BOARD OF ALDERMEN
ITEM NO. (E(5)

AGENDA ITEM ABSTRACT
MEETING DATE: April 19, 1994

SUBJECT: Award of Audit Contract

DEPARTMENT: Administration PUBLIC HEARING: YES NO_x

ATTACHMENTS: FOR INFORMATION CONTACT:
Larry Gibson, 968-7701

PURPOSE

The purpose of this item is to award the contract for the Town's annual audit for the year ending June 30,
1994, so that work can begin this Spring.

SUMMARY

The administration requested proposals last year before awarding a new contract for the annual audit.
Staff reviewed ten proposals from audit firms, ranked them according to experience and price, and
recommended that the Board choose from the top three candidates. The Board selected Grant, Sullivan
and Company, a local minority-owned firm, on the condition that the firm agree to a contract price of
$18,000, which was the price quoted by the administration's top choice, Dixon, Odom and Company.

Grant, Sullivan and Company performed last year's audit, having agreed to lower their fee from a proposed
$19,155. The administration recommends contracting with Grant, Sullivan and Company for this year's
audit at a negotiated fee of $18,630. (The firm originally proposed $19,535 as its charges for the second
year.)

ACTION REQUESTED

The administration requests that the Board award the contract for the FY 1993-94 audit to Grant, Sullivan
and Company, authorizing the Mayor to sign the Engagement to Audit Contract required by the Local
Government Commission.



BOARD OF ADJUSTMENT
AGENDA ITEM ABSTRACT

ITEM No. D(1)

MEETING DATE: April 19, 1994

SUBJECT: Continuation of a Public Hearing for a Conditional Use Permit (CUP)
Application for the Lake Hogan Farms Subdivision

DEPARTMENT: PLANNING PUBLIC HEARING: YES X NO_
ATTACHMENTS: FOR INFORMATION CONTACT:
Additional Information Requested by the Keith Lankford, Zoning Administrator

Board of Aldermen on March 22, 1994 968-7712
Response to Alderman Bryan's Fax
Response to Jef 's Letter of April 10, 1994

Staff Report

Recommendations

CUP Work Sheet — /

THE FOLLOWING INFORMATION IS PROVIDED:

(X)) Purpose ( X)) Action Requested ( X)) Analysis
( ) Summary ( X') Recommendation

PURPOSE ‘

On March 22, 1994, the Board of Aldermen held a public hearing to consider an application for a
conditional use permit (CUP) which would allow for the development of 420 single family
detached units in seven phases on 310 acres. That hearing was continued until April 19, 1994 so
that the town staff could gather additional information in response to several questions from the
Board. The town administration has gathered the requested information and is recommending
that the Board of Aldermen approve the CUP.

ANALYSIS
See attachments.

RECOMMENDATION

The Administration recommends that the Board of Aldermen approve the CUP application with
the staff recommendations noted in the staff report that accompanied the March 22, 1994 Agenda
Item Abstract.

ACTION REQUESTED
To approve the CUP application with the noted staff recommendations



TOWN OF CARRBORO

NORTH CAROLINA

MEMORANDUM

TO: Robert W. Morgan

Town Manager %//
FROM: Roy M. Williford, AICP

Planning & Economic Development Director
DATE: April 15, 1994

RE: Additional Information Requested by the Board of Aldermen
Regarding the Proposed Hogan Farm Development

On March 22, 1994, the Board of Aldermen requested additional
information regarding the Hogan Farm Conditional Use Permit. All
of the information requested by the Board of Aldermen is attached
except requested information concerning the affect of street lights
on wildlife. Ongoing efforts are being made to find this
information and if it becomes available, staff will present it at
the Board of Aldermen's April 19, 1994 meeting.

Please find attached the following information requested by
the Board of Aldermen on March 22, 1994:

a. The average daily traffic counts applicable to this
development with an indication of the traffic split
between entrances.

b. A map of the surrounding zones, including the zoned
densities.

c. A map of the Bolin Creek Corridor along the Hogan
Property including Hogan Lake, showing the floodplain
within this development.

d. An analysis of the affect of this development on the
school system, including information on the cost benefit
of this development on the schools.

e. That the Appearance Commission and Transportation
Advisory Board be given an opportunity to review this
plan again prior to April 19, 1994.

f. A report on the possibility of requiring a 100-foot
buffer.

g. A report on the options for 1lighting, including
information from the National Heritage Program concerning
the affect of lights on wildlife.

h. A report on why Chris Hogan Lane is named and why it is
being paved since it is considered a driveway.

RMW/jes

attach.

P. O. BOX 829 « 301 WEST MAIN STREET, CARRBORO, NC 27510 » (919) 842-8541 « FAX (919) 968-7737 « TDD (919) 968-7717
AN EQUAL OPPORTUNITY EMPLOYER




TOWN OF CARRBORO

NORTH CAROLINA

MEMORANDUM

TO: Robert W. Morgan

Town Manager /éz;v//
FROM: Roy M. Williford '

Planning & Economic Development Director
DATE: April 14, 1994

: Impact Analysis of Hogan Farm on Schools

Please find attached an analysis of the possible impact that the
proposed Hogan Farm Development may have on the schools under a build-out
condition. The build-out of Hogan Farm will, in all probability, take from
seven to ten years to occur which will spread the impact over a number of
years. The rate of development will, in all likelihood, occur within the
framework of Chapel Hill-Carrboro School's growth rate of between 3% and
4% annually; which also coincides with Carrboro's growth rate.

The attached information analyzes the local school funding sources
for the Chapel Hill-Carrboro School System. The School System receives
funding from the State and Federal government in addition to the County
budget. Overall, the schools received $16,649,458 (43.89 cents tax rate)
in property taxes and $3,138,014 in State revenues shared through Orange
County for a total of $19 787 472. The revenues generated from property
tax are of course.generated from.all properties, not just.houseS'w1th.puplls.
The responsibility for education is spread among all tax payers, including
multi-family, single family, commercial, and industrial properties.

The second page of data shows how local revenues are generated from
several sample subdivisions in the area. Of the subdivisions sampled, the
average housing unit produced $729.70 in revenues and the Hogan Farm Deve-
lopment produced $991.53 in revenues per housing unit. The second page
also shows the difference between cost and revenues for selected subdi-
visions. 1In all cases, housing produced a net cost for schools as expected
since other sectors of the tax base, such as commercial and manufacturing
properties, share in the overall expense.

The impact of housing is therefore judged by the relative cost produced
by the various subdivisions. The average cost per household was $1,134
and Hogan Farm produced a cost of $872 per household, lower than average.
In addition, Hogan Farm should produce $315,000 at $750 per unit in school
impact fees.

RMW/jes

attach.

P. 0. BOX 829 » 301 WEST MAIN STREET, CARRBORO, NC 27510 * (919) 942-8541 « FAX (919) 968-7737 « TDD (919) 968-7717
AN EQUAL OPPORTUNITY EMPLOYER



TOWN OF CARRBORO

NORTH CAROLINA

MEMORANDUM
TO: Roy Williford, Planning Director
FROM: Kenneth W. Withrow, Transportation Planner

SUBJECT: Lake Hogan Farm - Traffic Counts
DATE: April 14, 1994

Attached is the summary of average vehicle trip generation for the Lake Hogan Farm
subdivision as calculated by the Department of Transportation. These are estimated
counts associated with the development at full buildout. I had also asked a Department of
Transportation official if he could determine the trip movements from the planned
connector road accesses onto either Homestead Road or Highway Old 86 (Old
Hillsborough Road). He informed me that the determination of trip movements from
either of the connector roads would be an "educated guess”. However, a heavier use of
Lake Hogan Farm Road to access Homestead Road would be anticipated; due to the fact
that this road will be constructed during the earlier phases of the project, and that most of
the area's trip generators (shopping centers, UNC, activity centers, etc.) are located to the
south and east of the project.

attachment

P. O. BOX 829 » 301 WEST MAIN STREET, CARRBORO, NC 27510 « (919) 942-8541 « FAX (919) 968-7737 s TDD (919) 968-7717
AN EQUAL OPPORTUNITY EMPLOYER




EQ

LAKE HOGAN FARM SUBDIVISION
SUMMARY OF AVERAGE VEHICLE TRIP GENERATION

FOR 420 DWELLING UNITS OF SINGLE FAMILY DWELLINGS
DRIVEWAY VOLUMES

2/24/94 |
24 HOUR  7-9 AM PK HCUR' 4-6 PM PK HOUR
TWO-WAY :
VOLUME  ENTER | EXIT  ENTER EXIT
NERAGE WEEKDAY 3870 73 | 207 256 138
24 HOUR PEAK HOUR
THO-WAY
VOLUME ENTER BXIT
SATURDAY 4106 209 178
SUNDAY 3705 175 175

Note: A zero rate indicates no rate data available
Source: Institute of Transportation Engineers
Trip Generation, Sth Bdition, 1991.

TRIP GENERATION BY MICROTRANS
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STAFF RECOMMENDATIONS

Sstaff recommends approval of this project with the following
conditions:

1.

That the 1land owner (applicant) petition for voluntary
annexation on a phase by phase basis prior to final plat
approval of each phase.

That the location of the trail and the corresponding 50 foot
easement to the Town of Carrboro be adjusted in the field to
avoid overlapping lots if possible, and to avoid conflicts
with OWASA manholes. That OWASA approve the location of the
trail during the construction plan approval process. The
applicant must remove the word future from the description of
the six foot wide bike and pedestrian trail.

That additional information be submitted to, and approved by,
the Town's consulting engineer for lots 20 and 21, to ensure
that the proposed drainage system will render these lots as
buildable lots. This shall be done during the construction
plan approval process.

That joint maintenance agreements between all lots served by
the private driveways be established prior to construction
plan approval, and that the details for the private driveways
be approved by the Public Works Director and the Fire Chief
during the construction plan approval process. The driveway
design must include mountable curbs around the landscape
islands and the vegetation within the islands must be limited
to grass.

That Duke Power and North Carolina Natural Gas approve the
crossings of their easements by roads and storm water and/or
sewer pipes prior to construction plan approval, and that any
necessary modifications be made to the plans as required by
these utility companies.

That any office/retail use in, or around, the recreation
complex, shall require annexation of the phase that the site
is in (ie.--phase 1), then a rezoning and a CUP amendment must
be obtained from the Board of Aldermen.

That the recreation point requirements of the Land Use
Ordinance be verified, and adjusted if necessary, during the
construction plan approval process, and that children's
playground equipment must account for at least 10 percent of
the total recreation points which are required for this
project (via the recreation points table in the Land Use
Ordinance or the dollar value equivalent of those points as
provided for in Appendix G of the Land Use Ordinance).



10.

That the detailed design of the creek crossings must be
provided during the construction plan approval process, and
that all road crossings must meet the federal standards
established for "bridges" under ASHTO HS-20.

That an application for a permit for the repair and
reconstruction of the dam be made to the appropriate state
agency upon issuance of the Conditional Use Permit, and that
the lake not be refilled until such time as deemed safe and
appropriate by the responsible state agency.

That the applicant relabel the open play fields as open play
fields and associated parking.




Town of Carrboro / Carrboro Appearance Commission / Carrboro, North Carolina 27510

Appearance Commision--Excerpt from the Minutes of the April 7, 1994
Meeting of the Appearnace Commission

1. The Appearance Commission discussed the new wall/sign plan
proposed by the applicant. The members present felt that the
design presented was more in keeping with Carrboro. This plan
is not so grand or large in scale as the earlier attempts.
The wall/sign design is okay.




TRANSPORTATION ADVISORY BOARD
RECOMMENDATION

April 7, 1994

Ms. Heidi Perry moved that the TAB recommend to the Board of Aldermen the approval
of the CUP for Lake Hogan Farm, with the revisions to the roadways as seen at the
meeting on April 7, 1994; which include Lake Hogan Farm Road being directly connected
at the north with a stub-out; with a second north stub-out across from Hogan Run Road,;
with a eastern connection between lots eighteen and nineteen which will be a cleared stub-
out with dedicated right-of-way to the property line and clearing to be done at a later date;
with a stub-out across from Stag Ridge Road to the east; and with an original western
connection shown on the former Lake Hogan Farm Road; and the addition of a paved
stub-out to the property line between lots two hundred twenty-four and two hundred
twenty-five; in addition to a stub-out to the south on the westernmost portion for the
former Lake Hogan Farm Road. Mr. Neal Mochel seconded the motion.

VOTE: Ayes (Laudati, Mochel, E. Perry, H. Perry, Zaffron)
Noes (None)

Ms. Heidi Perry moved that all stub-outs where future roads may continue, that the
standard boiler-plate signage be posted as per the standing. Mr. Neal Mochel seconded
the motion.

VOTE.: Ayes (Laudati, Mochel, E. Perry, H. Perry, Zaffron)
Noes (None)



MEMORANDUM

TO: Roy Williford, Planning Director
FROM: Keith A. Lankford, Zoning Administrator
SUBJECT: Possible 100 Buffer North of the Stoney Hill and

Homestead Hills Subdivisions

DATE: April 13, 1994

During the March 22, 1994 public hearing for the proposed Lake Hogan Farms
Subdivision, the Board of Aldermen requested that the town staff prepare a report
on the possibility of requiring a 100 foot buffer north of the Stoney Hill and
Homestead Hills Subdivision. The Zoning Division has investigated this matter
and offers this report..

If a 100 foot buffer was required, then the 30 foot easement for the private road,
(shown on the plans as Chris Hogan Lane), must be moved to the north of the
100 foot buffer. The movement of the private road will, in turn, cause the
building setbacks to move deeper into the proposed lots. This will reduce the
building envelopes of the lots adjacent to the 100 foot buffer.

Lots 159, 169 and 171 will become unbuildable and lots 170, 171, 172 and 176
will be questionable as to their buildability. This buffer will require the road to
cross a slightly wider area of flood plain and wetlands and will move the road to
within 20 or 30 feet of another area of wetlands and flood plain (near the
common property line of lots 156 and 157). Additionally, the closer proximity of
this road to the wetlands may result in slightly more contamination of the
wetlands and the lake by storm water runoff from the road Since this road will
only serve three lots and will be only 10 or 12 foot wide, the additional runoff
will probably be relatively insignificant.



If the Board of Aldermen chose to impose a buffer between this proposed
development and the Stoney Hill and Homestead Hills Subdivisions then,
because of the environmental concerns, it would be preferable to have a
protected (i.e. - undisturbed) buffer of no greater than 50 feet in width. This
should provide a sufficient buffer to the residents of the Stony Hill and
Homestead Hills Subdivisions while also providing protection for the wetlands
and the lake. This will also make all of the above noted lots buildable. The
developer has expressed a willingness to provide a 35 foot buffer along these
adjacent, existing neighborhoods (see Brad Young's letter of April 4, 1994
concerning the private Chris Hogan Lane).



QaOQEHHYD 40 MA0L

W66l 2 1 Ydy

c
ON 133HS
g m¢
. > R
0 3
" — Y
i =z
9]
O
Z
O
—
Zz
u
» 0Oo
o [l
> 5
mém
L F
N -
2ERE R
TRV
)
NP X
L0 ™
OESR A
2hes e
9)
&nQ [£
a0
-
Zz 8O
O

IN3AIS3dd -L00403d '3 Ava

IS
: xa P&
Y @me x ¢
S pE Mz
- » o
NO.,MH
- O7
g O
]

5% O
¢

s 7
v

w M
AT N
£ O =5
OB
s O %

b

i1l

<L

v
fogalt <
1880
iigs
3RE 2
(1]
dx[0©
-0 SO0 °
R
i S|e®
mm,..éM
&3 ®
35 > —

L334 NI 3793S

009 00¥ 002 0

CRAWDd g0 N QITHE A

T (JE0E ASHL d) TTEM NSO @ oML UG STNUSIXE T RLON

-

3.9 wrass e

STDOE- NG H
1

=t
dt1-10% -

\II\\ _\ :
- /

0L WL _-

601 ‘ML

~ - \\ nes
NSEA WETL
NI Oy

" z.ﬂv\mn\ L

S AKISRS. 3NV NYOGH )
- ’ B0V WL
£z et . * LT RSt

~.

B v

Tecz Lon Tk ste Lom
c e i

T oY TTY vaay L 3AV] o
v QUGT © VIRY - BNM ﬂozﬂkgygw
"N S Th - vy . ANIGo0d uA 001 J...l.....LWF

!
szdmﬂur;

TN 5
R+ waEr "~ /th
Jlaruel PR o

a0 3¥a 10w

; Goo: Gon: ONVT
L IS 6 35Ves
/7T SNNNLEE_Os a0he
R CEAONES

o e !
. L q 1 o h
L X T i o. Vu‘swﬂ
e A g ¢/

A

M
|

< S T S x\uﬁﬂ. T w0
T eBrnda 337 SLGTRGEM DO 36Tk A6
- Q3AOLTa 3@ ©l §IIAIo6E.E Ty S.ON

_w/ B ;.\.
47, «

N o
Y

! w\\zg w. ) \\ /
A \._ \\ ’ ,..: : ./

NVOOH vl

; ! 1 i
g AS o o e e e A7

.wq

(i
(s
3 -

3

A NN

s
PR
RSN

A SN

- DIV |
T oY a3%0e By 99 \
. b —

NIV1dGOO01d
30S1N0
%S SLL SONV LM
SH—% g9¢ ge'se H3IHLO
omm %G LY x4 3NV
%L62 202 SANVLIM
L %49 ¥4 NIV 1da00O 13 /
E—

30VdS N3dO 10 %

© S3YOV WiOolL

\ 52wl

Sui3H x<woj NN .
™ NG /
— =3

N
.
e N




A

TR AR A

i
)y A
DYy ey
AT
A S
AL A,

o

. !
\ 7 } /« :
. ,‘; ;/\ '
/

ENSTNG WATZR ZLEVATION' 483.0C

In

/ e
,"’ A ~

& WM BUFFER T2 W
' SEONG AR HBGAN LK
, S

\'

T JSTONEY HILL

’

T1C EL PN NASURAL

~

LEGEND =
DIV

—HOMESTEAD HIELS SUS

BUFFER WIDTH

50' BUFFER =

1" = 200'

100' BUFFER

Date: April 15, 1994

\\\\

M

REC

—YPE

c_JuSr
SWMMI

SOV




MEMORANDUM

TO: Roy M. Williford, Director of Planning/Economic Development
FROM: M. Chris Peterson, Director of Public Works

COPY: Hogan Farm Subdivision

DATE:  April 12, 1994

RE: Hogan Farm Subdivision - Street Lighting

Attached are copies of:

o the town's street lighting policy and standards; and
o the street lighting study conducted by U. N. C. MPA students in spring 1993.

The developers of the Hogan Farm Subdivision have indicated an interest in installing decorative street lights as an
alternative to the town's established standards for residential areas.

The town's standards provide for the placement of street lights every 400 to 500 fect, at every intersection and in
cul-de-sacs. When a street's length exceeds 500 feet, one (1) light is placed in the middle of the block, or in such a

location as to provide lighting every 500 feet. The lights are mounted on salt treated or fiber glass poles (25 to 30
feet in height) with 30 inch arm extensions.

Decorative lights are usually placed on metal poles (12 feet in height) and the quantity of lumen luminaires
emitted by the light itself is lower than the standard. Therefore, decorative type lights are placed appmxnnatcly
120 feet apart in order to provide the same lighting coverage emitted by the standard light.

Previously, the Public Works Department has received at least two (2) other decorative lighting requests from
developers. Both requests were denied for the following reasons:

s Cost

Decorative lights are more costly; twice the cost of the town's standard of high pressure sodium lights or the
mercury vapor lights and poles

o Number of Lights

The ratio of decorative lights to the town's standard is 3 to 1.



D I e ottt U AN At (! | At b S U bt ol

Page Two

o Monthlv Expense

Decorative lighting would increase the town's monthly atreet lighting expenditures; thus the additional cost
- would be bome by the taxpayers,
 Upiform Lighting

The town has always strived to provide a uniform lighting pattem in the residential arcas.

In the past, Duke Power Company has indicated that they would be willing to invoice cither the town or a
homeowner's association for strect lighting in a particular neighborhood. Then, the town or the homeowner's
association would have to re-invoice the other party for the difference between the standard and the decorative
cost. The Public Works Department's staff docs not feel this is 2 program the town should become involved in.

The town's current street lighting policy does allow the entryway of a new subdivision to use decorative lighting
provided the respective hmneownefsamoci:ﬁonbem 100 percent of the monthly fee to Duke Power Company.

The Public Works Department recommends that all strect lighting for the proposed Hogan Farm Subdivision meet
the Town's present strect lighting standards and policy. Decorative lighting may be used at the subdivision's main
entryway if the developer so chooses, providing the Homeowner's Association pays the monthly rental cost at 100
percent.

Please advise if you have any further questions.


http:lishti.ng

State of North Carolina W

Department of Environment, °

Health and Natural Resources U~
-\ Y

Division of Parks & Recreation

J B. Hunt, Jr., G
Jonathan B. Howes, Secrefary DEHNR

Dr. Philip K. McKnelly, Director

RECEIVED

April 7, 1994 APR 1 1 1994

TOWH OF CARRBCORO
Keith A. Lankford ZONING DIVISION

Zoning Administrator
Town of Carrboro
P.0O. Box 828

301 West Main Street
Carrboro, NC 27510

Dear Mr. Lankford:

I appreciate your talking to me yesterday about the proposed
development at Hogan Lake north of Carrboro. I have reviewed our
maps and database and I do find a record of a winter roost of
Black Vulture (Coragyps atratus) at "Hogans Farm", dated January
1976. Thirty individuals were observed on that date. This is a
Special Concern species in North Carolina. It has shown
noticeable declines over nearly all of North Carolina over the
past 20 years. These declines are suspected to be due to the
decline in dairy farms, loss of farmland in general, and stricter
laws regarding disposal of wastes and disposal of farm animal
carcasses. This species thrives best where farms are common, and
the animals often feed on dead farm animals, as well as on
garbage, road-killed animals, and other dead animals.

If the farm at Hogan Lake is still in operation, with farm
animals present, it is expected that both the Black Vulture and
the Turkey Vulture occur at the farm, both to forage and to roost
in woods near the site. Development of the farm will undoubtedly
cause the vultures to move elsewhere. With the decline in
farmland in Orange County and elsewhere, this will mean a decline
in the Black Vulture in the vicinity, as the birds are forced to
move elsewhere, or as the birds attempt to breed and reproduce in
marginal habitat.

As noted in the phone call yesterday, a full-scale development of
the Hogan Lake area will impact the species presently existing at
the site, such as deer and various birds. "New" species adapted
to residential areas, such as Starlings, House Finches, and
American Robins, are expected to increase as other species such
as Eastern Meadowlarks and Wood Thrushes are forced to survive
elsewhere; habitat for such rural species is becoming
increasingly scarce in the southern half of Orange County.

P.O. Box 27687, Raleigh. North Carolina 27611-7687  Telephone 919-733-4181  FAX 919-715-3085
An Equal Opportunity Affirmative Action Employer 50% recycled/ 10% post-consumer paper



Keith Lankford
Page 2
Ap:il 7, 1994

The temporary draining of the lake might not affect beavers, if
they have dammed the tributaries of the lake. I do express
concern that beavers may begin to cut trees on private lots
adjacent to the ponds, as the proposed development of 400+ homes
will likely put some lots and homeowners in close contact with
the habitat of the beavers.

For additional comments about beavers and other impact to
wildlife, I suggest that you contact the Wildlife Management
Division of the N.C. Wildlife Resources Commission (919) 733-
7291. I hope these comments are of help in your assessment of
this proposed development.

Sincerely,

Wy bl

Harry LeGrand
Zoologist, N.C. Natural Heritage Program

Enclosures
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BLACK VULTURE
Coragyps atratus (Bechstein)

Range and Habitar. Resident in tropical and warm
temperate portions of the Western Hemisphere, the Black
Vulture occurs in the southeastern United States and north
to Maryland, West Virginia, southern Ohio, southern Indiana,
and Missouri. Although found statewide in North Carolina,
it is uncommon in the mountains.

In North Carolina Black Vultures prefer rural areas,
particularly remote, swampy areas and partiaily wooded
farmlands. Black Vultures are quite adaptable; they occur in
large numbers in many urban environments of Central and
South America.

Life History and Ecology. Black Vultures are social
animals, feeding and roosting in large groups. Roosting
group membership is flexible as individuals attend many
roosts within their ranges. Roost sites are traditional in the
sense that the same site may be used for many years
whenever food is available, but no one site is occupied every
night. Pairs nest solitarily, the same pair returning to the
same well-hidden location year after year. They produce
one to three, usually two, eggs each year. Historically, nest
sites include caves, large hollow logs or trees, and dense
palmetto thickets. In the piedmont today, Black Vultures
nest mostly in long-abandoned houses or barns, well
overgrown with vegetation and far from human traffic.
Nesting mortality usually occurs during the egg stage, and
the chief predatoys are dogs. Incubation of 39 days is shared
by both parents, young do not fly for approximately 90
days after hatching, and they may be seen near the nest site

for many weeks thereafter. Even after joining a roosting
group, young remain dependent on their parents’ assistance
in feeding interactions within large feeding groups for several
additional months (Rabenold 1986). Black Vultures usually
feed in groups on large food items—single large carcasses or
large piles of smaller ones.

Rationale for Evaluation. Althbugh careful assessment
of population trends has not been made, there exists a
widespread impression that Black Vultures are not nearly as
common as they once were. Almost 60 years ago a decline
was noticed (Seeman 1929), and other more recent accounts
agree (Carter 1971). Stewart (1984) provides some information
on a decline in north central North Carolina; he found an
average annual rate of decline between 1975 and 1980 of
20.2%. Summaries of Christmas Bird Counts can be used to
suggest general trends, though they do not contribute toward
estimating actual population size.

The summary in Table 3 is based only on those census
areas that have been fairly regular since the late 1940s. Note
particularly the sharp decline between the "50s and *70s in
both the piedmont and the coastal plain. The number of
Black Vultures sighted per 100 party-hours decreased from
10.3 during the 1946-1965 period to 2.98 during the 1966~
1983 period, a 71% difference. While the population has
declined statewide, a few local populations appear stable
(notably those in the vicinity of Lake Mattamuskeet, Roanoke
Rapids, and Chatham County). This suggests that we are
not seeing a gradual decline throughout the state, but
greater declines in some populations than in others.

The sharp decline probably resulted from the effects of
pesticides on vulture eggs (Kiff et al. 1983) and from
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Table 3. Christmas Bird Count summaries (Black Vultures
per 100 party-hours) for North Carolina.

1946-55 1956-65 1966-75 1976-83

Piedmont 8.45 7.21 2.64 1.80
Coastal plain 18.68 14.35 1.72 5.95

enforcement of sanitation laws requiring burial or removal
of farm animals within 24 hours of death. The Chatham
County population relies almost entirely on dead farm
animals, primarily poultry, despite sanitation laws that make
much of this resource unavailable (Rabenold 1984).

Continuing problems include the shortage of nest sites
and the shooting of birds. The Chatham County population
nests exclusively (based on more than 60 observed nesting
attempts) in overgrown man-made structures. These structures
are being lost at a much faster rate than suitable new sites
are being created. The Black Vulture’s long incubation and
nestling stages (roughly 130 days) and its prolonged use of
nest sites by the whole family after fledging make these sites
focal points for individual families for almost the entire
year. In fact, juveniles finally abandon the nest site at about
the time parents begin preparation for the next season’s
clutch. Jackson (1983) suggests that both Black and Turkey
Vultures have suffered lower nesting success since availability
of large hollow logs or trees has declined and breeding pairs
have moved into thickets and buildings. Shooting of birds
in conspiuous roosting trees continues in spite of laws
protecting vultures and other birds of prey. Many traditional
roost sites have been entirely abandoned as a result of
repeated acts of persecution.

