
ATTACHMENT A 


Note: 
Colleton Crossing AIS project plans were included with original 
agenda item for the November 25th

, 2008). 

Please let staff know ifyou'd like an additional set. 



TO: 


DATE: 


PROJECT: 


APPLICANT 

And OWNERS: 


PURPOSE: 


EXISTING ZONING: 


TAX MAP NUMBERS: 


LOCATION: 


TRACT SIZE: 


EXISTING LAND USE: 


PROPOSED LAND USE: 


SURROUNDING 
LAND USES: 

ZONING HISTORY: 

ATTACHMENT B-1 

STAFF REPORT 

Board of Aldennen 

November 6th
, 2008 

Colleton Crossing AIS 

MBI Development, LLC 
Chapel Hill, NC 

To acquire a Conditional Use Pennit allowing a major 
subdivision of the property located at 8400 & 8420 Reynard 
Road. 

Rural Residential (RR) 

7.23.C..28 & 28A 


8400 & 8420 Reynard Road. 


31.6 acres (combined). 


Vacant 


26.100, Major subdivision consisting of the following uses: 

1.111, single family detached 


North: RR, single-family residential. 
South: R-20, vacant. 

West: RR, single-family residential. 

East: RR, single-family residential. 


RR since 1988 
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ATTACHMENT B-2 

ANALYSIS 

Background, Concept Plan Development 

Background 
MBI Development, LLC as represented Phil Post and Associates, has submitted an 
application for the construction of a 39 dwelling unit subdivision located at 8400 & 8420 
Reynard Road (Attachnlent C). The Conditional Use Pennit, if approved, would allow the 
creation of 39 single-family-detached lots with associated infrastructure, including 
publicly dedicated streets. The subject properties are zoned Rural Residential (RR). It 
contains 31.6 acres and is listed on the Orange County Tax Map as numbers 7.23.C ..28 & 
28A. For a vicinity map, see the cover sheet of Attachment A. 

The existing condition of the site is vacant with stands of mixed woods. An unnamed 
tributary to Bolin Creek crosses the property from north to south within an associated 
Town of Carrboro regulatory strearrl buffer. There are no FEMA floodplains on site. A 
Duke Power transmission line forks on the southern end of the property within easements. 

Concept Plan Development 
Before fonnal plans were submitted, the applicant prepared a concept plan as required by 
Section 15-50 of the LUO. The conceptual design ordinance requires the designer to 
consider primary, secondary constraints, site context, and several other parameters prior to 
locating structures or lots. The resultant design presented herein is much infonned by this 
process. 

Density, Affordable Housing, Size-restricted Units 

Density, Affordable Housing 
The overall pennissible density on the site is calculated using the adjusted gross density 
provisions of Section 15-182.3 Of the LUO. This method reduces the amount of total 
density pennitted based upon the amount of certain site features such as steep slopes, rock 
fonnations, and utility easements. For Colleton Crossing AIS, this adjustment reduced the 
gross area by about four acres, yielding an allowable base density of 27 units. 

U sing the Residential Density Bonus provisions of Section 15-182.4, the applicant is 
pennitted to build up to 150 % of the base density for the zoning district. Utilizing this 
provision, the maximum permissible density allowed is 41 units. The applicant is using 
this provision for a proposed density of 39 units, 6 ofwhich are affordable. Because of 
this, 15.4% of the project's housing stock is affordable as defined in the LUO. In total, 
the development's land density is about.8 acres per unit. 

Section 15-182.4 requires that the applicant provide assurance that these units will remain 
affordable, for this reason we require the applicant to identify and define the tenns by 
which this agreement will be honored. To meet the requirements of the LUO a condition 
must be placed on the pennit specifying that the continued affordability of the units 
(located on lots 1,26,32, 33, 34, & 35) must be specified in the Homeowner's 
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ATTACHMENT B-3 

Association documents. These documents must be approved by the Town Attorney prior 
to construction plan approval. Because of this the following condition is recommended: 

• 	 The continued affordability of the units (located on lots 1,26, 32, 33, 34, & 35) 
must be ensured through working directly with Orange Community Housing & 
Land Trust, in accordance with LUO Section 15-182.4. 

Because the applicant is seeking six bonus units a condition must be placed on the permit 
stating that a 'certificate of occupancy' may not be issued until such time as a 
corresponding affordable unit (located on lots 1,26, 32, 33, 34, & 35) is constructed and 
offered for sale or rent for an amount consistent with the language found in Section 15
182.4 of the Town ofCarrboro Land Use Ordinance as represented by the following 
condition: 

• 	 Certificates ofOccupancy for each of the six (6) bonus 'market-rate' units may not 
be issued until such time as a corresponding affordable unit (located on lots 1, 26, 
32, 33,34, & 35) is constructed and offered for sale or rent for an amount 
consistent with the language found in Section 15-182.4 of the Town of Carrboro 
Land Use Ordinance. The six bonus units are to be identified on the plans prior to 
construction plan approval and shall be identified on the final plat. 

The applicant has met with Orange Community Housing and Land Trust (OCHLT) to 
discuss provisions for ensuring the long-term affordability (99 years) of these units and 
reached an agreement (Attachment D). OCHLT is seeking subsidy money to support an 
affordable price for the six units. In the event that this subsidy money is not secured 
and/or OCHLT is unable to market the units at the price authorized by the LUO, the 
developer will assume responsibility for assuring long term affordability of the units. 

Town staff realizes that the lot designations for affordable units are subject to change. In 
such an instance, the applicant will need to submit the proposed changes to the Zoning 
Division for review. Should the changes be insignificant and, should the lot designations 
maintain compliance with the ordinance, staff will authorize such changes via an 
insignificant deviation. 

Size-Restricted Units 
Per Section 15-188(j) a residential development that provides at least 85% of the 
maximum number of affordable units available under 15-182.4 is not subject to the size 
restriction requirements of 15-188. Colleton Crossing meets this threshold (6 affordable 
units out of 7 possible) and is exempt from providing size-restricted units. 

CONCLUSION - The project meets all the requirements of the Land Use Ordinance 
pertaining to density, affordable housing density bonus and size-restricted units, subject to 
the conditions mentioned above. 
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ATTACHMENT B-4 

Connectivity, Streets, Traffic Calming 
Connectivity 
In guiding Carrboro's growth, Town policy and ordinance supports the development ofan 
interconnected matrix ofpublic streets. Section 15-214 & 15-217 of the Land Use 
Ordinance (LUO) requires new subdivisions to tie into anticipated streets outside the 
development, thereby providing "connectivity" to the Town's public road system. 

To this end, the Colleton Crossing AIS is extending Reynard road from the west; 
approximately 600 feet east to where it will tee with the proposed Middleton Drive. 
Middleton Drive stubs out to the southern property line. Please refer to the plans to assess 
the remaining public streets proposed (Attachment A). 

Streets 
All proposed streets, except for Colleton Circle, are built according to the public street 
standards ofArticle XIV of the LUO. Colleton Circle is built to the Subcollector standard 
where only a Local standard is required. In order to mitigate the possible higher traffic 
speeds this could create, they've included mid-block, a traffic calming device (speed 
table). The engineer wishes to do this for reasons involving the subsurface stormwater 
and utility alignments. The LUO does not prohibit this. The applicant will offer the 
streets for public dedication. 

An alley serves the back of lots 18-32 and will remain private. 

Traffic Calming 
Two raised traffic calming speed tables are proposed; one on Colleton Circle and the other 
on the north end ofMiddleton Drive. An alternative to a speed table is a mid-block curb 
extension (also known as a "choker") which narrows the travel way for a short distance to 
accomplish the same purpose of slowing traffic. Staff would like the applicant to consider 
a choker for Middleton Drive and recommends the following condition. 

• 	 That, prior to construction plan approval, the applicant work with the Town 
Transportation planner to consider a traffic calming alternative to the speed table 
proposed for Middleton Drive, including but not limited to a mid-block curb 
extension (also known as a "choker). 

Traffic calming on NCDOT roads (i.e. Reynard and Tallyho Trail) is currently not 
allowed. 

CONCLUSION - The project meets all the requirements of the Land Use Ordinance 
pertaining to connectivity, streets, and traffic calming. 

Traffic Analysis, PedestrianlBicycle Facilities, Transit, Parking 

Traffic Analysis 
A transportation impact statement was prepared by the applicant (Attachment E). By this, 
the proposed 39 lots are expected to generate 390 trips per day. Until further connectivity 
improvements are made with surrounding properties, these trips will be directed to Rogers 
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ATTACHMENT B-5 

Road via Reynard Road and Tally Ho Drive. These existing two-lane roads were built to 
NCDOT's rural subdivision standard and in general can carry around 1,900 cars per lane, 
per hour. This is equivalent to about 19,000 vehicles per day. Capacity is further refined 
by the number and placement of intersections, driveway cuts, and signals. The NCDOT 
subdivision manual does not look at volumes or trips generated when classifying 
subdivision roads. NCDOT roads within the Town's jurisdiction will be accepted as Town 
streets should NCDOT bringing them up to Town standards. 

Because a driveway permit is required for the connection to Reynard Road the following 
condition is recommended: 

• 	 That prior to construction plan approval, the applicant receive a driveway permit 
from NCDOT. 

Pedestrian/Bicyc1e Facilities 

All of the Colleton Crossing streets, except for Colleton Circle, have 5' wide sidewalks on 

both sides of the street. Sidewalks stub out to property lines for future continuation. 

Accessibility ramps and striped crosswalks are provided at all street crossings. 


Note that the plans set have a minor outstanding comment regarding the sidewalk detail 

that is addressed by the following condition. 


• 	 That, prior to Construction Plan approval, the sidewalk detail on the detail sheet is 
labeled and specifies that sidewalk thickness shall increase to a minimum of 6" 
thick where all driveways cross the sidewalk. 

The proposed public greenway alignment, required per Section 15-196, traverses the 
property, roughly south to north, following the OWASA easement, with a tum near lot 36 
terminating the greenway at Middleton Drive. Town staffhas determined that this 
alignment is undesirable and recommends that the greenway trail be realigned to go 
behind lots 36-38 and tee into Reynard Road. In order to do this, the trail will have to 
ramp relatively steeply for a short section to meet the road grade. Because of this the 
following condition is recommended: 

• 	 That, prior to construction plan approval, the proposed greenway alignment from 
the southern property line be realigned to follow the OWASA easement behind 
lots 36 -38 so as to tee in to Reynard Road. 

This location of the trail is roughly consistent with the alignment shown on the Town's 
Parks and Recreation Master Plan. 

To the north of Reynard Road, the applicant does not wish to construct a greenway 
because the private lots along the northern property line does not allow for the greenway's 
continuation. In lieu of this they are providing a greenway easement which will allow for 
this extension if feasible in the future. 
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ATTACHMENT B-6 

The Town's Greenway Master Plan identifies this segment ofgreenway to be constructed 
to a "Type III" standard which is a greenway section 8'wide (minimum) surfaced with 
crushed stone or pit gravel. It is recommended that it not exceed 3% in slope. Since the 
proposed alignment features a steep segment in excess of 3% and since an unpaved 
greenway does not function well for bikes with narrow tires, staff recommends a "Type 
IV" trail standard be required per the following recommendation. 

• 	 That, in the construction plans the greenway trails be designed to meet or exceed 
the specifications identified in the AASHTO Guide for the Development of 
Bicycle Facilities, and that the proposed greenway be constructed to the Type IV 
AASHTO standard. 

In addition to the greenway trail, a hiking trail system provides ample pedestrian linkage 
from the residential areas to the open space and greenway. 

Transit 
Chapel Hill Transit has been notified of the proposed subdivision. Service to this area in 
the near future is not anticipated. 

Parking 
Per section 15-291 of the LUO, single family units must provide parking on their 
respective lots sufficient to accommodate two cars. The applicant has placed a note to this 
effect on the plans; however, staff still recommends the following condition: 

• 	 That the single family home lots, when developed have sufficient room to 
conveniently park two cars on a paved driveway, offof the street, without blocking 
the sidewalk. Garages may not be counted toward this requirement. This parking 
will be shown on individual plot plans during the building permit stage. 

CONCLUSION - The project meets all the requirements of the Land Use Ordinance 
pertaining to connectivity traffic analysis, pedestrianlbicycle facilities, transit, and 
parking, subject to the conditions mentioned above. 

Tree Protection, Street Trees, Landscape Plans, Screening and Shading 

Tree Protection 
Large trees as defined by the LUO have a diameter of 18 inches or greater and are to be 
retained whenever possible (15-316). Since the site is mainly wooded, the layout requires 
removal of41 trees of this minimum size or greater. Tree protection fencing has been 
provided at the clearing limits and for those trees specifically retained. Note that trees 
retained on private lots are subject to removal during home construction. As required, the 
applicant has provided the attached tree removal justification letter (Attachment F). 

Street Trees 
Section 15-315 of the LUO provides guidelines for the planting and retention of trees 
adjacent-to and within street R/W's where an offer of dedication has been made to the 
Town. All of Collet on Crossing's 79 proposed street trees are located outside the public 
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ATTACHMENT B-7 

RJW and exceed the provisions of Section 15-315 (which requires street trees be spaced an 
interval of at least one tree per 100 feet). However, the street trees are not irregularly 
spaced as required by this ordinance. Additionally, the landscape plan satisfies the Town 
policy requiring 1/3rd of all trees be evergreen. Because of this the following condition is 
recommended: 

• 	 That, prior to construction plan approval the proposed street tree planting layout be 
revised to meet the spacing requirements of Section 15-315 of the LUO and that 
1I3rd of the proposed street trees be evergreen. 

None of the proposed trees are listed as Invasive Plant Species (Appendix E-17). 

Because existing trees may be preserved during the construction process staff reconlmends 
that the proposed layout be considered only as a possible scheme and that the street tree 
requirenlent be revised as needed so that it may be field adjusted as conditions warrant. 
For these reasons, the following condition is recommended: 

• 	 That flexibility be allowed in the execution of the street tree planting plan (subject 
to the approval of public works and the planning department), such that the 
combination of existing and proposed trees along all publicly dedicated streets in 
Colleton Crossing meet the street tree requirements of Section 15-315 of the Land 
Use Ordinance. 

Also, the Colleton Crossing AIS features eight bioretention cells and one water quality 
pond. Each is planted with wetland plants appropriate to the application. Bioretention 
plantings need to be able to withstand periods of drought while the water quality ponds 
feature plants that can withstand prolonged inundation. These plantings are further 
reviewed by the Town Engineer during construction plan review. 

Screening 
This project requires Type C screens adjacent to public right-of-ways. A Type C screen is 
composed of intermittent visual obstructions from the ground to a height of at least twenty 
feet). The applicant has satisfied this screening requirement. Though not required, along 
the eastern property line adjacent to lots 4 -8, the plans show a 10' "preserved vegetative 
buffer" to help mitigate some of the visual impact of the project for the adjacent land 
owners. Currently there are no specifications for the planting of this buffer other than the 
existing vegetation is to be "undisturbed". Because of this the following condition is 
recommended: 

• 	 That an undisturbed vegetative buffer of existing (or enhanced) native plantings, 
ten feet in width, be maintained along the eastern (rear) property line of lots 4 
through 8. This buffer shall be disclosed on the final plat and referenced in the 
Homeowner Association documents. A landowner may remove existing 
vegetation in the buffer if it is: a) a noxious weed, b) sick or c) presents a 
significant hazard. If other vegetation is removed that does not fit these categories, 
replacement is required with new native plantings equivalent to a Type B screen. 
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ATTACHMENT B-8 

CONCLUSION The project meets all the requirements of the Land Use Ordinance 
pertaining to tree protection, street trees, landscaping, screening, and shading subject to 
the aforementioned condition. 

