ORANGE COUNTY PLANNING DEPARTMENT
131 W. MARGARET LANE, SUITE 201

AGENDA
ORANGE COUNTY PLANNING BOARD

ORANGE CoOUNTY WEST CAMPUS OFFICE BUILDING
131 WEST MARGARET LANE — LOWER LEVEL CONFERENCE Room (Roowm #004)
HILLSBOROUGH, NORTH CAROLINA 27278
Wednesday, November 6, 2013
Regular Meeting — 7:00 pm
No. Page(s) Agenda ltem

1. CALL TO ORDER
2. INFORMATIONAL ITEMS
3-4 a. Planning Calendar for November and December

i. Dinner Meeting with BOCC — 5:30 p.m. on Nov. 25
(before QPH) @ Link Government Services Center

5-8 ii. Quarterly Public Hearing — 7:00 p.m. on Nov. 25 @ Dept.
of Social Services — draft legal ad attached
3. APPROVAL OF MINUTES

9-14 October 2, 2013 ORC Meeting Notes
15-20 October 2, 2013 Regular Meeting

4, CONSIDERATION OF ADDITIONS TO AGENDA

5. PusLIC CHARGE
Introduction to the Public Charge

The Board of County Commissioners, under the authority of North Carolina General Statute,
appoints the Orange County Planning Board (OCPB) to uphold the written land development
laws of the County. The general purpose of OCPB is to guide and accomplish coordinated and
harmonious development. OCPB shall do so in a manner which considers the present and
future needs of its residents and businesses through efficient and responsive process that
contributes to and promotes the health, safety, and welfare of the overall County. The OCPB
will make every effort to uphold a vision of responsive governance and quality public services
during our deliberations, decisions, and recommendations.

Public Charge

The Planning Board 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 member 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.

6. CHAIR COMMENTS



No. Page(s) Agenda ltem

7 21-59 MAJOR SuBDIVISION CONCEPT PLAN: To review and make a decision on a
major subdivision concept plan application (Triple Crown Farms),
located off of Dairyland Road.

Presenter: Jennifer Leaf, Planner |

8. 60-128  PLANNING BOARD ANNUAL REPORT AND WORK PLAN FOR COUNTY
COMMISSIONERS’ ANNUAL PLANNING RETREAT: To discuss the input form
for the annual BOCC planning retreat in early 2014. The annual report
informs the BOCC of the past year’s activities of advisory
boards/commissions and assists in overall County work planning.

Presenter: Craig Benedict, Planning Director

9. 129-156 PROVISION AND MAINTENANCE OF SIDEWALKS IN THE COUNTY'S
JURISDICTION — To receive educational information on the challenges
North Carolina counties face in providing and maintaining sidewalks in
unincorporated areas.

Presenter: Perdita Holtz, Planner Il

10. CoMMITTEE/ADVISORY BOARD REPORTS
a. Board of Adjustment
b. Orange Unified Transportation

11. ADJOURNMENT

IF AN EMERGENCY OCCURS, OR IF YOU ARE RUNNING LATE FOR THE MEETING, PLEASE LEAVE A VOICE MAIL FOR
PERDITA HOLTZ (919-245-2578).
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This is the proposed legal ad for the November QPH, scheduled to be approved S
by the BOCC on Nov. 5. ltis included for Planning Board Information.

ORANGE COUNTY
BOARD OF COMMISSIONERS

ACTION AGENDA ITEM ABSTRACT
Meeting Date: November 5, 2013
Action Agenda
Item No.

SUBJECT: Legal Advertisement for Quarterly Public Hearing — November 25, 2013

DEPARTMENT: Planning and Inspections PUBLIC HEARING: (Y/N)
ATTACHMENT(S): INFORMATION CONTACT:
Proposed Legal Advertisement 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 November 25,
2013.

BACKGROUND: The Board of County Commissioners reviews proposals to be considered at
public hearing for consistency with general County policy and presentation format.  The followin
County initiated items are scheduled for the November 25, 2013 Quarterly Public Hearing:

1. Unified Development Ordinance (UDO) Text Amendment to amend the regulations that
pertain to home occupations. This item was initiated in conjunction with the Planning
Board and suggested during BOCC goal setting sessions.

2. Unified Development Ordinance (UDO) Text Amendment to amend the regulations that
pertain to telecommunication facilities. These changes are necessary to ensure the
ordinance conforms to recent changes in State law.

3. Unified Development Ordinance (UDO) Text Amendment to amend the regulations that
pertain to the Board of Adjustment. These changes are necessary to ensure the
ordinance conforms to recent changes in State law.

The attached legal advertisement provides additional information regarding these items. The
BOCC approved the Amendment Outline Forms for these items at its September 5, 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 Interim Manager recommends the Board approve the proposed
November 25, 2013 Quarterly Public Hearing legal advertisement.

Return to Agenda
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This is the proposed legal ad for the November QPH, scheduled to be approved by the BOCC on Nov. 5.  It is included for Planning Board Information.


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 Monday, November 25, 2013
at 7:00 PM for the purpose of giving all interested citizens an opportunity to speak for or
against the following items:

1.

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 Board and
Planning Director have initiated an amendment to the text of the Unified
Development Ordinance (UDO).

Text amendments are proposed to Sections 2.22 Home Occupations, 5.4.3
Special Events, and 5.5.3 Home Occupations. The purpose of the amendments
is to change the existing standards to allow for an increase in the number of
square feet that can be used for home occupation purposes, increase the
number of allowable onsite employees, permit larger scale home occupations in
the Agricultural Residential (AR) and Rural Residential (R-1) zoning districts, and
allow for the exemption of special events organized or affiliated with a
governmental or non-profit agency. Proposed amendments will also modify and
clarify existing regulations and definitions associated with home occupations. The
amendments also seek to fund a balance between the trend for small home
based businesses and the typical character and enjoyment of residential
neighborhoods.

Purpose: To review the item and receive public comment on the proposed
amendment.

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 an amendment to the text of the Unified Development Ordinance (UDO).

Text amendments are proposed to Section 2.7.14 Changes to Approved Plans
and Section 5.10 Standards for Telecommunication Facilities to incorporate
recent changes in State law with respect to the review and processing of
applications proposing the development or modification of telecommunication
facilities.

Session Law 2013-185, adopted June 26, 2013, established new criteria related to
the processing of applications, including:

a. 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.

Return to Agenda




b. Local governments cannot require ‘proprietary, confidential, or other
business information’ to justify the need for a new telecommunication
facility.

c. Limits the fee local governments can collect for a third party consultant to
review applications for co-locations.

d. Mandatory review timelines/deadlines for local governments to act on co-
location applications.

The amendments are necessary to ensure Orange County’s regulations and
processes are consistent with these changes.

Purpose: To review the item and receive public comment on the proposed
amendment.

3. 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 an amendment to the text of the Unified Development Ordinance (UDO).

Text amendments are proposed to Section(s) 2.5.4 Site Plan Review —
Procedures and Timeframes; 2.10 Variances; 2.11 Interpretations; 2.12 Board of
Adjustment; and 2.25 Appeals to incorporate recent changes in State law with
respect to items reviewed and acted upon by the Orange County Board of
Adjustment.

Session Law 2013-126, adopted June 19, 2013, modified and updated procedural
and notification requirements for the various applications reviewed by the Board of
Adjustment. The amendments are necessary to ensure Orange County’s
regulations and processes are consistent with these changes.

Purpose: To review the item and receive public comment on the proposed
amendment.

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 November
15, 2013 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.

Return to Agenda
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November 13, 2013
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November 13, 2013
November 20, 2013
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SUMMARY NOTES
ORANGE COUNTY PLANNING BOARD
JuLy 10, 2013
ORDINANCE REVIEW COMMITTEE

NOTE: A quorum is not required for Ordinance Review Committee meetings.

MEMBERS PRESENT: Peter Hallenbeck (Chair), Cheeks Township Representative; Lisa Stuckey, Chapel Hill Township
Representative; Maxecine Mitchell, At-Large Bingham Township; Herman Staats, At-Large, Cedar Grove Township; James
Lea, Cedar Grove Township Representative; Paul Guthrie, At-Large, Chapel Hill Township; Tony Blake, Bingham Township
Representative; Andrea Rohrbacher, At-Large Chapel Hill Township;

STAFF PRESENT: Craig Benedict, Planning Director; Michael Harvey, Current Planning Supervisor; Perdita Holtz, Planning
Systems Coordinator; Ashley Moncado, Special Projects Planner; Tina Love, Administrative Assistant I

AGENDA ITEM 1: CALL TO ORDER AND RoOLL CALL

AGENDA ITEM 2: UNIFIED DEVELOPMENT ORDINANCE (UDO) TEXT AMENDMENTS — TELECOMMUNICATION FACILITIES
To review and comment upon proposed revisions to the UDO regarding Telecommunication Facilities.
This amendment is in response to Session Law 2013-185.
Presenter: Michael Harvey, Current Planning Supervisor

Michael Harvey: Reviewed the abstract. The State of North Carolina, in passing this Session Law, has put additional
limitations on local governing bodies, municipalities and counties with respect to how they are processing applications for
telecommunications facilities. Specifically, they limited the amount of time devoted to a co-locating application to 45 days,
limited the total amount of outside consultant fees we can charge. This is an amendment to bring us compliance with State
law.

Paul Guthrie: Local government cannot require that doesn't mean that you can't ask for it. You just can't require it, correct?

Michael Harvey: That is a correct statement, we also can't utilize it if they say no as a reason to deny or recommend denial.
We can't use it a basis for any other reason to say they didn't comply or they don’'t comply with the law.

Michael Harvey: We are going to be presenting this at the November quarterly public hearing.

Pete Hallenbeck: First off, raising a tower above 199 feet means you suddenly have to add lighting to it. It is a big
undertaking for a tower company.

Paul Guthrie: Over 200 feet requires FAA consideration.

Michael Harvey: Yes, and we have standards if you are proposing a 200 foot tall tower it is part of the submittal that the FAA
has given initial clearance.

Pete Hallenbeck: So, between the FAA and the ordinances, there are a lot of good reasons for the companies to put in towers
that are less than 200 feet tall. The second thing is that raising a tower is not trivial. You can't just nail a 2 x 4 and make it
higher.

AGENDA ITEM 3: UNIFIED DEVELOPMENT ORDINANCE (UDO) TEXT AMENDMENTS — BOARD OF ADJUSTMENT OPERATION
To review and comment upon proposed revisions to the UDO related to Board of Adjustment operation.
This amendment is in response to Session Law 2013-126.
Presenter: Michael Harvey, Current Planning Supervisor

Return to Agenda
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Michael Harvey: Reviewed abstract. The General Assembly has modernized and provided uniformity of the Board of
Adjustment. We are updating our code to be consistent with State Law.

Pete Hallenbeck: Are there any questions? Ok, it makes sense to me. Thank you.

AGENDA ITEM 4: UNIFIED DEVELOPMENT ORDINANCE (UDO) TEXT AMENDMENTS — HOME OCCUPATION
To review and comment upon proposed revisions to the UDO regarding Home Occupation standards.
Presenter: Ashley Moncado, Special Projects Planner

Paul Guthrie: For the record, we have a home business in my house.

Lisa Stuckey: | have a home business in my house too.

Pete Hallenbeck: | work out of my home too.

Ashley Moncado: (Reviewed abstract).

Paul Guthrie: Have you been able to identify what the traffic work load it going to be to the planning department as a result of
these regulations?

Michael Harvey: | have no concerns based on the provisions. | believe the regulations proposed are reasonable. | don’t
believe it will increase the workload tremendously.

Paul Guthrie: You don't know how many applications you will get. | think technically the provision with regard to the number
of special events is still going to exclude the art tour because the number of 30 will breach that. We have a very strong arts
community and | need to think through how you do not become an impediment to that.

Ashley Moncado: Other counties don't have limits on people but limitations on parking and other things. They are more
restrictive.

Paul Guthrie: You want to look at that dynamic.

Pete Hallenbeck: You can get a special permit for that event.

Paul Guthrie: The arts community is already buzzing about this. My other concern is the parking requirement could be
difficult for some folks. The other comment is regarding the maintenance; you may want to clarify that and be prepared that

may be a problem.

Pete Hallenbeck: On page 86 regarding parking, parking shall be met off the street and not required yard area, so when
people come to these events, they can't park on the street.

Ashley Moncado: They would have to be in your area and not in the sethack.
Pete Hallenbeck: Could you put setback instead of yard area?
Perdita Holtz: No, because of the way yard is defined and used in the UDO and other places.

Michael Harvey: There is an opportunity for you to go through a process to seek regress. We don't want to have a commercial
impact on a private road.

Pete Hallenbeck: On the outside storage space, there is 500 square feet, for the major home occupations that is part of the
application. In the minor home occupation application, where is that?

Return to Agenda
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11
Ashley Moncado: It should be indicated on the plot plan.

Michael Harvey: We are not regulating the UPS truck for home delivery. If your home occupation needs a vehicle to support
operations there is a limit. Also, there are specific land uses prohibited as home occupations.

Paul Guthrie: Zoning ordinance cannot prohibit a small business homeowner from owning a bigger truck, which | question.
Michael Harvey: By using it as part of the business parked on the property, it can become regulated.

Ashley Moncado: We will look into it again.

Maxecine Mitchell: Can they load the equipment and leave?

Ashley Moncado: That it still be used in connections with home occupations.

Maxecine Mitchell: It would not be permitted?

Ashley Moncado: No.

Maxecine Mitchell: If someone is already using his or her vehicle?

Ashley Moncado: That standard is already in place.

James Lea: If | decide to start a tree service and had a two or three ton truck, | could not park that at my house?
Ashley Moncado: No.

Tony Blake: Ifitfitin a garage, could you keep it there?

Ashley Moncado: No.

Pete Hallenbeck: Let us see what people feel is a good size.

Paul Guthrie: | am not too upset with the one ton. This is a thicket and reality is it going to be very controversial when you hit
someone that has been grandfathered in.

Herman Staats: | think if you consider, | have dually which is more than one ton. One ton may be too low.
James Lea: | would agree. Some of the language suggests that you could not have dually there.

Maxecine Mitchell: | don’t know what a one-ton truck is. If you have a landscaping business, they have trucks and long
trailers.