Recommendations. Ensuring an adequate number of
suitable nesting sites that are free of disturbance throughout
the year is of primary importance in any management effort
for Black Vultures. These adaptable birds might respond
well to artificial nesting chambers placed in suitable habitat.

Supplemental feeding programs (Zimmerman 1975,
Friedman and Mundy 1983) have been instituted with success
to protect dwindling populations of Cape and Griffon
Vultures in South Africa. Interestingly, community
involvement there has resulted in open dumping of wastes
from some slaughterhouses and meat-packing companies
for vulture consumption. Conservation and sanitation interests
need not be in conflict. If this sort of program is well
controlled, vultures leave little objectionable material behind.
Controlled feeding programs structured to comply with the
intent of current sanitation laws are easily imagined. Large
feeding sites surrounded by a double row of fencing would
prevent spread of pathogens into the human food chain by
barring entrance to pets and to domesticated animals raised
for food.

Vulture roosts are conspicuous targets, and individuals
are actually more vulnerable there to human persecution
than on the ground in their well-hidden nests. Protection of
roosting sites is imperative for maintaining the social order
of Black Vulture groups. Specific proposals are lacking
here. Community awareness of efforts to protect this well-
known bird might reduce casual shooting of vultures in
roosts.
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MEMORANDUM

TO: Roy Williford, Planning Director
FROM: Keith A. Lankford, Zoning Administrator
SUBJECT: Paving Requirements of the Land Use Ordinance

for Private Driveways and Private Roads

DATE: April 15, 1994

The Carrboro Land Use Ordinance does not contain any paving requirements for
a private driveway which serves three dwelling units or less. Private roads,
which do not meet the standards required of public roads, are allowable if they
comply with the requirements of section 15-220.

KAL/lcr




R
Young-«Jewell
&Associates

Flonners

April 4, 1994

Keith Lankford
Zoning Specialist
Town Of Carrboro
301 West Main st.

Re: Lake Hogan Farms

Dear Keith:

We are responding to several questions asked by the Aldermen
at the public hearing. We have provided a map showing the
lake, 100 year floodplain, and wetlands line area =
highlighted and tabulated. We did not know or do not know if
a private road can not be named. If it can not we don’t have
a problem with that. As for its width, we want the minimum.
We do feel that paving it will keep the dust down and be in
the best interest of those involved. As we said in the
public hearing, we will keep that road a minimum of 35 feet

from the Stoney Hill property line and keep the natural
vegetation intact.

Let us know if we can of any further assistance

Sincsgg;y,

, Sener
Bradley W. Yourng E?E?ﬂ——-_~

RECEIVED

APR 0 & 1934

TOWN OF CARRBORO

P. 0. Box 2725 Chapel Hill, North Carolina 27515 919-933-5170
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ATTACHMENT A

MICHAEL B. BROUGH & ASSOCIATES

~ MEMORANDUM
T0: Mayor and Board of Aldermen
FROM: Michael B. Brough
DATE: May 3, 1993
RE: Consideration of Specific Projects Within Area Being Studied by

Small Area Planning Committee

The Board has requested that I present alternative ways in which the Board
of Aldermen and the Small Area Planning Committee ("Committee") may deal with
proposed rezoning or requested development permits that occur within the
Committee's study area pending completion of that study.

With respect to action by the Board, the ordinance provides that rezoning
requests that are not treated as initiated by the town may be summarily denied
by the Board or the Board may set a public hearing on the request. Thus, the
Board is required to allow property owners to petition for rezoning, but the

Board is not required to act favorably on such requests, even to the extent of
setting a public hearing.

It should also be kept in mind that rezoning requests affecting the
transition areas may only be approved after a joint public hearing with the
Orange County Board of Commissioners, and both the Orange County Board and the
Carrboro Board of Aldermen must approve the change.

Development permit requests are different. The ordinance requires
consideration of all such permit requests and specifically directs that public
hearings be held on special or conditional use permit requests before a decision

~is'made on an application (Section 15-501(b)). The ordinance could be amended

to be more restrictive on the potential uses of property within the study area
pending the completion of the Committee's work, so long as the property owners
are allowed some economically beneficial use of their properties.

However, once again it is important to note that the joint planning
agreement affects the extent to which the Board can act unilaterally to impose
additional restrictions on development within the transition areas. Map
amendments imposing greater restrictions on development would be subject to the
joint approval process described above. Orange County will not approve any
amendment that 1is inconsistent with the Joint Planning Area Land Use Plan
(JPALUP), and therefore any proposed zoning (even if designed to be only
temporary) that is more restrictive (e.g., in terms of density) than that
authorized in the JPALUP could be approved by Orange County only if the JPALUP







-

2

were first amended, -an action requiring concurrence by all three 1local
jurisdictions. Furthermore, text amendments affecting the Transition Areas may
not become effective in those areas if Orange County objects.

In summary, the Board has virtually complete freedom to decide not to enact
zoning amendments that would allow development in the Transition Areas at a
greater level of intensity than is currently authorized. Conversely, amendments
that would decrease permitted levels of intensity may be adopted, but only after
an involved process involving the concurrence of Orange County and possibly
Chapel Hill. Permit requests must be processed according to existing procedures
unless the ordinance text is amended with Orange County's icquiescence.

With respect to the Committee's involvement in rezoning proposals or
development permit requests affecting land within the study area, the Board has
total discretion to establish that 1level of involvement. The range of
possibilities include everything from no involvement at all to allowing the
Committee to make recommendations on every request. Some alternatives that come
to mind include allowing the Committee to make recommendations only on
developments of a certain size or only on rezoning requests that would allow
greater intensity of development than is presently permissible. In making this
determination, the Board should recall that the lane use ordinance makes
provision for a Transition Area resident to be appointed to the planning board
and board of adjustment, and under the joint planning agreement Orange County

is sent a copy of all major development permit requests and given at least 45
days to comment on them.

I hope this memorandum is responsive to the Board's request. I would be
happy to answer any questions.

/nlj
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Name of Alderman
Address
City, State, Zip

Dearﬂxfi,/l /'él Aé A ){)ﬂc(é{é/ 5(«//[(’7//4///(,

I am writing to you concerning the development of the Hogan Farm Property immediately
adjacent to the Fox Meadow Community. My primary concern is the possibility that a
connector road will be created to make use of Tallyho Trail to relieve traffic in and out of
the Hogan Farm Development. Use of Tallyho Trail for this purpose would create
enormous traffic problems and serious safety hazards in our community.

Tallyho Trail was congtyucted to support the traffic of about one hundred (100) homes of
which eighty-six(86) a?‘m place and several are under construction. The road way is
narrow and winding, twenty (20) feet wide with four blind curves and unlighted.
Competition for its use by cars, bicyclers, joggers, etc has already led to some close calls
and pet fatalities. This has prompted the community to request the reduction in the speed
limit from thirty-five (35) to twenty-five (25) miles per hour.

Other issues of concern are the high density of homes to be constructed in the area,

“overpopulation of the school system and encroachment on the wetlands around Bolin
Creek and Lake Hogan. There is also the potential for involuntary annexation under NC
State Law to the Town of Carrboro. For these and other reasons, I strongly oppose the
development of the Hogan Farm Property as currently proposed.

Thank you in advance for your consideration.

Smcerely, / )7

(g/;/:)7 ’ ,2/
A ff/ // ‘/;/z/(’ )/(2 P Ay A
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TOWN OF CARRBORO

NORTH CAROLINA

MEMORANDUM
TO: Mayor and Board of Aldermen

A
FROM: Kenneth W. Withrow, Transportation Planner /AZ&“W’/

SUBJECT: Requested information
DATE: April 18, 1994

The following information is a request by NCDOT regarding entryways into the Lake
Hogan Farm subdivision.

attachments

P. ©. BOX 829 « 301 WEST MAIN STREET, CARRBORO, NC 27510 « (919) 942-8541 ¢ FAX (919) 968-7737 + TDD (919) 968-7717
AN EQUIAL ORPPORTIINITY FMPI OYFR
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STATE OF NORTH CAROLINA |
DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION
JAMES B. HUNT. J&. DIVISION OF HIGHWAYS R SAMUEL HUNT 11
GOVERNOR ECRETARY

P. O. Box 766
Graham. North Carolina 27253-0766
March 2, 1994

ORANGE COUNTY

Mr. Keith A. Lankford
Zoning Division

Town of Carrboro

P. O. Box 829
Carrkoro, NC 27510

Subject: Lake Hogan Farm Subdivision

Dear Mr. Lankford:

I would like to thank you for contacting this office about the
subject subdivision. According to your speed letter dated R
February 2, 1994, the Town is planning to annex the subdivision
when it is completed. Please be advised that if the roads are not
constructed to NCDOT minimum construction standards, they may not
be aceceptable for state maintenance. This office recommends that
the roadways be built with the more restrictive minimum design
criteria to ensure acceptance by either agent.

Regardless of the internal street design, attached you will find
the Department of Transportation Traffic Engineer's review
comments about the connections on NC 86 and Homestead Road. In
addition, this office recommends additional right of way
dedication of a minimum of one-half of 110°' along Homestead Road
to accommodate the proposed widening project U-2805, and half of

100" along NC 86 to accommodate the Orange County Thoroughfare
Plan.

After reviewing this letter should you have>questions or comments,
contact my assistant, Michael Venable at 910-570-6833.

kSincerely,
T. J. Dyeér
" DISTRICT ENGINEER

TJD/MSV/acr
Attachment

cc: Mr. J. W. Watkins, P.E. w/atta.
Mr. Vance Barham

Mr. G. C. Faulkner ‘ @
Orange County Planning w/atta.
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Lake Hogan Faim Subdivision -Driveway Reéommendations

Drive #1: ) o
SR 17170 ‘3

PLopPosED DRWE # 1

PAVEHENT WIDTH

SUGEBSTED
CONFIGURATION

|

PERPEN w.,uwa
KLIGNMENT

3

-Due to the heavy opposing traffic volumes along Homestead Rd., we suggest
providing a dedicated left turn lane into the site with at least 100 feet of full

storage. We also recommend providing a dedicated tight turn lane into the site
with at least 75 feet of full storage.

-Approximate sight distances are shown on the sketch above. We suggest re-
alignment of this drive as shown s0 as to optimize the sight distances and ease

turning movements into and out of the site. A perpendicular alignment would be
prefered.

~Two egress lanes with at least 50 feet of full storage should be provided to
accommodate the exiting traffic. Also, minimum 40 feet turnout radii should be
provided to accommodate service and emergency vehicles.

-Appropriate transitional and deceleration tapers should be provided for all
proposed widening. - ‘

-Background traffic volumes were obtained from actuzl counts taken at the
intersection of SR 1777 and SR 1008.
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Lake Hogan Farm Subdivision -Driveway Recommendations’

Drive #2:
CREST OF ‘ . e‘?%’ | P W
HitL PPROXIMATE o7 APPROXIHATE S)éur ROAD
{ ‘ A DISTANCE 5 650 OISTANCE ¢ 520
v oLD NC 86 - ——S M_{
} ( ]
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B .
\\.‘ .
2 SULGESTED
z CoNFIGURATION ¢
o
v
[a)
L L

-Since this drive was not staked, its location was approximated . The estinmated
sight distances we observed .are shown above. These distances are limited due B
to a sag in the road to the south and a crest to the north. This drive shouid be
located at a position befween these obstructions so as to maximize these sight
distances. Also of concern is the amount of brush and tree growth just off the
edge of the roadway along this section of Old NC 86. Field verification that

~adequate sight distance can be provided will be necessary as adequate sight T
distances at all entrances should be provided.

-A dedicated left turn lane into the site with at least 100 feet of full storage should
be provided. Also, a dedicated right turn lane into the site with af least 75 feet of

full storage should be provided, Each of these should be provided with
apptopriate transitional tapears.

-Two egress lanes with at least 50 feet of full storage should be provided to

accommodate the exiting traffic. Also, minimum 40 feet turnout radii should be
provided. 1

-Appropriate transitional and deceleration tapers should be constructed for all
proposed widening.

~ -Background trafﬂo-volumes were obtained from actual counts taken at the
intersection of SR 1777 and SR 1009.
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LAKE HOGAN FARM SUBDIVISION
SUMMARY OF AVERAGE VEHICLE TRIP GENERATION

FOR 420 DWELLING UNITS OF SINGLE FAMILY DWELLINGS
DRIVEWAY VOLUMES

2/24/94
24 HOUR 7-9 AM PK HCUR  4-6 PM PK HOUR
TWO-WAY
VOLUME  ENTER EXIT  ENTER EXIT
MVERAGE WEEKDAY 3870 73 207 256 138
24 HOUR PEAK HOUR
THO-WAY
VOLUME ENTER EXIT
SATURDAY 4106 209 178
SUNDAY 3705 175 175 .

Note: A zero rate indicates no rate data available
Sourge: Institute of Transpoxtation Engineers
Trip Generation, Bth Bdition, 1991.

TRIP GENERATION BY MICROTRANS
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Young-Jewell
&Associates

Landscape Architecs R e e A M T RS 8 SRS
Planners ‘

April 19, 1994
Dear Aldermen of Carrboro;

I have been shown the alternative plan of the town home
landplan that adjoins my property line. I have signed my
name acknowledging I have seen the plan and have signed my
name below under the column either approving or disapproving
of this alternative. A third column is also provided for
those wishing to not state approval or disapproval of this
alternative but are acknowledging that they have seen the
alternative plan.

Aprrove: Disapprove: Acknowledge the Plan:

gﬁ/ Y gﬁ“’*ﬂj@)( )

;@W; Hogin Ao

P. 0. Box 2725 Chapel Hill, North Carolina 27515 919-933-5170
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Young-Jewell
&Associates

Landscape Architects
Planners

April 19, 1994
Dear Aldermen of Carrboro;

I have been shown the alternative plan of the town home
landplan that adjoins my property line. I have signed my
name acknowledging I have seen the plan and have signed my
name below under the column either approving or disapproving
of this alternative. A third column is also provided for
those wishing to not state approval or disapproval of this
alternative but are acknowledging that they have seen the
alternative plan.

Aprrove: Disapprove: Acknowledge the Plan:

/%HL/M é/)é’/ﬁ

P. 0. Box 2725 Chapel Hill, North Carolina 27515 819-933-5170







CONDITIONAL OR SPECIAL USE PERMIT WORKSHEET

I. COMPLETENESS OF APPLICATION

The application is complete.

The application is 1ncomplete'

éé)/i é’/ Jb(;f //U«C /(/3 &ﬂy /u/j;/ﬁ"( xj

_/

IX. COMPLIANCE WITH THE ORDINANCE REQUIREMENTS

/Z/L\ =g The application complies with all applicable requirements
of the Land Use Ordinance.

The application is not in compliance with all applicable

requirements of the Land Use Ordinance for the following
reasons:

Yo B Mrlse, At [eal)
UU 7 ) ( ? 7 7

-

o

III. CONSIDERATION OF PROPOSED CONDITIONS

If the application is granted, the permit shall be issued
subject to the following conditions:

I 1. The applicant shall complete the development strictly in
ZZIP“ accordance with the plans submitted to and approved by

(]O this Board, a copy of which is filed in the Carrboro Town
ke Hall. Any deviations from or changes in these plans must
<l be submitted to the Zoning Administrator in writing and

specific written approval obtained as provided in Section
15-64 of the Land Use Ordinance.

If any of the conditions affixed hereto or any pagt
thereof shall be held invalid or void, then this permit
shall be void and of no effect.

IV. GRANTING THE APPLICATION

! ﬁ\. <E:}/ The application is granted, subject to the conditions
// zv ; agreed upon under Sectlon IITI of this worksheet.

\

o Fod nujélzf ?f}’<}(‘ ’)
fh 2 frag A e, o







WORKSHEET: CONDITIONAL/SPECIAL USE PERMIT (con’t)
page #2

DENYING THE APPLICATION

The application is denied because it is incomplete for
the reasons set forth above in Section I.

The application is denied because it fails to comply with
the Ordinance requirements set forth above in Section II.

The application is denied because, if completed as
proposed, the development more probably than not:

Will materially endanger the public health or safety for
t?ﬁ following reasons:

s Sahdy, pchirlc

Will substantially injure the value of adjoining or
abutting property for the following reasons:

Will not be in harmony with the area in which it is to be
located for the following reasons:

Will not be in general conformity with the Land Use Plan,
Thoroughfare Plan, or other plans officially adopted by
the Board of Aldermen for the following reasons:







TOWN OF CARRBORO

NORTH CAROLINA

MEMORANDUM
TO: Mayor and Board of Aldermen
FROM: Kenneth W. Withrow, Transportation Planner 7%%’;’//

SUBJECT: Requested information
DATE: April 18, 1994

The following information is a request by NCDOT regarding entryways into the Lake
Hogan Farm subdivision.

attachments

P. O. BOX 829 » 301 WEST MAIN STREET. CARRBORO, NC 27510 ¢+ (919) 942-8541 ¢ FAX (919) 968-7737 » TDD (919) 968-7717
AN EQUAL OPPORTUNITY EMPLOYER
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STATE OF NORTH CAROLINA B
DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION

JAMES B. HUNT, JR DIVISION OF HIGHWAYS R. SAMUEL HUNT it
GOVERNOR _ SECRETARY
P. O, Box 766

Graham. North Carolina 27253-0766
March 2, 1994

ORANGE COUNTY

Mr. Keith A. Lankford
Zoning Division

Town of Carrboro

P. O. Box 829
Carrboro, NC 27510

Subject: Lake Hogan Farm Subdivision

Dear Mr. Lankford:

I would like to thank you for contacting this office about the
subject subdivision. According to your speed letter dated
February 2, 1994, the Town is planning to annex the subdivision
when it is completed. Please be advised that if the roads are not
constructed to NCDOT minimum construction standards, they may not
be acceptable for state maintenance. This office recommends that
the roadways be built with the more restrictive minimum design
criteria to ensure acceptance by either agent.

Regardless of the internal street design, attached you will find
the Department of Transportation Traffic Engineer's review
comments about the connections on NC 86 and Homestead Road. 1In
addition, this office recommends additional right of way
dedication of a minimum of one-half of 110' along Homestead Road
to accommodate the proposed widening project U-2805, and half of

100' along NC 86 to accommodate the Orange County Thoroughfare
Plan.

After reviewing this letter should you havelquestions or comments,
contact my assistant, Michael Venable at 910-570-6833,

Sincerely,

/T\T D"é\/\
T. J. Dyér
. DISTRICT ENGINEER

TJIJD/MSV/acr
Attachment

cc: Mr. J. W. Watkins, P.E. w/atta.
Mr. Vance Barham

Mr. G. C. Faulkner ‘ @
Orange County Planning w/atta.
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Lake Hogan Farm Subdivision -Driveway Recommendations

Drive #1:

SR 1770 ¢ |
PRoPoSED DRWE. % 1° ‘

24 Fooy
PAYVEHENT WIDTH

SUGEBSTED
CoNFIGURATION

|

PERPENDICULAR,
kLI GNMENT

-Due to the heavy opposing traffic volumes along Homestead Rd., we suggest
providing a dedicated left turn lane into the site with at least 100 feet of full

storage. We also recommend providing a dedicated right turn lane into the site
with at least 75 feet of full storage.

-Approximate sight distances are shown on the sketch above. We suggest re-
alignment of this drive as shown s0 as to optimize the sight distances and ease

turning movements into and out of the site. A perpendicular alignment would be
prefered.

~Two egress lanes with at least 50 feet of full storage should be provided to
accommodate the exiting traffic. Also, minimum 40 feet turnout radii should be
provided to accommodate service and emergency vehicles.

-Appropriate transitional and ‘deceleration tapers should be provided for all
proposed widening. '

-Background traffic volumes were obtained from actual counts taken at the
intersection of SR 1777 and SR 1009.
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Lake Hogan Farm Subdivision -Driveway Recommendations

Drive #2:

CREST OF
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-Since this drive was not staked, its location was approximated . The estimated
sight distances we observed are shown above. These distances are limited due
to a sag in the road to the south and a crest to the north. This drive should be
located at a position between these obstructions so as to maximize these sight
distances. Also of concern is the amount of brush and tree growth just off the
edge of the roadway along this section of Old NC 86. Field verification that

adequate sight distance can be provided will be necessary as adequate sight
distances at all entrances should be provided.,

-A dedicated left turn lane into the site with at least 100 feet of full storage should
be provided., Also, a dedicated right turn lane into the site with at least 75 feet of

full storage should be provided, Each of these should be provided with
appropriate transitional tapers.

~Two egress lanes with at least 50 feet of full storage shouid be provided to

accommodate the exiting traffic. Also, minimum 40 feet turmout radi shouid be
~ provided.

-Appropriate transitional and deceleration tapers should be constructed for all
proposed widening.

-Béckgrouhd traffic volumes were obtained from actual counts taken at the
intersection of SR 1777 and SR 1009,




- A i e et
P [REEN N PR . S

o~ AIA A b T bOININY v Wus Vs ey TN

l\ ’ ' : ’ ’3". \ )
CoMmBING. D TRAEEIC : <8 GROUMY :
For. PM . PEAK. PERIOD

\
PRAMRRY Traps )

3 NEAR. PRoggction ( 1971)

( STORAGE  LENGTHS @e.au:@eo)

BaLety ara bMVMAv M‘_ﬂ
Neomaorars




R - [, PR RPN
4

P ek ke e

EQ

LAKE HOGAN FARM SUBDIVISION -
SUMMARY OF AVERAGE VEHICLE TRIP GENERATION

FOR 420 DWELLING UNITS OF SINGLE FAMILY DWELLINGS
DRIVEWAY VOLUMES

2/24/94
24 HOUR 7-9 AM PK HCUR' 4-6 PM PK HOUR
TWO-WAY
VOLUME  ENTER EXIT  ENTER EXIT
IMVERAGE WEEKDAY 3870 73 207 256 138
24 HOUR PEAK HOUR
THO-WAY
VOLUME ENTER EXIT
SATURDAY 4106 209 178
SUNDAY 370% 175 178

Note: A zero rate indicates no rate data available
Source: Institute of Transportation Engineers
Trip Generation, 5th BEdition, 1991.

TRIP GENERATION BY MICROTRANS







ORANGE COUNTY PLANNING DEPARTMENT
306F REVERE ROAD
HILLSBOROUGH, NORTH CAROLINA 27278
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FROM: Warren Faircloth, Erosion Control Supervisor T Fuképﬁz
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SUBJECT: Lake Hogan Farms

DATE: January 5, 1994

I have been unable to visit this site, so I may have additional

comments later. I hope to be able to visit the site within the
next two weeks.

Erosion control plan approval is required for each phase, or

phases to be built simultaneously, if more than 20,000 square
feet is to be disturbed.

Phasing should be planned so that construction of one phase does
not damage existing development or prevent installation of
sediment control for a subsequent phase. For example: an initial
phase built at the bottom of a slope should not occupy space
required for sediment control measures required for a later phase
above. Another situation to avoid is where increased runoff from
an early phase flows through a latter phase; the increased runoff

could prevent installation of measures or require a very large
device.

Consider Phase 5. When it begins it will be surrounded by streets
and probably houses; runoff and sediment will enter the existing
storm drains through Phase 1. Where will sediment controls be
located? Inlet protection is not an acceptable option here. One
solution would be a sediment pond at the storm drain outlet
across the channel between Phases 1 and 2. This measure could
serve several phases, but access for inspection, maintenance, and
eventual removal would have to be provided during all phases. The
pond might occupy the rear of several lots, so either the lots
must remain undeveloped or construction easements provided.

There are similar situations in other phases.-

It will be necessary to provide sediment control measures at the
storm drain outlets. This is necessary for the street construc-
tion and for house construction. When lot size is less than 3/4

Post Office Box 8181
Carrboro/Chapel Hill 968-4501 Durham 688-7331 Hillsborough :73:2—81@! _ Mebane 227-203] FAX 919-644.3002




acre house construction becomes a sediment problem. Even if a lot
does not drain to the street, construction vehicles track mud

from the lot onto the street and is then washed into the storm
drains.

It is my understanding that rebuilding the dam is planned as part
of development. I assume the dam is higher than 15’ and comes
under the Dam Safety Act; if so, a permit will be required from
the State. Rebuilding needs to be planned so that draining of the

lake and removal of the dam does not result in erosion of
accumulated sediment into Bolin Creek.

[,

Xc: Dan Jewell, Young Jewell & Associates

#16 12-28-93,




Art. XVI. FLOODWAYS, FLOODPLAINS, DRAINAGE, AND EROSION
levels. (AMENDED 6/22/82)

Section 15-254 Construction Within Floodways and Floodplains
Restricted. (AMENDED 4/21/87; 12/06/88)

(a) No building may be constructed or located, '~ and no
substantial improvement of an existing building may take place
within any floodway. With respect to mobile home communities that
are nonconforming because they are located within a floodway,
mobile homes may be relocated in such communities only if they
comply with the provisions of subsection (i) of this section.

(b) No new building may be constructed or located wholly or
partially within any floodplain outside the floodway unless and to
the extent that, in the absence of such authorization the property
owner would be deprived of all reasonable use. If new construction
within a floodplain is authorized under this subsection, 'all such
construction shall be in conformity with the remaining provisions
of this section. With respect to mobile home communities that are
nonconforming because they are located within a floodplain, mobile
homes may be relocated in such communities only if they comply with
the provisions of subsection (i) of this section.

(c) No zoning, special use or conditional use permit may be
issued for any development within a floodplain until the permit-

issuing authority has reviewed the plans for any such development
to assure that:

(1) the proposed development is consistent with the
need to minimize flood damage; and

(2) all public utilities and facilities such as sewer,
gas, electrical, and water systems are located and
constructed with materials and equipment resistant
to flood damage, in order to minimize or eliminate
the potential for flood damage; and

(3) adequate drainage is provided to minimize or reduce
exposure to flood hazards; and

(4) all necessary permits have been received from those
agencies from which approval is required by federal
or state law; and

(5) any new construction or substantial improvements
shall be designed (or modified) and adequately
anchored to prevent flotation, collapse, or lateral
movement of the structure resulting from
hydrodynamic or hydrostatic loads including the
effects of buoyancy; and

Page 3




Art. XVI. FLOODWAYS, FLOODPLAINS, DRAINAGE, AND EROSION

consistent with the provision of subsection (j) of
this section, so that the 1lowest floor of the
mobile home is one foot above the base flood level.

(3) Adequate surface drainage and easy access for
mobile home haulers is provided.

(4) Load-bearing foundation supports such as piers or
pilings must be placed on stable soil or concrete
footings no more than ten (10) feet apart, and if
the support height is greater than seventy-two (72)
inches, the support must contain steel
reinforcement.

(j) Subsequent to December 06, 1988, no portion of any
floodplain areas outside of the floodway may be filled in with fill
dirt or similar material for the purpose of elevating buildings or
mobile homes, or for any other purpose, unless it can be
demonstrated that such fill will not increase the base flood
elevation an amount greater than one foot. Any development
permitted under subsection (b) of this section or under Section
15-253 shall be designed to minimize the need for filling.
Whenever such filling is authorized, or wherever any portion of a
floodplain has previously been filled in with fill dirt, slopes

shall be adequately stabilized to withstand the erosive force of -
the base flood. (m

(k) Nothing in this section shall prevent a single family
residence (including a mobile home) from being located within the
protective stream buffer areas required by Section 15-268 if such
home (i) replaces a home that had been located within such buffer
within six months prior to the effective date of this section and
is located on the same location as the previous home, or (ii) is

located on a mobile home pad or foundation that was in existence on
the effective date of this section.