Drainage, Water Quality, Grading, Erosion Control and Phasing 

Drainage 
Section 15-263 of the LUO establishes stormwater management criteria that must be met 
for any project requiring a CUP. In particular the applicant must meet stormwater runoff 
standards with respect to water quality and quantity and must demonstrate that the project 
will not cause upstream or downstream damages to other properties. To address these 
requirements, the applicant has conducted a drainage study and submitted the required 
"Truth in Drainage" statement (Attachment G). This statement discloses to the Board of 
Aldermen the potential storm water impacts of the project. 

The Town Engineer (Sungate Design Group) has reviewed these materials and is satisfied 
with the majority of the work therein. An outstanding issue, however, pertains to the 
precise mapping the 100 year flood plain and the precise sizing of the box culverts that 
will be used to bridge the creek. Both can be determined only by a flood study which 
involves a computer modeling exercise using the Army Corp ofEngineers HEC-RAS 
software. Because of this staff recommends the following conditions: 

• 	 That, prior to Construction Plan approval, a HEC-RAS flood study shall be 
provided to analyze the 100 year flood with backwater analysis for both the 
existing and proposed conditions; 

• 	 That, prior to Construction Plan approval, the proposed box culvert design shall be 
sized to provide for a "no-rise" condition for the 100 year backwater (at the 
property line of the project), as compared to the preconstruction conditions shown 
in the results of the HEC-RAS flood study. 

• 	 That, prior to Construction Plan approval, all design and details of the proposed 
box culvert shall meet the requirements of the Carrboro Land Use Ordinance and 
the associated Storm Drainage Design Manual and be approved by the Town of 
Carrboro's Engineering Consultant, Sungate Design Group. Any substantial 
,design changes will require the approval of the Board ofAldermen (with possible 
public hearing) per the provisions of 15-64 of the LUO. 

Because the crossings of drainages stand to impact "Waters of the United States" and 
jurisdictional wetlands, though there are no Army Corp wetlands mapped on the site, state 
and federal permits are required. Because of this the following condition is 
recommended: 

• 	 That all state and federal 401 and 404 permits be obtained prior to construction 
plan approval if necessary. 

8 




ATTACHMENT B-9 

Water Quality 
Excess stormwater generated by the new impervious surfaces (roads, sidewalks, roofs, etc) 
is to be collected by a configuration ofconveyances (i.e catch basins, swales, etc.). These 
direct water into bioretention cells and a water quality pond each designed to remove 85% 
of Total Suspended Solids from the first inch ofa storm event. Please note that the 
bioretention areas are not designed to hold water for an extended period as compared to 
the pond, which is designed to detain water. 

In addition, relative to the Town satisfying state requirements pertaining to the National 
Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) Phase II permit, the following 
conditions are required on the permit: 

• 	 That the applicant shall provide to the Zoning Division, prior to the recordation of 
the final plat for the project or before the release of a bond if some features are not 
yet in place at the time of the recording of the final plat, Mylar and digital as-builts 
for the stormwater features ofthe project. Digital as-builts shall be in DXF format and 
shall include a base map ofthe whole project and all separate plan sheets. As-built 
DXF files shall include all layers or tables containing storm drainage features. Storm 
drainage features will be clearly delineated in a data table. The data will be tied to 
horizontal controls. 

• 	 That the developer shall include detailed stormwater system maintenance plan, 
specifying responsible entity and schedule. The plan shall include scheduled 
maintenance activities for each unit in the development, (including cisterns, 
bioretention areas, swales, check dams, and irrigation pond), performance 
evaluation protocol, and frequency of self-reporting requirements (including a 
proposed self-reporting form) on maintenance and performance. The plan and 
supporting documentation shall be submitted to Town engineer and Environmental 
Planner for approval prior to construction plan approval. Upon approval, the plans 
shall be included in the homeowners' association documentation. 

Note that the plans set have a minor outstanding comment associated with the NPDES 
program that is addressed by the following condition. 

• 	 That, prior to Construction Plan approval, the applicant provide on the plans 
details and notes for the Town's required casting for curb inlet hoods and manhole 
covers. This is the "fish" logo combined with the "Dump No Waste - Drains to 
Jordan Lake" slogan. 

Grading 
Installation of the Colleton Crossing AIS road and stormwater systems requires a 
substantial amount of clearing and grading. Section 15-261 of the LUQ, requires that to 
the extent practicable, all developments shall conform to the natural contours of the land 
and major, natural drainage ways shall remain undisturbed. The project appears generally 
to satisfy these criteria. 
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ATTACHMENT B-IO 

Stream Buffers 

Per the LUO and the adopted "Stream Buffers of the Northern Transition Area" map, three 

Protective Stream Buffers are located on the Colleton Crossing site. One, a slope based 

buffer, protects the Bolin Creek tributary and the other two, sixty foot (total width) 

buffers, protect its tributaries. The slope buffer uses a formula to increase the buffer width 

as slopes become steeper. Note that two minor mapped stream buffers were declassified 

in the early stages of this project by the Town Engineer as they were associated with a 

remnant dirt road and did not satisfy the Town's definition of a "strean1". 


Erosion Control 

Substantial site disturbance increases the importance of the Erosion Control plan. The 

grading plan must be competently executed during construction in order for the 

stormwater system to function properly. The Colleton Crossing AIS is proposing a system 

sediment basins and silt fences to manage erosion during construction. The Erosion 

Control Plan has been reviewed by Orange County Erosion Control. 


Construction Entrances 

The project has two construction entrances, one, the major entrance, from Reynard Road, 

the other, the minor entrance, from the existing driveway easement off ofTallyho Trail. 

The applicant states that the minor entrance will be used to first access the site and install 

required tree/silt fence and erosion control required for clearing. It would then be used for 

the initial clearing and grading ofthe site while the culvert crossing is being built on the 

Reynard Rd. extension. Attached is a letter from the applicant's attorney regarding the 

easement's legal viability for this use (Attachment H). 


Once the culvert is installed, Reynard Rd. would become the primary construction 

entrance, and the easement would only be secondary as needed for smaller construction 

vehicles, etc.). 


Phasing 

The project is not phased. 


CONCLUSION - The project meets all the requirements of the Land Use Ordinance 

pertaining to Drainage, Grading and Erosion Control and Phasing subject to the 

aforementioned conditions. 


Utilities, Fire Safety, Lighting and Refuse Collection 
Utilities 
The waterline, is looped through the development mainly within the street RJW. It taps 
into the existing waterline on Tallyho Trail via an existing driveway easement to the east. 
The extension will be within a proposed OW ASA easement. The lines stub-out to the 
western and southern property lines within the proposed rights ofway.. 

Sewer service will be continued from the existing sewer stub-out from the UNC property 
to the south. 
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ATTACHMENT B-11 

The water and sewer plans have been reviewed by OWASA and meet with their general 
approval. OWASA will review the plans in greater detail during construction plan review. 
Regarding electric, gas, telephone and cable television utilities, the applicant has 
submitted letters by the respective providers indicating that they can serve the 
development. Per Section 15-246 of the LUO, the plans specify that all electric, gas, 
telephone, and cable television lines are to be located underground in accordance with the 
specifications and policies ofthe respective utility companies. 

The Public Works Department prefers to receive written confirmation from the electrical 
utility prior to construction plan approval. Because of this, staff recommends the 
following condition. 

• 	 That the developer provide a written statement from the electrical utility stating 
that electric service can be provided to all locations shown on the construction 
plans prior to the approval of the construction plans; 

Fire Safety 
Twelve fire hydrants are proposed to serve the development. They are located within the 
public R/W and are spaced such that every building will be no more than 500 feet from a 
hydrant (Section 15-249). The plans meet this requirement. 

Fire flow calculations and building-sprinkler design (as required) must be submitted and 
approved by the Town Engineer and Fire Department prior to construction plan approval. 
A condition to this effect shall be entered onto the permit. 

• 	 That fire flow calculations and building-sprinkler design (as required) must be 
submitted and approved by the Town Engineer and Town Fire Department prior to 
construction plan approval. 

The property can be accessed via the driveway easement to the east which connects the 
property to Tallyho Trail. This would prevent emergency vehicles from having to proceed 
along the entire length of Tallyho Trail, to Reynard Road in order to access the property. 
The easement has been researched by the applicant's attorney who has provided a letter 
stating (among other things) that it can be used for emergency access (Attachment H). 
Since this driveway is not mean to serve as the subdivision's primary or secondary 
entrance, staff recommends a collapsible bollard (or equivalent) be installed to prevent 
use. Further, it is the staffs recommendation that emergency access along this easement 
be curtailed once the Middletown Drive subcollector is extended to connect through the 
UNC property to the south. In light of this the following condition is recommended: 

• 	 That the existing driveway access easement that ties the property to Tallyho Trail 
to the east, serve as a temporary emergency access route and that, if necessary it is 
improved sufficiently to satisfy the emergency access needs of the Town of 
Carrboro Fire Department. Further, that a collapsible bollard (or equivalent) 
satisfactory to the Fire Department, be installed on the subject property at the 
beginning of the easement to prevent everyday use of this driveway. Use of this 
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driveway easement for emergency access will end once the Middletown Drive 
subcollector is continued and subsequently interconnected to an existing street to 
the south (via the UNC property identified on the Town's GIS system as 1500 
Claymore Road). 

Lighting 
On November 15th

, 2005, the Board of Aldennen adopted a resolution allowing residents 
in Annexation Areas A & B to pursue and exemption from the street lighting policy per 
the following requirements: 

1. 	 A valid petition for exemption from the street lighting policy must be signed by 66% 
of the property owners with frontage on a particular street within a particular 
subdivision; and 

2. 	 Any street that elects not to receive lighting will receive lighting in the future if 66% 
of the property owners with frontage on that street or within that particular subdivision 
request it from the Town. 

However, staff has detennined that this policy only applies to existing subdivisions. For 
reference, see the attached minutes from this meeting (Attachment I). 

As proposed, street lights are spaced evenly throughout the development. Street lights are 
not regulated by the Land Use Ordinance; instead, they fall under existing Town policy 
pertaining to public R/W's. Public Works reviews plans for compliance with this policy 
and finds the plans acceptable. The plans include notes that the new street lights are to be 
full cutoff fixtures compliant with the Town standard but include a detail for a decorative 
fixture. The Town will assume no additional costs associate with fixtures other than those 
equivalent to the Town standard. Because of this the following condition is 
recommended: 

• 	 That, if the applicant chooses street lighting fixtures that deviate from the Town 
standard, they willingly assume all costs above and beyond those associated with 
this standard. Furthennore, any such deviation will not be allowed without the 
expressed approval from the Town's Public Works Department. 

Refuse Collection 
The project's waste arrangements have been reviewed by both Public Works and Orange 
County. The Town and County will provide trash and recycling collection services for the 
development while the County will be involved in managing construction waste. 

The single family homes will utilize roll-out containers. Waste management during 
construction requires from the County an approved Solid Waste Management Plan as well 
as a pennit. 

CONCLUSION The project meets all the requirements of the Land Use Ordinance 
pertaining to utilities, fire safety, lighting, and refuse collection, subject to the inclusion of 
the three aforementioned conditions regarding fire hydrants, fire flow and building 
sprinklers. 
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Open Space, Recreation 
Open Space 
Per the provisions of 15-198, every residential development is required to set aside at least 
40% of the total area of the development in permanent open space. If the project is 
providing affordable housing, Section 15-182.4( c) allows the developer to make 
reductions in the open space requirement equal to twice the land area consumed by the 
affordable units, up to a maximum reduction of 4%. Because the Colleton Crossing AIS 
provides about 64% open space, it does not need to use this reduction. 

Note that during the concept plan phase of the project, primary and secondary 
conservation areas as defined by 15-198 are identified and prioritized for protection prior 
to the locating of the building envelope. For this reason, the Bolin Creek tributary and its 
surrounding steep provide the largest area of contiguous open space for the proposal. 

Recreation 
The proposed mix of single family homes and townhomes combine to require 405.21 
recreation points, per Section 15-196 of the LUO. The applicant far exceeds this amount 
by providing hiking trails, a greenway trail, a play structure and a playfield area [as 
required by Section 15-198(d)]. The playfield is located within the Duke Power easement 
in the southeastern quadrant of the site; the topography of this location suggests that 
additional grading may be necessary to improve its suitability as a playfield. Duke Power 
must approve any such grading since it is within their easement. 

As required per 15-196-f, 5% of the amenities must be suitable for children under the age 
of 12; the applicant exceeds this requirement with the proposed play structure. 

CONCLUSION - The project meets all the requirements of the Land Use Ordinance 
pertaining to Open Space and Recreation. 

Architectural Standards, CAPS, 

Architectural Standards 
Per the requirements of Section 15-177, subdivisions containing four or more units are 
required to demonstrate compliance to the architectural design guidelines contained 
therein. The applicant may choose from one of two design guidelines; 1) Vernacular 
Architectural Standards or, 2) Alternative Architectural Standards. The applicant has 
chosen the latter approach. 

The Alternative Architectural Standards requires the subdivision address specific design 
goals with regards to landscape, site, context, and building design. The applicant has 
addressed this requirement by providing an illustrated narrative statement and typical 
elevations (Attachment J). Staff concludes that from the materials provided, that the 
provisions of this section have been addressed. 
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CAPS 
Per Article IV, Part 4 of the LUO, the applicant must receive the required Certificate(s) of 
Adequacy ofPublic School Facilities (CAPS) from the Chapel Hill Carrboro City Schools 
District prior to construction plan approval. Because of this the following condition is 
recommended: 

• 	 That the applicant receive( s) CAPs from the Chapel Hill Carrboro City Schools 
District pursuant to Article IV, Part 4 of the Land Use Ordinance, prior to 
construction plan approval. 

CONCLUSION - The project meets all the requirements of the Land Use Ordinance 
pertaining to Architectural Standards, CAPS and Courtesy Review. 

Miscellaneous 

Advisorv Boards Courtesy Review 
The project was brought before the Joint Advisory Board's on April 5th

, 2007. Attached 
are the applicant's responses to each ofthe Board's that provided comment on the project 
(Planning Board, Environmental Advisory Board &, Transportation Advisory Board). 
The applicant's responses follow the recommendations in Courier typeface 
(Attachment K). 

Advisory Board's Joint Review 
The project was presented before the Joint Advisory Board's on November 6th, 2008 for 
formal review of the project. Their summary recommendations are forthcoming. 

Subdivision and Street Names 
Since the street name "Colleton" Circle sounds very much like the existing county street 
name "Collington" and because the street name "Middleton" is already in use in the 
county the following condition is recommended: 

• 	 That the street names of the subdivision are revised as necessary to meet the 
addressing requirements of the Town GIS specialist. 

Citizen Letters 

Various letters from neighbors and citizens regarding concerns about the project have 

been received throughout the review process. See Attachments L for reference. 


