or electrical interference detectable 
to the normal senses at the lot lines in the case of detached 
dwelling units or outside the dwelling unit, in the case of attached 
dwelling units. 

(v) The on-premises sale and/or delivery of goods which are not 
produced or modified in a manner that adds value to the product 
on the premises is prohibited, except in the case of the delivery 
and sale of goods incidental to the provision of a service. No 
goods, products, or commodities purchased and secured for the 
main purpose of onsite resale shall be permitted.  

(vi) All events conducted in connection with the home occupation 
and exceed the number of permitted daily students, customers, 
and/or clients contained within Sections 5.5.3(A)(2)(b)(i)d and  
5.5.3(A)(2)(c)(i)g must adhere to Section 5.4.3, Special Events.

5
  

(b) Minor Home Occupations 

(i) General Operations  

The following requirements apply to minor home occupations in 
all residential districts: 

a. The owner or operator of the home occupation must live 
in a residence located on the same zoning lot as the 
home occupation.  No more than two individuals not 
living in the residence may work in the home occupation. 
Minor home occupations shall not exceed three  
nonresident employees onsite at any one time.  

b. In all residential districts except RB, AR and R-1, no 
more than 35% of the floor area of the dwelling unit or 
500 750 square feet, whichever is less, may be used for 
the home occupation. 

c. Up to three students, customers, and/or clients shall be 
permitted onsite at any one time, not to exceed a total of 
six students, customers, and/or clients per day. 

(ii) Limitations on Traffic Generation  

a. Traffic generated by visitors, customers, or deliveries 
employees, students, customers, and/or clients shall not 
exceed more than two business trips per hour, more 
than eight twenty trips per day. or more than two 
deliveries of products or materials per week. All 

                                                                                                                                                             
residential property with an approved home occupation permit. Revisions are proposed to additional 
Sections of the UDO to address potential traffic impacts as a result of these uses being permitted as a 
home occupation. The revisions also make it clearer that an office related to the types of uses in i. 
through v. may be allowed, however, it is the actual activities that are not allowed as a home occupation. 
5
 Approved home occupations that conduct special events onsite are required to adhere to Section 5.4.3 

Special Events. Home occupations that participate in a nonprofit or government organized event including 
the annual Orange County Open Studio Tour shall be waived from the special event review process as 
proposed within Section 5.4.3 Special Events.  
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deliveries must be made by vehicles of a size normally 
used for household deliveries.

6
 

b. Parking generated by the home occupation shall be met 
off the street and other than not in a required yard area. 

c. There shall be no use of a vehicle with a load capacity in 
excess of one ton a gross vehicle weight in excess of 
14,000 pounds used in connection with the home 
occupation

7
. including vehicles used for delivery or pick-

up.  Vehicles with the permitted load capacity generally 
include large pick-up trucks, and delivery trucks and 
vans such as those used by UPS, but would not include 
vehicles such as tractor trailers or dump trucks.

8
 

(iii) Use of Accessory Structures 

a. An accessory building containing up to 1000 1,500 
square feet may be utilized in the RB, AR and R-1 
residential zoning districts, detailed in Section 3.3,

9
 

provided that the building structure is built with suitable 
residential construction materials to resemble has the 
appearance of a residential accessory structure.

10
 

b. The accessory structure must be screened from view of 
the road and adjacent property by a densely planted 
evergreen hedge of shrubs or trees.  In lieu of an 
evergreen hedge, a six foot stockade fence and 
deciduous plant materials  vegetation planted along the 
outside of the fence may be used for screening 
purposes. Screening will not be required when: 

i. The accessory structure is located 40 feet or 
more from all property lines; or 

                                                 
6
 Existing standards regulating the number of hourly and daily trips were found to be inconsistent with 

proposed language regulating the number of students, customers, and/or clients permitted onsite per day. 
As a result, revisions will allow for an increase in the number of daily trips resulting from the operation of 
the home occupation. Proposed standards are to regulate the number of daily trips generated from 
employees and visitors associated with the home occupation and not the number of daily trips generated 
from the residential use of the property. Please note that a “trip count” is one direction only (a round trip, 
in and out, is counted as two trips in traffic engineering calculations). Additional revisions shall allow for 
an increase in deliveries while limiting the type of vehicle to a size normally used for household deliveries. 
7
 Weight standards have been modified replacing load capacity with the more common and familiar 

vehicle gross weight standard. The proposed weight of 14,000 pounds will allow for the use of standard 
and larger sized pick-up trucks in connection with all home occupations. 
8
 Staff recommends the existing language to be revised in order to a avoid a potential inconsistency with 

standards contained within item a.  
9
 Revised standards are proposed to allow the use of accessory structures up to 1,500 feet in all 

residential districts contained within Section 3.3, Residential Districts,  instead of limiting this use to only 
the RB, AR, and R-1 districts. 
10

 Revisions will clarify concerns raised at the Quarterly Public Hearing regarding existing language 
addressing the appearance of accessory structures. Standards require accessory structures to be 
constructed with suitable residential construction materials in order to avoid commercially designed 
structures to be located in a residential zoning district. Existing and proposed standards do not require 
accessory structures to take on the exact appearance of the residential structure.  
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ii. Existing vegetation provides suitable screening 
of the accessory structure from all adjacent 
properties.

11
 

c. New structures built for the purpose of conducting a 
home occupation shall not exceed 1000 1,500  square 
feet in area. 

d. An existing accessory structure which is larger than 
1000 1,500 square feet may be used for the home 
occupation provided that no more than 1000 1,500 
square feet is used for the home occupation and the 
area is physically separated by walls or other barriers.  
In order to qualify as an existing accessory structure for 
the purpose of conducting a home occupation, the 
structure must have been constructed to meet building 
code requirements applicable to a residential accessory 
structure, and must have been in existence for at least 
36 months. 

(iv) Use of Outdoor Storage 

a. Up to 500 square feet of outdoor storage area may be 
used shall be permitted only in the RB, AR and R-1 
zoning districts provided that it: 

i. Is clearly defined on the site plan and on the 
ground. 

ii. Is located at least 40 feet from any lot line or 
road right-of-way; and 

iii. Is totally screened from the view from the road 
and from adjacent property in the same manner 
as is required for accessory buildings. 

(c) Major Home Occupations 

(i) General Operations 

The following requirements apply to major home occupations: 

a. Major home occupations shall be permitted only in the 
AR and R-1 zoning districts.  

b. All major home occupations shall be located on parcels 
at least five acres in size. 

c. The owner or operator of the home occupation must live 
in a residence located on the same zoning lot as the 
home occupation.  Up to six permanent and/or 
temporary  nonresident employees may be permitted 
onsite at any one time with the exact number established 
in the Special Use Permit. 

d. The total amount of square footage permitted for a 
residential dwelling unit used in conjunction with a major 
home occupation, which exceeds standards referenced 
in Section 5.5.3.A.2(b)(i)b, shall be determined with the 

                                                 
11

 Existing standards regarding screening of accessory structures have been revised to address 
comments received at the Quarterly Public Hearing . Proposed revisions will allow accessory structures 
located at least 40 feet from all property lines or sites providing screening with the use of existing 
vegetation to be exempt from screening requirements.  
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approved Special Use Permit, but in no case shall the 
total exceed 50% of the floor area of the dwelling unit. 

e. Up to eight students, customers, and/or clients shall be 
permitted onsite at any one time, not to exceed a total of 
fifteen students, customers, and/or clients per day. 

(ii) Limitations on Traffic Generation 

a. Traffic generated by employees, students, customers, 
and/or clients shall not exceed more than fifty trips per 
day. All deliveries must be made by vehicles of a size 
normally used for household deliveries. 

b. All major home occupations shall conform to the 
standards of Section 5.5.3(A)(2)(b)(ii)c. 

c. Parking generated by the home occupation shall be met 
off the street and set back at least 40 feet from all 
property lines.  

d. Major home occupations located on public roadways 
may be required to submit a driveway permit prior to 
approval. 

e. Major home occupations located on shared private 
roadways shall be required to submit a private road 
maintenance agreement prior to approval. 

(iii) Use of Accessory Structures 

a. An accessory building containing up to 2,500 square feet 
may be utilized, with the approval of a major home 
occupation, on tracts totaling five to ten acres in size. An 
accessory building containing up to 3,000 square feet 
may be utilized, with the approval of a major home 
occupation, on tracts greater than ten acres in size. 

b. All accessory structures shall be built with suitable 
residential construction materials to resemble the 
appearance of a residential accessory structure. 

c. Setback standards for all accessory structures shall be 
determined with the approved Special Use Permit and in 
no case be less than 40 feet from all property lines.

12
  

d. The accessory structure must be screened from view of 
the road and adjacent property by a densely planted 
evergreen hedge of shrubs or trees.  In lieu of an 
evergreen hedge, a six foot stockade fence and 
deciduous vegetation planted on the outside of the fence 
may be used for screening purposes. Screening will not 
be required when: 

i. The accessory structure is located 80 feet or 
more from all property lines; or 

ii. Existing vegetation provides suitable screening 
of the accessory structure from all adjacent 
properties.  

                                                 
12

 Proposed setback standards for accessory structures have been revised to address comments 
received at the Quarterly Public Hearing. Proposed revisions will allow setbacks to be determined on a 
case-by-case basis through the Special Use Permit process, but will still require a minimum setback of 40 
feet from all property lines. 
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e. New accessory structures built for the purpose of 
conducting a home occupation shall not exceed square 
footage allowances referenced in Section 
5.5.3.A(2)(e)(iii)a.   

f. An existing accessory structure which is larger than the 
permitted size referenced in Section 5.5.3.A(2)(e)(iii)a 
may be used for the home occupation provided that no 
more than the permitted amount of square feet is used 
for the home occupation and the area is physically 
separated by walls or other barriers.  In order to qualify 
as an existing accessory structure for the purpose of 
conducting a home occupation, the structure must have 
been constructed to meet building code requirements 
applicable to a residential accessory structure, and must 
have been in existence for at least 36 months. 

(iv) Use of Outdoor Storage Space 

a. Up to 500 square feet of outdoor storage area may be 
used in conjunction with major home occupations 
provided that it is: 

i. Clearly defined on the site plan and on the 
ground. 

ii. Setback standards for outdoor storage space 
shall be determined with the approved Special 
Use Permit and in no case be less than 40 feet 
from all property lines; and 

13
 

iii. Totally screened from the view from the road 
and from adjacent property in the same manner 
required for accessory buildings. 

5.5.4 Mobile Home Parks 

(A) Standards for MHP-CZ 

(1) Permitted Uses and Structures 

In addition to Mobile Homes, as defined by this Ordinance, the following 
accessory structures and uses shall be permitted:  

(a) Caretaker's or manager's home or office. 

(b) Service buildings and areas necessary to provide washing and drying 
machines for domestic laundry, sanitation, rest rooms, storage, vending 
machines, and other similar services provided by the facility for the use 
and convenience of the mobile home park tenants. 

(c) Recreation buildings/facilities and areas serving only the mobile home 
park in which they are located. 

(d) Customary accessory buildings and facilities necessary for operation of 
the mobile home park in which they are located. 

(e) Storage buildings for individual mobile home spaces and intended for the 
exclusive use of the occupants of the mobile home space. 

                                                 
13

 Proposed setback standards for outdoor storage space have been revised to address comments 
received at the Quarterly Public Hearing. Proposed standards will allow setbacks to be determined on a 
case-by-case basis through the Special Use Permit process, but will still require the minimum setback 
standard of 40 feet currently contained in Section 5.5.3(A)(2)(f)(i)b of the UDO. 
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High-Density Option  
One of two approaches available for development in some watershed overlay districts.  Generally, the 
high-density option relies on density limits and engineered stormwater controls to minimize the risk of 
water pollution. 

Highest Adjacent Grade (HAG) 
The highest natural elevation of the ground surface, prior to construction, next to the proposed walls of 
the structure. 

Historic structure 
Any structure that is:  

a) Listed individually in the National Register of Historic Places (a listing maintained by the U.S. 
Department of Interior) or preliminarily determined by the Secretary of Interior as meeting the 
requirements for individual listing on the National Register;  

b) Certified or preliminarily determined by the Secretary of Interior as contributing to the historical 
significance of a registered historic district or a district preliminarily determined by the Secretary 
to qualify as a registered historic district;  

c) Individually listed on a local inventory of historic landmarks in communities with a “Certified Local 
Government (CLG) Program,” which has been approved by the Department of the Interior; or 

d) Certified as contributing to the historical significance of a historic district designated by a 
community with a “Certified Local Government (CLG) Program”.  (CLG Programs are approved 
by the US Department of the Interior in cooperation with the North Carolina Department of 
Cultural Resources through the State Historic Preservation Officer as having met the 
requirements of the National Historic Preservation Act of 1966, as amended). 

Holiday Decoration 
Holiday displays, decorations and greetings, which relate to any federally designated holiday, legal 
holiday or religious holiday.   

Home Occupation, Major 
An accessory business use which is owned and operated by the resident of the property, located on a 
single parcel of land at least five acres in size in the AR and R-1 zoning districts, and is clearly incidental 
and subordinate to the principal residential use of the property. Major home occupations, which do not 
meet  the standards of a minor home occupation, shall accommodate for larger scale accessory business 
uses by allowing for an increase in square footage, number of onsite employees, students, customers, 
clients, and annual events with an approved Class B Special Use Permit. 

Home Occupation, Minor 
An accessory business use which is owned or operated by the resident of a residentially-zoned property 
which business and is clearly incidental and subordinate to the principal residential use of the property. 

Hotel, Motel, Motor Lodge, Motor Inn, Inn, Tourist Court 
A building or group of attached or detached buildings containing, in combination, ten or more lodging 
units, or ten or more dwelling units intended primarily for rental or lease to transients by the day or week, 
as distinguished from multi-family dwellings, rooming houses and residential hotels in which rentals and 
leases are for weekly or longer periods and occupants are generally residents rather than transients. 

Hotel, Residential  
A building or group of attached or detached buildings containing, in combination, ten or more lodging 
units available for occupancy only for periods of thirty days or longer, provided, however, that temporary 
lodging units for guests of regular tenants may be provided in any residential hotel, with number of such 
units limited to 10% of the number of tenant lodging units. 

Immediate Neighborhood 
A subdivision or area of the county which distinguishes it from other subdivisions or areas by virtue of its 
location within the service area of a park site or sites as shown on the adopted “Recreation Service Area 
Boundaries Map” on file in the Planning Department. 
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Proposed Amendment Summary 

Revised Standards 

Item Existing Standards 

Revised/Proposed Standards 

Minor Home Occupations Major Home Occupations 

Application 
Requirements 

Existing standards require an application, 
plot plan, and staff approval.  

Existing standards will remain. 
 

Proposed standards will require an application, site 
plan, and an approved Class B Special Use Permit.  

Section 2.22.1 

Square Footage Current standards allow up to  
35% of the floor area of the dwelling unit 
or 500 square feet, whichever is less, to be 
used in the home occupation. 

Proposed revisions allow up to 35% of the floor 
area of the dwelling unit or 750 square feet, 
whichever is less, to be used in a minor home 
occupation. 

Proposed standards will allow up to 50% of the floor 
area of the dwelling unit, determined with the 
Special Use Permit, to be used in a major home 
occupation.  

Sections 
5.5.3(A)(2)(b)(i) 
5.5.3(A)(2)(c)(i) 

Employees Two nonresident employees are currently 
permitted onsite.  
 

Revisions will allow for three nonresident 
employees onsite. 

Proposed standards will allow for up to six 
nonresident employees onsite, with the exact 
number established in the Special Use Permit. 

Sections 
5.5.3(A)(2)(b)(i) 
5.5.3(A)(2)(c)(i) 

Traffic Generation A maximum of eight trips per day are 
permitted with existing standards.  

Proposed revisions will allow for a maximum of 
twenty trips per day. 

Proposed standards will allow for a maximum of 
fifty trips per day. Sections 

5.5.3(A)(2)(b)(ii) 
5.5.3(A)(2)(c)(ii  

Existing standards allow for two deliveries 
of products or materials per week.  

Proposed standards will allow for unlimited number of deliveries, but will require all deliveries to be 
made by vehicles of a size normally used for household deliveries. 

Current standards state traffic generated 
by visitors should not exceed more than 
two trips per hour or more than eight trips 
per day.  

Proposed standards will allow for an increase in 
the maximum number of daily trips and permit 
up to three students, customers, and/or clients 
onsite at any one time, not to exceed a total of 
six students, customers, and/or clients per day. 

Proposed standards will allow for an increase in the 
maximum number of daily trips and permit up to 
eight students, customers, and/or clients onsite at 
any one time, not to exceed a total of fifteen 
students, customers, and/or clients per day. 

Accessory Structures Currently, accessory structures containing 
up to 1,000 square feet are permitted in 
the operation of a home occupation.  

Revisions will allow for accessory structures up 
to 1,500 square feet to be used in the operation 
of the minor home occupation. Revisions will 
also provide for an exemption from landscape 
requirements based on setbacks or existing 
vegetation.  

Proposed standards will allow for accessory 
structures up to 2,500 square feet to be utilized with 
the approval of a major home occupation on tracts 
totaling five to ten acres in size and up to 3,000 
square feet on tracts greater than ten acres in size. 
Standards will also provide for an exemption from 
landscape requirements based on setbacks or 
existing vegetation. 

Sections 
5.5.3(A)(2)(b)(iii) 
5.5.3(A)(2)(c)(iii) 

 

  

Existing language to remain within the referenced section of the UDO 

Existing language to be revised within the referenced section of the UDO 

Proposed language to be added within the referenced section of the UDO 
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Proposed Amendment Summary 

Revised Standards 

Item Existing Standards 

Proposed Standards 

Minor Home Occupations Major Home Occupations 

Outdoor Storage 
Space 

Existing standards allow up to 500 square 
feet of outdoor storage space in the RB, 
AR, and R-1 zoning districts with 
landscape and setback standards. 

Existing standards will remain. Proposed standards will allow for up to 500 square feet of 
outdoor storage space with landscape standards. Setback 
standards will be determined with the approved Special 
Use Permit.  

Sections 
5.5.3(A)(2)(b)(iv) 
5.5.3(A)(2)(c)(iv) 

Special Events Current standards require all proposed 
special events to follow the Class B Special 
Use Permit process. 

Proposed standards will allow for all special events planned, conducted, and affiliated with a 501(c)3 
nonprofit organization or government entity to be exempt from the special event review and permitting 
process. 

Section 
5.4.3 

Permitted Uses Current standards do not permit building, 
electrical, plumbing, mechanical, grading, 
or other construction contracting as home 
occupations.  

Proposed revisions will allow these uses to operate in a residential district with an approved home 
occupation permit. Section 5.5.3(A)(2) 

 

Vehicle Weight  Currently, there shall be no use of a 
vehicle with a load capacity in excess of 
one ton used in connection with the home 
occupation 

Revisions will allow for the use of vehicles up to a gross vehicle weight of 14,000 pounds to be used in 
connection with the home occupation.  Sections 

5.5.3(A)(2)(b)(ii) 
5.5.3(A)(2)(c)(ii 

Definitions  Existing standards define home 
occupation as an accessory business use, 
which is owned or operated by the 
resident of residentially-zoned property, 
which business is clearly incidental and 
subordinate to the principal residential 
use of the property. 

Proposed standards define a minor home 
occupation as an accessory business use which 
is owned or operated by the resident of a 
residentially-zoned property and is clearly 
incidental and subordinate to the principal 
residential use of the property. 

Major home occupations will be defined as an accessory 
business use which is owned and operated by the 
resident of the property, located on a single parcel of land 
at least five acres in size in the AR and R-1 zoning districts, 
and is clearly incidental and subordinate to the principal 
residential use of the property. Major home occupations, 
which do not meet the standards of a minor home 
occupation, shall accommodate for larger scale accessory 
business uses by allowing for an increase in square 
footage, number of onsite employees, students, 
customers, clients, and annual events with an approved 
Class B Special Use Permit. 

Article 10 

 Existing language to remain within the referenced section of the UDO 

Existing language to be revised within the referenced section of the UDO 

Proposed language to be added within the referenced section of the UDO 
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Home Occupations Report and Site Plan Examples 
Prepared by Orange County Planning Staff 
March 19, 2014            
 
Introduction 
 
At the July 10, 2013 Planning Board meeting, the Planning Board and Planning Director initiated a text 
amendment to the Unified Development Ordinance (UDO) to modify existing language relating to the 
regulation of home occupations within the county. Since then, staff has been working directly with the 
Planning Board to review and revise existing home occupation standards contained in the UDO.   
 
The purpose of pursuing an amendment to existing standards is to allow for the expansion of home 
based businesses in the county. While working with the Planning Board, staff strived to develop 
regulations that would create a reasonable balance between supporting the expansion of home based 
businesses and protecting the character and enjoyment of residential neighborhoods. Since the 
proposed standards would have the greatest effects on the residential districts in which home 
occupations are located, it was important to remember the primarily residential purpose and function of 
these districts. 

 

  Strive to create a reasonable balance between supporting home based businesses 
and protecting the character and enjoyment of residential neighborhoods 

Home  
Occupations 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

ions 

Neighbors 

* Proposed uses exceeding home occupation regulations may apply for a 
conditional use permit or relocate to a commercial zoning district.  

 

Home 
Occupations 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

ions 
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Review History 
 
At the January 9, 2013 Planning Board meeting, Board members discussed areas of interest to be 
worked on in the coming year. Many of these items were elements highlighted in the UDO 
Implementation Bridge report prepared when the UDO was adopted in 2011. One item presented by the 
Board and referenced in the Implementation Bridge report was the need to review home occupation 
requirements to determine if there is a need to revise existing standards.  
 
July to September Planning Board Review 
At the July 2, 2013 Planning Board meeting, planning staff followed up with the Board’s request with a 
presentation of existing standards and a review of home occupation standards from other local 
jurisdictions, including Chapel Hill, Carrboro, and Chatham County. This presentation informed the 
Planning Board how standards in other jurisdictions were much more restrictive compared to Orange 
County’s current standards in regards to number of employees, square footage, visitors, parking, and 
traffic generation. During this meeting, Board members identified concerns with existing standards 
being too limiting regarding number of employees and square footage thresholds. At that time, Board 
members supported a text amendment revising existing standards for the November 25, 2013 Quarterly 
Public Hearing. Based on recommendations and direction from the Planning Board in July, staff 
continued the process by drafting text amendment language.  
 
During the September 4, 2013 Planning Board meeting, draft language was presented to the Board for 
review and comment. Additionally, during this time, staff worked with the Planning Board Chair and Vice 
Chair to complete the Amendment Outline Form which was approved by the BOCC on September 5, 
2013. Following this meeting, draft language was revised to reflect comments received regarding traffic 
generation, number of daily onsite students, clients, and/or customers, special events, and exemptions 
from the home occupation permit process.  
 
October and November Ordinance Review Committee (ORC) Meetings 
At the October 2, 2013 ORC meeting, revised draft amendment language was presented to the Board for 
further review and comment. During this meeting, the Planning Board and staff discussed concerns 
regarding parking, vehicle weight, and acreage requirements for major home occupations.  
 
Following the September and October meetings, staff reviewed comments received from the Board and 
identified concerns with the proposed recommendations regarding the effects on daily traffic counts. As 
a result, staff conducted a meeting on October 16, 2013 with the Planning Board Chair to discuss these 
concerns. During this meeting, proposed standards based on Planning Board’s recommendation were 
revised for review at the November 6, 2013 ORC meeting. At the November ORC meeting, the Planning 
Board supported the amendment as presented, however, stated concerns regarding existing language in 
the UDO not allowing specific uses, including plumbing, electrical, and building contracting, to operate 
as a home occupation. No specific amendment requests were made at that time for review at the 
Quarterly Public Hearing. 
 
The Planning Board and planning staff worked together to develop amendments to present at the 
November Quarterly Public Hearing that supported home based businesses and protected the character 
and enjoyment of residential neighborhoods. The proposed amendments significantly increase the 
opportunity for home based businesses to operate in Orange County with the development of a minor 
and a major home occupation. The following graphic illustrates the number of existing and proposed 
options available to accommodate and support businesses, including home occupations, in the rural and 
urban areas of the county as a result of the proposed amendment.  
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November Quarterly Public Hearing 
At the November 25, 2013 Quarterly Public Hearing, the Board of County Commissioners and Planning 
Board provided the following comments regarding the proposed home occupation text amendment: 

 Minor home occupation regulations should incorporate existing standards without any 
modifications. All proposed revisions allowing for an increase in employees, square footage 
allowances, and size of accessory structures shall be through the major home occupation 
process requiring a Special Use Permit. 

 Concerns with existing standards requiring screening and buffering of accessory structures used 
in the home occupation. 

 Concerns with existing standards regarding the appearance of a residential accessory structure. 

 Concerns regarding proposed standards being too restrictive and creating a financial burden on 
business owners. 

 Concerns with trade uses, including plumbing, electrical, and building contracting, not being 
permitted as a home occupation. 

 Concerns regarding setback standards for outdoor storage space used in a major home 
occupation. 

 
Recognizing that a number of items needed to be addressed, staff recommended bringing the item back 
to the Planning Board for review at the December 4, 2013 meeting and return a recommendation in 
time for the February 18, 2014 regular BOCC meeting. 
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December and January Planning Board  
Following the November Quarterly Public Hearing, the amendment was brought back to the December 
Planning Board meeting in order to discuss concerns raised by the BOCC and Planning Board. At this 
time, staff discussed revisions to the proposed amendment in regards to allowing previously 
unpermitted uses, including plumbing, electrical, and building contracting, to be allowed to operate in a 
residential district with an approved home occupation permit. Additionally, during this meeting the 
Board and staff discussed concerns with screening standards and negative visual impacts that may result 
from revising existing language. Comments received by the Planning Board were addressed within the 
amendment by allowing previously unpermitted uses to operate as a home occupation and providing a 
waiver from screening requirements with existing vegetation and/or increased setbacks.  
 
At the January 8, 2014 Planning Board meeting, Board members reviewed the revised standards based on 
comments received at the November Quarterly Public Hearing and the December 4, 2013 Planning Board 
meeting. Members voted 7-1 to recommend approval of the UDO text amendment as presented by staff. 
Comments received from the dissenting Board member during this meeting were in regards to the existing 
permit fee, enforcement, and the proposed amendment limiting economic development in the county. 
 
February 18, 2014 Board of County Commissioners Meeting 
The proposed amendment was presented for adoption consideration at the February 18, 2014 BOCC 
meeting. During discussion, Board members stated concerns with standards contained within the 
proposed amendment. One item of concern included screening standards required for accessory 
structures utilized in a home occupation. This standard is currently existing in the UDO and required for 
all home occupations in the county. Board members stated that this standard may create an economic 
hardship for residents wishing to pursue a home occupation and questioned the need of the standard 
when existing language requires accessory structures to be built with residential construction materials. 
Members also questioned the fairness and necessity of this standard since residential accessory 
structures in general do not require screening and some benign home based businesses (i.e. 
accountant’s office) would not create a substantial impact to adjacent properties requiring screening.  

The second item of concern highlighted by the BOCC focused on setback standards for accessory 
structures utilized in a major home occupation. Board members stated that the increased setbacks for 
an accessory structure in a major home occupation may be difficult for residents to meet, which may 
limit their opportunity to construct and utilize an accessory structure as part of their home occupation. 
In addition, Board members questioned the fairness and necessity of this standard since residential 
accessory structures in general are not required to meet increased setbacks beyond the zoning district’s 
principal setbacks.  

A final item of concern recognized by the BOCC was in regards to the setback standards allowing for a 
waiver from screening requirements for an accessory structure utilized in a minor or major home 
occupation. Concerns raised by Board members recommended a decrease in these standards since the 
proposed setbacks may be too great for some residents to meet and qualify for a waiver from screening 
requirements.  

During the meeting, individual Board members identified concerns with the standards for being too 
limiting and questioned their need and fairness, however, other Board members recognized the need 
and importance of the existing and proposed standards due to the expansion of home occupation uses 
in residential districts.  
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BOCC Motion   
 
Following review and discussion, the BOCC voted to send the proposed amendment back to the 
Planning Board and staff for further review and consideration of their comments concerning setback and 
screening requirements for accessory structures utilized in a home occupation. Comments received 
from the Board highlighted their concerns with these standards and included recommendations for 
possible revisions to the proposed amendment including a complete elimination of existing and 
proposed screening requirements for accessory structures utilized in a minor and/or major home 
occupation, a reduction of the proposed setback standard to qualify for a waiver from screening 
requirements, and a reduction or elimination of the proposed setback standards for accessory structures 
utilized in a major home occupation. Other comments received from the BOCC recommended reviewing 
setback and screening requirements based on the proposed use to be conducted in the home 
occupation. Additionally, the BOCC recommended the Planning Board to review and discuss potential 
impacts resulting from the operation of trade uses in a residential district and to create standards 
addressing these impacts.  
 

Planning Staff Response  
 
Based on the initial goal of creating a reasonable balance between supporting home based businesses 
and protecting the character and enjoyment of residential neighborhoods, planning staff supports the 
existing and proposed standards contained within the amendment, as approved by the Planning Board 
in January. These standards mitigate negative impacts that may result from the expansion of accessory 
structures utilized in a home occupation and the permitting of more intensive uses operating in a 
residential district with an approved home occupation permit. The majority of residential districts are 
intended for primarily residential uses. Due to the purpose of these districts, it is imperative to provide 
standards that assist in protecting the majority, residential uses, from the minority, nonresidential uses 
including home based businesses, within residential districts. Historically throughout the nation, home 
occupations have been intended to be minor aspects of a residential parcel, not full-blown commercial 
enterprises situated in residential areas. If adopted, the amendments as proposed in February, would be 
among the most lenient home occupations standards planning staff has seen and would permit much 
more intensive home occupations than any of the nearby jurisdictions (Chapel Hill, Carrboro, Durham 
County, and Chatham County).  
 
Planning staff believes the BOCC’s suggested modifications to existing and proposed standards could 
result in significant negative impacts to neighboring residential uses. Due to the secondary, 
nonresidential use that is being conducted, accessory structures utilized in a home occupation require 
necessary standards to mitigate/reduce negative impacts when compared to accessory structures that 
are utilized for strictly residential purposes. Reducing or eliminating setback standards or eliminating 
screening requirements can increase noise, light, odor, and visual impacts from the accessory structure 
to adjacent residential properties and negatively alter the primary and intended use of the residential 
zoning district. Eliminating or reducing these standards could create a conflict of uses and disharmony in 
a residential zoning district and would not allow for an equal balance between expanding home based 
businesses while protecting the character and enjoyment of residential neighborhood.  
 
Planning staff understand that some residential uses can produce noise, traffic, and other impacts, 
depending upon the family living in the residence (e.g. children may make noise, dogs may bark, 
teenagers may have many friends over at one time, and people may host parties). However, these types 
of impacts have historically been considered residential in nature. When a home based business 
potentially causes impacts, the impacts are no longer considered “usual and customary” to a residence 
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and mitigation measures are appropriate and called for. It is customary in development regulations to 
require mitigation of potential negative impacts, even if providing those mitigation measures requires 
an outlay of capital. It is understood by many people that capital costs are normally a part of starting a 
business.  
 
Comments received by the BOCC stated concerns with the proposed setback and screening waiver 
requirements being too great for property owners to meet and may limit the amount of developable 
area on their piece of property to construct an accessory structure. The attachments following this 
narrative depict the proposed setback standards for a minor and major home occupation on a variety of 
sample real-life parcels in Orange County.  
 
Attachments 1 to 3 demonstrate the setback standards currently in place and proposed for an accessory 
structure utilized in a minor home occupation. Additionally, Attachments  4 to 6 depict the 40 foot 
setback standard required on tracts approximately one (1) to twelve (12) acres in size if a screening 
waiver is requested because appropriate screening is not provided onsite. The attachments show the 
large portion of the property that is still developable with these setback standards in place.  
 
Attachments 7 and 8 depict the forty (40) foot setback standard proposed for an accessory structure 
utilized in a major home occupation on tracts approximately five (5) to twelve (12) acres in size. The 
attachments illustrate the large portion of the property that is still developable with these setback 
standards in place. In addition, Attachments 9 and 10 depict the proposed setback standards required 
for accessory on tracts approximately five (5) to twelve (12) acres in size if a screening waiver is 
requested because appropriate screening is not provided onsite. While the requirements can be limiting 
depending on the shape of the parcel, the proposed setback standards are very unlikely to completely 
restrict the construction of an accessory structure on site. In any instances where a hardship exists due 
to the shape of the parcel or other reason, the variance process is available to property owners to 
pursue alternative standards. 
 
A final comment received from the BOCC recommended the need to review setback and screening 
standards based on the proposed use to be conducted in the home occupation. While this is a 
recommendation the Planning Board can review and discuss, it is important to note that proposed 
standards have become more comprehensive providing for greater options for different home based 
businesses. The amendment may be lengthened to include standards based on the specific use to be 
conducted in the home occupation. However, it is important to consider that similar home based 
businesses conducting the same use can have varying impacts depending on size, number of employees, 
visitors, client base, and production.  
 
In regards to the BOCC comment regarding potential impacts from the operation of trade uses as a 
home occupation, planning staff believes the standards, as currently written, will provide sufficient 
protection to neighbors of such uses. However, if the existing and proposed setback and screening 
requirements are changed, taking another look at impacts of certain potential home occupations uses 
would be warranted.  
 
The amendment provides the means to limit conflict and impacts while providing a sufficient balance 
between expanding the opportunity for home based businesses to operate in residential districts and 
protecting the residential character of neighborhoods. Without the existing and proposed regulations, 
an imbalance may create conflict and disharmony within a residential district. These issues may then 
lead to complaints and enforcement issues that cannot be mediated without standards in place to 
enforce. Unfortunately, similar to many standards, situations may arise that cannot meet the 
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regulations in place. However, those cases that are not able to meet standards or are exceeding home 
occupation regulations may apply for a conditional use permit or variance request or relocate to a 
commercial zoning district located in the county.  
 