Section 15-255 Special Provisions for Subdivisions. (AMENDED
12/06/88)

(a) An applicant for a conditional use permit or special use
permit authorizing a major subdivision and an applicant for minor
subdivision final plat approval shall be informed by the plannlng
department of the use and construction restrictions contained in

this Article, if any portion of the land to be subdivided lies
within a floodway or floodplain.

(b) A conditional use permit or special use permit for a major
subdivision may not be issued and final plat approval for any
subdivison may not be granted if any portion of one or more lots
lies within a floodway or floodplain unless it reasonably appears

Page 6




Art. XVI. FLOODWAYS, FLOODPLAINS, DRAINAGE, AND EROSION
that:

(1) With respect to each lot that lies wholly or partly
within a floodway or floodplaln, either (i) a
building of the type that is consistent with the
zoning of the property can practically be located
in accordance with applicable regulations on the
portion of such lot that is located outside the

floodway or floodplain, or J(ii) such 1lot has
alread een developed,/ (1ii ot is formed as
the result of an adjustment of lot lines between
"lots in existence of the effective date of this
section, and such readjustment does not result in a
previously @ developable lot being rendered
undevelopable, or (iv) it plainly appears that such
lot is intended to be devoted to a permissible use
that does not involve the construction of any
building, including without 1limitation permanent
open space; or

(2) Creation of each lot that does not satisfy the
criteria set forth in subdivision (1) of this
subsection is necessary to avoid depriving the
owner of the property of all reasonable use of the
tract taken as a whole.

(c) Final plat approval for any subdivision containing land
that lies within a floodway or floodplain may not be given unless
the plat shows the boundary of the floodway or floodplain and
contains in clearly discernible print the following statement: “Use
of land within a floodway or floodplain is substantially restricted
by Article XVI of Chapter 15 of the Carrboro Town Code."

Section 15-256 Water Supply and Sanitary Sewer System in Floodways
and Floodplains.

Whenever any portion of a proposed development is located
within a floodway or floodplain, the agency or agencies responsible
for certifying to the town the adequacy of the water supply and
sewage disposal systems for the development (as set forth in
Sections 15-239 and 15-241 of this chapter) shall be informed by
the developer that a specified area within the development lies
within a floodway or floodplain. Thereafter, approval of the

proposed system by that agency shall constitute a certification
that:

(1) Such water supply system is designed to minimize or
eliminate infiltration of flood waters into it.

(2) Such sanitary sewer system is designed to eliminate

Page 7
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"DAM REPAIR CONSTRUCTION N.TFS

DAM REPAR PERMT APPLICATION SﬂAL.L BE SUBMTTED UPON ISSUANCE. OF C.UP. BY TOWN, y
LAKE HOGAN SMALL BE DRANED TO REVEAL ORIGNAL STREAMBED. SLT AND TREE STUMPS WLL BE Lo :
REMOVED. EXISTING EARTHEN DAM WLL BE RECONSTRUCTED ¥ DETERMNID NECESSARY TO MEEZT K~ ;

CURRENT DAM SAFLTY LAWS. DAM. WER AND OTHER STRUCTURES SHALL BE BULT TO MEXT e g ' e
STATE SPECIFICATIONS. LAKE WLL B REFLLED ONLY AFTER DAM REPARS MAVE BEEN COMPLETED . /
AND CERTIFIED SAFE B8Y REGULATORY ACENCES. / s/

) ANTICIPATED SCHMEDULE OF DAM WORK: g
. = NVESTIGATION AND INGINCERNC THROUGH MD-~-APRL
- - STATE PERMTTNG MD-APRL TMROUGH MD-JLALY

-~ DAM RECONSTRUCTION MD-JLY THROUGH OCTOBIR
- CERTIFY AND FLL LAKE ocTOoBER

ALL CONSTRUCTION SHALL BE REVEWED BY THE ORANGE COUNTY EROSION CONTROL OFFICE

ADDITIONAL NOTES: S

ACCESS ROADS TO ALL PHASES OF CONSTRUCTION SMALL BE CONSTRUCTED AND MANTANID TO

ACCOMODATE FRZ APPARATUS WITH MNMUM OVERHEAD CLEARANCE OF 12 - ‘ = :23
ALL NEW BRIDCZS ACCROSS PUBLIC ROAD R/W'S SMALL BE SUBJECT To FINAL CONSTRUCTION DXARNGES /Eﬁ{;"ﬁ?‘” =
NO BURNNG SHALL BE ALLOWED WITHN THE TOWN LMTS. ANY BURNNG OUTSIDE OF THE -

TOWN LMTS MUST MEET REQUIREMENTS OF COUNTY FIRE MARSHALL AND BE PERMITTED BY MM,




18 April 1994

Town of Carrboro Board of Alderman
Carrboro Town Hall

301 West Main Street

Carrboro, NC 27510

Dear Representatives:

The Board of Alderman has the legal right to deny a Conditional Use Permit for the
Lake Hogan Farms subdivision plan as it now stands according to Article XVI, Section
15-254 of the Town Ordinance {enclosed}. We strongly encourage you to deny the
CUP at this time. Here's why:

By the applicant's admission at the public hearing on March 22, 1994 the application
for the CUP is not complete. Mr. Dan Jewell stated in his testimony at the public
hearing that Lake Hogan will be drained and the dam rebuilt two feet higher than its
present level in order to protect residents downstream in the event of a 100-year storm.

Given this plan by the developer, the Alderman cannot by Town Ordinance grant
approval of the present subdivision plan unfil the flood plain, dam and wetland
changes to be created by this dam have been approved and permits have been granted
by FEMA, the Division of Environmental Management, North Carolina's dam
inspectors, and Orange County's own Erosion Control Supervisor, Mr. Warren
Faircloth. {See his letter enclosed and dated January 5, 1994.}

Young and Jewell's present subdivision plan is incomplete since Section 15-254 (c)
states: ‘ ,

"No zoning, special use or conditional use permit may be issued for any
development within a floodplain until the permit-issuing authority has reviewed
the plans for any such development to assure that...

(4) all necessary permits have been received from those agencies from
which approval is required by federal or state law..." {italics ours}

Not only does this portion of the ordinance offer grounds for denial of the CUP for
Lake Hogan Farms in its present form, but it also potentially offers grounds for
overturning the rezoning of the property which was granted last year.

GEQRGANN EUBANKS
p QQgL‘ 317 Stony Hill Road
! 3
RECE\\’ED APR 18 Chapel Hill, North Carolina
27516
IS A




Carrboro Alderman/page two

Moreover, raising the height of the dam will, by definition, change the floodplain on all
the proposed lots adjacent to Hogan Lake. The present plan does not take these
changes in the floodplain or wetlands into account. As the subdivision plan now stands
but with the new dam added, the Alderman may be approving the development of
underwater real estate in the event of a flood. According to Town Ordinance Section
15-255 (b): "a conditional or special use permit for a major subdivision may not be
granted if any portion of one or more lots lies within a floodway or floodplain..."

The ordinance goes on to say that residential lots lying within or adjacent to a floodway
or floodplain must have sufficient buildable area outside the floodplain to be approved.
How the buildable area in each lot adjacent to Hogan Lake will change is unknown
at this time without the inspection and permitting process associated with dam
reconstruction.

Should you grant the CUP at this time, you are not only potentially violating the Town
Ordinance, but you will be creating additional taxpayer expense and staff hours for
town officials since each lake lot will have to be inspected and approved individually
after the dam is rebuilt and after the necessary environmental permits have been
granted, if they are granted.

On these grounds, we not only urge you to deny the Conditional Use Permit for the
Lake Hogan Farms Subdivision until the proper permits have been issued for planned
alterations to Hogan Lake by federal, state and local authorities, but we also would
suggest that you may have grounds to overturn the previous decision to rezone this
property until the dam alterations have been made, inspected and approved.

Sincerely,

Georgann Eubapks
with Lightning Brown as legal counsel

Encl.
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18 April 1994

Town of Carrboro Board of Alderman
Carrboro Town Hall

301 West Main Street

Carrboro, NC 27510

Dear Friends:

You are about to set a crucial precedent. Your decision to approve or reject the
Lake Hogan Farms subdivision plan is not about the Hogans versus their neighbors.

It is about a dramatic alteration of the land that will outlast us all.
It is about the character of a community for years to come.
It is a watershed decision in both a literal and figurative sense.

Your stewardship of this community at this moment will extend well beyond the
term of your elected office. How you decide sets a crucial aesthetic and economic
precedent about how this community sees itself--what it "wants to be when it
grows up.” Your decision sends a message to future developers about how much
care they must take in their proposals, about what kind of diversity in housing they
must provide in a subdivision, about how literally they must comply with the Joint
Planning Area Land Use Plan.

You also send a message about how much you value the volunteer work of citizens
through the Small Area Planning Group and the Planning Board--many of whom
cannot even vote for you but must live with your decisions about their
neighborhoods.

Some of you may primarily be worried about the legal ramifications of your
decision. But | would argue that much more is at stake than who has the means to
sue whom over the manner in which this process has been conducted. This is
about doing what's right, not what's "inevitable,” about having the political will
and character to be faithful to the stated aims of the larger community through its
planning mechanisms and what those planning documents say about the kind of
development that is our preference.

We have said we want to avoid the mistakes of other communities. To exercise
care in the planned use of our limited land. To grow this community according to
an ideal more distinctive than the plain urge to gain the highest financial profit.
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Please help us out of our cynicism and show us your mettle. You've heard so
many voices from all corners that have risen against the Lake Hogan Farms plan.

- We've talked about the environmental and aesthetic reasons. Others have voiced
their concerns about overcrowded schools and inadequate roads. Some object to
‘nothing less expensive than a $150,000 home on a fifth-acre lot in Lake Hogan
Farms. Some have been offended by the developers' tactics in promising a senior
home and golf course and then deleting those amenities from a plan they were not
to have spoken about in the first place during the zoning hearings. Please heed
these concerns in your decision.

In ten or twenty years, you may not be remembered for making this decision one
way or another. But this community where we all live will be forever changed by
your choice. Thank you for your careful deliberation and your hard work in a most
difficulty situation.

Sincerely,

Magﬁ@race

317 Stony Hill Road
Chapel Hill, NC 27516
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To: The Carrboro Board of Alderman

From: Bolin Creek Stream Watch, Orange Chatham Sierra Club
Re: Impact of Hogan Farm Property Development on Bolin Creek
Date: April 15, 1994

We love Bolin Creek. It is a beautiful little stream that flows through Orange County,
Carrboro and Chapel Hill. It is used by many of us for recreation and for a place to enjoy wild
flowers, ancient trees, and a variety of wildlife. Bolin Creek is small: it is only a few miles long
beginning and ending in Orange County. On this day in April, wild Irises bloom along it's banks: a
family of wild Mallards swim the rapids. We want to protect this lovely little creek for the
community, for the wildlife, and for future generations to enjoy. In addition, there is great concern
that this type of "passive recreation™ area be protected.

The Hogan Farm Development poses a severe threat to Bolin Creek. First, because of the
proposed development's proximity to Hogan Lake, our concern is over increased sedimentation
during construction . Runoff from new pavement, without proper controls, will certainly pollute the
creek. We are also greatly concerned about the proposal to drain Hogan Lake and the effects that
action will have on Bolin Creek.

The Board of Aldermen has already shown concern for quality growth by supporting the
proposal of Shaping Orange County's Future. Citizens and politicians alike are concerned that
southern Orange County avoid the fate of North Raleigh. As we are all painfully aware urban sprawl
happens one development at a time. Within the past year, three major new housing developments
have been proposed for the Chapel Hill-Carrboro area. These developments will place a great deal
of stress on the natural resources of Orange County, including Bolin Creek.

Although local governing bodies have supported the concept of "quality growth,”
developments have continued to be built that contribute greatly to urban sprawl. Clearly, the Hogan
Farm Development, with its cul de sacs, large fences, poorly designed road system and inattention
to the environment is not "quality growth.” As citizens and environmentalists, we support
responsible growth that will help to protect natural resources such as Bolin Creek.

To ensure quality growth we must follow policies that: protect critical watersheds; do not
endanger significant natural areas; are designed to encourage the use of alternative transportation,
and to discourage the impact of automobile use on local infrastructure; ensure minimal impact on
town resources, including water use and sewer use; and ensure the preservation greenspace.

The Hogan Farm development as proposed is in conflict with these goals in two significant
ways.

First, because of the proposed development's proximity to Hogan Lake, large scale
development of this area poses a threat to Bolin Creek. This creek, while not an undisturbed natural
area, is nonetheless considered to be a significant natural area, and is widely used as a recreational
area for hiking, running and biking by residents of Carrboro and Chapel Hill. Sedimentation and
pollution from construction in the Hogan Farm area threatens the health of Bolin Creek.

Second, the design of this development does not adequately encourage the use of public
transportation. The nature of its location relative to town services and retail areas presupposes that
residents will drive to and from town to work, shop, and conduct all their business.




Although many people would like to see the Hogan Farm area remain unchanged, we realize
that development of this area is likely to occur. But this plan as it stands is unacceptable for the
above reasons. We ask that you carefully consider this plan, and that the developers address the
environmental concerns we have raised. If an environmentally responsible approach cannot be
achieved, then this project should not be approved. Help us save Bolin Creek.
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MICHAEL B. BROUGH & ASSOCIATES

MENMORANDUM
TO: Mayor and Board of Aldermen
FROM: Michael B. Brough /) /%)
DATE: April 19, 1994
RE: Response to Letter From Georgann Eubanks

The manager has asked me to respond to the letter dated April 18, 1994 from
Georgann Eubanks to the Board of Aldermen regarding the Lake Hogan Farms
development. Essentially, Ms. Eubanks contends that the permit cannot be issued
because: (1) under section 15-254(c) of the ordinance, a permit to reconstruct
the dam must be obtained from the State before the CUP may be issued; and (2)
under section 15-255(d), a permit may not be issued for a subdivision if one or
more lots 1ies within a floodplain. 1 disagree with both contentions.

The provisions of section 15-254(c) must be construed within the context
of the section where they are located. That section contains provisions, many
of which are required by the town's participation in the Federal F100d Insurance
Program, that are designed to protect against damage to structures built within
floodplains and to safeguard other properties from flood damage caused by
construction within floodplains. 1In that context, I do not construe the phrase
"development within a floodplain™ as being applicable to the repair of a pre-
existing dam since it does not appear to me that such repair work would
constitute “development within a flood plain,” even assuming that the dam is
actually within the floodplain ttself. Moreover, my understanding is that the
proposed work on the dam 1s contingent upon an engineering assessment of the
need to do such work that has not yet been undertaken. Under these
circumstances, it appears to me that the Board ¢ould issue the CUP consistent
with section 254(c) and simply provide by a condition that construction plans
for phase 1 of the development (I am informed that the dam is included in phase
1) may not be granted unless and until the developer has determined whether and
to what extent improvements of the dam will be required and, if & state permit
for such improvements 1s mandated, such permit is obtained from the State.

To the extent that the developer intends to raise the dam, this would
involve a change in the floodplain and implicate more directly the provisions
of section 15-254(c). However, this too could be handled by the same type of
condition described above, f.e. & condition requiring that construction plan
approval be withheld until any plans to approve an in¢rease in height of the dam
are approved by the applicable state agencies.
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With respect to the creation of lots within a floodplain, Ms. Eubanks
quotes only a portion of section 15-255{(d). She correctly quotes the part of
this section that states that subdivision approval may not be granted if a
portion of any lot 1ies within a floodway or floodplain, but omits the remaining
language, which provides an exception when "1t reasonably appears that. . . with
respect to each 1ot that l11es wholely or partly within a floodway or
floodplain, . « . @ butlding of the type that s consistent with the zoning of
the property can practically be located in accordance with appiicabie regulations
on the portion of such 1ot that is located outside the floodway or floodplain.
« « « My understanding from the information provided to me by Roy Williford is
that, even assuming the dam 1s raised an additional two feet, the lots that are
located in proximity to the lake would still have sufficient area outside of the
fioodplain to allow for the construction of & home on such lots.

1 need to emphasize that my response is 1imited to my disagreement with
the position stated in the c¢ited letter that the Board cannot issue the CUP
consistent with the ordinance. However, if and to the extent that the developer
seeks permission to rafse the dam and thereby affect the existing floodplain,
I do belteve the Board would be justified in declining to issue the permit on
the basis of section 15-254(c) until the necessary permits have been obtained

from the State 1f the Board 15 uncomfortable with dealing with this matter by
condition as suggested above.
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H. TAYLOR (BUD) VADEN

8033 Old NC 86 ¢ Chapel Hill, NC 27516
Phone/Fax (919) 967-2184 + EMail: brec@med.unc.edu

April 16, 1994
The Honorable Eleanor Kinnaird
Mayor of Carrboro

Town Hall
Carrboro, NC 27515

Dear Mayor Kinnaird:

With all due respect, I, and the neighbors with whom [ have spoken, not only do
not want to live in Carrboro, we do not want Carrboroism imported to our community
which is a good three miles from the heart of Carrboro proper.

It is grossly unfortunate for all of us who cannot vote for you and who have little
influence over your decisions that we are doomed to suffer the unwanted results of those
decisions which will forever alter our lives.

When Carrboro’s aldermen ignore existing zoning regulations and allow developers,
without evidence of benefit to the community as the ordnance requires, to rezone
hundreds of acres of land so they can make millions of dollars in profit, you do a great
disservice not only to the people whom you are required to serve, but more so to those of
usﬂwho have no recourse but to either accept your actions or move out of your sphere of
influence.

With regard to the Hogan Farm development, you swallowed without seriously
questioning a developer’s hollow promises and rezoned hundreds of acres so he could
double the density of housing. You thought he was going to give you a golf course, a
design of cluster homes that would promote open spaces, an adequate system of roadways
and other benefits. Later, you heard the developer conveniently say he couldn't remember
saying all those things.

In allowing the rezoning, you ignored the work of a select body of citizens whom
you appointed and who worked long and hard to create a plan for the Year 2000 which
promoted sensible, intelligent growth in the 3,900 Orange County acres given, by the

Grace of God, to your caretaking.

In creating a new committee of citizens to influence long range planning in the
growth area of Orange County, one of your own board members said in a public meeting
that the appointed citizens had no authority, no influence, and their work may be
meaningless in the long run. You failed to involve that body in the rezoning request
process, even though, by that time, they had invested many long hours in studying the
issues..

If you now allow the development to continue according to the developer’s plan,
you will have forever destroyed a beautiful county. You will have jammed down the
throats of people to whom you need not listen a lifestyle they have worked all their lives to
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get away from. And, even though you disagree with reality, you will have unwittingly
forever raised the taxes of the people of Carrboro whom you represent.

You seem to be unable to comprehend the idea that people who live outside
Carrboro in the open spaces of Southern Orange County DO NOT WANT TO LIVE IN
CARRBORO or in a Carrboro-like environment. We do not want tiny low cost tin top
houses with postage stamp yards where you can look into your neighbor’s window and
hear the neighbor’s kids yelling at each other. We worked and saved all our lives to get
away from that, to afford the pleasantness of open spaces, trees, and privacy. We paid for
the space, and we're paying the taxes that such space demands.

We don’t want a modern day Levittown. But that’s what you're creating — against
our desire, against our will. You will, of course, point out that OUR elected officials, the
Orange County Commissioners, could have blown the whistle on your decision to
prostitute Southern Orange County to the developers with dollar signs in their eyes. But,
quite honestly, Madam Mayor, when was the last time the Orange County Commissioners
contradicted ANYTHING Carrboro did?

What you seem not to be able to comprehend is that every city which enjoys
economic success and a superior quality of life creates a suburban region of more
expensive homes with more land and more privacy. That type of development attracts
people with higher incomes who spend more in the town, who support the life of the
community, who are an asset to the community, not a liability. Aren’t there any grand
thinkers among you?

For you to try and push the aura of Milltown Carrboro deep into Orange County
is asinine. You will drive away the people who are contributing to the economic strength of
Orange County. Already one of my neighbors has decided to move rather than to suffer
the indignities of forced Carrboroization. Another neighbor has his 17 acres on the market,
advertising, “Build your own development.” He’s counting on you giving him the same
rezoning break you gave the Hogan Farm developers. And you're going to have a tough
time denying him the right to do that, having now set a precedent for broad scale
Levittownism.

What you are about to do cannot ever be undone. You will have sewn the seeds for
the permanent destruction of what was once a beautiful region of Orange County. In short,
you will have blown perhaps Carrboro’s only opportunity for future greatness. And each of
you will have to live with that.

[ would have made these remarks publicly at the most recent hearing on this
subject, but was told by a person I took to be your solicitor that I had no right to speak
because | had not signed up to speak. I could not sign up to speak because you failed to
send me notice of the meeting.

: That in itself is a clear demonstration of your attitude of arrogance toward the
people to whom you dictate your will and your narrow-minded view of what makes
towns and cities desirable places in which to live.

Sincerely yours,

H. T/ufém (Bod) Vades

Copies: Carrboro Aldermen, Ann Blythe
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Dr. Philip K. McKnelly, Dlrector A

April 18, 1994

Py

Keith A. Lankford
Zoning Administrator
Town of Carrboro
P.O. Box 828

301 West Main Street
Carrboro, NC 27510

Dear Mr. Lankford:

I regret that I failed to mention any possible impacts that

street lights might have on migratory birds in my letter to you
dated April 7,

1994, regarding the proposed development at Hogans
Lake.

As I mentijoned to you in a phone calf in early April, I believe
that street lights will have no negative impacts on migratory
birds. Birds that migrate at night are attracted by lights on
structures at or near the altitude at which they are flying,
which is perhaps 50

0 to 2000 feet above ground. 1In the past,
there have been maj

or bird kills at night as the birds are
disoriented by lights on T

V. towers or skyscrapers, after which
the birds strike the structures or gquy wires at the towers.
However, I am not aware that street lights at residential
developments have such impacts on migratory birds.

I hope this response answers your concerns expressed in a fax to
me ‘dated April 15, 1994, L

Sincerely,
21'1\/\») (; b’\Jy/L’/"J, 94 ;

Harry E. LeGrand, Jr.
Zoologist, N.C. Natural Heritage Program

P.O. Box 27687. Ralelgh. North Caroling 27611-7687 Telephone 919-733-4181  FAX 919-715-3085
An Equal Opbomgﬁny A{_ﬁymnllva Action Employer 50% mcvcled( 10% post-consumer papot
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HOGAN FARM
LOCAL SCHOOL FUNDING 1993—-1994

CHAPEL HILL/CARRBORO SCHOOL COST REVENUE IMPACT

Current Expenses Tax Rate* State Revenues
Item Property Tax (approx.) Shared with County Total
A. County Appropriations $8,362,414 $0.1935 $1,475,720 $9,838,134
B. Community Schools $637,500 $0.0148 $112,500 $750,000
C. Unanticipated Sales Tax $49,541 $49,541
D. CH/C School Dist. Tax $4,489,638 $0.1575 $4,489,638

 TOTAL 0.3658
- Capital Fund
Item Property Tax State Shared Rev. Total
A. Pay As You Go $437,034 $0.0101 $1,019,746 $1,456,780
B. Debt Service (66%) $2,722,872 $0.0630 $480,507 $3,203,379

$3,159,9

48

Property Tax State Shared Rev. Total
TOTAL $16,649,458 $3,138,014 $19,787,472
PERCENT 84.1 15.9

Equivilant Rate

*43.89 cents

$0.4389

**$30.97 per capita

property tax.

**Based on a 27% share of State Shared Revenues:
Sales Tax $9,204,000; Intangibles $2,073,000; Beer & Wine $157,437
Total divided by County population of 99,674 = $114.72 x 27% = $30.97 per capita
***This information represents Local Funding of Schools only and does not include Direct State and Federal
Funding recieved by the school system.

*Based on '93-'94 county rate generating $432,000 & district rate generating $285,056 for each penny of

Cotal Cost_

$19,787,472







LOCAL REVENUE FOR SCHOOLS

o
: u evenues: | Revenue

Bolin Forest $1 20 416 $16,497,049 $72,406 $10,141 $82,546
Cobblestone $163,028 $9,292 593 $40,785 $4,219 $45,004
Fair Oaks $114,866 $16,081,279 $70,581 $10,363 $80,943
| Highlands $229,709 $22,281,728 $97,795 $7,180 $104,974
Laurel Springs $167,974 $12,430,073 $54,556 $5,477 $60,033
Quarterpath Trace $135,150 $10,811,961 $47,454 $5,921 $53,375
TOTAL $931,143] $87,394,683]  $383575] $43,301] $426,876]
HOGAN FARM $209,048 $87,800,000 $385,354 $31,088 $416,442

PUPILS PER HOUSEHOLD & COST/REVENUE PER HOUSEHOLD

IN.: SAMPLEV SU BDIVIS_IONS

'SUBDIVISION , OTAL CO: EVENUES [{COST)/RE
Bolin Forest o 29 s>4,74o —T1 09,600 $82,546]  ($27,054 ($197)
Cobblestone 0.89 $2,740 $139,740 $45,004]  ($94,736) ($1,662
Fair Oaks 0.69 $2,740 $263,040 $80,943]  ($182,097) ($1,301
Highlands 0.97 $2,740 $257,560|  $104,974|  ($152,586) ($1,573)
Laurel Springs 0.77 $2,740 $156,180 $60,033] _ ($96,147) ($1,299
Quarterpath Trace 0.75 $2,740 $164,400 $53,375|  ($111,025) (61,388
TOTAL 0.68 $2,740 $1,090520| $426,875| ($663,645) ($1,134

HOGAN FARM COST/REVENUE FOR PUPILS

2740]  $782,544 416,442

($366,102] __ ($872)

* A portion of this amount includes capital cost and debt service that will be reduced with the new impact fee of $750 per unit.
The Hogan Farm subdivision will generate at least $315,000 in impact fees.

This analysis does not account for property taxes generated by commercial properties.







Summary of the Advisory Board Recommendations
Joint Review--Thursday, March 3, 1994
Lake Hogan Farms Subdivision

Planning Board

1.

That the Board of Aldermen deny the Conditional Use Permit for
the Lake Hogan Farm Subdivision because of the Planning
Board's concerns about:

(1) affordable housing,

(2) diverse housing types,

(3) cohesive connector road design,

(4) 9greenways/bikepaths along Bolin Creek.
The Planning Board felt that the foregoing issues were not
adequately addressed by the plan submitted by the applicant.

Transportation Advisory Board

1.

That the site plans are not acceptable for the following
reasons: (1) the site plan has only a western connector and
a southern connector, (2) the site plan does not have a
northern connector that fits in with the Connector Roads Plan
Concept, and that the developer attempt to reconfigure the
connector to create a direct northern connection. (See
reconfiguration on sheet 7A of the site planmns).

That if any revisions are made to the plans, then the
developer should more accurately reflect the north-south
connection desires that the Town expresses in thelr north-
south connector road plan.

That the TAB endorses the interior layout of the plan and the
circulation, with the exception of the lack of a direct north-
south connector.

Transportation Advisory Board--Revised Recommendation from the
April 7, 1994 Meeting of the Transportation Advisory Board

1.

That the TAB recommend to the Board of Aldermen the approval
of the CUP for Lake Hogan Farms, with the revisions to the
roadways as seen at the meeting on April 7, 1994; which
include Lake Hogan Farm Road being directly connected at the
north with a stub out; with a second north stub out across
from Hogan Run Road; with an eastern connection between lots
18 and 19 which will be a cleared stub out with dedicated
right of way to the property line and clearing to be done at
a later date; with a stub out across from Stag Ridge Road to
the east; and with an original western connection shown on the
former Lake Hogan Farm Road; and the addition of a paved stub
out to the property line between lots 224 and 225; in
addition to a stub out to the south on the westernmost portion
for the former Lake Hogan Farm Road.