Ashley Moncado: There is language already in the UDO.

Tony Blake: Any language that is not a split axle truck.

Pete Hallenbeck: Rather than a ton limit, an axle limit.

Lisa Stuckey: Delivery trucks, UPS or FedEx are okay with me.

Pete Hallenbeck: If you had a small business, would this be something you could apply for a variance on.

Return to Agenda
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Michael Harvey: | am hesitating to say yes because there may not be hardship. This is not to promote small business use for
a property but home occupation. Anybody can apply for anything. | don’t see the limitation that is providing such a limit on
your use of property as warranting a variance.

Pete Hallenbeck: | would say one or two ton.

Paul Guthrie: The five-acre provision worries me because of the entrepreneur starting out.

Pete Hallenbeck: I think part of the five acres is that we are applying the same rules whether you had a one acre lot or 100
acre farm.

Ashley Moncado: We'll look into all the suggestions and changes and get back to you at the November Planning Board

Meeting.

AGENDA ITEM 5: UNIFIED DEVELOPMENT ORDINANCE (UDO) TEXT AMENDMENTS — AGRICULTURAL SUPPORT ENTERPRISES
To review and comment upon proposed revisions to the UDO implement a program commonly referred
to “Agricultural Support Enterprises”.

Presenter: Perdita Holtz, Planning Systems Coordinator

ITEM WAS POSTPONED UNTIL END OF REGULAR PLANNING BOARD MEETING DUE TO LACK OF TIME

AGENDA ITEM 6: ADJOURNMENT

Meeting was adjourned.

THE MEETING RECONVENED AT THE CONCLUSION OF THE REGULARLY SCHEDULED PLANNING BOARD MEETING

FOR THE LAST ITEM ON THE ORC AGENDA

MEMBERS PRESENT: Peter Hallenbeck (Chair), Cheeks Township Representative; Lisa Stuckey, Chapel Hill Township

Representative; Maxecine Mitchell, At-Large Bingham Township; Paul Guthrie, At-Large, Chapel Hill Township; Tony Blake,
Bingham Township Representative; Andrea Rohrbacher, At-Large Chapel Hill Township;

STAFF PRESENT: Craig Benedict, Planning Director; Michael Harvey, Current Planning Supervisor; Perdita Holtz, Planning
Systems Coordinator; Tina Love, Administrative Assistant Il

AGENDA ITEM 5: UNIFIED DEVELOPMENT ORDINANCE (UDO) TEXT AMENDMENTS — AGRICULTURAL SUPPORT ENTERPRISES
To review and comment upon proposed revisions to the UDO implement a program commonly referred
to “Agricultural Support Enterprises”.

Presenter: Perdita Holtz, Planning Systems Coordinator

Perdita Holtz: (Reviewed Abstract) DEAPR is working on a manual and hopefully it will be available as part of the quarterly
public hearing in February 2014.

Tony Blake: |thought there was an acreage requirement as well.

Perdita Holtz: No, there is no acreage requirement, there may have been at one time.

Michael Harvey: The acreage requirement was only based on complying with the bona fide farm tax program.

Return to Agenda
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Paul Guthrie: If the actual crop, what the central farm managed, planted, and prepared the soil for the crop on is on
somebody else’s land, could they use it under the definition?

Perdita Holtz: That noncontiguous parcel is normally considered part of the bona fide farm. Where it comes into play about
being off the farm is if you have another bona fide farm that wants to come back and sell products like in a farm store.

Perdita Holtz: (Continued review of item)
Pete Hallenbeck: What does the metal fabrication shop fit in under?

Perdita Holtz: That's one of the more interesting things that was part of the previous work, metal fabrication shop would
normally fit under the Light Industrial zoning use category and a lot of these uses would have fit under umbrella uses that
appear in our zoning ordinance. Part of the problem is that people were saying we want to see these uses exactly in the
zoning code and so we went ahead and put them in the zoning code because there is no harm in doing so other than you
might end up with a whole bunch of pages in your table of permitted uses if you were to list every single possible use ever.
There is an effort to help the farmers and so we are doing that. There was apparently one farmer that does metal fabrication
on the side and so | think that is one of the reasons that ended up as we do to have this defined.

Pete Hallenbeck: So this is metal fabrication shop as in blacksmithing, making rod iron, and fixing large tractor things that
need lots of welding because of those two.

Perdita Holtz: Metal fabrication shop is the facility that is engaged in the shaping of metal or similar materials for wholesale or
retail trade. One of the standards for metal fabrication shop is that if it is located in an AR zoning district is that it has to be
located on a bona fide farm so the standard gets very important because some of these uses would only be allowed in those
zoning districts if they are located on a bona fide farm.

Pete Hallenbeck: There are things that require not a site plan but a plot plan and there may some interesting discussion about
exactly that the terms are.

Lisa Stuckey: What's a nonfarm use of farm equipment, like tractor ride?
Perdita Holtz: That's like a farmer using his tractor to grading work during the off season.
Lisa Stuckey: So what is the plot plan going to show?

Perdita Holtz: It is actually on page the page beforehand, of all the specifications of a plot plan. It is going to show property
lines. This is more for someone doing landscaping or grading type of activities off the farm.

Michael Harvey: To give you an example, we were dealing with a farmer that actually rented out equipment to be used either
in landscaping, grading, and also did septic tank work on the side and he had equipment. As all the equipment had a farm
application, legally as I interpret the statute there wasn’'t much we could do. We required him to give us a plot plan showing
where it was parked, where any activity that was not farm related occurred and that there was any necessary infrastructure to
support this ancillary business. This project has gone back to 2001, this is one of the genesis for this nonfarm use of farm
equipment was this particular farmer and others who had similar relationships with people.

Perdita Holtz: On the plot plan, there are standards they have to meet. One of them is that they have to screen the
equipment from adjacent property and roads and outdoor storage of material such as gravel, dirt, plants shall be limited in
growth, area, and duration. There are a couple of others so they would have to show on the plot plan where equipment is
being stored and how they are going to achieve the screening and where their outdoor storage and materials is going to take
place.

Andrea Rohrbacher: On equipment, | haven't heard the word that the equipment must be operable. What if it is non-operable
and it just sits there for a decade?

Perdita Holtz: If it is sitting on a bona fide farm, we really can't do anything about it.

Return to Agenda




272
273
274
275
276
277
278
279
280
281
282
283
284
285
286
287

14

Tony Blake: Do you have sawmills in here? We have some folks that have sawmills out where | am and they mill their own
trees and such.

Perdita Holtz: That would probably be a bona fide farm and that is not regulated. Only if you are bring in lumber from other
places would it be regulated.

Perdita Holtz: The BOCC has requested specific input from advisory boards, the Planning Board and also the Agricultural
Preservation Board on this project. They would like to have input on whether more intensive uses should be removed from
consideration.

The consensus of the group was that this item should be considered further at a November ORC meeting.

AGENDA ITEM 6: ADJOURNMENT

Meeting was adjourned

Return to Agenda
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MINUTES
ORANGE COUNTY PLANNING BOARD
OCTOBER 2, 2013
REGULAR MEETING

MEMBERS PRESENT: Peter Hallenbeck (Chair), Cheeks Township Representative; Lisa Stuckey, Chapel Hill Township
Representative; Maxecine Mitchell, At-Large Bingham Township; Tony Blake, Bingham Township Representative; Herman
Staats, At-Large, Cedar Grove Township; James Lea, Cedar Grove Township Representative; Andrea Rohrbacher, At-Large
Chapel Hill Township; Paul Guthrie, At-Large Chapel Hill Township;

MEMBERS ABSENT: Johnny Randall, At-Large Chapel Hill Township; Buddy Hartley, Little River Township Representative;
Stephanie O’'Rourke, Eno Township Representative; Vacant- Hillsborough Township Representative;

STAFF PRESENT: Craig Benedict, Planning Director; Perdita Holtz, Special Projects Coordinator; Michael Harvey, Current
Planning Supervisor; Tom Altieri, Comprehensive Planning Supervisor; Ashley Moncado, Special Projects Planner; Abigaile
Pittman, Transportation/Land Use Planner; Tina Love, Administrative Assistant I

HANDOUTS: Petition regarding Eno Area Access Management Plan; Town of Hillsborough/Orange County Coordinated Area
Land Use Plan Flowchart

AGENDA ITEM 1: CALL TO ORDER AND RoOLL CALL

AGENDA ITEM 2: INFORMATIONAL ITEMS
a) Planning Calendar for October and November

AGENDA ITEM 3: APPROVAL OF MINUTES
SEPTEMBER 4, 2013 REGULAR MEETING

MOTION by Lisa Stuckey to approve the July 10, 2013 Planning Board ORC notes and the July 10, 2013 Planning Board
minutes. Seconded by Tony Blake.
VOTE: UNANIMOUS

AGENDA ITEM 4: CONSIDERATION OF ADDITIONS TO AGENDA
AGENDA ITEM 5: PuBLIC CHARGE

Introduction to the Public Charge

The Board of County Commissioners, under the authority of North Carolina General Statute, appoints
the Orange County Planning Board (OCPB) to uphold the written land development laws of the
County. The general purpose of OCPB is to guide and accomplish coordinated and harmonious
development. OCPB shall do so in a manner which considers the present and future needs of its
citizens and businesses through efficient and responsive process that contributes to and promotes the
health, safety, and welfare of the overall County. The OCPB will make every effort to uphold a vision
of responsive governance and quality public services during our deliberations, decisions, and
recommendations.

PuBLIC CHARGE

The Planning Board pledges to the citizens of Orange County its respect. The Board asks its citizens
to conduct themselves in a respectful, courteous manner, both with the Board and with fellow citizens.
At any time, should any member of the Board or any citizen fail to observe this public charge, the
Chair will ask the offending member 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.
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AGENDA ITEM 6: CHAIR COMMENTS

Agenda ltem 7: Zoning Atlas Amendment — To make a recommendation to the BOCC on a property owner-
initiated amendment to the Zoning Atlas to rezone a 2.67 parcel of property located at 3604
Southern Drive (PIN 9844-86-5155) from Rural Residential (R-1) and Light Industrial (I-1) to Light
Industrial (I-1). This item was heard at the September 9, 2013 quarterly public hearing.
Presenter: Michael Harvey, Current Planning Supervisor

Michael Harvey: (Reviewed abstract). We have provided a synopsis of the questions asked at the public hearing. A
Commissioner wanted staff to clarify if this property was in an overlay zoning district specifically a watershed overlay zoning
district which it is, Upper Eno Protected, that means there is going to be impervious surface limits imposed on any
expansion of this property. There was also a question asked if the rezoning of this parcel would have an impact on any
property surrounding, and the answer is no. The only public comment | have received from the public hearing is a call from
Miss May who live right here (pointed out on location map), who expressed consternation that | made Mr. Keizer go through
this process at all. You have a planning staff recommendation of approval and the rationale for our decision is the
application was submitted in compliance with the UDO, the property is of sufficient size to be rezoned as requested, and the
rezoning is consistent with the Comprehensive Plan, Future Land Use Map, the Growth Management System Map, and the
adopted Efland-Mebane Small Area Plan.

MoTION made by Tony Blake to approve Attachments 2 and 3 to rezone the Keizer property a 2.67 acre parcel of property
located at 3604 Southern Drive. Seconded by Maxecine Mitchell.

VOTE: Unanimous

Agenda Item 8: Zoning Atlas Amendment — To make a recommendation to the BOCC on a property owner-
initiated amendment to the Zoning Atlas to rezone 2 parcels of property, totaling approximately 16
acres in land area, from Rural Residential (R-1) and Light Industrial (I-1) to Light Industrial (I-1). The
parcels are undeveloped and without an assigned street address but are located east and south of
the USA Dutch property at 3604 Southern Drive. This item was heard at the September 9, 2013
quarterly public hearing.
Presenter: Michael Harvey, Current Planning Supervisor

Michael Harvey: (Reviewed abstract).

Maxecine Mitchell: Are they on septic there?

Michael Harvey: They're still on septic, however, sewer and utilities ought to be available in the near future. If it is available
they obviously could tie in if they go through the appropriate process.

Tony Blake: They have not purchased this property yet?

Michael Harvey: No, and as we stipulated at the public hearing, they have an offer to purchase and have signed a contract
to purchase contingent upon this rezoning going through.

Lisa Stuckey: Is this is the rural buffer?
Michael Harvey: No. This is rural residential zoning.

Maxecine Mitchell: Will this company’s future expansion create more job opportunities and is this something we should take
into consideration for this proposal?

Michael Harvey: It shouldn't be part of the consideration but Mr. Kizer did make comment at the public hearing that
additional jobs would be created.
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Paul Guthrie: Will that sewer system that is going through there have the capacity to handle that operation or will there have
to be pre-treatment?

Craig Benedict: The system is in the design stages and it will take into consideration the land uses and the water and sewer
demand enough to accommodate the change of land uses from what is there now to non-residential. From a demand
standpoint, yes we have it covered. We will examine what type of sewer flow they have and sometimes pretreatment is
necessary in some manufacturing operations.

Maxecine Mitchell: You said that a certain percentage of the R1 could be turned into I1.

Michael Harvey: The percentage figure | believe you are referring to was the allowable percentage of impervious surface
area on a given lot. The node, as currently defined, allows for minimal high intense residential development in the area.

Maxecine Mitchell: If we rezone this will it leave room for more requests?
Michael Harvey: Yes. Approval of this request will not limit or hinder future requests from being submitted or heard.

MoTIoN made by Tony Blake to approve attachments 3 and 4 to rezone two parcels totaling 16.1 acres. Seconded by Lisa
Stuckey.

VOTE: Unanimous

Agenda Item 9: Unified Development Ordinance (UDO) Text Amendment — To make a recommendation to the
BOCC on government-initiated amendments to the Unified Development Ordinance (UDQ) that will
require a neighborhood information meeting be held prior to site plan submittal for most proposed
governmental uses. This item was heard at the September 9, 2013 quarterly public hearing.
Presenter: Michael Harvey, Current Planning Supervisor

Michael Harvey: (Reviewed abstract). There were a couple of comments and questions at the quarterly public hearing.
This information is detailed on page 45 of your abstract. Concern was expressed by a Planning Board member that there
needs to be additional thought as to what constitutes government use and the expense of logistical issues of having this
neighborhood information meeting. Staff's comment is essentially that we understand the concern but the direction we have
from the elected officials is that anytime there is a government use, that use is going to be reviewed by the adjacent property
owners in this form and setting to ensure that they understand what is going on. There are concerns about local volunteer
fire departments absorbing this cost and those have been expressed to the elected officials who have indicated that while
they understand the concern, they are moving forward with this option. Planning staff recommends that you deliberate on
this and vote to recommend approval of the amendment to the elected officials.