Benefits  
The existing and proposed standards contained within the UDO and text amendment provide for a 
number of benefits. As previously stated, the introduction of new uses previously not permitted as 
home occupations and the expansion of larger scale home occupations will create the opportunity for 
greater impacts to neighborhoods and residential districts than currently experienced in the county. 
Maintaining screening requirements and increased setback standards for accessory structures will allow 
for potential impacts to be mitigated and reduce negative effects to adjacent property owners from 
noise, light, odor, or visual impacts. These standards will help to address conflicts that may arise from 
the permitting of an incidental or secondary nonresidential use to operate in an accessory structure in a 
district primarily intended for residential purposes. With the County’s role in allowing new uses and 
expansion of home base business operations in residential districts, it is necessary to create standards 
that will not result in negative impacts, create conflicts, or loss of residential character. 
 
The existing and proposed standards ease regulations to provide for an expansion of home occupations 
to support home based businesses in the county, but also provide a safeguard system protecting the 
residential character of neighborhoods. In the end, planning staff believes that the existing and 
proposed standards successfully create a reasonable balance between supporting home based 
businesses and protecting the character and enjoyment of residential neighborhoods. 
 

Summary  
 
The existing language contained within the UDO and the proposed standards relating to accessory 
structure setbacks and screening are an essential component to the proposed home occupation text 
amendment in order to reduce negative impacts and protect the residential character of neighborhoods. 
By revising the existing and proposed standards, the County may create greater impacts to residential 
districts and conflicting land uses within a district primarily designed for residential purposes. These 
impacts can result in increased conflict of uses and enforcement issues dependent on the effects the 
new permitted uses and larger scale home occupations may have on adjacent properties.  Proposed 
standards are providing greater opportunities for home based businesses by allowing for larger 
accessory structures and new uses that were previously not permitted as home occupations such as 
plumbing, electrical, and building contracting. In order to facilitate the original goal of balance, 
regulations contained within the UDO and the proposed amendment, addressing setbacks and screening 
of accessory structures utilized in a home occupation, are necessary to keep these uses in check and 
mitigate any negative effects  resulting from expanded home occupation operations. As a result, 
planning staff supports the need to remain consistent with existing standards contained in the UDO 
regarding screening and proposed standards contained in the text amendment recommended for 
approval by the Planning Board regarding setbacks.  
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Orange County Planning and Inspections Department
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Minor Home Occupation:  with appropriate landscaping providing
buffer per proposed language in Section 5.5.3 (A) (2) (b) (ii).
20 ft. setback can be observed as appropriate buffer available at
property line to screen accessory building.

110 ft. width
can be used

38

pholtz
Text Box
Attachment 1

pholtz
Text Box
                                                                                       8



Orange County Planning and Inspections Department
 03/18/2014
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Off of Ferguson Road.  Lot is 199 feet in width.

Minor Home Occupation:  with approprite landscaping providing 
buffer per proposed language in Section 5.5.3 (A) (2) (b) (iii).  

20 ft setback can be observed as appropriate buffer available at
property line to screen accessory building
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Orange County Planning and Inspections Department
 04/10/2014
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Orange County Planning and Inspections Department
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Orange County Planning and Inspections Department
 03/18/2014
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5 acre parcel
Off of Ferguson Road.  Lot is 199 feet in width.

Minor Home Occupation: where there is not adequate landscaping 
per Section 5.5.3 (A) (2) (b) (iii).  

40 ft setback has to be observed as appropriate buffer is not
available at property line to screen accessory building
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Orange County Planning and Inspections Department
 04/10/2014
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12 acre parcel
Off of Buckhorn Road.

Minor Home Occupation:  without appropriate landscaping providing
buffer per proposed language in Section 5.5.3 (A) (2) (b) (iii).

40 ft. setback has to be observed where appropriate buffer 
is not available at property line to screen accessory building.

890 ft. width
can be used

540 ft. length
can be used
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Orange County Planning and Inspections Department
 03/18/2014
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5 acre parcel
Off of Ferguson Road.  Lot is 199 feet in width.

Major Home Occupation: where there is adequate landscaping 
per Section 5.5.3 (A) (2) (c) (iii).  

40 ft setback is the minimum setback required with landscaping
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Orange County Planning and Inspections Department
 04/10/2014
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12 acre parcel
Off of Buckhorn Road.

Major Home Occupation:  with appropriate landscaping providing
buffer per proposed language in Section 5.5.3 (A) (2) (c) (iii).

40 ft. setback is the minium setback required with landscaping.

890 ft. width
can be used

540 ft. length
can be used
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Orange County Planning and Inspections Department
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5 acre parcel
Off of Ferguson Road.  Lot is 199 feet in width.

Major Home Occupation: where there is not adequate landscaping 
per Section 5.5.3 (A) (2) (c) (iii).  

80 ft setback has to be observed where appropriate buffer 
is not available at property line to screen accessory building.
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Orange County Planning and Inspections Department
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Off of Buckhorn Road.

Major Home Occupation:  without appropriate landscaping providing
buffer per proposed language in Section 5.5.3 (A) (2) (c) (iii).

80 ft. setback has to be observed where appropriate buffer 
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APPROVED 1/ 23/2014

MINUTES

ORANGE COUNTY BOARD OF COMMISSIONERS

QUARTERLY PUBLIC HEARING

November 25, 2013

7: 00 P. M.

The Orange County Board of Commissioners and the Orange County Planning Board
met for a Quarterly Public Hearing on Monday, November 25, 2013 at 7: 00 p. m. at the DSS
Office, Hillsborough, N. C.

COUNTY COMMISSIONERS PRESENT: Chair Barry Jacobs and Commissioners Mark
Dorosin, Alice M. Gordon, Bernadette Pelissier, Renee Price and Penny Rich
COUNTY COMMISSIONERS ABSENT:  Earl McKee

COUNTY ATTORNEY PRESENT:  John Roberts

COUNTY STAFF PRESENT:  Interim County Manager Michael Talbert and Deputy Clerk to the
Board David Hunt (All other staff members will be identified appropriately below)
PLANNING BOARD MEMBERS PRESENT: Chair Pete Hallenbeck, and Planning Board
members Maxecine Mitchell, Lisa Stuckey, Paul Guthrie, Herman Staats, Tony Blake, Andrea
Rohrbacher, and H. T. " Buddy" Hartley
PLANNING BOARD MEMBERS ABSENT:  Johnny Randall, James Lea, Stephanie O' Rouke

Chair Jacobs called the meeting to order at 7: 05 pm.

A.       OPENING REMARKS FROM THE CHAIR

Planning Board Chair Pete Hallenbeck had no opening remarks

B.       PUBLIC CHARGE

The Chair dispensed with the reading of the public charge.

C.       PUBLIC HEARING ITEMS

1.      1.  Unified Development Ordinance (UDO) Text Amendment—To review government

initiated amendments to the Unified Development Ordinance ( UDO) to change the existing
standards for home occupations, modify and clarify existing regulations and definitions
associated with home occupations, and allow for the exemption of special events organized or

affiliated with a governmental or non- profit agency. The amendments also seek to find a balance
between the trends for small home based businesses and the typical character and enjoyment of

residential neighborhoods.

Ashley Moncado introduced this item and reviewed the following PowerPoint slides:

Unified Development Ordinance

Text Amendment

Home Occupation Standards

Quarterly Public Hearing
November 25, 2013

Item C1
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Purpose

To hold a public hearing on a Planning Board and Planning Director initiated Unified
Development Ordinance ( UDO) text amendment regarding existing home occupation standards
contained within the UDO. The amendment also involves the renumbering and reformatting of
Sections 2.22, 5.4. 3, and 5. 5. 3.

Background

UDO Implementation Bridge report

Prepared in 2011 with the adoption of the UDO

Planning Board' s Areas of Interest
January 9, 2013 Planning Board meeting

Board of County Commissioners
February 21, 2013 BOCC Retreat
May 14, 2013 BOCC Work Session

Existing Home Occupation Standards
Identified Concerns and Issues

Standards are too limiting regarding:
Permitted number of employees

Square footage allowances

Permitted daily trip counts
Standards do not address permitting events

Orange County Open Studio Tour
Standards may be restricting the art community and operation of individual art
studios

Strive to create a reasonable balance between supporting home based businesses and
protecting the character and enjoyment of residential neighborhoods

Home Occupations/Neighbors

Proposed uses exceeding home occupation regulations may apply for a conditional use permit
or relocate to a commercial zoning district

Planning Board
July 10 Planning Board Meeting

Presentation of current standards and other local jurisdictions' standards

September 4 Planning Board Meeting
Review of draft language and Section 419, Live/Work Units

October 2 Ordinance Review Committee

Presentation and review of draft amendments

October 16 Staff Meeting with the Planning Board Chair
Review of the Planning Board' s recommendations

November 2 Ordinance Review Committee

Presentation and review of amendments

Proposed Amendments

Proposed Revisions to:

Section 2.22, Home Occupations

Section 5.4. 3, Special Events

Section 5. 5. 3, Home Occupations
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Article 10, Definitions

Packet includes the proposed amendments in " track changes" format with explanatory
footnotes as needed

Renumbering and reformatting of identified Sections

Proposed Amendments

Development of Two Home Occupation Categories

Minor

Major

Minor Home Occupations

Staff review and approval

Permitted in all residential zoning districts
Increase in square footage threshold for residential dwelling units
Increase in square footage for accessory structures
Increase in number of onsite employees

Allow for an increase in the daily number of clients, customers, and students
Revised definition

Proposed Amendments

Major Home Occupations

Require a Class B Special Use Permit

Only permitted in the AR (Agricultural Residential) and R- 1 ( Rural Residential)
zoning districts
Must be located on a parcel at least five acres in size

Square footage threshold for residential dwelling units and number of onsite
employees determined by the approved Special Use Permit
Size of accessory structures based on acreage
Allow for daily number of clients, customers, and students
Require a private road maintenance agreement or driveway permit
Proposed definition

Proposed Amendments

All Home Occupations

Removal of the daily trip maximum and delivery cap
Modification in measuring the weight of vehicles used in conjunction with the
home occupation

Address reviewing and permitting of special events
Revisions to Section 5.4. 3, Special Events

Allow for events planned, conducted, and affiliated with a non

profit or government organization to be exempt from the Special

Event and Class B SUP review process

Addressing Concerns and Issues
Existing Standards
Concern: Current standards are too limiting regarding:

Permitted number of employees

Square footage allowances

Permitted daily trip counts

Proposed Standards

Allow for increase in number of onsite employees.
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Allow for increase in square footage allowances for residential dwelling units and
accessory structures

Removal of the daily trip maximum and delivery cap
Modification in the permitted weight of vehicles used in conjunction with the home

occupation

Existing Standards
Concern: Current standards do not address the permitting of special events including the
Orange County Open Studio Tour

Proposed Standards

Allow for the review and permitting of events through Section 5.4. 3, Special Events
Allow for the exemption of nonprofit or government organized events from the special

event and Class B Special Use Permit review process

Existing Standards
Concern: Standards may be restricting the art community and operation of individual art studios

Proposed Standards

Provide the capacity to support and accommodate individual art studios
Development of a larger (major) home occupation category
Increase in square footage allowances, number of onsite employees, daily trip counts,
visitors, and deliveries,

Address the permitting of special events

Public Notification

Completed in accordance with Section 2.8. 7 of the UDO

Newspaper legal ads for 2 successive weeks

Joint Planning Area Partners
Proposed amendments provided on November 7, 2013

No comments have been received.

Recommendation

To receive the proposal to amend the Unified Development Ordinance.

Conduct the Public Hearing and accept public, BOCC, and Planning Board comment on
the proposed amendment.

Refer the matter to the Planning Board with a request that a recommendation be
returned to the Board of County Commissioners in time for the January 23, 2014 BOCC
regular meeting.

Adjourn the public hearing until January 23, 2014 in order to receive and accept the
Planning Board' s recommendation and any submitted written comments.

Ashley Moncado said the two different categories are defined as follows:
Minor- Smaller scale home- based business operations in the residential neighborhood

setting on smaller lots
Major- Larger home- based business operations in the rural/ residential setting on larger tracts

Ashley Moncado said the minor home occupations will allow a square footage increase
from 500 to 750 square feet, and accessory structures will be allowed an increase from 1000
square feet to 1500 square feet.
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She said the permitted non- resident employees will increase from 2 to 3, and the

permitted visitors will increase to 3 at one time, not to exceed 6 per day.
Ashley Moncado said major home occupations will allow for up to 50 percent of the

residential dwelling to be used toward the home occupation and will allow up to 6 non- resident
employees on site.

She said accessory structures will be permitted up to 2500 square feet on tracts 5 to 10
acres in size, and up to 3000 square feet on tracts 11 acres or more.

She said standards for the major home occupations will allow for 8 visitors at one time,

not exceeding 15 per day.
Ashley Moncado noted that the load capacity standard for vehicles will be changed to a

gross vehicle weight, and the revised standards will accommodate the use of standard and

larger sized pickup trucks.

Andrea Rohrabacher arrived at 7: 10 pm.

Planning Board Chair Pete Hallenbeck invited questions from the Board.

Commissioner Gordon asked where section 419 of the building code is located.
Ashley Moncado said the reference to this is located at the end of the amendment form.
Commissioner Gordon said she is looking for the actual section.
Ashley Moncado said this was not included.

Michael Harvey made copies of the missing document and distributed this to the
Commissioners and the Planning Board.)

Commissioner Pelissier referred to the standards of evaluation on page 15.  She noted

the uses not permitted and the wording in section B regarding the standards of evaluation.  She

asked if it was possible for some of the non- permitted uses to actually meet the standards of
evaluation.

She cited the example of a plumber who once resided in her neighborhood, but was not

disruptive.  She asked if standards of evaluation could be used, with no automatic non- permitted

uses.

Ashley Moncado said this was a topic at the last planning board meeting.  She said this

language was in the UDO to prevent the possibility of a resident using their property as a main
center and having too much storage or warehousing on site, or creating increased traffic count.
She said the standards proposed tonight may be able to accommodate those uses and prevent
them from being unpermitted.  She said this is a topic for further discussion.

Commissioner Rich thanked the planning department for the robust conversation.  She

asked about the statement that prohibits the use of a home base for constructing or building
anything.  She asked if constructing bookcases for a client in a garage shop would be
considered building something in a home based business.

Ashley Moncado said she did not believe this was prohibited in the UDO. She said there
were concerns for operating a building construction contracting business out of the home.  She
said if someone came forward wanting to build furniture, this would be allowed if the resident
met the regulations and did not exceed outdoor storage space or other standards.

Commissioner Price referred to the chart on page 2.  She noted that the second blue

box, under standards of evaluation says " body shop, hauling, and building."
Ashley Moncado said this is just a general comment as part of a summary chart to use in

referencing the amendments in attachment 2.
Commissioner Price asked if these standards are for the rural buffer or the rural area in

general.  She said some of the standards are very restrictive and would not matter in a rural
area.  She questioned whether this might hurt rural people, rather than help them in the effort to
open a home business.
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Ashley Moncado said the major home occupations would not be permitted in the rural
buffer, only in the AR and R1 zoning districts.  She said the major home occupations language
was modeled after language currently used for minor home occupation.  She said the standards

for landscaping are currently in place with all home occupations in the UDO.
Ashley Moncado referred back to the slide showing the balancing act of allowing and

promoting the home based business while protecting neighbors and the rural residential
character.

Commissioner Price said the neighbors in a rural area may be 2 miles down the road.
She said this language seems to make life more difficult rather than easier.

She asked about the farm tour and whether this would be exempt like the arts tour.

Ashley Moncado said the farm tour would be considered agri- tourism, which would allow
it to be exempt from the special event process.

Commissioner Dorosin asked if plumbing contracting is prohibited, and he asked what
this means.  He said it seems that the office portion of a home based plumbing business would
be within the description of permitted occupations.  He asked for clarification on what is

prohibited by the contracting language.
Michael Harvey said the purpose of the prohibition is to prevent creation of a bone yard

in residential districts.  He said this happens when you have storage of materials, and

employees continually travel back and forth from the home site to pick up materials and vehicles
for a job.  He said this policy prohibits mass storage of plumbing supplies and equipment.  He

said he has personally allowed plumbing businesses to have a home office.  He said this policy
is not being modified with this proposal.

Commissioner Dorosin asked for clarifications about home daycares.  He said there are

some people who provide daycare in their home, but it is not a formal business.

Michael Harvey said there are several different categories of daycare, and there are
different permitting processes associated with those activities depending on the number of
children.  He said anyone wishing to run a home daycare must fill out a zoning compliance
permit with the County planning department.  He said a floor plan must be provided to show

where the children would be located, and documentation must be provided to show the

existence of the necessary outdoor play area of 75 square feet per child.
Michael Harvey said planning then coordinates with the health department to insure

there is adequate septic to support the activity, and then a permit is issued.  He said this is not

treated as a home occupation; it is a listed permitted use of property, or a special use.
Commissioner Dorosin asked if this would be true for a daycare with three students or

less.

Michael Harvey said the process would still have to be followed.
Chair Jacobs followed up on the question regarding farm tours.  He said his

interpretation of page 5 is that any non- profit is exempt.
Ashley Moncado said this is correct.
Chair Jacobs asked about the use of accessory structures and the requirement for these

buildings to look like a residential structure.  He said that barns do not look like a residential

structures and may be located half a mile from the nearest neighbor.  He asked if the strict

appearance and landscape requirements would apply even to this.
Ashley Moncado said, based on this proposal, yes.  She said those issues were not

previously highlighted as a concern; therefore they were not addressed with the planning board.
Commissioner Gordon referred to page 15 - 2A and 2.   She asked if a home occupation

permit is required for a minor home occupation.

Ashley Moncado said yes.
Commissioner Gordon noted that some occupations are exempt.  She asked if an event

can be done without a permit.
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Ashley Moncado said the highlighted item related to a telecommuting business, with no
employees or customers coming to the site.  She said a resident with an exemption would be

able to take part in events through the special events process outlined in section 5.4. 3.

Commissioner Gordon asked if this means there is no direct tie to having a home
occupation permit and having an event.

Ashley Moncado said these are two separate things.  She said there is currently no
language in the UDO that specifies the means for holding an event.  She said that language is
now being provided, stating the events will be permitted for home occupations through section
5. 4. 3.  She said someone with an exemption from the home occupation process, would still be

able to go through and get a special event permit through this process.

Commissioner Gordon said there would be no knowledge of whether the person had the

parking or necessary requirements.

Ashley Moncado said there are size, structure and parking requirements that have to be
met as part of the special event review process.

Commissioner Gordon asked how non- profits are defined.

Ashley Moncado said perhaps language needs to be added to reference non- profit
status.  She said the goal of non- profit exemptions is to allow community events that highlight
the community or provide a service to the County.

Commissioner Gordon said language needs to be included to capture the required spirit

of the non-profit.

Commissioner Price referred to page 16 and asked how the number of daily students
and clients will be enforced.

Michael Harvey said special use permits will be issued and recorded at the register of
deeds office.  He said this requires the applicants to sign off on the design parameters.  He said

this will be a mutual agreement, and the permit can be revoked if it is violated.

Commissioner Dorosin said this is complaint driven.

Michael Harvey said it is complaint driven, but County staff also does periodic
inspections.

Chair Jacobs asked if it is possible to differentiate between the 501 c3 and other non-

profits.

Ashley Moncado said this can be looked into.
Commissioner Pelissier asked about the buffers and the required screening of accessory

structures, as listed on page 17.  She said residences that don' t have a business do not have to

screen accessory structures.

Michael Harvey said that a single family residence does not have to establish a buffer to
shield or separate an accessory structure.  He said the fact that the property will have non-
residential use means a buffer is required to insure that the non- residential use of that structure

does not have a negative impact on adjacent property owners.  He said staff does not feel that

there should be an alteration of the current landscaping and screening requirements, as it
serves a purpose and is warranted, given the non- residential use of the structure.

Commissioner Rich asked for examples of the minor uses that have been discussed with

the planning board.
Planning Board member Tony Blake said this list included journalists, accountants, real

estate agents, and piano teachers.

Pete Hallenbeck said this started with what might be called professional services, such

as lawyers, architects, or consulting engineers.  He said it came down to the traffic coming into
the house.  He said clients for these businesses may show up and not come back for several
days, versus a home business where there may be 8 appointments a day.  He said a lot of the

discussions were driven by the impact of what you would see and hear, and how much traffic is
generated.
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Commissioner Price asked how this will affect farm based businesses, for example

someone making jam to sell on the roadside.
Perdita Holtz said businesses located on a bonafide farm, making a value added product

are exempt from zoning regulations.  She said if it is not a bonafide farm, such as a person
making jam in their home kitchen, environmental health permits would be required.  She said

this would be a home based business that requires a permit.

Commissioner Price asked if this means the person would still be able to sell in front of their

home.

Perdita Holtz said a home occupation would not be able to sell in front of their house.

Commissioner Price referred to the traffic issue.  She said her tax accountant works out

of his home and has people drop taxes at his house.  She said her neighbor generated more

traffic from teenage boys and their friends coming and going than the tax collector generates
from the business.  She said she does not understand how traffic can differentiate.

Ashley Moncado said that can be a hard thing to regulate.  She said the original

numbers were much greater than those being submitted tonight.  She said charts were created
to show average trips.  She said the original numbers proposed gave a number of upwards of

160 trips per day resulting from a major home occupation.   She said this is based on a worst

case scenario of employees taking lunches, or a parent bringing children back and forth to piano
lessons.

Ashley Moncado said those traffic counts were why the recommendations were reduced,
in order to bring the counts down a little.  She said an average single family residential unit will
create 4-20 trips per day.  She said the recommendations provided tonight go above that range
to accommodate for family and business trips.  She said the goal is to keep it in the appropriate
range for a single family residential home.

Commissioner Gordon read the statement about creating a reasonable balance between
the home occupations and protecting the character of residential neighborhoods.  She referred

to page 7 and asked why this says home occupations would be promoted and encouraged.
She gave the following alternative wording: "appropriate balance between supporting home
based business and protecting the character and enjoyment of residential neighborhoods."

Ashley Moncado said the planning board' s goal has been to promote home based
businesses.  She said the one sentence focuses on one side of it; however the goal is to focus

on providing opportunities for residents to have a different means to conduct business through
their home, but it also important to protect the character of residential neighborhoods.

Commissioner Gordon said use of the words promote and encourage, does not sound

like a balance.

Ashley Moncado said this comes from the original goal.  She said that one sentence

does not encompass all of this.

Commissioner Dorosin said it has been out of balance in the other direction, and now

the goal is to balance it by promoting home businesses.   He said the pendulum often swings

too far the other way when these kinds of corrections are made.
Commissioner Rich noted that no one from the public was in attendance.  She asked if

any input or comment was made at previous meetings or through emails.
Tony Blake said staff and board members spoke with neighbors and drew from personal

experiences.   He feels these businesses are an underappreciated part of the economy.
Pete Hallenbeck said there were no comments from the public.  He said most of the

planning board does some aspect of their work from their home.
Tony Blake said he works for a corporation from home office, and he is exempt; however

many of his neighbors do work from home businesses.
Commissioner Rich said many people today use their home to telecommute.
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Tony Blake said that situation is exempt.  He said the new technology makes this
possible.  He said margins have been cut because of the economy, and there is a lot of need
and demand for this.

Commissioner Gordon said she has comments.

Pete Hallenbeck asked if there were any other questions before moving on to
comments.

Commissioner Gordon said that much of this discussion is about the difference between

major and minor home occupations and the smaller lots and residential areas versus the larger

lots and rural areas. She said there is a lot of discussion about what kind of impact there will be.

She said maybe the primary focus for ordinance changes should be made in the major home
occupations that involve a special use permit, because special conditions can then be

accounted for.

She said she has been looking at some of the proposed changes for minor home
occupations and the large size of the accessory structures.  She said these structures are
bigger than some houses.  She feels there should be some kind of permitting process before
getting into these bigger impacts.  She feels the 500- 700 square feet for the minor category is
fine, but she questions going above 1000 square feet or 2 employees for the minor home
occupations.

Commissioner Gordon said people on small lots are more affected by what neighbors
do.  She said the difference between neighbors creating a lot of impact is whether they are
making any money.  She said if money is being made; but your peace and tranquility is being
compromised and your property values go down, then the balance has been exceeded.

She feels that it would be better to make increases and changes in the major home

occupations versus the minor.  She said if you are on 25 acres, the business is in the middle of

the property, and there is plenty of area for parking, no one is going to be bothered.
She feels the minor home occupation category needs to be kept as is, and the changes

should be made only to the major.
Commissioner Gordon said it is good to help the artists and photographers who are just

doing work at their place.  She said this is very different from someone having noise, odors,
impact or storage issues that interfere with residential character.

Commissioner Dorosin said this needs to be thought of as economic development.  He

said economic development is not just about luring big businesses to come here.  He said it is

also about supporting home grown entrepreneurship and individual small business that can
grow and become successful.

He said the lot size and homeowners association have to allow for the building of a 1500
square foot accessory building.  He said the purpose here is to control the impacts, such as

noise, odor or impact, and it' s not about controlling the building.  He said he is encouraged by
these changes, and this should be characterized as the economic development engine that it

could be.

Commissioner Pelissier said she echoes what Commissioner Dorosin said.  She said

this is a great opportunity for economic development.  She feels this shows that development is
encouraged and does so in a way that is not disruptive to individual residences.  She noted that

these accessory structures are required to look like a residential structure.  She said the issue is

the noise and traffic; it is not about the occupation, but it is about the impact on neighbors.

Commissioner Pelissier said she does not want to make the rules so restrictive and she

would like to see some more work done on this.  She questioned why a home occupation on a
major road would need 40 feet of trees or a fence for something that is not an eyesore. She
feels there needs to be some more balancing to make it less difficult for some of the home
occupations.
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Chair Jacobs said he agrees more or less with what he has heard so far.  He said he

has some different feelings about the accessory buildings.  He does not care what existing
accessory buildings look like, as these are already in place and part of the neighborhood;
however he feels that new accessory buildings should be required to meet the proposed
standards.

He said the screening could be handled with set-backs that are appropriate for
residential versus rural areas.  He said it is difficult with only AR, but using a setback that would
not work well in a smaller residential area would make it easier to avoid screening.  He said a

setback of 500 feet would obviously not be used on a smaller 1 acre lot, and the noise and light
would not really impact neighbors, whereas a setback of 50 feet might allow disturbance.  He

said this might be a way to address the rural versus suburban areas.
Commissioner Price said these she has found some of these proposals to be too

restrictive.  She said asking a homeowner who is trying to make a living with a home based
occupation to put in fences, landscaping and certain trees is a financial challenge.  She said this
is going overboard.

She said small businesses are a big part of the economic development scheme and
should be encouraged.  She understands the need to save the rural character, but she also

wants to be fair to residents in the rural area.

Commissioner Price said she also thinks the language could be edited to be a little

simpler.

Commissioner Rich said she is encouraged by this.  She wonders how much of a live

document this is.  She questioned the steps to modify this if it is put in place and then
adjustments need to be made.

Ashley Moncado said modifications can be made if neighbors complain, and this would
be done using the protocol for proposing a text amendment.

Commissioner Rich asked if this would be true in the case of needing to give more
leeway.

Ashley Moncado said yes, it would be open for examination by staff and the planning
board.

Commissioner Rich asked if this would come about through public input.

Ashley Moncado said yes.
Commissioner Gordon said the goal is to create a balance.  She said most of the issues

could be addressed by making the changes to the major home occupations category and not
making changes to the minor occupations.  She said this allows things to be tailored through the
special use permit process. She said this is not losing too much and it directs the intense
development to the larger lots sizes in rural areas.

She said this is about putting non- residential uses in residential areas, and the character
of the residential areas needs to be considered.

Chair Jacobs said he does not disagree with much of what Commissioner Gordon has

said; however he questions the existing standards for minor.  He said the accessory structure
screening is in there now, and he feels this should be more a function of the lot size than a
blanket requirement.  He is proposing a change to this.

Tony Blake said the goal in the original conversation was to align with Chapel Hill.
Ashley Moncado said Chapel Hill currently allows 35 percent of the floor area, or 750

square feet, which is in line with the increase.

Pete Hallenbeck said the concept of character comes back to what you can see, hear,

and smell, as well as the traffic involved.  He said those are the things being addressed when
balance is discussed.  He said the example of teenage traffic activity may be more acceptable
to residents because is an occurrence for only a finite amount of time.
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He said there are many limits being played with in the effort to preserve character, such
as size of structures, number of visits and size of trucks.  He said there are many opinions, and
there have been many discussions.  He said the changes to the minor uses were designed to

bring the various municipal and rural rules a little closer to the municipality rules.
Pete Hallenbeck said the size limits are interesting because there are two different kinds

of rural character; one is where you have a farm with the normal and expected traffic and noise,

and the other is a big lot residential community where no one wants that farm experience.  He

said this makes many of these decisions hard.
He referred to the plumbing example and said no one had a problem if a plumber simply

owned a truck or two at their house.  He said there is a point however, where the business

would be big enough that it should be moved to an office park like Millstone Drive.
Pete Hallenbeck said he likes the idea of changing the goal of the document from

promoting business to promoting a balance between business and residential.  He said that

wording will help people make better decisions for this living document in the future.
He said the other thing that everyone is wrestling with is balancing the impact more than

restricting certain occupations.  He likes the idea of screening and setbacks, and he said
perhaps the planning board can look at this.  He said perhaps a building that is 500 feet from
the property would not need shrubbery.

Pete Hallenbeck said he has 1500 square feet of work space over the garage and 1000

square feet in his basement, both used for different types of projects.  He shares this as an

example of that balancing act of putting a limit on square footage, putting a limit on the activities,
or putting a limit on what can be seen, heard, or smelled, as well as the traffic count.

Lisa Stuckey thinks it makes more sense to get rid of the language on page 15 regarding
the building businesses.  She feels the language should focus more on the visual impact of the

businesses.  She thinks these home businesses should be invisible to neighbors

Paul Guthrie said he has had some questions, as reflected in the minutes.  He said he

has been skeptical, not of the concept, but of the specificity of the language.  He said one

example is the provision for barriers and buffers, which requires an 80 foot space between

activities and neighbors.  He said this is over half an acre and, coupled with other issues, puts a

real barrier on people who want to operate on their own property.
He said ever time he reads this document he sees a new issue, and this tells him this

process needs to be carefully considered.  He said this can be accommodated with a

reasonable degree of judicial flexibility, so as not to impede people' s ability to make a living.
Paul Guthrie said this is just part of the working life today.  He said 50 percent of his

neighbors have been involved in a home business of some sort, and he has a daughter who

telecommutes from London.  He said this is symbolic of the new world we live in, and it must be

thought through in coming to a final conclusion on this issue.
Maxecine Mitchell said she would like to address Commissioner Rich' s question about

public input.  She said she is an average person, and she may start a home business.  She
does not want all of these restrictions so that she would potentially have to move out if the
business did well.  She also does not want to discourage other people from creating a business.

Ashley Moncado proposed a revision to the recommendation.  She requested this be

brought back to the February
18th

meeting, in order to allow time to work with the planning board
to address the concerns highlighted tonight.

Chair Jacobs said this seems more practical.

A motion was made by Renee Price, seconded by Commissioner Rich:
To receive the proposal to amend the Unified Development Ordinance.

Conduct the Public Hearing and accept public, BOCC, and Planning Board comment on
the proposed amendment.
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Refer the matter to the Planning Board with a request that a recommendation be
returned to the Board of County Commissioners in time for the February 18, 2014 BOCC
regular meeting.

Adjourn the public hearing until February 18, 2014 in order to receive and accept the
Planning Board' s recommendation and any submitted written comments.

VOTE: UNANIMOUS

Chair Jacobs asked if there is a list of the people who have home occupation permits.

He asked if these people can be notified that an ordinance is being considered.  He said the

public hearing is adjourned, but perhaps these residents could attend the planning board
meeting.  He said it might be smart to anticipate the comments that could come after changes

are made.

Michael Harvey said any additional comments would need to be in writing, since the
public hearing is closed.

Chair Jacobs suggested sending post cards to notify residents of what is happening and
directing them to a web address for submission of written comments.  He said he recognizes

that there may be thousands of these people.
Ashley Moncado said staff will have to look at what resources are in place to be able to

do this.

Commissioner Gordon said she thinks this letter is a good idea.

2.     2.  Unified Development Ordinance (UDO) Text Amendment—To review government-

initiated amendments to the Unified Development Ordinance ( UDO) to incorporate recent

changes in State law with respect to the review and processing of applications proposing the
development or modification of telecommunication facilities.

Michael Harvey said this item begins on page 39 of the abstract.  He said attachment 1 is
the comprehensive plan and UDO outline form, and attachment 2 is the actual copy of Session
law 2013- 185.

He reviewed the following Session law criteria from page 39 of the abstract:

Prohibition on requiring information related to the specific need for a proposed
telecommunication facility, including the addition of additional wireless coverage or
capacity, as part of the application package.
Local governments cannot require `proprietary, confidential, or other business information'
to justify the need for a new telecommunication facility.
Limits the fee local governments can collect for a third party consultant to review
applications for co- locations.

Mandatory review timelines/deadlines for local governments to act on co- location applications.

Michael Harvey said the County has been very lucky in the past few years that AT&T has
been willing to provide data indicating existing telecommunications facilities.

He said the co- locations fee is now limited to $ 1, 000, and the previous charge was $2500.