2. That all stub out where future roads may continue, the
standard boiler-plate signage be posted as per the standing.

Appearance Commission

1. That the applicant bring to the Appearance Commission more
detail concerning the sign/entry detail and the amenity/public
areas. Also, consideration of a parking area for the
clustering section and parking for the play fields.
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MICHAEL B. BROUGH & ASSOCIATES

MEMORANDUM
T0: Mayor and Board of Aldermen
FROM: Michael B. Brough ///7;2i£;
DATE: April 19, 1994
RE: Response to Letter From Georgann Eubanks

The manager has asked me to respond to the letter dated April 18, 1994 from
Georgann Eubanks to the Board of Aldermen regarding the Lake Hogan Farms
development. Essentially, Ms. Eubanks contends that the permit cannot be issued
because: (1) under section 15-254(¢) of the ordinance, a permit to reconstruct
the dam must be obtained from the State before the CUP may be issued; and (2)
under section 15-255(d), & permit may not be issued for a subdivision if one or
more lots 1ies within a floodplain. I disagree with both contentions.

The provisions of section 15-254(c) must be construed within the context
of the section where they are located. That section contains provisions, many
of which are required by the town's participation tn the Federal F100d Insurance
Program, that are designed to protect against damage to structures built within

- floodplains and to safeguard other properties from flood damage caused by
construction within floodplains. In that context, I do not construe the phrase
"development within a floodplain® as being applicable to the repair of a pre-
existing dam since it does not appear to me that such repair work would
constitute "development within a flood plain," even assuming that the dam is
actually within the floodplain itself. Moreover, my understanding is that the
proposed work on the dam is contingent upon an engineering assessment of the
need to do such work that has not yet been undertaken. Under these
circumstances, 1t appears to me that the Board ¢ould issue the CUP consistent
with section 254(c) and simply provide by a condition that construction plans
for phase 1 of the development (I am informed that the dam is included in phase
1)Lmay not be granted unless and unti} the developer has determined whether and
to what extent improvements of the dam will be required and, if a state permit
for such improvements is mandated, such permit 1s obtained from the StathJ

To the extent that the developer intends to raise the dam, this would
involve a change in the floodplain and impiicate more directly the provisions
of section 15-254(c). However, this too could be handied by the same type of
condition described above, f.e. & condition requiring that construction plan
approval be withheld until any plans to approve an increase in height of the dam
are approved by the applicable state agencies.
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Mayor and Board of Aldermen
April 19, 1994
Page Two

With respect to the creation of lots within a floodplain, Ms. Eubanks
quotes only & portion of section 15-255(d). She correctly quotes the part of
this section that states that subdivision approval may not be granted if a
portion of any 1ot 11es within a floodway or floodplain, but omits the remaining
language, which provides an exception when "1t reasonably appears that. . . with
respect to each lot that 1ies wholely or partly within a floodway or
floodplain, . « . & butlding of the type that 1s consistent with the zoning of
the property can practically be located in accordance with appiicable regulations
on the portion of such lot that is located outside the floodway or floodplain.
. « « My understanding from the information provided to me by Roy Wiltiford is
that, even assuming the dam is raised an additional two feet, the lots that are
located in proximity to the lake would still have sufficient area outside of the
fioodplain to aliow for the construction of a home on such ltots.

1 need to emphasize that my response is limited to my disagreement with
the position stated in the ¢ited letter that the Board cannot issue the Cup
consistent with the ordinance. However, if and to the extent that the developer
seeks permission to rafse the dam and thereby affect the existing floodplain,
I do belteve the Board would be justified in declining to fssue the permit on
the basis of section 15-254(c) until the necessary permits have been obtained

from the State 1f the Board 15 uncomfortable with dealing with this matter by
condition as suggested above.




TOWN OF CARRBORO

NORTH CAROLINA

MEMORANDTUM

Robert W. Morgan /

Town Manager /44A///

Roy M. Williford '

Planning & Economic Development Director
April 14, 1994

April 10, 1994 Letter from Jef to the Orange County
Commissioners and Carrboro Alderfolk

At the Board of Aldermen's April 12, 1994 meeting, the Board
received a letter dated April 10, 1994 from Jef regarding his
belief that the Hogan Farm Development does not comply with the
Joint Planning Area Land Use Plan. To address Jef's letter, I
offer the following:

The Joint Planning Area Strategy Map does show a greenway

along Bolin Creek and along Jones Branch. The Hogan Farm CUP does
propose public access easements along both Jones Branch and along
Bolin Creek, and north of Hogan Lake. The primary difference
between the Strategy Map greenway proposal and the CUP is that the
access easement runs on the north side of the Lake rather than
along the south side of the Lake.

Compliance with the Joint Planning Area Land Use Plan is
addressed under Section VII of the Plan which states that the plan
is not "self-executing" but is "dependent on the degree to which
public and private development actions and decisions are
coordinated". Among the implementation tools cited in the Plan are
the 2zoning ordinance and subdivision regulations which, for
Carrboro, is the Land Use Ordinance. Section VII further explains
on page 88 under "Subdivision Regulations" that "As the interest of
the developer 1is generally short term, the application of
subdivision regulations protects not only the individual homeowner,
but also the general public by providing for a review process which
suggests and facilitates coordination of the proposal with the long
range specifications of the Plan. By providing an opportunity for
negotiation it likewise allows for the potential coordination of
public and private activities." In summary, elements addressed by
the Joint Planning Area Land Use Plan as components of an overall
strategy are implemented as part of the land use permitting
process. In the Carrboro Transition Area the determination of
implementing, locating, or requiring a greenway, park, or open
space strategy on a particular parcel rests with the Board of

P. ©. BOX 829 » 801 WEST MAIN STREET, CARRBORO, NC 27510 « (819) 942-8541 ¢ FAX (919) 868-7737 » TDD (218) 968-7717
AN EQUAL OPPORTUNITY EMPLOYER







Robert W. Morgan RE: Jef’s 04/10/94 Letter (con’t)
~ April 14, 1994
Page #2

Aldermen to the extent allowed by the Carrboro Land Use Ordinance.
For instance, it is within the Board's purview through the
permitting process to determine that a greenway or public easement
should be provided on the south side rather than on the north side
of Hogan Lake.

The Hogan Farm CUP does comply with the Joint Planning Area
Land Use Plan by providing a public access easement through the
property along both Bolin Creek and Jones Branch. The actual
placement of the greenway or access easement should be determined
as part of the permitting process.

As requested by the Board, I have attached copies of the
selected pages from the Joint Planning Area Land Use Plan.

RMW/jes

attach.







8ECTION VI

FUTURE LAND USE - JOINT PLANNING AREA

In this section, anticipated patterns of future land
development are outlined for the Joint Planning Area, exclusive
of Carrboro and Chapel Hill. The future land use patterns -
described in this section are based, in part, on the population,
economic and existing land use trends identified in background
studies. Also considered in the formulation of these patterns
were environmental features, infrastructure and service concerns,
operating principles, locational standards and concept/strategy
maps developed for the Joint Planning Area or currently existing
in the Orange County Land Use Plan. Finally, comments received at
public hearings, public information meetings, and the
recommendations of town and county advisory and governing boards
were considered in the formulation of the plan. The discussion
of the Plan centers on two broad categories of land use -
Transition Areas and the Rural Buffer.

*TRANSITION AREAS
*Amended

2/3/92 (effective 2/24/92)

Transition areas are located adjacent to the urban areas of
Chapel Hill and Carrboro. They are in the process of changing
from rural to urban uses or are already urban in use; are
developed at or suitable for urban-type densities; and are now
provided or are projected to be provided with urban services. The
portion of the Transition Area located north of Carrboro has been
further divided into Transition Area I and Transition Area II
designations on the Joint Planning Area Land Use Plan. Transition
Area I may be developed at densities and for uses identified in
the underlying land use plan categories described below. Within
Transition Area II, however, no tract may be approved for
development at a density that exceeds one (1) housing unit per
gross acre until at least seventy-five percent (75%) of the gross

land area of Transition Area I has developed. (See Section V for
specific details.)

Ten categories of Transition Area have been depicted on the
Joint Planning Area Land Use Plan. These categories include
Resource Protection, Public-Private Open Space, New Hope Creek
Corridor Open Space; Suburban Residential, Urban Residential,
Office-Institutional, Future UNC Development, Retail Trade, Light

Industrial, and Disposal Use. These categories are described
below.

Resource 8ctl1io a

Resource Protection Areas in Transition Areas have been
designated on the Land use Plan to include flood plains, and
wetlands along drainage tributaries and. steep slope areas (15% or
greater). These areas form the basis for a comprehensive parks
and open space system which provides the framework within which
other land use categories are to function. Parks have been
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generally located throughout the Joint Planning Area using a
neighborhood park one-half mile service radius. The parks are
linked together by a system of greenways extending along

drainageways, and pedestrian routes (sidewalks) along
thoroughfares.

ub va e c eas

Land areas owned or controlled by both public and private
interests in the Transition Areas have been designated on the
Land Use Plan. These areas include UNC lands (excluding Horace
Williams Airport and adjacent tracts) and a tract connecting the
two landfill sites. These sites provide open space in the midst
of areas planned for urban expansion.

A Public/Private Open Space Area has also been designated
along Interstate 40 in both Transition and Rural Buffer Areas to
recognize the Major Transportation Corridor (MTC) district
established to provide a 100-foot buffer along that route. The
Plan recommends utilization of portions of the buffer to llnk
proposed park and greenwvay areas together.

Nev Hope Creek Corridor Open Space Areas include some of the
Resource Protection Areas and a portion of the Public/Private
Open Space Areas which were designated as significant and worthy
of protection according to the New Hope Corridor Open Space
Master Plan completed in April of 1991. (See Master Plan Map -
following Strategy Maps). The areas are part of a system of open
space in Durham and Orange Counties along New Hope Creek and its
tributaries between Eno River State Park and U.S. Army Corps of
Engineers land north of Jordan Lake. This category is made up of
critical environmental areas such as stream beds, floodplains,
steep slopes, and larger tracts of historic, educational, or .-
recreational value. The New Hope Corridor Open Space Master Plan
describes these areas in detail and makes specific
recommendations as to how they should be protected or utilized
for environmental, educational, and/or recreational purposes.

*Suburban Residential Areas
*Amended 2/1/93

Suburban Residential Areas include single-family homes,
duplexes, apartments, condominium and townhouse projects. Areas
designated as Suburban Residential are located where land is in
the process of changing from rural to urban, suitable for
urban-type densities and should be provided with public utilities
and services. Housing densities in the Suburban Residential
category range from one (1) to five (5) units per acre.

*However, densities may be lower than one dwelling unit per
acre in Suburban Residential Areas. Chapel Hill as part of its
Southern Small Area Plan has identified certain areas in the
Southern Triangle as being suitable for densities not exceeding
one (1) unit per acre for areas immediately east of U.S. 15-501
and densities not exceeding one (1) unit per five (5) acres for
areas immediately west of Old Lystra Road.
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VII.

OVERVIEW OF IMPLEMENTATION STRATEGIES

The awareness and desire for appropriate and managed growth
and use of the land which led to the conception and development
of the Joint Planning Area Land Use Plan will remain merely a
"good idea" unless a commitment is made to translate the concept
into physical form through adoption and implementation. As the
long-range planning framework, it should be considered in
day-to-day decision-making and implementation of policies
affecting the use of land.

The success of the planning activity, however, is dependent
on the degree to which public and private development actions and
decisions are coordinated since the Plan is not "self-executing".
Legal, financial and administrative tools must be utilized
effectively. These implementation tools include a zoning
ordinance, subdivision regulations, sedimentation and erosion
control ordinance, a flood damage prevention ordinance, building
and fire codes, water and sewer extension policies, a
thoroughfare plan, public investments, coordination with other
plans, and public education and awareness.

Zoning Ordinance

The Zoning Ordinance is the major legal tool for
implementing the Land Use Plan. The Zoning Ordinance serves as
the means to achieve the desired relationships between land uses,
to prevent incompatible land use associations, and to encourage
and provide incentives for the more compact and efficient land
use patterns delineated in the Plan. Simply stated, zoning is
the division of a jurisdiction into different districts and the
regulation within those districts of the density of population,
intensity of the use of buildings and land, and lot coverage and
required setbacks. Most zoning ordinances divide land uses into
three general categories of residential, commercial and

industrial uses and specify the areas where each of these uses is
permitted.

Upon completion and adoption of the Land Use Plan, a zoning
map for the Ten and Twenty Year Transition Areas will be
prepared. Orange County is to adopt, on the Chapel Hill side of
the Joint Planning Area located within the Ten and Twenty Year
Transition Area, that portion of the Land Use Plan, zoning map,
and development standards of the Chapel Hill development
ordinance which shall be applicable to the Chapel Hill side.

Similar provisions would be applicable on the Carrboro side of
the Joint Planning Area.
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Subdivision Requlations

Subdivision Regulations govern the conversion of raw land
for intensive use. They serve as the means to secure a well
designed and coordinated pattern of streets, lots and utilities
in advance of subdivision, given the relative permanence of the
character of the subdivision once completed. This implementation
tool is particularly necessary to coordinate existing and '
potential future development with proposed development. As the
interest of the developer is generally short term, the
application of subdivision regulations protects not only the
individual homeowner, but also the general public by providing
for a review process which suggests and facilitates coordination
of the proposal with the long range specifications of the Plan.
By providing an opportunity for negotiation it likewise allows
for the potential coordination of public and private activities.

Dedication of resource protection areas during the
subdivision process, has been approved as another means of
acquiring such areas. However, all sites do not contain resource
protection areas. In such situations, "payment-in-lieu" is a
technique designed to more equitably distribute the costs of
preserving resource protection areas. The developer of a site
not containing defined resource protection areas would be
required to make a payment toward the purchase and/or development
of resource protection areas elsewhere. Monies from "payment-in-
lieu”" would, in turn, be used to purchase and/or develop resource .
protection areas where the dedication process would not be
applicable, as in the case of areas already developed or areas
not proposed or suitable for development.

Erosion and Sedimentation Controls

Soil erosion has been and is a serious problem in the
Piedmont of North Carolina, resulting in land degradation and
water supply deterioration. The Orange County Sedimentation and
Erosion Control Ordinance, adopted in 1976, provides the legal
means by which the adverse impacts of land disturbing development
activities can be minimized. The Ordinance serves to control and
prevent accelerated soil erosion, maintain the ecological
balance, prevent the obstruction of natural and artificial

drainageways, inhibit flooding, reduce the undermining of roads
~and protect water quality.

Orange County presently administers a strong erosion and
‘sedimentation control program for the entire County, including
the Towns of Chapel Hill, Carrboro, Hillsborough and Mebane.
Before a construction permit is granted, a developer must submit
an erosion and sedimentation control plan to the County's erosion
control officer. These plans include the type of soils present
on site, the topography and location of nearby streams, erosion
control measures to be taking during construction, and the

operation and maintenance of any structural controls during the
life of the project.
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Jef

200 Stony Hill Road
Chapel Hill, NC 27316
(919) 9&7~-9023

April 10, 1994

Dear Orange County Commissioners and Carrboro Alderfollk,

At the public hearing of the Town of Carrboro concerning the
proposed Lake Hogan Farm subdivision, 1 spoke about two

issues: the effecte of urban lighting on migratory waterfowl
and the safety of the intersection leading into the subdivision
from Old NC 86. Since that time, I have been researching my
concerne, and have stumbled onto something that isg quite
alarming to me. I fear that the subdivision as it is currently
planned on the blueprint submitted for permit approval is not

in compliance with the Orange County/Chapel Hill/Carrboro Joint
Flanning Area Land Use Flan.

The portion that I fear is not in compliance is that portion
along the south side of Hogan Lake and all along the Bolin
Creek which bisects the proposed Lake Hogan Farm development.
This area is designated on the Resource Protection frea
Strategy Map of the Joint Flanning Area Land Use Plan as a
greenway. At the public hearing, the developer, Mr. Jewell,
specifically stated that the open space along the lake was nat
going to be made into publicly accessed open space. 1 fear
that this is contrary to the Joint Flanning Area Land Use Flan.

In the body of the text of the Joint Land Use Flanning
Agreement, Section VI, Future Land Use-Joint Planning Area,
under the section titled "Resource Frotection Areas’
{pp.71,72), the agreement specifically states,

"Farlks have been generally located throughout the Joint
Flanning Area using a neighborhood park one-half mile
service radius. The parks are linked together by a system
of greenways extending along drainageways, and pedestrian
routes (sidewalks) along thoroughfares."

The Strategy Map on page 73 of the same document clearly shows
that one of these designated greenway areas runs along the
south side of Hogan lake and along the Bolin Creek which
bisects the proposed Lake Hogan Farm development. The greenway

then connects to a proposed public park on the west side of 0Old
N Hwy., 86.

In Section VII of the Joint Land Use FPlanning Agreement,
covering the topic of Overview of Implementation Strategies,

the section titled "Subdivision Regulations" (p.88) clearly
states,

"As the interest of the developer is generally short term,
the application of subdivision regulations protects not
only the individual homeowner, but also the general public
by providing for a review process which suggests and
facilitates coordination of the proposal with the long
range specifications of the Flan....

Dedication of resource protection areas during the

subdivision process, has been approved az another means of
acquiring such areas."” '







The Joint Flanning Area Land Use Plan was adopted by the
Carrboro Aldorfoik on May 20, 1986. The Joint Flanning
Agreement which enforces the plan was signed by James Forto,
Mayor, Town of Carrboro, on November 2, 1987.

Since the greenway in guestion is on the Joint Planning Area
Land Use Flan, and since it is up to the Alderfolk of the Town
of Carrboro to enforce the standards of the Joint Land Use
Flanning Agreement in the designated Transition Area, I believe
it imperative that this greenway be added to the plan of the
proposed lake Hogan Farm development and dedicated to the good
people of Orange County before the plan is accepted. 1 fear
that failure to do so may result in a collapze of the Resource
Protection Area Strategy portion of the Joint Flanning Area and
an abrogation of the entire Joint Flanning Area Land Use Flan,
which was establized as the will of the people thi-oughout the

Joint Land Use Planning Area as well as our governmental bodies
in 1986 and 1987.

As a citizen of Orange County who happens to live in Carrboro’s
Transition Area, I beg of you to correct this aversight.

Flease bring the developer's plan for the proposed Lake Hogan
Farm subdivision in compliance with the Joint Flanning Area
Land Use Plan before it is approved.

Sincerely,







TOWN OF CARRBORO

NORTH CAROLINA

MEMORANDUM

TO: Robert W. Morgan
Town Manager
FROM: Roy M. Williford, AICP
Planning & Economic Devélopment Director
DATE: April 15, 1994
RE: Response to Alderman Bryan's Facsimile Dated March 30, 1994

In response to Alderman Bryan's March 30, 1994 facsimile to you
requesting information regarding the proposed Hogan Farm subdivision,
I submit the following information:

1. Transcript of my comments at the public hearing on the rezoning
of Hogan Farm that had to do with a request that the parties
mediate the matter.

A. Transcription --- (NOTE: The following is a transcription
of Mr. Bryan's uninterpreted comments made at the May 25,
1993 public hearing regarding mediation between the
developer and surrounding residents.)

"Contrary to what my usual custom is which is to wait until
everybody else goes, I’m going to try to make a proposal to you.
Let me preface this by saying that the reason I’d like to
suggest this to the Board is that as has been said by both sides
that this process has been, the process and items, involved in
this rezoning have been very divisive. It is grievous to me
and I think to other members on the Board to see that happening
and involving people who on all other accounts are good people
and have been involved in the community in very positive ways.
I think as a Board or community settle or try to settle these
disputes are important because we need to look toward the fact
that, particularly in this area, as pointed out by Mr. Hogan,
this other land that will be developed and will be coming to
us. There is an ongoing planning process reviewing the area and
there will be other opportunities for people to either work
together or not. I don’t think that it helps our community when
we dehumanize ourselves and each other when we’re really all
connected and we should be acting as we are taught in our
families, communities, our churches to act towards our
neighbors. So with that little soliloquy, I would suggest that
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AN EQUAL OPPORTUNITY EMPLOYER
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we as a Board ask that the participants here, and that includes
us to a degree, dig deeper to go beyond the characterizations
that have split us apart. Under our zoning ordinance we can
vote on this this evening, we can refer it to a committee for
further study, or under the same section take any other action
consistent with our usual rules of procedure and that’s under
15-324. You may recall the great discussion that involved the
rezoning that happened downtown several years ago when Rev.
White, John Boone, and others were on the Board, when there was
a lot of outcry about that they referred it to at least one or
two committee to attempt to work it out. This is different in
that it involves an individual’s or individuals’ request for
rezoning. I’m going to suggest that we not vote on it tonight
that we refer to the following sort of process. I recognize
that there are timetables here, there are expectations but again
I think if we are going to try to resolve this or have people
resolve it in a way that is positive for the long term community
here and all I hear is people saying that‘’s important. If it
is important let’s look at it that way and let’s work on it.
If we’re going to do that I think we need to try to resolve this
without a divisive vote. I want to say that when the issue of
the vote of the density for this area in 1988 came up, I voted
for the lowest density along with Mr. Gurganus, Mr. Caldwell,
and I think Ms. Sheltey. At that time, my reasoning was that
based on my understanding of what this community wanted, it
wanted low density because of the tremendous amount of building
that had occurred in the 1980’s. Now granted, it was a lot of
multi-family but it was a concern about the overall impact of
densities. Since that time it has been obvious development
south of Homestead Road but with regard to north Homestead there
has not been the kind of development that would, to me, suggest
a need for a, necessarily, for a change. At the same time I’ve,
in the last couple of years, and the rest of you have talked
about the sprawling nature of the development out there. And
we have I think in terms of our proposal to set up the small
area group in planning and our talk on open space and so on have
recognized that to build a subdivision on subdivision is
detrimental in many different ways, it fosters suburbs that are
not connected to each other; particularly, it makes deliver of
services by fire and police much more difficult. It over-
burdens our roads by requiring people to drive further and
further to get to where they need to work or to buy groceries
and it results in a gobbling up of our natural resources that
we are here to protect -- our natural land, farmland, and open
space. And I think we recognize as a Board that we need to see
if we can get a consensus about doing something more to address
those issues. And I support that. I think that what little
we know about this proposal and the issues that’s been cited
concerning open space and so on are important principles. For
that reason and other reasons of the community I would like to
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suggest that we support basically the two sides in this case,
there are people who are opposed to it and there are people who
are supportive of it obviously be allowed on some expedited
fashion to attempt one time to mediate this matter between them
as to a proposal for the development of this property at
whatever density is arrived at. I think that we as a Town could
offer our support by agreeing to support the role of facilitator
from the Dispute Settlement Center to act as a neutral person
to discuss the issues as well as perhaps support an independent
person to draw up the plans that would be satisfactory to both
groups. And that we also agree that we will accelerate the
small area planning process to move that whole process along.
I will tell you my concern about this is I am worried about
making an exception. We have a situation where we’ve been asked
to consider this as a model for what should be done essentially.
If we approve it and the plans are approved or presented as have
been suggested, it can not help but be a model for what’s being
out there and it will be used by others around there to ask for
change in the densities as well for their properties. I think
what we as a Board did and we started this discussion over a
year or two ago about this area, we said that we need a holistic
view. I think our discussion tonight about Arcadia and the
roads is a perfect example of why we agreed to have an overall
plan becsuase if we take it subdivision by subdivision, we have
the issues of the roads come up and we can’t plan properly for
that. I would that in the meantime agree or consider agreeing
that there be no further applications for rezoning while the
small area planning process is going on so that we can have an
overall plan presented to us that is based on consensus. There
are people on the Small Area Planning Work Group that are
representative of both sides who have unfortunately been split
on this particular issue. And, my aim would be to try to meet
a mediation on this particular issue so that those people can
come together again and work on the issues for the broader area
for the benefit of the community. Again, I say that’s what has
been espoused to us them, I’m calling you on the idea that you
are all interested in the benefit of this community. This ia
an opportunity rather than to force a vote that is going to be
upsetting to one side or the other. I want to end with that
there. I do have opinions about the rezoning itself, but I’m
trying to assist in a way that I believe will in the long run
help this community and all the people who have been involved
in it. So that would be my proposal."

NOTE: The following is excerpted from the May 25, 1993 Minutes
for your information:

MOTION WAS MADE BY JAY BRYAN AND SECONDED BY JACQUELYN GIST THAT THE
BOARD NOT VOTE ON THIS MATTER TONIGHT, BUT THAT IT BE REFERRED BACK
TO THOSE WHO HAVE BEEN DISAGREEING ABOUT THE PRO-POSED REZONING TO
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SEE IF SOME FURTHER CREA-TIVE SOLUTIONS CAN BE DISCUSSED AND AGREED
UPON TO MEET THE CONCERNS OF THESE PARTIES (THOSE OP-POSED TO THE
REZONING AND THE HOGANS). TO AS-SIST IN THIS DISCUSSION AND
DEVELOPMENT OF A NEW PLAN FOR THIS PROPERTY, THAT THE DISPUTE SETTLE-
MENT CENTER BE CONTACTED ABOUT FACILITATING ANY MEETINGS AND THAT
THE TOWN BEAR THE REASONABLE COST OF PROVIDING THAT FACILITATION AFTER
REVIEW OF A PROPOSAL FOR HOW IT WOULD BE HANDLED. AND THAT THE TOWN
STAFF SPEED UP THE WORK OF THE SMALL AREA PLANNING WORK GROUP, THAT
A REPORT ON OPEN SPACE ZONING BE DEVELOPED IN THE NEAR FUTURE, AND
THAT THE BOARD AGREE TO SUPPORT A POLICY THAT WILL PREVENT
APPLICATIONS FOR RE-ZONING FOR THE ENTIRE SMALL PLANNING AREA, AND
THAT PERMITS FOR FURTHER DEVELOPMENT IN THIS AREA BE DISCOURAGED
DURING THIS PLANNING PERIOD. AND THAT THIS PARTICULAR TRACT GET
SPECIAL CONSIDERATION AND WOULD BE AN EXCEPTION TO OUR NORMAL PROCESS
FOR REVIEWING SUCH PROPOSALS. VOTE: AFFIRMATIVE THREE, NEGATIVE
FOUR (MARSHALL, GURGANUS, CALDWELL, SHETLEY)

2. I recall that I asked that the Board be given a copy of the
zoning densities. You asked me if I wanted the build-out
densities, the densities for the land as it was actually
developed, and I told you at that time that I did not think I
wanted those. However, I have changed my mind, and I would
appreciate a copy of these densities.

A. Build-Out Model

ZONE ACREAGE EXISTING REMAINING | ROAD MULTIPLIER BUILDABLE
SUBDIVISIONS ACREAGE AREA
AND NATURAL
CONSTRAINTS
R-10 112.8 64.36 AC 48.44 4.53% 201.47
LOTS
R-15 242.0 94.9 AC 147.10 6.76% 398.31
LOTS
R-20 1267.0 854.89 AC 412.11 1.15% 887.25
LOTS
RR 1718.8 1.3 AC 1699.50 .87% 1684.71
LOTS
B-3T 4.89 4.89 AC 4.89 NONE 0 LOTS
TOTAL 3361.54 __22§§.34 AC 2312.04 3.32% AVERAGE 3172_55251_
1. The UNC Property in the R-20 zone is 331 acres.
2. The main roads used in the calculations are NC 86, Homestead,

Dairyland Road, Eubanks Road, and Lake Hogan Farm Road.
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ZONE

BUILDABLE ACREAGE

o e |

PERCENT OF TOTAL

R-10

46.25

2.03%

R-15

137.16

6.03%

407.37

17.90%

1684.71

74.03%

B-3T

C.