Voluntary Annexation 

The property has already been annexed. 


Neighborhood Information Meeting 

A Neighborhood Information Meeting was held in the Wexford Community building on 

March 26, 2007. Twenty two neighbors were in attendance. Traffic, Connector roads, 

density and, visual impacts were some of the matters discussed. An additional 

Neighborhood Information Meeting was held on November 19th

, 2008. 
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STAFF RECOMMENDATIONS: 


Town staff recommends that the Board of Aldermen open the Colleton Crossing AIS 
Conditional Use Permit public hearing. Staff recommends that the Board consider the 
issuing the permit subject to the conditions below: 

1. 	 The continued affordability of the units (located on lots 1~ 26, 32, 33,34, & 35) must 
be ensured through working directly with Orange Community Housing & Land Trust~ 
in accordance with LUO Section 15-182.4. 

2. 	 Certificates ofOccupancy for each of the six (6) bonus 'market-rate' units may not be 
issued until such time as a corresponding affordable unit (located on lots 1, 26~ 32, 33, 
34, & 35) is constructed and offered for sale or rent for an amount consistent with the 
language found in Section 15-182.4 of the Town of Carrboro Land Use Ordinance. 
The six bonus units are to be identified on the plans prior to construction plan approval 
and shall be identified on the final plat. 

3. 	 That, prior to construction plan approval, the applicant work with the Town 
Transportation planner to consider a traffic calming alternative to the speed table 
proposed for Middleton Drive, including but not limited to a mid-block curb extension 
(also known as a "choker). 

4. 	 That prior to construction plan approval, the applicant receive a driveway permit from 
NCDOT. 

5. 	 That~ prior to Construction Plan approval, the sidewalk detail on the detail sheet is 
labeled and specifies that sidewalk thickness shall increase to a minimum of 6" thick 
where all driveways cross the sidewalk. 

6. 	 That, prior to construction plan approval, the proposed greenway alignment from the 
southern property line be realigned to follow the OWASA easement behind lots 36 -38 
so as to tee in to Reynard Road. 

7. 	 That, in the construction plans the greenway trails be designed to meet or exceed the 
specifications identified in the AASHTO Guide for the Development ofBicycle 
Facilities, and that the proposed greenway be constructed to the Type IV AASHTO 
standard. 

8. 	 That the single family home lots, when developed have sufficient room to 
conveniently park two cars on a paved driveway, off of the street, without blocking the 
sidewalk. Garages may not be counted toward this requirement. This parking will be 
shown on individual plot plans during the building permit stage. 

9. 	 That, prior to construction plan approval the proposed street tree planting layout be 
revised to meet the spacing requirements of Section 15-315 of the LUO and that 1I3rd 

of the proposed street trees be evergreen. 
10. That flexibility be allowed in the execution of the street tree planting plan (subject to 

the approval of public works and the planning department)~ such that the combination 
of existing and proposed trees along all publicly dedicated streets in Colleton Crossing 
meet the street tree requirements of Section 15-315 of the Land Use Ordinance. 

11. That a 10', undisturbed vegetative buffer of existing (or enhanced) native plantings be 
maintained along the eastern (rear) property line of lots 4 through 8. This buffer shall 
be disclosed on the final plat and referenced in the Homeowner Association 
documents. A landowner may remove existing vegetation in the buffer ifit is: a) a 
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noxious weed, b) sick or c) presents a significant hazard. If other vegetation is 
removed that does not fit these categories, replacement is required with new native 
plantings equivalent to a Type B screen. 

12. That, prior to Construction Plan approval, a HEC-RAS flood study shall be provided 
to analyze the 100 year flood with backwater analysis for both the existing and 
proposed conditions; 

13. That, prior to Construction Plan approval, the proposed box culvert design shall be 
sized to provide for a "no-rise" condition for the 100 year backwater (at the property 
line of the project), as compared to the preconstruction conditions shown in the results 
of the HEC-RAS flood study. 

14. That, prior to Construction Plan approval, all design and details of the proposed box 
culvert shall meet the requirements of the Carrboro Land Use Ordinance and the 
associated Storm Drainage Design Manual and be approved by the Town of 
Carrboro's Engineering Consultant, Sungate Design Group. Any substantial design 
changes will require the approval of the Board of Aldermen (with possible public 
hearing) per the provisions of 15-64 of the LUO. 

15. That all state and federal 401 and 404 permits be obtained prior to construction plan 
approval if necessary. 

16. That the applicant shall provide to the Zoning Division, prior to the recordation of the 
final plat for the project or before the release of a bond if some features are not yet in 
place at the time of the recording of the final plat, Mylar and digital as-builts for the 
stormwater features ofthe project. Digital as-builts shall be in DXF format and shall 
include a base map ofthe whole project and all separate plan sheets. As-built DXF files 
shall include all layers or tables containing storm drainage features. Storm drainage 
features will be clearly delineated in a data table. The data will be tied to horizontal 
controls. 

17. That the developer shall include detailed stormwater system maintenance plan, 
specifying responsible entity and schedule. The plan shall include scheduled 
maintenance activities for each unit in the development, (including cisterns, 
bioretention areas, swales, check dams, and irrigation pond), performance evaluation 
protocol, and frequency of self-reporting requirements (including a proposed self
reporting form) on maintenance and performance. The plan and supporting 
documentation shall be submitted to Town engineer and Environmental Planner for 
approval prior to construction plan approval. Upon approval, the plans shall be 
included in the homeowners' association documentation. 

18. That, prior to Construction Plan approval, the applicant provide on the plans details 
and notes for the Town's required casting for curb inlet hoods and manhole covers. 
This is the "fish" logo combined with the "Dump No Waste - Drains to Jordan Lake" 
slogan. 

19. That the developer provide a written statement from the electrical utility stating that 
electric service can be provided to all locations shown on the construction plans prior 
to the approval of the construction plans; 

20. That 	 fire flow calculations and building-sprinkler design (as required) must be 
submitted and approved by the Town Engineer and Town Fire Department prior to 
construction plan approval. 

21. That the existing driveway access easement that ties the property to Tallyho Trail to 
the east, serve as a temporary emergency access route and that, if necessary it is 
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improved sufficiently to satisfy the emergency access needs of the Town of Carrboro 
Fire Department. Further, that a collapsible bollard (or equivalent) satisfactory to the 
Fire Department, be installed on the subject property at the beginning of the easement 
to prevent everyday use of this driveway. Use of this driveway easement for 
emergency access will end once the Middletown Drive subcollector is continued and 
subsequently interconnected to an existing street to the south (via the UNC property 
identified on the Town's GIS system as 1500 Claymore Road). 

22. That, 	if the applicant chooses street lighting fixtures that deviate from the Town 
standard, they willingly assume all costs above and beyond those associated with this 
standard. Furthermore, any such deviation will not be allowed without the expressed 
approval from the Town's Public Works Department. 

23. That the applicant receive( s) CAPs from the Chapel Hill Carrboro City Schools 
District pursuant to Article IV, Part 4 of the Land Use Ordinance, prior to construction 
plan approval. 

24. That the street names of the subdivision are revised as necessary to meet the 
addressing requirements of the Town GIS specialist. 
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ATTACHMENT C-l 
A public hearing of the Carrboro Board of Aldermen was held on Tuesday, November 25,2008 at 7:30 p.m. in 
the Town Hall Board Room. 

Present and presiding: 
Mayor Pro Tern John Herrera 
Aldermen Joal Hall Broun (arrived at 7:43 p.m.) 

Dan Coleman 
Randee Haven-O'Donnell 
Lydia Lavelle 

Town Manager Steven E. Stewart 
Town Attorney Michael B. Brough 
Town Clerk Sarah C. Williamson 

Absent: 
Mayor Mark Chilton 
Alderman Jacquelyn Gist 

PUBLIC HEARING ON A CONDITIONAL USE PERMIT REQUEST FOR THE COLLETON 
CROSSING ARCIDTECTURALLY INTEGRATED SUBDIVISION 

MBI Development as represented by Phil Post and Associates, has submitted an application for the construction 
of a 39 dwelling unit subdivision located at 8400 & 8420 Reynard Road. The Conditional Use Permit, if 
approved, would allow the creation of39 single-family (6 affordable) lots with associated infrastructure, 
including publicly dedicated streets. The public hearing will be opened but the Board is not expected to make a 
decision on the permit until the meeting is continued in January or later. 

Mike Brough asked that copies of all emails, letters and correspondence received regarding this matter be made 
available to the applicant, and that any emails received outside of the public hearing should not be considered as 
evidence on which the Board would base its decision. 

Alderman Lavelle stated that she lives in a development adjacent to the proposed development and wanted to 
clarify that there was no conflict of interest with her voting on this project. 

Mike Brough confIrmed that there was no conflict of interest. 

[Alderman Broun arrived at the meeting.] 

JeffKleaveland, one of the town's planners, was sworn in and made the presentation. 

Aldernlan Coleman asked about the use of a bridge or bottomless culvert to expand the floodplain, and asked if 
the clearing of trees to install BMP's within the stream buffer or floodplain would lead to unintended 
sedimentation during peak rain events. 

Alderman Broun asked if the homeowners will be responsible for insuring that the BMP's do not breed 
mosquitoes. 

Tim Smith with Phil Post and Associates was sworn in. He stated that they had conducted a neighborhood 
meeting to address concerns, that they had done a full traffic study of the neighborhood ref. connectivity, access 
and traffic. He stated that the easement on the east side of the property will be an emergency access and that 
they have discussed the possibility ofproviding a pedestrian access. He stated that they working to ensure that 
additional flooding will not occur onto the Hodges' property and as a result of this proposed development. He 
stated that they have done a full flood study to show that there will be no further impact to the Hodges' 



ATTACHMENT C-2 
property, that they will investigate the option ofhaving a bottomless arch type culvert. He stated that they will 
have 12-foot lighting fixtures with cutoff shields to prevent light from spilling upward. They are proposing 
greenway trail to the north and would like to follow the master plan as far as construction of the trail with a 
Type 3 trail. He stated that they are agreeable to all staff recommendations with the exception of the trail. They 
would like to construct a Type 3 trail, not Type 4. Also, he stated that the developer will add trees to the buffer. 

Andrew Topp, a traffic engineer, was sworn in. He stated that they had done a traffic impact analysis for this 
site and presented the results of that analysis. He stated that the general results of the study were that the 
current roads will accommodate the increased traffic from this development. 

Alderman Haven-O'Donnell asked about the number of school bus trips going into this development. 

Danny Goodman, a certified appraiser, was sworn in. He stated that he had looked at homes in the vicinity of 
the proposed development and stated that the proposed development will be an asset to the current 
neighborhood. He stated that he feels this development will have a positive impact on the neighborhood and tax 
base. 

Bob Melville, a resident of 1000 Dairyland Road, and brother of Jim Melville, was sworn in. He stated that the 
Board has a clear vision and rational process to move toward that vision. He stated that this a very important 
development and they are dedicated to building a development the community will be proud of. That they are 
very proud of the type of homes Melville Builders constructs, and feels that the town will be very proud of this 
development. 

Alena Callimanis, a resident of 1004 Camden Lane was sworn in. She showed a video of children walking on 
Sterling Bridge and Claymore Road, and the steep slopes. She stated that it took her 4 minutes to drive from 
Reynard to High School Road, 1 minute 25 seconds to drive. This means that the new connection to Claymore 
would only save approximately 1 Yz minutes. She stated that the impervious runoff is getting to be an extremely 
urgent issue with Bolin Creek, they would be destroying forest area in an environmentally sensitive area. It 
would eliminate the burden of the cost of an expensive connector road, connectivity in this case is not providing 
car time value, suggested constructing bikeways and walking paths, stated that the board has sited 
children/community safety issues when denying the Jones Ferry Road project, road infrastructure is not in place 
in Claymore, and Tallyho cannot sustain added traffic burden. She asked that the development be kept smaller 
than proposed. 

Drew Narayan, a resident of 180 I Claymore was sworn in. He stated that he feels like the previous proposal 
underestimated the traffic impact-that the total increase in traffic on Claymore and Sterling Bridge will be 950 
trips per day and that Claymore and Sterling Bridge cannot handle increased traffic. He stated there is high 
pedestrian traffic with no sidewalks, and that safety concerns are real. In addition, there are environmental 
concerns. Most of Colleton Crossing and Carolina Commons is within the Friends of Bolin Creek proposed 
preserve. The current plan also does not continue the greenway north of Reynard. To reduce congestion, 
maintain safety and protect the environment, the number of homes in Colleton Crossing should be restricted to 
only require one connection. In order to promote connectivity between the neighborhood, pedestrian and 
bicycle connections should be built to connect Colleton Crossing, Carolina Commons and the Highlands. 

Anthony Volpe, a resident of 1706 Claymore Road, was sworn in. He stated that there are environmental issues 
that have not been fully addressed, that there are real traffic concerns, and safety concerns. He asked that the 
Board limit the density of the proposed development and not have a connector road and that pedestrian and 
bicycle connections be created between the neighborhood. 

Wayne Hodges, a resident of 1315 Tallyho Trail, was sworn in. He stated that is existing flooding along the 
Bolin Creek tributary and pointed out specific properties being impacted by the flooding. He stated that there is 
a smaller stream that flows behind his property. He showed pictures of flooding on his property that occurred 

Carrboro Board ofAldermen Page 2 November 25,2008 



ATTACHMENT C-3 
during Tropical Storm Hanna and flooding on the Colleton property upstream of Reynard Road. He stated that 
the extension of Reynard Road requires crossing of the tributary and the developer is proposing a box culvert 
rather than a bridge to cross the stream. All adjacent Fox Meadow residents have wells and septic systems
there is no OWASA service available. The home at lot 35 has a history of drainage problems and is currently 
surrounded by French drains and recently experienced septic problems. The box culvert will constrain the 
floodplain and cause flooding upstream of the culvert, will not allow for efficient sediment transport, restricts 
wildlife corridors, and will be clearing of many feet of stream buffer. He suggested that a bridge be constructed 
across the floodplain or that a bottomless arch culvert be constructed to span the floodplain. 

Brian Kuhlman, a resident of 1009 Tallyho Trail, was sworn in. He expressed concern about the connectivity 
plan - does not feel this plan is in compliance with the land use ordinance. He suggested a second access road 
to the south. Carrboro cannot put in traffic calming devices or make repairs to these roads. Tallyho should be 
considered a collector road with sidewalks and bikeways. He stated his desire that Colleton Crossing be a 
phased development. 

Richard Goldberg, a resident of 1075 Brace, was sworn in. He expressed concern about public safety issues. 
He reminded the Board about the Hanna Ridge (Pacifica) safety concerns. He referenced a memo from Mike 
Brough, the Carrboro Town Attorney, dated June 10, 1999 answering the question of whether a development 
permit could be denied if the Board finds that the street as it currently exists presents a danger to the pUblic. 
The answer was: As a general principle, ...the greater the hazard, and the clearer the evidence is that that a 
safety problem exists, the more density might be restricted below that which is otherwise permissible under the 
ordinance. Hanna Ridge and Pacifica were required to build a sidewalk along Hanna Street and the cost of that 
sidewalk was split between the developer and the town. The safety problem for Tallyho Trail is magnified from 
that of Hanna Street because of the length of Tallyho. Solutions would be to build sidewalks on Tallyho Trail at 
a cost of approximately $1 million, or reduce number of units in the developnlent. Twelve to fifteen units 
would be appropriate. 