He said that change has already been incorporated.
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                                 1 
 APPROVED 3/18/2014 2 

MINUTES 3 

BOARD OF COMMISSIONERS 4 

REGULAR MEETING 5 

FEBRUARY 18, 2014 6 

7:00 p.m. 7 

 8 

            The Orange County Board of Commissioners met in regular session on 9 

Tuesday, February 18, 2014 at 7:00 p.m. at the Southern Human Services Center, in 10 

Chapel Hill, N.C.  11 

 12 

COUNTY COMMISSIONERS PRESENT:  Chair Jacobs and Commissioners Mark 13 

Dorosin, Alice M. Gordon, Earl McKee, Bernadette Pelissier, Renee Price and Penny 14 

Rich 15 

COUNTY COMMISSIONERS ABSENT:   16 

COUNTY ATTORNEYS PRESENT:  John Roberts  17 

COUNTY STAFF PRESENT:  Interim County Manager Michael Talbert, Assistant 18 

County Managers Clarence Grier, Cheryl Young and Clerk to the Board Donna Baker 19 

(All other staff members will be identified appropriately below) 20 

 21 

NOTE:  ALL DOCUMENTS REFERRED TO IN THESE MINUTES ARE IN THE 22 

PERMANENT AGENDA FILE IN THE CLERK'S OFFICE.   23 

 24 

5.         Public Hearings  25 

 26 

            a.     Unified Development Ordinance Text Amendment Related to Home  27 

                    Occupations – Public Hearing Closure and Action (No Additional 28 

Comments              29 

                    Accepted) 30 

            The Board received the Planning Board recommendation, considered closing 31 

the public hearing, and considered a decision on a Planning Board and Planning 32 

Director initiated text amendment to the Unified Development Ordinance (UDO). 33 

            Ashley Moncado said the purpose is to receive the Planning Board’s 34 

recommendation.  She said this was heard in November, and all comments were 35 

addressed with modification (noted with green text).  She said these text amendments 36 

would not take effect until May 1st of 2014, to provide an opportunity for planning staff 37 

outreach to Orange County residents regarding the reviewing and permitting of home 38 

occupations based on the revised standards.   39 

            Commissioner Price referred to the phrase about “suitable residential 40 

construction materials.”  She asked if it is reasonable to put this in, considering what the 41 

state has said about local municipalities and counties being able to regulate 42 

appearances.  43 

            Ashley Moncado said there are no official standard changes based on official 44 

statute.  She said this is just discussion at this time, but it is on their radar and would 45 

need to be addressed if those changes take place at the state level.  46 

Excerpt of Minutes 
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            Chair Jacobs asked if it could be assumed that existing structures would be 1 

treated differently than new structures. 2 

            Ashley Moncado said those would be grandfathered in.   3 

            Chair Jacobs said there had been discussion of defining non-profits as 501-c-3.  4 

He asked if this was included.  5 

            Ashley Moncado said this was revised and it is included on page 18.  She said 6 

this was not highlighted in green, but it has been included in the amendments. 7 

            Michael Harvey addressed Chair Jacobs earlier question.  He said the non-8 

conforming section of the UDO says that any land use legally permitted, made non-9 

conforming by text amendment, can continue in its approved state until such time as its 10 

use is expanded.  He said if the home occupation is expanded above a certain 11 

percentage, the occupant will then have to be in compliance with the code.  12 

            Commissioner Gordon referred to past discussions of the uses not permitted.  13 

She noted that these uses are no longer prohibited.  She asked for the original reason 14 

for exclusion and the balancing provisions that then made them acceptable.  15 

            Ashley Moncado that these were always in the UDO as uses not permitted and 16 

this was not a topic until the eleventh hour.  She said there was then discussion to allow 17 

these uses; and the planning board was willing to allow them, but there were limits put 18 

in place to prevent them from being an intrusion to neighbors.  19 

            Commissioner Gordon asked how these changes are different for major home 20 

occupations versus minor home occupations.   21 

            Ashley Moncado said this means less employees, less clients, smaller 22 

accessory structures, lower traffic counts and less dwelling use for the minor home 23 

occupations.  She said the major home occupations would allow for more in each of 24 

these areas.   25 

            Commissioner Gordon asked about the differences in outside storage 26 

structures. 27 

            Ashley Moncado said this has remained the same, at 500 square feet for major 28 

and minor.  She said the traffic counts are not to exceed 20 for minor home occupations 29 

and 50 for major home occupations.   30 

            Commissioner Gordon asked about delivery trucks. 31 

            Ashley Moncado said these are not counted, and there is no limit.   32 

            Commissioner Price asked for the rationale of 80 feet as a setback amount.  33 

She asked if it was possible to go down to 60 feet.   34 

            Ashley Moncado said 80 feet was the minimum setback for those zoning 35 

districts.  She said the least amount would be 40 feet and the concern was doubling this 36 

to keep that protective buffer.   37 

            Commissioner Price said she is concerned that this is making life more difficult 38 

for those wanting to start a home business.   39 

            Ashley Moncado said 40 feet is the setback for the accessory structure, but the 40 

80 feet is the setback to be exempt from screening requirements.   41 

            Commissioner Price asked if this requirement can be lessened. 42 

            Ashley Moncado said there is always the option for a variance if a hardship can 43 

be identified.  44 
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            Commissioner Price said she was wondering if it could be lessened in the UDO, 1 

before the need for a variance.  2 

            Ashley Moncado said this could be done.  3 

            Commissioner Pelissier said she does not understand why vegetation is 4 

required around accessory structures when the accessory structure is already required 5 

to be built of materials similar to a residence.  She said this seems to mean that it must 6 

be shielded just because it is used as a business, even if it looks like a house. 7 

            Ashley Moncado said this was meant to reduce the visual impact of introducing 8 

a secondary usage on to a piece of property.  She said this may also reduce noise 9 

impacts. 10 

            Commissioner Rich noted that the planning board passed the recommendation 11 

7-1.  She asked if the person who voted against it had a strong objection to anything in 12 

particular.  13 

            Ashley Moncado said this person had concerns regarding the application fee, 14 

enforcement, and the standards limiting economic development in Orange County. 15 

            Commissioner Gordon said there is a balance between allowing expansion in 16 

home occupations and maintaining the existing residential character of the area.  She 17 

said some businesses could create noises and other impacts, and the required 18 

setbacks are not that large.  She said the balance is between allowing some non-19 

residential use without disturbing the people already there.  She said she is concerned 20 

about the noise and other impacts of some of the construction businesses.   21 

            Commissioner McKee said he agreed with Commissioner Gordon because it is 22 

a balancing act.  He noted that the 40 foot setback is the size of the current meeting 23 

room.  He said the goal is to improve the availability of the activity without throwing out 24 

all the rules.   25 

            Commissioner Price said if you consider some of the benign businesses that are 26 

located in offices made of the same material as your house, she does not understand 27 

why the expense of a fence or shield plants is necessary.  She is thinking of the 28 

residents in clustered areas or cul-de-sacs that don’t allow a lot of room.  She said 29 

many of the businesses will make less noise than the kids in the neighborhood.  She 30 

feels a lot of hardship is being put on these businesses by requiring the screens.  31 

 32 

            A motion was made by Commissioner Price, seconded by Commissioner McKee 33 

to close the public hearing. 34 

 35 

            VOTE: UNANIMOUS 36 

 37 

            Commissioner Dorosin said the more traditional zoning distinguishes between 38 

types of uses.  He suggested that this ordinance might also have more specifically 39 

tailored home occupations and would account for variances in impact, such as less 40 

noise, or less light.  He said the home occupation could be matched with the 41 

requirements. 42 

            Commissioner Rich agreed with this.  She said it is important to know what a 43 

business is before applying standards like sheltering. 44 

            Perdita Holtz said the Planning Department is trying to make the standards fit for 45 

all different types of home occupation uses.  She said historically, zoning ordinances in 46 
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municipalities just lump home occupations into one category.  She said Orange County 1 

is actually being very progressive by having the major and minor distinctions, and these 2 

standards are being liberalized by these proposed amendments.  She said it is possible 3 

to look at different things and come back, but this will be a trade off.  4 

            Michael Talbert said since there are a lot of comments on this by the Board, it 5 

may be best to send this back to the planning board with the Board of County 6 

Commissioners’ comments. 7 

             8 

            A motion was made by Commissioner Gordon, seconded by Commissioner 9 

Price to refer this back to the planning board to review BOCC comments. 10 

 11 

            Commissioner Dorosin said it is important, when these home occupations are a 12 

source of neighborhood controversy, it is to the County’s advantage to make the 13 

process very clear.  14 

            Commissioner Gordon said she would like for the planning board to think about 15 

adding standards for traffic impacts.  She said the building trades have the potential to 16 

have large impacts, and she would like for this to be addressed. 17 

 18 

            VOTE: UNANIMOUS 19 
 20 
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Andrea Rohrbacher, At-Large Chapel Hill Township; James Lea, Cedar Grove Township Representative  9 
 10 
 11 
MEMBERS ABSENT: Lisa Stuckey, Chapel Hill Township Representative; Buddy Hartley, Little River Township 12 
Representative; Maxecine Mitchell, At-Large Bingham Township; Vacant- Eno Township Representative; Vacant- 13 
Hillsborough Township Representative; Vacant- At-Large; 14 
 15 
 16 
STAFF PRESENT: Craig Benedict, Planning Director; Michael Harvey, Current Planning Supervisor;  Perdita Holtz, 17 
Special Projects Coordinator;  Ashley Moncado, Special Projects Planner; Tina Love, Administrative Assistant II 18 
 19 
 20 
OTHERS PRESENT:  Brent Niemann, Louis Iannone, Beth Trohes, Rich Kirkland 21 
 22 

****** 23 
 24 
AGENDA ITEM 9: UNIFIED DEVELOPMENT ORDINANCE (UDO) TEXT AMENDMENT – HOME OCCUPATION:  To review 25 

certain aspects of the Planning Board- and Planning Director-initiated amendments to the 26 
Unified Development Ordinance (UDO) regarding Home Occupations.  At the February 18, 27 
2014 BOCC meeting, the BOCC referred this item back to the Planning Board and staff for 28 
further consideration. 29 
Presenter:  Ashley Moncado, Special Projects Planner 30 

 31 
Ashley Moncado:  Reviewed abstract. 32 
 33 
Paul Guthrie: If everybody read the minutes of the last meeting, I won’t repeat those.  I am concerned, while I 34 
understand from a practical standpoint how this proposal is organized, it is visualized as protection of residential 35 
neighborhood but in many cases, it will be governing places that under no definition would be a residential 36 
neighborhood.  I understand this is a practical problem of how you define things; it tends to make it easier for people 37 
with larger properties and more money to own those properties in order to get into some of the businesses this tends 38 
to regulate.  I have some concern about that as you get into rural areas because I think that is an unfair balance we 39 
don’t need to get in to.  In many cases, this will be a case of selective enforcement because I don’t think the planning 40 
department, even in its best day, can totally enforce this because the number of instances that may be used without 41 
going through the permitting process so I am always concerned about government regulations where it will be 42 
impractical to totally enforce.  After reading this I read the intergovernmental sections which suggests to me that parts 43 
if not all of this may be actually enforced and moderated by jurisdictions other than the County of Orange because of 44 
the enforcing standards where there is contract in areas near cities, town, etc.  I would like a better explanation that if 45 
this is adopted who will enforce it.  I think that is a fair question for the Commissioners. Finally, for a minor permit to 46 
require a $90 upfront one-shot cost is pushing the creditability of the staff because the minor permit involves the 47 
description of two pieces of paper that will clearly show it is or is not eligible for a minor permit. 48 
 49 
Herman Staats:  I like the comment made that the goal is try to balance use of a home as a residence versus use of 50 
a home as a business.  I think that is something we need to keep in mind with all the discussions we have here. We 51 
need to find the balance that allows for some small business while also allowing people who have their homes 52 
nearby to enjoy them.  I would like to hear more discussion about the proposed changes and concerns about 53 
setbacks and things and see the recommendations. 54 
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 55 
James Lea:  No comment. 56 
 57 
Andrea Rohrbacher:  I don’t know how this will be enforced if someone were new to the area and decided they want 58 
to start a home business, I think they would go ahead and set up an office and start doing what they do through the 59 
home with a small office space and I don’t think that would have an impact as we try to address this ordinance but it 60 
seems we have put a lot of work into this and there are a lot of regulations that have been thought but will it 61 
accomplish what we want it to do with respect to being able to avoid the folks that were not aware and found out they 62 
were in violation. 63 
 64 
Pete Hallenbeck:  So, some of your concern is for someone who had a smaller operation, one office with just 65 
themselves, would they get into a situation where they were in violation and were not aware of it and how would that 66 
enforcement occur and what would happen to them.  Ashley, if you have one person with no employees it wouldn’t 67 
be... 68 
 69 
Ashley Moncado:  It would most likely be waived, and you would not have to go through the permitting process. 70 
 71 
Pete Hallenbeck:  It would not be until you had employees showing up for work that things would kick in. 72 
 73 
Ashley Moncado:  Visitors, signage, and then these standards would be in effect. 74 
 75 
Andrea Rohrbacher:  What if you had no employees and offered craft classes and had twelve cars in front. 76 
 77 
Ashley Moncado:  Then you would have to go through this process. 78 
 79 
Andrea Rohrbacher:  How would that person know that? 80 
 81 
Ashley Moncado:  Unfortunately, we would have a difficult time reaching them.  We are going to provide outreach 82 
and have education to let residences know of these changes.  But in the situation you described we wouldn’t know 83 
unless a complaint was received or they contacted our office. 84 
 85 
Pete Hallenbeck:  Someone involved in a home business and unaware they were in violation, it will be complaint 86 
driven before someone finds out.  At that point, the planning staff doesn’t show up to put that person in jail but inform 87 
them of the process.  The goal in the planning office is that if someone complained, the person applied for the permit 88 
and things would be great.  The only problem would be if someone found out they were in violation and would not 89 
apply for the permit then it goes to another level.  90 
 91 
Ashley Moncado:  There is no fine.  92 
 93 
Michael Harvey:  The typical proceeding is educational first; we work together to correct it.  If you choose not to 94 
comply, then we would do an enforcement action which states you comply or else, as with any violation with the 95 
code. It is incumbent upon the property owner to do their due diligence and determine what regulations, if any, are 96 
applicable for anything they are proposing to do.  97 
 98 
Tony Blake:  It seems the ‘structure built with suitable residential construction materials to resemble’ is subjective and 99 
could use a statement that says ‘compliments’ or ‘the same as adjacent or neighborhood construction’.  I think one of 100 
the reasons for this is to get people who have home base businesses to come into compliance and possibly pay 101 
taxes and be part of the structure than flying under the wire.  I am curious as to if there is a non-conforming existing 102 
use where someone has been there for a while and now with this ordinance, can you make them? 103 
 104 
Michael Harvey:  As we have stipulated during the public hearing, we do have non-conforming regulations in the 105 
UDO that specify that a use that was legal at the time it was created made illegal by amendment to the code is 106 
allowed to continue, there are limits.  This regulation liberalizes several existing situations that make establishing a 107 
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home occupation easier.  There are structures that already exist as part of the home occupation that may not comply 108 
with setback.  We will not require people to bring those structures into compliance with code if adopted.  109 
 110 
Pete Hallenbeck:  In general, you can’t shut down a currently legal operation with a zoning change. 111 
 112 
Paul Guthrie:  Has there been any consideration by the county attorney as to whether or not the way you have 113 
separated this proposed ordinance that it violates the Equal Protection of Laws under the United States Constitution?   114 
 115 
Michael Harvey:  You would have to ask the county attorney but I will tell you and Ashley will confirm it, the county 116 
attorney reviewed and signed off on this proposal.   117 
 118 
Paul Guthrie: Even though two activities in two different locations and the sole difference in permitting and non-119 
permitting is the size of the property they exist on. 120 
 121 
Michael Harvey:  We currently have that same distinction in zoning districts throughout the county and it doesn’t 122 
violate the equal protection clause. Different zoning districts, different scenarios of the property breed different 123 
standards and evaluation.  That is already a constant within zoning ordinances throughout the county. 124 
 125 
Paul Guthrie:  Once the ordinance is passed, how will the organization communicate to the general public these new 126 
standards? 127 
 128 
Ashley Moncado:  We will provide a source on the county website through our division with the new information to 129 
contact me directly regarding questions.  We will also have a press release to the local newspaper and a possible 130 
outreach meeting.  Based on how home occupations operate on a case-by-case basis it may be more difficult to do 131 
one mass meeting because a lot will be a case-by-case basis on how it will affect an individual.  If adopted we are 132 
proposing a delay in implementation until July 1 to give staff time to get the information out.  If it goes to May 8, we 133 
are looking at a delay until July 1 for implementation. 134 
 135 
Paul Guthrie:  This is a permit fee, has there been consideration whether it could be considered tax? 136 
 137 
Craig Benedict:  It is not based on the value of the property.  It is based on what the cost is to provide a review of the 138 
proposal.  It is based on personnel and time it is not based on property values. 139 
 140 
Paul Guthrie:  So you can document the average cost to review? 141 
 142 
Craig Benedict:  Yes. That is how we based it. 143 
 144 
Michael Harvey:  I would like to add the elected officials of the county set the fees not the planning staff. 145 
 146 
Paul Guthrie:  That is irrelevant to the question. 147 
 148 
Michael Harvey:  I disagree and I would refute that answer. 149 
 150 
Paul Guthrie:  As a fee it has to have some basis in fact to stand as a fee.  So, if they make the judgment, unless  151 
you can refute their judgment, then that brings it into jeopardy.  On the other hand if you are comfortable that you 152 
have data to support that fee, that makes it a different thing.  I guarantee sooner or later, this will end up in court.  It 153 
may be later and usually when they end up in court, they are the nastiest kind of case that really isn’t what anybody 154 
ever thought about before.  I am saying you are going to have to manage this and the ducks need to be all in a row.  155 
Many of us have been through that and I can tell you that you don’t want to get into that situation.  Then you become 156 
the bad guys on the block and that makes it more difficult to do all kinds of everything else here. 157 
 158 
James Lea:  On page 149, why is automotive repair services and detailing not considered a home occupation? 159 
 160 
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Ashley Moncado:  That was a discussion we had at the December Planning Board meeting and those are uses that 161 
are not permitted because of the nature and intensity of their uses. 162 
 163 
James Lea:  I disagree because of the fact that a lot of people in the rural area do automotive repair at their home 164 
and this is saying they are not allowed to do this service at their home and it is an occupation. 165 
 166 
Ashley Moncado:  Personal use or doing work for the general public, exchanging money? 167 
 168 
James Lea:  For a living, exchanging money, and that’s how they make their living.  So what this is saying is they can 169 
no longer do that? 170 
 171 
Ashley Moncado:  Currently it is not permitted through this standard.  This was discussed at the November Planning 172 
Board meeting but a formal amendment was not presented to staff.  It was also discussed at the quarterly public 173 
hearing and again at the December Planning Board meeting.  At that time the only items identified as the Planning 174 
Board wished to see as now being permitted was building, electrical, plumbing mechanical, grading or other 175 
construction contracting.  The Planning Board did not cite the need to allow the remaining automotive uses to be 176 
permitted as home occupation. 177 
 178 
Pete Hallenbeck:  Do you see a difference between automotive detailing and the other items in that list? 179 
 180 
James Lea:  I do see a difference because you are basically cleaning cars.   If you are repairing your car or someone 181 
else’s car, you should have the right to do that too. 182 
 183 
Ashley Moncado:  We are not restricting people from doing work on their personal car.  When it becomes an actual 184 
operation having people dropping their car and working on multiple cars that is not permitted. 185 
 186 
James Lea:  Even if they have the space? 187 
 188 
Ashley Moncado:  You are obviously operating business out of your home. 189 
 190 
Perdita Holtz:  They are not permitted as a home occupation; there are other avenues to get approval. 191 
 192 
James Lea:  If they have the land to do it. 193 
 194 
Pete Hallenbeck:  Your basic comment is when you detail a car, it is not noisy or messy, why is that on the list? 195 
 196 
James Lea:  All three of those fall in that category.   197 
 198 
Herman Staats:  I think this is an example where the size of your lot does make a difference.  If you have a one acre 199 
lot in the middle of town, I don’t want a body shop next door to me but if I own 50 acres out in the country and there 200 
are other avenues where I could utilize to run that business there then I would like to have the opportunity to do it.  I 201 
think that is a good example of where the size of the lot does have an impact. 202 
 203 
Pete Hallenbeck:  If you went for a conditional use permit, they clearly define what you can and cannot do.  The 204 
process involves your neighbor’s input. 205 
 206 
James Lea:  Some of my neighbors do work at home on vehicles.   I feel they have the right to take their garage and 207 
service people’s cars if that is what they choose. 208 
 209 
Paul Guthrie:  We rent property in another county in this state and many times deal only by telephone and receive 210 
mail back and forth about those rentals.  Does that put us in a category to need a permit from Orange County to do 211 
that business that takes place totally in another county? 212 
 213 
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Ashley Moncado: I would not think so.  You don’t have people visit you on site and there is no advertisement on that 214 
property. 215 
 216 
Pete Hallenbeck:  It has come up that large properties are favored and I think that is a natural outcome of the goal of 217 
trying to have a balance because when you have a large property, you have to make a lot more noise when you are 218 
on a large property.  We have talked about enforcement and it is complaint driven.  We have some idea of the 219 
general approach or attitude of the county.  Paul, I want to address your $90 fee is too much, my understanding is 220 
that every time you apply for a permit in the county there is a fee and the goal is the person doing things in 221 
generating pays for that as opposed to all the taxpayers subsidizing.  On the $90 too much, this may be the nature of 222 
the stuff I get into.  There may be some businesses that are a substantial percentage you are spending to get into the 223 
business but I think for a lot of people, you have a lot of other costs.  I think the fee is reasonable.  Herman, it is all 224 
about the balance.  I have read every page of these changes and I think this whole process has an incredible amount 225 
of input from the Planning Board and the BOCC.   I really like the major and minor home use.   James, with your 226 
comment, we can make a note of this and if you wish to vote against this and make a note of it, it will stand out.  I like 227 
the fact this protects the rural buffer by not allowing the major home occupations.  I am happy to go with this 228 
recommendation because it is a good step forward.  There is always the opportunity to modify the UDO. 229 
 230 
Tony Blake:  Is there a regulation for home-based businesses involving hazardous material or above and beyond 231 
what is stored at a residence. 232 
 233 
Ashley Moncado:  There is language in “Uses Not Permitted” that does not include all uses that would be unsuitable. 234 
 235 
Michael Harvey:  That is addressed in the UDO and other regulations. 236 
 237 
James Lea:  Comparing minor and major home occupations, I have a tax service and I am not on five acres of land 238 
however, at certain times of the year, there may be 20 or more people to come to my house to get tax service, where 239 
does my service fall under? 240 
 241 
Ashley Moncado:  Most likely, it would be minor. 242 
 243 
James Lea:  Then it limits the number of people who come to my house? 244 
 245 
Ashley Moncado:  Correct.  You could operate the business but you could only have up to six-customer visit per day. 246 
 247 
James Lea:  Isn’t it that restrictive.  This part to me is too restrictive. 248 
 249 
Pete Hallenbeck:  It gets back to the balance concept.  You are concerned there may be some home occupations 250 
that may have a peak load for relative short periods of time and this could keep those businesses from happening. 251 
 252 
Andrea Rohrbacher:  Where do corn mazes fit in? 253 
 254 
Ashley Moncado:  They would most likely be exempt because they are agritourism. 255 
 256 
Pete Hallenbeck:  At this point let’s see if anyone cares to move for a recommendation to accept the planning 257 
director’s recommendation and we can take a vote on it.  James, this is where you can make a decision to say no 258 
and I want to emphasize that commissioners do pay attention to these.  You are worried about seasonal variances 259 
and you believe things related to automobiles should be allowed. 260 
 261 
James Lea:  I would like to make it part of the record that I am concerned about that.  I think it should be allowed.  I 262 
understand if you are in the city there may be concerns.  Also, with the major and minor home occupation, I have 263 
problems with some of them. 264 
 265 
MOTION made by Paul Guthrie that the proposal lie on the table.  Seconded by James Lea. 266 
 267 
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Pete Hallenbeck:  You are proposing that we not accept the planning director’s recommendation?  Is that correct? 268 
 269 
Paul Guthrie:  That would be the ultimate outcome but that was not my motion.  My motion was we leave it on the 270 
table. 271 
 272 
Pete Hallenbeck:  So you are saying we should not vote on it?   So we are going to take a vote to not vote on it, is 273 
that correct? 274 
 275 
Paul Guthrie:  If you pass the motion then it has to be brought up new. 276 
 277 
MOTION made by Paul Guthrie to leave the recommendation on the table.  Seconded by James Lea. 278 
VOTE:  2 – 4  (Pete Hallenbeck, Herman Staats, Tony Blake, Andrea Rohrbacher) Failed 279 
 280 
MOTION made by Tony Blake with some reservation to accept the recommendation by staff on the major and minor 281 
home occupation as presented and hopefully amended later.  Seconded by Andrea Rohrbacher. 282 
VOTE:  4 – 2 ( James Lea and Paul Guthrie) Passed 283 
 284 
Herman Staats:  The discussion was helpful.  Whenever this goes to the public, if they understand staff is willing and 285 
able to accomondate them as best they can, I think that is important. 286 
 287 
Craig Benedict:   Part of our outreach will include scenarios, FAQs and we will try to use this input from the Board.  288 
On the face, it may seem we are restricing something but we are actually liberalizing it.   289 
 290 
Paul Guthrie:  I voted no because I think it too broad, I think it is unenforceable.  I think it discourages innovation and 291 
business development in small businesses.  I think it runs counter to the change and nature of work in America that I 292 
think is going to continue on a faster pace where work becomes more and more individualized.  Finally, for the 293 
planners in the room, I think Jane Jacobs would turn over in her grave. 294 
 295 
James Lea:  I just voted no because I believe it is too restrictive instead of promoting small business it is restricting 296 
small business and I think it would be restrictive to a lot of people who are already in business.  I don’t think it is fair. 297 
 298 
Pete Hallenbeck:  I understand Paul and James’ concerns but also I think we are going from incredibly restrictive to 299 
less restrictive because it lets you do a lot more and that is a good step to take.  It is important to get your concerns 300 
noted but I hope that the whole thing doesn’t get thrown out.  James, with regard to the seasonal variance, we have 301 
this concept about the art tour and the ability to come through and the farms having tours, it seems interesting to me 302 
that we have this concept of this seasonal event that occurs where you have above normal traffic but that we are not 303 
able to accommodate a tax business so perhaps the same spirit that allow for the annual art tours that is being 304 
allowed could be applied to this. 305 

****** 306 
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PURPOSE: To receive an update on the anticipated loss of a contract with Orange County 
Schools, to discuss options for staff currently employed in Family Specialists Positions and to 
consider the option of extending employment for current social workers. 
 
BACKGROUND:  In 2005, the Orange County Schools (OCS) had determined a need for 
additional social workers to expand services to students in the district.  The Orange County 
Department of Social Services (DSS) had access to federal Medicaid funding through a program 
called At-Risk Case Management to provide services to children with certain risk factors.  These 
funds were only available to staff employed at DSS and the program required a local match.  A 
plan was developed for DSS to provide staff to the schools and to pay for the local costs of the 
services.  Initially four social workers were hired for this contract and the program later 
expanded to eight positions, one of which is currently vacant.  These staff, with the existing 
three social workers employed by OCS, allowed coverage by a social worker at each district 
school. 
 
During the last few years, there have been concerns about the future of the At-Risk Case 
Management program.  Revenues from the program had decreased some since its inception.  
Local agencies have now been informed that the state will no longer provide this waiver, but will 
instead operate Supportive Case Management Services.  The main differences in these 
programs are that currently many activities related to child well-being may be covered, whereas 
the new program only allows costs for coordinating and managing activities related to services 
covered by Medicaid. 
 
For example, currently a home visit with a family to discuss a child’s performance and 
attendance at school would be covered, although the new program will only cover time 
discussing services needed through Medicaid, such as health or mental health appointments.  
Another difference is that the child had to meet certain at risk criteria whereas the new program 

1



 

will be for all children and adults who need assistance to receive Medicaid services.  These 
changes will actually increase the funding available across the state to help with coordination for 
all Medicaid cases, although it will adversely impact counties like Orange which had programs 
directed toward children in schools.  Officials from the North Carolina Department of Health and 
Human Services have indicated that the program will transition on July 1, 2014. 
 
There are currently seven Social Worker II’s employed by DSS to work in the Orange County 
Schools and there is one vacant position.  Since the financial incentive no longer exists for DSS 
to provide this service, OCS has indicated its intent to provide the service directly thus ending 
this contract effective June 30, 2014.  
 
The annual cost of the contract is up to $692,283 for all direct and indirect costs related to this 
program.  This cost is based on the federal cost allocation plan at DSS which requires that all 
administrative and supervisory costs be allocated proportionately to direct staff and their 
programs.  This also allows for the calculation of the correct costs to be billed to Medicaid.  
When there are vacancies DSS adjusts the billing to the schools accordingly.  In 2012-2013 
Medicaid contributed $234,138 and the schools provided $387,192 of the total costs of 
$621,330 for the year.  The cost for each staff position without inclusion of administrative and 
supervisory costs is $62,810. 
 
Orange County DSS must develop a plan for addressing the employment of the seven social 
workers currently on staff by either providing ongoing employment after June 30, 2014, or by 
developing a Reduction in Force plan.  Due to the timing of this change and the need to provide 
timely notice to the impacted staff, this item could not be deferred until the budget decisions in 
June. 
 
Currently there are two vacant Social Worker II positions at DSS that had been advertised but 
held awaiting the outcome of this issue.  In addition, the budget developed by DSS included two 
new Social Worker II’s to work with adult services and child welfare utilizing funds from the new 
Medicaid funding source.  Given the current workload at DSS and the value placed on 
employees by the County, DSS is recommending continued funding of all seven social workers.  
Four would be assigned to the four positions described above.  The remaining three would be 
assigned to assist with some of the high need areas including employment, homelessness, 
justice programs, emergency assistance and other programs addressing the needs of low 
income families.  If the current employees vacate any of these three positions within the next 
year, the positions would not be filled without prior approval of the BOCC. 
 
Given that the budget for next year will not be approved until June, DSS recommends that this 
plan be approved now so that plans can be made for the employees without the development of 
a Reduction in Force plan. 
 
FINANCIAL IMPACT:  The salary and benefit cost for the seven positions is $439,669, and the 
reduction in cost for eliminating the two vacant positions is $113,516.  Additional revenue 
anticipated in next year’s budget for the positions that will be able to utilize the new Medicaid 
program is $123,600, with the net County cost of $202,398. 
 
RECOMMENDATION(S):   The Manager recommends that the Board fund the current seven 
Social Worker II positions at DSS in Fiscal Year 2014-2015 and eliminate two vacant positions 
at DSS effective July 1, 2014. 
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PURPOSE:   To consider allocating funds from the Social Justice Fund to be used to support 
child care for low-income families in June 2014. 
 
BACKGROUND:   The Orange County Department of Social Services (DSS) currently operates 
a consolidated child care subsidy program utilizing state and federal allocations, Smart Start 
state dollars and County funds.  Historically, DSS has had to maintain a waiting list for child 
care, and this list has reached over 400 children with few children being removed from the 
waiting list for over a year at a time.  Often when funds do become available to serve a child, the 
agency cannot provide the service since the family’s circumstances have changed (may have 
lost job or moved) or the family cannot be reached.  This problem becomes more prevalent 
when the waiting list lasts for longer periods of time.  Earlier this year, members of the BOCC 
indicated a desire to help families with child care and an ability to provide some funds from the 
Social Justice Fund if needed.  
 
At the beginning of this fiscal year, there were over 400 children on the wait list.  The state 
estimates received for budgeting at DSS showed a significant decrease in funding for Orange 
County and therefore the agency was reluctant to serve many children from the wait list at the 
beginning of the year.  When DSS received its state approved allocation in September 2013, the 
amount was greater than anticipated and the agency developed a plan for serving children on 
the list.  Before many of these children could be served, however, the possibility of a federal 
shutdown resulted in state staff advising counties not to add children until the future of federal 
funding could be assured.  Once this crisis passed, DSS resumed contacting parents, 
determining eligibility, arranging child care and authorizing payments.  This delay resulted in a 
reversion of some federal funds even though there were children needing services. 
 
Given the support from the BOCC, DSS decided to focus on clearing the wait list.  All families on 
the wait list have now been offered services and those that responded and were eligible are now 
being served.  The number of children receiving services is now 845.  Although it is very positive 
that the old wait list has been cleared, the increased number of children being served could 
impact next year’s budget and a wait list will again be needed.  
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The funds available to Orange County from the state will not be known until after July 1, 2014.  
DSS will again be implementing a wait list effective May 1, 2014, until the actual funding is 
determined.  The state funding for child care is based on service months June through May 
because the state makes payments one month after the service month.  The June payment is 
made in July and is counted as part of the state allocation beginning in July.  By using these 
County funds in June, DSS will be able to continue service to all the current children through 
Fiscal Year 2014-15.  Hopefully the state allocation will be higher thus allowing additional 
children from the wait list to be served. 
 
FINANCIAL IMPACT:  This request utilizes already-budgeted funds in the Social Justice Fund 
and DSS budget and does not require additional County appropriations. 
 