0

0%

Carrboro Minimum Lot Size

T

MINIMUM LOT SIZE
10,000
15,000
20,000
43,560
7500, IF RESIDENTIAL

ZONE
R-10
R-15
R-20
RR
B-3T

D.

Open Space Comparison: LAKE HOGAN FARM

SUBDIVISION

TOTAL
ACRES

NUMBER
OF LOTS

D.U. PER
ACRE

AND SELECTED SUBDIVISIONS

% OF OPEN
SPACE

OPEN SPACE
ACREAGE

Lake Hogan Farm

310

420 1.35

69.48 22

Stony Hill#*

31.98

T*% 0.22

0.00

Drew Lane*

12.23

11%* 0.90

OI 00

Wexford

61.80

95 1.54

3.56

Cates Farm

48.49

72 1.48

6.70

Arcadia

16.51

33 2.00

4.80

Highland Ph. 5

14.16

22 1.55

1.75

Cobblestone

41.40

64 1.55

2.60

Quarterpath Trace

27.21

80 2.94

7.10

Bolin Forest

38.65

5.10

12.00

Spring Valley

34.29

3.44

3.89

Camden

16.35

1.47

1.22
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S8UBDIVISION TOTAL NUMBER D.U. PER | OPEN SPACE | ¥ OF OPEN
ACRES OF LOTS ACRE ACREAGE SPACE
Fox Meadow* 106.67 94 0.88 0.00 0
Meadow Run 26.21 13%% 0.50 0.72 2.7
Highland Meadows -~ 11.83 20%% 1.69 0.00 0 ﬂ
* = Subdivisoin approved by Orange County

*% = Subdivisions with less than 25 unit may be exempt from the open space
requirements in Section 15-198 of the Carrboro Land Use Ordinance

3. Would you please have someone give a history of the discussions
of the Board’s interest in open space zoning and the formation
of the Small Area Planning Work Group for looking at zoning
issues in the transition area? I would appreciate it if you
would go back to the ideas submitted to our retreat in 1991 and
1992 as well as what was listed on the agenda for those years.

1991 RETREAT

A. The Board requested a report on greenway options and later
determined that these options should be included within
the Recreation and Parks Master Plan.

B. Neo-Traditional Workshops were held (Andres Duany) on
February 21, 1991.

1992 RETREAT

A. Discussion of items of interest:
1. Small area planning for the transition area
2. Policy on open space

3. Examination of issues relating to the development of
subdivisions and planning of development in the
" transition area:

a) the reduction of the size of roads in general;

b) elimination of the need for curb and gutter or
the use of alternative guttering;

c) the combining of bikepaths and sidewalks off
road;

d) the adequacy of timing of screening;

e) ordinance changes which increase the amount of
open space in new development along the Russell
Arandt model; and

f) discussion of the volunteer fireman personnel
and their status. ‘

4. Discussion of the concepts of Randall Arendt for open
space preservation zoning.

B. Action Agenda
1. Advisory boards to review Arendt and Duany tapes.
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Proceed with the establishment of a Small Area
Planning Work Group (referred to 1st quarter of '93).
Open Space Preservation Ordinance for the Town (was
not voted on the '92 Action Agenda).

RETREAT
Discussion of items of interest:

1993
A.

1.

Density bonuses, regarding small area planning should
include a policy discussion on the definition of open
space. A worksession should be scheduled by the
Aldermen on the use of open space grant incentives
to get ore open space which depends on the orien-
tation of housing related to open space.

Open space - consider as a separate topic. Go ahead
and get started on it. Have Randall Arendt come and
talk to the Board of Aldermen about open space
zoning.

Small area planning - discuss what a comprehensive
plan means and how we can fit small area planning
into it.

Action Agenda

1.

2.
3.

Schedule a worksession on policy decisions for the
Small Area Planning Work Group (SAPWG) including
having one member selected by each Board of Aldermen
member.

Discuss open space zoning.

Discuss purchase of open space and contact the
University about leasing property (open space will
be an element of the overall Recreation and Parks
Master Plan).

Status of Action

1.

SAPWG - reviewing zoning issues:

a) 02/02/93 - Board worksession, appointment of the
Small Area Planning Work Group membership.

b) 04/13/93 -~ SAPWG & Board of Aldermen Joint
Worksession. The Board requested that the town
attorney develop a list of options on the
SAPWG's consideration of specific development
proposals and rezoning applications during the
planning process.

c) 06/01/93 - Aldermen considered options for
processing development proposals during small
are planning process for the transition area and
took no action.

Open Space Zoning:

a) 06/22/93 - The Board of Aldermen received a
report on open space zoning concepts and how
they compare to Carrboro's existing ordinances.
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The Board referred the item to the Agenda
Planning Committee to schedule a worksession for
the Board to discuss this matter and to receive
copies of ordinances from other jurisdictions
with mandatory open space requirements.
01/04/94 - Board received open space ordinances
and requested additional information.
01/25/94 - Board continued its review of open
space zoning concepts and directed the town
staff and attorney to draft an ordinance
amendment requiring 50% open space.

1994 RETREAT
A. Discussion of items of interest:

1. Issues involved in open space zoning.

2. Purchase of open space (discussion of long range
planning for purchase of open space land and park
areas).

3. How to handle "infill development" regarding street
widths, infill densities, open space, and AID
provisions.

4. Review of open space regulations.

B. Action Agenda

1. Review of open space and density issues.
NOTE: The following are excerpts from the Board of Aldermen
Minutes. The excerpts are divided into two topics: '""Open Space
Zoning™ and "SAPWG ZONING ISSUES"Y.

OPEN SPACE ZONING ISSUES

JUNE 22, 1993
OPEN SPACE ZONING CONCEPTS

Julia Trevarthen, Senior Planner, presented a report on open space
zoning concepts and how they compare with existing development options
in Carrboro. Ms. Trevarthen explained that open space zoning is a
type of cluster development in which the development is required to
be concentrated on a portion of the total tract and the remainder
is left as permanent open space. Originally conceived as a technique
to preserve active agricultural use of lands under pressure for
conversion to residential use, open space zoning techniques were
intended for use in rural areas. However, the techniques are now
being used in some suburban areas to combat suburban sprawl and
preserve non-agricultural open space. Additionally, the Carrboro Land
Use Ordinance presently allows cluster development in residential
zoning districts and requires that open space be set aside in
residential developments. None of the existing cluster regulations
are mandatory and the open space set-asides are far smaller than those
typically found in open space zoning schemes.
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The Board voiced interest in receiving copies of ordinances from other
municipalities which require mandatory open space.

MOTION WAS MADE BY JACQUELYN GIST AND SECONDED BY JAY BRYAN THAT THIS
MATTER BE REFERRED TO THE AGENDA PLANNING COMMITTEE TO SCHEDULE A
WORK SESSION FOR THE BOARD OF ALDERMEN TO DISCUSS THIS MATTER AND
THAT ORDINANCES FROM OTHER MUNICIPALITIES WITH MANDATORY OPEN SPACE
REQUIREMENTS BE PROVIDED. VOTE: AFFIRMATIVE ALL.

JANUARY 04, 1994
OPEN SPACE ORDINANCE REVIEW

Roy Williford, Planning Director, stated that on June 22, 1993 the
Board received a staff report regarding open space zoning concepts.

The Board began its review of the open space ordinance and voiced
the following concerns: 1) developing an overlay zone, 2) permanent
versus other forms of dedication of open space, 3) what is the
percentage of open space, 4) determine whether this will be mandatory
or voluntary zoning, 5) determine design guideline standards, 6)
determine density with two possible plans -- conventional zoning and
cluster zoning, 7) what type of uses allowed -~ all-residential, all-
commercial, or a mixture or both; 8) what types of land for
environmental protection, 9) define what open space is, 10) what
methods to use in the preservation of open space, 11) determine
whether open space can be used for recreational purposes, 12) if open
space is used for recreational purposes, the recreational use should
be defined/designated; 13) suburban design should not be enforced
on rural housing, and 14) bonuses should be given for density
easements.

By consensus, the Board requested that staff list the concerns cited
at this meeting and that the Agenda Planning Committee schedule a
work session as soon as possible.

JANUARY 25, 1994
OPEN SPACE ZONING ORDINANCE REVIEW

The Board continued its discussion of open space zoning concepts and
how they compare with existing development options in the Town of
Carrboro. This matter was requested by the Board at its 1993 Planning
Retreat.

It was the consensus of the Board to direct the town staff and Town
Attorney to prepare a draft ordinance amendment increasing the open
space provisions of the Land Use Ordinance to 50%. The Board
requested that the town staff notify the Planning Board and Small
Area Planning Work Group that the Board has directed the town staff
to prepare this amendment.
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SAPWG ZONING ISSUES

FEBRUARY 02, 1993
APPOINTMENTES TO SMALL AREA PLANNING WORK GROUP

Julia Trevarthen, the town's Senior Planner, explained how the town
staff publicized to obtain applicants to serve on the Small Area
Planning Work Group and the process used to select applicants. Ms.
Trevarthen stated that the Chair of the Planning Board was
recommending that the following individuals be appointed to the Small
Area Planning Work Group:

a Alex Zaffron, representing the TAB

b. Evie Odom, representing the Parks & Recreation Com.

Cc. Thomas Cook, Gary Giles, John Hartley and Robert Hogan, Jr.,
representing the citizens who reside, own property or own
businesses in the study area.

Robin Lackey, Chair of the Planning Board, addressed the Board
explaining the selection process, the proposed meetings of the work
group and the fact finding process the work group will go through.
Ms. Lackey stated that a letter would be sent to applicants who were
not selected to serve on the work group. In addition, Ms. Lackey
suggested that a joint meeting of the Board of Aldermen and Small
Area Planning Work Group be held in March or April to discuss the
small area planning process.

MOTION WAS MADE BY RANDY MARSHALL AND SECONDED BY TOM GURGANUS THAT
ALL THOSE WHO APPLIED TO SERVE ON THE SMALL AREA PLANNING WORK GROUP
BE APPOINTED (THOMAS COOK, GARY GILES, JOHN HARTLEY, ROBERT HOGAN,
JR., FRANK POTTER, MARY AYERS, STEVE HARDEE, PHILIP EWING, CAROL-ANN
GREENSLADE, SIDNEY HARRELL, MIKE HUGHES, JEF, STEVE OGLESBEE,
STEPHANIE PADILLA, LINDA ROBERTS, MAROBETH RUEGG, GREG SHEPARD, VINCE
STEVENS, DOUGLAS WAIT, H. TAYLOR VADEN, IN ADDITION TO THE MEMBERS
OF THE PLANNING BOARD, ALEX ZAFFRON (REPRESENTING THE TAB) AND EVIE
ODUM (REPRESENTING THE PARKS & RECREATION COMMISSION). VOTE:
AFFIRMATIVE ALL

It was a consensus of the Board to hold a joint worksession with the
Small Area Planning Work Group in April, 1993 to discuss the small
area planning process.

APRIL 13, 1993
JOINT WORKSESSION WITH SMALL AREA PLANNING WORK GROUP TO DISCUSS SMALL
AREA PLANNING PROJECT

The Board of Aldermen met jointly with the Small Area Planning Work
Group (SAPWG) to discuss policy decisions for small area planning.

Robin Lackey, Chair of the Planning Board, introduced the members
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of the SAPWG.

Alderman Gist stated that she was concerned about how the roads in
the planning area are laid out. In addition, she stated that the
SAPWG should communicate with the school system during the planning
process.

Alderman Gurganus stated that he has no preconceived ideas about what
should be in the small planning area, and that he is against
involuntary annexation in this area.

Bud Vaden asked if it would be appropriate to use the Year 2000 Task
Force Report during the planning process.

It was pointed out that the charge for the SAPWG states that
applicable portions of the Year 2000 Task Force Report should be used.

Alderman Shetley asked if the Planning Board had seen the development
plan created by a subcommittee of the Planning Board, specifically
by Margaret Brown and Judith Williams.

Robin Lackey stated that she had seen the plan and that she would
like for the Board of Aldermen to receive a brief presentation on
the plan.

Alderman Bryan suggested that the Board's budget worksession scheduled
for May 20, 1993 be rescheduled in order for Board members to attend
the next meeting of the SAPWG scheduled for that same night. Alderman
Bryan thanked the members of the SAPWG for their commitment to this
project and also stated that he did not support involuntary
annexation.

Mayor Kinnaird also thanked the members of the SAPWG for their
commitment of time to this project and urged the work group to
- consider developments such as Arcadia which includes solar homes,
etc.

Alderman Marshall urged the SAPWG to get a proposal back to the Board
of Aldermen as soon as possible in order for the Board to obtain the
necessary guidance for development in this area.

Alderman Bryan urged the members of the work group to consider how
they will handle themselves during their meetings in light of the
expected different view points of the members.

Mary Ayers asked that the work group have access to the thoroughfare
plan.

Jef asked how the Board will deal with rezoning requests during the
planning process, and asked if the Board would consider placing a
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moratorium on development during the planning process.

Mike Brough stated that he did not think the Board could place a
moratorium on rezoning and permits, but the Board could adopt a policy
to welcome or not welcome requests during the planning process.

Alex Zaffron asked if development in the area could be put in a
holding pattern during the planning process.

Alderman Gurganus stated that he felt the Board should not place a
moratorium on development during the planning process.

Robin Lackey stated that a petition has been submitted to the town
from members of the SAPWG asking for a moratorium, but that this
petition was not an official recommendation from the entire SAPWG.

Bud Vaden asked if it wouldn't be wise to have potential developers
work with the SAPWG in planning developments.

Mary Ayers stated that the Hogan rezoning application pre-dated the
SAPWG.

Robin Lackey stated that the SAPWG could make comments on the Hogan
rezoning request at the joint planning public hearing scheduled for
April 15, '1993.

Jef stated that he was not against the Hogan rezoning, but wanted
to know when the work of the SAPWG would begin.

Alderman Bryan suggested that the Town Attorney develop a list of
options which the SAPWG could use in considering specific development
proposals during the planning process.

Carol-Ann Greenslade stated that the Hogan rezoning request came out
of the blue without the SAPWG knowing about it.

John Hartley stated that he feels each rezoning will challenge the
work of the SAPWG, and that he feels the SAPWG would like to work
with developers. '

Rob Hogan stated that it is unfortunate that his family's rezoning
request pre-dated the SAPWG and feels it is unfair to his family to
be caught in the middle. Mr. Hogan stated that the proposed
development of the Hogan property will be a development to live with
and in.

Tom High stated that he did not want to see another north Raleigh
or Virginia Beach in the small planning area, and urged the Board
of Aldermen to review the development proposal prepare by the
subcommittee of the Planning Board.
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Alderman Shetley requested that the maps prepared by the Planning
Board subcommittee be shown to the Board of Aldermen very soon.

It was a consensus of the Board to request the Town Attorney develop
a list of options that the Board could give to the Small Area Planning
Work Group which would give the work group direction as to how it
would consider specific development proposals during the planning
process. In addition, that the pollcy should include a way to address
permit appllcatlons and rezoning applications during the planning
process; i.e., moratorium, communication between developers and the
Small Area Planning Work Group, etc.

JUNE 01, 1993
OPTIONS FOR PROCESSING DEVELOPMENT PROPOSALS DURING SMALL AREA
PLANNING PROCESS FOR THE TRANSITION AREA

At its meeting on April 13, 1993, the Board of Aldermen requested
that the Town Attorney prepare a llst of alternative ways which the
Board of Aldermen might deal with rezoning or development permit
requests that occur during the time that the Small Area Planning Work
Group is working on its plan for the northern end of town and the
transition area. The Town Attorney prepared a memorandum in response
to the Board's request.

The Board received the Town Attorney's report on this matter, but
took no action.

c. Please see the attached May 03, 1993 memorandum from
Michael B. Brough (referenced as "ATTACHMENT A") regardlng
"Consideration of Specific Projects Within Area Being
Studied by Small Area Planning Committee"
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I would like to know the percentage of open space that was on
the application that is located in wetlands, the percentage
located in the floodplain, and the percentage located in the
lake. Unless it costs a lot for them to do so, I would like
the staff to determine what they believe to be the surface
acreage of the lake.

A. Percentage of open space in wetland only (outside
floodplain) = 2.5%

B. Percentage of open space in the lake = 17.5%

C. Percentage of open space in floodplain (excluding the lake)
= 43.5%

D. Other open space = 36.5%

I would like to get a copy of the initial charge to the Small
Area Planning Work Group, the day they began meeting, the number
of meetings they have had up to the present, and the topics of
those meetings.

A. Small Area Planning Work Group (SAPWG) Charge

(Adopted: October 06, 1992)

As designated in the 1987 joint planning agreement, the area
north of Hillsborough Road through the Transition Area as shown
on the attached map is Carrboro’s future growth area. The
overall goal of the Small Area Planning Work Group is to develop
a comprehensive plan for the growth and development of this
area. In this process the Work Group shall use the applicable
portions of the 2000 Task Force Report in developing both
conservation and development goals for the study area.

At a minimum, the Small Area Planning Work Group will address
the following issues:

1. Patterns of growth and their impacts.

2. Efficient provision of town services.

3. Conservation of farmland and natural areas, and environmen-
tally sensitive areas

4. Providing a diverse range of housing types and costs.

5. Provision of adequate transportation routes including
public, private, bicycle, and pedestrian.

6. Provision of publicly accessible parks and
recreation facilities.

7. Maintenance of the Town character and preservation of
existing neighborhoods.

8. Encouragement of pedestrian scale.

9. Protection of the character and natural beauty of the area
defined. '
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B. The SAPWG has held eleven (11) meetings, the dates of the
meetings and topics on the agenda were as follows:

March 18, 1993

I. Introduction and distribution of materials

IT. Discussion of Rules of Procedures for the Work Group
ITII. Presentation of the Work Group's from the Board of Aldermen
IV. Presentation of meeting topic schedule

v. 0ld/New Business

May 20, 1993

I. Minutes approval of March 18, 1993 meeting

II. Discussion of existing environmental conditions in the
study area and their impacts

ITII. Discussion of the Carrboro Land Use Ordinance

IV. Presentation of 1st videotape on different development
styles

V. 0ld/New Business

June 17, 1993

I. Minutes approval of May 20, 1993 meeting

II. Presentation and discussion of water and sewer provision
in the study area (Ed Holland, OWASA)

III. Presentation and discussion of demographics report and
population projections for Carrboro

IV. Presentation of 2nd videotape on different development
styles

V. 0ld/New Business

August 19, 1993
I. Minutes approval of June 17, 1993 meeting

IT. Presentation and discussion of Carrboro Town services
(Robert Morgan and Larry Gibson)

III. 2nd videotape on different development styles

IV. O0Old/New business

September 16, 1993
I. Minutes approval of August 19, 1993 meeting

II. Presentation and discussion of the TAB's Connector Roads
Study for the Northern Transition Area (TAB)

III. Planning the first SAPWG's Neighborhood Open House

IV. 0ld/New Business

October 21, 1993
The SAPWG's first Neighborhood Open House at the Homestead
Community Center.

November 18, 1993
I. Minutes approval of September 16, 1993 meeting
II. Presentation and discussion of buildout scenario (no change
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option)

Presentation and discussion of a development scenario

formulated in 1990 by a subcommittee of the Planning Board

(Margaret Brown) ‘

0ld/New Business

a. Coordination with the Chapel Hill Northwest Small
Area Plan Work Group

b. Initial survey results

c. Schedule update

December 16, 1993

I. Minutes approval of November 18, 1993 meeting

II. TAB: Connector Roads Plan Concept for Northern Transition
Area

III. Survey results**

IV. Discussion of SAPWG charge, issues, goals

V. 0ld/New Business

January 20, 1994
This was a special meeting with the Chapel Hill Northwest Area

Plan Work Group (NAPWG) held at the Homestead Community Center
I. Welcome and introduction
II. Review of process and framework for small area plans

ITI. Key issues in each jurisdiction
IV. General discussion:
roads/transportation
greenways
environment
housing
community facilities
V. Future Coordination

February 17, 1994

I. Minutes approval of January 20, 1994 meeting

ITI. Report from the SAPWG representation to the Recreation
Committee and Chapel Hill's NAPWG

III. Discussion of goals and objectives

IV. Discussion of procedure

V. 0ld/New Business

March 17, 1994

I. Minutes approval of February 17, 1994 meeting

II. Update from Parks & Recreation Commission liaison

III. Update from Chapel Hill's NAPWG liaison

IV. Report from "Concerns by Consensus" subcommittees
1. conservation of natural and beautiful areas
2. vistas - conservation
3. diverse housing types, sizes, and costs**
4, efficient provision of municipal services**
5. adequate provision of transportation#**
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6. commercial development on community scale*#*
V. General discussion of committee recommendations*#

VI. Preliminary discussion of existing development scenarios*#*
PLEASE NOTE: "“*#" indicates that the item was not discussed.
Additionally, the following aldermen (Jay Bryan, Jacquelyn Gist,

and Frances Shetley) are on the SAPWG's mailing list and was
mailed the aforementioned agenda packets.

RMW/Jjes

attach.
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18 April 1994

Town of Carrboro Board of Alderman
Carrboro Town Hall

301 West Main Street

Carrboro, NC 27510

Dear Representatives:

The Board of Alderman has the legal right to deny a Conditional Use Permit for the
Lake Hogan Farms subdivision plan as it now stands according to Article XVI, Section
15-254 of the Town Ordinance {enclosed}. We strongly encourage you to deny the
CUP at this time. Here's why:

By the applicant's admission at the public hearing on March 22, 1994 the application
for the CUP is not complete. Mr. Dan Jewell stated in his testimony at the public
hearing that Lake Hogan will be drained and the dam rebuilt two feet higher than its
present level in order to protect residents downstream in the event of a 100-year storm.

Given this plan by the developer, the Alderman cannot by Town Ordinance grant
approval of the present subdivision plan until the flood plain, dam and wetland
changes to be created by this dam have been approved and permits have been granted
by FEMA, the Division of Environmental Management, North Carolina's dam
inspectors, and Orange County's own Erosion Control Supervisor, Mr. Warren
Faircloth. {See his letter enclosed and dated January 5, 1994.}

Young and Jewell's present subdivision plan is incomplete since Section 15-254 (c)
states:

"No zoning, special use or conditional use permit may be issued for any
development within a floodplain until the permit-issuing authority has reviewed
the plans for any such development to assure that...

(4) all necessary permits have been received from those agencies from
which approval is required by federal or state law..." {italics ours}

Not only does this portion of the ordinance offer grounds for denial of the CUP for
Lake Hogan Farms in its present form, but it also potentially offers grounds for
overturning the rezoning of the property which was granted last year.

GEORGANN EUBANKS
. \Qg!{ 317 Stony Hill Road
RECE\V ED APR ‘ 8 ¥ Cl}apel Hin, North Carolina
27516
USA.
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Moreover, raising the height of the dam will, by definition, change the floodplain on all -
the proposed lots adjacent to Hogan Lake. The present plan does not take these
changes in the floodplain or wetlands into account. As the subdivision plan now stands
but with the new dam added, the Alderman may be approving the development of
underwater real estate in the event of a flood. According to Town Ordinance Section
15-255 (b): "a conditional or special use permit for a major subdivision may not be
granted if any portion of one or more lots lies within a floodway or floodplain..."

The ordinance goes on to say that residential lots lying within or adjacent to a floodway
or floodplain must have sufficient buildable area outside the floodplain to be approved.
How the buildable area in each lot adjacent to Hogan Lake will change is unknown
at this time without the inspection and permitting process associated with dam
reconstruction.

Should you grant the CUP at this time, you are not only potentially violating the Town
Ordinance, but you will be creating additional taxpayer expense and staff hours for
town officials since each lake lot will have to be inspected and approved individually
after the dam is rebuilt and after the necessary environmental permits have been
granted, if they are granted.

On these grounds, we not only urge you to deny the Conditional Use Permit for the
Lake Hogan Farms Subdivision until the proper permits have been issued for planned
alterations to Hogan Lake by federal, state and local authorities, but we also would -
suggest that you may have grounds to overturn the previous decision to rezone this
property until the dam alterations have been made, inspected and approved.

Sincerely,

Georgann
with Lightning Brown as legal counsel

Encl.




ORANGE COUNTY PLANNING DEPARTMENT
306F REVERE ROAD '
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Memorandum | ZONING

TO: Carrboro Zoning Department

FROM: Warren Faircloth, Erosion Control Supervisor Fﬁ&ﬁbEz
SEE

7

SUBJECT: Lake Hogan Farms

DATE: January 5, 1994

I have been unable to visit this site, so I may have additional

comments later. I hope to be able to visit the site within the
next two weeks.

Erosion control plan approval is required for each phase, or

phases to be built simultaneously, if more than 20,000 square
feet is to be disturbed.

Phasing should be planned so that construction of one phase does
not damage existing development or prevent installation of
sediment control for a subsequent phase. For example: an initial
phase built at the bottom of a slope should not occupy space
required for sediment control measures required for a later phase
above. Another situation to avoid is where increased runoff from co
an early phase flows through a latter phase; the increased runoff

could prevent installation of measures or require a very large
device.

Consider Phase 5. When it begins it will be surrounded by streets
and probably houses; runoff and sediment will enter the existing
storm drains through Phase 1. Where will sediment controls be
located? Inlet protection is not an acceptable option here. One
solution would be a sediment pond at the storm drain outlet
across the channel between Phases 1 and 2. This measure could
serve several phases, but access for inspection, maintenance, and
eventual removal would have to be provided during all phases. The
pond might occupy the rear of several lots, so either the lots
must remain undeveloped or construction easements provided.

There are similar situations in other phases. -

It will be necessary to provide sediment control measures at the
storm drain outlets. This is necessary for the street construc-
tion and for house construction. When lot size is less than 3/4

Post Office Box 8181
Carrboro/Chapel Hill 968-4501  Durham 688-7331 Hillsborough 732-8181  Mehane 2272031  FAX 919-644.3002




acre house construction becomes a sediment problem. Even if a lot
does not drain to the street, construction vehicles track mud

from the lot onto the street and is then washed into the storm
drains. . -

It is my understanding that rebuilding the dam is planned as part
of development. I assume the dam is higher than 15’ and comes
under the Dam Safety Act; if so, a permit will be required from
the State. Rebuilding needs to be planned so that draining of the
lake and removal of the dam does not result in erosion of
accumulated sediment into Bolin Creek.

(=l

v

xc: Dan Jewell, Young Jewell & Associates

#18 12-28-93,
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levels. (AMENDED 6/22/82)

Section 15-254 Construction Within Floodways and Floodplains
Restricted. (AMENDED 4/21/87; 12/06/88)

(a) No building may be constructed or 1located, ' and no
substantial improvement of an existing building may take place
within any floodway. With respect to mobile home communities that
are nonconforming because they are located within a floodway,
mobile homes may be relocated in such communities only if they
comply with the provisions of subsection (i) of this section. .

(b) No new building may be constructed or located wholly or
partially within any floodplain outside the floodway unless and to
the extent that, in the absence of such authorization the property
owner would be deprived of all reasonable use. If new construction
within a floodplain is authorized under this subsection, all such
construction shall be in conformity with the remaining provisions
of this section. With respect to mobile home communities that are
nonconforming because they are located within a floodplain, mobile
homes may be relocated in such communities only if they comply with
the provisions of subsection (i) of this section.