Tony Blake: | have a couple of comments. It was expensive and not what the intent of what the fire tax is. It was several
thousand dollars including renting space, printing boards and mailing expense. It was difficult to communicate to people that
this site plan was not approved yet so we didn't have anything concrete to show them.

Paul Guthrie: Do | read this to be that the volunteer fire department is not a governmental function?

Michael Harvey: No sir. Itis a government use. In Section 5.2 of the table under the government use category, it is listed.

Pete Hallenbeck: This is a pain for the fire department and it costs money but can be fairly cheap compared to upsetting
neighbors forever when something is just dropped on them.

Tony Blake: There were more complainers that lived further away.
James Lea: What are the nuts and bolts of this? It is the cost or the information for the meeting?

Michael Harvey: The issues were the cost of the certified mailing.
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163

164  Tony Blake: There are costs for the volunteers to do this.

165

166  Pete Hallenbeck: The volunteer fire departments are run by volunteers and it is about a $3,000.00 cost. The county is
167  requiring these neighborhoods to have these meetings.

168

169  Michael Harvey: The issue is cost, resources, feelings that the meetings are unnecessary.
170

171  Tony Blake: We didn't plan for this cost.

172

173  Paul Guthrie: One thing | mentioned is that once you established precedence in this area, the definition of governmental
174  uses in terms of projects, are there ways to do that communication without sending out thousands of letters.

175

176  MorTion made by Lisa Stuckey to approve. Maxecine Mitchell seconded.

177  Vorte: 7:1(Tony Blake)

178

179  Tony Blake: I think the certified mailings should be left out and we should identify the affected property owners and not just
180 the ones within 500 feet.

181

182  Agenda Item 10: Eno Economic Development District (EDD) Access Management Plan — To make a
183 recommendation to the BOCC on a proposed access management plan for the Eno Economic
184 Development District (EDD). The proposed access management plan involves approximately 980
185 acres of land in the vicinity of US Highway 70 and Old Highway 10 (near Durham County). This item
186 was heard at the September 9, 2013 quarterly public hearing.

187 Presenter: Abigaile Pittman, Transportation/Land Use Planner

188

189  Abigaile Pittman: (Reviewed abstract). At the quarterly public hearing several comments were collected and this is what we
190  came away with, that we need to prepare a summary of access management planning 101 to help educate residents and we
191  have given you some of that in these initial slides. There was some confusion over the relationship to recent zoning and
192 land use changes in the Eno EDD. Staff was asked to look at protections that could be applied on Old NC Highway 10 and
193 St Mary's Road was mentioned as an example. A petition was submitted by a group of citizens and it is one of your
194  handouts. We have mapped the addresses of the people who have signed it. Some petitioners have voiced their concerns
195  related to overall previously approved development plans, the zoning and future land use maps, water and sewer extension
196  plans, etc. and not so much the access management plan. They don't like the zoning that is there. As a follow-up, based on
197  County Commissioners’ and public comments, staff has begun researching protections that may be put into place to
198  preserve the character of Old NC Highway 10 including previous protections pursued for St. Mary's Road, secondary view
199  shed regulations, scenic corridor overlay regulations, scenic byway regulations, and scenic conservation easements. Staff is
200  recommending the following revisions to the plan based on comments: on page 4 and page 21 of the plan, to rephrase
201  language regarding bike lanes to state that NCDOT has striped the pavement two feet from the shoulder of Old NC Highway
202 10 for bicycles, and on page 26 of the plan which is the concept map, to remove the simple symbol for possible commuter
203  rail transit stop from the map and legend and revise the legend for signalized intersections to indicate that it means existing
204  signalized intersections. The staff recommendation is that the Planning Board review the plan and provide its
205  recommendation to the BOCC and the Board could also include the request that staff continue its research on protections
206  for St. Mary’'s Road and report back to the BOCC.

207

208  Herman Staats: At the Quarterly Public Hearing it seems that most of the public comments | heard related to this were the
209  misperception that this was a plan to build a lot of new roads, stop lights, signals, etc. so | agree that education is needed.
210

211  Tony Blake: When we did the rezoning last year, | took a drive up there and | heard at least 4 or 5 people comment that the
212  biggest transportation improvement needed is to fix the railroad bridge on Old NC 10 because the trucks keep going down
213  there and slamming that bridge overpasses or having to back up when they realize the bridge is too low. Did that figure into
214 this plan? Are you working with DOT on that?

215

Return to Agenda




216
217
218
219
220
221
222
223
224
225
226
227
228
229
230
231
232
233
234
235
236
237
238
239
240
241
242
243
244
245
246
247
248
249
250
251
252
253
254
255
256
257
258
259
260
261
262
263
264
265
266
267
268
269

19

Abigaile Pittman: We reviewed that in the course of this access management plan because we heard comments from the
residents out there that they don’t want the truck traffic going down NC 10 and into Hillsborough. Our review is that it is not
possible because of the bridge. They don't have adequate clearance. | think what could be done is that we need some
good signage and good communication from NCDOT because truckers have to clear their routes and it needs to be properly
signed that they can't get down that road. We can certainly recommend communication with NCDOT to create a good
system of signage through there.

Maxecine Mitchell: People are concerned about the vehicle traffic and speed. To not encourage more traffic on Old NC 10.
Whatever development that comes will create more traffic on Old NC 10and it will be very dangerous for pedestrians and
bicyclists who utilize that road as a scenic route.

Abigaile Pittman: One of the objectives of an Access Management Plan is to control that traffic flow and manage the access
points so the road has capacity to manage it in a safe manner.

Maxecine Mitchell: If we have it in here, we will have to educate the community on how we plan to redirect the traffic.

Craig Benedict: If you don’t have an access management plan on Highway 70 where the focus of the growth is, the higher
intensity area where things are planned, then people are going to look for a bypass. The main purpose of this is to
designate efficiently spaced intersections on 70 with frontage roads so that people are directed to these potential of a
signalized intersection to handle the growth and then they won't look for these bypasses as much. It really is a benefit to the
peripheral areas to bring people to those services that may be eventually on 70.

Lisa Stuckey: Could you repeat what you said about the bike lanes?
Abigaile Pittman: NCDOT striped two feet from the edge of the curb to allow for the bicyclists.

Paul Guthrie: Most of the signatures on the petition is concentrated in that area of the subdivision so | would suggest that
further communication with them regarding the access management plan, the transportation planning, may ease their pain.

Pete Hallenbeck: One of the things we can see from the petitioners’ map and addresses is that there is confusion over the
difference between zoning and an access management plan.

Tony Blake: Do we act on this petition?
Pete Hallenbeck: This is just information about public input.
Tony Blake: Ok, that was my question.

MoTION made by James Lea to adopt agenda item 10 as recommended by staff. Seconded by Lisa Stuckey.
VOTE: Unanimous

Agenda Item 11: Town of Hillsborough/Orange County Central Orange Coordinated Area Land Use Plan - To
make a recommendation to the BOCC on future land uses proposed for areas of County jurisdiction
located in the Town’s Urban Service Boundary. This is the next step towards completion of a joint
Town of Hillsborough/Orange County Central Orange Coordinated Area Land Plan. This item was
heard at the September 9, 2013 quarterly public hearing.

Presenter: Tom Altieri, Comprehensive Planning Supervisor

Tom Altieri: (Reviewed map). At the public hearing there were no members of the public that spoke but there was a
comment from Commissioner Gordon regarding process and more specifically some questions about the ETJ swaps that
are mentioned and part of the Interlocal Agreement. The ETJ swaps are not part of this process. It is a good question and
Commissioner Gordon is looking down the road at next steps. You have a handout that is a flowchart of what comes next
and the decision points. | can refer to that with those questions. The swapping process must be initiated by the Town of
Hillsborough and that had not been done prior to the public hearing and it since has. The County received letter and
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notification from the Town on September 13t that the Town is prepared to initiate that process and has asked for
coordination with County staff and that a meeting be held to determine how that process will unfold and when. | don't have
those specifics now but certainly will have more soon following that meeting we anticipate to take place this month. The
recommendation is that the Planning Board deliberate as necessary on the draft plan and provide that recommendation to
the County Commissioners in time for their November 5t meeting.

Pete Hallenbeck: | know that Commissioner Gordon had concerns about the area where the municipal was all in black
and gray in the map, did you have a chance to look at that.

Tom Altieri: | have and what she if referring to is the area shown within the Town’s ETJ and is included in the area that is
to be swapped with Orange County. It will become Orange County’s jurisdiction. There is an area that is presently in the
County’s jurisdiction that is to become Town of Hillsborough ETJ and therefore it has colors on the maps in those areas.

(Planning Members and staff reviewed maps)

Pete Hallenbeck: (referring to area on map) That area is Duke Forrest and critical watershed so it is really unlikely there
will be factories or condominiums in that area.

Tom Altieri: That is exactly why the Town is entertaining this swap and it makes sense to both parties.

Craig Benedict: ETJ is usually intended for growth and they can't grow there so we are giving them areas such as near
the interchange that would allow them growth. We need some clarity with regard to the ‘rural living’ category within Orange
County planning jurisdiction.

Pete Hallenbeck: One of the things driving this is that Hillsborough historically had this very large bite of the County they it
was anticipating for services and then figured out how much it would cost to do water and sewer and the other thing that
really affected this was that I-40 came along and this area between [-40 and I-85 is pure gold. It developed in a way that no
one could anticipate prior to knowing about 1-40. What we are really deliberating on here is saying yes this is a good
process in having the County and Hillshorough get together and come up with an agreement on how things should go and
coordinate their planning efforts to go in that direction.

Tony Blake: The swap makes sense.

Tom Altieri pointed out areas on the map in regard to the Town of Hillsborough's plans on when to potentially service with
water and sewer.

MoTION made by Paul Guthrie to approve the draft Town of Hillsborough/Orange County Coordinated Future Land Use
Plan. Maxecine Mitchell seconded.
VOTE: Unanimous

AGENDA ITEM 12: COMMITTEE/ADVISORY BOARD REPORTS

a) Board of Adjustment
b) Orange Unified Transportation

AGENDA ITEM 13: ADJOURNMENT

MoTION: made by Lisa Stuckey to adjourn. Seconded by Tony Blake.
VOTE: UNANIMOUS
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ORANGE COUNTY
PLANNING BOARD
ACTION AGENDA ITEM ABSTRACT
Meeting Date: November 6, 2013
Action Agenda
ltem No. 7

SUBJECT: Major Subdivision Concept Plan Application — Triple Crown Farms

DEPARTMENT: Planning and Inspections PUBLIC HEARING: (Y/IN)
ATTACHMENTS: INFORMATION CONTACT:

1. Application Package Jennifer Leaf, Planner | 245-2577

2. Property and Vicinity Map Michael D. Harvey, Planner lll  245-2597

3. Staff Generated Correspondence Craig Benedict, Director 245-2575

4. Fiscal Impact Analysis

5. Notes from Neighborhood Information

Meeting

PURPOSE: To review and take action on a Major Subdivision Concept Plan application proposing
a 20 lot single-family residential subdivision in accordance with the provisions of Section 2.15 and
Article 7 Subdivisions of the Unified Development Ordinance (UDO).

BACKGROUND: The basic facts concerning the current application are as follows:

Applicant(s): 16 Parkside Lane, LLC
2807 Homestead Road
Chapel Hill, NC 27516

Owner: 16 Parkside Lane, LLC
2807 Homestead Road
Chapel Hill, NC 27516

Agent(s): Michael A. Neal and Associates, PLLC
105 W Corbin St
Hillsborough, NC 27278

Location: Dairyland Road - Please refer to Attachment 2 for a vicinity map of the
parcel.
Parcel Information: a. PIN: 9850-91-0030

b. Size of parcel: 104.25 acres in area

c. Zoning of parcels: Rural Buffer (RB) and University Lake
Protected Overlay District (UNIV-PW).

Township: Chapel Hill

Q
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Surrounding Land Uses:

a0 o

School District: The project is split between the Chapel
Hill/Carrboro County Schools and Orange County Schools.
Please refer to Attachment 2 for additional information.

Future Land Use Map Designation: Rural Buffer
Growth Management System Designation: Rural

Joint Land Use Plan Designation: Rural Buffer — University
Lake category

Existing Conditions/Physical Features: Varying topography
with heavy vegetation, primarily mixed hardwoods, throughout.

There are streams running through the property with varying
slopes. Stream corridor width varies from 120 feet to 250 feet.

The property is encumbered by floodplain.

Roads: Vehicular access to the parcel is through Dairyland
Road, a state-maintained road and Triple Crown Drive, a private
road that is in the process of being accepted by NCDOT for
addition to the State maintained system.

Water and Sewer Service: The property is not located within a
primary public utility service area according to the Water and
Sewer  Management  Planning Boundary  Agreement
(WASMPBA).

Proposed lots are to be served by individual well and septic
systems.

NORTH: Single family residences Zoned RB
SOUTH: Single-family residences zoned RB
EAST: Single-family residences zoned RB
WEST: Single-family residence zoned RB

Development Process, Schedule, and Action: The typical cadence for the review of a major

subdivision is as follows:

e First Action — Planning staff schedules a Neighborhood Information Meeting (NIM).

Staff Comment — DONE. This meeting was held on October 3, 2013. Please refer
to Attachment 5 for a synopsis of meeting comments.

e Second Action — The Planning Board reviews and takes action on the Concept
Plan application approving either the ‘conventional’ or ‘flexible development’ layout.

The Planning Board review begins on November 6, 2013. As a reminder the
Concept Plan review is intended to allow Board members and the applicant to
discuss the nature of the project and identify possible solutions to concerns
identified by staff or surrounding property owners.

If approved the Concept Plan serves as a ‘roadmap’ for the developer with respect
to the acceptable lot and road layout as well as location of proposed/required open
space and recreation areas.