RECOMMENDATION(S):   The Manager recommends that the Board authorize the DSS 
Director to utilize existing budgeted funds and $150,000 from the Social Justice Fund for child 
care expenses in June 2014. 
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Service District 

8) April 15, 2014 Abstract – Solid Waste 
Service Tax District for Recycling 

9) Frequently Asked Questions – 
Proposed Solid Waste Service Tax 
District 

INFORMATION CONTACT: 
  John Roberts, 245-2318 

     Michael Talbert, 245-2308 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 

 
       
 

 
 
 
 

                      
                  
 

 

 
 
 
 

 
PURPOSE:  To discuss issues and funding options for Orange County Recycling Programs. 
 
BACKGROUND:  The County’s Reduce, Reuse & Recycle (3-R) Fees consists of one annual 
recycling fee that is billed in conjunction with the annual property tax.  The fee is a Basic 
Availability Fee of ($47/year) that is charged to all improved properties county-wide and funds 
various recycling operations such as the county Toxicity Reduction Improvement Program 
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(Household Hazardous Waste, batteries, waste oil, electronics, etc.), recycling drop-off sites, 
recycling at solid waste convenience centers, education and outreach, enforcement, planning, 
etc.   
 
It is anticipated that the Towns will levy an Urban Curbside Fee ($59/year) and a Multi-family 
Fee ($19/year) to improved residential properties within incorporated municipalities and funds 
weekly curbside recycling service.   
 
Not related to recycling, the County also assesses a county-wide Solid Waste Convenience 
Center Fee that is billed in conjunction with the annual property tax.  The Unincorporated Areas 
Fee is ($40/year/Household), Incorporated Areas Fee is ($20/year/Household), and Multi-family 
Fee is ($4/year/multi-family unit).  This basic Solid Waste Convenience Center Fee covers a 
portion of the operating costs of the County’s five (5) Convenience Centers. 
 
Timeline of Board Discussions regarding Orange County Recycling Programs: 
  
Attachment 1 is the Abstract from the April 9, 2013 regular BOCC meeting outlining the legal, 
operational and funding options first considered for Solid Waste and Rural Curbside Recycling 
in Orange County.   
 
At its April 23, 2013 regular meeting, the Board held a public hearing to discuss operational 
and funding options for Orange County’s Solid Waste and Recycling Programs (see Attachment 
2).  The Board instructed the Manager to maintain the current recycling programs, meet with the 
Towns of Chapel Hill, Carrboro and Hillsborough to discuss options and formulate an interim 
funding plan for Fiscal 2013/2014 by June 30, 2013.  There were no additional 3-R Fee billings 
for urban or rural curbside, along multi-family recycling fees for Fiscal 2013/2014, which 
resulted in revenue loss of $1.1 million. 
 
At a BOCC work session on October 8, 2013 the Board reviewed the process of creating a 
Solid Waste Tax Service District (see Attachment 3).  At that time the Town of Chapel Hill was 
still exploring alternative options for solid waste disposal, as well as ways of increasing 
efficiency with solid waste collection.  The Board was not willing to move forward with any 
recycling options until the Chapel Hill Town Council determined the Town’s direction on Solid 
Waste options.  The Board authorized the Manager to draft a letter of intent to the Towns, 
outlining that Orange County was very interested in continuing the long and successful 
partnership with the Towns with regard to recycling and waste reduction.  
 
At the November 19, 2013 regular meeting, the Board authorized the Manager to execute the 
attached Letter of Intent with the Towns of Chapel Hill, Carrboro and Hillsborough (see 
Attachment 4).  The County Attorney, working with the Town Attorneys, prepared an interim 
agreement that allowed the County to proceed to expedite implementation of the roll carts and 
new collection service for the Urban Curbside Program that will be fully operational by July 1, 
2014.  The Letters of Intent with the Towns of Chapel Hill, Carrboro and Hillsborough have been 
executed and the roll carts have been ordered. 
 
At the December 10, 2013 regular meeting, the Board reviewed three options to fund Rural 
Curbside Recycling.  All three options can be for either the approximately 13,700 households 
currently receiving rural curbside recycling services or expanded to the entire unincorporated 
area of Orange County (see Attachment 5). 
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1. Create a Solid Waste and Disposal Service District (Rural Curbside Recycling Only) 

 
2. Establish a Rural Curbside Recycling Subscription Service (Operated by the County 

Solid Waste) 
 

3. Fund Existing Rural Curbside Recycling Services from General Fund Revenues 
 

The Board discussed the options and considered input from the public.  After a lengthy 
discussion, the Board directed staff to come back with a plan on January 23, 2014 for public 
hearings with the intent to establish a Solid Waste Tax Service District for rural curbside 
recycling by July 1, 2014. 
 
At the January 23, 2014 regular Board meeting, the Board instructed staff to bring back to the 
Board a plan to schedule two public hearings, one in Hillsborough and one in Chapel Hill (see 
Attachment 6).  At the February 4, 2014 regular meeting, the Board set the dates for two public 
hearings, with the first public hearing to be held on March 18, 2014 starting at 6:00 PM at the 
Southern Human Services Center in Chapel Hill and the second to be held on April 1, 2014 
starting at 6:00 PM at the Department of Social Services in Hillsborough (see Attachment 7). 
 
After holding two public hearings on March 18, 2014 and April 1, 2014 to consider the 
establishment of a Solid Waste Tax Service District for rural curbside recycling, the Board 
discussed a possible Solid Waste Tax Service District at its April 15, 2014 regular meeting (see 
Attachment 8).  The Board determined that neither a Solid Waste Tax Service District nor a 
Rural Curbside Subscription Service were viable options.  
 
The Board also expressed a desire to step back and review all options to fund the County’s 
rural curbside recycling program.  The Board noted that it was important to include the County’s 
partners to find a comprehensive county-wide solution to recycling, which could be a component 
of a new Solid Waste Interlocal Agreement.  A Work Group was discussed as a possible 
method to discuss this issue and formulate a county-wide recycling solution to be implemented 
by Fiscal 2015/2016.   
 
The Board requested the following information: 
 

1. All available options to fund rural curbside recycling programs 
 
The Recycling Options that were available and discussed in 2013 have not changed.  However; 
the Towns have agreed to levy both an Urban and Multifamily curbside recycling fee for Fiscal 
2014/2015. 
 
Option 1 
Create a County-Wide Solid Waste Management Authority.  North Carolina General Statute 
153A-421 (see Attachment 1) outlines how two or more units of local government may create a 
regional solid waste management authority by adopting substantially identical resolutions to that 
effect in accordance with the provisions of this Article. 
 
Option 2 
Create a County-Wide Solid Waste Franchise Agreement that could cover all Municipal Solid 
Waste (MSW) Collections and Recycling in the unincorporated areas of Orange County. 
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Option 3 
Create a Solid Waste Tax Service District for rural curbside recycling.  The Towns have agreed 
to levy and authorize the County to collect a fee for recycling within their town limits for both an 
Urban and Multi-family curbside recycling for Fiscal 2014/2015. 
 
Option 4 
Establish a Rural Curbside Subscription Service for existing customers.  Customers would have 
the options to continue the rural recycling service or option out of the service.  A rural Orange 
County recycling service could be operated by Solid Waste and serve only the individuals who 
want the service.  The Board first discussed the establishment of a Rural Curbside Subscription 
service at the December 10, 2013 regular meeting (see Attachment 5).   
   
Option 5 
Support rural curbside recycling with a contribution from the General Fund.  
 
 

2.  To discuss issues in front of the Board and decisions to be made by July 1, 2014. 
 

Issues to be discussed at May 13, 2014 Work Session 
 

• Discussion of Frequently Asked Questions from the Public Hearings (see 
Attachment 9) 

• Does the County want to continue Rural Curbside Recycling, and if so, 
what is the customer base - the existing rural district (13,700 customers) 
and/or additional customers 

• How does the County fund Rural Curbside Recycling for Fiscal 2014/2015 
• Recycling and Solid Waste issues with the County’s partners 
• Other ways to provide recycling services and look at options 
• New Solid Waste Interlocal Agreement 
• A stable funding source for recycling that is fair and equitable 
• Discuss different options for servicing high density rural residential clusters. 

including costs/benefit analysis  
 
Decisions by July 1, 2014: 

 
• Does the County want to continue Rural Curbside Recycling, and if so, 

what is the customer base, the existing rural district (13,700 customers) 
and/or additional customers 

 
• How does the County fund Rural Curbside Recycling for Fiscal 2014/2015 

 
FINANCIAL IMPACT:  There is no financial impact to the County in discussing funding options 
for the County’s Recycling Programs.  
 
RECOMMENDATION(S):  The Manager recommends that the Board receive the information 
and provide guidance to staff in preparation for the May 13, 2014 work session.  (Note: Board 
members may find it beneficial to bring the materials for this agenda item to the May 13th work 
session as reference documents.) 
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PURPOSE:  To discuss operational and funding options for Orange County Solid Waste and 
Recycling Programs. 
 
BACKGROUND:  Orange County is recognized as being number one in the state for waste 
reduction, reaching 59% of its 61% aggressive reduction goal. The County is disposing only 
0.56 tons/person compared to the base year of 1991-92, when the disposal rate measured 1.36 
tons. In the region, Wake County has achieved a 25% reduction rate, Durham County rate is at 
21%, Chatham County is at 37%, and Alamance County at 26%. Orange County’s 61% waste 
reduction goal was adopted in 1997 by the County and by the Towns of Carrboro, Chapel Hill 
and Hillsborough as part of the County’s original Comprehensive Solid Waste Plan. The County 
is committed to continuous robust public education services and waste reduction programs 
regardless of the funding or operational program implemented by the Board.      
 
The County’s Reduce, Reuse & Recycle (3-R) Fees consists of four annual recycling fees 
adopted by Orange County in 2004 to fund recycling programs and services that are billed in 
conjunction with the annual property tax.  The fee consists of a Basic Fee ($37/year) that is 
charged to all improved properties county-wide and funds various recycling operations such as 
the county Toxicity Reduction Improvement Program (Household Hazardous Waste, batteries, 
waste oil, electronics, etc.), recycling drop-off sites, recycling at solid waste convenience 
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centers, education and outreach, enforcement, planning, etc.  An Urban Curbside Fee 
($52/year) is assessed to improved residential properties within incorporated municipalities and 
funds weekly curbside recycling service.  A Rural Curbside Fee ($38/year) is charged to 
residential property in areas of unincorporated Orange County eligible to receive bi-weekly 
curbside recycling service. Finally, a Multi-family Fee ($19/year) is charged multi-family units 
throughout Orange County for multi-family recycling services. See the Attachment 4, Solid 
Waste Recycling Division Schedule of Revenues and Expenses for Fiscal 2011/2012.  
 
Not related to recycling, the County also assesses a county-wide Solid Waste Convenience 
Center Fee that is billed in conjunction with the annual property tax. The Unincorporated Areas 
Fee is ($20/year/Household), Incorporated Areas Fee is ($10/year/Household), and Multi-family 
Fee is ($2/year/multi-family unit). This basic Solid Waste Convenience Center Fee covers a 
portion of the operating costs of the County’s five (5) Convenience Centers.   
 
A recent court decision, Lanvale v Cabarrus County, essentially says that where there is no 
direct statutory authority to levy a fee, a local government cannot levy a fee.  Since the Lanvale 
opinion was issued, Orange County’s staff has been engaged in discussions regarding how, 
going forward, the County can best address the issues created by this action of the Supreme 
Court. The Basic Fee is likely consistent with existing law, but the Urban, Rural and Multi-family 
recycling fees may not be consistent with existing case law. The County Manager will 
recommend that the Board of County Commissioners cease assessing the Urban, Rural and 
Multi-family recycling fees beginning with the Fiscal 2013/14 Annual Budget. The County 
Manager further recommends funding these services for Fiscal 2013/14 only with solid waste 
enterprise fund reserves to allow the County time to transition to an alternative solution. 
 
The Rural Curbside program currently is limited to 13,730 households eligible in the 
unincorporated area of the County.  A rural curbside recycling fee is charged to those 
households where recycling services are made available. These services are provided by 
County Staff. Just 6,000 households lack access to rural curbside service at this time and are 
not charged the Rural Curbside Fee.  Waste collections in unincorporated Orange County are 
provided by private haulers, without a County Franchise Agreement, on a voluntary basis to 
those using the services.    
 
The Urban Curbside recycling fee is charged to Chapel Hill, Carrboro and Hillsborough 
municipal residents by the County for urban curbside recycling services. The services are paid 
for by Orange County Solid Waste under contract with Waste Industries, Inc. and the towns are 
responsible for household solid waste within their town limits. 
 
The Multi-family Fee is charged to each multi-family establishment in both incorporated and 
unincorporated Orange County based on the number of residential units for collection of 
recyclable materials at each of these locations.  The multi-family recycling services are provided 
by Orange County Solid Waste staff.  
 
North Carolina General Statute 153A-136 (Attachment 1) Regulation of Solid Waste, gives 
counties the authority to grant a franchise for the exclusive right to collect or dispose of solid 
waste within all or a defined portion of the county and prohibit others from collecting or 
disposing of solid wastes in that area. The County is exploring a franchise agreement process 
for the unincorporated areas of the County which would include the privatization of curbside 
household solid waste and recycling. The County may by resolution permit a Solid Waste 
Ordinance to be adopted by the Towns and applicable within the Town limits. The Towns may 
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negotiate a fee schedule that differs from the fees established by the County for privatized 
curbside solid waste or recycling services.  
 
North Carolina General Statute 160A-327 (Attachment 2) provides that a unit of local 
government may displace a private company that is providing collection services for household 
solid waste or recovered material. The County is following the procedure outlined in GS 160A-
327. The earliest possible date for the Board to hold a hearing to consider implementing 
provisions of the statue is April 23, 2013. 
 
On March 7, 2013 the Board approved the scheduling of a public hearing on April 23, 2013 to 
discuss a proposal to move toward a county-wide Franchise agreement for curbside Solid 
Waste and Recycling Services in the unincorporated areas of Orange County and directed staff 
to proceed with the various steps required in NC General Statutes. Both rural solid waste 
collections and rural curbside recycling could be included in a county-wide Franchise 
Agreement. 
 
Below is the anticipated timeline, if Orange County moves toward the Franchise of Curbside 
Solid Waste and Recycling Services in Unincorporated Area of Orange County: 

 
• March 15, 2013 – Notice to existing private solid waste collection services of the April 23, 

2013 public hearing to discuss Franchise Agreement and displacement of private solid 
waste collection services 

• April 9, 2013 – Funding options for Orange County’s Recycling Programs discussed by 
the Board  

• April 23, 2013 – Public Hearing to discuss Franchise Agreement and displacement of 
private solid waste collection services implementing the 15 month public notice 
requirement 

• April 23, 2013 – June 15, 2013 – Create Request for Proposals (RFP) - Franchise 
Agreement 

• June 15, 2013 – August 15, 2013 RFP –  available for vendors to responses  
• August 15, 2013 – September 30, 2013  – Staff evaluation of proposals and negotiations 

with vendors  
• October 8, 2013 Work Session – Discussion of Franchise Agreement 
• November 5, 2013 – Public Hearing to consider Franchise Agreement 
• November 19, 2013 – Board Approval of Franchise Agreement 
• July 1, 2014 – December 31, 2015 – Phased Implementation of Franchise Agreement 

 
The Board requested that staff present available options for Orange County to fund the 
County’s Recycling Programs at a regular Board meeting on April 9, 2013. A county-wide 
Franchise agreement for curbside Solid Waste and Recycling Services in the unincorporated 
areas of Orange County is only one option being considered by the Board. 
 
Options 1 creates an Authority which would operate much like Orange Water and Sewer 
Authority (OWASA) as a standalone regional solution. This option would require the cooperation 
of two (2) or more local governments to form an Authority. An Authority would not be included in 
the County’s General Fund Budget and would be governed by an independent board.  
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Options 2, 3, & 4 explore the creation of a Solid Waste Tax Service District which would 
function much like a Fire District. The size of the district and scope of services provided by the 
district would be determined by the Board. A Solid Waste Tax Service District would not impact 
the County General Fund but would be an independent special revenue fund.  
 
Options 5 & 6 propose to create a Solid Waste Franchise Agreement which could privatize rural 
curbside solid waste and/or rural curbside recycling.  If Solid Waste collections are part of a 
comprehensive franchise agreement solution, unincorporated Orange County could be divided 
into districts which could be serviced by multiple private haulers. With either a county-wide 
franchise agreement or dividing the County into districts, a number of the existing twelve (12) 
private haulers may be displaced. Towns could opt in or opt out of a Franchise Agreement  
 
Option 7 is the only option that would impact the County’s General Fund Budget, by financing 
recycling via the General Fund and would possibly have impact on the funding formula for 
Education, based on the 48.1% of the County’s General Fund commitment to Education.  
 
Option 8 could eliminate rural curbside recycling relying on Convenience Centers and Drop-off-
sites. Urban and Multifamily Urban and Multifamily curbside recycling would be left up to the 
Towns.   
 
 
Municipal Solid Waste & Recycling Funding Options:          
 

1) Eliminate all 3-R Fees & Create a County-Wide Solid Waste Management Authority. 
North Carolina General Statute’s 153A-421 (Attachment 3) outlines how two or more 
units of local government may create a regional solid waste management authority by 
adopting substantially identical resolutions to that effect in accordance with the 
provisions of this Article. The resolutions creating a regional solid waste management 
authority and any amendments thereto are referred to in this Article as the "charter" of 
the regional solid waste management authority. Units of local government which 
participate in the creation of a regional solid waste management authority are referred to 
in this Article as "members". The purpose of a regional solid waste management 
authority is to provide environmentally sound, cost effective management of solid waste, 
including storage, collection, transporting, separation, processing, recycling, and disposal 
of solid waste in order to protect the public health, safety, and welfare. (The Basic 3-R 
Fee could remain in place as part of decisions an Authority might make in determining 
revenue sources as services are extended county-wide.)  
 

2) Keep only the Basic 3-R Fee in place and supplement recycling with the creation of a 
County-Wide Solid Waste Tax Service District, to serve unincorporated areas of the 
County. Encourage the Towns to join the District, otherwise Urban and Multifamily 
curbside recycling would be left up to the Towns. 

 
3) Eliminate all 3-R Fees including the Basic 3-R Fee & Create a County-Wide Solid Waste 

Tax Service District, to serve unincorporated areas of the County. Allow the Towns the 
option to join the District, otherwise Urban and Multifamily curbside recycling would be 
left up to the Towns. The new Solid Waste Tax Service District would fund the operation 
all five (5) Convenience Centers and recycling Drop-off Sites. 
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4) Keep the Basic 3-R Fee and Create a Solid Waste Tax Service District for current Rural 
Curbside Routes serving 13,730 households. Urban and Multifamily curbside recycling 
would be left up to the Towns. A Solid Waste Tax Service District could be expanded to 
include all of the unincorporated areas of Orange County. 
 

5) Keep only the Basic 3-R Fee in place and create a County-Wide Solid Waste Franchise 
Agreement that could cover all Municipal Solid Waste (MSW) Collections and Recycling 
in the unincorporated areas of Orange County. Municipalities within the County could 
have the option to participate in the Franchise Agreement and negotiate a fee schedule 
that differs from the fees established by the County. An anticipated time line is discussed 
above. 
 

6) Keep only the Basic 3-R Fee in place and create a County-Wide Recycling Franchise 
Agreement that could cover all curbside recycling in the unincorporated areas of Orange 
County. Municipalities within the County could have the option to participate in the 
Franchise Agreement and negotiate a fee schedule that differs from the fees established 
by the County. Municipal Solid Waste (MSW) Collections by the Towns and private 
haulers in the unincorporated areas of the County would not change. 
 

7) Keep only the Basic 3-R Fee in place and supplement recycling with a contribution from 
the General Fund, estimated to be $1.7 million annually, to keep Urban, Rural and 
Multifamily curbside recycling in place. A contribution of $1.7 million from the General 
Fund to the Solid Waste Fund would equal 1.1 cents on the County Property tax rate. 
The funding formula for Schools sets a target of 48.1% of General Fund Expenditures for 
Schools. This would add $1.6 million for a total cost to the County of $3.3 Million or 2.1 
cents on the County Property Tax Rate to supplement recycling with a General Fund 
Contribution.   

 
8) Keep the Basic 3-R Fee, eliminate all other 3-R Fees, and eliminate rural curbside 

recycling relying on Convenience Centers and Drop-off-sites. Urban and Multifamily 
curbside recycling would be left up to the Towns. The County could increase the number 
of Recycling Drop-off-sites, both urban & rural, and increase the Basic 3-R fee to pay for 
the operation of the new Centers. 

 
FINANCIAL IMPACT:  There is no financial impact to the County in discussing funding options 
for the County’s Recycling Programs. There will be no impact on Solid Waste employees, with 
reductions to be managed through attrition, retirement and/or placement within Solid Waste.  
 
RECOMMENDATION(S):  The Manager’s prioritized recommendations are based upon 
suggested considerations that attempt a comprehensive solution approach to a much broader 
issue than just the impacts related to the “R Fees” created by the recent rulings of the North 
Carolina Supreme Court in the Lanvale decision.  It is certain that the existing “R Fee” system 
for funding ‘curb-side’ recycling within the Towns and portions of rural Orange County must 
change.  The shift from a fee based recycling program to possible property tax based funding 
options will have an impact on all property owners and create the inequity of property owners 
paying for services that they may not utilize.  Responding only to that need presents less than a 
comprehensive approach to the larger issue of solid waste management practices in Orange 
County going forward after June 30, 2013 when the Orange County Landfill closure occurs. 
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The listed recommendations come in order of preference based upon a comprehensive 
approach.  They are based upon options that either include the Towns as ‘active-partners’, as 
‘consenting-partners’ or accept the Towns will pursue a non-committal path that allows them the 
flexibility to do whatever is best for their needs individually versus a county-wide solution.  
Ultimately, a final best decision can be accomplished via a transition process that occurs over 
some period of time.  At the moment, funding solutions for what is in place becomes the priority 
along with an equitable and equalized county-wide availability of service delivery options.  
 
   

1. The optimal long-range solution for Orange County in this situation may be the 
formation of a Solid Waste Management Authority provided for within North Carolina 
General Statutes.  The hurdle to this approach is that at least one of the three primary 
Towns within the county must also agree to the creation of the Authority.  A 
comprehensive approach to both solid waste and recycling services can then be 
pursued that is functional and fundable via many various options.  Services can be 
provided by County staff, contracted, franchised, optional or mandatory programs can 
be developed and/or otherwise formulated to compensate for a transitional process 
that ensures solid waste management and recycling remain an environmental priority 
in Orange County. (Consensus on this approach among the towns may evolve into a 
protracted process; a timely decision would be essential to success.) 
 

2. If no Town is willing to work with the County on the Solid Waste Management 
Authority approach, then a county-wide Solid Waste Tax Service District approach is 
the more comprehensive and flexible option.  It can provide services via County 
staffing, franchised, contracted, optional or mandatory programs or otherwise 
formulated approaches to both solid waste and recycling services as long as services 
are delivered and funded on some basis county-wide in the unincorporated areas of 
the County and can allow one or more towns to opt into the District once created. 
(This approach could include some combination of the Basic 3R Fees along with a 
county-wide tax.) 

 
  

3. If either the Solid Waste Management Authority or the County-Wide Solid Waste Tax 
Service District approaches are not acceptable, then some configuration of a modified 
franchise approach to providing both solid waste and recycling services within the 
unincorporated areas of Orange County on a voluntary participation basis offers a 
solution.  It allows existing participants in the unincorporated areas to gain the 
services (and pay for them directly) and does not require persons not using the 
services to pay for services they are not using (even though the services are 
available).  Towns can pursue individual franchise agreements for services and/or be 
included in the County’s efforts if they choose. (Again, the Basic 3R Fees could 
remain in place to support convenience center operations.) 

 
There are challenges and timelines that must be addressed with any of the options 
recommended or highlighted within this presentation.  The notification to existing private solid 
waste haulers within Orange County and the scheduled public hearing related to the 
Franchising option must go forward to allow all options further consideration.  Funding 
constraints do exist for continuation of existing programs beyond June 2014.  As difficult as 
this decision may be, ultimately a change from existing circumstances is required. 
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Finally, while the other options outlined may work to some extent they do extend significant 
inequities and/or provide for a less ‘cost/service’ focused approach to the issue and do not 
pursue actions that address solid waste management as a priority.  In Orange County it is 
commendable that the County has the highest recycling rate in the State.  There has been less 
significance placed a comprehensive approach to solid waste management practices.  
Outside of the Towns (which have assumed a role in solid waste collection), the County has 
focused on solid waste disposal (landfill operations) and recycling services.  Both these roles 
are important environmental services.  However, the landfill is closing June 30th, 2013; curbside 
recycling services must be funded via a different approach than the ‘R Fees’; and no organized 
approach exists for solid waste disposal in the unincorporated areas of the County except for 
county operated convenience centers (which may ultimately be deemed a sufficient solution). 
 
The recommendations above depart significantly from the County’s historic approach to the 
issues of solid waste and recycling. They offer a more comprehensive and sustainable 
approach going forward.  The Board of Commissioners has the prerogative to select from 
any of the other available options and they can expect County Staff will do its best to 
implement any decision made within parameters so established. 
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Solid Waste Recycling Division 
Schedule of Revenues and Expenses  
Fiscal 2011/2012

Revenues:
Fee per Unit Households/units billed Number of parcels Revenues

 
3-R Fee  
Basic 37.00$                   58,909                              41,210                       2,114,244$                
Rural 38.00$                   13,730                              12,497                       506,088$                    
Urban 52.00$                   17,998                              15,531                       907,819$                    
Multi-family 19.00$                   15,850                              4,605                         292,116$                    
Total 3,820,267$                

 
Materials Revenue 757,755$                    

Miscellaneous Revenue  141,056$                   

Total Revenues 4,719,078$           

Allocated County 
Expenses:

Solid Waste 
Convenience Center 

Contribution

Environmental 
Support/Overhead

Basic 1,789,457$           (127,836)$                        332,806$                  345,846$                   2,340,273$           
Rural 477,981$              (21,336)$                           93,667$                     550,312$               
Urban 1,190,832$           (35,784)$                           208,948$                   1,363,996$           
Multi-family 303,108$              (16,336)$                           72,051$                     358,823$               
Total 3,761,378$           (201,292)$                        332,806$                  720,512$                   4,613,404$           

Total Expenses 4,613,404$           

3/28/2013

Fee Type Recycling Division 
Cost

Recycling Division 
Capital Requests - 

Purchased from Equip. 
Reserve*

Indirect Costs  Total Estimated 
Expenditure 
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Material Jurisdiction 
Service Provider Funding Service Provider Funding Service Provider Funding Service Provider Funding Service Provider Funding

Carrboro OC by Contract U 3-R Fee OC Staff & Equip MF 3-R Fee
OC Staff & Equip  (or 
Private Hauler*)

B 3-R Fee and Private 
Fee (if private service) OC Staff & Equip B 3-R Fee OC Staff & Equip

Fee for Service Contract 
between Schools & OC

Chapel Hill OC by Contract U 3-R Fee OC Staff & Equip MF 3-R Fee
OC Staff & Equip (or 
Private Hauler*)

B 3-R Fee and Private 
Fee (if private service) OC Staff & Equip B 3-R Fee OC Staff & Equip

Fee for Service Contract 
between Schools & OC

Hillsborough OC by Contract U 3-R Fee OC Staff & Equip MF 3-R Fee
OC Staff & Equip (or 
Private Hauler*)

B 3-R Fee and Private 
Fee (if private service) OC Staff & Equip B 3-R Fee OC Staff & Equip

Fee for Service Contract 
between Schools & OC

OC Curbside Recycling Areas OC Staff & Equip R 3-R Fee OC Staff & Equip MF 3-R Fee
OC Staff & Equip (or 
Private Hauler*)

B 3-R Fee and Private 
Fee (if private service) OC Staff & Equip B 3-R Fee OC Staff & Equip

Fee for Service Contract 
between Schools & OC

OC Non-Curbside Recycling Areas Self-Haul B 3-R Fee N/A N/A
Private or Self Haul to 
County Drop-Off sites

B 3-R Fee and Private 
Fee (if private service) OC Staff & Equip B 3-R Fee OC Staff & Equip

Fee for Service Contract 
between Schools & OC

Carrboro OC by Contract U 3-R Fee
Private or Self Haul to 
County Drop-Off sites

Private Fee (if private 
service) &     B 3-R  Fee

Private or Self Haul to 
County Drop-Off sites

Private Fee (if private 
service) &     B 3-R Fee OC Staff & Equip B 3-R Fee OC Staff & Equip

Fee for Service Contract 
between Schools & OC

Chapel Hill OC by Contract U 3-R Fee
Private or Self Haul to 
County Drop-Off sites

Private Fee (if private 
service) &     B 3-R  Fee

Private or Self Haul to 
County Drop-Off sites

Private Fee (if private 
service) &     B 3-R Fee OC Staff & Equip B 3-R Fee OC Staff & Equip

Fee for Service Contract 
between Schools & OC

Hillsborough OC by Contract U 3-R Fee
Private or Self Haul to 
County Drop-Off sites

Private Fee (if private 
service) &     B 3-R  Fee

Private or Self Haul to 
County Drop-Off sites

Private Fee (if private 
service) &     B 3-R Fee OC Staff & Equip B 3-R Fee OC Staff & Equip

Fee for Service Contract 
between Schools & OC

OC Recycling Curbside Areas OC Staff & Equip R 3-R Fee
Private or Self Haul to 
County Drop-Off sites

Private Fee (if private 
service) &     B 3-R  Fee

Private or Self Haul to 
County Drop-Off sites

Private Fee (if private 
service) &     B 3-R Fee OC Staff & Equip B 3-R Fee OC Staff & Equip

Fee for Service Contract 
between Schools & OC

OC Non-Recycling Curbside Areas
Self-Haul to 
SWCC/Drop-Off sites B 3-R Fee

Private or Self Haul to 
County Drop-Off sites

Private Fee (if private 
service) &     B 3-R  Fee

Private or Self Haul to 
County Drop-Off sites

Private Fee (if private 
service) &     B 3-R Fee OC Staff & Equip B 3-R Fee OC Staff & Equip

Fee for Service Contract 
between Schools & OC

Carrboro Town of Carrboro Carrboro General Fund Town of Carrboro*** Carrboro General Fund
Town of Carrboro (50% 
of locations)

Fee for Service to Town 
& Carrboro GF or 
Private Fee (if private 
service) Town of Carrboro Carrboro GF Town of Carrboro Fee for Service

Chapel Hill Town of Chapel Hill Chapel Hill GF
Town of Chapel Hill 
(most locations) ***

Fee for Service to Town 
& Chapel Hill GF or 
Private Fee (if private 
service)

Town of Chapel Hill or 
Private Haulers  

Fee for Service to Town 
& Chapel Hill GF or 
Private Fee (if private 
service) Town of Chapel Hill Chapel Hill GF Town of Chapel Hill Fee for Service

Hillsborough Town of Hillsborough Hillsborough GF Franchise Hauler ***
Fee for Service to 
Private Hauler Franchise Hauler

Fee for Service to 
Private Hauler Franchise Hauler Hillsborough GF OC Sanitaiton Fee for Service

OC Recycling Curbside Areas
Self-Haul to SWCC or 
Private Hauler

SWCC Fee/ OC GF; 
Private Fee (if private 
service) Private ***

Fee for Service to 
Private Hauler Private

Fee for Service to 
Private Hauler

OC Sanitation or Self-
Haul  OC GF or other OC Sanitaiton Fee for Service

OC Non-Recycling Curbside Areas
Self-Haul to SWCC or 
Private Hauler

SWCC Fee/ OC GF; 
Private Fee (if private 
service) Private ***

Fee for Service to 
Private Hauler Private

Fee for Service to 
Private Hauler

OC Sanitation or Self-
Haul OC GF or other OC Sanitaiton Fee for Service  

Universal 
Recycling Services

All

General Notes
All industrial and construction & demo waste is privately hauled 
Commercial entities have the opportunity for food waste collection, if high food waste generators
Does not include University waste or recycling

Footnotes 
* Some private haulers proivide special reccycling services within the municialitiies. Most ABC on-premises permit holders are collected with Orange County Staff and Equip.
** Government buildings and parks includes pedestrian bins and Park & Ride lots. Pedestrian bins are Fee for Service; Park & Ride lots are funded from B 3-R Fee.
 *** Apartment residents may use SWCCs for their household waste. Apartment management must use private services for waste disposal.

KEY TO FEES
GF General Fund
U Urban Curbside Recycling Fee currently $52/ year/unit
R Rural Curbside Reycyling Fee currently $38/year/unit

MF Multi-Familyy recycling fee, currently $19/year/unit
B Basic recycling fee for all improved properties, currently $37/year/unit

OC Orange County
SWCC Fee Solid Waste Convenience Center Fee for all residential units currently $20/year/unincorporated area unit; $10/year incorporated areas unit and $2/apartment unit

Summary of Solid Waste and Recycling Services

Services include: recycling drop-off sites, hazardous waste collection, electronics recycling, enforcement, and public education and outreach.  Services are provided County-wide to businesses, residents and others throughout Orange County.   
Funded by the B 3-R Fee and supplemented by SWCC Fee and OC General Fund.

Government Buildings & Parks** Public Schools K-12Commercial

Recycling

Cardboard

Garbage

Residential Multi-Family/Apartments
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ORANGE COUNTY 
BOARD OF COMMISSIONERS 

 
ACTION AGENDA ITEM ABSTRACT 

 Meeting Date: April 23, 2013  
 Action Agenda 
 Item No.  6-a 

 
SUBJECT:   Public Hearing to Consider Operational and Funding Options for Orange 

County’s Solid Waste and Recycling Programs 
 
DEPARTMENT:   Solid Waste/Recycling PUBLIC HEARING:  (Y/N) Yes 
  

 
ATTACHMENT(S): 

1) General Statutes 153A-421 Regional 
Solid Waste Management Authorities 

2) Analysis of Operational and Funding 
Options for Solid Waste and Recycling 
Programs 

 
 

INFORMATION CONTACT: 
Frank Clifton, 245-2300  
Gayle Wilson, 968-2885 

   John Roberts, 245-2318 
   Michael Talbert, 245-2308    
 
 
 

 
PURPOSE:  To hold a public hearing to consider operational and funding options for Orange 
County’s Solid Waste and Recycling Programs. 
 