Caramie Brantley, a resident ofTallyho Trail, was sworn in. She spoke about compatibility and buffers. The 
development is surrounded on three sides by the existing Fox Meadow development. Sharp contrasts exist 
between the two neighborhoods - small vs. large lots, bare lots vs. wooded lots, and expensive homes vs. 
moderately-priced homes. She pointed out land use ordinance compatibility provisions. A solution would be to 
create a 50-foot undisturbed vegetative buffer to existing properties, adhere to land use ordinance buffers in 
primary and secondary conservation areas. The larger buffers could help prevent flooding and possible property 
damage due to flooding or septic tank failures by providing more permeable surface. She suggested building a 
bridge or bottonl1ess arch culvert to span floodplain, limit development to only 15 units, provide sidewalks, and 
create 50-foot undisturbed buffer between Colleton lots to existing Fox Meadow properties. 

Kay Hengeveld, a resident of 1515 Tallyho Trail, was sworn in. She stated that they have a problem with using 
the easement for emergency access and temporary construction access, and feels that it will devalue their 
problem and will be a burden on the easement and will show a lack of stewardship of the land and safety 
concerns. Traffic problems on Tallyho are real and severe, there is a speeding problem on Tallyho and there 
has been a problem for a long time. She feels the easement should only be used to bring in utilities. She feels 
that the fire substation should be built as soon as possible. Colleton should have another access into their 
development. 

Neal Kaplan, a resident of 1215 Tallyho Trail, was sworn in. He stated that he agreed with his neighbors' 
comments. 

Cathy Calvert, a resident of 1215 Tallyho Trail, was sworn in. She expressed concern about the easement access 
being proposed that crosses Huntsman Court being used for construction and maintenance since it is located 
right beside a home She proposed that the development include residential sprinklers in the homes. She stated 
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that would eliminate the need for the emergency access. She stated that insurance companies offer discounts for 
sprinkled homes. 

Suzanne Allen, a resident of 8217 Huntsman Court, was sworn in. She stated that she agreed to her neighbors' 
comments particularly about the traffic. She stated that she is a frequent walker on Tallyho Trail and has been 
literally run off the road a number of times. She spoke in support of a lower density development with a phased 
approach. She stated that there is no guarantee that the UNC connection will happen, and that there have been 
stub-outs in Fox Meadow for 20+ years and no connections have been made. She also expressed concern about 
the traffic study. 

Laura van Sant, a resident of 8207 Reynard Road, was sworn in. She asked that the Board consider an 
amendment to the ordinance so as not to require Colleton Crossing to have street lights. In addition, she 
requested an environmental assessment be done of the soils. 

Adie Narayan, a resident of 1801 Claymore, was sworn in. She expressed concern about pedestrian safety. She 
stated that the children have to walk in the street because there are no sidewalks. She also asked that Colleton 
Crossing be limited to 15 houses. 

Marc Desormear, a resident of Claymore was sworn in. He stated that this development screams moderation. 
He asked if the current roads are adequate to accommodate the traffic, asked what the objective of this 
development is, and asked that the Board take under consideration the concerns of the Tallyho and Highlands 
developments. He asked for smaller density and asked to have only an emergency and pedestrian connection. 

Mari Weiss, a resident of the Highlands, was sworn in. She stated that she did not feel the appraiser took into 
account the diminution of their neighborhood and lack of privacy by opening up Claymore. She asked that the 
quality of their lives not be diminished for the sake of a builder. 

Dorothy Wright, a resident of 8211 Huntsman, was sworn in. She asked if service vehicle trips had been 
considered in the traffic counts. 

Marty Roupe, the town's Zoning Administrator, was sworn in. He clarified the location of the easement. 

Tim Smith stated that the easement is platted and what is constructed will have to be within that easement. 

Kathryn Thomas, a resident of 1415 Tallyho Trail, was sworn. She stated that she agreed with her neighbors in 
Fox Meadow. She stated that there are no stop signs between Rogers Road and Reynard Road and nothing to 
slow traffic down. She stated that there will be additional traffic and the likelihood of accidents will increase. 
She stated her concern about how this development will impact the ground water in this area. In addition, she 
stated concern that the impervious surfaces created in Colleton will affect the water quality in their wells. 

Imran Shah, a resident of 8405 Sterling Bridge Road, was sworn in. He stated that he agreed with Tallyho and 
F ox Meadow residents, expressed concern about the safety of his children, stated that additional traffic study 
data is needed. He stated that neither Tallyho nor Sterling Bridge can have traffic calming. 

Christine Westfall with Orange Community Housing and Land Trust was sworn in. She spoke in support of the 
affordable housing component. She stated that Melville Builders have agreed to construct six affordable single
family, green built homes in Colleton Crossing. She stated that the developer will be selling these honles to the 
Land Trust for $130,000. 

Steven Peck, a resident of Fox Meadow, was sworn in. He stated that he agreed with the residents of Fox 
Meadow. He also stated concern about traffic, the size, scope, and phasing of this project. He stated that buses 
pick up children at the intersection of Reynard and Hound Court and there is a sight distance problem at this 
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intersection. He stated that connectivity is a real problem in this area, and spoke in favor of access between 
neighborhoods. He stated that this is a good development it just has to be built the right way. 

Jeff Linker, a resident of 1803 Claymore Road, was sworn in. He expressed concern about the additional traffic and the 
safety of his children. He asked that four-way stop signs be put in at the very least. 

Sharon Cook, a resident of 1610 Claymore Road, was sworn in. She stated that if traffic is increased, children will not be 
able to walk to school safely. She expressed concern about the lack of preserved land, and asked that pedestrian and 
bicycle connections be made a priority. 

Bob Kirshner was sworn in. He spoke in support of the homes in Colleton Crossing being sprinkled and asked the 
developer to consider installing sprinklers. He stated that there are insurance savings as a result of having sprinklers 
installed. 

David Rooks, the applicant's attorney, was sworn in and addressed the easement. He stated that he would provide the 
staff a copy of the grant ofeasement. 

Adena Messinger, the town's Transportation Planner, affirmed, and spoke to the reason for asking for the Type 4 trail. 

Mr. Stewart pointed out that public safety access includes medical calls in addition to police and fire calls. 

The Board requested that the town staff respond to the following requests for information: 

1. 	 Is the applicant willing to phase the project to limit the amount of development prior to construction of an eastern 
access point? 

2. 	 When the connection is made to Claymore, can the town require traffic calming measures on Claymore, and if 
NCDOT is not cooperative with that, can the town require the developer to bond for those traffic calming measures? 

3. 	 Can the town require the developer to construct both the sewer line and greenway trail to the northern property line? 
4. 	 That the EAB and Environmental Planner comment on whether (from an environmental standpoint) there is a 

preference for a Type III trail type. 
5. 	 That the staff comment on whether the town can require a larger buffer on the Colleton property. 
6. 	 That a map of school bus stops be provided, including the times ofpickups and drop offs. 
7. 	 The date of the last update to the floodplain maps be provided. 
8. 	 That the staff determine the procedure for having stop signs installed in the existing neighborhood (regardless of 

whether Colleton is approved). 
9. 	 That cost estimates for maintenance ofType III and Type IV trails be provided by staff. 
10. 	 That the town provide a list ofproperties not connected to OWASA water and sewer. 
11. 	 That the applicant consider more integrated recreation to avoid street crossings. 
12. 	 Have the Town Attorney review the easement document. 
13. 	 Have the applicant respond as to their willingness to install sprinklers. 
14. 	 Explore the topic of mosquito control associated with BMP's. 
15. 	 Does the clearing of trees to install BMP's within the stream buffer (or floodplain) lead to unintended sedimentation 

during peak rain events? ' 
16. 	 Provide pictures ofCarrboro examples ofbox culverts and bottomless box culverts. 
17. 	 Provide information regarding how the project might affect water recharge rates/areas. Provide information about 

the location of septic systems in the vicinity of the project's northern property line. 
18. 	 If the adjoining roads are still state maintained at the time of certificate of occupancy, can request a bond from the 

developer to cover the future cost of traffic calming. 

MOTION WAS MADE BY JOAL HALL BROUN AND SECONDED BY DAN COLEMAN TO CONTINUE THIS 

PUBLIC HEARING TO JANUARY 27,2009. VOTE: AFFIRMATIVE FIVE, ABSENT TWO (CHILTON, GIST) 


*********** 
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SUMMARY SHEET OF STAFF AND ADVISORY. BOARD 

RECOMMENDATIO S 


CONDITIONAL USE PERMIT FOR COLLETON CROSSINGAlS 

ST FFRECOMMENDATIO S 


StaffRecommendation (wI 
Advisory Board upport where 
applicable): 

Recommended by 

Staff, TAB, PB, EAB 

Staff, TAB, PB, EAB 

Staff, TAB, PB, EAB 

Staff, TAB, PB, EAB 

Staff, TAB, PB, EAB 

Staff, TAB, PB, EAB 

'Expltlnation: Staffrecomn,endatiolls, prilllllrily 
related to LUO compllallce, are represented by 
1-24 below. Ifan advi Dry board voted t'O 
'supporl' the staff recommendation, then such 
board i listed after stoffin the left-hand column. 

Recomme dations 
1. 	 The continued affordability of the units (located on 

lots 1,26,32,33,34, & 35) must be ensured through 
working directly with Orange Community Housing 
& Land Trust, in accordance with LUO Section 15
182.4. 

2. 	 Certificates of Occupancy for each of the six (6) 
bonus 'market-rate' units may not be issued until 
such time as a corresponding affordable unit 
(located on lots 1, 26, 32, 33, 34, & 35) is 
constructed and offered for sale or rent for an 
amount consistent with the language found in 
Section 15-182.4 of the Town of Carrboro Land Use 
Ordinance. The six bonus units are to be identified 
on the plans prior to construction plan approval and 
shall be identified on the final plat. 

3. 	 That, prior to construction plan approval, the 
applicant work with the Town Transportation 
planner to consider a traffic calming alternative to 
the speed table proposed for Middleton Drive, 
including but not limited to a mid-block curb 
extension (also known as a "choker). 

4. 	 That prior to construction plan approval, the 
applicant receive a driveway permit from NCDOT. 

5. 	 That prior to Construction Plan approval, the 
sidewalk detail on the detail sheet is labeled and 
specifies that sidewalk thickness shall increase to a 
minimum of 6" thick where all driveways cross the 
sidewalk. 

6. 	 That, prior to construction plan approval, the 
proposed greenway alignment from the southern 
property line be realigned to follow the OW ASA 
easement behind lots 36 -38 so as to tee in to 
Reynard Road. 

SUMMARY SHEET OF STAFF AND ADVISORY BOARD RECOMMENDATIONS pg: 1 
CONDITIONAL USE PERMIT- COLLETON CROSSING AIS 
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Staff, TAB, PB, EAB 

Staff, TAB, PB, EAB 

Staff, TAB, PB, EAB 

Staff, TAB, PB, EAB 

Staff, TAB, PB, EAB 

Staff, TAB, PB, EAB 

Staff, TAB, PB, EAB 

7. 	 That, in the construction plans the greenway trails be 
designed to meet or exceed the specifications 
identified in the AASHTO Guide for the 
Development of Bicycle Facilities, and that the 
proposed greenway be constructed to the Type IV 
AASHTO standard. 

8. 	 That the single family home lots, when developed 
have sufficient room to conveniently park two cars 
on a paved driveway, off of the street, without 
blocking the sidewalk. Garages may not be counted 
toward this requirement. This parking will be 
shown on individual plot plans during the building 
permit stage. 

9. 	 That, prior to construction plan approval the 
proposed street tree planting layout be revised to 
meet the spacing requirements of Section 15-315 of 
the LUO and that 1I3rd of the proposed street trees 
be evergreen. 

10. 	 That flexibility be allowed in the execution of the 
street tree planting plan (subject to the approval of 
public works and the planning department), such 
that the combination of existing and proposed trees 
along all publicly dedicated streets in Colleton 
Crossing meet the street tree requirements of Section 
15-315 of the Land Use Ordinance. 

11. 	 (Condition replaced by New Condition #28, below) 
+ha:f: a lQ', tHl:aisfl::a::13ea J,tegeta:f:i¥e a\!ffef sf E9Eistifig 
ESf eHBafieeaj fia:f:iJ.te J31afitifigs ae maimaifiea alSfig 
the easteffi Efeafj PfSpefty lifie ef lets 4 tMeegh g. 
+his a\!ffef shall Be aiselssea efi the fifial plat afia 
feferefieea ifi the flemee\lffieF 2l\sseeia:f:iefi 
aeeemems. l:tl lafiae'Yi'fief ma;' femel~te e~E:istifig 

Jfegeta:f:iefi ifi the aeffef if it is: aj a fis3Ii:is\!s Jl\teea, aj 
sielt Sf e1 pfesefits a sigfiifietmt ha2!:8:fa. If ether 
'fegeta:f:iefi is feme'fea tha:f: aees fiet fit these 
ea:f:egeries, feJ3laeemefit is reEtHirea with fiew fiative 

.1 .1 D-'1-L __L_LL>'~ ~ 

T.L Y_ w_. __... 
12. 	 (Reworded Condition) That, prior to Construction 

Plan approval, a HEC-RAS flood study shall be 
approved by the Town Engineer analyzing the 100 
year flood and including a backwater analysis for 
both the existing and proposed conditions. 

13. 	 (Reword this condition, if a bottomless arch culvert 
is approved) That, prior to Construction Plan 
approval, the proposed box culvert design shall be 
sized to provide for a "no-rise" condition for the 100 
year backwater (at the property line of the project), 
as compared to the preconstruction conditions 
shown in the results of the HEC-RAS flood study. 
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Staff, TAB, PB, EAB 

Staff, TAB, PB, EAB 


Staff, TAB, PB, EAB 


Staff, TAB, PB, EAB 


Staff, TAB, PB, EAB 


Staff, TAB, PB, EAB 


14. 	 (Reword this condition, if a bottomless arch culvert 
is approved) That, prior to Construction Plan 
approval, all design and details of the proposed box 
culvert shall meet the requirements of the Carrboro 
Land Use Ordinance and the associated Storm 
Drainage Design Manual and be approved by the 
Town of Carrboro's Engineering Consultant, 
Sungate Design Group. Any substantial design 
changes will require the approval of the Board of 
Aldermen (with possible public hearing) per the 
provisions of 15-64 of the LUO. 

15. 	 That all state and federal 401 and 404 permits be 
obtained prior to construction plan approval if 
necessary. 

16. 	 That the applicant shall provide to the Zoning 
Division, prior to the recordation of the final plat for 
the project or before the release of a bond if some 
features are not yet in place at the time of the 
recording of the final plat, Mylar and digital as
builts for the stormwater features of the project. 
Digital as-builts shall be in DXF format and shall 
include a base map of the whole project and all 
separate plan sheets. As-built DXF files shall 
include all layers or tables containing storm drainage 
features. Storm drainage features will be clearly 
delineated in a data table. The data will be tied to 
horizontal controls. 