(c) No zoning, special use or conditional use permit may be
issued for any development within a floodplain until the permit-

issuing authority has reviewed the plans for any such development
to assure that:

the proposed development is consistent with the
need to minimize flood damage; and

all public utilities and facilities such as sewer,
gas, electrical, and water systems are located and
constructed with materials and equipment resistant
to flood damage, in order to minimize or eliminate
the potential for flood damage; and

adequate drainage is provided to minimize or reduce
exposure to flood hazards; and

all necessary permits have been received from those
agencies from which approval is required by federal
or state law; ‘and

any new construction or substantial improvements
shall be designed (or modified) and adequately
anchored to prevent flotation, collapse, or lateral
movement of the structure resulting from
hydrodynamic or hydrostatic loads including the
effects of buoyancy:; and

Page 3
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consistent with the provision of subsection (j) of
this section, so that the lowest floor of the
mobile home is one foot above the base flood level.

(3) Adequate surface drainage and easy access for
mobile home haulers is provided.

(4) Load-bearing foundation supports such as piers or
pilings must be placed on stable so0il or concrete
footings no more than ten (10) feet apart, and if
the support height is greater than seventy-two (72)
inches, the support must contain steel
reinforcement.

(j) Subsequent to December 06, 1988, no portion of any
floodplain areas outside of the floodway may be filled in with f£ill
dirt or similar material for the purpose of elevating buildings or
mobile homes, or for any other purpose, unless it can be
demonstrated that such fill will not increase the base flood
elevation an amount greater than one foot. Any development
permitted under subsection (b) of this section or under Section
15-253 shall be designed to minimize the need for filling.
Whenever such filling is authorized, or wherever any portion of a
floodplain has previously been filled in with f£fill dirt, slopes

shall be adequately stabilized to withstand the erosive force of -
the base flood. (m

(k) Nothing in this section shall prevent a single family
residence (including a mobile home) from being located within the
protective stream buffer areas required by Section 15-268 if such
home (i) replaces a home that had been located within such buffer
within six months prior to the effective date of this section and
is located on the same location as the previous home, or (ii) is
located on a mobile home pad or foundation that was in existence on
the effective date of this section.

Section 15-255 Special Provisions for Subdivisions. (AMENDED
12/06/88)

(a) An applicant for a conditional use permit or special use
permit authorizing a major subdivision and an applicant for minor
subdivision final plat approval shall be informed by the plannzng
department of the use and construction restrictions contained in
this Article, if any portion of the land to be subdivided lies
within a floodway or floodplain.

(b) A conditional use permit or special use permit for a major
subdivision may not be issued and final plat approval for any
subdivison may not be granted if any portion of one or more lots
lies within a floodway or floodplain unless it reasonably appears

Page 6
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that: (//,,,
(1) With respect to each lot that lies wholly or partly

within a floodway or floodplain, either (i) a
building of the type that is consistent with the
zoning of the property can practically be located

in accordance with applicable regulations on the
portion of such lot that is located outside the

floodway or floodplain, or J(ii) such 1lot has
alread een developed, (111 ot is formed as
the result of an adjustment of lot lines between
lots in existence of the effective date of this
section, and such readjustment does not result in a
previously  developable lot being rendered
undevelopable, or (iv) it plainly appears that such
lot is intended to be devoted to a permissible use
that does not involve the construction of any
building, including without limitation permanent
open space; or

(2) Creation of each lot that does not satisfy the
criteria set forth in subdivision (1) of this
subsection is necessary to avoid depriving the
owner of the property of all reasonable use of the
tract taken as a whole.

(c) Final plat approval for any subdivision containing land -
that lies within a floodway or floodplain may not be given unless
the plat shows the boundary of the floodway or floodplain and
contains in clearly discernible print the following statement: "Use
of land within a floodway or floodplain is substantially restricted
by Article XVI of Chapter 15 of the Carrboro Town Code."

Section 15-256 Water Supply and Sanitary Sewer System in Floodways
and Floodplains.

Whenever any portion of a proposed development is located
within a floodway or floodplain, the agency or agencies responsible
for certifying to the town the adequacy of the water supply and
sewage disposal systems for the development (as set forth in
Sections 15-239 and 15-241 of this chapter) shall be informed by
the developer that a specified area within the development lies
within a floodway or floodplain. Thereafter, approval of the

proposed system by that agency shall constitute a certification
that:

(1) Such water supply system is designed to minimize or
eliminate infiltration of flood waters into it.

(2) Such sanitary sewer system is designed to eliminate

Page 7
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DAM REPAR PERMIT APPLICATION 91ALL B SUBMTTED UPON ISSUANCE OF CUP. BY TOWN,

LAKE HOGAN SMALL BE DRANED TO REVEAL ORIGNAL STREAMBID. SLT AND TREL STUMPS WLL BE
REMOVED. EXISTNG CARTHEN DAM WLL DI RECONSTRUCTED ¥ DITERMNID NECESSARY TO MEET
CURRENT DAM SAFETY LAWS. DAM. WER AND OTHER STRUCTURES SHALL BEZ BULT TO MEELT
STATE SPECIICATIONS. LAKE WLL Bf RIFLLED ONLY AFTER DAM REPARS MAVE BEEN COMPLEITED
AND CERTIMIED SAFE BY REGILATORY AGENCES.

AR

ANTICPATED SCHEDULE OF DAM WORK:

o _\~ Cm el N

T = INYESTIGATION AND ENGINCERNG THROUGH MD-APRL
1 - STATE PERMTING MD-APRL THROUGH MD-JULY
- DAM RECONSTRUCTION MD-JLY THROUGH OCTOBER

~ CERTIFY AND FLL LAKE ocrToner

ALL CONSTRUCTION SHALL BE REVEWED BY THE ORANGE COUNTY FROSION CONTROL OFFICE

ADDITIONAL NOTES:

ACCESS ROADS TO ALL PHASES OF CONSTRUCTION SMALL BE CONSTRUCTED AND MANTANID TO
ACCOMODATE FRZ AFPARATUS VM’H MINMUM OVERMEAD CLEARANCE OF 12°. -

ALL NEW BRIDGES ACCROSS PUBLIC ROAD R/W'S SHALL BY SUBJECT TO FINAL Wmm&g&

NO BURNNG SHALL BE ALLOWED WITHIN THE TOWN LMITS. ANY BURNNG OUTSIDE OF THE
TOWN LMTS MUST MEET REQUIREMINTS OF COUNTY FIRE MARSHALL AND BI PERMITTED BY HM.

A
o\ (L]




March 28, 1994

Jef

300 Stony Hill Rd.
Chapel Hill, NC 27516
(918) 967-9023

Dear Carrboro Alderfolk:

When I addressed you on the evening of March 22nd at the public
hearing concerning the proposed Lake Hodan Farm subdivision, I
spoke mainly about two concerns: the safety of the entranceway
intersection at the proposed Jjuncture of 0ld Hwy. 86 and
rroposed Lake Hogan Farm Road, and the adverse effect of urban
lighting on the wildfowl. This letter will (I hope) clarify my
concerns about the aforementioned proposed intersection.

I have developed a diagram showing what I believe would provide
a safe, well-planned intersection at the proposed entranceway
on the west side of the subdivision. Please note that the
safety of this intersection is paramount to the health and
safety of the citizens of Calvander, and to all who drive
through our neighborhood.

I have based this diagram on information from the following
sources: the letter from the NC DOT dated March 2, 1994,
addressed to Mr. Keith Lankford, Zoning Division, and
containing the NC DOT’s recommendations concerning this
intersection; the town of Carrboro’s own Northern Connector
Road Plan; and the specifications for a Major Urban

Thoroughfare which I received from Mr. David Poythress of the
Carrboro Public Works Dept..

As you review this letter and accompanying documentation, I
believe the questions that need to be answered are the
following:

1. If the proposed Lake Hogan Farm subdivision is built,
and this entranceway is to be used for half of the 3,800 trips
in and out on a daily basis, should the entranceway be built to
meet the standards of the town of Carrboro and the NC DOT, even
though the developer does not own the land required to make
this proposed intersection conform to these minimum safety
standards®?

2. Will the town of Carrboro shoulder the responsibility of
acquiring the land required to make this a safe intersection?

3. Or will the developer?

4. Or will the town of Carrboro allow this intersection to
be built in a substandard manner, utilizing only the land
currently owned by the developer, perhaps endangdering the
health and safety of residents of Carrboro’s Transition Area?

5. Or will you, the Alderfolk of the Town of Carrboro deny
the permit application currently before you concerning this
proposed subdivision until this issue, the endangerment of the
health and safety of the good citizens of Calvander, can be
resolved in a safe and sane manner?

I thank you in advance for reviewing my diagrams and comments.
If you have any questions, please give me a call.

posce, S RECEIVED 1R 2 § 1964







NOTES ON INTERSECTION DIAGRAM WHICH FOLLOWS

The following diagram of the proposed intersection at the only
entranceway on the west side of proposed Lake Hodan Farm Road
is actually an enlargement of the developer’s own blueprint
plan. It is not meant as a "mechanical” representation, but it
is drawn to scale, with all the recommendations of the
ordinances of the Town of Carrboro and the NC DOT represented
as faithfully as this citizen can represent them.

It is based on the following recommendations and comments:

1. "A dedicated left turn lane into the site with at least
100 feet of full storage should be provided. Also, a dedicated
right turn lane into the site with at least 75 feet of full
storade should be provided. Each of these should be provided
with appropriate transitional tapers.” (p.3, letter from T.J.
Dyer, District Engineer, NC DOT, to Keith Lankford, Zoning
Division, Town of Carrboro, March 2, 1994)

2. 0ld NC Hwy. 86 is designated on the Town of Carrboro’s
Northern Connector Road Plan as an approved major thoroughfare.
(appropriate plan map attached)

3. Dimensions of a major urban thoroughfare are as follows:
on each side of the center line, at this proposed intersection,
there would be 1, 12-foot travel lane; 1, 12-foot storage lane;
1, a 6~-foot bike lane; 2.5 feet of curb and gutter; and 6 feet
provided for sidewalk (sidewalk usually on one side only).

(Mr. David Poythress, Public Works Dept., Town of Carrboro)

4. "An appropriate length of taper for an intersection such
as this is approximately 200 feet. If a road is on the
thoroughfare plan for a town or county, it must be built to
accommodate all town or county regquirements.” (Mr. Harry
Thompson, Roadway Design, NC DOT)
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TO:
DATE:

SUBJECT:

APPLICANT:

PURPOSE:

EXISTING ZONING:

TAX MAP NUMBER:

LOCATION:

SIZE:
EXISTING LAND USE:

PROPOSED LAND USE:

SURROUNDING
LAND USE:

ZONING HISTORY:

STAFF REPORT

Robert Morgan, Town Manager
March 22, 1994

Lake Hogan Farms Subdivision--Conditional Use
Permit

Brad Young

Young-Jewell & Associates
P. 0. Box 2725

Chapel Hill, N. C. 27514

To allow construction of 420 single family
detached dwelling units in seven phases on 310
acres of land.

25.92 acres--RR (Rural Residential) District,
1 acre minimum lot size, since 1988.

282.34 acres--R-20 District, 20,000 square
feet minimum lot size, since 1993 rezoning, RR
1988 to 1993.

1.74 acres--R-15 District, 15,000 square feet
minimum lot size since 1988.

7.109..2, 3, 4, 5, 5A, 6, 6A, 24, 25,

North of Homestead Road, around the existing
Lake Hogan Farm Road

310 acres
Several single family dwellings/farm uses

Major subdivision, use category 26.100 which
will allow for 420 single family detached
dwellings (use category 1.110).

North--Vacant land, scattered single family
dwellings, 1.110

South--single family dwellings, 1.110

East--vacant, University property

West--vacant

See description under "Existing Zoning" above.




PARTICULARLY RELEVANT ORDINANCE SECTIONS

Section 15-187 Architecturally Integrated Subdivisions.
Section 15-196 Active Recreational Areas and Facilities Required.

Section 15-198 Passive Recreation and Usable Open Space.
Section 15-210 Street Classification.

Section 15-216 8treet Width, sidewalk, and Drainage Re ts
Subdivisgions.

Section 15-199 Ownership and Maintenance of Recreational Areas and
Required Open Space.

BACKGROUND

The Board of Aldermen granted a rezoning request in 1993 for the
portion of this tract (located in the Transition Area I) from RR
(rural residential) to R-20 except for a 100 foot wide area which
retained its RR zoning. This 100 foot wide RR area borders the
Stoney Hill Subdivision and the northern portion of the Homestead
Hills Subdivision. The remaining RR zoning was not rezoned to R-20
at that same time because that would involve a modification to the
Joint Planning Agreement between the Towns of Carrboro and Chapel
Hill and Orange County.

This 100 foot wide RR area requires that the densities and setbacks
specified for the RR zone must be met. This zoning does not
prohibit development within 100 feet of the tract boundary, but
does prohibit above ground structures within 20 feet of the tract
boundary via the standard setback requirements as established by
the Town's Land Use Ordinance.

ANALYSIS

This project is an architecturally integrated subdivision (AIS)
with a total of 420 lots. There are 124 lots of approximately 1/4
quarter of an acre each which the applicant calls cluster lots, 119
lots of approximately 1/3 acre each, 104 lots of 1/2 acres each,
and 73 lots of an acre or larger which the applicant calls estate
lots. The various lots are designated on the plans by the letters
wee, wpn, W, and "E" respectively.

There is a single structure of 4,000 square feet shown on the plans
which is labelled as retail. Sheet 9 of the plans contains an
enlarged site plan for the recreation/daycare/retail-office
complex. This sheet also contains a note which indicates that the
retail-office use in this 4,000 square foot structure will not be
a permissible use until phase 1 is annexed into the Town, then the
area must be rezoned to a zone which allows commercial uses, and
then a new permit will have to be issued for that use.
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To: The Carrboro Board of Alderman

From: Bolin Creek Stream Watch, Orange Chatham Sierra Club
Re: Impact of Hogan Farm Property Development on Bolin Creek
Date: April 15, 1994

We love Bolin Creek. It is a beautiful little stream that flows through Orange County,
Carrboro and Chapel Hill. It is used by many of us for recreation and for a place to enjoy wild
flowers, ancient trees, and a variety of wildlife. Bolin Creek is small: it is only a few miles long
beginning and ending in Orange County. On this day in April, wild Irises bloom along it's banks: a
family of wild Mallards swim the rapids. We want to protect this lovely little creek for the
community, for the wildlife, and for future generations to enjoy. in addition, there is great concern
that this type of "passive recreation™ area be protected.

The Hogan Farm Development poses a severe threat to Bolin Creek. First, because of the
proposed development's proximity to Hogan Lake, our concern is over increased sedimentation
during construction . Runoff from new pavement, without proper controls, will certainly poliute the
creek. We are also greatly concerned about the proposal to drain Hogan Lake and the effects that
action will have on Bolin Creek.

The Board of Aldermen has already shown concern for quality growth by supporting the
proposal of Shaping Orange County's Future. Citizens and politicians alike are concerned that
southern Orange County avoid the fate of North Raleigh. As we are all painfully aware urban sprawl
happens one development at a time. Within the past year, three major new housing developments
have been proposed for the Chapel Hill-Carrboro area. These developments will place a great deal
of stress on the natural resources of Orange County, including Bolin Creek.

Although local governing bodies have supported the concept of "quality growth,"
developments have continued to be built that contribute greatly to urban sprawl. Clearly, the Hogan
Farm Development, with its cul de sacs, large fences, poorly designed road system and inattention
to the environment is not "quality growth." As citizens and environmentalists, we support
responsible growth that will help to protect natural resources such as Bolin Creek.

To ensure quality growth we must follow policies that: protect critical watersheds; do not
endanger significant natural areas; are designed to encourage the use of alternative transportation,
and to discourage the impact of automobile use on local infrastructure; ensure minimal impact on
town resources, including water use and sewer use; and ensure the preservation greenspace.

The Hogan Farm development as proposed is in conflict with these goals in two significant
ways.

First, because of the proposed development's proximity to Hogan Lake, large scale
development of this area poses a threat to Bolin Creek. This creek, while not an undisturbed natural
area, is nonetheless considered to be a significant natural area, and is widely used as a recreational
area for hiking, running and biking by residents of Carrboro and Chapel Hill. Sedimentation and
pollution from construction in the Hogan Farm area threatens the health of Bolin Creek.

Second, the design of this development does not adequately encourage the use of public
transportation. The nature of its location relative to town services and retail areas presupposes that
residents will drive to and from town to work, shop, and conduct all their business.
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Although many people would like to see the Hogan Farm area remain unchanged, we realize
that development of this area is likely to occur. But this plan as it stands is unacceptable for the
above reasons. We ask that you carefully consider this plan, and that the developers address the
environmental concerns we have raised. If an environmentally responsible approach cannot be
achieved, then this project should not be approved. Help us save Bolin Creek.
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18 April 1994

Town of Carrboro Board of Alderman
Carrboro Town Hall

301 West Main Street

Carrboro, NC 27510

Dear Friends:

You are about to set a crucial precedent. Your decision to approve or reject the
Lake Hogan Farms subdivision plan is not about the Hogans versus their neighbors.

It is about a dramatic alteration of the land that will outlast us all.
It is about the character of a community for years to come.
It is a watershed decision in both a literal and figurative sense.

Your stewardship of this community at this moment will extend well beyond the
term of your elected office. How you decide sets a crucial aesthetic and economic
precedent about how this community sees itself--what it "wants to be when it
grows up.” Your decision sends a message to future developers about how much
care they must take in their proposals, about what kind of diversity in housing they
must provide in a subdivision, about how literally they must comply with the Joint
Planning Area Land Use Plan.

You also send a message about how much you value the volunteer work of citizens
through the Small Area Planning Group and the Planning Board--many of whom
cannot even vote for you but must live with your decisions about their
neighborhoods.

Some of you may primarily be worried about the legal ramifications of your
decision. But | would argue that much more is at stake than who has the means to
sue whom over the manner in which this process has been conducted. This is
about doing what's right, not what's "inevitable,” about having the political will
and character to be faithful to the stated aims of the larger community through its
planning mechanisms and what those planning documents say about the kind of
development that is our preference.

We have said we want to avoid the mistakes of other communities. To exercise
care in the planned use of our limited land. To grow this community according to
an ideal more distinctive than the plain urge to gain the highest financial profit.
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Please help us out of our cynicism and show us your mettle. You've heard so
many voices from all corners that have risen against the Lake Hogan Farms plan.
We've talked about the environmental and aesthetic reasons. Others have voiced
their concerns about overcrowded schools and inadequate roads. Some object to
nothing less expensive than a $150,000 home on a fifth-acre lot in Lake Hogan
Farms. Some have been offended by the developers' tactics in promising a senior
home and golf course and then deleting those amenities from a plan they were not
to have spoken about in the first place during the zoning hearings. Please heed
these concerns in your decision.

In ten or twenty years, you may not be remembered for making this decision one
way or another. But this community where we all live will be forever changed by
your choice. Thank you for your careful deliberation and your hard work in a most
difficulty situation.

Sincerely,
772&%{ Cyvace.
Maggi Grace

317 Stony Hill Road
Chapel Hill, NC 27516



CC' ;6(3\di /Kga’\b(/fi
1Bk M0 gan
@@cf WUJ(C&d

H. TAYLOR (BUD) VADEN

8033 Old NC 86 ¢ Chapel Hill, NC 27516
Phone/Fax (919) 967-2184 + EMail: brec@med.unc.edu

April 16, 1994

The Honorable Eleanor Kinnaird
Mayor of Carrboro

Town Hall

Carrboro, NC 27515

Dear Mayor Kinnaird:

With all due respect, I, and the neighbors with whom [ have spoken, not only do
not want to live in Carrboro, we do not want Carrboroism imported to our commumty
which is a good three miles from the heart of Carrboro proper.

It is grossly unfortunate for all of us who cannot vote for you and who have little
influence over your decisions that we are doomed to suffer the unwanted results of those
decisions which will forever alter our lives.

When Carrboro’s aldermen ignore existing zoning regulations and allow developers,
without evidence of benefit to the community as the ordnance requires, to rezone
hundreds of acres of land so they can make millions of dollars in profit, you do a great
disservice not only to the people whom you are required to serve, but more so to those of

us who have no recourse but to either accept your actions or move out of your sphere of
influence.

With regard to the Hogan Farm development, you swallowed without seriously
questioning a developer’s hollow promises and rezoned hundreds of acres so he could
double the density of housing. You thought he was going to give you a golf course, a
design of cluster homes that would promote open spaces, an adequate system of roadways
and other benefits. Later, you heard the developer conveniently say he couldn't remember
saying all those things.

In allowing the rezoning, you ignored the work of a select body of citizens whom
you appointed and who worked long and hard to create a plan for the Year 2000 which
promoted sensible, intelligent growth in the 3,900 Orange County acres given, by the
Grace of God, to your caretaking.

In creating a new committee of citizens to influence long range planning in the
growth area of Orange County, one of your own board members said in a public meeting
that the appointed citizens had no authority, no influence, and their work may be
meaningless in the long run. You failed to involve that body in the rezoning request

process, even though, by that time, they had invested many long hours in studying the
issues..

If you now allow the development to continue according to the developer’s plan,
you will have forever destroyed a beautiful county. You will have jammed down the
throats of people to whom you need not listen a lifestyle they have worked all their lives to
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get away from. And, even though you disagree with reality, you will have unwittingly
forever raised the taxes of the people of Carrboro whom you represent.

You seem to be unable to comprehend the idea that people who live outside
Carrboro in the open spaces of Southern Orange County DO NOT WANT TO LIVE IN
CARRBORO or in a Carrboro-like environment. We do not want tiny low cost tin top
houses with postage stamp yards where you can look into your neighbor’s window and
hear the neighbor’s kids yelling at each other. We worked and saved all our lives to get
away from that, to afford the pleasantness of open spaces, trees, and privacy. We paid for
the space, and we’re paying the taxes that such space demands.

We don’t want a modern day Levittown. But that’s what you're creating — against
our desire, against our will. You will, of course, point out that OUR elected officials, the
Orange County Commissioners, could have blown the whistle on your decision to
prostitute Southern Orange County to the developers with dollar signs in their eyes. But,
quite honestly, Madam Mayor, when was the last time the Orange County Commissioners
contradicted ANYTHING Carrboro did? _

What you seem not to be able to comprehend is that every city which enjoys
economic success and a superior quality of life creates a suburban region of more
expensive homes with more land and more privacy. That type of development attracts
people with higher incomes who spend more in the town, who support the life of the
community, who are an asset to the community, not a liability. Aren’t there any grand
thinkers among you?

For you to try and push the aura of Milltown Carrboro deep into Orange County
is asinine. You will drive away the people who are contributing to the economic strength of
Orange County. Already one of my neighbors has decided to move rather than to suffer
the indignities of forced Carrboroization. Another neighbor has his 17 acres on the market,
advertising, “Build your own development.” He’s counting on you giving him the same
rezoning break you gave the Hogan Farm developers. And you're going to have a tough
time denying him the right to do that, having now set a precedent for broad scale
Levittownism.

What you are about to do cannot ever be undone. You will have sewn the seeds for
the permanent destruction of what was once a beautiful region of Orange County. In short,
you will have blown perhaps Carrboro’s only opportunity for future greatness. And each of
you will have to live with that.

I would have made these remarks publicly at the most recent hearing on this
subject, but was told by a person I took to be your solicitor that [ had no right to speak
because | had not signed up to speak. I could not sign up to speak because you failed to
send me notice of the meeting.

That in itself is a clear demonstration of your attitude of arrogance toward the
people to whom you dictate your will and your narrow-minded view of what makes
towns and cities desirable places in which to live.

Sincerely yours,

H. T/wfeofb (Bod) Vades.

Copies: Carrboro Aldermen, Ann Blythe



James A. Lynch
1800 McLennan's Farm Road
Carrboro, NC 27516
(919)-933-8478

March 31, 1994

Board of Aldermen
Town of Carrboro
Town Hall
Carrboro, NC

Dear Board of Aldermen and Planning Board:

As a citizen of Carrboro I would urge you to deny the permit to develop
the Lake Hogan Farm as it now stands for the following reasons:

1) The project is too dense and will cause severe traffic problems

2) No one should be allowed more overall house lots than the current
zoning permits. If the farm is going to receive permits in excess of the
currently allowed density they should be required to donate the
development rights on the as yet undeveloped land to compensate the
community and bring the average density back to that wh1ch is currently
allowed.

Preventing overdevelopment is very crucial to maintaining the public well
being and quality of life in Carrboro. As the elected representatives of the
citizens of Carrboro, we are counting on you to "do the right thing".

INLES 4 7&0(

and Kate Lynch
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Monday, April 18, 1994
Dear Carrboro Board of Aldermen:

As a citizen who has been involved with local land-use issues
over the last decade, I would like to share my concerns with you
over the proposed Hogan Farm development.

I think that the current plan if approved will be a detriment to
the community, causing not only traffic problems, school
overcrowding, and loss of open space, but impacting on the overall
environment. While listening to comments at the public hearing last
month, I could not help but think that all of the fears over traffic,
school overcrowding, and safety fall under one major concern: the
sheer size of the development.

This development could have been so much more. With
imagination and creativity, the Hogans and their developers could
have made their profit, preserved open space, and added a new
dimension to the community.

Perhaps it is not too late. There is a way out of this dilemma.
Since the developers are obviously unable to configure an innovative
plan themselves, they need help.

Randall Arendt, from the Natural Lands Trust in
Pennsylvannia, is familiar with our area. Several years ago I
coordinated his visit here so that he could introduce his ideas about
innovative environmental development. He would possibly be
willing to come here again to work with Dan Jewel and Brad Scott to ~
design a new plan for Hogan Farm. Incidentally, Dan helped sponsor
Randall's original visit as did the Town of Carrboro. His fees are
reasonable so that the Town might pay his salary.

At this point your choices as Board of Aldermen are to approve
the proposed development, deny it, or try to negotiate a better plan.
Surely we can find a better plan which gives the Hogans their fair
share but does not wreak havoc on the surrounding community. I
would be happy to call Randall or help in any way I can.

:Z:k you,

Livy Ludington



BOARD OF ALDERMEN
ITEM NO._E(1)

AGENDA ITEM ABSTRACT

MEETING DATE:_April 19,1994

Subject: Revolving Loan Application for the Ink Spot

DEPARTMENT: MANAGER'S OFFICE PUBLIC HEARING: YES NO_X
ATTACHMENTS: DDC Recommendation loan FOR INFORMATION CONTECT:
application, loan fund summary James Harris 968-7700

THE FOLLOWING INFORMATION IS PROVIDED:

(x) Purpose (x) Action Requested (x) Analysis
(x) Summary (x) Recommendation
PURPOSE:

The purpose of this item is to provide the final review and consideration for approval of a loan request for
the Ink Spot Copy Shoppe for $17,000.00 for five years at 7.5% interest.

SUMMARY:
¢ Glyn Folk has submitted a loan request for $17,000 for five years at 7.5% interest to open a full
service copy center.

e The total project cost is $27,000 to purchase equipment, supplies, and working capital.
e The Self-help Credit Union has committed $10,000 to the project.

¢ The Downtown Development Commission recommends approval of the loans request feeling that the
business will contribute positively to the downtown business mix.

ANALYSIS:

The Ink Spot will be a female owned and operated full service copy center in the downtown business
district. The hours of operation will be 7:30 a.m. to 7:00 p.m. Monday through Friday and 8:00 a.m. -
1:00 p.m. on Saturday with extended hours during exams. Quick copying and volume copying will be
offered at startup, along with fax services. Desk top publishing will be offered, such as resumes and
typesetting. Quick copying will be handled by two walk up user friendly copiers, while bulk copying, such
as college course pack, will be done on one big copier. Binding capabilities will be offered to ensure a
quality finished product. Free pickup and delivery services will be provided.
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The Ink Spot will, with the assistance of the University Printery and Triangle Press, provide offset printing
and folding.