BACKGROUND:  Orange County is recognized as being number one in the state for waste 
reduction, reaching 59% of its 61% aggressive reduction.  The County is disposing only 0.56 
tons/person compared to the base year of 1991-92, when the disposal rate measured 1.36 
tons.  In the region, Wake County has achieved a 25% reduction rate, Durham County rate is at 
21%, Chatham County is 37%, and Alamance County with 26%.  Orange County’s 61% waste 
reduction goal was adopted in 1997 by the County and by the Towns of Carrboro, Chapel Hill 
and Hillsborough as part of the County’s original Comprehensive Solid Waste Plan.  The 
County is committed to robust public education services and waste reduction programs 
regardless of the funding options preferred by the Board.      
 
The County’s Reduce, Reuse & Recycle (3-R) Fees consists of four annual recycling fees 
adopted by Orange County in 2004 to fund recycling programs and services that are billed in 
conjunction with the annual property tax.  The fee consists of a Basic Fee ($37/year) that is 
charged to all improved properties county-wide and funds various recycling operations such as 
the county Toxicity Reduction Improvement Program (Household Hazardous Waste, batteries, 
waste oil, electronics, etc.), recycling drop-off sites, recycling at solid waste convenience 
centers, education and outreach, enforcement, planning,  etc.  An Urban Curbside Fee 
($52/year) is assessed to improved residential properties within incorporated municipalities and 
funds weekly curbside recycling service.  A Rural Curbside Fee ($38/year) is charged to 
residential property in areas of unincorporated Orange County eligible to receive bi-weekly 
curbside recycling service. Finally, a Multi-family Fee ($19/year) is charged multi-family units 
throughout Orange County for multi-family recycling services.  See the Attachment 4, Solid 
Waste Recycling Division Schedule of Revenues and Expenses for Fiscal 2011/2012.  
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Not related to recycling, the County also assesses a county-wide Solid Waste Convenience 
Center Fee that is billed in conjunction with the annual property tax.  The Unincorporated Areas 
Fee is ($20/year/Household), Incorporated Areas Fee is ($10/year/Household), and Multi-family 
Fee is ($2/year/multi-family unit).  This basic Solid Waste Convenience Center Fee covers a 
portion of the operating costs of the County’s five (5) Convenience Centers.   
 
A recent court decision, Lanvale v Cabarrus County, essentially says that where there is no 
direct statutory authority to levy a fee, a local government cannot levy a fee.  Since the Lanvale 
opinion was issued, Orange County’s staff has been engaged in discussions regarding how, 
going forward, the County can best address the issues created by this action by the Supreme 
Court.  The Supreme Court decision indicates that the Basic Fee is likely consistent with 
existing law, but the Urban, Rural and Multi-family recycling fees may not be consistent with 
existing case law.  The County Manager will recommend that the Board of County 
Commissioners cease assessing the Urban, Rural and Multi-family recycling fees beginning 
with the Fiscal 2013/14 Annual Budget.  The County Manager further recommends funding 
these services for Fiscal 2013/14 only with solid waste enterprise fund reserves in order to allow 
the Board of Commissioners time to resolve the funding problem. 
 
The Rural Curbside program currently is limited to 13,730 households eligible in the 
unincorporated area of the County.  A rural curbside recycling fee is charged to those 
households where recycling services are made available. These services are provided by 
County Solid Waste staff. Just 6,000 households lack access to rural curbside service at this 
time and are not charged the Rural Curbside Fee.  Waste collections in unincorporated Orange 
County are provided by several private haulers, without a County Franchise Agreement, on a 
voluntary basis to those using the services.    
 
The Urban Curbside recycling fee is charged to Chapel Hill, Carrboro and Hillsborough 
municipal residents by the County for urban curbside recycling services.  The services are paid 
for by Orange County Solid Waste under contract with Waste Industries, Inc. and the towns are 
responsible for household solid waste within their town limits. 
 
The Multi-family Fee is charged to each multi-family establishment in both incorporated and 
unincorporated Orange County based on the number of residential units for collection of 
recyclable materials at each of these locations.  The multi-family recycling services are provided 
by Orange County Solid Waste staff.  
 
On April 9, 2013 the Board reviewed eight (8) options for Orange County to fund the County’s 
Solid Waste and Recycling Services and eliminated a county-wide Franchise agreement from 
consideration.  The Board instructed staff to repurpose the public hearing scheduled for April 
23, 2013 to take public comments on the top three (3) options identified by the Board on April 9, 
2013.  Attachment 2 provides a detailed assessment of the three (3) options considering the 
Board’s goals and commitment to recycling.  Listed below are the (3) options identified by the 
Board:  
 

1. County-Wide Solid Waste Management Authority 
 
Eliminate all 3-R Fees & Create a County-Wide Solid Waste Management Authority. North 
Carolina General Statute’s 153A-421 (Attachment 1) outlines how two or more units of local 
government may create a regional solid waste management authority by adopting substantially 
identical resolutions to that effect in accordance with the provisions of this Article. The 
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resolutions creating a regional solid waste management authority and any amendments thereto 
are referred to in this Article as the "charter" of the regional solid waste management authority. 
Units of local government which participate in the creation of a regional solid waste 
management authority are referred to in this Article as "members". The purpose of a regional 
solid waste management authority is to provide environmentally sound, cost effective 
management of solid waste, including storage, collection, transporting, separation, processing, 
recycling, and disposal of solid waste in order to protect the public health, safety, and welfare. 
 

2. (Options 2,3 & 4) Solid Waste Tax Service District 
 
Keep the Basic 3-R Fee and Create a single Solid Waste Tax Service District that would include 
the Towns (who would be encouraged to join) and the current Rural Curbside Service Area 
serving 13,730 households. In addition, approximately 2,300 additional rural households (Map 
Attachment) could be added relatively quickly, without additional resources, due to recently 
gained single stream efficiencies (leaving only approximately 3,700 rural households outside of 
the district).  Towns that choose not to join would become responsible for their own curbside 
and multi-family recycling services.  Effective date of Tax District would be July 1, 2014. 
 

3. Eliminate Rural Curbside Recycling 
 

Keep the Basic 3-R Fee, eliminate all other 3-R Fees, and eliminate rural curbside recycling 
relying on Convenience Centers and Drop-off-sites. Urban and Multifamily curbside recycling 
would be left up to the Towns. The County could increase the number of Recycling Drop-off-
sites, both urban & rural, and increase the Basic 3-R fee to pay for the operation of the new 
facilities. 

 
FINANCIAL IMPACT:  There is no financial impact to the County in discussing funding options 
for the County’s Recycling Programs. There will not be an impact on Solid Waste employees, 
any reductions in allocated positions to be managed through attrition, retirement and/or 
placement within Solid Waste.  
 
RECOMMENDATION(S):  The Manager recommends that the Board hold the public hearing to 
consider operational and funding options for Orange County’s Solid Waste and Recycling 
Programs and provide guidance to staff for a short-term solution for the next fiscal year and a 
comprehensive long-term solution for solid waste management practices in Orange County 
going forward after June 30, 2014. 
 

1. The optimal long-range solution for Orange County in this situation may be the 
formation of a Solid Waste Management Authority provided for within North Carolina 
General Statutes.  The hurdle to this approach is that at least one of the three primary 
Towns within the county must also agree to the creation of the Authority.  A 
comprehensive approach to both solid waste and recycling services can then be 
pursued that is functional and fundable via many various options.  Services can be 
provided by County staff, contracted, franchised, optional or mandatory programs can 
be developed and/or otherwise formulated to compensate for a transitional process 
that ensures solid waste management and recycling remain an environmental priority 
in Orange County. 
 

2. A county-wide Solid Waste Tax Service District approach is the more comprehensive 
and flexible option if a Solid Waste Management Authority is not considered.  It can 
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provide services via County staffing, contracted, optional or mandatory programs or 
otherwise formulated approaches to both solid waste and recycling services as long 
as services are delivered and funded on some basis county-wide in the 
unincorporated areas of the County and can allow one or more towns to opt into the 
District. 
 

 
There are challenges and timelines that must be addressed with any of the options considered. 
Funding constraints do exist for continuation of existing programs beyond June 2014.  As 
difficult as this decision may be, ultimately a change from existing circumstances is required. 
 
If any of the variances outlined above under Item #2 (options 2, 3 and 4) Tax Service Districts is 
pursued, it is recommended that the Board move forward immediately to authorize the creation 
of the selected tax district approach.  The Tax District if created now would not levy the actual 
tax until FY 2014-15. 
 
Variations of a mix of fees (Basic R Fees) and property taxes within the Tax District could be 
evaluated over the next twelve months before final decisions are made. 
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ORANGE COUNTY 
BOARD OF COMMISSIONERS 

 
ACTION AGENDA ITEM ABSTRACT 

 Meeting Date: October 8, 2013  
 Action Agenda 
 Item No.   2 

 
SUBJECT:   Review the Process of Creating a Solid Waste Collection and Disposal System 

Service District 
 
DEPARTMENT:   Solid Waste/Recycling PUBLIC HEARING:  (Y/N)  No 
  

 
ATTACHMENT(S): 

A) Draft Notice of Public Hearing 
B) Draft Resolution Establishing a Solid 

Waste Collection and Disposal System 
Service District  

 
 

INFORMATION CONTACT: 
Gayle Wilson, 968-2885 

   John Roberts, 245-2318 
   Michael Talbert, 245-2308 
                      

 

 
 

 
PURPOSE:  To review the process of creating a Solid Waste Collection and Disposal System 
Service District and the possible inclusion of the Towns. 
 
BACKGROUND:  Orange County is recognized as being number one in the state for waste 
reduction, reaching 59% of its 61% aggressive reduction.  The County is disposing only 0.56 
tons/person compared to the base year of 1991-92, when the disposal rate measured 1.36 
tons.  In the region, Wake County has achieved a 25% reduction rate, Durham County rate is at 
21%, Chatham County is 37%, and Alamance County with 26%.  Orange County’s 61% waste 
reduction goal was adopted in 1997 by the County and by the Towns of Carrboro, Chapel Hill 
and Hillsborough as part of the County’s original Comprehensive Solid Waste Plan.  The 
County is committed to robust public education services and waste reduction programs 
regardless of the funding options preferred by the Board.      
 
The County’s Reduce, Reuse & Recycle (3-R) Fees previously consisted of four annual 
recycling fees adopted by Orange County in 2004 to fund recycling programs and services that 
are billed in conjunction with the annual property tax.  The fees consisted of a Basic Fee 
($37/year) that was charged to all improved properties county-wide and funds various recycling 
operations such as the county Toxicity Reduction Improvement Program (Household Hazardous 
Waste, batteries, waste oil, electronics, etc.), recycling drop-off sites, recycling at solid waste 
convenience centers, education and outreach, enforcement, planning, etc.  An Urban Curbside 
Fee ($52/year) was assessed to improved residential properties within incorporated 
municipalities and funded weekly curbside recycling service.  A Rural Curbside Fee ($38/year) 
was charged to residential property in areas of unincorporated Orange County eligible to 
receive bi-weekly curbside recycling service.  Finally, a Multi-family Fee ($19/year) was charged 
multi-family units throughout Orange County for multi-family recycling services.   
 
Not related to recycling, the County also assesses a county-wide Solid Waste Convenience 
Center Fee that is billed in conjunction with the annual property tax.  The Unincorporated Areas 

30

gwilder
Text Box
COPY

gwilder
Highlight

gwilder
Text Box
Attachment 3



 
Fee is ($20/year/Household); the Incorporated Areas Fee is ($10/year/Household), and the 
Multi-family Fee is ($2/year/multi-family unit).  This basic Solid Waste Convenience Center Fee 
covers a portion of the operating costs of the County’s five (5) Convenience Centers.   
 
A recent court decision, Lanvale v Cabarrus County, essentially stated that where there was no 
direct statutory authority to levy a fee, a local government cannot levy a fee.  Since the Lanvale 
opinion was issued, Orange County’s staff has been engaged in discussions regarding how, 
going forward, the County can best address the issues created by this action by the Supreme 
Court.  The Supreme Court decision indicates that the Basic Fee is likely consistent with 
existing law, but the Urban, Rural and Multi-family recycling fees may not be consistent with 
existing case law.  The County Manager recommended that the Board of County 
Commissioners cease assessing the Urban, Rural and Multi-family recycling fees beginning 
with Fiscal Year 2013/14 Annual Budget.  The County Manager further recommended funding 
these services for Fiscal Year 2013/14 only with solid waste enterprise fund reserves in order to 
allow the Board of Commissioners time to resolve the funding problem. 
 
The Rural Curbside program currently is limited to 13,730 households eligible in the 
unincorporated area of the County.  These services are provided by County Solid Waste staff.  
Just 6,000 households lack access to rural curbside service at this time.  Waste collections in 
unincorporated Orange County are provided by several private haulers, without a County 
Franchise Agreement, on a voluntary basis to those using the services.    
 
The Urban Curbside recycling serves Chapel Hill, Carrboro and Hillsborough municipal 
residents.  The services are paid for by Orange County Solid Waste under contract with Waste 
Industries, Inc. and the towns are responsible for household solid waste within their town limits. 
 
The Multi-family recycling serves multi-family establishments in both incorporated and 
unincorporated Orange County.  The multi-family recycling services are provided by Orange 
County Solid Waste staff.  
 
On April 9, 2013 the Board reviewed eight (8) options for Orange County to fund the County’s 
Solid Waste and Recycling Services and eliminated a county-wide Franchise agreement from 
consideration.  The Board held a public hearing on April 23, 2013 to receive public comments 
on the top three (3) options identified by the Board on April 9, 2013.  Attachment 2 provides a 
detailed assessment of the three (3) options considering the Board’s goals and commitment to 
recycling.  Those options are: 

1) Create a County-Wide Solid Waste Management Authority, 
2) Create a Solid Waste Tax Service District; and 
3) Eliminate Rural Curbside Recycling. 

 
The Board unanimously wished to maintain the current recycling program and 

• Directed the Manager to meet with the Managers of Carrboro, Chapel Hill and 
Hillsborough to determine their willingness to participate, to ascertain their needs and 
concerns,  and report back to the Board of Commissioners by the end of 2012-13 fiscal 
year so that the county may proceed with implementation; 

• Directed the Chair to meet with the three Mayors for a similar, parallel discussion; 
• Adopted an interim funding plan for 2013-14 at the end of this fiscal year; 
• Committed to further investigate both a Solid Waste Tax Service District and a Solid 

Waste Authority. 
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A county-wide Solid Waste Tax Service District approach is a more comprehensive and flexible 
option that would include the Towns and the current Rural Curbside Service Area.  A Tax 
Service District can provide services via County staffing, contracted, optional or mandatory 
programs or otherwise formulated approaches to both solid waste and recycling services as 
long as services are delivered and funded on some basis county-wide in the unincorporated 
areas of the County and can allow one or more towns to opt into the District.  The effective date 
of a new Solid Waste Tax Service District would be July 1, 2014.  
 
There is a process to create a Solid Waste Tax Service District that is identical to the process 
used for the creation of Fire Service Districts completed in the spring of 2013. 
 
Schedule and Publish a Notice of Public Hearing: 
 
Prior to the Public Hearing, the County must prepare a Report on the district.  A copy of the 
report must be kept in the Clerk’s office.  The report must contain the following:  
 

1. A map of the proposed district, showing its proposed boundaries; 
2. A statement showing that the proposed district meets the standards set out in subsection 

(a); and 
3. A plan for providing one or more of the services listed in G.S. 153A-301 to the district. 

 
The Report should also include:  
 

1. The resident or seasonal population and population density of the proposed district. 
2. The appraised value of property subject to taxation in the proposed district. 
3. The present tax rates of the county and any cities or special districts in which the district 

or any portion thereof is located. 
4. The ability of the proposed district to sustain the additional taxes necessary to provide 

the services planned for the district. 
5. If it is proposed to furnish water, sewer, or solid waste collection services in the district, 

the probable net revenues of the projects to be financed and the extent to which the 
services will be self-supporting. 

6. Any other matters that the commissioners believe to have a bearing on whether the 
district should be established 

 
Notice of Public Hearing must be mailed (first class prepaid is fine), at least 4 weeks prior to the 
date of the public hearing, to the “owners as shown by the county tax records as of the 
preceding January 1 (and at the address shown thereon) of all property located within the 
proposed district.”  The preceding January 1 is the January 1 prior to the public hearing.  The 
commissioners designate who handles the mailing.  If the towns choose to be included in the 
district, the BOCC can designate the towns to conduct the mailing to all owners of district 
properties located within town limits. 
 
The Notice of Public Hearing must be published at least one week prior to the public hearing.  A 
map of the service district must be attached to the notice and the resolution. 
 
If the Towns authorize the County to collect and charge a fee for recycling within their town 
limits, as Chapel Hill recently did for areas within its limits located in Durham County, there 
would be no need to include the towns in the service district.  A fee structure similar to what the 
county has always had could be implemented.  Included in the Fiscal 2013-2014 Annual 
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Budget, Chapel Hill gave the County authorization to collect recycling and impose fees in its 
Durham County jurisdiction.  If this authorization was used by the towns it would be an easier 
way to reach the same goal. 
 
The Town of Chapel Hill is exploring alternative options for solid waste disposal, as well as 
ways of increasing efficiency with solid waste collection.  The Town contracted SCS Engineers 
to provide a Comprehensive Review of Solid Waste Collection and Disposal Options (study). 
The study examines the Town’s current solid waste collections and disposal programs to 
identify opportunities to enhance these services, improve efficiencies, and evaluate innovative 
technologies in the solid waste industry.  The Chapel Hill Town Council will begin discussion of 
Solid Waste options in October 2013 and is not ready make a commitment to join a Solid Waste 
Tax Service District. 
 
Both the Town of Carrboro and the Town of Hillsborough have indicated an interest in being 
part of a Solid Waste Tax Service District. 
 
In Fiscal Year 2013-14 the Basic 3R Fee of $37/year was charged to all improved properties 
county-wide and funds various recycling operations such as the County Toxicity Reduction 
Improvement Program (Household Hazardous Waste, batteries, waste oil, electronics, etc.), 
recycling drop-off sites, recycling at solid waste convenience centers, education and outreach, 
enforcement, planning,  etc.  The Urban Curbside Fee of $52/year, the Rural Curbside Fee of 
$38/year and the Multi-family Fee of $19/year were not billed in Fiscal Year 2013-14.  Solid 
Waste Reserves were utilized to fund the County’s Recycling Program in Fiscal Year 2013-14 
and is not an option for Fiscal Year 2014-15.   
 
FINANCIAL IMPACT:  There is no financial impact to the County in discussing funding options 
for the County’s Recycling Programs.  
 
RECOMMENDATION(S):  The Interim Manager recommends that the Board discuss a Solid 
Waste Tax Service District and provide guidance to staff. 
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ORANGE COUNTY 
BOARD OF COMMISSIONERS 

 
ACTION AGENDA ITEM ABSTRACT 

 Meeting Date: November 19, 2013  
 Action Agenda 
 Item No.  7-b 

 
SUBJECT:  Urban Curbside & Multi-family Recycling Discussion 
 
DEPARTMENT:   Solid Waste Management PUBLIC HEARING:  (Y/N) No 
  

 
ATTACHMENT(S): 

 
Draft Letter of Intent 
Draft Interlocal Agreement (Staff Outline) 
November 6, 2013 Presentation to the 

Chapel Hill Town Council 
Summary of Solid Waste and Recycling 

Services – April 2013 
 
 
 

INFORMATION CONTACT: 
Michael Talbert, 919-245-2308 
Gayle Wilson, 919-968-2885 
John Roberts, 919-245-2318 

 
   
   
 
 
 

 
PURPOSE:  To update the Board of Commissioners on progress between the Towns and 
County regarding urban curbside and multi-family recycling services. 
 
BACKGROUND: Over the past several months, the Towns and County have been considering 
various options with regard to the future of the long term recycling and waste reduction 
partnership and how Urban Curbside and Multi-family services would be funded.  Previous 3-R 
Fee funding for those municipal services, along with the Rural Curbside program, were 
determined on the advice of legal counsel to not to be consistent with recent state court legal 
opinions.   
 
The Towns, facing potential loss of County funding and management of these programs, elected 
to evaluate other options for obtaining these recycling services through the issuance of a 
Request for Proposals.  The Towns’ Managers and staffs have been evaluating the proposals 
received, had reached preliminary conclusions and wished to discuss and clarify various service 
and cost issues with County staff.  On November 1, 2013 the County and Towns Managers and 
their respective staffs met. 
 
There was the following consensus from the meeting:  
 

• The County cost for providing the urban curbside recycling services was competitive with 
the proposals received from private haulers and that there may be some additional 
advantages for the County to continue managing this service;  
 

• County staff will proceed immediately with the Request for Proposals (RFP) process for 
collection services and cart acquisition by December 31, 2013.  County staff has 
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estimated an implementation process of six months to complete the conversion to roll 
carts, including the bidding of the collection service and possible installation of a new 
service provider, and to execute a comprehensive community education and outreach 
program.  A draft letter of intent is attached to move urban curbside recycling forward, 
including the purchase of roll carts, while an Interlocal Agreement is crafted. 
 

• The multi-family recycling collection service is proposed to be provided at the existing 
rate of $19/year/household with services provided by County staff and equipment. 
 

• Each Town will apply for the state roll cart grants that could total up to $214,000 of the 
expected $1,043,000 cart purchase expense.  The County will assist the Towns with the 
grant applications, but the Towns will be the applicants for their respective grants  A 
procedure will be developed to allow the County to purchase the carts using any grant 
proceeds and County funds.  The County will own, distribute, and maintain the roll carts 
for the Towns. 
 

• The County Attorney will draft the interim agreement in cooperation with each Town 
Attorney and each Manager to approve prior to holiday break.  
 

• The County and the Towns will proceed to finalize a new Interlocal Agreement (staff 
outline attached) as soon as possible in early 2014. 
 

The Chapel Hill Town Council conducted a work session on November 6, 2014 to discuss the 
recycling proposals received in response to its Request for Proposals for Recycling and 
Request for Proposals for Development of a Transfer Station.  A power point of the presentation 
to the Town Council is attached. 
 
County and Town Managers is eager to solve the urban curbside recycling issue and to more 
forward again with county wide recycling and waste reduction programs and services.   
 
FINANCIAL IMPACT:  Full financial impact of a new comprehensive Interlocal Agreement is not 
clear at this time and will depend on final decisions of the various Boards involved.  The roll 
carts are expected to cost approximately $1,043,250, minus about $214,000 in municipal roll 
cart grants, plus debt service paid over 60 months.  The cost of a newly bid weekly collection 
service is estimated at about $682,000 annually.  The estimated annual fee for weekly curbside 
recycling per household is about $60 (or $5/month).  The Multi-family program is estimated at 
this time to remain at about $19/year/unit (or $1.58/month).  The estimated annual fee for bi-
weekly curbside recycling per household is about $50 (or $4.17/month). 
 
RECOMMENDATION(S):   The Manager recommends that the Board authorize: 

1. The Manager to execute the attached Letter of Intent with the Towns of Chapel Hill, 
Carrboro and Hillsborough when approved by the Towns; 

2. The County Attorney, working with the Town Attorneys, to prepare an interim agreement 
that would allow the County to proceed to expedite implementation of the roll carts and 
new collection service for the Urban Curbside Program with the objective being full 
implementation by July 1, 2014 and authorize the Manager to execute the agreement; 
and 

3. The Manager to award the bid for the roll carts not to exceed $1,100,000. 
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Letter of Intent between Orange County and the Town of __________________, 
approved this _____day of ________, 2013. 

 
 
Orange County is very interested in continuing our long and successful 
partnership with the Town with regard to recycling and waste reduction.  Our 
state-leading programs are the model for success in reducing local government 
waste disposal and our longstanding local recycling partnership is a model of 
intergovernmental cooperation and effectiveness.   
 
The Town wishes to continue participation in the recycling program. The most 
timely and least complicated manner in which to proceed would be for the Town 
to authorize the County to charge and collect a fee for urban curbside recycling 
within their town limits. The County would provide turnkey urban curbside 
recycling services including new roll carts for all Town residents.  The Town 
Attorney has agreed that municipalities have the authority charge for the urban 
curbside recycling services and authorize the County to provide the services.    
 
Orange County Intends to: 
 

• Immediately proceed with an Requests for Proposals (RFP) for Collection 
Services and Roll Cart acquisition (carts may be available by piggybacking) 
 

• Immediately assist the Towns with applications for DENR Roll Carts Grants 
 

• Draft an interim agreement for the Purchase of Roll Carts using grant funds 
with each Town whereby 

o The County will pay the Town an amount equal to the invoice 
received by the Town for the roll carts purchased by the County for 
the Town solely for use in the Urban Curbside Recycling Program, 
and 

o Expect to receive the funds resulting from a grant awarded to the 
Town for the purpose of implementation of curbside recyclable 
collection to offset the County expenditure on roll carts 

 
• Negotiate in good faith with the Towns to finalize a new comprehensive 

Solid Waste Interlocal Agreement as soon as possible but no later than 
June 30, 2014 
 

• Implement the conversion to roll carts for the urban curbside recycling 
programs as soon as contracts have been approved or purchase authority 
provided, but no later than July 1, 2014 

 
The Town Intends to:       
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• Immediately apply for DENR Roll Carts Grants with the County’s 
Assistance as needed 
 

• Negotiate in good faith with the County to execute an interim agreement for 
the Purchase of Roll Carts for each Town whereby 

o The Town will notify the County of its receipt of an invoice for roll 
carts that were bid and ordered by the County for use in the Town’s 
curbside recycling program 

o Receive payment from the County for the invoiced amount and then 
pay the invoice, submitting proof of payment to the County 

o Remit any funds received by the Town as a result of a roll cart grant 
award to the County within 30 days of receipt of the grant funds. 

 
• Negotiate in good faith with the County to finalize a new comprehensive 

Solid Waste Interlocal Agreement as soon as possible but no later than 
June 30, 2014 
 

• Assist the County with the implementation of a conversion to roll carts for 
the urban curbside recycling programs as soon as contracts have been 
approved but no later than July 1, 2014  not sure the meaning here 
 

• Include in the Town’s 2014/2015 Budget Ordinance a section authorizing 
the County to charge and collect a fee for urban curbside and multi-family 
recycling within their town limits and provide urban curbside and multi-
family recycling services including new roll carts for all Town residents 

 
 
 
 
__________________________________ ________________________________ 
                     County Manager     Town Manager 
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ORANGE COUNTY 
BOARD OF COMMISSIONERS 

 
ACTION AGENDA ITEM ABSTRACT 

 Meeting Date: December 10, 2013  
 Action Agenda 
 Item No.  7-b 

 
SUBJECT:   Rural Curbside Recycling Options  
 
DEPARTMENT:   Solid Waste/Recycling PUBLIC HEARING:  (Y/N) No 
  

 
ATTACHMENT(S): 

1. October 8, 2013 Abstract – Review 
Process for Creating a Solid Waste 
Collection and Disposal District 

2. Rural Curbside Recycling Options 
Advantages & Disadvantages 

3. Map - Orange County Rural Curbside 
Recycling 

 

INFORMATION CONTACT: 
Gayle Wilson, 968-2885 

   John Roberts, 245-2318 
   Michael Talbert, 245-2308 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
PURPOSE:  To review funding options for Rural Curbside Recycling in Orange County and 
provide direction to staff. 
 
BACKGROUND:  A recent court decision, Lanvale v Cabarrus County, essentially says that 
where there is no direct statutory authority to levy a fee, a local government cannot levy a fee.  
Since the Lanvale opinion was issued, Orange County’s staff has been engaged in discussions 
regarding how, going forward, the County can best address the issues created by this action by 
the Supreme Court.  The Supreme Court decision indicates that the Basic Fee is likely 
consistent with existing law, but the Urban, Rural and Multi-family recycling fees may not be 
consistent with existing case law.  The Board of County Commissioners ceased assessing the 
Urban, Rural and Multi-family recycling fees beginning with the Fiscal 2013/14 Annual Budget.  
These services for Fiscal 2013/14 were funded with solid waste enterprise fund reserves in 
order to allow the Board of Commissioners time to resolve the funding problem. 
 
The Rural Curbside program currently is limited to approximately 13,700 households eligible in 
the unincorporated area of the County.  The rural curbside recycling fee was $38 in fiscal 
2012/2013.  (See the Rural Curbside Recycling Map at Attachment 3 with rural curbside service 
area in yellow and existing customers in blue.)  
 
On April 9, 2013 the Board reviewed eight (8) options for Orange County to fund the County’s 
Solid Waste and Recycling Services and eliminated a county-wide Franchise agreement from 
consideration.  After a public hearing held on April 23, 2013 to take public comments on the top 
three (3) options, the Board unanimously directed staff to maintain the current recycling 
program and; 
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• Directed the Manager to meet with the Managers of Carrboro, Chapel Hill and 
Hillsborough to determine their willingness to participate, to ascertain their needs and 
concerns, and report back to the Board of Commissioners  by the end of 2012-13 fiscal 
year so that the County may proceed with implementation; 

• Directed the Chair to meet with the three Mayors for a similar, parallel discussion; 
• Adopt an interim funding plan for 2013-14; 
• Committed to further investigate both a Solid Waste Tax Service District and a Solid 

Waste Authority 
 
At a Work Session on October 8, 2013, the Board reviewed the process for creating a Solid 
Waste and Disposal Service District (see Attachment 1). 
 
Options: 
There are three options to fund Rural Curbside Recycling and all three options can be for either 
the approximately 13,700 households currently receiving rural curbside recycling services or 
expanded to the entire unincorporated area of Orange County.  The advantages and 
disadvantages of each option are outlined in Attachment 2.  
 

1. Create a Solid Waste and Disposal Service District (Rural Curbside Recycling Only) 
 

2. Establish a Rural Curbside Recycling Subscription Service (Operated by the County 
Solid Waste) 
 

3. Fund Existing Rural Curbside Recycling Services from General Fund Revenues   
 
FINANCIAL IMPACT:  The Rural Curbside 3-R fee was $38 in fiscal 2012/2013.  The County 
has moved to single stream recycling and needs to purchase up to 13,700 roll carts (estimated 
at $53.50 each), two new recycling trucks (estimated at $289,000 each), to fully implement the 
Rural Curbside Recycling program. Staff estimates that it will cost $630,000 to fund the program 
in fiscal 2014/2015, and with improved efficiency, the program could expand and serve new 
customers in future years. The rural curbside recycling fees for Fiscal 2015/16 will be 
determined by the number of customers that sign up for the subscription service, the personnel 
and equipment necessary to provide the service and the size of the service area. 
 
The lead time necessary for new equipment and roll carts make it impossible to establish a 
Rural Curbside Recycling Subscription Service by July 1, 2014. Also, Solid Waste staff is 
engaged to insure that the Urban Curbside Recycling Services are implemented no later than 
July 1, 2014. New roll carts and trucks could be ordered and in place by no later than January 
1, 2015 and staff will work on expanding the customer base in anticipation of establishing a 
Rural Curbside Recycling Subscription Service in Fiscal 2014/15. A defined service area, 
customer base, and fee structure will be part of an implementation plan. 
 
RECOMMENDATION(S):  The Manager recommends that the Board move forward to establish 
a Rural Curbside Recycling Subscription Service in Fiscal 2014/15 for approximately 13,700 
households currently receiving rural curbside recycling services; and direct staff to proceed with 
the Recommended Implementation Plan which includes one half of the first year’s funding 
coming from the General Fund Fund Balance ($315,000) and one half year’s funding from  
billing customers that option to keep the rural curbside recycling subscription service. 
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Recommended Implementation Plan: 
 

1. December 10, 2013 – Board Approves the concept of a Rural Curbside Recycling 
Subscription Service 
A. Estimated Cost to provide the service to 13,700 households currently receiving rural 

curbside recycling services is $630,000. 
B. Customers opting out of the Rural Curbside Recycling Subscription Service are 

estimated to be 20%, which would leave a remaining customer base of 11,000.  An 
annual subscription rate of $58.00 is estimated to fund the households projected to 
receive rural curbside recycling services. 
 

2. January 23, 2014 – Board approve the purchase of 2 new recycling trucks, up to 11,000 
roll carts, and a budget amendment to fund one half of the first year’s operations.  New 
trucks and roll carts will be placed in service as soon as the trucks are available to be 
placed in service but no later than January 1, 2015. 
 

3. No later than March 1, 2014, letters would be sent to the 13,700 households currently 
receiving rural curbside recycling services, describing the new subscription service and 
the first year’s cost of the new service.  Existing customers will be given the option of 
canceling the service by written notice to Solid Waste within 45 days. 
 

4. July 2014 – The first annual billing for rural curbside recycling subscription service, $29 
for 6 months of service from January 1, 2015 through June 30, 2015. 
  

5. January 1, 2015 – After new trucks and roll carts are in service, Solid Waste will begin 
pursuing new customers in rural Orange County. 
 