22
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e Third Action — Once a concept plan is approved, the Planning Board reviews and
makes a recommendation on the approval of the Preliminary Plat for the project.

e Fourth Action — The BOCC reviews and take action on the Preliminary Plat
application.

e Fifth Action — Once all construction activities have been completed, or appropriate
bonds have been approved, staff will sign off and allow the recordation of a Final
Plat allowing for the individual lots to be created.

Proposal: The petitioner has submitted a Major Subdivision Concept Plan application proposing to
develop a maximum of 20 single-family residential lots with an overall proposed density for the
project of 1 dwelling unit per every 5 acres of land area with approximately 36 acres of dedicated
open space. Lots range in size from 1.65 acres (smallest) to 6.21 acres (largest).

UDO and Joint Planning Land Use Plan Requirements: Per Section 2.15.2 (C) (2) (b) of the UDO,
major subdivision concept plan applications are required to submit both a conventional and flexible
development option.

The flexible development option involves the preservation of a minimum 33% of the total tract’s land
area as protected open space. Development of individual lots is then allowed consistent with three
‘flexible development’ subdivision classifications detailed within Article 7 Subdivisions of the UDO,
namely:

e Estate Lot Option: Characterized by lots having a minimum area of 4 acres where the
building envelope does not exceed 50% of the total lot area.

e Conservation Cluster Option: Characterized by lots clustered together with a potential
minimum lot area of 40,000 square feet. Allowable lot yield is based on compliance with
density limits denoted within Section 4.2.4 of the UDO and as found in Section 6, Joint
Planning Land Use Plan.

e Village Option: Allows for mixed-use development including various residential options (i.e.
single-family, multi-family, townhome, etc.) as well as public/civic areas and non-residential
development. This option is expressly prohibited within the RB zoning district as detailed
within Section 7.13.2 (C) of the UDO.

Clustering of lots may be permitted as outlined within the UDO as well as in Section 6, Future Land
Use — Joint Planning Area of the Joint Planning Land Use Plan, which can be viewed utilizing the
following link: http://orangecountync.gov/planning/documents/JPALUPDocument.pdf

Per Section 4.2 of the UDO, cluster subdivisions are allowed within the University Lake Protected
Watershed Protection Overlay district with lots not less than 1 acre in area and a maximum density
allotment of 1 dwelling unit per every 5 acres of land.

As previously indicated the applicant has decided to submit a conservation cluster flexible
development layout with proposed lots adhering to the 1 acre lot size and proposing approximately
36.25 acres of open space. A summary of the proposal is as follows:

Subdivision Type Number of Average Lot Area in Open Space Open Space

Lots Size Percentage
Flexible Development 20 3 acres 36.25 acres in open 34% in open
Plan space space
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STAFF COMMENT — SUBDIVISION TYPES: The proposal is in accordance with the anticipated
densities for properties located within the Rural Buffer land use category as defined within the
adopted Comprehensive Plan, Rural Designated area as denoted on the Growth Management
Systems Map, and the requirements of the Joint Planning Land Use Plan.

The applicant has indicated he wishes to pursue the flexible development option and has not
submitted a conventional option, which has the support of staff.

Roads: The proposal involves the creation of two private roads to service the project, each
constructed to NC Department of Transportation (DOT) standards. The applicant does not intend to
turn these roads over to NC DOT for maintenance at this time. Specifically, the plan calls for:

e Two cul-de-sac roadways. The first roadway will provide access to lots 12 through 20. The
second roadway will provide access to lots 1 through 9.

o Both roads will require stream crossings and the crossings will be engineered to meet NC
DOT standards.

STAFF COMMENT - ROADS: Staff has determined that the proposed roadway construction
and layout is consistent with the requirements of the UDO.

In reviewing the matter with Mr. D’Angelo Jones of NC DOT at the September 19, 2013
Development Advisory Committee (DAC) meeting, staff has been informed there are no
concerns over the two proposed roadways gaining access from Triple Crown Drive once it is
accepted into the state maintained system. It was indicated that the roads could be potentially
accepted for state maintenance if they are constructed to DOT standards.

This development does not lend itself to a requirement of extending proposed right-of-way to
adjacent properties in an effort to promote street connectivity. Adjacent parcels, to the north,
south, and west are already developed. Further, requiring extension of proposed right-of-way
could impact environmentally sensitive areas.

Utilities — Water and Sewer: The applicant is proposing to serve the project with individual wells
and septic systems developed on each lot. Sheet 3 of the major subdivision concept plan maps
denotes anticipated locations for well and septic sites for the lots.

STAFF COMMENT - UTILITIES: Orange County Environmental Health indicated during the
September 19, 2013 DAC meeting they did not see any potential problems with the proposed
layout with respect to finding suitable soils to support septic tank development.

As of the writing of this abstract, the Health Department has not submitted any additional,
written, comments. Final approval of proposed lot layouts typically occurs at the Preliminary Plat
application review stage of the subdivision process.

Stormwater Drainage: Drainage will be engineered according to Best Management Practices
(BMP) at the time of permit application for construction. The property is subject to recently
adopted stormwater management guidelines limiting total nitrogen runoff of 2.2 pounds per
acre annually and 0.82 pounds per acres annually for total phosphorus.
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STAFF COMMENT - STORMWATER: Orange County Erosion Control has not submitted
comments at this time as there is no formal stormwater management plan required as part of
the concept plan submittal.

The applicant will be required to submit additional detail, with respect to the anticipated
stormwater management plan, as part of the Preliminary Plat application package for review and
comment.

Open Space: The flexible development plan denotes the maintenance of a 30-foot natural buffer
along Dairyland Road and a 100-foot building setback along the perimeter of the project. Open
space is identified open space in and around the existing streams. The total area reserved as open
space is approximately 1,578,882 square feet of land area or 36.25 acres. The proposed open
space is composed of existing, mature, vegetation and trees with an approximate height of between
50 to 70 feet.

STAFF COMMENT — OPEN SPACE: Staff has determined the proposed open space and land
use buffers meet the requirements of the UDO.

Land Use Buffer. The site plan indicates there will be a 30-foot buffer along Dairyland Road
comprised of existing, dense, vegetation composed of existing, mature, shrubs and trees with an
approximate height of between 50 to 70 feet.

STAFF COMMENT - LAND USE BUFFER: Section 6.8.6 (D) of the UDO requires that this
project maintain a thirty (30) foot land use buffer separating the project from adjacent roadways.
Staff has determined the proposed open space and land use buffers meet the requirements of
the UDO.

Staff Generated Correspondence: Attachment 3 contains the various comments for this project
as of the date of abstract preparation.

Public Notification: Section 2.15.2 (D) of the UDO requires that each property owner within
500 feet be notified by regular mail of the Neighborhood Information Meeting (NIM). Staff
mailed out letters to the 48 properties within 500 feet of the property concerning the October 3,
2012 meeting. One letter was returned due to its envelope being destroyed while being
processed by the USPS.

JPA Review: In accordance with the Joint Planning Area Agreement, this project was sent to
the Towns of Chapel Hill and Carrboro for review and comment on September 13, 2013. As of
this date staff has not received any comments.

Analysis: As required under Section 2.15.2 (E) of the UDO, the Planning Director is required to:
‘prepare and submit a recommendation’ on the concept plan to the Planning Board for
consideration. In analyzing this request, the Planning Director offers the following:

1. The application has been deemed complete in accordance with the requirements of
Section 2.2 and 2.15.2 of the UDO.

2. Staff has determined that the property is of sufficient size to support the proposed
subdivision.

3. The proposal appears consistent with the various goals outlined within the
Comprehensive Plan concerning development, including:

25
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a. Land Use Overarching Goal: Coordination of the amount, location, pattern, and
designation of future land uses, with availability of County services and facilities
sufficient to meet the needs of Orange County’s population and economy
consistent with other Comprehensive Plan element goals and objectives.

b. Land Use Goal 2: Land uses that are appropriate to on-site environmental
conditions and features and that protect natural resources, cultural resources, and
community character.

c. Land Use Goal 3: A variety of land uses that are coordinated within a program
and pattern that limits sprawl, preserves community and rural character, minimizes
land use conflicts, supported by an efficient and balanced transportation system.

4. Staff has determined that the proposed subdivision is consistent with the provisions and
goals of the Joint Planning Land Use Plan and Joint Planning Agreement.

5. Staff supports the approval of the flexible development option as denoted on Sheet 3 of
the site plan package.

FINANCIAL IMPACT: Attachment 4 provides a financial impact for the project, as a whole, on
County services. 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 increases in cost.

RECOMMENDATION: The Planning Director recommends the Board:

1. Receive the Concept Plan application for the Triple Crown Farms Subdivision, and

2. Approve the Flexible Development option, denoted on Sheet 3 of the submitted major
subdivision concept plan site plan, and allow the applicant to proceed with the
development of a preliminary plat utilizing this layout.

Return to Agenda




Attachment 1 27
APPLICATION FOR MAJOR SUBDIVISION CONCEPT PLAN APPROVAL

o 9/06
’ DATE: _ 4 =%~ 173
SUBDIVISION NAME: _ [ 1211 te  CROWN FAKMS
LocaTion: __ TRIPLE. CROWN DRIVE, CHAPEL HILL NC.
OWNER/DEVELOPER: __[(p FARKSIDE [ ANE ; LLC
ADDRESS: 2807 HOMESTEAD KD pHone#__ A1 -543—-0852.
CHAPEL HILL, NC 27516 | -
AGENTICONTACT: MICHAEC A NEAL £ ASSOC, PU prones 119 - eHY-1z77
A SUMMARY INFORMATION = ‘
PIN: . 4850910050 .
Orange County Tax Map Block Lot(s) Twp Total acreage: _| U 4 .05
Zoning __ R /3 Total Lots *Z.( _Bonus Units Open Space _3(,¢-5 acres
Acreage in road right-of-way _| , 7L acres, Linear feet in new roads 21 38, Public X Private Class
Adjacent zoning and land uses: ’
Water Supply: Public (Provider: ‘ ), Community, or _X _Individual
Wastewater Disposal: Publi_g; LProvider: ), . Community, or _ X Individual
Fire District: _ (O ICANG£. GIROVE, School DistrictC (HA izt HILL/CA £ HOL(S
B.

SUBMITTAL REQUIREMENTS

. Orange County Tax Map showing the location of the subject property (D%D

Stamped envelopes addressed to each property owner within 500 feet of the subject property
g Applicatipyr)/f"p/%;(?gﬁo.oo + $5.00/lot)

Twenty-five (25) copies of the Concept Plan and Site Analysis Map at a scale not less than 1"=200’
Comparison of potential impacts of Conventional versus Flexible Development Plan (see reverse)

Applicants may submit a three-part Concept Plan including a Site Analysis Map, Conventional Subdivision Plan, and
a Flexible Development Plan OR a combined Site Analysis and Flexible Development Plan. Each Concept Plan
submittal must include the following information:

1. GENERAL INFORMATION: Each Site Analysis Map and Development Plan shall contain:

—d Sketch vicinity map

“<  Plotted boundaries of the tract from deeds or recorded plats.

4 Total acreage to be subdivided
Tax map, block, and lot number reference . 4
o Name, address and telephone number of the subdivider the person responsible for the subdivision
design ‘
3 gcale, north arrow, and date of plan preparation

Subdivision name :

I

| 2, SITE ANALYSIS MAP — Refer to Section V-B.2. of the Subdivisioh Regulations

Primary Conservation Areas including:
-wsTen-foot contours with slope analysis showing 7.5%-15% slopes and slopes > 15%
~~_ Soil types from the USDA Soil Survey or a soils map prepared by a soil scientist
- Hydrology including drainage patterns, wetlands, streams, ponds, floodplains, etc.
A Identified natural areas, habitats, and wildlife corridors
Historic and archaeological sites (National Register, Study List, local landmark, etc.)

':c;

Secondary Conservation Areas including:

.4 Vegetation including open and wooded areas described by dominant species and age
=, Current land use and land cover including pasture, cropland, structures, cemeteries, etc.

Scenic views on site as well as from the site to off-site features

Historic and archaeological sites

|

Transportation and Utility Systems:
Railroad and road rights-of-way
 Easements for roads and utilities
Public and private water and sewer lines, storm drainage facilities

|
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3. CONVENTIONAL SUBDIVISION PLAN In addition to General Information listed above, shall include:
_ Proposed street layout, travelway and right-of-way widths, connections to existing roads
Proposed arrangement of the lots, including size and number :
Location of soils suitable for individual septic systems

4, FLEXIBLE DEVELOPMENT PLAN In addition to General Information listed under item #1 above,
~~-5  Proposed street layout, travelway and right-of-way widths, connections to existing roads
Proposed arrangement of the lots, including size and number
Location, type, and acreage of proposed open space, whether part of individual lots or in a separate
lot dedicated to a homeowners association, or other public or private entity . ,
Preliminary soil suitability analyses for 50% of the proposed lots with soils map prepared in
. consultation with the Orange County Health Department '

4

(

0

Density Bonuses : . Total bonus units proposed 2 units
Location: Transition Area (2.5 units/acre maximum density without rezoning)
(check 1) - Utility Service Area, Utility Provider ‘ : ' (1.3 units/acre max)

Within % mile of interstate, HOV, busway route (2.5 units/acre maximum)
Within half mile of transit station as shown on regional transit plan (5 units/acre max)
~J  Acres of open space over 33% located on site = 1 bonus unit/acre over 33%
Acres of open space over 33% @ off-site location Tax Map Ref. , , Zoning
acres Primary Conservation Area x 1 bonus unit/5 acres = _bonus-units
acres Secondary Conservation Area in 2-ac. zoning district x 1 unit/2 ac.=___bonus units
acres Secondary Conservation Area in 1-ac. zoning district x 1 bonus unit/ac.= units
% Units designated for affordable housing on site or _ ff site (see Article 6.28)

.