17. 	 That the developer shall include detailed stormwater 
system maintenance plan, specifying responsible 
entity and schedule. The plan shall include 
scheduled maintenance activities for each unit in the 
development, (including cisterns, bioretention areas, 
swales, check dams, and irrigation pond), 
performance evaluation protocol, and frequency of 
self-reporting requirements (including a proposed 
self-reporting form) on maintenance and 
performance. The plan and supporting 
documentation shall be submitted to Town engineer 
and Environmental Planner for approval prior to 
construction plan approval. Upon approval, the 
plans shall be included in the homeowners' 
association documentation. 

18. 	 That, prior to Construction Plan approval, the 
applicant provide on the plans details and notes for 
the Town's required casting for curb inlet hoods and 
manhole covers. This is the "fish" logo combined 
with the "Dump No Waste - Drains to Jordan Lake" 
slogan. 

19. 	 That the developer provide a written statement from 
the electrical utility stating that electric service can 
be provided to all locations shown on the 
construction plans prior to the approval of the 
construction plans; 
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Staff, TAB, PB, EAB 

Staff, TAB, PB, EAB 

Staff, TAB, PB, EAB 

Staff, TAB, PB, EAB 

Staff, TAB, PB, EAB 


New Staff Condition 


New Staff Condition 


New Staff Condition 


New Staff Condition 


New Staff Condition 

20. 	 That fire flow calculations and building-sprinkler 
design (as required) must be submitted and approved 
by the Town Engineer and Town Fire Department 
prior to construction plan approval. 

21. 	 That the existing driveway access easement that ties 
the property to Tallyho Trail to the east, serve as a 
temporary emergency access route and that, if 
necessary it is improved sufficiently to satisfy the 
emergency access needs of the Town of Carrboro 
Fire Department. Further, that a collapsible bollard 
(or equivalent) satisfactory to the Fire Department, 
be installed on the subject property at the beginning 
of the easement to prevent everyday use of this 
driveway. Use of this driveway easement for 
emergency access will end once the Middletown 
Drive sub collector is continued and subsequently 
interconnected to an existing street to the south (via 
the UNC property identified on the Town's GIS 
system as 1500 Claymore Road). 

22. 	 That, if the applicant chooses street lighting fixtures 
that deviate from the Town standard, they willingly 
assume all costs above and beyond those associated 
with this standard. Furthermore, any such deviation 
will not be allowed without the expressed approval 
from the Town's Public Works Department. 

23. 	 That the applicant receive(s) CAPs from the Chapel 
Hill Carrboro City Schools District pursuant to 
Article IV, Part 4 of the Land Use Ordinance, prior 
to construction plan approval. 

24. 	 That the street names of the subdivision are revised 
as necessary to meet the addressing requirements of 
the Town GIS specialist. 

25. 	 That, in an effort to reduce environmental impact to 
the stream, a bottomless arch culvert is used to cross 
the creek, instead ofthe proposed box culvert. 

26. 	 That bioretention cell #7 (adjacent to Lot 39) is 
relocated entirely out of the stream buffer and onto 
Lot 39. 

27. 	 That, prior to construction plan approval, the 
grading on Lot 17 is sufficiently revised to save the 
existing 40" poplar tree in the immediate vicinity. 

28. 	 That a vegetative easement of 25' is provided 
adjacent to the eastern property line to be located 
behind lots 4 through 8. The total effect of this 
easement will be to provide the equivalent of a Type 
B, semi-opaque buffer. This requirement may be 
met with a combination of existing and proposed 
vegetation. Prior to construction drawing approval, 
the applicant will be required prepare a planting 
guide for the easement, to be reviewed by Town 
staff 

29. 	 That the Tot lot now shown as adjacent to the 
stormwater quality detention pond be relocated to its 
former position south of the playfield in the interest 
of safety. 
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New Staff Condition 30. 	 That the new homes are each provided with fire 
suppression sprinklers in homes installed to 
specifications that accord with the local and 
standards enforced by the Town of Carrboro Fire 
Department. Accordingly, in the construction plans, 
the number of fire hydrants may be reduced per the 
Fire Department's recommendations. 

New Staff Condition 31. That the applicant extend the proposed Reynard 
Road improvements offsite to approximately 180 
lineal feet west up to its intersection with Hound 
Court. Prior to construction plan approval, plans for 
the additional roadway extension will be required 
for review. 

ADVISORY BOARD COMMENTS I RECOMMENDATIO S 

Additional Ad 
Comments & Recommendano 

. ory Board 
: 

ExplllnllJlon: Col1llllent and I'tconunendll1iolls so/ely 
from tulvisory boaI'm follow. Ifa comment invo/~ 
LUO interpretation, then ti,e appliCQb/~ L UO 
ectlon(s) llI'e noted pUl'ellthericaOy. Otherwise, Ih~ 

BOIlI'd n'llJ wish to con iller comment. in the context 
ofpublic lJealth, safety, 01' we/fareflndings. Staff 
geneaUy does not el,dol'Se nOl'l'efute comment. from 
advlsol'J' boards. 

Reco bymmended .Recommendatio 

AC No comments. 

NTAAC 	 No comments. 

PB 1. 	 The Planning Board recommends a phased 
development in which 15 units are permitted 
so long as Reynard is the only access in and 
24 additional units are permitted when the 
connection south is made and pedestrian bike 
and vehicular safety improvements are made 
to bring the connecting roads to town 
standards to support the increased traffic. The 
cost of the improvements to be shared by the 
developer. 

PB 2. 	 That a 25 foot wide planted buffer providing 
the equivalent of a Type A screen be provided 
along the eastern boundary of Colleton 
Crossing where the home lots back up to 
existing lots in the Tallyho subdivision. 
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EAB 


EAB 

EAB 

1. 	 This area cannot be developed to its 
maximum density with large, single family 
homes without permanently damaging or 
destroying the numerous environmental 
features on site. Either reduce the lot 
density or investigate altenlate forms of 
housing such as co-housing which may 
allow your desired density but with a much 
smaller physical and environmental 
footprint. 

2. 	 Reduce the built upon footprint to keep all 
disturbances from home lots and associated 
stormwater management practices outside 
of the following primary conservation areas 
from the Town of Carrboro's natural 
constraints maps: streams and floodplains, 
required stream buffers (marked Carrboro 
and primary conservation in Colleton 
plans), steep slopes, and hardwoods. In 
particular, allow for a 100ft buffer between 
new home lots and the primary 
conservation areas associated with the 
stream and hardwoods to the north and the 
stream, steep slopes and hardwoods to the 
west, per Article IV., Section 15-50 (f) of 
the Land Use Ordinances (LUOs). This 
will allow room for storm water 
management practices without disturbances 
to these primary conservation areas. 

3. 	 Thoroughly investigate how existing low
lying septic fields to the north may be 
impacted by hydrologic changes due to 
construction and development. Again, if 
additional stormwater management 
practices are necessary between the planned 
home lots and the northern tributary, plan 
to leave space for them outside of the 
required stream buffers. 
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EAB 4. Continue to pursue a road connection 
through the existing private easement on 
the east portion of the property. Consider 
trying to purchase one of the adjoining 
homes. This connection has the least 
environmental impact based on reduced 
land disturbance, eased congestion and 
distance traveled (i.e. reduced carbon 
emissions) to exit the development. If this 
fails, pursue a road connection to the south 
through the northeast portion of the UNC 
land to Claymore Road. This is the next 
best connection environmentally based on 
the types of land disturbed and distance 
traveled to exit the development. Cross 
the Bolin Creek tributary and connect to 
Reynard Road only as a last resort. 

EAB 5. If you do end up crossing the Bolin Creek 
tributary to connect to Reynard Road, 
follow the design recommendations 
outlined in "Stream Restoration: A Natural 
Channel Design Handbook", Section 8.3 
Stream Crossings, pgs 49-50. (This is put 
out by the North Carolina Stream 
Restoration Institute. If feasible, use a 
bridge or arch culvert to minimize 
floodplain restrictions. If a culvert must be 
used, use floodplain culverts. 

EAB 6. To minimize the fragmentation of open 
space and the negative environmental 
impacts of bringing sewer and other 
infrastructure across the tributary to Bolin 
Creek, remove lot 39 (unless that lot will be 
served with on-site wastewater treatment). 
Group all lots and associated infrastructure 
east of the tributary to Bolin Creek. 

EAB 7. Work with the NC Green Building 
Initiative and/or hire a LEED certified 
professional to use as many green building 
techniques as possible in your plans (for 
example: low impact design and 
development, resource efficiency, energy 
efficiency, water conservation, indoor 
environmental quality, homeowner 
education, etc.). 
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EAB 8. Provide at least 50 feet of buffer in its 
natural, forested state between lots to the 
east in the existing neighborhood and any 
new home lots being built. To ensure that 
buffers remain in their natural state, 
designate them as jointly owned open space 
rather than including them in privately 
owned lots. 

EAB 9. Plan for and show greenway connections 
on all future plans. Town of Carrboro 
Plans show a greenway along the length of 
the main Bolin Creek tributary that 
eventually connects to the Bolin Creek 
Greenway. 

TAB 1. That condition #21 of the staff report 
includes a provision that the existing 
driveway access easement also serve as a 
public bicycle and pedestrian access route 
and that it is improved with a hard surface 
to facilitate those uses.s 

TAB 2. That Middleton Road, which extends to the 
southern border of the property from 
Reynard Rd. and which serves a vital role 
in connectivity, is constructed as shown on 
the plans. 

TAB 3. The tot lot is currently shown in a remote 
and topographically challenging location, 
underneath transmission lines and requiring 
street crossings to access the lot. As we 
recommended at the concept plan review 
(April 5,2007), we again recommend that 
the tot lot be centrally located. 

TAB 4. Because of the public health and safety 
impacts to the residents of the existing 
surrounding neighborhoods, the 
Transportation Advisory Board 
recommends that the Board ofAldermen 
consider having the developers ofColleton 
Crossing and Carolina Commons pay for 
construction of sidewalks on Claymore and 
Sterling Bridge Roads. 
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Responses to Board of Aldermen follow-up items 
Colleton Crossing AIS Conditional Use Permit 

, ...:< ,, " 

Matters discussed Action/Question: 

during 11125/08 public 

heario2: 

l. 	Project phasing as a We have investigated the possibility ofPhasing the project 

way to mitigate and have determined that for various reasons this is not 
traffic impact? feasible. The infrastructure and utilities do not lend 

themselves to phasing. The internal road & utilities are a 
loop and cannot be halfconstructed. There is also only one 
stormwater pond BMPfor the site which is located at the 
far end ofthe road extension stub required by the Town. 
This section ofroad would need to be built. Therefore, all 
the utilities and infrastructure would need to be built, and 
phasing ofthe lots at that expense would kill the project. 

2. 	 Traffic Calming on Claymore is a NCDOT maintained road and physical traffic 
Claymore, can Town calming measures are not allowed. In the future, if 
require? Claymore is taken over by the Town, traffic calming could 

be considered. Under this scenario it is reasonable to 
consider a condition that may require the applicant provide 
a bond for future traffic calming improvements on 
Claymore in a dollar amount proportional to the traffic 
calming needs generated by the development. See 
Attachment I, for the Town Attorney's position on the 
matter. Note that a traffic/cost study is advised prior to 
requesting such a bond. 

3. 	 Can the applicant be OWASA is responsible for managing the orderly growth of 
required to extend the Town's utility system and is satisfied with the utility 
the sewer service to arrangement proposed by the applicant. The possibility of 
the northern property further extension of the sewer to the north is reserved by an 
line? OWASA easement. See Attachments M for OWASA's 

position on the matter. 
4. Type ill versus Type l. The EAB recommends that the applicant follow 

IV trail; what are the greenway trail guidelines as presented in the Town's 
EAB's and Recreation and Parks Master Plan (RPMP), to include: 
Environmental a. A Type IV design to accommodate moderate to high 
Planner's position on recreation and transportation use from the southern 
the subject. property line to Reynard Road. 

2. The Environmental Planner recommends a Type IV 
facility for the following reasons: 

a. Lower maintenance costs and requirements given use 
requirements, topography and potential for 
flood/runoff events and; 

b. Enhances bike and pedestrian connectivity for both 
local and longer trips as both "skinny tire" and "fat 
tire" bikes can be accommodated in all weather. 

COl Itact Pers"on" 

Applicant 
response 

Adena, 
NCDOT, 
Brough 

Jeff, OWASA, 
Brough 

Randy and 
Adena 



i 

ATTACHMENT E-2 


5. 	 Is the applicant We are proposing to increase this buffer to a width of25 ft· Applicant 

willing to provide a and install plantings and/or a fence to screen the adjoining response 

wider vegetated properties. A proposed detail ofthis design will be 

buffer along the submitted to the Town prior to the continuation ofthe 

eastern property line? public hearing on Jan. 27th

. 


6. 	 School Bus See Attachment G Adena, 
infonnation. 	 Carrboro/Chapel 

Hill School 
District 

7. 	 When was the The FEMA maps were last updated in February 2007. Jeff and Marty 
FEMA flood plain There are no FEMA mapped floodplains on the site. The 
last updated? applicant has prepared a HEC/RAS study to detennine the 

location of the 100 year flood for the site. It is currently 
under review by the Town Engineer. 

8. 	 S top signs in existing NCDOT can install stop signs if conditions warrant. Adena 
neighborhoods. 	 NCDOT has agreed to do operations assessment of Tally 


Ho, Claymore and Sterling Bridge. This includes stop signs 

warrants, looking at sight distances, signage, speed limits 

and whether they could do some vegetation management. 

They will be following up with staff regarding their 

recommendations after they complete their work. 

The report is not yet available. 


9. Maintenance Costs See Attachment H Randy Dodd 
for Trails 

10. Water and Sewer See Attachments K through M Roy Williford, 
Service. OWASA 

11. Tot lot and Playfield 	 The original plan had both the tot-lot and the play field on Applicant 

the east side ofthe property, on and adjacent to the Duke response 

Energy easement. With the change in the affordable lot 

layout, we moved the tot-lot to the west (opposite) side of 

the street to bring it to a more accessible location within 

easy access from the sidewalk. We think this is a better 

location even though it is on the opposite side ofthe street. 

There will be a dedicated cross-walk at this location, 

integrated with a traffic "choker" street design. However, 

we are agreeable to either location and leave it up to the 

Town to choose the preferred location. 


12. Easement Document. 	 The Town Attorney states that the Town accepts the Jeff, Brough 

infonnation and title opinion from qualified attorneys at 

face value. If some other party wishes to challenge their 

finding, they may do so in a court of law. It is not the 

Town's responsibility to decide title issues. 


13. Is the applicant 	 We have agreed to install sprinkler systems for the Applicant. 

willing to provide proposed residential buildings, and have discussed this 

fire suppression with the fire Marshall. 

sprinklers in the new 

homes? 




ATTACHMENT E-3 

14. Mosquitoes The NCDWQ BMP manual which the Town uses has been Randy 
developed to minimize the creation of favourable mosquito 
habitat. Most BMPs are required to drain after rain quickly 
enough to preclude conditions required for mosquitos to 
reproduce. BMPs with permanent pools do not provide 
optimal mosquito breeding habitat since there are generally 
predatory biota (insects, amphibians, fish) that control 
larva. The best habitat for mosquito reproduction is small 
ephemeral locations like puddles that remain for more than 
several days, buckets, gutters that don't completely drain, 
etc. 