6. Rural curbside recycling subscription service will be evaluated as part of the Fiscal 
2015/2016 Budget. 
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ORANGE COUNTY 
BOARD OF COMMISSIONERS 

 
ACTION AGENDA ITEM ABSTRACT 

 Meeting Date: January 23, 2014  
 Action Agenda 
 Item No.  7-b 

 
SUBJECT:   Rural Recycling Service District Implementation Planning 
 
DEPARTMENT:   Solid Waste Management PUBLIC HEARING:  (Y/N) No 
  

 
ATTACHMENT(S): 

1. October 8, 2013 Abstract – Review 
Process for Creating a Solid Waste 
Collection and Disposal District 

2. Proposed Service District 
Implementation Plan 

3. Revised Draft Orange County Rural 
Curbside Recycling Map 

 

INFORMATION CONTACT: 
Michael Talbert, 245-2308 
John Roberts, 245-2318 
Gayle Wilson, 968-2885 

    
 
 
 
 

 
PURPOSE:  To review and consider authorizing a plan for creation and implementation of a 
Solid Waste Collection and Disposal District for recycling in unincorporated Orange County and 
provide direction to staff. 
 
BACKGROUND: A recent court decision, Lanvale v Cabarrus County, essentially stated that 
where there is no direct statutory authority to levy a fee, a local government cannot levy a fee.  
Since the Lanvale opinion was issued, Orange County staff has been engaged in discussions 
regarding how, going forward, the County can best address the issues created by this action by 
the NC Supreme Court.  The Supreme Court decision indicates that the Basic Fee is likely 
consistent with existing law, but the Urban, Rural and Multi-family recycling fees may not be 
consistent with existing case law.  The Board of County Commissioners ceased assessing the 
Urban, Rural and Multi-family recycling fees beginning with the Fiscal 2013/14 Annual Budget.  
These services for Fiscal 2013/14 were funded with solid waste enterprise fund reserves in 
order to allow the Board of Commissioners time to resolve the funding problem. 
 
The Rural Curbside Recycling Program currently is limited to approximately about 13,750 
households eligible in the unincorporated area of the County.  A Rural Curbside Recycling Map 
is provided at Attachment 3 with existing rural curbside (and previous 3-R Fee) customers in 
blue and an added area in yellow to combine with the blue to represent a proposed solid waste 
tax district.  
 
The proposed District includes additional parcels from the existing service area so that it more 
clearly meets statutory requirements that require parcels within the District be contiguous and 
represents a more compact and defined area that eliminates isolated pockets of parcels.  
Furthermore, last year’s switch to single stream coupled with the upcoming acquisition of new 
compacting collection trucks provide efficiencies that permit the addition of up to about 2,000 
additional services points without requiring additional resources and will maximize the efficiency 
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of the two route trucks.  Future district expansions will require repeating the process of notice 
and public hearings and consideration of additional staff/equipment resources. 
 
The bi-weekly (every other week) recyclables collection service for the proposed district will be 
provided by Orange County staff and equipment as is the current service.  Roll carts will be 
distributed to all residences within the district and to those few, smaller commercial 
establishments that generate residential quantities of recyclables.  The service is envisioned to 
be provided as automated to the extent possible and semi-automated or even manual in certain 
service situations.  Special services for the elderly or disabled will continue to be provided.  
 
On April 9, 2013 the Board reviewed eight (8) options for Orange County to fund the County’s 
Solid Waste and Recycling Services and eliminated a county-wide Franchise agreement from 
consideration.  After a public hearing held on April 23, 2013 to take public comments on the top 
three (3) options, the Board unanimously directed staff to maintain the current recycling 
program and; 
 

• Directed the Manager to meet with the Managers of Carrboro, Chapel Hill and 
Hillsborough to determine their willingness to participate, to ascertain their needs and 
concerns, and report back to the Board of Commissioners by the end of the 2012-13 
fiscal year so that the County may proceed with implementation; 

• Directed the Chair to meet with the three Mayors for a similar, parallel discussion; 
• Adopted an interim funding plan for 2013-14, at the end of this fiscal year; 
• Committed to further investigate both a Solid Waste Tax Service District and a Solid 

Waste Authority 
 
At a work session on October 8, 2013, the Board reviewed the process for creating a Solid 
Waste and Disposal Service District (see Attachment 1). 
 
On December 10, 2013 the Board evaluated three options for continuation of rural curbside 
recycling services, including the advantages and disadvantages.  The Board requested that 
staff prepare a Solid Waste Disposal Service District (Rural Curbside Recycling Only) 
implementation plan for consideration.  A draft implementation and timeline is presented as 
Attachment 2.  
 
The lead time necessary to establish the Solid Waste Collection and Disposal District for July 1, 
2014 implementation will require timely decision making by the Board in order to complete: 

1) the process of scheduling and publishing a Notice of Public Hearing(s); 
2) preparation of a report on the district; 
3) conducting the hearing(s); 
4) making a decision to create a district; 
5) incorporating the necessary budget numbers into the Fiscal 2014/15 recommended 

budget; and 
6) making the necessary tax database adjustments to meet annual tax billing deadlines.  

 
A projected property tax rate of 1.5 cents per 100 dollars of property value is estimated to 
support the Rural Recycling Service District.  A typical homeowner located within the proposed 
district would pay an additional $37.50 in property taxes annually if the property tax rate is set at 
1.5 cents and the residence is valued at $250,000.  For every $50,000 of property value, with a 
1.5 cent property tax rate, $7.50 of property tax revenue would be generated for the proposed 
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district. This is compared to the old 3-R Fee of $38 per year for Rural Curbside Recycling last 
approved by the Board for Fiscal 2011/2012. 
 
FINANCIAL IMPACT:  The Rural Curbside 3-R fee was $38 in Fiscal 2011/2012 and generated 
about $506,000 in revenues.  The County has already moved to single stream recycling and 
needs to purchase: 

1) up to 14,000 roll carts (estimated at $53.50 each) in Fiscal 2014/15; and 
2) two new recycling trucks (estimated at $290,000 each) in current Fiscal Year (due to 

necessary lead time to acquire) to fully implement the Rural Curbside Recycling program. 
 
Staff preliminary budget estimates indicate that it will cost about $630,000 to fund the program 
in Fiscal 2014/2015, although these estimates will be refined and detailed during the FY 
2014/15 budget process.  The new District Tax rate will be determined by the total valuation of 
the proposed district divided by the proposed Fiscal 2014/15 rural curbside recycling budget, 
currently estimated at 1.5 cents/hundred dollars value. 
 
RECOMMENDATION(S):  The Manager recommends that the Board move forward with 
considering the establishment of a Solid Waste and Disposal Service District for Fiscal 2014/15 
based on the proposed district delineation (Attachment 3) that includes approximately 15,500 
households (including the approximately 13,750 households currently eligible for rural curbside 
recycling services) by: 
 

1. Discussing potential public hearing(s) on the proposed District establishment and, if 
inclined, determining the number and locations of public hearing(s) the Board would like 
staff to pursue scheduling, including whether the public hearings should be separate 
meetings or occur as part of regular Board meetings (Note – Based on statutory 
requirements and time constraints associated with a July 1, 2014 implementation, staff 
believes public hearing(s) will need to occur in late March and early April); 

2. Pending outcomes from #1 above, directing staff to bring back proposed public hearing 
dates, times, and locations to the February 4, 2014 regular Board meeting for approval;  

3. Directing staff to move forward with the development of draft Notices of Public Hearing to 
be finalized after the Board’s February 4, 2014 actions and to prepare to mail those 
Notices to Property Owners within the proposed District by February 14, 2014;  

4. Directing staff to complete the required District Report based on the attached Orange 
County Rural Curbside Recycling Map and place the Report in the Clerk to the Board’s 
office by February 14, 2014; and 

5. Planning to make a final decision on the establishment of a proposed District after the 
potential public hearing(s) and no later than April 15, 2014. 
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ORANGE COUNTY 
BOARD OF COMMISSIONERS 

 
ACTION AGENDA ITEM ABSTRACT 

 Meeting Date: February 4, 2014  
 Action Agenda 
 Item No.  7-b 

 
SUBJECT:   Scheduling Public Hearings - Proposed Unincorporated County Recycling 

Service District  
 
DEPARTMENT:   Solid Waste Management PUBLIC HEARING:  (Y/N) No 
  

 
ATTACHMENT(S): 

1) Rural Curbside Recycling Impacts 
of Four Recycling Options 

2) Summary of Funding Alternatives 
for Rural Curbside Recycling 
Services 

3) Draft Rural Tax District Public 
Hearing Letter and Draft Notice of 
Public Hearing with Map 

 
 

INFORMATION CONTACT: 
 Michael Talbert, 919-245-2308 
John Roberts, 919-245-2318 
Gayle Wilson, 919-968-2885 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
PURPOSE: To suggest dates and locations for two public hearings on the proposed Recycling 
Service District for unincorporated Orange County and provide a summary of possible financing 
alternatives for rural area recycling. 
 
BACKGROUND: At the January 23, 2014 regular meeting, the BOCC directed the County 
Manager to return at the February 4 meeting with suggestions for public hearing dates, times 
and locations.  The BOCC agreed that there would be two public hearings - one in the southern 
part of the County and one in the Town of Hillsborough area.  A public hearing is required by 
statute. 
 
The proposed hearings are recommended as follows: 
 
March 18, 2014 – 6:00PM – Southern Human Services Center, Chapel Hill 
 
April 1, 2014 – 6:00PM – Department of Social Services, Hillsborough 
 
Additionally, upon the BOCC establishing the public hearings, staff has been directed to 
proceed with mailing the statutorily required notices of the public hearings to the owners of 
property located in the proposed district by February 14, 2014 and to complete and file the 
required District Report (including a map of the proposed district) in the office of the Clerk to the 
Board by February 14, 2014. 
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As part of both public hearings, the Board will also take comments regarding consideration of: 
the elimination of rural curbside recycling; a subscription service for rural curbside recycling; and 
supporting rural curbside recycling with the County’s General Fund revenues. 
 
At the January 23 Board meeting, the BOCC also suggested that four funding alternatives for 
Rural Curbside Recycling be considered (including the Solid Waste Service District).  These 
alternatives are outlined in an attachment.  
 
FINANCIAL IMPACT: The financial impact for first class mailing and printing of notices for the 
public hearings is estimated at $13,000. 
 
RECOMMENDATION(S):   The Manager recommends that the Board establish public hearings 
as follows: 
 
Public Hearing #1                                              Public Hearing #2 
Date: March 18, 2014                                          Date: April 1, 2014 
Time: 6:00 PM                                                     Time: 6:00PM 
Location: Southern Human Services                 Location: OC Department of Social Services, 
                Center, Chapel Hill                                                         Hillsborough           
 
 
The Manager further recommends that the Board direct staff as to which Recycling options staff 
should include within the Public Hearing advertisement. 
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ORANGE COUNTY 

BOARD OF COMMISSIONERS 
 

ACTION AGENDA ITEM ABSTRACT 
 Meeting Date: April 15, 2014  

 Action Agenda 
 Item No.   7-b 

 
SUBJECT:   Solid Waste Service Tax District for Recycling 
 
DEPARTMENT:  Solid Waste Management  PUBLIC HEARING:  (Y/N) No 
  

 
ATTACHMENT(S): 

 
Letter to Property Owners 
Report Filed in Clerk to Board’s Office 

Including Map 
Frequently Asked Questions – Revised 

April 4, 2014 
Resolution to Establish a Solid Waste 

Service District 
 

INFORMATION CONTACT: 
 Michael Talbert, 919-245-2308 
 Gayle Wilson, 919-968-2885 
 John Roberts, 919-245-2318 

 
   
 
 
 
 

 
PURPOSE: To discuss issues surrounding the establishment of a Solid Waste Service Tax 
District to fund the rural curbside/roadside recycling collection service, including information 
received during two Public Hearings, and to decide the method of funding for this County-
provided program. 
 
BACKGROUND: In 2004 the Board of Commissioners approved a new method of funding for 
the every other week curbside/roadside recycling collection program for about 13,000 
residences in unincorporated Orange County.  At that time the Board adopted a fee to fund the 
program, called a Rural 3-R Fee, that all eligible residences were billed annually on their tax 
bills.  The fee was assessed to all eligible for the service, regardless of whether or how often a 
resident used the service. 
 
In 2012 the County Manager and the County Attorney advised the Board that they had concerns 
regarding the statutory justification for assessing this fee and recommended that the Board 
eliminate the fee and consider other ways to fund that program.  The 2012 tax bill was the last 
time the fee was assessed.  The fee was $38/year.  In 2013 the Board provided interim funding 
for the program from landfill reserves. 
 
Over the next several months, the Board discussed various options on how to address this 
funding problem.  Elimination of the program was even considered, but unanimously abandoned 
due to measured participation of the rural community of about 57%.  Some residents eligible for 
this service chose not to recycle.  Others delivered their recycling to convenience centers, and a 
very few employed private haulers.  It was also considered that the service was important in 
order to meet the County’s aggressive waste reduction goal of 61%. 
 
After considering and rejecting numerous funding alternatives, in December 2013, the Board 
indicated intent to implement a solid waste service district tax as the means to replace the 
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funding lost when the fee was eliminated.  One of the services discussed in March 2013 was a 
proposal to franchise waste and recyclables collection in unincorporated Orange County.  The 
Board, following vigorous public opposition, eliminated that option from further consideration.  
The Board also recently discussed a subscription service option whereby those residents who 
wanted to retain the service could pay and those who wished not to pay could voluntarily opt-
out.  This opt-out or subscription based service is also still under consideration. 
 
State statutes require a public hearing to be held prior to a Board adopting a service district, and 
the property owners of all parcels to be included in the district must be notified by letter of the 
hearing.  The Board conducted two public hearings: 
 

• March 18 at 6:00 PM at the Southern Human Services Center, 2501 Homestead Road in 
Chapel Hill; and 

• April 1, 2014 at 6:00 PM at the Orange County Social Services Center, Hillsborough 
Commons, 113 Mayo Street in Hillsborough 

 
A funding decision with regard to the every other week curbside/roadside recycling collection 
program must be made and adopted prior to July 1, 2014 in order for this recycling service to 
continue.  In order not to delay delivery of 2014 property tax notices, the Board has been 
advised to pursue a final decision at the April 15 regular meeting, or the earliest possible 
opportunity. 
 
Considerable input has been received by the Board and the distinctions (advantages and 
disadvantages) between a Solid Waste Service District and an opt-out type service have been 
provided.  The key elements from a staff perspective, including those gleaned from public input 
and Board discussions, include: 

• Stable, predictable and sufficient source of funding to support a quality, high performing 
rural recycling program  

• Fairness and equity 
• Ability to maintain or advance county environmental and waste reduction goals 
• Administrative and operational efficiency of program 

 
A service district could be implemented by July 2014, with the expanded 1,650 residences and 
the distribution of roll carts to those who request them could be implemented in 
November/December of 2014.  The opt-out funding option would require about six months of 
administrative and operational planning and resident communication to establish, requiring an 
interim funding source of about $350,000. 
 
FINANCIAL IMPACT: If the solid waste service district is adopted, it is estimated that the district 
tax rate would be about 1.5 cents per $100 dollars of assessed value of the property.  For 
example, property with an assessed value of $100,000 would pay about $15/year in service 
district tax.  An opt-out (subscription) program is less predictable and could be expected to 
initially result in a fee of between $90-$100/year per subscriber, but it is likely that this rate 
would increase over time if participation approaches that experienced elsewhere in North 
Carolina. 
 
RECOMMENDATION(S):   The Manager recommends that the Board consider approving and 
authorizing the Chair to sign the attached resolution to establish a Solid Waste Service Tax 
District and direct staff to proceed with implementation of the district, or provide alternative 
direction to staff on next steps and funding options. 
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Attachment 9 

Frequently Asked Questions 
 

Proposed Solid Waste Service Tax District 
Revised April 4, 2014 

 
1. What is a Solid Waste Service Tax District? 

 
It is a defined geographic area of a county where specific solid waste related services are 
provided and whose property owners fund the service through a tax that is set at a rate that will 
finance those defined services. 
 

2. What is the Solid Waste Service Tax District that is being proposed by the Board of County 
Commissioners? 
 
The Board of Commissioners is proposing a service district that would provide for every other 
week curbside/roadside recycling collection.  The proposed district does not include waste/trash 
collection, only recycling.  This service was previously funded by a $38 annual Rural 3-R Fee that 
was billed on the annual tax bill, but that fee was eliminated following the 2012 Tax Billing.  The 
service district is being proposed to replace the rural recycling program funding previously 
provided from that fee.  The proposed service district will expand this recycling service to about 
1,600 additional residents beyond the 13,750 households who are currently eligible for this 
service.  The district would not include municipalities. 
 

3. What if I don’t recycle or take my materials to a Solid Waste Convenience Center?  Is there an 
option whereby a property owner can opt-out of this service? 
 
The Solid Waste Service Tax District, as with the previous Rural 3-R Fee, does not provide an 
exemption or opt-out option for those residents who choose not to use the service.  All taxable 
property that is included within the district would be assessed the district tax.  As with property 
taxes in general, there would be no opt-out option. 
 

4. Since I received a notice of a Public Hearing does this mean that my property will be included in 
the proposed district? 
 
Yes. If you received this notice your property, or if you own multiple properties, at least one 
property you own is proposed to be located within the district.  If more than one property is 
owned only those located within the proposed district would be subject to the district tax. 
 

5. How much will I have to pay through a district tax? 
 
The district tax rate will be set to generate funding for the every other week recycling service.  It 
is currently estimated that the tax rate would be set at approximately 1.5 cents per $100 of 
assessed value.  This would mean a property with an assessed value of $100,000 would pay $15 
per year. 
 

6. Why not continue charging the Rural 3-R Fee of $38/year? 
 
The County Attorney and the County Manager recommended to the Board of County 
Commissioners last year that the Board abolish the Rural 3-R Fee due to some uncertainty with 
regard to the fee being wholly consistent with state law authorizing counties to assess these 
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type of fees.  Following that recommendation, the Board agreed it did not wish to risk 
continuing a practice that was not unmistakably consistent with state law, so the annual rural 
recycling fee was eliminated and consideration of alternative financing of the rural recycling 
service was initiated.  After several months of examining numerous funding alternatives the 
Board is proposing the Solid Waste Service Tax District to generate the replacement program 
funding.  About 13,750 residents who were eligible for the service were previously assessed the 
fee. 
 

7. Will the Solid Waste Service District apply to vacant (undeveloped) land? 
 
Yes, the district tax would apply to all taxable property located within the proposed district 
without regard to whether structures or homes exist on the property. 
 

8. If the Board chooses not to adopt a Solid Waste Service District and wishes to establish a service 
opt-out program what would the estimated cost be for annual curbside recycling service?  What 
is the scientific basis for the 60 percent estimate of participants in an opt-out scenario? Is there 
data or information relating to performance of opt-out programs?  Are any of these 
participation assumptions based on fact? 
 
Key to estimation of the cost for opt-out service is the assumption made regarding how many 
paying customers will remain in the program.  If the assumption is that of the current 
approximate 13,750 customers only about 60% currently participate, and that of that 8,250 
monthly users 20% (1,650) choose to opt-out as not wishing to pay a service fee, the estimated 
annual fee for service would be about $95.45 (based on an estimated annual program cost of 
$630,000).  And if, after a few months, due to the rather high cost of service (compared to the 
previous $38/year) another 10% of the 6,600 choose to cancel service, the estimated annual 
cost would increase to about $106.00 per year or almost $13/month.  Of course there could be a 
small number of additional subscribers from current non-participants that could moderate any 
fee increases. The 60% basis results from the current participation rate of 57% rounded.   

The assumption that 20% of the currently participating 7800 households will leave the system 
under voluntary subscription would seem to be an optimistic estimate of how many customers 
the program would lose once the fees increased and it was voluntary.  When fees in Forsyth 
County’s voluntary program rose from $2.65 a month to $8.65 a month the subscription 
declined by 11% from approximately 3,000 users out of 22,000 households (14%)  to 2,700 
(12%). Forsythe County most recently implemented a subscription type rural curbside/roadside 
recycling program and the Director of the County Office of Environmental Assistance and 
Protection stated “I would definitely expect and predict that if recycling collection service is 
made available on a voluntary subscription basis as a stand-alone service, you will be lucky to 
have a 25% participation rate.” 

Experience in other governmental jurisdictions (states and NC county’s) provides convincing 
evidence that many property owners will choose not to participate, which will result in 
increased costs for those who do participate.  Economies of scale exist in recycling collection 
services like most other programs and services, meaning that the more property owners that 
join in funding a given service results in a reduced cost per each service unit.  Alternatively, as 
the number of fee payers is reduced, costs increase for each remaining participant.  A NCDENR 
Environmental Specialist has spoken previously to the BOCC, as well as other recycling 
professionals, who have indicated the weaknesses of the so called “opt-out” or subscription (fee 
for service) type recycling program.  According to the DENR Environmental Specialist the eight 
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counties that operate a subscription-type curbside recycling program have an average 
participation rate of 14.8%. 
 
Please note that it will take 5-6 months to establish an opt-out or subscription type service for 
rural curbside/roadside recycling.  Therefore, some partial year (6 months) funding source may 
be required until the new subscription can be established and enrolling subscribers.  
Additionally, it will be necessary for county staff to evaluate the impact of a possible shift of 
recyclable materials from the existing curbside program to convenience centers as residents try 
to avoid the subscription fee.  The impact on the centers could be significant and additional 
resources will likely be necessary to collect and haul these additional materials.  Staff has not 
conducted a detailed analysis of these additional costs. 
 
The current emphasis of staff on public education programs may have to shift to a marketing 
effort to keep the subscription and participation level up rather than primarily provision of 
public outreach and education on the County’s wide variety of public recycling and waste 
reduction programs. 
 

9. Would a Solid Waste Service District funding option or an opt-out (or subscription) fee for 
service option result in the most recyclable materials being recovered and move Orange County 
the furthest toward its 61% waste reduction goal?  Which would cost the least per unit served? 
 
Based on evidence from other jurisdictions (both North Carolina and out of state) a subscription 
fee for service option of funding the recycling collection service would yield the least quantity of 
recovered recyclables and result in the greatest unit cost for users of the program. The Solid 
Waste Service District would be the least costly per parcel served.   
 

10. What does it mean that handicap service will continue? 
 
Both the Urban and Rural Curbside Recycling programs maintain a special services option for 
handicapped and elderly residents. This service requires the collector to go to the resident’s 
home at an agreed upon location and collect their receptacle, empty it into the truck and return 
the empty container to the home.   
 

11. Has the value of the property within the proposed district been analyzed? 
 
The total valuation of the district is located at the bottom of the map and is calculated at 
$4,478,900,424. 
 

12. Is the current participation rate for the rural program 57%?  If so, how many are estimated as 
not using the service? 
 
Yes, according to the latest survey of four rural routes.  About 5,800 are estimated to be using 
the convenience centers, not recycling or recycling through alternative means. 
 

13. How many parcels in the proposed district are not going to be paying the tax (are tax exempt) 
but will be receiving the service?  

 
There are 694 tax exempt properties located in the proposed district that will not be paying the 
district tax. It is understood that any of those parcels that contain buildings that generate 
recyclables we would be required by statute to provide the service.  We estimate that less than 
half of these properties contain structures that could utilize the service. 
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14. If the Rural Program participation rate is 57%, what would be the participation rate in the Urban 

Program for comparison? 
 
The participation rate in the Urban Program is estimated to be 90%.  Utilization of the new roll 
carts fitted with RFID tags will allow much more accurate calculations of set out and 
participation rates. 
 

15. When roll carts are implemented will people be required to use them? 
 
Due to the variability in the county such as geography and other differences consistent with 
rural living, accommodations will have to be made.  When a resident expresses a desire to 
continue using a bin and does not wish to use a roll cart, they will be allowed to use what they 
think best suits their situation.  They will be allowed to choose, although in many instances they 
will be encouraged to try a roll cart. 
 

16. If residents will be allowed to continue to use bins if they choose rather than be required to use 
roll carts, and if only 57% of residents will be participating, how many roll carts will be 
purchased? 
 
It is estimated that 7,000 carts would be purchased initially.  Prior to implementation a more 
thorough assessment will be performed to match the type of recycling receptacle with resident 
needs and requests.  
 

17. Do residents owning property valued at $250,000 pay the same as a resident owning property 
valued at $500,000 for the same service?  Can the property tax amount be capped? 
 
A tax rate of $.015 per $100 on a $500,000 valued house versus a $250,000 valued house will 
yield different amounts to be paid. According to the County Attorney, assigning different tax 
rates based on property value is not legal.  For example, this is also true for two property 
owners of differently valued property who use the local county library about the same amount.  
A statutory cap is provided in NC General Statutes 153A-149(c): 
Each county may levy property taxes for one or more of the purposes listed in this subsection up 
to a combined rate of one dollar and fifty cents ($1.50) on the one hundred dollars ($100.00) 
appraised value of property subject to taxation. 

18. What is the percentage of the county's total recycling is recovered by the roadside pickup in 
rural areas? 

Rural Curbside represents about 13% of dry recycling tonnage (excluding Haz Waste, waste oil, 
anti-freeze, filters, etc. and food waste). 

19. What is the average Property tax value in the proposed district?  

Including vacant property, exempt, improved, commercial, etc., the average total property value 
within the district is $218,404. 

20. How did we come up with the proposed tax rate? 
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The tax rate was calculated by dividing the estimated total cost of the rural curbside/roadside 
recycling program by the total assessed value of properties within the proposed service district 
to arrive at the suggested tax rate of 1.5 cents per $100 assessed value. 

21. What is the average tax value of property with homes in the proposed district?  
 
Average total property value of the parcels with homes is $290,314.   

22. Is there an education element in subscription service provided across the state?  

Educational elements from the various subscription programs across the state vary considerably 
from county to county. We have requested information from several counties that have a 
subscription type recycling collection service, and of the three responses we received to date, 
there is a variation from some County involvement to almost none.  In all cases, the contractor 
seems to be the lead agency. Staff may be able to report with more information in the near 
future pending responses from other communities. 

23. Was every property notified of the public hearings and of the pending consideration by the 
Board of a solid waste service tax district? 

Yes, notice of the public hearing was mailed to all property owners whose property is 
incorporated into the proposed service district.  

24. Could we reduce the size of the proposed tax district? 

The proposed district boundary could be reduced as long as no parcels that were not notified as 
part of the public hearing process are included.  Additionally, properties within a service district 
must be contiguous. 

25. What was the result of the  Board of Commissioners adopted language that was conveyed to the 
NC legislature requesting to be given the authority to impose a fee like the previous Rural 3-R 
Fee? 
 
The local bill was submitted to the Orange County legislative delegation last year.  It was 
sponsored and introduced by Rep. Foushee and was co-sponsored by a number of other 
representatives.  However, the bill died in committee and is no longer eligible for consideration. 

26. Are some convenience center costs paid from the general fund/property tax revenue? 

Funding to operate convenience centers is provided from both a Convenience Center Fee 
charged annually on the tax bill to only residential property owners, and represents about 25% 
of costs.  The remainder of the funding is provided by the General Fund supported by all County 
taxpayers, both municipal and rural, regardless of jurisdiction, type of property or whether they 
use the centers.   

27. What is the total tax value of tax exempt properties within the proposed service district?  

Total value of exempt properties including building and land is $224,559,229. 
 

28. Why did the Commissioners abolish the previous Rural 3-R Fee without first determining where 
the replacement funding would come from?  What was the urgency? 
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The Board of Commissioners received a recommendation from the County Manager and the 
County Attorney that recent actions by the legislature and courts raised questions as to the 
County’s legal authority in imposing the Rural 3-R Fee and that the Board should consider 
eliminating that Fee.  The Board responded to that recommendation.   
 

29. Is it true that Catawba County leads the state in recycling?  I thought Orange County was the 
state’s leader? 
 
The State of North Carolina General Statutes requires measurement of the rate of waste 
landfilled per person in each county annually and there is a statewide goal of 40% waste 
reduction that was to have been achieved by 2001. It was 12% statewide last year. That rate of 
landfilling per person is then compared to an established base year of 1991-92 and the 
difference is that County’s waste reduction rate. By this statutorily required metric, Orange 
County led the State of North Carolina with a 58% waste reduction rate in FY 2012-13.  Orange 
County also had the highest waste reduction rate for the preceding four years.  For comparison, 
Catawba County’s waste reduction rate was 27% in FY 2012/13. 

  
Catawba County had the State’s highest rate of recycling per person in FY 12-13 as calculated 
separately by the NC DENR Division of Environmental Assistance and Customer Service from 
annual local government reports. Orange County was sixth last year by that measure and has 
generally been in the top ten since the metric was established. That metric was independently 
established by the NC DENR Division of Environmental Assistance and Outreach in the early 
2000s as an alternative means of evaluating progress in Solid Waste Management.  It is also 
believed that this alternative “unofficial” means of presenting recycling was developed due to 
the overall poor progress state-wide with regard to waste reduction per capita performance and 
that this alternative method would shed a more positive light on state performance. It is not 
statutorily required but measures recycling progress County by County. In Counties with large 
industrial and commercial recycling programs that are connected to local government 
operations the recycling per person may be reported as higher than those with less industry. E.g. 
UNC Chapel Hill reports its 4,400 tons of recycling separately from Orange County.  

 
In the original omnibus State Solid Waste Bill in 1989, the State did establish recycling goals at 
rates of 25% and 40% but in 1991 revised that metric to be a waste reduction rate.  The 
rationale for using a waste reduction measure is that it is calculated by the State, independently 
from what is reported by each County as recycled in its programs. Further, the waste reduction 
rate more holistically reflects the means other than recycling of reducing waste such as backyard 
composting, ‘smart shopping’, encouragement of reuse and repair as alternatives to disposal. 
 

30. What is fair about having people who don’t use the curbside recycling service having to pay for 
it?  Those that use it should pay for it. 

 
There are many government services, if not most, whose use by any specific taxpayer and that 
taxpayer’s financial contribution are not proportional.  Not all taxpayers use the public library, 
but all contribute to its funding.  In Orange County not all tax payers use convenience centers 
but all taxpayers (including municipal residents) contribute to its funding, including those non-
residential property owners who are prohibited from using it.  The question of fairness with 
regard to public funding and utilization of service is inherent in government services and 
benefits.  It is the nature of public funding and a matter of perception. 
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Like the funding for libraries or convenience centers, the service district tax is a way to offer a 
needed or desired service to a large group of residents without making the cost prohibitively 
expensive. 

 
31. How many residents in Orange County contract for garbage service? 

 
This number is not known because private haulers are not required to report it and can be 
reluctant to reveal their proprietary business data.  In the late 1990s, phone interviews by 
Orange County Public Works recorded about 5,000 reported private waste customers in the 
unincorporated area of the county. Another informal phone survey about five years ago by the 
Solid Waste Department came to a similar number, but those were based on non-binding 
responses from the private haulers of a range and remain only estimates of use of private waste 
hauling services. 

 
32. How will the cost of the opt-out service be kept at a reasonable fee? 

 
The cost of the opt-out or subscription service option would presumably be fully funded by the 
subscribers, regardless of the level of the fee.  Unfortunately, if the cost becomes too expensive 
some subscribers may cancel their service and/or new residents may choose not to enroll.  If 
this happens the service fee would continue to escalate in order to achieve necessary levels of 
funding to operate the program, and the number of subscribers would continue to decline.  
Alternatively, the Board could agree to supplement this program from the general fund when 
the service fee reached a certain level or the number subscribers become insufficient to sustain 
the recycling service.  In that instance, municipal residents would then be subsidizing a rural  
service that they are not eligible to receive. 
 

33. How long will it take to get ready for the opt-out subscription service?  Will it cost more, less or 
about the same as the tax district? Sounds like more trouble. 
 
The County Manager has previously indicated that at least six months would be required to 
establish the opt-out service option.  Given the Board’s December 2013 declaration of intent to 
establish a service district (among other Board solid waste/recycling related priorities that are 
consuming staff resources) no preparatory work has been performed with regard to an opt-out 
option.  There is still some uncertainty with regard to some of the details of implementation of 
an opt-out type service that would have to be resolved by the Board through discussions with 
staff and the approval of an implementation plan and subscription fee schedule. 
 
Additionally, if quantities of recyclable material shift from the curbside program to the 
convenience centers due to the increasing cost of the opt-out (subscription) service, the impact 
on the centers could be substantial and additional resources will likely be necessary to collect 
and haul these additional materials.  Staff has not conducted a detailed analysis of these 
additional costs. 

34. Is there any other county that charges for convenience centers as well as for the cost of 
recycling? 

Based upon a less than comprehensive research due to the large number of questions involved, 
and the limited timeframe in which to respond we have found that, according to NCDENR State 
records from County reporting on the annual report, the following communities appear to meet 
those criteria of charging for convenience centers and charging for recycling collection: Caldwell 
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County, Carteret County, Cleveland County, Hertford County, Nash County, and Pender County.  
Given more time staff might be able to identify others.  

 
35. Has Orange County examined Catawba County, NC and their incentive program? 

 
Orange County staff has investigated Catawba County’s approach to unincorporated area 
curbside recycling and is reasonably familiar with their program.  We have the following 
observations: 
Catawba has a single exclusive franchised waste and recycling hauler with a ten year contract 
serving the whole County with residential trash and recycling collection, commercial waste 
collection and Construction and Demolition waste collection. Of the 33,600 residences in 
unincorporated County, about 14,000 or 42% subscribe to waste collection and 97% of those are 
reported to use the recycling program at least monthly which is the minimum to be considered a 
recycler. Those using recycling get the lower monthly trash collection rate of $18.88 including 
the cart. Setting out the recycling cart at least once a month constitutes program use, 
irrespective of contents. Those who don’t recycle at the curb pay $24.33 per month for trash 
collection including a cart.   
 