5. COMPARISON OF POTENTIAL IMPACTS FROM DEVELOPMENT OF CONCEPT PLAN

4 Conventicnal Subdivision versus Flexible Development
Linear feet of new roads linear feet ' Z4 3 & linear feet
Number of stream crossings =
Acres of farmland lost acres 104, 0 & acres
Habitat/Natural area lost acres - - acres
Acres of woodland lost " acres - acres
Wetlands destroyed acres ’ - acres
Slopes > 15% disturbed acres . _ 0.1 3  acres
Historic/archaeological sites disturbed sites D sites
Visual change (circle 1) significant / moderate / minimal significant / moderate / minimal

| certify that to the best of my knowledge the information contained above, and in the supporting documents, is a factual representation of
the proposed development. | acknowledge that by signing this application, the Orange County Planning and Inspections Department is
authorized, pursuant to N.C. Gen. Stat. Section 153a-360, to make as many inspections of the subject property as may be necessary to
verify that the proposed work outlined herein is consistent with the provisions of all applicable State and local laws, ordinances and
regulations. By signing this application, | acknowledge and agree that inspectors, zoning officers, erosion control officers, and other staff of
the Orange County Planning & Inspections Department have a right, upon presentation of proper credentials, to enter the subject property
at any reasonable hour for the purposes of inspection or other enforcement action. .

@,«M?W/ﬂ/&“@%(ﬁ c’z. q/& / /3

APPLICANT'S SIGNATURE (D DATE ' OWNER'S SIGNATURE - DATE

.|Return to Agenda
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Bk:RB3943 Pg:523
12/30/2005 01:48:38PM 1/2

FILED Joyce H. Pearson
gsgls(er of Deeds Orange COUNTY,NC

Al BB fren

GENERAL WARRANTY DEED fiss).

R/S None O/
PIN: 9850-91-0030

Mail after recording to: Grantee 2807 Homestead Rd., Chapel Hill, NC 27516
This instrument was prepared -by: David Rooks
Brief description for the index:

THIS DEED made this 29" of December 2005, by and between
GRANTOR GRANTEE

Don Ann Acres, Inc. 16 Parkside Lane, LL.C

The designation Grantor and Grantee as used herein shall include said parties, their heirs, successors, and assigns,
and shall include singular, plural, masculine, feminine or neuter as required by context.

WITNESSETH, that the Grantor, for a valuable consideration paid by the Grantee, the receipt of which is hereby
acknowledged, has and by these presents does grant, bargain, sell and convey unto the grantee in fee simple, all that
certain lot or parcel of land situated in Chapel Hill Township, Orange County, North Carolina and more particularly
described as follows:

Being all of Lot 1 of the Recombination of Don Ann Acres, Inc. consisting of 104.95acres as per
Plat Book 94, Page 99, Orange County Registry.

TO HAVE AND TO HOLD the aforesaid lot or parcel of land and all privileges and appurtenances thereto
belonging to the Grantee in fee simple.

And the Grantor covenants with the Grantee, that the Grantor is seized of the premises in fee simple, has
the right to convey the same in fee simple, that title is marketable and free and clear of all encumbrances, and that
Grantor will warrant and defend the title against the lawful claims of all persons whomsoever except for the
exceptions hereinafter stated. Title to the property hereinabove described is subject to the following exceptions:
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Ad valorem taxes for the current year, restrictive and protective covenants and utility easements and rights of way of
record.

IN WITNESS WHEREOF, the Grantor has caused this instrument to be signed in its corporate name by its
duly authorized officer as authorized by its board of directors, the day and year first above written,

<

Don Ann Acres, Inc.

By: ZW’”\/% @/W

Danny J@es{j’resxdeﬁt

NORTH CAROLINA, COUNTY

a Notary Public of the State and County aforesaid, certify that

& “mmn
Gebafdine DN day of l ,2005:59’!.*‘\01"“?;_"* "*.

‘\

i st
¢ i i im;
[Place Notary Seal\ﬂele] /f H
/ ' 1 /r "B"O of
-
"ﬂ.—%—a‘——z

phe foregoing Certificate(s) of is/are certified

to be correct. This instrument and this certificate are duly registered at the date and time and in the Book and Page
shown on the first page hereof.

REGISTER OF DEEDS FOR ORANGE COUNTY

By:
Deputy/Assistant - Register of Deeds

Return to Agenda




VICINITY  MAF

TRIPLE CROWN DR.

dd ANV IAdIVA

SITE INFORMATION:

OWNERSHIP:

OWNER: 16 PARKSIDE LANE, LLC
OWNER ADDRESS: 2807 HOMESTEAD ROAD
CITY/STATE: CHAPEL HILL, NC, 27516
PIN: 9850910030

DEED BK/PAGE:
PROPERTY ADDRESS:

3943/523
DAIRYLAND ROAD

CITY/STATE: ORANGE COUNTY
LOT SIZE: 104.05 ACRES
ZONING

PLANNING JURISDICTION:
ZONING DISTRICT:
EXISTING LAND USE:
PROPOSED LAND USE:

ORANGE COUNTY, NC

RURAL BUFFER (RB>
UNDEVELOPED, AGRICULTURAL
CLUSTER SUBDIVISION; FLEXIBLE DEVELOPMENT

LOT SIZE MIN. 40,000 SF
LOT WIDTH MIN, 130 LF
SETBACKS: 40" FRONT
20’ SIDE
20’ REAR
CUL-DE-SAC SETBACK: DISTANCE e 104" FRONTAGE
MAX HEIGHT: ed’
PROPOSED HEIGHT: 25’ MAX.

MAX FLOOR AREA RATIO:r 0.038
MAX FLOOR AREA SITE: 160,470 SFCENTIRE SUBDIVISIOND
PROPOSED FLOOR AREA: SEE TABLE FOR MAXIMUM PER LOT
REQ OPEN SPACE RATIO: 0.33
OPEN SPACE: REQ. 34.34 AC.

PROVIDED 3625 AC (PRIMARY>

REQ REC. SPACE RATIO: 1/57 AC/DU @ 20 DU = 0.35 AC.

PROVIDED REC SPACE: 2.94 AC.

STORMWATER:

WATERSHED ZONING: UNIVERSITY LAKE, PROTECTED
OVERLAY: SPECIAL HAZARD OVERLAY

EXISTING IMPERVIOUS:
MAXIMUM IMPERVIOUS: 271,945 SF &7

PROPOSED IMPERV. ROADS: 76,773 SF Q770

REMAINING IMPERV. SURFACE: 195,172 SF FOR INDIVIDUAL LOTS
SEE TABLE FOR MAX. PER LOT

PROPOSED DISTURBANCE: 186,525 SF (428 AC)

0.0 SF, 0%

Maximum Impervious Surface and Floor Area Allocations Per Lot
Prorated
Lot # Area (sf) Area (Acres) % of Total Impervious |Prorated Max. Floor
Surface Per Lot | Area Per Lot (SF)
(SF)

1 84,049 1.93 3.04% 5,929 4,875
2 87,222 2.00 3.15% 6,153 5,059
3 87,597 2.01 3.17% 6,179 5,081
4 87,218 2.00 3.15% 6,153 5,059
5 100,768 2.31 3.64% 7,108 5,845
6 162,501 3.73 5.87% 11,463 9,425
7 137,728 3.16 4.98% 9,716 7,988
8 137,138 3.15 4.96% 9,674 7,954
9 72,048 1.65 2.60% 5,082 4,179
10 270,659 6.21 9.78% 19,093 15,698
11 185,419 4.26 6.70% 13,080 10,754
12 123,806 2.84 4.47% 8,734 7,181
13 202,622 4.65 7.32% 14,293 11,752
14 172,722 3.97 6.24% 12,184 10,018
15 130,204 2.99 4.71% 9,185 7,552
16 108,321 2.49 3.92% 7,641 6,283
17 184,964 4.25 6.69% 13,048 10,728
18 132,122 3.03 4.78% 9,320 7,663
19 135,612 3.11 4.90% 9,566 7,865
20 164,000 3.76 5.93% 11,569 9,512

Totals: 2,766,720 63.52 100.00% 195,172 160,470
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General Notes:

Legend
Existing Property Line

Existing Contour

Proposed R/W Line / Lot Line

Building Setback

Paved Area

100" Stream Buffer

Upen Space

Areas contain soils with 24-30 inches
more of useable material and have
potential for conventional, LPP or
ultroa-shallow

septic systems,

Area not evaluated due to thick
vegetation.

Proposed Septic Field Locations

Proposed Recreational Space

or

Site Investigation:

1. Property is not encumbered by identified floodplains and is not subject to the provisions
of the Special Flood Hazard Overlay District.

2. Locations of utilities shown on these plans are based on available information and are
approximate. Contractor shall be responsible for locating and/or relocating all existing
utilities in coordination with the appropriate utility, agency or company prior to
commencement of construction. Contractor shall contact North Carolina "One Call" at
1-800-632-4949 for assistance in locating existing utilities at least 48 hours prior to any
digging and is responsible for contacting any non-subscribing utilities.

3. Any discrepancy in this plan and actual field conditions shall be reported to the owner
prior to start of construction. General contractor shall be responsible for verification of
all setbacks, easements and dimensions shown hereon before beginning construction.

4. General contractor shall contact all owners of easements, utilities and right-of-ways,
public or private, prior to working in these areas.

5. General Contractor shall be responsible for verifying that all required permits and
approvals have been obtained prior to starting construction. No construction or
fabrication of any item shall begin until contractor has received all plans and other
documentation from all of the permitting and other regulatory authorities. Failure of the
contractor to follow this procedure shall cause the contractor to assume full
responsibility for any subsequent modification of the work mandated by any regulatory
authority.

Construction:

6. Contractor shall maintain the site so that workers and the public shall be protected from
injury and adjoining property protected from damage.

7. Contractor is responsible for damage to any existing item and/or material due to
construction operations. All street surfaces, driveways, culverts, curb and gutters,
roadside drainage ditches and other structures that are disturbed or damaged in any
manner as a result of construction shall be replaced or repaired in accordance with

specifications.

8.  All construction must be performed in accordance with current regulatory specifications
and details.

9. If departures from the specifications or drawings are deemed necessary by the

contractor, details of such departures and the reasons thereof shall be submitted to the
owner for review. No departures from the contract documents shall be made without
written permission of the owner.

10. Any and all quantities shown or implied on these plans are for estimation purposes only.

11. Equipment and products other than those specified may be used provided prior
approval has been obtained in writing from the owner prior to additional cost related to
the substitution of alternate equipment.

12. Site shall be stabilized and seeded prior to issuance of a Certificate of Occupancy.

13. General contractor shall remove all trash and debris from site at least once a week
during construction and upon completion of the project.

Grading:

1. Compaction and maintenance of proper moisture content of the soil under buildings and
paved areas shall be accomplished to acheive 98% of standard proctor maximum dry
density or as recommended in the soil report or by on-site geotechnical engineer (if
available).

Cut and fill slopes shall be stabilized within 15 days of any phase of grading.

Project may require a pre-construction conference before the Grading Permit is issued.
Establishment of permanent ground cover shall be established within 15 working days
of completion of final grades.

rowbd

Orange County Solid Waste:

1. As a condition of permit issuance applicant to hold pre-demolition and pre-construction
conference with Orange County Solid Waste staff.

2. By Orange County ordinance, clean wood waste, scrap metal and corrugated
cardboard, all present in construction waste, must be recycled.

3. By Orange County ordinance, all haulers of construction waste must be properly
licensed.

4. Prior to any demolition or construction activity on the site, the applicant will hold a
pre-demolition / pre-construction conference with Orange County Solid Waste staff.
This may be the same meeting held with other development officials.

Utilities:

1. Liquid waste from the facility will be handled by an on-site septic system (Orange
County Health permit no. CA12-00043).

Water supply will be from on-site well.

Power will be provided and located by Duke Energy.

4. Solid waste and recyclables will be bagged and properly disposed of off-site.

w N

MAINTENANCE NOTES:

1. IMPROVEMENTS INSTALLED SHALL BE MAINTAINED BY THE DEVELOPER
UNTIL THEY ARE ACCEPTED FOR MAINTENANCE BY:

A. FOR A PUBLIC ROAD, THE NORTH CAROLINA DEPARTMENT OF
TRANSPORTATION;

B. FOR UTILITIES, THE UTILITY PROVIDER,;

C. FOR LANDSCAPING, THE INDIVIDUAL HOMEOWNERS OR A PROPERTY
OWNER'’S ASSOCIATION; AND

D. FOR A PRIVATE ROAD AND OTHER COMMUNITY FACILITIES SUCHA AS
RECREATION AND STORMWATER MANAGEMENT IMPROVEMENTS, THE INDIVIDUAL
HOMEOWNERS OR A PROPERTY OWNERS’ ASSOCIATION OR SIMILAR LEGAL
ENTITY.

UTILITIES:

1. A MINIMUM 14-FOOT VERTICAL CLEARANCE SHALL BE PROVIDED ABOVE
THE TRAVELWAY TO PERMIT THE PASSAGE OF LARGE VEHNICLES UNDER POWER
LINES AND TREE LIMBS.

PERMANENT ROADWAY VEGETATION:

1. ALL AREAS DISTURBED BY THE CONSTRUCTION OF THE ROAD, INCLUDING
SHOULDERS, DITCHES BANKS, CUT AND FILL SLOPES AND ANY BORROW AREAS,
SHALL BE SEEDED IN PERMANENT VEGETATION TO STABILIZE THE SOIL AND
PREVENT EROSION.

2. SEEDING SHOULD BE DONE IMMEDIATELY AFTER GRADING IS COMPLETED
AND BEFORE THE FINAL INSPECTION BY THE PLANNING DEPARTMENT.

3. THE DISTURBED AREA SHALL BE SMOOTHED AND LIGHTLY HARROWED TO
BREAK UP THE SOIL AND PREPARE A GOOD SEEDBED. THE FOLLOWING
MATERIALS ARE RECOMMENDED BY ORANGE COUNTY PER 1,000 SQUARE FEET:
i) 1.4 LBS. FESCUE GRASS SEED

ii) 0.4 LBS. GERMAN OR BROWNTOP MILLET (TO PROVIDE TEMPORARY COVER
UNTIL THE GRASS BECOMES ESTABLISHED)

iii) 90 LBS. LIME

iv) 23 LBS. 10-10-10 FERTILIZER

V) TWO 40 LB. BALES OF STRAW FOR MULCH (ENOUGH TO COVER 75% OF THE
GROUND SURFACE)

4. OTHER TYPES OF PERMANENT VEGETATION MAY BE SUBSITTUTED AS LONG
AS THEY PROVIDE ADEQUATE COVER TO PREVENT EROSION.

NOTE:
1. BOUNDARY INFORMATION PROVIDED BY: FREEHOLD LAND SURVEYS, INC.
2. CONTOURS TAKEN FROM ORANGE COUNTY, GIS.