The target markets will be Carrboro and Chapel Hill businesses and UNC students and faculty. The shop
will be conveniently located on the site of the old A & P in the out building. The shop will be within five
minutes of eight (8) apartment complexes. The university and faculty are also target markets during
crunch times for course packs and manuals.

The Ink Spot has received a loan commitment from the Self-help Credit Union in the amount of
$10,000.00. It is seeking $17,000 from the Town of Carrboro for a total project budget of $27,000. The
project will create a total of 4 jobs by the end of April 1995.

The Town funds will be used to purchase paper, office supplies, a desk, chairs, tables, lamps, lighting, trash
cans, a store sign, file cabinets, a fax machine, computer with color printers, a cash register, a folder, drill,
padding press, and a paper cutter. These supplies and pieces of equipment will cost $15,500. The Self-
help Credit Union money will cover the cost of working capital.

The owner offers her commitment to the ISCS by her personal guarantee, a first position on all equipment,
accounts receivable and inventory. Miss Folk will also add the Town of Carrboro as a beneficiary to a life
insurance policy in an amount equal to the loan.

ADMINISTRATION’S RECOMMENDATION:

It is the recommendation of the Administration that this loan be approved. The loan meets the criteria set
forth in the Revolving Loan Program and will bring a much needed service to the downtown. The
recommended amount is $17,000 for five years at 7.25% interest. It is recommended that Miss Folk be
required to add the Town to the life insurance policy requested by the Self-help Credit Union.
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DOWNTOWN DEVELOPMENT COMMISSION (DDC) RECOMMENDATION:

The DDC reviewed the Ink Spot loan application and found it to meet the RLF criteria for funding. The
proposed copy center will meet a need of our student population, UNC, UNC faculty & Chapel Hill and
Carrboro businesses. The Ink Spot will work collaboratively with other printing and offset printing
businesses.

The DDC recommends that the loan be approved for $17,000 for 5 years at 7.5% interest.

Nssnee  Fowitii




I (B)
APPLICATION FORM FOR CARREORO REVOLVING LOAN FUND
; | (CRLF)
NAME OF ARFLICANT: WK SPoT THE A Capy S hoare paTE: /259
( name of f£irm) ot VA

Corporation Partnership Sole Proprietorship
Mumber of years in operation: |

EMPLOYER ID # FRIVILEGE LISENCE #

ADDRESS OF APPLICANT: (09 Waldey Da. Carrboro _p/¢

LOCATION OF PROJECT IF DIFFERENT FRCM ABOVE: [Upel Mam St (arrboro Ne

FEOE Novmers 93326 774 covener person: Gluy A+ Folk (Pruste $)
Name and Position '

AMCUNT © LN REQUESTED:S__ /7, 000 TERM REQUESTED: S YC€ar

ERIEFLY DESCRIEBE THE FOLIOWING ASPECTS OF YOUR BUSINESS. (You may attach separate
sheets or provide a written history and description of your business if you wish.)

what type of business do you own, or are you proposing?

g0 s plo—
what are your markets? ‘
st BJPlan
Describe same of the trends and the development of your b.:singsé:
spee B/ Pla .
What effect will the proposed project have on the company?
| e A B[Pl - .

what size facility are you in, wiera is it located? Do you plan to move as a part of
the propcsed project?

Zf you are leasing, or plan to lease, describe the terms of your lease (rent and
length of lease),

jee Bua Pl
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. I(B) | .z
THE PROPOSED PROJECT
_ Breifly describe the scope of the proposed project:

Projects involving Real Estate cwned or to be owned by the applicant:

Does the prodect involve the &mchase of land and/or building: (Purchase
price:$ g/ )

Does the project involve the cemstructien of a new building? (Constructien cost
estimate:$ VA )

{

Does the project involve the expansion, renovation of, or addition to an existing
building? (Construction cost estimate: $

) B .
70 be [mproved by prop@«\[y awner, VAlue £As VO Beers T prricay”
Projects involving Leasehold Improvements: :
Cost estimates for Leasehold mmts;us Hspo

Projects invblving purchase of furmiture, fixtures and equipment:
Estimated total cost of purchases:s /5 /5 99

IMPACT AND CRLF OBJECTIVES:

How many permanent jebs will be created by this project: . -
Full-time 2  Part-time ___ 2, In how long? w/#hmn fest d€ar

Projected munber of these pesiticns te be filled by minorities: _2—
Projected nunber of these positions to be filled by females: 2.

Will af-least 51% of these jobs be provided to lov and moderate Income persons?
Yes v No__

How many permanent jobs will be saved by this project:
nll-time Part-time .

NMurber of these positions filled by minorities:
Number of these positions filled by females:

Are at least 51% of these jcbs be provided to low and moderate incowe persons?
Yes No '

Low and moderate income is defined as gross income for family not exceeding 80% of

tre median for the respective family size for the Raleigh-Durham MSA as established
from time to time by HUD., Please consult with the tcwn to obtain these thresholds.
Kave you reviewed this information? YES .~ NO

Do you agree to camply with Title I requirements (Environmental and Davis-Bacon Act)
and all civil rights requirements YES & NO

Explain wity you are seeking these funds from Carrboro and why they are not available
through other souxces; epr'.ain why the project would not be possible without CRLF

icipation: S 2e /_gc& Pja/y\_/ E Bomf( m
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RN I(3)

I3 the project within the City Limits? YES N
* Is the project within the downtown business district? YES NO

How is the site zoned? .
— BL{,QW
16 — Dowual
IOAN TERMS AND CQNDITICNS

List éther scurces of financing to be involved, and amount to be provided (include
equity contributions from the applicant's rescurces):

1. o

2, BanK wof‘kﬂ&ﬁ Capilad Lire af#ﬁ"o@a at S"’/oW@aXZ.’

3.

Describe your needed terms of the Revolving loan Fund lcan:

H11 000 Mopasahls i fure Moo at 725 % oo el

Lo Yyou uncerstand” that tne (RLr' 1oan will pe secur:za by a note and deed of txust on
real estate and security agreement ¢n equipment, and that perscnal guarantees will
be required? YES NO__

Have the agplicant firm, or any owner of more than 20% of the campany, or any
guarantor ever been adjudged banckrupt, filed for bankruptcy, protection from
creditors, or re-organized under the bhankruptcy laws? YES —NO,

s Puscten (trriE) of e ko Apot Gopu

I cextify that the information provided in this application and in dde flents
exhiibits provided is true and corplete to the hest of my knewledge, I further
commit to the following actions, as descriked aore fully in the project application:

a) Undertake and carry out the project as described in the project applicatien, and
documents and exhuibits provided,

b) Create a minimm of f_{ jebs with ‘;E for lew and mederate income persons
and c¢btain the level of jobs indicated above by: A;/:u/ 1995~ ’

¢) Retain a minisum of jobs with for low and moderate income
persens, —

d) Sumit quarterly empleyment reports to the Town showing the nmumber of jobs
created or retained which would otherwise have been lost, at least 51% of which are
to low and mederata income pesitions, '

e) Provide the Town with necessaxy information for campleting required reperts,

f) Make all relevant records available to the Tewm and State upon reguest,

g) Begin project activities only follcwing executicn of a legally binding

cormitment between the Town and the applicant and the release of other conditiens,
if any, placed en the loan by the Town of Carvboro, :




I(8) F-ea
Carplete project activities by no later than ﬂl% 1994 .
Secure and obtain additiemal loanfunds in the amunt of §_ /2,000 as
seribed in this application, and
Provide §__  _ in equi’cy from the applicant's own resources for the

sject and cover any cost overruns in the project from applicants own resources.

fixm is cumitted to undertake this project, and but for the provision of the
BG assistance, this project will not be urxiertakm.

Partnerships and Sole Proprietorships Corporatiens T2 be ! |
gned: _— ThK SPot Copy Shoppe
Name )
tle: ' avs A O MV
Pres;&%
ite: Attests -
~ Secretary
(SEAL)
Date: ' o

P

- - s o —— e = v

o e P et e o Tve ek P ————

2low, pleasa lizh all of the following: Any owner of 20% or more of a ¢ovsiration
nd all officer: ~f the corporation; All partners; the sole proprietnr: :

PR VD PN -

ame, Title Signature R

K — S
ame, Title Signature i T amed
ame, Title Signature TR cwned
me, Title Signat. % cwned
me, Title Signature ) smed
me, Title Signature % owned

v ray Pace 4 of 4
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The Ink Spot Copy Shoppe
A Proposal for a Copy Center
Glyn Anne Folk

January 26, 1994




The Carrboro Revolving Loan Fund (CRLF) is a valuable

resource for small businesses who share with the town a common

oal of improving and adding to the quality of Carrboro. The

RLF and Ink Spot Copy Shoppe can be an ideal partnership.
With funding assistance, the town of Carrboro has the opportunity
to bring in a much needed c?:pY center. Lending to The Ink Spot
Cop¥) oppe will allow Ms. Folk the opportunity to assist
Carrboro in meeting the needs of a growing community. She
brings to Carrboro her knowledge and resourcefulness to meet
the demand for a quality copy center. The Ink Spot will also bring

to Carrboro more employment opportunities for low to moderate
wage earners.

It is the purpose of this document to demonstrate the likely
success of establishing The Ink Spot Copy Shoppe by Glyn Anne
Folk. Ms. Folk has fifteen years experience in the printing
industry, with training in offset, quick and screen printing. She
has extensive experience with the Xerox 1090 an 5090 machines.
Her early experience was in a larger shop where she gained
familiarity with state of the art equipment and management of a
high volume print shop. More recently, Ms. Folk was employed at
a small, multifaceted, university oriented print shop in Carrboro.

Glyn Folk has already developed strategies for specific
advertising and marketing of the future Ink Sﬁot including flyers,
newspaper ads, and rolodex mailer cards. She has determined
that an aggesswe sales campaign stressing the convenience and
quality of The Ink Spot’s copy services will ensue a sizable
clientele of both student and ?rlvate business. As the Ink Spot
becomes established, she anticipates employing a sales ]
representative to attract and maintain commercial accounts, while
she retains her focus on retail management and production.

As with most small business endeavors the only way to
succeed is through creative and inventive means. Having
exhausted the more conservative and traditional investing
institutions, Ms. Folk is challen?ing Carrboro to meet the
immediate needs of our town. This venture, poised in a prime
location in a currently undeveloped market, coupled with Glyn
Folk’s experience and vision, constitutes an opportunity assured
of success. Together, with financial backir_'ln%from Carrboro

artnered with the dedication of Ms. Folk, The Ink Spot will be a
usiness that will benefit our community and its growing needs as
well as adding a new dimension to Carrboro’s business market.




Business Plan
The Ink Spot Copy Shoppe

Company Information

The Ink Spot Copy Shoppe (ISCS) will be owned and operated b Folk. It
will be located in Carrbora North Carolina. It is proposed that a corporation be
established as a Sub Chapter S or LLG format with Glyn Folk as the sole
shareholder. The corporation will lease a building in Carrboro and will purchase
and lease the needed equipment. —

Services to be offered

The ISCS will offer a variety of copy services. The hours will be 7:30am-7:00pm,
M-F and 8:00am-1:00pm on Saturday with extended hours for exam times. Quick
copying and big volume copying will be offered at startup, along with fax services:
With the purchase of a computer some desktop publishing.will be offered, such
as resumes and tygesettiag. Quick copying will be handled by two walk-up user
friendly copiers, while the bulk copying, such as course paks, will be done on one
big copier. Binding capabilities will be offered to insure a quality finished product.

Free pickup and Jelivery services will be a great asset to our customers. We will
offer a small variety of office supplies also.

It will be possible to incorporate the services of area businesses, to increase
productivity. Offset printing and folding will be offered with the help of The
Printery and Triangle Press. This wou% enable the ISCS to handle more types of
business rather than turning it away. As the ISCS grows more copy machines will
be added to supply the demand and advanci esktop publishin

capabilities will bring even more flexibility to the business.

Market

At present the Town of Carrboro has a need for a copy center. Due to the
demand Carrboro businesses and UNC Students will be target markets. The .
ISCS will benefit from the lack of competition in this demanding market. It's
gonvenient location with ample parking allows for easy access to our services.
Because it is within five minutes of eighf apariment complexes housing mostly
students, the ISCS would be a welcome for the people looking for a quick copy.

Not only convenient for students, but Carrboro businesses will be right around the
corner.

Qther markets include the University who utilize copy centers during crunch times
for course paks and manuals. With the convenience of accounts and our pickup
and delivery services, the ISCS expects to offer the University another quality
option. There are many large corporations in BTP that have a need for high

volume copiers. The ISCS will offer professional services for these and will grow
- with the markets demands.

Competition and Selling Services

The Competition for the ISCS in Carrboro is a minimal. There being no copy
center of '[?’_HS magnitude assures utilization. There are tﬁ"r& copy machines in
Carrboro for public use and they are located in different businesses throughout
the town. In surveying a percentage of the area businesses the general

consensus was a copy center was needed, especially if it would mean not having
to go to Chapel Hill to make copies.




Ways to compete are pricing our services competitively. Offering a variety of
serviges will allow the ISCS to be a big competitor in the market. Each individual

servioes will complement one another and bring in loyal customers. Another
asset will be the personal aftention of an owner operated business as contrasted
to the large corporate businesses. We can cater to the needs of our customers

by remaining flexible and sensitive to special time constraints in peak printing.
times.

Adbvertising will be a key in helping to build a successful business. During startup
the ISCS will launch an initial campaign to announce our opening. This will be
done through local newspapers covering the triangle area. Flyers and cards will
be distributed out to local businesses as well as all apartment complexes outlining
our services, location, and hours. Later follow-up will constst of announcing our
specials and competitive prices.

Facilities

The ISCS will be located on west main street in Carrboro. This location is across
the street from the fire station and Town Hall and a block from the new Walkway.
The building to be leased is owned by Tommy Watts. The cost will be $9.90/sq.ft
and it will be 1200sqa.ft, The monthly rent will be $990.00 a month. The lease wi
be a two vear lease.with (2) fwo year options making it possible for a six year
leage. Mr. Watts will do some upfitting to the building. Appendix, 1 is a listing of all
upfitting that will be the responsibility of the ISCS including an estimated cost.
The ISCS will be equipped with the proper equipment needed for the startup of a
copy shop. Appendix 2 is a listing of equipment to be leased or purchased along
with an estimated costs. In addition Part B list inventory and furnishings o be
purchased at startup with an estimated value.

Management

The ISCS management team will consist primarily of two full time employees and
two part time employees which will be hired at startup. Glyn Folk will own and
operate the business, bringing fifteen years of printing experience to the business.
Initially, she will be the qutside salesperson, not only to solicit accounts, but to
introduce herself as the owner. This will require hiring three other people to learn
the copying business and run things while she is out selling. These people will '

come from the low to moderate income bracket and will be paid by the hour.
(See Appendix 3) :

Kim Ray will assist in the desktop publishing area of the business. She is
proficient in word processing and also has extensive computer graphics
experience. (Seeresume, Appendix 4)

The company will employ the services of an accounting firm, The Balancing Act
located in Carrboro and owned by Gina Divine. This firm will assist with the
financial records and setting up bockkeeping. Ms. Folk is a nominee for the
SCOREBOARD program initiated by SCORE, a group invested in promoting small
businesses. They will adopt the business, offering invaluable resources for
knowledge, experience and guidance, at no charge as long as needed.

Financial Requirements

Appendix 3 is a Gash Flow Projection (CFP) covering the first 12 months of
activity. This CFP is based on a very conservative outlook for the ISCS. The
formulas used in the CFP are based upon copy cost per month and projected
volumes are shown in the right hand column sections of Appendix 3. The monthly
growth is projected at 10% starting from month one which has been
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conservatively set at 15% of the target copy number of $170,000 pages (high
volume machines) and $30,000 pages ( ~ walk-up copiers). With these low
estimates of growth the gross profit are $131,880. The cash retained at the end of
the year for the ISCS is $29,971 based on this worst case scenario. This includes
servicing a $2,000 loan from the Carrboro Revolving Loan Fund on the assumed
terms of 7.25% and 5 years. Debt service in year 1 on this loan will amount to
$4,788. The CPF would be improved if this rate were adjusted. A working capital
line of $14,000 will be needed and it is assumed that $10,000 will be drawn and
repaid in the year.

The owner offers her commitment to the ISCS by her personal guarantee. The
CRLF will have full charge over the equipment, accounts receivable and inventory.
Ms. Folk is taking restricted drawings. She plans to subsidize the business by
taking only a minimum salary of $5.77 /hour even though she will hire employees

who will have a higher salary. She believes that this is a fair compromise for the
lack of collateral. =~ - B .




Education:

Experience:
Nov. 1992-
Oct. 1993

June 1892
Nov. 1992-

Feb. 1988-
June 1992

Nov. 1987-
Jan. 1988

Glyn Anne Folk

109 Walden Drive
Carrboro, NC, 27510
(819) 933-5944

1979-1981 Newberry College
Newberry, SC
Field of Study: Music Education

1981-1982 Piedmont Technical College
Greenwood, SC
Field of Study: Business Management

University Printery
Chapel Hill, North Carolina
Printer

Duties: Run letter press, maintain print machinery, collate, pre-
press makeup and preparation.

Enterprise Bank
Ehrhardt, South Carolina
Courier

Duties: Transport money to the 8 other branches across South
Carolina. '

South Carolina Tax Commission
Columbia, South Carolina
Printing Department

Duties: Printed S.C. Tax Forms. Ran AB Dick Express 50. Multilith 1250,
Inserter, Mailer, Folder, Decollator, Detacher and Xerox 1090 and 5090.
Responsible for maintenance of fifteen copy machines throughout building.
Also, computer work with Office Works and Multimate. Printed two colors,
two sides. 8 1/2x 11,8 1/2x 14 x 17. Printed 3 1/2 million
impressions/year.

Quality Printing
Orangeburg, South Carolina
Printing Department

Duties: Magazine makeup. Worked with camera and negatives,
stripping negatives and four color work.




Sept. 1986-
Nov. 1987

Dec. 1884-
Sept. 1986

Activities:

The Island Packet
Hilton Head, South Carolina
Graphics Department

Duties: Ad Makeup, page layout, camera work, including markup of
PMT’s, reverses, half-tones and full page negative.

The Newberry Observer
Newberry, South Carolina
Graphics Department

Duties: Markup, page and Ad makeup. Commercial work including "J. B.
White’s" Job work, stripping and collating, color separations, assisting with
press run of "“TV Guide" and comic section of "The State". Also, color
separation for "SC Wildlife" with regard to maps for annual hunting, game
laws and rules. Operation of trimming machine, numbering machine,
camera plating machines and Riobie Press. '

Member "Jaycee Women/Jaycees". _ _
Extensive community work within organization including St. Jude’s

Research Hospital Radiothon. Assisted in raising funds for this
charity.

References: Available Upon Request




APPENDIX 1

Leasehold Expenses with estimated cost

Counter and Shelves $2000
Painting $1000
Storage area $1500

Total $4500




Inventory

Paper Supplies
Office Supplies

Total
Furnishings

Desk
Chairs/Stools
Tables
Lamps/lighting
Trash cans
Store signs
File Cabinets

Tota L

$4000
$1000

$5000

$800
$250
$300
$450
$100
$400
$200

#id500

APPENDIX 2
Part B




APPENDIX 2
Part A

Equipment to be purchased

Fax machine $1000
Computer w/color printer $4000
Spiral binder $650
Cash register $300
(2) calculators $100
Paper jogger $100
Paper cutter $700
Hand cart $250
Padding press $100
Folder $550
Drill - $250
Total $8000

Equipment to be leased

(1)One high volume copy machine
(2)Two low volume machines




NAME OF COMPANY THE INK SPOT COPY SHOPPE ASSUMPTIONS

revised 1.25, 1994 1994 1995 :
PRE MAY JUNE JULY AUG  SEP  OCT NOV DEC JAN  FEB MAR APR TOTAL %
START-UP ’
CASH ON HAND O 3260 44T 4683 4914 3492 239 3012 4120 6893 10970 16011 22793 3260 MONTH RATE  SALES
CASH RECEIPTS VOLUME VALUE
COPYING - HIGH VOLUME 200 270 4080 5440 6500  §160 950 10880 12240 13,600 14960 16320 106760 80.95% 131,880 170000  $0.08 13,600
COPYING - WALK UP S 40 60 B0 1050 1260 1470 1,680 1,80 2,000 2310 2520 16485  12.50% 0000 $007 2,100
SPIRAL BINDING 3 @ 60 ® 100 120 140 160 18 200 20 240 150  L19% 10 0 200
FAX MACHINE 15 20 30 4 50 6 70 80 % 100 10 120 78 0.60% 50 5200 100
DESK TOP PUBLISHING 120 160 240 320 400 48 560 60 70 800 80 %0 6280  476% 80 51000 B
CAPITAL- G.FOLK 5,000 0
BANK W/CAPITAL LINE (12K) 5000 3000 2,000 0 0 0 0 0 10,000
CARRBORO REV LOAN 20,000 0
© TOTAL CASH RECEIPTS 25000 7520 6360 7,00 670 8400 10080 11760 13440 15120 16800 18480 20,160 141,880
TOTAL CASH AVAILABLE 2500 10780 © 10857 1,723 1163% 1,82 12459 14772 17560 22013 27770 34491 42,959 145,140
CASH PAID OUT
PURCHASES(MERCHANDISE) 5000 165 20 30 440 550 60 T 80 990 1100 1210 130 863  65% 1,100
GROSS WAGES (EXCL. WITHDRAWALS) 850 850 850 &0 1570 1,870 180 180 10 LS 1810 1870 18360  13.92%
PAYROLL EXPENSES (SUTA,FUTA,FICA) 0w otz w2 w0z 12 102 102 12 84 0.62%
WORKERS COMPENSATION : 0. 000%
HEALTH INSURANCE 0 000%
ADVERTISING 50 150 150 10 150 150 150 150 150 . 150 150 150 150 180  1.36% ]
AUTO EXPENSES R o® ® W N B BB R W WS NS 3N0 2.96%
(¥)  CONTRACT AND PROFESS'NAL SERVICES 150 150 150 150 150 150 150 150 150 150 - 150 IS0 © 1800  136%
INSURANCE 351 0 0 400 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 B 057%
X INTEREST ON CARRBORO REV LOAN . ous w7 us w3 19 107 105 103 101 %9 130  1.00%
O INTEREST ON W/CAP LINE 3 53 67 80 53 a1 @ 3 27 20 13 0 M1 0%
Z  OFFICE EXPENSES 100 2 25 25 2 3 33 3 @ " 40 0 40 030%
L - POSTAGES & SHIPPING % 2 24 2 30 30 3 2 3 3 % % 0 027%
O RENT-STORE SPACE 90 90 %90 %0 90 . 90 90 90 990 990 90 90 11880 9.01%
O REPAIRS & MAINTENANCE 0 2 2 2 2 2 25 2 2 2 2 3 300 023%
<L Taxes ; 350 350 350 350 1400 1.06%
UTILITIES 3 30 3% 350 350 350 350 30 350 30 350 350 4200  3.18% uNIT USAGE
MISCELLANEOUS 150 25 2 2 5 25 25 25 2 25 25 25 3 00 0.23% BASE 1q BASE7M USAGE  VOL
LEASING HIGH VOLUME COPIER 753 m8 94 9@ 1054  LI0  L76 1,933 200 247 2328 2410 13431  13.98% HIGHVO  §753 753  © 0008 17000
LEASING WALK-UP COPIERS : 68 70 845 950 1055 LI 1265 1300 1475 1580 168 1790 14,603  11.07% WALKU  $530  $5% $0.035 30,000
SUBTOTAL 6740 5005 4855 5526 588 7227 7159 8362 8375 879 9462 940 9,682 89701  68.02%
BANK LOAN PRINCIPAL PAYMENT 278 280 28 284 28 288 20 292 294 29 298 30 3468 2.63%
WICAPITAL REPAYMTS 1000 1000 1,000 1000 LOO0 1,000 1000 1,000 2,000 10,000  7.58%
CAPITAL PURCHASES (SPECIFY) 10,500 0 0 000%
LEASEHOLD IMPROVEMENTS 4,500 0 000%
OWNER'S WITHDRAWALS 100 1,000 1,000 1,000 1000 5,000 1000 1,000 1,000 1,00 1000 1000 12000  9.10%
TOTAL CASH PAID OUT 2740 6303 6155 6808 8142 9513 9447 10652 10,667 1L043 11758 11,698 12,982 115,169  79.75%
CASH POSITION 3260 4477 4683 4914 3492 2379 3012 410 685 10990 16011 22793 2997 29971 2.73%
ESSENTIAL OPERATING DATA
(NON CASH FLOW INFORMATION)
0/S CARRBORO REV LOAN 0000 1972 1942 19160 18876 18500 1832 18012 1770 17426 17030 16832 1653
OUTSTANDING W/CAPITAL LINE 0 5000 800 10000 9000 8000 7000 6000 5000 4000 3000 2,000 0
SALES VOLUME 250 3360 5040 6720 8400 10080 11760 13,440 15120 1680 18480 20,160
% ASSUMED MONTHLY SALES 15%  20% 0%  40%  50% 6% 0%  80% %%  100%  110%  120%

ACCOUNTS RECEIVABLE [EOM]
BAD DEBTS [EOM] 0




Education:

Experience:
Sept. 1992-
present

May 1990-
Aug. 1992

May 1990-
May 1992

Awards:

References:

APPENDIX 4
Kimberly Shawn Ray

1089 Walden Drive
Carrboro, NC 27510
(919) 933-5944

University of North Carolina at Chapel Hill
Bachelor of Arts, Psychology May 1992

Peace College - Raleigh, North Carolina
Associate of Arts May 1990

Social Research Assistant

International Studies

UNC-CH, Department of Biostatistics, .
Collaborative Studies Coordinating Center (CSCC)
Chapel Hill, NC

Duties: - Serve as graphics coordinator for publications/meetings - Provide information
development - Editing and verification of scientific manuscripts and reports - Administrate
International Studies activities - Provide literature research support - Coordinate the visits
of International scientists to CSCC - Prepare status reports/track manuscripts - Supervise
student assistants - Provide study Follow-up information.

Assistant to the Director

Collaborative Studies Coordinating Center
Chapel Hill, NC

Duties: - Assisted in editing, gathering and organizing written sections of proposals for
research grants worth up to 2 million dollars - Conducted library research on requirements
for manuscript submission and confirmed published references; edited manuscripts to
conform to journal requirements - Acted as liaison between American Journal of
Epidemiclogy and Director of CSCC, who is an Associate Editor for the journal; Scheduled
appointments, arranged meetings and prepared materials for meetings at the international,
national and university levels pertaining to studies conducted for the National Institutes of
Health (NIH) - Assisted Director in his role as Professor and Graduate Advisor. '

Research Assistant

Cholesterol Reduction in Seniors Program
Collaborative Studies Coordinating Center
Chapel Hill, NC

Duties: - Assisted Social Research Associate in compiling study Protocol and Manual of
Operations during design stages of study; updated manual and Protocol as necessary -
Coordinated copying, collation and compilation of 400 page training manual used in an

_intense three day training session for national team of approximately 40 health researchers
-- Helped prepare materials for Steering Committee, Data Safety and Monitoring, and Team

Meetings - Facilitated correspondence between Coordinating Center, Clinic Coordinators

and Principal Investigators from five clinics, two laboratories and a pharmaceutical
company.