Catawba County contracts Solid Waste Convenience Center operations to Republic who charges 
a fee of $1.75 per bag of residential waste delivered to their Convenience Centers that provides 
partial support to the system and they also charge for bulky items at $17.50 per small pick up or 
$26.25 per large pickup truck.  During conversion to recycling carts last year, the County in 
conjunction with Republic provided a broad variety of outreach including electronic media, 
presentations, web page and PSAs in local papers. Republic put out their educational materials 
when they converted to carts for the schedule changes and information about what to recycle. 
They achieved a recycling rate at the curb of 239 pounds per eligible household last year. 
Orange County unincorporated area curbside recycling rate was about 250 pounds per 
household among all households, not just those calculated as participating.  If only the 7,800 
households considered as participating were counted, the rate is 440 pounds per household. 

36. Is there research on what the cost per household will be for an opt-out type service? 

Please see #8 above. 

37. How many people use the convenience centers for recycling versus using the existing curbside 
recycling service? 
There are approximately 20,000 households in the unincorporated area and they represent 
almost all users for conventional recycling of paper, cans, bottles and cardboard. The number of 
urban single family or apartment dwellers using the SWCCs for recycling is assumed around 10%  
in this estimate as they have access to curbside or on-site recycling and more convenient 24 
hour unstaffed drop-off sites.  
 
Thus: of those 13,700 residences (at the time of the survey was conducted) that have access to 
curbside recycling an estimated 57% or ~7,800 use the service at least once a month. If 90% of 
all the remaining households eligible recycle instead at convenience centers, that means 5,300 
of those and if 50% of the remaining households that do not have access to curbside recycling 
recycle at the SWCCs, then another 3,200 households recycle at the SWCCs. Urban users are 
more difficult to estimate. 
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This information and estimates are summarized in the table below Rounded to nearest 100: 
 

Type household Number Percent recycling Number 
recycling 

Tons recycled Comments 

Rural with curbside 
recycling access  

13,700 57% recycle 
curbside 

7,800. Some 
of these use 
SWCCs to 
recycle too. 

1700 at the curb in 
rural program 

% using at least 
once/month based on 
route survey of 1400 
units in January 2013 

Rural with curbside 
access who don’t use 
the system 

5,800 90% estimated 
as recycling at 
SWCCs 

5,300 TOTAL AT SWCCs 
from all users 
~3,390 

 

Rural with no access 
to curbside recycling  

6,300 50% estimated 
as recycling at 
SWCCs 

3,200   

Rural with contract 
curbside recycling 

200 (1% 
of all 
rural 
residents) 

100% 200   

Urban users of sites 
for recycling 

 10% est. of tons 
recycled at 
SWCCs 

   

38. Can we work with the towns to get similar service that they receive from the contractor? 

The Urban Curbside and Rural Curbside program are two distinct programs and it is our 
understanding that the Towns prefer a distinct program within the municipalities with no 
comingling of finances.  The municipal service is weekly, the rural service is bi-weekly. The Urban 
program contractor is under contract to Orange County to provide that service.  Orange County 
is the provider of all public recycling services within the county either directly, or indirectly 
through a contractor.  We work closely with the towns with regard to all county recycling 
services within their jurisdiction. 
 
For several years the Rural program was also contracted to private companies by Orange 
County.  After the first company was unable to provide quality service and meet service 
schedules a competitive request for proposals resulted in a second private company being 
selected.  After a few years that company too was unable to provide acceptable service 
(resident complaints and rising costs) so eventually the county assumed service responsibility 
and has provided high quality service for less cost than a private contractor.   

39. How did you get to the conclusion of the tax district? 

Following the elimination of the Rural 3-R Fee the Board evaluated and considered numerous 
funding and service alternatives.  These alternatives included elimination of the rural program, 
privatization, franchising, combining various waste fees, funding all or various combinations of 
services through property taxes, eliminating convenience centers, providing only convenience 
centers, creating an single all-encompassing solid waste district including the towns, and various 
other service and fee permutations.  Ultimately these were rejected, some due to vigorous 
resident objections, and last December the majority of the Board indicated a preference for, and 
an intent to establish a rural service tax district for recycling. 
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40. Will the tax district increase/encourage participation as compared to the previous Rural 3-R Fee 
funded service? Cite research that county-wide taxation will increase participation.   

Based on our own long-term experience and our inquiries with knowledgeable recycling 
professionals, participation is more determined by how each citizen interfaces with the 
program, the choices available to the citizen, community incentives or disincentives of 
convenience or cost, a community’s  motivation/enthusiasm/knowledge  through the 
supporting programmatic education and outreach, the local environmental culture, etc. that 
impacts participation than whether the service is funded by taxes or fees.  However, regardless 
of funding source, there is general agreement that the need to opt-in or subscribe is clearly a 
barrier to participation.  According to staff in the State’s Recycling office in the Department of 
Environment and Natural Resources (DENR), regardless of how a curbside recycling program is 
paid for, if recycling service is automatically available (meaning that the household does not 
need to subscribe or opt-in) then participation is stronger than if the household is simply offered 
the service and all they need to do is put a bin or cart at the street or road.  

41. How will the district tax impact properties on Rosemary and Graham streets in Chapel Hill? 

The proposed solid waste service district does not apply to properties located within corporate 
municipal limits.   

 
42. Why are some properties exempt from property taxes? 

Some property is exempt from property taxes by state law (General Statutes 105-125).  The 
following is an excerpt from this statue that comprises most of the tax exempt properties in 
Orange County: 

Exemptions. - The following corporations are exempt from the taxes levied by this 
Article. Upon request of the Secretary, an exempt corporation must establish its claim for 
exemption in writing: 

(1)        A charitable, religious, fraternal, benevolent, scientific, or educational 
corporation not operated for profit. 

43. Why not include the entire unincorporated area for recycling service? 

This was previously considered by the Board and could certainly be an option.  This would 
require a significant expansion of the rural program into the less densely populated portions of 
the county.  The proposed district area was created in part by what area can be serviced with 
existing resources (collection vehicles and drivers).  There was also an interest in not increasing 
expenses in a period of financial uncertainty (loss of Rural 3-R Fee and landfill closure).  Certainly 
services could be expanded to include the entire unincorporated area, phased in over a two to 
three year period.  It is unlikely that an opt-out (subscription) service could adequately fund 
such an expansion.  

44. All discussion of this tax has been focused on providing bi-weekly curbside recycling 
services.  Given the tax is being referred to as "Solid Waste Tax District" rather than "Recycling 
Tax District," what assurances do citizens have that, once in place, the tax district will not be 
used for other solid waste purposes? 
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It is correct that all focus is currently on the bi-weekly curbside recycling service and staff has 
not recently been directed to evaluate other service option for the proposed district.  Given the 
critical decision timeline necessary with regard to the rural curbside service, it is not likely that 
other services will be considered at this time.  However, this Board or any future Board, at its 
discretion, may consider any number of programmatic variations of a service district in the 
future.  Staff is not aware of any longer term plans for other purposes. 

45. Who determines the tax rate and when it may be raised?  If it is the commissioners, is there a 
requirement for public hearing prior to such action?   

Only the Board of Commissioners has the authority to set a tax rate.  The tax rate is set annually 
as part of the budget process.  Public hearings are held each year during the budget process to 
provide opportunity for public input, including input with regard to the tax rate. 

46. Why can’t the county request an RFP from Waste Industries for outsourcing collection in the 
rural area prior to the April 1 meeting?  Couldn’t we loosely tie the RFP to town proposals in 
order to benefit from scales of economy? 

Any RFP process is required to be a competitive process open to all qualified recycling collection 
contractors and only negotiating with a single company would be contrary to state purchasing 
law, absent an emergency situation.  Such a process could not have been conducted in such a 
short time frame as to have been ready by April 1.  Furthermore, the RFP process conducted by 
the Towns last summer resulted in several proposals being received, has led the Towns to 
pursue an agreement with the county for providing the urban curbside services.  So apparently 
the Towns have determined that the county service, integrated as it can be with other county 
services, including integration of the public education and outreach function, was cost 
competitive with proposals received from the private sector.  The county maintains a 
considerable economy of scale with its county-wide compliment of services and programs. 

47. What are the costs of opening the five convenience centers 7 days/week? 

A brief evaluation of the cost to extend the hours of convenience centers to seven days/week 
has resulted in an estimated cost of $400,000 to $440,000 per year increase over current 
operating costs.  A more thorough and detailed analysis should be conducted to develop budget 
level cost estimates.  The above estimate assumes 362 days per year operation, from 7am to 
6pm.  It should be noted that the convenience centers have never been open seven days/week 
since their creation in the early 1090’s.  They have always been closed on Wednesdays for 
employee training and site maintenance purposes. 

There are a number of issues and assumptions that would have to be tested to confirm any cost 
proposal, including garbage/trash service and storage capacity given our dependence on distant 
waste transfer station disposal.  Currently, with the available transfer station operations closing 
at noon on Saturday until Monday, the waste collected at the centers Saturday afternoon and 
Sunday afternoon must be stored until Monday disposal. Our storage capacity used is typically 
at a maximum until we can dispose of the waste Monday morning.  Opening Sunday morning 
would require additional storage capacity that has not been incorporated into the above 
estimates.   There are certainly other, less extensive schedule of operation expansions that 
could be considered. Staff would suggest a comprehensive analysis of such a major expansion of 
hours at convenience centers prior to any serious discussion of such a decision. 
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It should also be noted that previous Board of Commissioners’ have made a commitment to a  
concept of Neighborhood/District Convenience Centers.  This concept presumes that the District 
centers would have more expansive hours of operation and that Neighborhood Centers would 
have less expansive hours of operation.  Part of the basis for this concept was to balance hours 
of operation with level of use, resulting in a less costly program; a balance of cost with 
convenience. 

48. What reason does the county have to believe that the 1,650 "new" households being added to 
the tax district (those which have not been included in curbside recycling to date) intend to use 
the service if provided?  What reason is there to believe that adding these households will 
increase the total amount of recycling in the county, given that the program already has 55-60% 
participation levels? 

The majority of the residences included in the proposed expansion area of the district beyond 
the current service area include more dense neighborhoods that were identified in field surveys 
conducted 2-3 years ago for the purpose of identifying priority areas for program expansion.  
For some of these areas we have received resident requests or inquiries with regard to 
expanding services.  We feel confident that the proposed expansion areas will meet or exceed 
the 57% participation rate of the existing area.  There are some less dense areas also included 
either due to statutory contiguity requirements for service districts or as a result of routing 
connectivity reasons.  It is our expectation, based on similar areas currently serviced, that we 
can expect participation rates at or beyond the current program-wide average 57% rate. 
 

49. I have been paying the Solid Waste Convenience Center Fee for three years and it has increased 
to $40/year in that period. Included among the tax bill explanations for this fee is “The cost of 
expanding the hours of operation for the solid waste convenience centers”.  Why has there not 
been any expansion of hours in that three year period? 
 
The hours of operation at the Eubanks Road and Walnut Grove Church Road Centers were 
increased by opening on Thursdays from 7 am to 6 pm effective September 5, 2013.  

 
50. How many exempt properties are there in the proposed district?  

 
There a total of 694 tax exempt properties in the proposed service district. 

 
51. How many vacant properties (no homes or other structures) are in the proposed district? 

 
 The total number of vacant properties within the district is approximately 5,469. 

 
52. What is the average home value and the average assessment throughout the county? 

 
Average total property value throughout the county is $290,545. 

 
53. If a homeowner does land/house improvements, will this change the cost of the tax on the 

property?  
 
Anything that changes the property tax assessment would change their property tax bill. 
 

54. If you implement the service district tax will it be tax-deductible on state and federal taxes? 
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It is possible that this property tax would be deductible; however you should consult an 
accountant or other tax professional to obtain a definitive answer in your specific situation. 

 
55. Would it be possible to hold a referendum on the service district tax? 

 
The Board of Commissioners could voluntarily conduct a referendum on whether to establish a 
service district tax; however, the results of such a referendum would not be binding. 

 
56. Would a resident have the option of requesting monthly pickup service under either the service 

district or opt-out (subscription) option? 
 

Customized service schedules would not be offered under either service option. While it’s 
certainly physically possible to vary collection frequency per household it is not a practical 
approach to residential collection as the cost per customer compared to the cost of varying the 
service is too high to be financially practical. Collection routing would also become complicated 
by having the collector maintain awareness of the varying service frequency among hundreds of 
residences along a given route. 

 
57. Would creation of the service district tax actually increase production of recyclables over what 

we’re doing now or over the opt-out (subscription) option?  
 

There is no evidence that funding the rural curbside program through creation of a service 
district tax would necessarily increase the quantity of recyclables generated as compared with 
the previous annual fee. There is considerable evidence and experience within North Carolina 
that opt-out (subscription fee for service) funded programs generate considerably less 
recyclables (and participation) than non-subscription type curbside recycling programs.   

 
58. Is the 61% our waste reduction goal or the percentage of program participation we wish to 

achieve? 
 

Orange County, along with the Towns of Carrboro, Chapel Hill and Hillsborough, has adopted a 
goal of 61% waste reduction of the quantity of originating from Orange County that was 
landfilled as compared to the base year of 1991/92.  The governments have not established 
program participation goals.  

 
59. Will recycling rate decline if curbside is eliminated in the rural area, because convenience 

centers are so successful and can compensate for the elimination? 
 

There is little evidence available in North Carolina with regard to the impact on the quantity of 
recyclables recovered when rural curbside programs are eliminated in locations where a 
network of convenience centers are available.  It is the county’s professional staff opinion that 
all currently participating unincorporated area curbside residents would not shift their recycling 
to convenience centers and that a net reduction in the quantity of recyclables recovered  from 
this action.   

 
60. Can the Rural 3-R Fee be reinstated? 

 
The County Manager recommended, and the Board of County Commissioners agreed, that the 
County cease assessing the Urban, Rural and Multi-family recycling fees beginning with the 
Fiscal 2013/14 Annual Budget. 
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61. Won’t there at some point have to be a transfer station for waste and recyclables located within 
the county (as part of a comprehensive plan)? 

 
At some point in the future it is likely that the governments in Orange County will be compelled 
to again consider the issue of a local transfer station.  There will almost certainly be mounting 
financial and environmental motivations to do so. A recycling center (recyclable materials 
transfer facility) already exists on Eubanks Road at present, although it will at some point in the 
near future have to be improved/enlarged.  Development of a comprehensive solid waste 
management plan could address these and other longer term waste management and recycling 
issues, including creation of an overall waste management strategy that maximizes cost 
efficiencies, identifies and locates necessary facilities, minimizes disposal, provides for a broad-
based series of waste and recycling services and programs and explores proven technological 
innovation opportunities. 

 
62. Why did we close the landfill and then have to dispose of Orange County trash in another 

county?  What if other counties decide not to take our trash any longer? 
 

The Board of Commissioners elected to close the Eubanks Road landfill due to various social 
justice related issues perceived to have unfavorably impacted the Rogers Road area 
neighborhood over the past 42 years.  Among the consequences of closing the landfill was that 
waste generated within Orange County would necessarily be required to be delivered to out-of-
county disposal facilities.  If Orange County is prepared to pay for transportation to and tipping 
fees at out-of-county disposal facilities it is unlikely in the near future that such facilities would 
not be available or willing to accept Orange County waste.  It is unclear what the long-term 
implications might be.  It is primarily because of the cost and environmental impacts of having 
to use out-of-county disposal facilities that effective and broad-based recycling programs should 
be maximized; inherent resource savings from recycling are also a factor.  Additionally, Orange 
County could exert some environmental and fiscal control over our solid waste situation by use 
of a local waste transfer station even if the disposal dilemma suggested remains without a local 
landfill. 

 
63. As an owner of multiple properties I only receive one envelope with all my tax bills, so why are 

so many notices sent (and postage money wasted) about the tax district public hearing?   
 

North Carolina General Statute 153A-302 is unclear in that it requires an individual notice be 
sent to the owner “as shown by the county tax records” “and at the address shown thereon,” of 
each parcel proposed to be included within the service district. Given that it is unclear the 
county has determined it would minimize its risk at the lack of clarity by mailing notices to each 
individually.  

 
64. With the Urban curbside program going well, and the more suburban (but unincorporated) type 

areas also wanting the curbside service, why is this service being forced on the truly rural part?   
 

The Board of Commissioners is responsible for and has authority in the unincorporated portion 
of Orange County only with regard to recyclables collection.  The urban curbside recycling 
programs are politically, operationally and legally distinct from the rural curbside recycling 
program.  In accordance with state statutes the flat annual recycling fees are deemed 
permissible within the urban area and can be used to fund the urban recycling program.  Even 
though some suburban areas are municipal-like in character and density, these areas are outside 
the urban municipal boundaries making the legality of a mandatory recycling fee in those areas 
questionable.  Likewise, a service district tax would not allow services to be offered to only the 
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more suburban-like neighborhoods within unincorporated areas of the county due to the 
requirement that such a district must be contiguous, and all of the suburban rural 
neighborhoods are not contiguous.  An opt-out (subscription fee for service) type service could 
be provided within these areas but would involve passing by many non-suburban type 
residences who would also want the service. 

 
65. Only 1/3 of the rural area use curbside so why doesn’t the BOCC step back and relook at 

program? 
 

Of the current 13,750 residences eligible for rural curbside/roadside recycling it has been 
established that the participation rate is 57%.  Since the residents outside the current service 
area are not eligible no participation rate exists county-wide.  The county did evaluate the 
program in 1993 when it was implemented and again in 2004 when alternative funding was 
considered and the previous Rural 3-R Fee established and decided that in order to achieve 
aggressive waste reduction objectives that services must be provided outside of the 
municipalities.   

 
66. What is the revenue received for the sale of recyclable materials?  How does this revenue affect 

what we are paying? 
 
The total rural recycling program cost used for establishing the fee or tax rates is calculated 
based on expenses net of revenue.  While markets fluctuate monthly on the price received for 
the sale of recyclables, in FY 12/13 approximately $58,000 in revenue was generated from the 
sale of recyclables from the rural program, which covers approximately 9% of all the program 
costs (direct and indirect expenditures). 

 
67. Could the service district tax be implemented temporarily until the county can get legislative 

authority to go back to the flat fee method? 
 

The Board of Commissioners, consistent with state law, may establish a service district or 
abolish a tax district as they wish.   

 
68. Why don’t we consider a flat service fee? 

 
The Board of Commissioners received a recommendation from the County Manager and the 
County Attorney that recent actions by the legislature and courts raised questions as to the 
County’s legal authority in imposing a flat fee for recycling services that required non-users of 
the service to pay the fee.  The Board responded to that recommendation.   

 
69. Why is the service district just for a part of the county and not the whole county?  Don’t you 

have to offer the program to all residences? 
 

A service district may be developed for all or any part of a county.  If a proposed district includes 
all or part of a municipality, that municipality must formally consent to being included.  All 
residences included within a district would have to be offered the service. 
 

70. Can we adopt a short term way to fund the program and then do a study for the best long term 
funding option? 

 
The Board of Commissioners could consider and adopt a short-term way to fund the rural 
recycling program until a more formal or systematic investigation is conducted to identify a 
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more permanent funding source.  The Board could also adopt of the two current options to 
function as a short term funding mechanism.  

 
71. Most rural residents use convenience centers so why not let rural residents use them rather 

than the curbside program? 
 

Many rural residents do use convenience centers, which were originally created primarily for 
unincorporated area residents’ use.  The geographical distribution of the five centers however, 
is not equally convenient to all residents.  Some residents contract for curbside/roadside 
garbage service and need/desire the curbside/roadside recycling service to complement that 
service.  And while all residents must disposal of their garbage somehow (public health and local 
ordinance imperatives), recycling is optional/voluntary and some residents only recycle because 
it is extraordinarily convenient, which roadside/curbside recycling is for some residents.   

 
72. We are doing a good job on recycling now so why do we need a new tax? 

 
Orange County does an excellent job recycling and part of the reason for this good job is the 
network of complementary and overlapping recycling programs and services provided that 
maximizes recycling opportunities.  Funding for this corresponding network is provided by a 
network of fees, taxes, material revenues and avoided tipping fees, etc.  Consideration of the 
new tax is necessitated by the elimination of the Rural 3-R Fee for previously stated reasons. 

 
73. Wouldn’t curbside service be a preferable option for those residents who do not live near a 

convenience center? 
 

Not all residents live near one of the five convenience centers and need or appreciate the 
curbside/roadside service.  Even some residents who live in reasonable proximity to 
convenience centers prefer the curbside/roadside service.   

 
74. In the unincorporated area subdivisions with high participation, is there not a concern that 

recycling would be placed in the trash because all of these residents who now recycle curbside 
would not go to the convenience centers, especially those that have private garbage service? 

 
It is possible that those residents would choose not to recycle as faithfully if the 
curbside/roadside service is eliminated.  It would be a mistake to assume that everyone 
currently participating in the curbside/roadside recycling program would begin using 
convenience centers if that program was eliminated or made prohibitively expensive. 

 
 
 
 

 
 
 

63



DRAFT      Date Prepared: 04/16/14 
      Date Revised: 05/01/14 
 BOCC Meeting Follow-up Actions 

(Individuals with a * by their name are the lead facilitators for the group of individuals responsible for an item) 

Meeting 
Date 

Task Target 
Date 

Person(s) 
Responsible 

Status 

4/15/14 Review and consider request that the Board pursue new 
efforts to address remaining Orange-Alamance county line 
issues 

5/8/2014 Chair/Vice 
Chair/Manager 

     DONE                                 
BOCC reviewed with Orange 
County’s legislative delegation 
and noted desire to discuss 
further with Alamance County 
and address in 2015 General 
Assembly Session - Informal ban 
on controversial local legislation 
precludes action in this year’s 
short session 

4/15/14 Review and consider request by Commissioner Dorosin that 
the County conduct a gun buy-back program 

10/1/2014 Chair/Vice 
Chair/Manager 

Staff to pursue information of 
potential program models, 
logistics and costs for 
consideration 

4/15/14 Review and consider request by Commissioner Price that 
the staff be asked to make a presentation to the Board on 
options related to the Research Triangle Regional 
Partnership 

5/8/2014 Chair/Vice 
Chair/Manager 

     DONE                                    
To be addressed as part of the 
2014-15 budget consideration 

4/15/14 Review and consider request by Commissioner Jacobs that 
staff develop a recommended package of orientation 
activities and communication protocols for Board 
appointees serving on non-County boards 

10/1/2014 Chair/Vice 
Chair/Manager/ 
Clerk’s Office 

Clerk’s Office to develop draft 
materials during the summer 
break and bring back information 
to the Board in the fall 

4/15/14 Make the executive summary for the Safe Routes to Schools 
Plan more readily available and incorporate brief 
explanations for the student charts into the Plan document 

5/8/2014 Abigaile Pittman 
Craig Benedict 

Actions to occur 

4/15/14 Conform statewide issues resolution based on Board 
approval and compile materials for April 28, 2014 
legislative breakfast 

4/25/2014 Greg Wilder 
Donna Baker 

     DONE 

gwilder
Text Box
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DRAFT      Date Prepared: 04/16/14 
      Date Revised: 05/01/14 
Meeting 

Date 
Task Target 

Date 
Person(s) 

Responsible 
Status 

4/15/14 Provide follow-up information to the Board on the location 
of recreational facilities on capped landfill property and 
information on potential alternative energy producing 
opportunities such as solar 

6/3/2014 Gayle Wilson 
David Stancil 

Information to be provided 

4/15/14 Bring back additional information at the May 8 regular 
meeting on options, funding mechanisms and legal 
parameters related to rural curbside recycling in preparation 
for the May 13 work session discussion 

5/8/2014 Gayle Wilson, 
Michael Talbert 
& John Roberts 

     DONE                                
Additional information provided 
as part of May 8, 2014 regular 
meeting agenda in preparation 
for May 13 work session 

4/15/14 Pursue posting of all emails the Chair has received relative 
to rural curbside recycling options on the County website 

6/3/2014 Michael Talbert, 
Jim Northup and 
John Roberts 

Being pursued including County 
Attorney review of all emails 

4/15/14 Provide the Board with a spreadsheet of each loan from the 
Small Business Loan Program and the payment status 

6/3/2014 Steve Brantley Information to be provided 

4/15/14 Pursue Small Business Loan Program opportunities with the 
Institute for Minority Economic Development 

7/1/2014 Steve Brantley To be pursued 

4/15/14 Provide BOCC feedback related to the Small Business Loan 
Program, including provisions regarding the Program’s 
access limits for individuals with criminal records and 
individuals  with pending criminal issues, to the Program’s 
Board of Directors and bring back feedback/follow-up 
information to the Board of Commissioners 

9/4/2014 Steve Brantley BOCC Feedback to be provided 
and follow-up information to 
come back to the BOCC 

 



Tax Collector's Report - Numerical Analysis

Tax Year 2013
Amount Charged in 

FY 13-14  Amount Collected Accounts Receivable*
Amount Budgeted in 

FY 13-14 Remaining Budget
% of Budget 

Collected
Current Year Taxes 137,868,792.00$      132,741,171.73         2,733,035.04$            137,868,792.00$       1,199,562.84$           99.13%

*Current Year VTS Taxes 3,928,057.43             
Prior Year Taxes 4,163,721.00$           1,587,994.46             2,436,870.43$            994,130.00$               (593,864.46)$             159.74%

Total 142,032,513.00$      138,257,223.62         5,169,905.47$            138,862,922.00$       605,698.38$               99.56%

Tax Year 2012
Amount Charged in 

FY 12-13  Amount Collected Accounts Receivable
Amount Budgeted in 

FY 12-13 Remaining Budget
% of Budget 

Collected
Current Year Taxes 135,068,463.00$      133,391,275.95         3,588,790.78$            135,068,463.00$       1,677,187.05$           98.76%

Prior Year Taxes 4,026,736.27$           1,403,655.24             2,230,199.10$            994,130.00$               (409,525.24)$             141.19%
Total 139,095,199.27$      134,794,931.19         5,818,989.88$            136,062,593.00$       1,267,661.81$           99.07%

97.99%
97.39%

Changed calculation for Remaining Budget to include subtracting the VTS Collections

Effective Date of Report: April 17, 2014

Current Year Overall Collection Percentage Tax Year 2013
Current Year Overall Collection Percentage Tax Year 2012

*Effective with September 2013 vehicle registration renewals, the Orange County Tax Office will generally no longer bill and collect for registered motor 
vehicles.  This is in accordance with new State law, House Bill 1779.  In an effort of full transparency, the tax office has modified its Collector’s Report 
format to include taxes billed and collected through the new Vehicle Tax System (VTS).  Including this figure will show the Collector’s progress toward 
meeting the overall tax revenue budget. Note that reconciliation for these taxes is monthly, so this figure may not change with each report.
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Tax Collector's Report - Measures of Enforced Collections

Fiscal Year 2013-2014

July August September October November December January February March April May June YTD

Wage garnishments 75                 19                 13                 51                 30                 38                 43                 273              330                872                

Bank attachments 17                 1                   -               6                   4                   4                   18                 38                 29                  117                

Certifications 1                   2                   -               -               -               -               -               -               -                 3                    

Rent attachments 1                   -               -               -               -               -               3                   7                   -                 11                  

Housing/Monies -               1                   -               -               -               -               37                 40                 -                 78                  

DMV blocks 1,030           * * 5,101           1,817           1,827           1,712           1,625           1,377             14,489          

Levies -               -               2                   -               3                   -               3                   3                   -                 11                  

Foreclosures initiated 6                   -               -               4                   -               -               2                   2                   -                 14                  

NC Debt Setoff collections 547.20$      705.25$      -$             556.70$      1,662.40$   466.92$      -$             508.35$      20,113.77$  24,560.59$  

 As a further note, this enforcement method will soon be obsolete. Beginning with September 2013 license plate renewals, vehicle taxes 
will be paid to the  NCDMV license plate agency along with the license renewal fee. After blocking delinquent vehicle tax bills created for August 2013 renewals, 

blocks will no longer be used as an enforcement method.

Effective Date of Report: March 31, 2014, 2014

This report shows the Tax Collector's efforts to encourage and enforce payment of taxes for the fiscal year 2013-2014. It gives
a breakdown of enforced collection actions by category, and it provides a year-to-date total.

The Tax Collector will update these figures once each month, after each month's reconciliation process.

* No blocks were issued due to a system error. 
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Delegation of Authority per NCGS 105-381
To Finance Officer

INFORMATION ITEM - RELEASES AND REFUNDS UNDER $100
MAY 8, 2014 

March 15, 2014 thru 
April 16, 2014

NAME
ABSTRACT 
NUMBER

BILLING 
YEAR 

ORIGINAL 
VALUE

ADJUSTED 
VALUE TAX FEE

FINANCIAL 
IMPACT REASON FOR ADJUSTMENT

TAX 
CLASSIFICATION ACTION

A Falcon Ride, LLC 16093890 2013 5,170 2,585 (40.84) 0 (40.84)         High mileage adjusment (Appraisal appeal) VTS-RMV Approved
Blankenship, Shirley 19692070 2013 1,830 1,830 (2.16) (20.00)    (22.16)         Situs error (Illegal tax) VTS-RMV Approved
Cagle, Mavis Meixell 20132361 2013 3,410 3,410 (55.16)     (30.00)    (85.16)         Situs error (Illegal tax) VTS-RMV Approved
Club Nova Community, Inc 356773 2013 3,360 0 (54.96)     (30.00)    (84.96)         Exempt (Illegal tax) RMV Approved
Club Nova Community, Inc 356773 2012 4,040 0 (66.08)     (30.00)    (96.08)         Exempt (Illegal tax) RMV Approved
Club Nova Community, Inc 356773 2011 4,570 0 (74.76)     (30.00)    (104.76)       Exempt (Illegal tax) RMV Approved
Club Nova Community, Inc 356773 2010 5,160 0 (84.40)     (30.00)    (114.40)       Exempt (Illegal tax) RMV Approved
Club Nova Community, Inc 578548 2013 2,470 0 (40.40)     (30.00)    (70.40)         Exempt (Illegal tax) RMV Approved
Club Nova Community, Inc 578548 2012 2,790 0 (45.64)     (30.00)    (75.64)         Exempt (Illegal tax) RMV Approved
Club Nova Community, Inc 578548 2011 3,210 0 (55.53)     (30.00)    (85.53)         Exempt (Illegal tax) RMV Approved
Club Nova Community, Inc 578548 2010 3,670 0 (60.03)     (30.00)    (90.03)         Exempt (Illegal tax) RMV Approved
Club Nova Community, Inc 597443 2013 880 0 (14.57)     (30.00)    (44.57)         Exempt (Illegal tax) RMV Approved
Club Nova Community, Inc 597443 2012 930 0 (15.21)     (30.00)    (45.21)         Exempt (Illegal tax) RMV Approved
Club Nova Community, Inc 597443 2011 990 0 (16.20)     (30.00)    (46.20)         Exempt (Illegal tax) RMV Approved
Club Nova Community, Inc 597773 2010 1,070 0 (17.51)     (30.00)    (47.51)         Exempt (Illegal tax) RMV Approved
Club Nova Community, Inc 623189 2012 5,900 0 (96.51)     (30.00)    (126.51)       Exempt (Illegal tax) RMV Approved
Club Nova Community, Inc 5795303 2013 5,230 0 (86.60)     (30.00)    (116.60)       Exempt (Illegal tax) VTS-RMV Approved
Club Nova Community, Inc 16095792 2014-2013 3,030 0 (50.17)     (30.00)    (80.17)         Exempt (Illegal tax) VTS-RMV Approved
Club Nova Community, Inc 18391442 2014-2013 2,040 0 (33.77)     (30.00)    (63.77)         Exempt (Illegal tax) RMV Approved
CRLR Family Trust 20034343 2013 5,610 500 (46.91) 0 (46.91)         Antique auto plate (Appraisal appeal) VTS-RMV Approved
Dively, Charles Gordon 1036207 2013 5,360 5,360 (32.64)     (30.00)    (62.64)         Situs error (Illegal tax) RMV Approved
Ferguson, John 19487710 2013 800 800 (6.07) (30.00)    (36.07)         Situs error (Illegal tax) VTS-RMV Approved
Fine, James 1043180 2013 3,000 3,000 (12.78)     (30.00)    (42.78)         Situs error (Illegal tax) RMV Approved
Gentry, Dennis 240371 2010 2,820 0 (28.06) 0 (28.06) Illegal tax Personal Approved
Gentry, Dennis 240371 2011 2,679 0 (26.54) 0 (26.54) Illegal tax Personal Approved
Gentry, Dennis 240371 2012 2,380 0 (23.68) 0 (23.68) Illegal tax Personal Approved
Gentry, Dennis 240371 2013 2,100 0 (21.44) 0 (21.44) Illegal tax Personal Approved
Gooch, Robert Lee 20156799 2013 5,490 774 (44.61) 0 (44.61)         Price paid (Appraisal appeal) VTS-RMV Approved
Gordon, Rebecca 19734119 2013 7,780 7,780 (56.34)     (30.00)    (86.34)         Situs error (Illegal tax) VTS-RMV Approved
Goss, Euell Gene 19854125 2013 4,790 4,790 (34.86)     (30.00)    (64.86)         Situs error (Illegal tax) VTS-RMV Approved
Gunter, Gregory 20059814 2013 6,420 4,815 (14.43) 0 (14.43)         Holds a Salvaged Ttile (Appraisal appeal) VTS-RMV Approved
Gupta, Saumitra 5879507 2013 2,210 0 (37.46)     (30.00)    (67.46)         Changed county to Durham (Illegal tax) RMV Approved
Holmes, Nancy Coble 10487022 2013 7,900 7,900 (57.49)     (30.00)    (87.49)         Situs error (Illegal tax) VTS-RMV Approved
Holz, Peter 19895635 2013 3,540 398 (54.88) 0 (54.88)         Condition adjustment (Appraisal appeal) VTS-RMV Approved
Hopkins, Trinity 20122186 2013 1,580 1,580 (11.49) (30.00)    (41.49)         Situs error (Illegal tax) VTS-RMV Approved
Kaufman, Kyle 20053832 2013 760 760 (5.60) (30.00)    (35.60)         Situs error (Illegal tax) VTS-RMV Approved
Kelly, Sheila Diane 20134361 2013 2,840 2,840 (20.96)     (30.00)    (50.96)         Situs error (Illegal tax) VTS-RMV Approved
Pleasants, Brandy 19738712 2013 8,550 8,550 (61.92)     (30.00)    (91.92)         Situs error (Illegal tax) VTS-RMV Approved
Potter, Michael Roy 19736988 2013 1,460 730 (11.54) 0 (11.54)         Condition adjustment (Appraisal appeal) VTS-RMV Approved
Ricci, Charles John 20034525 2013 6,840 500 (58.20)     0 (58.20)         Antique auto plate (Appraisal appeal) VTS-RMV Approved
Richardson, Linda Louis 1012498 2013 3,820 0 (60.37)     (30.00)    (90.37)         Changed county to Chatham (Illegal tax) RMV Approved
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Rodriguez, Isidso 213062 2011 2,783 0 (34.35) 0 (34.35) Illegal tax Personal Approved
Rodriguez, Isidso 213062 2012 2,650 0 (30.31) 0 (30.31) Illegal tax Personal Approved
Rodriguez, Isidso 213062 2013 2,360 0 (25.38) 0 (25.38) Illegal tax Personal Approved
Wiley, Arthur 19801337 2013 1,040 1,040 (7.57) (30.00)    (37.57)         Situs error (Illegal tax) VTS-RMV Approved



 

FINANCE AND ADMINISTRATIVE SERVICES 
  

200 South Cameron Street Clarence G. Grier, CPA, CITP, CGMA  Phone (919) 245-2553 
Post Office Box 8181 Assistant County Manager – CFO              Fax (919) 644-3324 
Hillsborough, North Carolina  27278   

 
MEMORANDUM 

 
To: Board of County Commissioners 
 
From: Clarence Grier, Assistant County Manager – Chief Finance Officer 
 
Date: May 8, 2014 
 
Re: Major Fund Financial Statement for the Nine Months Ended March 31, 2014 
 
   
As part of meeting the periodic financial reporting requirements and providing timelier source 
information in regards to the financial status of the County, we have developed an interim financial 
statement that will provide information on the major fund financial status for the nine months ended 
March 31, 2014. The following County funds are considered major funds under the Governmental 
Accounting Standards Board:  
 
The Major funds of the County are as follows: 
 

 General Fund 
 Capital Funds – County Capital and School Capital Funds 
 Solid Waste Fund 
 Sportsplex Fund 

 
The Major Fund of the County accounted for approximately 86 percent of the total annual revenues of 
the County. An overview of financial status for each of the major funds is included in the financial 
statement and as follows: 
 
General Fund 

 Total revenues for the General Fund are $169 million for an increase of $6.0 million or 4% over 
the same period in fiscal year 2012-13. This revenue increase is mainly due to the timing of 
billing Ad Valorem Taxes. Total revenues collected are 86% of the amended budget for the 
current fiscal year. 