BEFORE YOU DIG!
CONTACT ONE-CALL CENTER
1-800-632-4949

ALL CONSTRUCTION MUST CONFORM TO THE
UNDERGROUND UTILITY PROTECTION ACT

THESE DRAWINGS AND ACCOMPANYING SPECIFICATIONS ARE INSTRUMENTS OF SERVICE AND AS SUCH SHALL REMAIN THE PROPERTY OF THE ENGINEER AND/OR SURVEYOR. THESE DRAWINGS HAVE BEEN PREPARED FOR A SPECIFIC PROJECT AND SHALL NOT BE USED IN CONJUNCTION WITH ANY OTHER PROJECT WITHOUT PRIOR WRITTEN PERMISSION OF THE ENGINEER AND/OR SURVEYOR. - MICHAEL A. NEAL, PLS, PE (MICHAEL A. NEAL & ASSOCIATES, PLLC)

1= 4

v

MICHAEL A. NEAL & ASSOCIATES, PLLC
ENGINEERS, SURVEYORS, and PLANNERS
FIRM: P-0398
105 WEST CORBIN ST.
SUITE 201

HILLSBOROUGH, NC 27278

(919) 644-1277
(919) 644-1347 FAX
mneal@manaengineers.com
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LOCATION MAP

TRIPLE CROWN DR.
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BOUNDARY DATA
BEARING DISTANCE

S 81°07°09"W 191.70°

N 06°25°52"W 19.07’

N 75°38°35"W 352.25°

S 7851°11"W 152.84°

S 19°29°18"W 108.50°

S 7802°07"W 138.50°

S 36°30°52"W 70.27°

S 85°46°30"W 113.37'

S 3835°24"W 86.83’

N 7328°29"W 114.75'

S 60°18°48"W 121.50°

N 52°31°43"W 67.94’

N 0803’ 13"E 88.81’

N 59°02'21"W 32.69’

S 3337°26"W 98.26’

S 44°54°12"W 51.86’

S 01°12°18"W 107.82’

S 4359°34"W 130.48

S 4339°42"W 442 .96

S 69°22'30"W 98.92’

N 59°02°21"W 5.45’

N 59°02°21"W 178
RADIUS LENGTH DELTA
672.30° 285.25° 24°18'37"
365.00° 86.81’ 1337'37"
720.00° 271.43 21°35'59”
30.00° 37.49 71°35'29”
160.00’ 199.92' 71°35'29”
160.00’ 281.62' 100°50°52”
412.45' 367.57 51°03'40"
349.15" 311.19 51°03'57"

CHORD

283.12'
86.61°
269.83
35.09’
18717
246.65

355.52
300.99°

CH.BEARING
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FREDERICK P. HAGENBERGER
CHRISTINE D. HAGENBERGER
D.B. 865-366

LOT 7, BRIGHT'S WAY
P.B. 48-191

SECONDARY OPEN S
AGRICULTURAL US

B

SECONDARY OPEN
SPACE
: SN < b, B o LANDSCAPE
KENNETH A. REDMAN N 199 S o e e X PRESERVATION
e o g g T B R !

SECONDARY OPEN SPACE

SECONDARY OPEN SPACE — (o N [l i i e i
30" ROADSIDE BUFFER
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MARJQRE, RICHTER AN ORI
LOT 6A & B, UTTLE CREEK FARM / -
P.B. 51-29 / — N —
JOHN J. MAXWELL, JR. ~_
D.B. 1677-574 —
/ LOT 6, BIRNAM WOODS \ :,' 5
P 8- DAVID E. GOULD G =2
SUZANNE T. GOULD NKe N a3
D.B. 1085-463 I
LoT 3, BIRNAM WOODS \ Y
% :\7 —
/ CAROL J. W / K °
o g oW WATHEY £ e
Lot 2#~S}R%Bwoons o . -5
{q
OPEN SPACE REQUIREMENTS //
Total Project Area, | Open Space Required Open Space /
. ’ ’ . NAOMI P. SLIFKIN
Total Project Area, SF Acres 33%, SF Required, 33%, or 3.:2{;?@5?00%
Acres
4,532,409 104.05 1,495,695 34.34
_~ Rov D. BROWN \ GRACIE S. BROWN
R%‘;Fw%é_ﬁsow'\l \ Lot 5‘];%&235—' ZoLunGwooD
LOT 53, PSEBC 2Ena._ligLLlNGW()OD
OPEN SPACE PROVIDED \\
Primary Open Space, S Seco‘r;:arz C()jp:n Secg(r;'d;ry C:pe: Iir;ace, LSet‘::londa.ry OPpen Spa;e, Iiecont::f-.\ry Z)penASpace(; Total Provided
100" Stream Buffer, SF pace, Wooded Area, ?lry an . andscaping Preservation | Recreation Area Aroun Open Space, SF
SF Roadside Buffer, SF at Entrance, SF Roundabout, SF
1,057,059 365,177 22,932 5,782 127,932 1,578,882

L egend

Existing Property Line

Existing 10" Contour

100" Stream buffer
(Primary 0Open Space>
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Slopes Analysis

Areas contain soils with 24-30 inches or Slope  |Hatch
more of useable material and have

potential for conventional, LPP or 0%-10%
ultra-shallow septic systems., (By others)

107%-13%

Area not evaluated due to thick 157-25%
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ORANGE COUNTY PLANNING & INSPECTIONS DEPARTMENT
Craig N. Benedict, AICP, Director

131 W. Margaret Lane
Suite 201

P. O. Box 8181
Hillsborough, NC 27278

Current Planning

(919) 245-2575

(919) 644-3002 (FAX)
Www.orangecountync.gov

DEVELOPMENT ADVISORY COMMITTEE (DAC) OFFICIAL MINUTES

September 19, 2013 - 9:30 a.m.
Planning Department Main Conference Room
131 West Margaret Lane

Attendees: Jennifer Leaf, Michael Kelly, Jennifer Phillips, Alan Clapp, Rich Shaw,
Jeff Scouten, James Bryan & D’Angelo Jones.

Agenda ltem

I. Approval of September 5, 2013 DAC Minutes - Approved

[I. Major Subdivision Concept Plan Approval

Applicant: Michael A. Neal & Associates, PLLC

PIN: 9850910030

Zoning: Rural Buffer (RB) and University Lake Protected W/S

Total Acreage: 104.05 acres

Legal Description: Recombination of Lot 1 of Donn Ann Acres, Inc. and located in Plat Book 94,
Page 99 of the Orange County Register of Deeds.

Proposal: Applicant is proposing a 20 lot major subdivision (Triple Crown Farms) in Orange
County with 36.25 acres devoted towards Open Space. Applicant submitted Major Subdivision
Concept Plan to Current Planning staff for review on September 4, 2013.

Triple Crown Farms —Title Page; Triple Crown Farms — Site Analysis, Triple Crown Farms — Site
Plan

Current Planning Staff Assigned: Jennifer Leaf, Michael Kelly, & Michael Harvey.

Discussion: Triple Crown Farm Rd. will be switching from a private road to a NC DOT state-
maintained road. Current Planning staff expressed concern with Lots 1 and 9 (the proposed
subdivision’s smallest lots) due to both lots containing large proposed septic field locations.
Likewise, Lot 10 will need to have a joint driveway with adjacent Lot 11.

Determination: NC DOT will need to further study the impacts of adding Triple Crown Rd. to the
state-maintained road system. One pertinent issue is the line of sight drivers will need to be
aware of, as Triple Crown Drive is a collector roadway. Also, Triple Crown Farm HOA will need to

Return to Agenda



http://www.orangecountync.gov/
../../../../../Subdivision%20Administration/Major/Triple%20Crown%202013/Concept%20Plan%20Application/Pre-applicaiton%20information/Site%20Assessments.pdf
../../../../../Subdivision%20Administration/Major/Triple%20Crown%202013/Concept%20Plan%20Application/NIM%20Letter/Plat%20Book%2094,%20Page%2099.pdf
../../../../../Subdivision%20Administration/Major/Triple%20Crown%202013/Concept%20Plan%20Application/NIM%20Letter/Plat%20Book%2094,%20Page%2099.pdf
../../../../../Subdivision%20Administration/Major/Triple%20Crown%202013/Concept%20Plan%20Application/Site%20Plan%20-%20Individual%20Sheets/TCF%20Title%20Sheet%20%5b9-3-13%5d%20page%201.pdf
../../../../../Subdivision%20Administration/Major/Triple%20Crown%202013/Concept%20Plan%20Application/Site%20Plan%20-%20Individual%20Sheets/Triple%20Crown%20Farms%20-%20Site%20Analysis%20Map%20%5bin%20Color%5d%20%5b9-3-2013%5d%20page%202%20in%20color.pdf
../../../../../Subdivision%20Administration/Major/Triple%20Crown%202013/Concept%20Plan%20Application/Site%20Plan%20-%20Individual%20Sheets/Triple%20Crown%20Farms%20%20-%20Site%20Plan%20%5bin%20Color%5d%20%5b9-3-2013%5d%20page%203%20in%20color.pdf
../../../../../Subdivision%20Administration/Major/Triple%20Crown%202013/Concept%20Plan%20Application/Site%20Plan%20-%20Individual%20Sheets/Triple%20Crown%20Farms%20%20-%20Site%20Plan%20%5bin%20Color%5d%20%5b9-3-2013%5d%20page%203%20in%20color.pdf
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Agenda Item

fully understand the costs associated with changing from a private road to a state-maintained
road.

Next Steps: There will be a Neighborhood Information Meeting scheduled for October 3, 2013
from 12-1 hosted by Michael A. Neal & Associates, PLLC at the Orange County Planning Office.

[ll. Minor Subdivision Concept Plan Approval

Applicant: Hamish Clarke

PIN: 0801144520

Project Number: MNR13-0018

Zoning: Rural Buffer (RB) and Jordan Lake Unprotected W/S

Legal Description: W/S Kerley Rd. and located on Plat Book 104, Page 6 of the Orange County
Register of Deeds

Proposal: Subdividing an approx. 7.36 acre parcel into two, 2 acre lots. The property in question
is located along the Durham/Orange County line.

Current Planning Staff Assigned: Jennifer Leaf

Discussion: According to Environmental Health, sewer and soils on this parcel may be an issue.
Presently, there is only good soil located in the upper left corner of the lot thereby reducing the
parcel’s development potential.

Determination: It has been determined that the pump station will need to be moved in order to
proceed with the minor subdivision.

Next Steps: Further analysis will need to be performed by Orange County Environmental Health
staff.

IV. Eno Mountain Village Townhomes - Town of Hillsborough Courtesy Review

Applicant: Braddock Park, LLC of Hilton Head, SC

Property Owner(s): Andrew B. Lloyd and Cheryl Lloyd

PINS: 9864713556 & 9864715457

Zoning: Agricultural Residential (AR) and Lower Eno Unprotected W/S

Location: Orange Grove Rd. and Eno Mountain Rd.

Total Acreage: 23.67 acres

Legal Description: Part of Ben Lloyd property and located in Plat Book 74, Page 63 of the Orange
County Register of Deeds.

Proposal: A proposed 118-unit townhome development to be located on 23.67 acres at Orange
Grove and Eno Mountain Roads in the Town of Hillsborough’s ETJ. Hillsborough Planning staff
would like input from Orange County. In order for the development to proceed, a rezoning request
has been submitted changing the current zoning from “AR” to “Multifamily Special Use”. A Special
Use Permit Application associated with this development has been submitted as well. The above
item has been placed onto Hillsborough’s October 1% Technical Review Committee (TRC)
agenda.

Discussion: Site plan was presented to Orange County staff to offer courtesy review per
intergovernmental agreement. Due to anticipated heavy traffic volume to be generated as a result
of proposed development, Orange County can request traffic signal warrant and turn-lane
analyses from NC DOT for Eno Mountain and Orange Grove Rds.

Return to Agenda



../../../../../Subdivision%20Administration/Minor/2013/MNR13-0018%20Clarke/Site%20Assessments.pdf
../../../../../Subdivision%20Administration/Minor/2013/MNR13-0018%20Clarke/201309171316.pdf
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Determination: Pending

Next Steps: Orange County to provide comments to Current Planning staff that will then be

forwarded to the Town of Hillsborough.

V. Internal Current Planning Staff Meeting

Return to Agenda
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Michael Harvez

From: Jennifer Leaf

Sent: Monday, October 28, 2013 12:53 PM
To: Michael Harvey

Subject: FW: Site Plans for Review

From: Bret A. Martin

Sent: Friday, September 27, 2013 9:14 AM
To: Michael Kelly

Cc: Jennifer Leaf

Subject: RE: Site Plans for Review

Michael and Jennifer:
Please see my comments regarding each of these items below:

1) Triple Crown Farms:

Application requirements and processes, minimum design and construction standards, and utility requirements for
public dedication of subdivision roads to the NCDOT system may be accessed using the following weblink:

https://connect.ncdot.gov/resources/Asset-
Management/StateMaintOpsDocs/Subdivision%20Manual%20January%202010.pdf

These standards would apply to any newly constructed subdivision roads or previously constructed private subdivision
roads that are to be petitioned for addition to the State-maintained system. Certain materials would need to be
prepared for the NCDOT District Engineer’s review. These materials are listed in the NCDOT Subdivisions Roads Manual
referenced above. It would also be a good idea for the petitioner to have a conversation about the addition with the
District Engineer prior to preparing and submitting application materials. Particular attention should be paid to any
stream crossings or areas that could potential involve wetland encroachments. The District Engineer’s contact
information is below:

127 E. Crescent Square Drive
Graham, NC 27253
(336) 570-6833

2) Eno Mountain Village Townhomes:

While volumes on Orange Grove Road and Eno Mountain Road are generally below capacity, the segment of Orange
Grove Road between Eno Mountain Road and Mayo Street is highly congested and may be over capacity, primarily as a
result of through traffic from Eno Mountain Road using Orange Grove Road to access Mayo Street and/or John Earl
Street as a cutover to South Churton Street. | do not have traffic counts along this segment; however, beyond just
potential capacity constraints, the lack of operational improvements such as designated left and right turn lanes with
adequate stacking room or traffic signals at the intersections of Eno Mountain Road and Mayo Street at Orange Grove
Road acts as an impediment to traffic flow at these two intersections and along the Eno Mountain Road/Orange Grove
Road/Mayo Street corridor. A 118-unit townhome development may generate between 5 and 7 trips per weekday per
dwelling unit, exacerbating congestion at the intersections and along the segment of Orange Grove Road between Eno
Mountain Road and Mayo Street. The County and Town should direct particular attention to the impact on these

1
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intersections and along this particular segment of Orange Grove Road in the TIA produced for the proposed
development. The County has prioritized a project that would realign these intersections and provide operational
modifications that would improve traffic flow and safety. No preferred alignment for the project has been established
but very broad preliminary feasibility analytics indicate that the preferred approach may be to realign Eno Mountain
Road with Mayo Street as opposed to realigning Mayo Street with Eno Mountain Road. While it is not likely for this
project to be implemented in the very near future, the implementation of the project could have long-term access
impacts on site access from Eno Mountain Road.