15. Does the clearing of The proposed side slope of the BMPs is 3: 1, which is the Sungate, Randy 
trees to install maximum slope allowable in the NCDWQ BMP manual. 
BMP's within the If properly installed and seeded, this slope should be stable. 
stream buffer (or During installation the Town would seek sediment and 
floodplain) lead to erosion control oversight from Orange County. After 
unintended installation, the HOA would be responsible for 
sedimentation during maintenance and the Town would periodically inspect. 
peak rain events. 

16. Provide comparative See Attachment J. Note: Those structures considered more Public Works 
pictures for Box and environmentally friendly maintain, more closely, the 
Bottomless Box existing functionality of the creek. 
culverts. 

17. Well water Groundwater recharge will likely be decreased for the Randy Dodd 
recharge/Septic portion of the site which is mass graded which generally 
System failure. results in compacted soils and lower infiltration rates. See 

Attachment K-2 for a map regarding septic failure. 
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PHILIP 
POST January 22, 2009 

& #510301 

ASSOCIATES 
Town ofCarrboro 
Board of Aldeffilen 
301 West Main Street 
Carrboro, NC 27510 

Re: Colleton Crossing- Applicant Response to Phasing Request 

Alderman Coleman, the Planning Board and others have asked if MBI Development 
could phase the Colleton Crossing project, so that the development of some lots could be 
deferred pending completion of connecting roadways to other developments. Phasing 
would be feasible if the infrastructure for the development and its costs could be broken 
into components that match lot phase lines. This is not possible in Colleton Crossing 
because of the shape and contours ofthe land, the access points for the water and sewer 
extensions and the relatively small number of lots. 

The major infrastructure components for Colleton Crossing are roads, storm water 
facilities and the extension ofexterior water and sewer lines to the property and the 
installation ofthe lines serving individual lots. The most expensive component of the 
infrastructure will be the extension ofReynard Road across the creek to Coneton circle. 
This infrastructure work will be required no matter how many lots are developed. The 
cost of extending the water line eastward from Tallyho Trail and the sewer main up from 
the south would also be the same no matter the number of lots. This would also include 
the cost of extending the water lines across the tract from east to west. Also, to meet the 
stormwater requirements for the project the large detention/water quality pond that is 
designed to serve the entire property would have to be built in its entirety. This would 
also be cost prohibitive in a phased project. 

The most cost effective way to install subsurface infrastructure and roads in a new 
development is to combine all of the activities in one set ofexcavation and grading 
contract(s) so the work can be done in sequence starting with rough grading. It is 
significantly more expensive to break the work into components and deferring some of 
the components until later. The sewer line will be extended from the west and the water 
line will be extended from the east meaning infrastructure will be extended from both 
sides ofthe tract no matter the number of lots approved. Phasing the development would 

ENGINEERS 
PLANNERS 
SURVEYORS 

401 Providence Road 
P.O. Box 2134 
Chapel Hill. NO 27515-2134 
(919) 929-1173 
(919) 493-2600 
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POST 
& 
ASSOCIATES 

force l\t1BI Development to choose between installing all infrastructure now with no 
assurance as to when or if it could go forward with the second phase or deferring those 
parts of the infrastructure that do not have to be built to serve the first phase. This creates 
several problems for MBI Development. First, development lenders, particularly in the 
current environment, require a clear nexus between the amount of the loan and the value 
of the finished product and there might not be enough value in a completed initial phase 
to support the loan. 

Also, lenders are not interested in financing current infrastructure costs for a phase to be 
completed at an indefinite date in the future, if ever and may be reluctant to make any 
loan ifit does not see enough value in the first phase. Second, the incremental cost of 
completing infrastructure in phases would necessarily increase MBI Development's cost 
per lot and the ultimate cost ofthe housing. Finally, it would also force MBI 
Development to defer the affordable housing lots to the second phase because it could not 
afford to sell lots at or below cost as it must do on the affordable lots in the first phase of 
the development. We therefore respectfully request that a Phasing condition not be 
imposed on the approval ofthis project. 

~AhTim~~,p.E. 
c/o Jim Melville, MBI Development 

401 Providence Road, Suite 200 Chapel Hill, NC 27514 (919) 929-1173 (919) 493-2600 FAX (919) 493-6548 
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PHILIP 

POST 
 January 22, 2009 

#510301& 
ASSOCIATES 

Town of Carrboro 

Board ofAldermen 

301 West Main Street 

Carrboro, NC 27510 


Re: Colleton Crossing- Sprinkler Systems 

We have been asked to assess the feasibility of a new feature that we understand is 

desired (but not required under locallaw)--that is, the installation of sprinkler systems in 

the planned homes at Colleton Crossing. Regrettably, after careful consideration, we 

have concluded that this proposed option is not feasible. 


At a time when market conditions are demanding smaller-and more affordable-homes, 

I am exploring ways to reduce the price point of the Colleton Crossing homes without 

sacrificing our long-standing commitment to quality. The ideal market for these homes, 

as well as the homes in the planned adjoining developments, comprises home buyers who 

want to live in Carrboro, but find it difficult to afford quality homes there-university 

faculty, public school teachers, other public servants and other hard-working people who 

can make a vital contribution to the town's future. 


Unfortunately, adding discretionary features like sprinkler systems will increase the price 

of these homes without enhancing their marketability, especially under proj ected market 

conditions. Based on the estimates I have obtained from local fire sprinkler contractors, 

the cost impact of installing sprinkler systems is: 1) $5,000 to $6,000 per house for the 

market rate homes and 2) $3,500 to $4,000 per house for the affordable homes. If 

prospective buyers are unwilling to pay that much more for a new home-a likely 

scenario if comparable homes lack this feature---our homes will not be competitive. 


The incremental cost is even more prohibitive for the affordable homes. In the aggregate, 

the cost of the six units would be increased by $21,000 to $24,000. This cost increase, 

coupled with any delay in selling the homes (with the corresponding rise in carrying 

costs) could seriously strain our ability to ensure their subsidy. Ultimately, we fear that it 

could trigger a tipping point at which the Land Trust could not purchase the units, 

precisely the kind of unintended result that we would like to avoid. We therefore 

respectfully request that the proposed condition to sprinkler the homes be removed from 

the recommendations for this project. 