 Total expenditures for the General Fund are $141.9 million for an increase of $4.0 million or 
3% over the same period in the previous year. Total expenditures are 72% of the budget for 
the fiscal year. 

 Revenues and net transfers are more than expenditures by $27.4 million representing a net 
decrease of $1.9 million or 8% over the same period in the previous fiscal year. 

 
 
 

INFORMATION ITEM



 
Capital Funds 

 The County Capital Funds revenues and other financing sources total $14.4 million 
compared to expenditures of approximately $6.6 million. The main revenue and financing 
source are the funds received for the installment financing proceeds received in July 2013 and 
January 2014 of this fiscal year. The majority of the current fiscal year expenditures related to 
construction cost incurred for the Buckhorn Mebane Economic Development District and 
communication system improvements for Emergency Services as part of the strategic plan.  

 The School Capital Funds revenues and other financing sources total $9.4 million compared 
to expenditures total $6.3 million. The majority of the current fiscal year expenditures related to 
construction cost incurred for Northside Elementary (CHCCS) and technology for both school 
districts. 

 
Solid Waste Fund 

 Total revenues and transfers for the Solid Waste Fund decreased 2.3 million over the same 
period in the previous fiscal year to $7.0 million. Revenues and other financing sources and 
uses lower due to the closure of the landfill as of June 30, 2013. Total revenues collected are 
48% of the amended budget for the fiscal year. 

 Total expenses for the Solid Waste Fund decreased 12% over the same period in the previous 
fiscal year to $6.1million. Total expenditures are 42% of the budget for the fiscal year. 

 Revenues and transfers are greater than expenses by $851,528 compared to greater than 
expenses by $1.5 million over the same period in the previous fiscal year due to the closure of 
the Landfill. 

 
Sportsplex Fund 

 Total revenues for the Sportsplex Fund are approximately the same for the period in the 
previous year. Total revenues are 64% of the amended budget for the fiscal year. 

 Total expenditures for the Sportsplex Fund increased 7% over the same period in the previous 
fiscal year to $1.4 million. Total expenses are 32% of the budget for the fiscal year. 

 Revenues and net transfers are less than expenses by $156,253, which is nominally the same 
as the previous fiscal year.  
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Summary Information for Major Funds as of March 31, 2014 
 
The Major Fund of the County accounted for approximately 86 percent of the total annual revenues of the County. An 
overview of financial status for each of the major funds is included in the financial statement and as follows: 
 
General Fund 

 Total revenues for the General Fund are $169 million for an increase of $6.0 million or 4% over the same period in 
fiscal year 2012-13. This revenue increase is mainly due to the timing of billing Ad Valorem Taxes. Total revenues 
collected are 86% of the amended budget for the current fiscal year. 

 Total expenditures for the General Fund are $141.9 million for an increase of $4.0 million or 3% over the same 
period in the previous year. Total expenditures are 72% of the budget for the fiscal year. 

 Revenues and net transfers are more than expenditures by $27.4 million representing a net decrease of $1.9 million 
or 8% over the same period in the previous fiscal year. 

 
Capital Funds 

 The County Capital Funds revenues and other financing sources total $14.4 million compared to expenditures of 
approximately $6.6 million. The main revenue and financing source are the funds received for the installment 
financing proceeds received in July 2013 and January 2014 of this fiscal year. The majority of the current fiscal year 
expenditures related to construction cost incurred for the Buckhorn Mebane Economic Development District and 
communication system improvements for Emergency Services as part of the strategic plan.  

 The School Capital Funds revenues and other financing sources total $9.4 million compared to expenditures total 
$6.3 million. The majority of the current fiscal year expenditures related to construction cost incurred for 
Northside Elementary (CHCCS) and technology for both school districts. 

 
Solid Waste Fund 

 Total revenues and transfers for the Solid Waste Fund decreased $2.3 million over the same period in the previous 
fiscal year to $7.0 million. Revenues and other financing sources and uses lower due to the closure of the landfill 
as of June 30, 2013. Total revenues collected are 48% of the amended budget for the fiscal year. 

 Total expenses for the Solid Waste Fund decreased 12% over the same period in the previous fiscal year to 
$6.1million. Total expenditures are 42% of the budget for the fiscal year. 

 Revenues and transfers are greater than expenses by $851,528 compared to greater than expenses by $1.5 million 
over the same period in the previous fiscal year due to the closure of the Landfill. 

 
Sportsplex Fund 

 Total revenues for the Sportsplex Fund are approximately the same for the period in the previous year. Total 
revenues are 64% of the amended budget for the fiscal year. 

 Total expenditures for the Sportsplex Fund increased 7% over the same period in the previous fiscal year to $1.4 
million. Total expenses are 32% of the budget for the fiscal year. 

 Revenues and net transfers are less than expenses by $156,253, which is nominally the same as the previous fiscal 
year.  



 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



ORANGE COUNTY, NORTH CAROLINA

BALANCE SHEET - MAJOR GOVERNMENTAL FUNDS (UNAUDITED)

March 31, 2014

Total

County School Major

Capital Capital Governmental

General Improvements Improvements Funds

Assets:

Cash and investments 83,919,060$      229,490$              -$                          84,148,550$        

Accounts receivable, -                            -                            

property taxes, net 4,533,379          -                            -                            4,533,379            

Inventories 23,008                -                            -                            23,008                 

Due from other funds 557,991              66,983                  -                            624,974               

Prepaids 16,946                -                            -                            16,946                 

Restricted cash and investments -                          14,564,167           10,413,689           24,977,856          

Total assets 89,050,384$      14,860,640$         10,413,689$         114,324,713$      

Liabilities, Deferred Inflows of 

   Resources, and Fund Balance:

Liabilities:

Accounts payable 1,224,127$        3,860$                  -$                          1,227,987$          

Accrued payroll and withholdings 417,955              -                            -                            417,955               

Accrued liabilities 51,761                -                            -                            51,761                 

Due to other funds 594,095              -                            -                            594,095               

Arbitrage payable -                          14,637                  24,739                  39,376                 

Total liabilities 2,287,938          18,497                  24,739                  2,331,174            

Deferred Inflows of Resources:

Unavailable grant revenue -                          -                            -                            -                           

Property taxes receivable 4,619,072          -                            -                            4,619,072            

Prepaid taxes 186,428              -                            -                            186,428               

Total Deferred inflows of resources 4,805,500          -                            -                            4,805,500            

Fund Balances:

Non-spendable:

Prepaid items 23,008                -                            -                            23,008                 

Inventories 16,946                -                            -                            16,946                 

Restricted for: -                          

Stabilization for State statute 9,815,264          6,815,605             -                            16,630,869          

Restricted, all other -                          -                            10,388,950           10,388,950          

Committed -                          -                            -                            -                           

Assigned 5,190,118          7,797,048             -                            12,987,166          

Unassigned 66,911,610        229,490                -                            67,141,100          

Total fund balances 81,956,946        14,842,143           10,388,950           107,188,039        

Total liabilities, deferred inflows of 

resources, and fund balances 89,050,384$      14,860,640$         10,413,689$         114,324,713$      

Major Funds
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ORANGE COUNTY, NORTH CAROLINA

STATEMENT OF REVENUES, EXPENDITURES, AND

CHANGES IN FUND BALANCES - MAJOR GOVERNMENTAL FUNDS (UNAUDITED)

FOR THE NINE MONTHS ENDED MARCH 31, 2014

Total

County School Major

Capital Capital Governmental

General Improvements Improvements Funds

Revenues:

Property taxes 139,659,754$      -$                          -$                          139,659,754$      

Sales tax 9,782,773            -                            -                            9,782,773            

Intergovernmental revenues 11,475,777          15,000                  -                            11,490,777          

Charges for services 6,732,600            37,954                  -                            6,770,554            

Investment earnings 21,758                 5,197                    2,360                    29,315                 

Licenses and permits -                           -                            -                            -                           

Miscellaneous 553,931               -                            244                       554,175               

Total revenues 168,226,593        58,151                  2,604                    168,287,348        

Expenditures:

Current:

Governing and management 10,028,078          -                            -                            10,028,078          

General services 5,937,458            -                            -                            5,937,458            

Community and environment 4,788,066            -                            -                            4,788,066            

Human services 24,758,043          -                            -                            24,758,043          

Education 51,782,377          -                            -                            51,782,377          

Public safety 14,390,878          -                            -                            14,390,878          

Culture and recreation 1,783,674            -                            -                            1,783,674            

Capital outlay -                           6,639,003             6,317,396             12,956,399          

Debt service: -                           

Principal 12,088,728          -                            -                            12,088,728          

Interest and fees 7,166,654            -                            -                            7,166,654            

Total expenditures 132,723,956        6,639,003             6,317,396             145,680,355        

Revenues over (under) expenditures 35,502,637          (6,580,852)            (6,314,792)            22,606,993          

Other Financing Sources (Uses):

Bond premium -                           -                            -                            -                           

Refunding bonds -                           -                            -                            -                           

Installment loan issuances -                           13,692,453           4,971,676             18,664,129          

Capital lease issuances -                           -                            -                            -                           

Payment to escrow agent -                           -                            -                            -                           

Transfers in 1,058,800            697,400                4,391,465             6,147,665            

Transfers out (9,179,781)          -                            -                            -                           

Total other financing sources (uses) (8,120,981)          14,389,853           9,363,141             24,811,794          

Net change in fund balances 27,381,656          7,809,001             3,048,349             47,418,787          

Fund Balances:

Beginning of year - July 1 54,575,290          7,045,097             7,365,340             78,792,212          

Nine Months Ended - March 31 81,956,946$        14,854,098$         10,413,689$         126,210,999$      

Major Funds
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ORANGE COUNTY, NORTH CAROLINA

GENERAL FUND

STATEMENT OF REVENUES, EXPENDITURES, AND

CHANGES IN FUND BALANCE - BUDGET AND ACTUAL (UNAUDITED)

FOR THE NINE MONTHS ENDED MARCH 31, 2014

Variance With

Final Budget

Original Amended Actual Encumbrances Over/(Under) FY2012-13

Revenues: 

Property taxes 139,733,522$    139,733,522$    139,659,754$    -$                          (73,768)$             134,698,077$  

Sales tax 17,190,148        17,190,148        9,782,773          -                            (7,407,375)          10,186,801      

Intergovernmental revenues 13,703,850        18,668,644        11,475,777        -                            (7,192,867)          10,914,405      

Charges for services 9,654,843          9,715,484          6,732,600          -                            (2,982,884)          5,863,806        

Investment earnings 105,000             105,000             21,758               -                            (83,242)               24,861             

Licenses and permits 313,000             313,000             -                         -                            (313,000)             -                       

Miscellaneous 796,718             841,601             553,931             -                            (287,670)             610,798           

Total revenues 181,497,081      186,567,399      168,226,593      -                            (18,340,806)        162,298,748    

Expenditures: 

Governing and management 15,981,211        16,247,627        10,028,078        313,770                (6,219,549)          9,218,056        

General services 8,669,540          8,669,540          5,937,458          214,766                (2,732,082)          5,696,273        

Community and environment 7,103,245          7,259,661          4,788,066          132,172                (2,471,595)          4,563,598        

Human services 31,459,113        36,120,405        24,758,043        540,126                (11,362,362)        24,374,210      

Education 69,657,252        69,728,723        51,782,377        -                            (17,946,346)        50,041,793      

Public safety 21,445,378        21,697,733        14,390,878        230,563                (7,306,855)          13,785,538      

Cultural and recreational 2,495,908          2,507,410          1,783,674          65,597                  (723,736)             1,630,473        

Debt service: -                          -                       

Principal 17,579,399        17,579,399        12,088,728        -                            (5,490,671)          12,109,643      

Interest and fees 8,030,387          8,030,387          7,166,654          -                            (863,733)             5,578,345        

Total expenditures 182,421,433      187,840,885      132,723,956      1,496,994             (55,116,929)        126,997,929    

Revenues over (under) expenditures (924,352)            (1,273,486)         35,502,637        (1,496,994)            36,776,123         35,300,819      

Other Financing Sources (Uses): 

Transfers in 1,046,300          1,058,800          1,058,800          -                            -                          1,087,700        

Transfers out (5,312,066)         (9,305,694)         (9,179,781)         -                            125,913              (10,925,419)     

Appropriated fund balance 5,190,118          9,520,380          -                         -                            (9,520,380)          -                       

Total other financing sources (uses) 924,352             1,273,486          (8,120,981)         -                            (9,394,467)          (9,837,719)       

Net change in fund balance -$                       -$                       27,381,656        (1,496,994)$          27,381,656$       25,463,100$    

Fund Balance: 

Beginning of year - July 1 54,575,290        

Nine Months Ended - March 31 81,956,946$      

-                          

Budgeted Amounts
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ORANGE COUNTY, NORTH CAROLINA

MAJOR PROPRIETARY FUNDS

STATEMENT OF NET POSITION - UNAUDITED

March 31, 2014

Total

Major

Solid Waste SportsPlex Proprietary

Fund Fund Funds

Assets:

Current assets:

Cash and cash equivalents 18,670,412$     453,046$          19,123,458$     

Accounts receivable, other 496,516            125,471            621,987            

Prepaid expenses -                        5,735                5,735                

Total current assets 19,166,928       584,252            19,751,180       

Non-current assets:

Non-depreciable assets 3,373,753         1,415,306         4,789,059         

Capital assets, net of depreciation 5,006,720         6,117,241         11,123,961       

Total non-current assets 8,380,473         7,532,547         15,913,020       

Total assets 27,547,401       8,116,799         35,664,200       

Liabilities and Net Position:

Liabilities:

Current liabilities:

Accounts payable 12,749              56,549              69,298              

Payroll withholdings 53,130              20,599              73,729              

Accrued interest 51,968              34,455              86,423              

Prepaid fees -                        163,891            163,891            

Current portion of long-term debt 558,395            372,682            931,077            

Compensated absences, current portion 183,764            -                        183,764            

Total current liabilities 860,006            648,175            1,508,181         

Non-current liabilities:

Compensated absences  122,510            -                        122,510            

Post-closing liability 12,959,312       -                        12,959,312       

OPEB liability 1,485,201         -                        1,485,201         

Long-term debt 4,652,616         4,528,499         9,181,115         

Total non-current liabilities 19,219,639       4,528,499         23,748,138       

Total liabilities 20,079,645       5,176,674         25,256,319       

Net Position:

Net investment in capital assets 3,169,462         2,631,366         5,800,828         

Unrestricted 4,298,294         308,759            4,607,053         

Total net position 7,467,756$       2,940,125$       10,407,881$     

Major
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ORANGE COUNTY, NORTH CAROLINA

STATEMENT OF REVENUES, EXPENSES, AND CHANGES

IN FUND NET POSITION - MAJOR PROPRIETARY FUNDS (UNAUDITED)

FOR THE NINE MONTHS ENDED MARCH 31, 2014

Total

Major

Solid Waste SportsPlex Proprietary

Fund Fund Funds

Operating Revenues:

Landfill fees 5,261,470$       -$                     5,261,470$       

Service fees -                       2,429,913         2,429,913         

Other 86,093              -                       86,093              

Total operating revenues 5,347,563         2,429,913         7,777,476         

Operating Expenses:

Landfill 655,093            -                       655,093            

General and administrative 904,669            -                       904,669            

Recycling 2,430,159         -                       2,430,159         

Sanitation 1,327,786         -                       1,327,786         

Post-closing cost -                       -                       -                       

Sportsplex -                       2,076,281         2,076,281         

Total operating expenses 5,317,707         2,076,281         7,393,988         

Operating income (loss) 29,856              353,632            383,488            

Non-Operating Revenues (Expenses):

Investment earnings 6,242                -                       6,242                

Interest and fees  (216,331)          (250,569)          (466,900)          

Contribution to other agency -                       -                       -                       

Grant - State 244,718            -                       244,718            

Total non-operating revenues (expenses) 34,629              (250,569)          (215,940)          

Income (loss) before contributions 

  and transfers 64,485              103,063            167,548            

Transfers in 1,402,122         376,450            1,778,572         

Change in net position 1,466,607         479,513            1,946,120         

Net Position:

Beginning of year - July 1 6,001,149         2,460,612         8,461,761         

Nine Months Ended - March 31 7,467,756$       2,940,125$       10,407,881$     

Major
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ORANGE COUNTY, NORTH CAROLINA

COUNTY CAPITAL IMPROVEMENTS FUND

SCHEDULE OF REVENUES, EXPENDITURES, AND CHANGES

IN FUND BALANCE - BUDGET AND ACTUAL (UNAUDITED)

FROM INCEPTION AND FOR THE NINE MONTHS ENDED MARCH 31, 2014

Budget Reported in Current Total

to Date Prior Years Year to Date

Revenues:

Federal grants 5,888,842$             4,990,660$             -$                            4,990,660$             

State grants 6,161,633               5,235,521               26,500                    5,262,021               

Investment earnings 2,624,400               3,338,388               9,338                      3,347,726               

Other 1,547,665               3,406,775               10,358                    3,417,133               

Total revenues 16,222,540             16,971,344             46,196                    17,017,540             

Expenditures:

New Hope Creek Preserve 40,000                    18,750                    6,250                      25,000                    

Jail 1,375,000               256,567                  -                              256,567                  

Justice facility and new courthouse 12,229,073             12,326,996             -                              12,326,996             

New courthouse -                              218,797                  -                              218,797                  

Northern Human Services Center 714,545                  363,931                  29,569                    393,500                  

Senior Center- Central Orange 6,460,533               6,147,769               -                              6,147,769               

Robert and Pearl Seymour Center 70,000 -                              -                              -                              

Southern Human Services Center 280,000                  -                              -                              -                              

Whitted Human Services Center 1,792,200 2,800                      151,799                  154,599                  

Animal services facility 9,168,864               9,157,734               10,615                    9,168,349               

EMS relocation and meadowlands annex 3,569,214               3,552,307               14,570                    3,566,877               

County campus, office building, and library 26,899,000             26,890,736             -                              26,890,736             

County other -                              1,449,460               -                              1,449,460               

Blackwood Farm 2,437,435               2,279,170               -                              2,279,170               

Cedar Grove Park 1,848,000               1,847,999               -                              1,847,999               

Twin Creeks Park 2,579,457               844,937                  -                              844,937                  

Fairview Park 1,615,023               1,606,218               -                              1,606,218               

Conservation easement 1,733,208               1,705,824               175,858                  1,881,682               

Homestead Aquatics -                              83,346                    -                              83,346                    

Lands Legacy 1,630,909               111,290                  1,495                      112,785                  

Parkland and recreation facilities 103,530                  175,011                  -                              175,011                  

Seven Mile Creek Preserve 151,000                  145,689                  -                              145,689                  

Southern Park -                              38,196                    -                              38,196                    

SportsPlex Maintenance Reserve 100,000                  -                              -                              -                              

West Ten soccer complex 4,054,128               4,054,616               -                              4,054,616               

Central recreation repairs 416,980                  412,323                  2,118                      414,441                  

Millhouse Road Park 264,802                  258,712                  -                              258,712                  

Blackwood Farm Park 50,000 -                              -                              -                              

Joint Artificial Turf Soccer 623,000 -                              623,000                  623,000                  

Roofing projects 1,498,100               1,142,904               115,446                  1,258,350               

Affordable housing 2,808,804               2,036,344               114,053                  2,150,397               

Information technology 4,817,757               3,855,925               253,004                  4,108,929               

Register of Deeds' automation enhancement 500,450                  246,701                  13,164                    259,865                  

Medicaid maximization 3,899,142               1,908,365               74,229                    1,982,594               

Loan Pool Reserve 275,000                  200,000                  -                              200,000                  

Efland Sewer extension 1,798,240               111,251                  -                              111,251                  

HVAC projects 2,261,423               774,854                  1,032,740               1,807,594               

ADA compliance 16,058                    16,058                    -                              16,058                    

Utilities demand reduction systems 130,000                  106,055                  -                              106,055                  

Upfit of County Space - Link Center 1,752,662               1,302,023               14,790                    1,316,813               

Telephone system replacement 575,000                  562,748                  14,790                    577,538                  

Actual
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ORANGE COUNTY, NORTH CAROLINA

COUNTY CAPITAL IMPROVEMENTS FUND

SCHEDULE OF REVENUES, EXPENDITURES, AND CHANGES

IN FUND BALANCE - BUDGET AND ACTUAL (UNAUDITED)

FROM INCEPTION AND FOR THE NINE MONTHS ENDED MARCH 31, 2014

Budget Reported in Current Total

to Date Prior Years Year to Date

Actual

Hillsborough Commons 3,790,000               3,780,709               -                              3,780,709               

Board of Elections office 97,000                    34,750                    -                              34,750                    

Piedmont Food and Agriculture Processing 1,494,825               1,425,285               -                              1,425,285               

Eno EDD 200,000 -                              41,737                    41,737                    

800 MHz Radios 700,000                  473,436                  -                              473,436                  

Dental equipment 100,000                  74,190                    1,046                      75,236                    

Buckhorn EDD Phase 2 4,452,046               619,861                  2,676,876               3,296,737               

Payroll Software System 329,861                  311,100                  -                              311,100                  

129 East King Street 145,000                  109,991                  -                              109,991                  

Central Efland Buckhorn Sewer 4,848,400               3,569,274               5,295                      3,574,569               

McGowan Creek Outfall 755,450 7,740                      49,571                    57,311                    

Energy Bank 50,000 -                              41,220                    41,220                    

Viper Radio System 543,750 -                              -                              -                              

Communication System Improvements 1,101,978 744,261                  593,236                  1,337,497               

Lake Orange Capital Maintenance 346,300                  189,647                  -                              189,647                  

Observation Well Network 11,330                    11,297                    -                              11,297                    

Jail New Campus -                              3,419                      140,199                  143,618                  

Historic Rogers Road Community Center 650,000 -                              -                              -                              

Future EMS Stations 50,000 -                              4,774                      4,774                      

Southern Orange Campus (Future) 300,000 103,009                  121,370                  224,379                  

Southwest Branch Library 700,000 56,576 4,965                      61,541

Efland Sewer to Mebane 226,800                  -                              28,500                    28,500

Unallocated 200,000                  -                              143,317                  143,317

Issuance costs and fees 1,566,376               948,611                  139,407                  1,088,018               

Total expenditures 123,197,653           98,675,562             6,639,003               105,314,565           

Revenues over (under) expenditures (106,975,113)          (81,704,218)            (6,592,807)              (88,297,025)            

Other Financing Sources (Uses):

Bond issuance costs 9,015,794               2,502,871               -                              2,502,871               

Refunding bonds 20,000,000 132,448,500           -                              132,448,500           

Bond premium 2,000,000               17,638,520             -                              17,638,520             

Installment loan issuance 75,637,865             59,567,506             13,692,453             73,259,959             

Capital lease issuance -                              2,540,999               -                              2,540,999               

Payment to escrow agent (20,603,624)            (141,736,447)          -                              (141,736,447)          

Transfers in 23,308,141             19,211,630             697,400                  19,909,030             

Transfers out (3,730,000)              (3,424,264)              -                              (3,424,264)              

Appropriated fund balance 1,346,937               -                              -                              -                              

Total other financing sources (uses) 106,975,113           88,749,315             14,389,853             103,139,168           

Net change in fund balance -$                            7,045,097$             7,797,046               14,842,143$           

Fund Balance:  

Beginning of year - July 1 7,045,097               

Nine Months Ended - March 31 14,842,143$           
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ORANGE COUNTY, NORTH CAROLINA

SCHOOL CAPITAL IMPROVEMENTS FUND

SCHEDULE OF REVENUES, EXPENDITURES, AND CHANGES

IN FUND BALANCE - BUDGET AND ACTUAL (UNAUDITED)

FROM INCEPTION AND FOR THE NINE MONTHS ENDED MARCH 31, 2014

Budget Reported in Current Total

to Date Prior Years Year to Date

Revenues:

Investment earnings 60,000$               628,042$             2,360$               630,402$           

Sales tax 180,000               87,597                 -                         87,597               

Lottery proceeds 2,892,139            2,959,057            -                         2,959,057          

Other -                           33,759                 244                    34,003               

Total revenues 3,132,139            3,708,455            2,604                 3,711,059          

Expenditures:

Orange County Schools:

A.L. Stanback Middle School 12,000                 -                           -                         -                         

Cameron Park Elementary 525,634               524,922               -                         524,922             

Efland Cheeks Elementary 423,449               389,814               6,752                 396,566             

Grady Brown Elementary 54,040                 54,023                 -                         54,023               

Hillsborough Elementary 362,899               241,878               3,890                 245,768             

New Hope Elementary renovations 325,000               242,740               -                         242,740             

Stanford Middle School 688,065               424,227               -                         424,227             

Orange High School 558,767               554,381               -                         554,381             

Orange High Track repairs 495,634               495,634               -                         495,634             

Alternative School 361,720               302,111               4,932                 307,043             

Indoor air quality 15,000 -                           -                         -                         

Central elementary air 174,900               138,601               -                         138,601             

Classroom improvements 3,394,886            2,931,227            295,369             3,226,596          

Electrical systems 290,000               170,685               -                         170,685             

Window replacements 573,567               228,131               -                         228,131             

Athletic Facilities 456,936               -                           130,798             130,798             

Kitchen renovations project 27,785                 -                           -                         -                         

Mechanical systems 15,000 14,196                 -                         14,196               

Paving / parking lot improvements 88,281 -                           80,000               80,000               

Electrical service upgrades 33,000 -                           -                         -                         

Planning for future projects 300,000 -                           -                         -                         

Roofing projects 1,725,000            1,600,001            118,100             1,718,101          

Technology plan 2,222,668            1,677,721            367,449             2,045,170          

HVAC upgrade/improvements 1,493,961            741,652               676,021             1,417,673          

District-wide improvements 247,745               231,154               875                    232,029             

Bathroom renovations 180,532               83,682                 4,777                 88,459               

Fire/safety upgrades 333,569               263,224               -                         263,224             

Total Orange County Schools 15,380,038          11,310,004          1,688,963          12,998,967        

Actual
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ORANGE COUNTY, NORTH CAROLINA

SCHOOL CAPITAL IMPROVEMENTS FUND

SCHEDULE OF REVENUES, EXPENDITURES, AND CHANGES

IN FUND BALANCE - BUDGET AND ACTUAL (UNAUDITED)

FROM INCEPTION AND FOR THE NINE MONTHS ENDED MARCH 31, 2014

Budget Reported in Current Total

to Date Prior Years Year to Date

Actual

Chapel Hill Carrboro Schools:

Elementary #11 23,137,196          20,359,848          2,318,137          22,677,985        

Morris Grove Elementary 40,000                 38,911                 -                         38,911               

Transportation Center 309,500               289,540               -                         289,540             

Carrboro High School 75,000                 75,000                 -                         75,000               

Carrboro Arts Wing 4,048,028            4,048,027            -                         4,048,027          

Abatement projects 435,576               292,000               31,194               323,194             

ADA requirements 200,505               141,371               13,132               154,503             

ATH facilities/playgrounds 590,000               590,000               90,558               680,558             

Emergency efficiency renovations 350,000 -                           59,715               59,715               

Classroom/academic improvements 785,682               744,553               231,551             976,104             

Doors, hardware, canopies 158,000               87,610                 7,620                 95,230               

Electrical systems 489,740               427,192               201,981             629,173             

Fire, safety, and security 480,000               396,066               60,936               457,002             

Indoor air quality 501,340               454,087               22,395               476,482             

Mechanical systems 1,749,570            1,637,451            277,379             1,914,830          

Mobile classrooms 497,696               458,702               134,241             592,943             

Parking lot improvements 320,000               267,913               14,190               282,103             

Planning for future projects 450,000               444,575               5,122                 449,697             

Roofing projects 5,360,009            5,301,880            18,365               5,320,245          

Bathroom renovations 193,406               193,406               -                         193,406             

Technology 5,586,433            5,586,045            1,010,889          6,596,934          

Window replacements 353,658               327,484               -                         327,484             

Culbreth Science Wing 5,571,676            -                           131,028             131,028             

Total Chapel Hill Carrboro Schools 51,683,015          42,161,661          4,628,433          46,790,094        

Other expenditures 60,000                 43,215                 -                         43,215               

Total expenditures 67,123,053          53,514,880          6,317,396          59,832,276        

Revenues over (under) expenditures (63,990,914)        (49,806,425)        6,320,000          63,543,335        

Other Financing Sources (Uses):

Bonds issuance 14,170,874          14,170,873          -                         14,170,873        

Installment loan insurance 38,071,676          32,426,288          4,971,676          37,397,964        

Transfers in 11,700,619          10,574,604          4,391,465          14,966,069        

Appropriated fund balance 47,745                 -                           -                         -                         

Total other financing sources (uses) 63,990,914          57,171,765          9,363,141          66,534,906        

Net change in fund balance -$                         7,365,340$          3,048,349          10,413,689$      

Fund Balance:  

Beginning of year - July 1 7,365,340          

Nine Months Ended - March 31 10,413,689$      
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Orange County Board of Commissioners 
Post Office Box 8181 

200 South Cameron Street 
Hillsborough, North Carolina 27278 

 
April 30, 2014 

 
Dear Commissioners, 
 
At the Board’s April 15, 2014 regular meeting, several petitions were brought forth which were 
reviewed by the Chair/Vice Chair/Manager Agenda team. The petitions and responses are listed 
below: 

 
1)  Review and consider a request from an Orange County resident, Tom Schopler, for the Board to 

consider pursuing new efforts to address remaining Orange-Alamance county line issues. 
 
Response: BOCC reviewed with Orange County’s legislative delegation and noted desire to discuss 
further with Alamance County and address in 2015 General Assembly Session. Informal ban on 
controversial local legislation precludes action in this year’s short session. 
 

2) Review and consider a request from by Commissioner Dorosin that the County conduct a gun buy-
back program. 
 
Response: Staff will pursue information of potential program models, logistics and costs for 
consideration. 
 

3) Review and consider a request by Commissioner Price that staff be asked to make a presentation to 
the Board on options related to the Research Triangle Regional Partnership 
 
  Response:  This item is to be addressed as part of the 2014-15 budget consideration. 
 

4) Review and consider request by Commissioner Jacobs that staff develop a recommended 
package of orientation activities and communication protocols for Board appointees serving on 
non-County boards. 
 
 Response: Clerk’s Office will develop draft materials during the summer break and will bring 
back information to the Board in the fall. 

 
 

This letter will be provided as an Information Item on the May 8, 2014 agenda for public 
information. 
 

Best, 

Barry Jacobs, Chair 
Board of County Commissioners 

 

 

 
Barry Jacobs, Chair 
Earl McKee, Vice Chair 
Mark Dorosin 
Alice M. Gordon 
Bernadette Pelissier 
Renee Price  
Penny Rich 
 
 
 

gwilder
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