Please let me know if you have any questions about these comments or need any further clarification.
Thanks,

Bret “Bee” Martin, AICP
Transportation Planner
Orange County Planning Department

131 W. Margaret Lane, Suite 201
P.O. Box 8181

Hillsborough, NC 27278

Phone: (919) 245-2582

Fax: (919) 644-3002

http://www.orangecountync.gov
brmartin@orangecountync.gov

ORANGESSCOUNTY

WORTH CAROLIMNA
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Michael Harvey

From: Rich Shaw

Sent: Thursday, September 19, 2013 3:12 PM
To: Jennifer Leaf

Cc: Michael Harvey

Subject: Triple Crown comments (from 2006)
Attachments: Triple Crown memo II (RDavis).pdf
Jennifer,

Attached are my comments on a previous major subdivision plan for the Triple Crown property. | expect my comments
would be quite similar for this new proposal. If you are seeking comments at this stage | will update these comments for
the new 20-lot major subdivision proposal.

Rich

Rich Shaw, Land Conservation Manager
Orange County
Department of Environment, Agriculture, Parks and Recreation

306A Revere Rd / PO Box 8181 / Hillsborough NC 27278 / 919-245-2514 / http://www.co.orange.nc.us
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ORANGE COUNTY
ENVIRONMENT AND RESOURCE CONSERVATION DEPARTMENT

MEMORANDUM
To: Robert Davis, Current Planning Supervisor
From: Rich Shaw, ERCD Land Conservation Manager

Date: May 25, 2006
Subject:  Triple Crown Subdivision

On April 19 I attended a Neighborhood Information Meeting for the proposed Triple Crown
subdivision. During the meeting I was asked a question concerning the proposed open
space. The purpose of this memo is to document my earlier response in writing
and to provide new information from the Joint Planning Area Land Use Plan.

According to the concept plan (2/15/06) the development would create 16 lots on 108 acres
located west of Dairyland Road (University Lake Watershed). The plan calls for setting
aside 40.82 acres of open space consisting largely of the Buckfork Creek corridor, which
bisects the property and eventually joins Morgan Creek located east of Dairyland Road.

During the meeting I was asked whether Orange County ERCD had considered protecting
the proposed open space through the Lands Legacy Program. I said that we had
considered that possibility, but determined that the site (in the context of the
subdivision) was not a priority for protection through Lands Legacy. The site is
not identified in any natural or cultural resource inventories that would suggest possible
ERCD involvement in protecting the open space. Setting aside the open space as a
separate lot in the homeowners association should help protect the stream corridor.

I understand that the landowner has hired Soil and Environmental Consultants to inventory
and evaluate the natural resources found on the property. I am interested in receiving a
copy of their findings, and if significant resources are found I would be interested
in discussing potential conservation options with the owners and Planning staff.

The following is new information for you to consider. I discovered today that the Joint
Planning Area (JPA) Land Use Plan identifies a proposed future greenway
through the subject property along the Buckfork Creek corridor. The Planning staff may
wish to discuss with the owners (and the Rec. & Parks Dept.) the possible dedication of a
public trail corridor through the open space to help implement the JPA Land Use Plan. A
map from the JPA plan showing the proposed greenway through this property is attached.

Thank you for the opportunity to review and comment on this proposal. Let me know if you
have any questions.

cc: David Stancil

Environment and Resource Conservation
PO Box 8181 / 306-A Revere Road
Hillsborough, NC 27278
(919) 245-2590
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RESIDENTIAL FISCAL IMPACT TEMPLATE: SERVICE STANDARD METHOD
Bureau of Economic & Business Research - University of Florida
Modified 10/31/13 - Orange County, NC Planning Department

SECTION 1 - PROJECT DATA:

ENTER THE FOLLOWING DATA FOR EACH PROJECT:

PROJECT: Triple Crown Farms
TOWNSHIP: Bingham/Chapel Hill
CONSTRUCTION PERIOD: 2015 to 2017
Beginning Year: 2015
Ending Year: 2018
Inflation Rate: 2.00%
CHARACTERISTICS OF HOUSEHOLDS:
Persons/House: ENTER "1" BESIDE APPLICABLE SCHOOL DISTRICT BELOW. 2.47
Children/House: ENTER "1" BESIDE APPLICABLE SCHOOL DISTRICT BELOW. 0.36
% Non-Elderly: 70.00%
HOME SALES DATA:
Average Distribution
Number of Sales Price of Units
Year Homes (%) by Year
2015 2 600,000 33.33%
2016 2 600,000 33.33%
2017 2 600,000 33.33%

SCHOOL DISTRICT DATA:

ENTER "1" IN ( ) BESIDE SCHOOL DISTRICT IN WHICH PROJECT IS TO BE

LOCATED TO GENERATE STUDENT DISTRIBUTION BY SCHOOL TYPE.

School District: School Attendance:
Orange County ( 1) Elementary School 45%
Middle School 23%
Chapel Hill-Carrboro ( 0) High School 32%
SECTION 2 - LOCAL GOVERNMENT AND SCHOOL DISTRICT DATA
BUDGET YEAR: 2013-2014
COUNTY POPULATION: (NC Demo)  for July 2013 137941
SCHOOL DISTRICT STUDENT POPULATION: 7402
COUNTY EMPLOYMENT: POSITIONS PER CAPITA
General Services plus Governing, and Management 174 0.0013
Public Safety 265 0.0019
Community & Environment plus Culture & Recreation 96 0.0007
Human Services 290 0.0021
Education (School District) 900 0.0065
SCHOOL DISTRICT EMPLOYMENT: POSITIONS PER STUDENT
Total 900 0.1216
COUNTY PER CAPITA REVENUES ($): REVENUES PER CAPITA
Taxes - Other Than Property 19,829,148 143.75
Intergovernmental 19,614,941 142.20
Charges for Service 18,647,923 135.19
Licenses/Permits, Investments, Miscellaneous + Transfers 2,580,877 18.71
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COUNTY PER CAPITA EXPENDITURES (%$): EXPENDITURES PER CAPITA
General Services plus Governing, and Management 38,371,550 278.17
Public Safety 26,713,604 193.66

Community & Environment plus Culture & Recreation 13,736,090 99.58
Human Services 36,976,478 268.06
Education (Recurring Capital) 69,657,252 504.98
Non-Departmental (i.e. Debt Service and transfers) 31,683,072 229.69

COUNTY PER EMPLOYEE EXPENDITURE ($): EXPENDITURES PER EMPLOYEE
General Services plus Governing, and Management 38,371,550 220526.15
Public Safety 26,713,604 100806.05

Community & Environment plus Culture & Recreation 13,736,090 143084.27
Human Services 36,976,478 127505.10
Education (School District) 69,657,252 77396.95

SCHOOL DISTRICT PER STUDENT EXPENDITURES ($): EXPENDITURES PER STUDENT
County Government 25,060,154 3385.59
School District 17,308,649 2338.37
State and Federal 45,528,717 6150.87

SCHOOL DISTRICT PER EMPLOYEE EXPENDITURES ($):

EXPENDITURES

PER EMPLOYEE

County Government
School District
State and Federal

25,060,154
17,208,649
45,528,717

27844.62
19120.72
50587.46

TAX DATA:

ENTER APPLICABLE ASSESSMENT RATIO AND ELDERLY EXEMPTION:

County Tax Rate ($)
School District Tax Rate ($)
Assessment Ratio

Elderly Exemption

0.9460
0.0000
100.00

0

Per $100 Assessed Valuation
Per $100 Assessed Valuation

$11,000 Where Applicable

SECTION 3 - DEMOGRAPHIC PROJECTIONS BASED ON PROJECT DATA

YEAR 2015
HOUSING UNITS 2
POPULATION 5
SCHOOL CHILDREN
Elementary 0.32
Middle 0.17
High School 0.23
TOTAL 1

COUNTY GOVERNMENT
ADDITIONAL EMPLOYEES

General Government 0.01
Public Safety 0.01
Public Works 0.00
Human Services 0.01
TOTAL 0.03
SCHOOL DISTRICT 0.03

2016

10

0.65
0.33
0.46

0.01
0.02
0.01
0.02
0.06

0.06

2017

15

0.97
0.50
0.69

0.02
0.03
0.01
0.03
0.09

0.10
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SECTION 4 - PROJECTED FISCAL IMPACT OF PROJECT ON COUNTY GOVERNMENT

YEAR

TAX BASE ($1000)

REVENUES ($)
Property Tax
Other Taxes
Intergovernmental
Service Charges
Miscellaneous

TOTAL ()

EXPENDITURES (%)
General Government
Public Safety
Public Works
Human Services
Education
Non-Departmental

TOTAL ()

NET FISCAL IMPACT ($)

SECTION 5 - PROJECTED FISCAL IMPACT OF PROJECT ON SCHOOL DISTRICT

YEAR

REVENUES ($)
County
School District
State

TOTAL ()

EXPENDITURES (%)
County
School District
State

TOTAL ($)




NET FISCAL IMPACT ($)

47

SECTION 6 - SUMMARY OF PROJECTED DEMOGRAPHIC/FISCAL IMPACTS

YEAR
HOUSING UNITS
POPULATION
SCHOOL CHILDREN
Elementary
Middle
High School
TOTAL
COUNTY EMPLOYEES
SCHOOL EMPLOYEES
TAX BASE ($1000)
COUNTY BUDGET ($)
Revenues
Expenditures
BALANCE

Revenues
Expenditures
BALANCE

Revenues
Expenditures
BALANCE

SCHOOL DISTRICT BUDGET ($)

COMBINED BUDGETS ($)

2015
2
5

o O O

0.03
0.03
1,200

13,525
10,214
3,311

9,361
9,361

22,886
19,575
3,311

2016
4
10

o O B

0.06
0.06
2,424

27,364
20,836
6,527

19,096
19,096

46,460
39,932
6,527

2017
6
15

==

0.09
0.10
3,672

41,524
31,880
9,644

29,217
29,217

70,741
61,097
9,644

SECTION 7 - SUMMARY OF PROJECTED PUBLIC SCHOOL CAPACITY IMPACTS

SCHOOL DISTRICT DATA:

School District:

School Attendance:

Orange County YES ) Elementary School 45%
Middle School 23%
Chapel Hill-Carrboro NO ) High School 32%
YEAR 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019
SCHOOL CHILDREN
Elementary 0 1 1 5 5
Middle 0 0 0 3 3
High School 0 0 1 4 4
TOTAL 1 1 2 11 11
SCHOOL CAPACITIES - ALL SCHOOLS CURRENT ENROLLMENT - ALL SCHOOLS
Elementary 3,694| Elementary 3,403
Middle 2,166 Middle 1,684
High School 2,439| High School 2,315
TOTAL 8,299 TOTAL 7,402
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YEAR 2008-09 2009-10 2010-11 2011-12 2012-13 (Est)
PROJECTED ENROLLMENT
Elementary 3,337 3,335 3,435 3,438 3,403
Middle 1,708 1,751 1,732 1,716 1,684
High School 2,254 2,298 2,258 2,278 2,315
TOTAL 7,299 7,384 7,425 7,432 7,402
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RESIDENTIAL FISCAL IMPACT TEMPLATE: SERVICE STANDARD METHOD
Bureau of Economic & Business Research - University of Florida
Modified 10/31/13 - Orange County, NC Planning Department

SECTION 1 - PROJECT DATA: ENTER THE FOLLOWING DATA FOR EACH PROJECT:
PROJECT: Triple Crown Farms
TOWNSHIP: Bingham/Chapel Hill
CONSTRUCTION PERIOD: 2015-2018
Beginning Year: 2015
Ending Year: 2018
Inflation Rate: 2.00%
CHARACTERISTICS OF HOUSEHOLDS:
Persons/House: ENTER "1" BESIDE APPLICABLE SCHOOL DISTRICT BELOW. 2.56
Children/House: ENTER "1" BESIDE APPLICABLE SCHOOL DISTRICT BELOW. 0.36
% Non-Elderly: 70.00%
HOME SALES DATA:
Average Distribution
Number of Sales Price of Units
Year Homes (%) by Year
2015 2 600,000 14.29%
2016 4 600,000 28.57%
2017 4 600,000 28.57%
2018 4 600,000 28.57%
SCHOOL DISTRICT DATA: ENTER "1" IN ( ) BESIDE SCHOOL DISTRICT IN WHICH PROJECT IS TO
LOCATED TO GENERATE STUDENT DISTRIBUTION BY SCHOOL TYPE.
School District: School Attendance:
Orange County 0) Elementary School 46%
Middle School 23%
Chapel Hill-Carrboro ( 1) High School 31%
SECTION 2 - LOCAL GOVERNMENT AND SCHOOL DISTRICT DATA
BUDGET YEAR: 2013-2014
COUNTY POPULATION: (NC Demo) for July 2007 137941
SCHOOL DISTRICT STUDENT POPULATION: 11959
COUNTY EMPLOYMENT: POSITIONS  PER CAPITA
General Services, Governing, and Management 174 0.0013
Public Safety 265 0.0019
Community & Environment + Culture & Recreation 96 0.0007
Human Services 290 0.0021
Education (School District) 1,900 0.0138
SCHOOL DISTRICT EMPLOYMENT: POSITIONS PER STUDENT
Total 1,900 0.1589
COUNTY PER CAPITA REVENUES (%): REVENUES PER CAPITA
Taxes - Other Than Property 19,829,148 143.75
Intergovernmental 19,614,941 142.20
Charges for Service 18,647,923 135.19
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Miscellaneous 2,580,877 18.71 |
COUNTY PER CAPITA EXPENDITURES (3): EXPENDITURE PER CAPITA
General Services, Governing, and Management 38,371,550 278.17
Public Safety 26,173,604 189.74
Community & Environment + Culture & Recreation 13,736,090 99.58
Human Services 36,976,478 268.06
Education (Recurring Capital) 69,657,252 504.98
Non-Departmental 31,683,072 229.69
COUNTY PER EMPLOYEE EXPENDITURE (3$): EXPENDITURE PER EMPLOYEE
General Services, Governing, and Management 38,371,550 220526.15
Public Safety 26,173,604 98768.32
Community & Environment + Culture & Recreation 13,736,090 143084.27
Human Services 36,976,478 127505.10
Education (Recurring Capital) 69,657,252 36661.71
SCHOOL DISTRICT PER STUDENT EXPENDITURES (3): EXPENDITURE PER STUDENT
County Government 40,019,098 3346.36
School District 21,466,134 1794.98
State & Federal 68,445,050 5723.31