ENGINEERS \\\\"II~lly, M 
~~~~~=s ,'~~~ CAR'iJI///: 

Rspe

~A~~·"~sS·I··{/A~ ~ 
,o,,~,.. o· -".~ g~.".~ ~.:"§. Timothy Smith, P .E . 

.:: • Q.. SEAL 1""". = c/o Jim Melville, MBI Development 
:: 030517 == 401 Provtdence Road ::: •. .• -. ~ . .::::P.O. Box 2134 

Chapel Hili. NC 27515-2134 ~~"~4'G'Nt.~·~~ 
(919) 929-1173 ~~OJj··· ••~~~~ 
(919) 493-2600 //IIII~rl'~\\ \ \ \\}:"z/Z..,01 
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PHILIP 

POST 
 January 22, 2009 

#510301& 
ASSOCIATES 

Town ofCarrboro 

Board of Aldennen 

301 West Main Street 

Carrboro, NC 27510 


Re: Colleton Crossing- Applicant Response to Additional Sewer Extension 

During the review and discussion of the proposed Colleton Crossing Subdivision project, 
the topic of an additional sewer extension to the north has been mentioned to be 
investigated. Along with the response received by the Town from OWASA, we would 
also like to offer the following on behalfof the applicant, MBI Development. 

During the review and approval of the plans to date by OWASA, we worked diligently to 
investigate the future needs of service for the surrounding properties. In conjunction with 
the direction given by OWASA, we have designed the proposed water and sewer main 
extensions for the Colleton project to meet their standard policy. We have also shown 
additional sewer easements to be dedicated to OWASA which will allow expansion of 
the system as needed in the future. This is also standard policy with OWASA and we 
have met these conditions 100%. Please refer to the responses given by OWASA as 
shown in attachments M-l and M-2. To impose further sewer improvements beyond this 
standard policy and precedence is unacceptable by the developer. 

We therefore respectfully request that an additional sewer extension condition not be 
imposed on the approval of this project. 

ENGINEERS 
PLANNERS 
SURVEYORS 

401 Providence Road 
P.O. Box 2134 
Chapel Hill, NC 27515-2134 
(919) 929-1173 
(919) 493-2600 
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Responses to Board of Aldermen and Citizen Inquiries made prior to the 
Colleton Crossing AIS Conditional Use Permit Public Hearing . 

, " 

IoformationlIDquiries Response 
. 

Staff Contact 
requested and arising 
before tbe 11125/08 public 
1l~~Jjg2: 
1. 	 Sidewalks on NCDOT NCDOT does not allow at-grade sidewalks to be Adena, George Seiz 

roads? 	 built along NCDOT roads unless they are behind 

the ditch (which typically requires a 60' RIW), or, 

if they are located behind curb and gutter (which 

would replace the existing ditch). 


2. 	 Water quality devices The Detention Basin slope and bioretention areas 1, Jeff 
in the Stream buffer. 	 7, & 8, encroach into the stream buffer. This is not 


prohibited by the ordinance and has been allowed 

in other projects (e.g. Claremont, Winmore). 


3. 	 Duke Power's position Duke has provided written permission that allows Jeff 
on playfield in their the arrangement proposed on the CUP plans. 
easement. . 

4. 	 NCDOT, Sidewalks NCDOT will allow developers to build and pay for Adena 
and the developer. 	 installation of sidewalks along NCDOT maintained 


roads. This would be done through a third party 

agreement, where the Town would be the third 

party and would ultimately assume responsibility 

for maintaining the sidewalk (see also, #1 above). 


5. 	 Cost ofbringing Bringing these roads to Town standards does not George Seiz 
Reynard and Tallyho mean changing the pavement width or road section 
Trail to Town but pertains to the construction and condition of the 
standards. existing road bed. Public Works has provided cost 

estimates for a sidewalk upgrade. 
6. 	 Explanation of This condition is directly tied to the following two Jeff 

Condition 14 allowing conditions which require the applicant perform a 
revisions to box culvert flood study (HEC/RAS) to determine the location 
sizing. of the 100 year flood plain. The results of the 

study, though it is not expected, might require the 
resizing of the proposed box culvert. If the design 
is sufficiently different, it reminds the applicant 
and the public that the Board of Aldermen will be 
asked to approve of the change. 

7. 	 Explanation of last The last sentence of this letter refers to the required Jeff 
sentence from Tree Landscape trees that will be installed during 
Removal letter. construction and not existing trees. 



ATTACHMENT F-2 


8. 	 Traffic Burden sharing, 
The Highlands 
subdivision. 

9. 	 Box culvert, 
environmental impacts 
versus, bottomless arch 
culvert or, bridge. 

10. Use of temporary 
access easement as a 
primary construction 
entrance. Is this 
possible? 

11. Are steep slopes from 
the BMPs located 
within the stream buffer 
a concern? 

12. Lot 39. 	It seems to 
fragment open space 
and result in a 
bioretention cell into 
the stream buffer. Is 
removal or relocation 
possible? 

13. Project impact on low 
lying septic fields to the 
north (relative to failure 
and impacts on 
tributaries) 

14. Impact of grading on 
large tree of lot 17; is it 
possible to save tree? 

The applicant has prepared a traffic impact Adena 
assessment (November 21, 2008), which provides 
intersection traffic counts that give a picture of the 
existing traffic distribution of vehicles using Tally 
Ho, Claymore and Sterling Bridge, during the AM 
and PM peaks. The TIA also forecasts what the trip 
distribution would be for several different future 
scenarios including: 

• 	 2010 volumes without the proposed 

subdivision 


• 	 2010 volumes with the proposed subdivision 

but without the connection via Carolina 

Commons 


• 	 2010 volumes with the proposed subdivision 

and with the connection via Carolina 

Commons 


The EAB and Environmental Planner recommend Randy Dodd 

an alternative to the proposed box culvert including 

but not limited to a bridge, an arch culvert or, 

"floodplain culverts". 

According to our attorney, David Rooks, the Applicant response 
conditions ofthe easement allow for the use as a 
construction easement. 

The slopes ofthe BMP's that are within the stream Applicant response 
buffers are 3:1 slopes and will be stabilized and 
vegetated. They will not create any conditions that 
will be a detriment to the buffer. 
The bio-retention cell on Lot 39 has been moved Applicant response 
entirely out ofthe stream buffer and onto Lot 39. 
The stream buffer in this location will now remain 
entirely intact. 

See Attachments regarding sewer and septic issues Roy Williford 
in the area. 

The proposed grading at this location is minimal, Applicant response 
and can befurther adjusted to the benefit ofthe 
future health ofthe 40 in. Poplar tree. This tree 
can and is proposed to be saved. 
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school bus stop 
AM: between 7:00 - 8:15 
PM: between 2:30 - 4:00 



ATTACHMENT H-1 

TOWN OF CARRBORO 

NORTH CAROLINA 

TRANSMITTAL PLANNING DEPARTMENT 

DELIVERED VIA: ~ HAND 0 MAIL 0 FAX 0 EMAIL 

To: Environmental Advisory Board 

Via: Roy Williford, Planning Director 
Patricia McGuire, Planning Administrator 

From: Randy Dodd, Environmental Planner 

cc: Jeff Kleaveland, Zoning Specialist 
Martin Roupe, Zoning Administrator 
Adena Messinger, Transportation Planner 
Will Hines, Sungate Engineering 

Date: January 13,2008 

Subject: Greenway Trail Type for Colleton Crossing 

Pursuant to the public hearing on November 28, the purpose of this memo is to present 
greenways recommendations for Colleton Crossing. Where construction plan (CP) review is 
mentioned, CUP approval is assumed. I generally defer to others as to appropriate timing (CUP 
vs. CP) for incorporation of recommendations. 

Background 

1. 	 The applicant has proposed the same alignment and facility (Type III) running 
north/south along the unnamed tributary through the property as shown in the Recreation 
and Parks Master Plan (RPMP) posted on the Town's web site at 
http://www.townofcarrboro.orglTownwide/PDFs/RecParkCompMstPlan.pdf. 

2. 	 A Type ill facility is described by the features shown in Table 1. A Type IV facility is 
presented also for comparison. Detailed descriptions of facility types are provided on 
pages in the RPMP. 

Planning Department. Planning Division 

301 West Main Street, Carrboro, NC 27510. (919) 918-7327. FAX (919) 918-4454 • TOO 1-800-826-7653 
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Facili T elY 
Finish surface Generally aggregate (see Generally paving with 
(emerging/innovative page 40 of RPMP) These asphalt or concrete. 
surfaces being explored by surfaces are susceptible to Concrete may be preferable 
Greenways Commission wash during flooding in flood prone areas. 
and staf 
Width 6-10 feet, usually 8' 10 feet typical (can be wider 

minimum with useable shoulders or 
more than two lanes) 

Sub ade/subbase Generall recommended Re uired 
Use Low Imoderate recreation Moderatelhigh recreation 

and transportation; limited 
during floods 

Landsca e Location 

Topography 


3. Selected other recomnlendation in the RPMP include: 

"Grades should be contoured to avoid steep topography where feasible. Grades 

should be no steeper than 50/0 (30/0 when developing unpaved facilities). Should 

topography exhibit steeper slopes, the use of switchbacks should be employed to maintain 

a maximum slope of 10% (8% when developing ADA compliant facilities). Steps should 

be installed where switchbacks are not feasible. Grade should undulate gently, provide 

natural drainage and eliminate tiring monotonous segments." 


"Alignment should follow the existing topography and maintain shallow gentle curves. 

A void long straight segments and sharp angular turns over 50 degrees. Take advantage of 

natural drainage features to minimize the need for major drainage modifications." 


"All Type IV Trails should be designed and laid out in accordance with the "Guide for the 

Development of Bicycle Facilities" (AASHTO) and the "Bicycle Facilities Planning and 

Design Guidelines" (NCDOT). 


It should be noted that it is not possible to satisfy some of the above recommendations on 

this site without modification to the current plan. For example, the applicant has looked 

at AASHTO requirements which allow for higher grades; the most difficult grade in the 

current plan is up the fill slope approaching Reynard Road. Staffhas recommended 

during CUP review that this particular section be carefully looked at during the 

construction plan phase to maximize useability. 


Planning Department. Planning Division 
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Recommendations 

1) 	 In response to the Board of Aldennen inquiry, a Type IV facility (that accomodates 
sewer line maintenance needs) is recommended for the following reasons 

a. 	 A Type N facility is likely to have lower maintenance costs and requirements 
given the use requirements, site topography and potential for runoff/flood impacts. 

b. 	 A Type N facility would enhance bike and pedestrian connectivity for both short 
local trips and longer trips and recreational outings. An environmental benefit for 
the community-at-Iarge would be lower motor vehicle reliance, when both 
"skinny tire" and "fat tire" bikes can be readily accommodated in all weather. 

Ifprojected transportation and recreation uses and neighborhood preferences suggest that 
a Type ill facility is preferable, a requirement should be that such a facility be approved 
only if the easement is entirely located outside of the Special Flood Hazard Area 
detennined from the flood study, due to maintenance demands and the probability of 
erosion impacts on the stream. 

Related recommendations, beyond the Type selection are also provided below. 

2) 	 It is desirable to maintain the alignment along the sewer easement to avoid 
additional forest clearing. The decision as to whether to use an alignment to the south 
of lots or to the east of lot is primarily a transportation decision which I defer to others. 

3) 	 The decision to dedicate a greenway easement along the sewer easement north of the 
proposed Reynard extension to the property line, but defer construction on this 
section, to provide an option but not a commitment to this corridor is endorsed. 

4) 	 The greenway easement should be increased to the same width (30') as the sewer 
easement to increase flexibility in final corridor alignment during the construction phase 

5) 	 Since much of the proposed alignment is within designated stream buffers, it is 
recommended that the Town, applicant, and OWASA follow draft provisions in the 
Water Quality Buffer ordinance during the construction phase. 

6) 	 It is further and specifically recommended that the parties mentioned in #5 agree to 
a. 	 Put in and rigorously supervise compliance with tree protection fencing 

during construction of the sewer line and greenway; this fencing should not 
automatically be assumed to be the full 30' easement width for the entire corridor. 
The cleared corridor should be limited during construction to allow for reasonable 
construction vehicle access, for example with occasional turnouts. 

b. 	 Minimize tree removal while maintaining reasonable maintenance vehicle 
access for the pennanently maintained corridor. Replant trees if warrented after 
construction. 

c. 	 Consider State Division of Water Quality requirements, including BMPs for 
non-perpendicular stream buffer crossing in the draft Jordan Lake rules 

d. 	 Carefully design and grade the sewer and greenway installations to maximize 
diffuse flow through the stream buffer. 

7) 	 All requirements in the RPMP (including, but not necessarily limited to those 
mentioned above) should be used as a guide by all parties during the construction plan 
phase. 

Planning Department. Planning Division 

301 West Main Street, Carrboro, NC 27510. (919) 918-7327. FAX (919) 918-4454. TOO 1-800-826-7653 


AN EQUAL OPPORTUNITY EMPLOYER 




ATTACHMENT H-4 

8) 	 While not specifically an environmental recommendation, amenities such as benches, 
railings, signage, bollards, and trash receptacles should also be considered during 
construction plan approval. 

Planning Department. Planning Division 
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MEMORANDUM 

Memorandum to: Carrboro Mayor and Board ofAldermen 

From: Mike Brough 

Subject: Colleton Crossing Traffic Issues 

Date: November 29, 2008 

This memorandum responds to questions raised by Aldermen Coleman and Haven-O'Donnell 
regarding the extent to which the advice I gave regarding Hannah Street and the then proposed 
Hannah Ridge development applies to the Colleton Crossing subdivision. 

While I do not have in front of me the memorandum I prepared at that time, I did see in a recent 
email an excerpt from that memo, and the gist of what I said then still applies. As the Board is 
well aware, one of the bases upon which the Board may deny an application for a CUP is that "if 
completed as proposed ... the development, more probably than not, ...will materially endanger 
the public health or safety." Such a finding must be supported by (as the courts say) competent, 
material, and substantial evidence in the whole record. It seems to me that the condition of the 
existing roadway network that serves a proposed development would be relevant to the Board's 
determination on this issue. However, exactly what type of evidence a court will accept as being 
"competent" on this issue is difficult to glean from the existing case law, which is not a model of 
consistency. For example, in the Barnes street case, we argued successfully in the trial court that 
non-expert testimony from residents of the neighborhood, together with statistical evidence about 
the increase in traffic, was sufficient to support the Board's decision. We cited cases in support 
of that proposition, but the appellant has cited cases which it believes supports the view that the 
evidence was insufficient. It remains to be seen what the Court of Appeals will do with that 
issue. 

In the Hannah Street situation, I believe I also addressed the fact, relevant to the current 
proposal, that the testimony about the current state of the supporting road network did not 
present an "all or nothing" proposition. In other words, the Board cannot deny all opportunity to 
develop a tract that is served by a road that is not ideal, but if the evidence warrants, the Board 
might conclude that it would be inconsistent with public safety for a tract to be developed at the 
maximum density allowable under the Land Use Ordinance unless or until conditions change to 
reduce the public safety hazard posed by development at the higher density level. That is in 
essence what happened in the Hannah Street situation, where the Board concluded that the 
requested density should not be allowed until a sidewalk was constructed. The same principle is 
applicable with respect to Colleton Crossing, but this begs the question of exactly what type of 
evidence must be present to warrant such a conclusion. 

In this regard, one other matter should be addressed. In the Barnes Street case, the permit was 
not denied, but issued subject to a condition limiting the Barnes Street access to emergency use 
only. The validity of the condition has been challenged, but at least it was possible to understand 
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how the condition would operate without requInng a complete reVISIon of the site plan. 
Similarly, in the Hannah Street situation, the sidewalk condition did not affect the site plan, only 
the timing of the development. In contrast, in the Colleton Crossing situation, a condition 
limiting the density to some fraction of the proposed number of units (as has been proposed by 
some speakers) would not be possible without a substantial revision of the site plan. This means 
that such a condition could not be unilaterally imposed, since the Board cannot require the 
applicant to submit a completely different site plan than the one proposed. However, a 
condition limiting the number of lots for which final plat approval could be granted until the 
southern connection (through the Carolina Commons property) is made would be possible 
without modifying the existing site plan. Of course, I am not suggesting that such a condition be 
imposed or offering an opinion as to whether such a condition would be sustained. I merely 
point out that there are limitations on what conditions can accomplish. 

In summary, I do believe that the condition of the road network the would serve Colleton 
Crossing is relevant to the Board's decision on the application. There is already evidence in the 
record on this issue, with possibly more to come since the hearing remains open. Whether the 
evidence is sufficient to sustain the Board's decision, one way or the other, should that decision 
be challenged, is always difficult to predict. Therefore, I recommend that the Board continue to 
hear and evaluate all the evidence, and based on that evidence, make its own judgment as to 
whether the permit should be issued, with or without conditions, or denied. 
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Comparative Culvert Design 


Bottomless Box Culvert (Carrboro, Turtleback crossing) 

Box Culvert with bottom (Carrboro, Estes Drive) 

Bottomless Arch Culvert Floodplain Culverts (NCSU, Rocky Branch Stream) 

(NCSU campus, Rocky Branch Stream) 
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ATTACHlVIENT M-l 
From: Nick Parker [NParker@owasa.org] 
Sent: Wednesday, January 14, 2009 5:16 PM 
To: Todd Spencer; Jeff Kleaveland 
Subject: RE: Colleton Crossing 

Todd- Thanks for sharing the information and for the call back. This subject was the reason for my call. 

Jeff - The answer to your question is yes, we would allow a dry line to exist within the collection system. 
But, I expect we would need to include our field staff to discuss the specific details of the Colleton 
project. Let me add that any extension of the public sanitary sewer system will require the developer to 
go through the same process (plan submittal/review/approval/State permits & ATC/Construction Permit) 
that any other developer would face. We reviewed the preliminary drawings for Colleton Crossing. 

Nick Parker 
Orange Water and Sewer Authority 
400 Jones Ferry Road 
Carrboro, NC 27510 
Oftice: (919) 537-4201 
Email: nparker@owasa.org 

From: Todd Spencer 
Sent: Wednesday, January 14, 2009 2:27 PM 
To: JKleaveland@ci.carrboro,nc,us 
Cc: Nick Parker 
Subject: RE: Colleton Crossing 

Hi Jeff, 

Hope you are doing well and Happy New Year! Nick forwarded your email regarding Colleton Crossing 
to me for comment ..... so I'll give you my thoughts .... 

Whenever OW ASA approves public water and sewer main extensions for new developments, we require 
that the developer meet our policy requirements among which are appropriate easements for all of our 
utilities. In addition, we do require that easements be reserved for the orderly expansion of the public 
sewer system to upstream and 'unsewered' properties. This is a standard requirement and we often will 
require this. However, we do not require that a new main be installed within these easements to upstream 
properties. 

That is not to say, that Carrboro could not require installation of a pipeline if it wanted to make it a Town 
requirement. That would be your call, I suppose. In light of the recent annexation of those areas 
upstream, this may be one way the Town has of furthering objective of providing and extending services 
to newly annexed residents. Still, OWASA would not require new'dry' lines to be installed. The only 
issue for us would be 'would we really want to have 'dry J sewer lines installed and inactive J. Technically, 