Dean’s List, Spring 1989 and Spring 1990
Peace College Merit Award

Available Upon Request




" February 4, 1994

Downtown Development Comxmssmn ’_ : o -’
Town of Carrboro :

. ‘;‘ X -

To the De\"elopment” Commisvéion:" °

I am writing to express my s’crong support for the estabhshment of a copy center in the downtown»
Carrboro area. Since one component: of my practice moludes ‘Accounting and Tax Preparauon 1
have seasonal needs for copy capablhty far beyond that of the hght—duty copler m my offlce ’

Another component. of my practxce 1nvolves consulta’uon for new. and growmg small busmesses
Typically, small businesses rarely. have the réesources to mamtam a high level of in-house support _
services. ‘As the population ‘of small busmesses grows in Carrboro, it is hkely that a business

support service, such asa semce-onented copy center would be Well recewed by the smaﬂ busmess A
owners of downtown Carrboro ~ ; _ : A _

I have been observmg with Ms Folk's planmng plocess thloughout the creatlon of her new
enterprise. 1 continue to be mpressed with her enthusiasm, and thorough, resourceful approach
toward the development of this business." I sincerely hope that the. Downtown Development

Commission shares my appre01at10n of an opportumty for this welcome addltlon to the Carrboro k
community. _

Please let me know if I can be of further service. c

Yosa Lasy Man &




CREDIT UNION

January 27, 1994

Dear Glynn,

Thank you for bringing by the information that I requested. I am in the process of
reviewing your loan application for a working capital loan of $15000 for the start-up of the
Ink Spot copy center. In order to do this loan, Self-Help would need to have a blanket first
lien on inventory, equipment and accounts. I will be back in touch with you soon.

incerely,

Marty Belin
Commercjal Loan Officer
£

409 E. CHAPEL HILL STREET « P.0. BOX 3619, DURHAM, NC 27702-3619
(919) 683-3016  FAX 919-688-3515

®




REVOLVING LOAN FUND SUMMARY

FUND BALANCE AVAILABLE FOR LOAN: 106,789.00

Loan Amount Interest Rate Loan Balance
Cleora Sterling 100,000 8% -0-
Norina Jade 75,000 6% 18,787
Weaver Street 89,500 9% 48,669
Aurora 40,000 5% 20,815
Maggie’s Muffins I 20,000 6% -0-
Model T’s 30,000 9% -0-
Music Loft 55,000 6% 37,268
Pet Pourri 15,000 » 10 % -0-
Earth Waves 35,000 8% -0-
Maggie’s Muffins II 45,000 6% 33,173
University Printery 30,000 8% 26,034
Allstate 8,628 6.5% 3,441.23
FJCBTI Trust (Chan) 25,000 8.5% 21,297.86
Orange Chatham - 50,000 ' 525% 49,042
Cat’s Cradle 40,000 6% 33,216
New View 40,000 8% 28,776.18
Star Child 15,000 75% 15,000
Aurora - personal Guaranty Collateral equipment & fixtures Deed of Trust on

personal residence
Music Loft - equipment, inventory and fixtures, Deed of Trust real property

Maggie’s Muffin - real property in Chatham

Weaver Street - personal signatures

The Printery - all equipment, fixtures, inventory accounts receivable, personal guaranty

Allstate - all equipment

New View - all equipment - real property - accounts receivable and inventory

Cats Cradle - fixtures and equipment, 250 shares Bell South stock

OCCHS - all equipment purchased with Town money third priority in real property
owned by OCCH

Star Child - real property
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BOARD OF ALDERMEN
ITEM NO._E(2)
AGENDA ITEM ABSTRACT

MEETING DATE: April 19, 1994

Subject: Lease of Parking Spaces/Yaggy Lot

DEPARTMENT: MANAGER'S OFFICE PUBLIC HEARING: YES NO_X

ATTACHMENTS: FOR INFORMATION CONTACT:
James Harris 968-7700

THE FOLLOWING INFORMATION IS PROVIDED:

(x) Purpose ( ) Action Requested ( ) Analysis
(x) Summary ( ) Recommendation
PURPOSE:

The owner of A Better Wrench approached the town about the lack of business related parking in the
downtown. It was requested that the town consider leasing 4 parking spaces to a Better Wrench Auto
Repair shop in the Public Parking Lot on Main Street (Yaggy Lot) to alleviate the problem.

SUMMARY:

When the Town approved a loan for the Cat’s Cradle the land lord was requested to have A Better Wrench
stop parking in the Art Center Parking Lot. At the same time K-Line Trains, at the depot, was also
reducing the number of parking spaces available to A Better Wrench. With parking restricted in those
locations A Better Wrench must park it’s vehicle somewhere and has sought relief from the town in the
form of lease parking in the Yaggy parking lot.

ANALYSIS:

The availability of four parking spaces to lease A Better Wrench was assessed taking into account the
spaces already being used by the prospective renter and the spaces needed by the public. The number of
spaces being used was checked on four different days (Jan. 14, Feb. 1, Feb. 3, 1994 and Dec. 14, 1993).
The cars were marked at least three times on each day and a record was kept of how many spaces were
filled. Three of the four sets of results were used in the evaluation. The results of the Dec. 14, 1993
observation was disregarded because there was an unusually high number of empty spaces. It was found




that although the prospective renter was using two parking spaces each time, there was still at least four
open spaces at each time checked.

ADMINISTRATION’S RECOMMENDATION:

The Administration recommends leasing at least two parking spaces to A Better Wrench at the established
rate of $25.00 per month. This is feasible because at least two spaces a day are currently being used by A
Better Wrench. Four spaces could conceivably be leased and still maintain adequate parking for the
general public.

ACTION REQUESTED:

It is requested that the Board authorize the leasing of two, (possibly four) parking spaces to A Better
Wrench at a cost of $25.00 per month. It is also requested that the Yaggy lot be added to the town’s
miscellaneous fees and charges schedule for the purpose of leasing spaces.
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BOARD OF ALDERMEN
AGENDA ITEM ABSTRACT

ITEM NO. E(3)

MEETING DATE:_April 19,1994

SUBJECT: STATUS REPORT ON THE RENTAL REHABILITATION PROJECT

DEPARTMENT: MANAGER'S OFFICE PUBLIC HEARING: YES ____ NO_ X
ATTACHMENTS: Letter from owner James FOR INFORMATION CONTACT:

Edney James Harris 968-7700
THE FOLLOWING INFORMATION IS PROVIDED:
(x) Purpose ( ) Action Requested (x) Analysis
(x) Summary ( ) Recommendation
PURPOSE:

At the annual retreat the Board of Aldermen requested a status report on the Rental Rehabilitation project
at 402 Oak Ave. which is being done under the Town’s Rental Rehablhtanon Program. The town staff will
present a status report. D .

SUMMARY:

On April 2, 1990 James Edney completed and submitted an application for Rental Rehabilitation funds
under the Town of Carrboro’s Rental Rehabilitation Program. The Rehab funds were federal grant funds
passed through the N.C. Housing Finance Agency to help rehabilitate dilapidated rental or potential rental
property within the Town of Carrboro corporate boundaries. Mr. Edney’s property met the criteria for the
program because it was dilapidated property that the owner was interested in placing in the rental market.

In response to the Board’s request the following update on the progress of renovations is provided. At this
time the footing has been stabilized and the foundation replaced. The interior framing is complete, the
exterior framing, roofing, windows, doors and etc. is complete. The interior plumbing rough-in is
complete. The exterior underground sewer and water line are tied in to the house. The interior in wall and
in ceiling heating duct and gas line rough-in is also complete.

Inspection for the above mentioned rough-in items were completed on the following dates:
Mechanical rough-in 3/7/94

Sewer Service 3/22/94
Gas piping rough-in 3/7/94




Plumbing rough-in 3/22/94
Utility service 3/22/94
Electrical rough-in 3/7/94

A framing rough was scheduled for 4/11/94. The completion of the work is dictated by the amount of time
that Mr. Edney has indicated in the attached letter, because of difficulty the commercial construction
industry has experienced in recent difficult times. He has either had plenty of time and inadequate cash
flow or adequate cash flow and too little time. The situation has stabilized for him and the industry at this
time and work should proceed at a more reasonable rate.

The project grew from a one story one bedroom structural renovation to a three bedroom two story house
for the neighborhood that will be attractive in the family rental market.

The owner intends to complete the house and have it on the rental market by June or July.
ACTION REQUESTED:

It is requested that the Board accept the report with the understanding that the staff will continue to
monitor the project closely.



JAMES W. EDNEY lll

6 April 1994

Mr. James Harris

Community & Economic Development Officer
Town of Carrboro

P.O.Box 337/301 W.Main Street

Carrboro, NC 27510

Dear James:

In response to our conversation this is an update on the progress of renovations to my house at
402 Oak Avenue. As of this date, the interior framing is completed. The exterior framing, roofing,
windows, doors, foundations, roof, et cetera is complete. The interior plumbing in wall rough-in
is complete. The exterior underground sewer and water lines are tied in. The interior electrical

in wall rough-in is complete. The interior in wall and in ceiling heating duct and gas line rough-in
is complete. :

Inspections for these items were completed on these dates:
Mechanical rough-in: 3/07/94; Gas piping rough-in: 3/07/94; Ultility service: 3/22/94,;
Sewer service: 3/22/94; Plumbing rough-in: 3/22/94; Electrical rough-in: 3/07/94.

| need to complete removal of rubbish from trades work and plan to call for framing rough-in
inspection for Monday April 11th. As in the past, the completion of the work on the house is now
(and will continue to be) dictated by my schedule and the amount of time | can devote to the
work. As | have related to you in the past, | am involved in the commercial construction industry,
and the past three years have been difficult to put it mildly. | have had either plenty of time and
inadequate cash flow or adequate cash flow and too little time. The situation now seems to be
stabilizing for all of us in this industry.

This project has grown from the structural renovation of a small one bedroom mill house to a
three bedroom house of appropriate scale for the lot and neighborhood that | hope will be
attractive in the family rental market in Carrboro. The growth of the project was, in large part, the
result of your efforts to enroll it in the Rental Rehabilitation program. | have invested a great deal
of time, effort, and cash in this project and will continue to do so. | intend to complete the house
and have it on the market by this summer(June/July). Because | cannot devote 100% of my time
and resources to it, it may be later. Should my schedule and my subcontractors' schedules
improve it may be finished and ready for occupancy by the end of May.

Please let me know if you need more information or if this statUs report is not acceptable.

JWE

1405 ARNETTE AVENUE . DURHAM . NC . 27707



BOARD OF ALDERMEN

AGENDA ITEM ABSTRACT
MEETING DATE: April 19,1994

ITEMNO. E(4)

SUBJECT: Quail Roost Drive - Traffic Access

DEPARTMENT: PLANNING DEPARTMENT PUBLIC HEARING: YES____ NO

ATTACHMENTS: Map—of Quail Roost FOR INFORMATION CONTACT:
Drive and vicinity. Kenneth Withrow, 968-7713

Survey results and a letter from one of
the residents. '

S S o

Lot
A

THE FOLLOWING INFORMATION IS PROVIDED: ,
( x) Background (x) Action Requested ( x) Analysis
( ) Alternatives ( x) Recommendation

PURPOSE

The Carrboro Board of Aldermen had requested during their annual retreat that the town staff propose a
traffic plan for Quail Roost Drive. Quail Roost Drive is located in the vicinity of the Carrboro Middle
School site. The middle school is expected to begin operation as of August, 1994; and it is feared that
commuter traffic will use Quail Roost Drive as a "drop-off" point for children. The Town staff is
recommending that no improvements made at this time to either Quail Roost Drive, Lisa Street, or Deer
Street; and that traffic be closely monitored over the next year.

SUMMARY

The Carrboro Board of Aldermen requested that the Town staff propose a traffic plan for Quail Roost
Drive.

The Carrboro staff created a questionnaire for the residents of the Quail Roost Drive area in order to
survey their response to possible traffic plan scenarios.

The Planning Director and Public Works Director met with the residents of Quail Roost Drive concerning
a petition for street pavement; in conjunction with the Town staff conducting a survey within the Quail
Roost Drive area.

Seven of the thirteen questionnaires sent to the residences were returned, producing a fifty-four (54)
percent response rate.




A majority of the residents were opposed to alternative traffic movements; but were in favor of a "do
nothing" approach, along the with utilization of traffic calming devices such as warning signs.

The staff recommends that no improvements be made at this time to either Quail Roost Drive, Lisa Street,
or Deer Street, and that traffic be closely monitored in the area over the next year.

ANALYSIS

The Carrboro Board of Aldermen during their annual retreat requested that the staff propose a traffic plan
for Quail Roost Drive.  The Quail Roost Drive area is feared to be the location for a "drop-off "point for
the children of commuting parents. The site plans for Carrboro Middle show a bike path that runs from
Old Fayetteville eastward to its termination at the school's property line. The bike path could ultimately be
connected from the property line and run eastward along Quail Roost Drive to Hillsborough Road. The
land located between Quail Roost Drive and the middle school is accessible for school students via
automobile, bicycle, or walking. The Board's concern about this location is that when the school opens in
August, 1994, commuters may utilize the location as a drop-off point for their children and traffic problems -
in the form of accidents, congestion, and pollution may occur during the morning and afternoon hours.

The staff reviewed the area of concern and noted two significant points: (1) the area of concern not only
involves Quail Roost Drive, but also involves Lisa Street and Deer Street, and (2) Quail Roost Drive, Lisa
Street and Deer Street are unpaved roads. The use of the aforementioned streets as cut through streets to
the drop-off point behind the middle school would be unwelcomed to the residents of that area. The staff
created a questionnaire for the residents of the Quail Roost Drive area in order to survey their response to
possible traffic plan scenarios. This was necessary in order to allow the residents to have an initial input
into the process. Furthermore, the Planning Director and Public Works Director met with the residents of
Quail Roost Drive concerning a petition for street pavement; in conjunction with the Town staff
conducting a survey in the area. There were thirteen residences located within the affected area that the
survey was conducted. Seven of the thirteen questionnaires sent to the residences were returned,
producing a fifty-four percent response rate.

The results indicated that a majority (seventy one percent) of the residences were opposed to alternative
traffic movements. The alternative traffic movements involved one way loop configurations along Quail
Roost Drive, Lisa Street, and Deer Street with the final egress onto Hillsborough Road. Fifty-seven
percent of the residences surveyed preferred a "do nothing" approach to a traffic plan. However, fifty-
seven percent of the residents also preferred the use of traffic calming devices (in the form of signs) in
order to discourage the use of these streets as access to a drop-off point behind the middle school. Eighty-
six percent of the residences rejected the combined utilization of traffic calming devices and one way traffic
configurations as a traffic plan solution. Creating a cul-de-sac at the Quail Roost Drive intersection with
Hillsborough Road received a moderate rejection of forty-three percent, while the construction of a bike
path on Quail Roost Drive was preferred by a moderate forty-three percent of those residences. The
citizens who live in this area desire to preserve the character of their neighborhood and provide for the
safety of the children traveling through this area as much as possible. They believe that a "do nothing"
approach during the first semester of school is warranted; and that the paving of Quail Roost Drive may
encourage vehicular traffic. They also believe that a sign erected at the Quail Roost Drive/Hillsborough
Road intersection which indicates "no vehicular access to the school” would also deter traffic.




RECOMMENDATION

The staff recommends that the Board of Aldermen require that no improvements be made at this time to
either Quail Roost Drive, Lisa Street, or Deer Street; and that the traffic in that area be closely monitored
over the next year. The Board of Aldermen may also request that a sign be erected at the Quail Roost
Drive/Hillsborough Road intersection as well as at the Lisa Street/Rainbow Drive intersection indicating
"no vehicular access to the school". The residents of the area have acknowledged that the Town has taken
a proactive position to the concern and recognize that cooperation between themselves and the Town will
remedy any future problem.

ACTION REQUESTED

That the Board adopt the staff's recommendation.




Lisa Street and
- Quail Roost Drive Area




Hillsborough Road
School Entrance

Sidewalk Location
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SURVEY

This survey consist of a list of possible traffic plan scenarios that may alleviate any
possible traffic problems that may occur when the Carrboro Middle School is Open'eq.
The scenarios being considered involve the range of traffic movements to the utilization of

traffic control devices. Please include any comments or suggestions at the bottom of the
survey. '

As a traffic movement pattern scenario, would you prefer to see:
Yes No
(1) One-way traffic movements along Quail Roost Drive, Lisa (1 [1
Street, and Deer Street during school hours.

(2)Which one-way configuration would be preferred?

a. Hillsborough Road onto Quail Roost Drive, Quail Roost Drive [ ] [ ]
onto Lisa Street, Lisa Street onto Deer Street. ’

b. Hillsborough Road onto Quail Roost Drive, Quail Roost Drive |
onto Deer Street, Deer Street onto Lisa Street, Lisa Street onto
Quail Roost Drive back to Hillsborough Road. (1 [1

(3) A "do nothing" approach. Allow the school to open and

observe to see if any problematic traffic patterns develop along
Quail Roost Drive. [ ] [ ]

(4) Would a "traffic calming device" (in the form of signs) better
serve the needs of residents along Quail Roost Dr.? (1 (1

(5) Would the combination usage of "traffic calming devices" and

traffic reconﬁguratlon during school hours be a preferable
solution? (1 [1

(6) Would the creafion of a cul-de-sac at the intersection of Quail
Roost Drive and Hillsborough Road be a preferable solution? [ 1] [ ]

(7) Is the construction of a bikelane along Quail Roost Drive
~from Carrboro Middle School to Hillsborough Road be acceptable‘? [

| S—

[]

Suggestions/Comments:




Quail Roost Drive — Survey

Roost Drive to Hillsborough Road.

March 1994
Preferences Yes No Don't Know

1. One—way traffic movements along 1 5 1

Quail Roost Drive, Lisa Street, and

Deer Street during school hours?
2. Which one—way configuration be

preferred via Hillsborough Road?

a. Quail Roost/Lisa Street/Deer Street 1 5 1
b. Quail Roost/Deer Street/Lisa Street 0 5 1
3. Consider a "do nothing" approach? 4 2 1
4. Utilization of a "traffic calming device" 4 2 1
5.Combining the use of a "traffic calming 0 6 1

device and one—way traffic movement.
6. Creating a cul—de—sac at the Qualil 2 3 2

Roost Drive/Hillsborough intersection.
7. Constructing a bike lane along Quail 3 2 2

The survey was conducted between the
dates of March 14 through March 23, 1994.
The simple random sample consisted of
residences from the Quail Roost Drive, Lisa
Street, and Deer Street area.

A total of thirteen residences were within the
affected area. The Town sent thirteen
surveys to the area, and only seven were
returned. Therefore, the response rate to
the survey was a fifty—four (54) percent.
The standard research methods response
rate is only twenty—five percent.

RESULTS

1. Seventy—one (71) percent of the
residences rejected one—way traffic
movements.

2. Fifty—seven (57) percent of the residences
prefer a "do nothing" approach, or the
utilization of traffic calming devices.

3. Eighty—six (86) percent of the residences
reject the combination of a traffic calming
device with one—way traffic movements.

4. Forty—three (43) percent of the residences
rejected creating a cul-de—sac at Qualil
Roost Drive.

5. Forty—three (43) percent of the residences
preferred the construction of a bike lane
along Quail Roost Drive to Hillsborough Road.




204 Quail Roost Drive
Carrboro, NC 27510
March 23, 1994

VIA HAND DELIVERY

Kenneth W. Withrow
Transportation Planner
Town of Carrboro

301 West Main Street
P.0O. Box 829

Carrboro, NC 27510

Re: Quail Roost Drive/Lisa Street/Deer Street

Dear Mr. Withrow:

On March 14 and again on March 16, we received your survey
requesting comments on possible scenarios to alleviate traffic
problems that may occur in the Quail Roost Drive/Lisa Street/Deer

Street area as a result of the new middle school. Our completed
survey form is enclosed.

However, our answers to this survey form cannot communicate
our thoughts on potential improvements for Quail Roost Drive as
completely as we would like. Therefore, in addition to completing
the survey, we wish to provide the following observations as owners
of a home on Quail Roost Drive.

Since 1978, at least one of us has lived in the Plantation
Acres subdivision. We love this neighborhood and, to us, part of
this neighborhood's charm is the 20-foot width of its streets and
its grassy swales for drainage. The Town of Carrboro has
recognized the importance of preserving the character of the
Plantation Acres neighborhood as is demonstrated by its use of stop

signs throughout the neighborhood to slow and to discourage through
traific.

In 1986, we moved from Lorraine Street to Quail Roost Drive.
Quail Roost Drive is a minor street. Its sole function is to
provide access to the properties which abut it. When choosing to
move to Quail Roost Drive, we did not mind that it was a gravel
street. We felt that its unimproved state made it less attractive
for uses other than access to houses on the street.

Over the years, and prior to the construction of the new
middle school, some of the neighbors discussed informally the
advantages and disadvantages of paving Quail Roost Drive. our
concept of pavement was always a 20-foot strip of paving with
grassy swales. That is the paving style used throughout Plantation
Acres. Examples are James Street, Lorraine Street, Phipps Street,
Melba Circle, Simpson Street, Carol Street, Rainbow Drive and the




Kenneth W. Withrow
March 23, 1994
Page 2

paved portibn of Lisa Street. Pavement in that style is not
objectionable to us.

However, a change in the character of the street would be
objectionable to us. Therefore, when the new middle school was
proposed, we monitored the planning process to be sure that the
proposed plans did not affect the character of our street.
Throughout the planning process for the new middle school, there
has never been a proposed drop-off or pick-up point for school
children on Quail Roost Drive. The plans for the school do include
a bike path from the end of Quail Roost Drive onto the school
property but we never understood it to be a preferred access route.
The bike lane at the end of Quail Roost Drive will access the
school property in the track area away from the school buildings.

There are children for whom access to the school by bicycle or
foot using this route will be appropriate. It will be a natural
non-vehicular access for children living on Quail Roost Drive and
adjoining neighborhood streets, allowing these children to avoid
Hillsborough Road and Fayetteville Road. However, the bike path
off of Quail Roost Drive is not designed to be used as a main
"entryway even for non-vehicular access and excessive use of it
should not be encouraged. Since it enters the school grounds at
the back at the playing fields, the children are a good distance
from the school building when they leave Quail Roost Drive. The
children will pass two large, vacant wooded tracks of land on their
way over the hill. Thus, while this bike path is an appropriate
alternative route, it should not be a preferred or recommended
route for a large number of children.

Vehicular drop-off traffic at the end of Quail Roost Drive
would be potentially dangerous to the children the bike lane is
designed to serve. Quail Roost Drive, Lisa Street and Deer Street
were not designed to carry much traffic. It would be difficult for
large numbers of cars to exit Quail Roost Drive onto Hillsborough
Road or James Street because of the peculiar alignment of the

streets. These reasons support prohibition of a vehicular drop-off
in this area.

If Quail Roost Drive is paved prior to the opening of the
school, that paving may, in fact, encourage vehicular traffic to
utilize Quail Roost Drive/Lisa Street/Deer Street as a vehicular
drop-off access to the school. In fact, paving in conjunction with
the opening of the middle school may be perceived as an invitation
by the Town to consider these streets an alternative route to the
school. We believe that a wait and see approach during the first
semester of school is warranted. - We also believe placement of a
sign at the intersection of Hillsborough Road, Quail Roost Drive
and James Street which indicates that Quail Roost Drive does not




Kenneth W. Withrow
March 23, 1994
Page 3

provide vehicular access to the school would help deter the
establishment of Quail Roost Drive as a school access point.

In the event Quail Roost Drive/Lisa Street/Deer Street or any
of them are paved in the future, they should be paved in accordance
with the prevailing neighborhood standards i.e.: pavement to a 20-
foot width with grassy swales. Curb and gutter, sidewalk and bike
lanes are not in keeping with other neighborhood streets and are
not appropriate if the goal is to discourage using the Quail Roost
Drive/Lisa Street/Deer Street configuration as a drop-off point or
major access point for the new middle school. We believe all
school children using Quail Roost Drive as access will be safer
walking and on bikes if Quail Roost Drive is paved in a manner
consistent with the other streets in the neighborhood. We also
believe that vast improvements to the street will encourage outside
traffic, not protect our children.

To the extent that paving to a 20-foot width is necessitated
by the school and by outside traffic, we believe some additional
consideration toward costs beyond the normal Town/neighborhood
percentages would be appropriate. To the extent the Town has funds
available for sidewalks and bike lanes, better use can be made of
those funds in areas where children are at greater risk, for
example, extending the bike 1lane from its ending point on
Hillsborough Road at Lorraine Street to the new middle school.
Improvement in these areas of greater traffic flow will do more to
preserve overall safety of all children of Carrboro than any

improvements that could be made to Quail Roost Drive/Lisa
Street/Deer Street.

In conclusion, we believe the appropriate goals for the Town
regarding Quail Roost Drive/Lisa Street/Deer Street are:

1. To protect the safety of children who do access the
new middle school by the bike path on Quail Roost

Drive by preventing any increase in vehicular
traffic in the area;

2. To prohibit vehicular traffic from utilizing Quail
Roost Drive/Lisa Street/Deer Street as an
alternative vehicular drop point for school

children arriving to or departing from the new
middle school.:

3. To preserve the quality and character of our
neighborhood by insuring that Quail Roost
Drive/Lisa Street/Deer Street maintain their
character as minor or local streets.



-Kenneth W. Withrow
March 23, 1994
Page 4

4. To avoid burdening the Quail Roost Drivg/Lisa
Street/Deer Street neighbors with dispropqrtlonate
costs of improvements, if any, which are
necessitated by the new middle school.

We are happy to answer any questions that any of the members
of the Board of Aldermen, the Transportation Department or the
Public Works Department may have about our position. We also want
to thank you, Mr. Withrow, along with Chris Peterson and the Board
of Aldermen for the attentiveness given to the neighborhood's
concerns. So that our neighbors are aware that we have
communicated our personal views to the Town by this letter, we have
sent each a copy. We very much appreciate the efforts that have
been made to include us and all of the neighborhood in the process.

Sincerely,

M.l A

M. LeAnn Nease

@RS .

Charles E. Webb

MLN/mjl

MLN\19941\424Withr

cc: Eng Shang Huang and Shu Mei Huang
Nicholas and Rita Moss
Ronald and Angela Cooke
Rodney and Martha Murray
Gerald and Terry Farrell
Darren and Anna Eimicke
Joseph and Lisa Farrell
Joseph and Dina Bray
Charles and Doris Riggsbee
Joseph and Brodie Lloyd, Trustees
Gene and Linda Lloyd
Practical Designs, Inc.
Edward G. and Margaret Siebert
Richard and Donna Lotstein

. Enclosure




BOARD OF ALDERMEN
ITEM NO. (E(5)

AGENDA ITEM ABSTRACT
MEETING DATE: April 19, 1994

SUBJECT: Award of Audit Contract

DEPARTMENT: Administration PUBLIC HEARING: YES NO _x

ATTACHMENTS: | FOR INFORMATION CONTACT:
‘ Larry Gibson, 968-7701

PURPOSE

The purpose of this item is to award the contract for the Town's annual audit for the year ending June 30,
11994, so that work can begin this Spring.

SUMMARY

The administration requested proposals last year before awarding a new contract for the annual audit.
Staff reviewed ten proposals from audit firms, ranked them according to experience and price, and
recommended that the Board choose from the top three candidates. The Board selected Grant, Sullivan
and Company, a local minority-owned firm, on the condition that the firm agree to a contract price of
$18,000, which was the price quoted by the administration's top choice, Dixon, Odom and Company.

Grant, Sullivan and Company performed last year's audit, having agreed to lower their fee from a proposed
$19,155. The administration recommends contracting with Grant, Sullivan and Company for this year's
audit at a negotiated fee of $18,630. (The firm originally proposed $19,535 as its charges for the second
year.)

ACTION REQUESTED

The administration requests that the Board award the contract for the FY 1993-94 audit to Grant, Sullivan
and Company, authorizing the Mayor to sign the Engagement to Audit Contract required by the Local
Government Commission.