SCHOOL DISTRICT PER EMPLOYEE EXPENDITURES ($):

EXPENDITURE PER EMPLOYEE

County Government 40,019,098 21062.68
School District 21,466,134 11297.97
State 68,445,050 36023.71
TAX DATA: ENTER APPLICABLE ASSESSMENT RATIO AND ELDERLY EXEMPTION:

County Tax Rate (%) 0.8590 Per $100 Assessed Valuation
School District Tax Rate ($) includes district tax rate 0.2084 Per $100 Assessed Valuation
Assessment Ratio 100.00

Elderly Exemption 0  $11,000 Where Applicable

SECTION 3 - DEMOGRAPHIC PROJECTIONS BASED ON PROJECT DATA

YEAR 2015 2016 2017
HOUSING UNITS 2 6 10
POPULATION 5 15 26
SCHOOL CHILDREN
Elementary 0.33 0.99 1.66
Middle 0.17 0.50 0.83
High School 0.22 0.67 1.12
TOTAL 1 2 4
COUNTY GOVERNMENT
ADDITIONAL EMPLOYEES
General Government 0.01 0.02 0.03
Public Safety 0.01 0.03 0.05
Public Works 0.00 0.01 0.02

2018

14
36

2.32
1.16
1.56

0.05
0.07
0.02
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Human Services 0.01 0.03 0.05 0.08
TOTAL 0.03 0.09 0.15 0.21
SCHOOL DISTRICT 0.07 0.21 0.35 0.49

ADDITIONAL EMPLOYEES
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SECTION 4 - PROJECTED FISCAL IMPACT OF PROJECT ON COUNTY GOVERNMENT

YEAR 2015 2016 2017 2018
TAX BASE ($1000) 1200 3624 6096 8618
REVENUES (%)
Property Tax 10308 31130 52369 74032
Other Taxes 736 2252 3829 5360
Intergovernmental 728 2228 3787 5302
Service Charges 692 2118 3601 5041
Miscellaneous 96 293 498 698
TOTAL (%) 12560 38021 64084 90433
EXPENDITURES (%)
General Government 1424 4358 7409 10373
Public Safety 971 2973 5054 7075
Public Works 510 1560 2652 3713
Human Services 1372 4200 7140 9995
Education 4995 15284 25983 36377
Non-Departmental 1176 3599 6118 8565
TOTAL (%) 10449 31974 54355 76097
NET FISCAL IMPACT (%) 2111 6048 9728 14336

SECTION 5 - PROJECTED FISCAL IMPACT OF PROJECT ON SCHOOL DISTRICT

YEAR 2015 2016 2017 2018

REVENUES ($)

County 4995 15284 25983 36377
School District 2501 7552 12705 17961
State 4121 12610 21436 30011
TOTAL (%) 11616 35446 60125 84348

EXPENDITURES ($)

County 4995 15284 25983 36377
School District 1292 3955 6723 9412
State 4121 12610 21436 30011
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TOTAL ($) 10408 31849 54143 75800
NET FISCAL IMPACT ($) 1208 3598 5982 8549
SECTION 6 - SUMMARY OF PROJECTED DEMOGRAPHIC/FISCAL IMPACTS
YEAR 2015 2016 2017 2018
HOUSING UNITS 2 6 10 14
POPULATION 5 15 26 36
SCHOOL CHILDREN

Elementary 0 1 2 2

Middle 0 0 1 1

High School 0 1 1 2
TOTAL 1 2 4 5
COUNTY EMPLOYEES 0.03 0.09 0.15 0.21
SCHOOL EMPLOYEES 0.07 0.21 0.35 0.49
TAX BASE ($1000) 1200 3624 6096 8618
COUNTY BUDGET ($)

Revenues 12560 38021 64084 90433

Expenditures 10449 31974 54355 76097
BALANCE 2111 6048 9728 14336
SCHOOL DISTRICT BUDGET ($)

Revenues 11616 35446 60125 84348

Expenditures 10408 31849 54143 75800
BALANCE 1208 3598 5982 8549
COMBINED BUDGETS ($)

Revenues 24176 73468 124208 174781

Expenditures 20857 63822 108498 151897
BALANCE 3320 9645 15711 22884

SECTION 7 - SUMMARY OF PROJECTED PUBLIC SCHOOL CAPACITY IMPACTS

SCHOOL DISTRICT DATA:

School District:

School Attendance:

Orange County NO Elementary School 46%
Middle School 23%
Chapel Hill-Carrboro YES High School 31%
YEAR 2015 2016 2018
SCHOOL CHILDREN
Elementary 0 1 2 5 5
Middle 0 0 1 3 3
High School 0 1 1 4 4
TOTAL 1 2 4 11 11
SCHOOL CAPACITIES - ALL SCHOOLS CURRENT ENROLLMENT - ALL SCHOOLS
Elementary 5244 Elementary 5543
Middle 2840 Middle 2785
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High School 3875 | High School 3796
TOTAL 11959 TOTAL 12124
YEAR 2008 2009 2010 2,011 2012
PROJECTED ENROLLMENT

Elementary 5142 5273 5389 5,541 5654

Middle 2622 2686 2772 2,833 2902

High School 3628 3687 3732 3,789 3878
TOTAL 11392 11646 11893 12,163 12434
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Attachment 5

Neighborhood Information Meeting
Triple Crown Farms
Dairyland Road (PIN 9850-91-0030)

West Campus Office Building - 131 West Margaret Lane
October 3, 2013 - 12:00 p.m. to 1:00 p.m.

There were 16 people in attendance in addition to the applicant’s agent (Mike Neal from
MANA and Associates) and planning staff.

Staff reviewed the Major Subdivision Concept Plan application review process, including
the need to submit a Conventional and Flexible Development subdivision layout for review,
and reviewed the physical composition of the subject property.

Staff informed those in attendance the applicant, 16 Parkside Lane LLC, had voluntarily
chosen to submit just a flexible development layout as allowed by the UDO.

Staff informed those in attendance of the meeting scheduled by the Planning Board to
begin the review of the proposed subdivision on November 6, 2013.

Once the Concept Plan is approved the applicant shall have 2 years to submit a
Preliminary Plat application package for action by the County. Staff reviewed the process
associated with the review of a Preliminary Plat application.

The applicant’'s agent, Mr. Mike Neal, reviewed the basic elements of the proposal as
follows:

e Development of a 20 lot single-family residential subdivision, each lot approximately 2
acres in area, on a 104 acre parcel of property located off Dairyland Road.

e The lots are intended to be served by individual well and septic systems,

e Access to the project will be from public roads as denoted on the plan. The main
roadway would be Triple Crown Drive, an existing roadway about to be accepted for
maintenance purposes by the State.

e Internal roadways serving the project are proposed to be constructed to applicable
public road standards, with the eventual goal that they will be turned over to the North
Carolina Department of Transportation for perpetual maintenance upon completion,

e The overall density of the proposed subdivision is 1 dwelling unit for every 5 acres of
property.
e The project will involve the preservation of 36 acres of land area as open space.

e The project will involve numerous stream crossings, each of which will have to be
permitted by local and State agencies.

Comment(s): Concerns were expressed about the stream crossings and over potential
environmental impact.

Answer: (Mike Neal) Specific designs on these stream crossings would be addressed at
the permitting stage with local and State review. Mr. Neal indicated these crossings would
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be built to applicable design guidelines to avoid unnecessary runoff/safety issues while at
the same time minimizing the overall impact on the local environment.

Question: An adjacent property owner indicated there was a beaver dam that had caused
a pond to be created both on her and the subject property. The property owner asked
what the developer intended to do about the dam, indicating she liked the pond on her
property and did not want it eliminated.

Answer: (Mike Neal) The physical location of the dam is on the subject property and the
property owner had a legal right to eliminate it as it represented a long term liability issue
for him. This could be done regardless of the subdivision application process currently
under review.

There were general comments made about preserving local wildlife.

Question: An attendee asked why the project needed to develop so many lots? Given
the environmental constraints in the area why can’t you just have lots that are 5 acres in
area and lower the overall impact of the project?

Answer: (Mike Neal) The number of lots is consistent with established density and lot area
regulations as detailed within the UDO and established planning documents. All existing
floodplain will be preserved in dedicated open space areas and the proposed stream
crossings will be in accordance with applicable development standards.

Question: Is there an opportunity to reduce the speed limit on Dairyland Road? There is
a real problem with drivers currently speeding along the roadway and new development
will only exacerbate the problem.

Answer: (Mike Neal) That is a NC DOT decision and the developer can do nothing about
the speeding issue along a State maintained roadway.

Question: Can the homeowners association for Triple Crown somehow stop the
developer from using Triple Crown Drive as their means of accessing this project?

Answer: (Mike Neal) No. Triple Crown Drive is slated to be accepted by NC DOT for
maintenance purposes. The developer has the right to use the road to access the project.
This right is also spelled out in the original deed for the roadway when it was transferred
into the ownership of the Triple Crown homeowners association.

There was additional discussion on the use of Triple Crown Drive and the issues between
the residents of Triple Crown and the developer.

Question: Can the County require the culverts installed on the property to allow stream
crossings be large enough to allow for wildlife to pass through?

Answer: (Staff) No. That would not be practical given the existing grade of property
around the denoted stream crossing areas. To do that would result in unnecessary
grading requiring the possible relocation of streams having a greater impact on the local
environment.

Return to Agenda




56

Comment: Any time you develop in this area you potentially create water quality issues.

Answer: (Mike Neal) | understand. We are taking several precautions with respect to
roadway locations, stream buffer crossings, and proposed stormwater features to address
this issue.

Question: Why is there a 100 foot building setback denoted on the plan?

Answer: (Staff) The Ordinance requires a 100 foot building setback along the perimeter of
the property. This means no structure (i.e. house, shed, etc.) can be located in this area.

Question: So this means there cannot be a house built right on my property line?

Answer: (Staff) No structure can be erected within the 100 foot building setback area
denoted on the concept plan.

Question: This property was considered previously for a subdivision a long time ago.
During the review of that concept plan | seem to remember more area was designated as
being encumbered by floodplain at that time. When did the floodplain boundaries change?

Answer: (Staff) In 2007 the County adopted new floodplain maps. Portions of the property
were removed from the floodplain which is why you see a difference.

Comment: This is too much development in the University Lake watershed and the scope
of the project needs to be reduced.

Question: Who will maintain or control the open space?
Answer: (Mike Neal) A local homeowners association.
Question: What impervious surface limit will the project be held to?

Answer: (Staff) The project will be held to a 6% impervious surface limit in accordance
with the provisions of the UDO.

Question: What opportunity is there to require additional impervious surface be
transferred from this project to the adjoining subdivision? There is a real problem with the
limitations currently imposed on adjoining property owners, who are part of an earlier
project built by the same developer as Triple Crown Farms, and the developer needs to
address this discrepancy.

Answer: (Staff) The County cannot mandate the developer transfer additional impervious
surface to existing properties to the east of this project even if they are being developed by
the same individual and were once part of the same property. Impervious surface limits for
Triple Crown have already been established. If the developer chooses to transfer
impervious surface area there is a process he can go through to do that but it cannot be
required or mandated by the County because he is now looking to subdivide this parcel of

property.

There was additional discussion with respect to the impervious surface issues for the
Triple Crown project.
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Question: How big will the houses be?

S7

Answer: (Mike Neal) They will be comparable with surrounding houses but | do not know if

a decision with respect to their ultimate size has been made.
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ORANGE COUNTY PLANNING & INSPECTIONS DEPARTMENT
Craig N. Benedict, AICP, Director
Current Planning
(919) 245-2575
(919) 644-3002 (FAX)
www.orangecountync.gov

131 W. Margaret Lane
Suite 201

P. O. Box 8181
Hillsborough, NC 27278

September 23, 2012

Dear Property Owner:

Section 2.15.2 (D) of the Orange County Unified Development Ordinance requires notification of
landowners within five hundred feet (500) of a proposed subdivision of more than five new lots by
first class mail at least ten days prior to the date of the meeting.

The following Neighborhood Information Meeting has been scheduled to present a Concept
Plan for a subdivision near your property to address subdivision regulation requirements:

Date: Thursday, October 3, 2013

Time: 12:00to 1:00 p.m.

Place: Ground Floor Conference Room
131 West Margaret Lane
Hillsborough, North Carolina 27278

The Triple Farms Crown Subdivision Summary

The property is located in Chapel Hill Township on the west side of Dairyland Road, west of the
intersection of Dairyland Road and Old NC 86, as shown on the enclosed vicinity map. The
developer, 16 Parkside Lane, LLC, proposes to develop twenty lots on a parcel containing some
104 acres. The property is zoned RB (Rural Buffer), University Lake Protected Watershed. All
lots will have individual well and septic systems.

The purpose of the Neighborhood Information Meeting is to provide an opportunity for you to ask
guestions about the proposed development plan. At the meeting, the Orange Coun