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ATTACHMENT M-2 
I would be concerned over gaskets, seals, or other problems over a period of time ... also I am not sure 
whether or not we would be actively maintaining (tv-ing, inspecting, etc.) or even keeping the easement 
cleared as we normally do with our in-service sewer pipes. So there would be some concern over dry pipe 
being installed but not activated. Not saying it could not be done, but we would need to understand our 
need for maintain any such pipe and easement. 

Your other staten1ent, until such time that OWASA condemns an easement across private property for 

further extension .... I do not understand why we would do this, since ostensibly, we would already have 
easements in place for the future extension of sewers in this development. As a matter of record, we have 
very rarely used eminent domain to condemn for sewer easements ..... typically these are provided (as I 
note above) as a condition of approval of the water and sewer utilities for new developlnents. So it is 
unlikely we would position ourselves to need to condemn. 

Thanks, call if you want to discuss in more detail. 

Todd Spencer, P.E. 
Engineering Manager - Systeln Development 
Orange Water and Sewer Authority 
400 Jones Ferry Road, P.O. Box 366 
Carrboro, N.C. 27510 
919-968-4421, ext. 244 
919-968-4464 (fax) 
email to : Tspencer@owasa.org 

Hilthutal Society of
·reJra Pf,o"••#Ortal rnS!~ 

1iWlJ1:\:tC1liW'~1K 

From: Jeff Kleaveland [mailto:JKleaveland@cLcarrboro,nc,us] 
Sent: Wednesday, January 14, 2009 12: 13 PM 
To: Nick Parker 
Subject: RE: Colleton Crossing 

Nick, 

Here's a question for you. 

Let's say, hypothetically, that the Aldermen required the applicant to extend the line north of the road, 
where it would be basically unused until such time that OWASA condemns an easement across private 
property for further extension, would OWASA allow such a dry line to exist? 

JK 
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ATTACHMENT N-l 

NOVEMBER 17 2008 

DANNY GOODWIN APPRAISALS 


2121 GUESS ROAD 

DURHAM NC 27705 


MBI DEVELOPlV1ENT, LLC 

PO BOX 2684 

CHAPEL HILL NC 27515 


Dear Mr. Melville: 

I have examined the subject proposed subdivision, Colleton Crossing, to detennine the estimated impact on the 

surrounding communities, The Highlands and Fox Meadow as of the current date. These are the closest 

subdivisions to the subject proposed development. 


In The Highlands I found and examined five sales in:MLS from $372500.00 to $515000.00 from 8/14/08 to 
1116108. These were built from 1989 through 2003. I found three single family homes on the market from 
$570000 to $599000. All were 2401 square feet to 3700 square feet. The sites were approximately.5 of an acre 
in size. 

In the Meadows I looked at three sales in h1l.S from 3128/07 to 12/14/07. These sales ranged from 
$263500.00/1412 square feet to $517500/3051 square feet. The lots were all .92 acres. 

I then examined the subject SD . The subject SD contains 39 lots with 6 set aside for affordable homes. The 
remainder will be $500000.00 to $800000.00 homes consisting of 2500 square feet and up. The SD is just west 
of the intersection of Huntsman Court and Tallyho Drive. These homes will be high quality homes utilizing 
energy efficient building methods and materials. There is an existing OWASA easement from Tally Ho which 
would be of no negative consequence. The traffic generated from 39 sites would be minimal impact but could 
be confirmed by a qualified engineering study. The subject will be served by city water and sewer. The SD is 
similar to Winmore which is a $350 to $850 SD which is SE and close. 

After examining the existing homes through the MLS sales and U on the market units" I do not see any negative 
affect on this area from the proposed subdivision. Any questions regarding construction traffic can be answered 
by the developer. The integrity of the existing area will be preserved by the developer. This is change but a 
change for the better in my opinion. 

I have been appraising, selling anJUisling pr.Qp-erty siJJ.~~. ~9,7.Z., have operated my own appraisal business for 
the last twelve years. 

~ ., .. .~~'. 

I 
I 

._1 

http:800000.00
http:500000.00
http:515000.00
http:372500.00
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NORTHEN BLUE, L.L.P 
A LIMITE:O LIABILITY PARTNERSJlIP 

ATTOBNEYS AT LAw 
THE EXCHANGE Ai MEADOWMONT 

1414 RALEIGH ROAD 

.JOH N A. NORTH£N 

,J. WILI...IAM BLUE, "'R. 
DAVIO ..... ROOKS 

SUITE 435 

CHAPEL HILL, NORTH CAROLINA 27517 

MAILING ADORESS: 
P. O. BOX 2208 

CHAPEL. HILL, NC 27515-2208 

CHARLES H. THIBAUT 

CAROL .... HOL.COMB TELEPHONE (9191 968-4441 

VICKI L. PARROTT TEL.EFAX (919) 942-6603 

EMILY C. WEATHERFORD 

STEPHANIE OSBORNE- RODGERS E- MAl L: dmr@nbfinn.com 
SAMANTHA I-4YATT CABE 

December 23, 2008 

JeffKleaveland 
Carrboro Planning Department 
301West Main Street 
Carrboro, NC 27510 

Re: Colleton Crossing 

Dear Jeff: 

Jim Melville tells me he has been asked about the possibility of acquiring a lot in Fox 
Meadow subdivision on the eastern side of his property which he could use for road access to 
Colleton Crossing from Tallyho Trail. I do not think this would be possible without the approval 
of all the lot owners in Fox Meadow Run Subdivision. 

The developer ofFox Meadow imposed restrictive covenants on each phase ofthe 
development by instruments recorded at Book 482, Page 435, Book 517, Page 541, Book 529, 
Page 335, Book 569, Page 389, Book 730, Page 547, Book 730, Page 553, and Book 760, Page 
272, Orange County Registry. The covenants for each phase are identical to those ofthe 
previous phases and each them includes a provision that the property in the subdivision may not 
"in any way be used for other than strictly residential or agricultural purposes." The restrictions 
do not permit amendment by a majority or supermajority vote as one sometimes sees. 

The North Carolina Supreme Court dealt with a similar fact situation in Long et al v. 
Branhamt 271 NC 264, 156 S.E. 2d 235 (1967) where it held that covenants restricting a 
development to residential. use preclude the use of a lot in the subdivision as a roadway to lots 
outside the development. I believe the logic the Court applied in Long would control in this case 
such that any lot owner in Fox Meadow could prevent the use of lot as a public road by suing to 
enforce the covenants. 

This is different from the private access and utility easement the developers ofFox 
Meadow granted to a prior owner ofa part ofwhat is now proposed as Colleton Crossing 
because that easement was recorded prior to the restrictive covenants and as a result, takes 
precedence over the covenants. 
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NORTHEN BLUE, L.L.P. 

I have enclosed a copy ofthe res1rictive covenants and Long v Branham for your 
information. 

Please call me ifyou have any questions. 

Sincerely, 

Northern Blue, LLP 

DMRlccn 
Enclosures 
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September 26, 2007 

1.0 EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

ECS Carolinas, LLP (ECS) was contracted by MBI Development, LLC to perform an 
ASTM Standard E-1527-05, Phase I Environmental Site Assessment (ESA) on the 
approximate 31.51-acre site located at the eastern end of Reynard Road in Carrboro, 
Orange County, North Carolina. Any exceptions to or deletions from this practice are 
described in Section 2.3 of this report. 

The subject property is located in a residential area of Carrboro, North Carolina and 
consists of two contiguous parcels totaling approximately 31.51 acres that, according to 
information reviewed on the Orange County Online GIS database, have been assigned 
Parcel Identification Numbers (PIN) 9870-32-4695 and 9870-42-0557. MBI 
Development, LLC is listed as the current property owner. Currently, the site consists 
mainly of undeveloped woodlands with the exception of a few recently cleared areas 
located in the northeastern portion of the property and two power line easements that 
intersect in the southern portion of the property. Based on a review of available historical 
aerial photographs, a portion of the subject property appears to have been developed with 
a single-family residence from at least 1969 to 1991. The single-family residence 
appears to have been demolished sometime since 1991 and the area where it was 
previously located has been cleared. 

ECS personnel conducted an unaccompanied field reconnaissance on September 14, 
2007. The weather at the time of the reconnaissance was approximately 85 degrees 
Fahrenheit and sunny. Observations were made from a walking reconnaissance around 
the perimeter boundary and along several transects through the subject property. The 
northeastern portion of the property had several recently cleared areas around what 
appeared to be an old home site. Remnants of a building including concrete and brick 
were observed in the northeastern portion of the property along with several piles of 
vegetative debris. One pole-mounted transformer was also observed on the northeastern 
portion of the property. Two streams were observed on the subject property. One stream 
was located in the western portion of the property and the other stream was located in the 
northern portion of the subject property. Several piles of shingles were observed 
throughout the property. An apparently empty 550-gallon aboveground storage tank was 
observed in a stream bed located in the southwestern portion of the subject property along 
with two piles of household and automotive debris. Portions of the property were cleared 
and graded prior to the site reconnaissance. Therefore, ECS personnel did not 
observe natural soils in situ throughout the entire property. Stressed vegetation, stained 
soils and/or evidence of underground storage tanks may have been obscured as a result. 

Surface run-off from the subject property is expected to flow generally to the west into an 
unnamed tributary located in western portion of the property and ultimately south into 
Bolin Creek. 
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ECS Project No. 06-15277 - 2
September 26, 2007 

Duke Energy provides electricity to properties in the surrounding vicinity. Public utilities 
of water and sewer are currently not provided to the subject property or vicinity by the 
Town of Carrboro or the Orange County Water and Sewer Authority. ECS personnel did 
not observe evidence of a drinking water well on the property during the site 
reconnaissance. However, because a residence was apparently previously located on the 
property, ECS assumes that a drinking water well is/was located on the property. 

A search of state and federal databases was performed by Environmental Data Resources 
(EDR) to determine if the subject property or properties within ASTM specified search 
radiuses are listed on the environmental regulatory agency databases. One listing was 
identified in the regulatory environmental database search, and was not considered to be a 
recognized environmental condition for the subject property. 

Previously, ECS was asked to perform wetland delineation services and a geotechnical 
study and subsurface exploration on the property. The results of these surveys will be 
reported under separate headings to MBI Development, LLC. 

As documented and qualified in this report, this assessment has not revealed evidence of 
recognized environmental conditions on the subject property. As such, at this time, ECS 
does not recommend performance of a Phase II ESA. However, ECS recommends that 
an asbestos survey be conducted on the shingle piles observed on the property prior to 
disposal at a local municipal solid waste landfill. Additionally, if planned development 
activities could possibly impact onsite surface water bodies or wetlands located on the 
subject property, ECS recommends that the appropriate permits and certifications be 
obtained prior to impacting onsite surface waters. Additionally, ECS recommends that 
the on-site well, if present and not planned for future use, be properly abandoned by a 
State of North Carolina Certified Well Contractor. Finally, if UST's are discovered 
during clearing or construction activities, ECS recommends that the tanks should be 
removed properly and further assessments should be performed. 

This Executive Summary is an integral part of this Phase I Environmental Site 
Assessment report and ECS recommends that the report be read in its entirety. 
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MartiniAlexiou/Bryson, PLLC 

Transportation Planning 

Traffic Engineering 

MEMORANDUM 

1"0: Jim :tv1:elville, l\1BI Develop1nent 
From: Andrcw Topp, PE, PTOE, IYfartin/Alexiou/Bryson, PLLC 
l)ate: November 21,2008 
Subject: Proposed Colleton Crossing Subdivision - Traffic Impact Assessment (T'11\) 

Project Background 
Colleton Crossing Subdivision is proposed near Rogers Road in northern Carrboro, North Catalina 
(Figute l). The project site is located on Reynard Road near Tallyho Trail (Figure 2). The proposed 
development will have two (2) access points. Thc western access point is tnade by extending 
Reynard Road to the developlnent A second access point to the south will acccss ClaYlnore Road 
when the small single-fan~ily pottion of Carolina COlll1nOnS is built. The Colleton Crossing 
subdivision is proposed for 39 single-falnily dwelling units. This assesstnent lsbeing required by the 
Town of Carrboro to quantify the current traffic on local residential streets and to detert11il1e what 
impact the proposed devcloplllCnt would have on the~e streets. 

In addition) once a portion of Carolina Commons is constructed to the south of the proposed 
developlllent (Figure 3), the Town has asked to evaluate the type of impact the proposed 
development would have after that connection to ClaYlnore Road is lnnde. Only the small single
fil1nily portion of Carolina C01nlTIOl1S was included in the TIA surrounding the connection. A more 
comprehensive study of Carolina Commons and the surrounding area will be subn1itted }It a later 
date as part of site plan sublnittal for that project. 

Construction of this project is proposed to he completed by 2010. Analyses were conducted fo.r the 
lTIorning and afternoon peak hours of travel (7:00-9:00 AJvl. and 4:00-6:00 P.M.) to deterlmne the 
impact of the proposed development during the peak honr conditions. 

ExIsting (2008) Conditions 

Access to Colleton Crossing 1S via Tallyho Trail then Reynard Road coming frOln Rogers Road. 
Access to the stnall single-family section of Carolina Commons is via Claytnore Road and/or 
Sterling Bridge Road. These ate subdivision roads with posted 25 miles per hour (nlph) speed limits 
and no Annual .Average Daily Traffic (AAD'1) available from NCDOT'. 

Hotnestead Road and Rogers Road are two-lanc collector roads bordering the neighborhoods. 
Rogers Road has a NCDOT AADT of 2,300 vehicles per day (vpd) with a posted speed limit of 40 
lLlph. Homestead Road has a NeDOI' AADT of 7,300 vpd with a posted speed linlit of 35 mph. 

IYlartiil/ Alexiou/B1Tson, PLLC collected the A.1·{' and P .:N1. peak hour intersection turtling 
movement counts analyzed lnthis TIA in Novc111ber 2008. Table 1 SUU101a11ZeS the schedule used 
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to obtain the turning movement data. A detailed summary of traffic counts can be found in 
AppendixB. 

Table 1 Weekday Peak Period Turning Movement Count Schedule 

Intersection Time of Data 
Collection 

Date of Count 

Rogers Road and Tallyho Trail (un signalized) 
7:00 A.M. - 9:00 A.lvi. 
4:00 P.l\1. - 6:00 P.M. 

Wednesday 
November 19, 2008 

Rogers Road and Claymore Road 7:00 A.M. - 9:00 A.M. Wednesday 
(unsignalized) 4:00 P.M. - 6:00 P.M. November 19, 2008 

Homestead Road and Sterling Bridge Road 7:00 A.M. - 9:00 A.M. Wednesday 
(un signalized) 4:00 P.l\f. - 6:00 P.M. November 12, 2008 

The existing conditions are shown in Figure 4, and the existing peak hour turning movement 
volumes are shown in Figure 5. 

Background Growth 

Based on annual traffic surveys conducted by the North Carolina Department of Transportation 
(N"CD01) , growth along Rogers Road has been minimal between 1999 and 2007; however, to 
maintain a conservative approach, an annual growth rate of 3% was applied to the existing peak 
hour volumes on the major roadways to reflect growth in the area. The residential streets are not 
expected to grow since the existing neighborhoods are fully built out. This growth rate should 
account for other approved developments were found within the study area of this development. 
See Figure 6 for No-Build (2010) peak hour turning movement volumes. 

Traffic Generation 

Based on the corresponding trip generation code included in the ITE Trip Generation Manual 8th 

Edition, the proposed Colleton Crossing Subdivision is projected to generate 437 daily trips including 
37 A.M. peak hour site trips (9 entering, 28 exiting) and 45 P.M. peak hour site trips (28 entering, 17 
exiting). 

The following table summarizes the estimated daily and peak hour trips to be generated by the 
Colleton Crossing Subdivision. To be conservative, no trip reductions were taken for transit, TDM, 
etc. 
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Table 2: Trip Generation (vehicle trips) 

A.M. Peak Hour Total Trips 

ITELand ITE MANUAL RATES 
USE Units

Use Code ADT Enter Exit Total 

210 Colleton Crossing - Single Family Detached Housing 39 units 437 9 28 37 

Land Use Tota/Trips 437 9 28 37 

P.M. Peak Hour Total Trips 

ITELand ITE MANUAL RATES 
USE Units

Use Code ADT Enter Exit Total 

210 Colleton Crossing - Single Family Detached Housing 39 units 437 28 17 45 
Land Use Totals 437 28 17 45 

Trip Distribution 
The site-generated trips were then distributed based on existing traffic patterns to the future year 
roadway network. Thirty-five percent (35%) of the site traffic would originate from and be destined 
to areas north of the project site via Rogers Road, thirty-two percent (32%) to areas south/west of 
the project site via Homestead Road, and thirty-three percent (33%) to areas east of the project site 
via Homestead Road. 

Figure 7 illustrates the distribution for Colleton Crossing without the Carolina Commons 
connection and Figure 8 shows the A.M. and P.M. peak hour volumes according to this distribution. 
It should be noted that all of the site traffic must use Tallyho Trail and Rogers Road to travel to the 
surrounding communities. 

Figure 9 illustrates the distribution for Colleton Crossing with the connection to Carolina 
Commons. Figure 10 shows the A.M. and P.M. peak hour volumes of Colleton Crossing according 
to this distribution along with traffic from the small single-family section of Carolina Commons and 
the diversion some existing traffic to utilize this new connection. It should be noted that once the 
Carolina Commons roadway link is in place, site traffic generated by the new Carolina Commons 
Homes (--17 units) would use Claymore Road and Sterling Bridge Road. In addition, some residents 
living at the end of Tallyho Trail will themselves opt to use Claymore Road and Sterling Bridge Road 
to access Rogers Road and Homestead Road. The specific shift in traffic was estimated using the 
shortest path. Figure 11 shows the Carolina Commons traffic, and Figure 12 shows the Tallyho 
Trail diverted traffic. 

Build (2010) Conditions 

The Build (2010) Conditions without Carolina Commons account for the No-Build (2010) volumes 
discussed previously along with the addition of the site trips illustrated in Figure 8 for Colleton 
Crossing. Figure 121 illustrates the Build (2010) volumes without Carolina Commons. The Build 
(2010) Conditions with Carolina Commons account for the No-Build (2010) volumes discussed 
previously along with the addition of the site trips for Colleton Crossing, Carolina Commons, and 
any diverted traffic link trips. Figure 14 illustrates the Build (2010) volumes with Carolina 
Commons. 
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Traffic Impacts 

According to the analysis, the intersections shown in Table 3 are projected to operate at good Levels 
of Service (LOS B) during both the A.M. peak hour and the P.M. peak hour in the Existing, No
Build (2010), Build (2010) without Carolina Commons, and Build (2010) with Carolina Commons 
conditions. 

Table 3: Level-of-Service Results 

Intersection 
Traffic 
Control 

Existing (2008) No-Build (2010) 
Build wlo Carolina 
Commons (2010) 

Build wi Carolina 
Commons (2010) 

A.M. P.M. A.M. 
I 

P.M. A.M. P.M. A.M. P.M. 

Rogers Road and Tallyho 
Trail 

unsignalized (WB-B) (WB-B) (WB-B) (WB-B) (WB-B) (WB-B) (WB-B) (WB-B) 

Rogers Road and Claymore 
Road 

unsignalized (WB-B) (WB-B) (WB-B) (WB-B) (WB-B) (WB-B) (WB-B) (WB-B) 

Homested Road and 
Sterling Bridge Road 

unsignalized (EB-B) (EB-B) (EB-B) 
I 

(EB-B) (EB-B) (EB-B) 

LEGEND: (XX-X) = worst approach LOS • 

Neighborhood Roadways and Access 

Access to Colleton Crossing and the small single-family section of Carolina Commons is via 
standard subdivision roads, Reynard Road, Tallyho Trail, Claymore Road, and Sterling Bridge Road. 

subdivision roads are typically narrower, approximately 18-feet to 20-feet in width, have 
slower speeds, posted 25 miles per hour (mph) speed limit, and have less traffic than the collector 
roads such as Rogers Roads and Homestead Road. The narrow roads create a traffic calming effect 
on drivers, but allow enough room for vehicles to pass, even when encountering school buses. In 
addition, the neighborhoods are heavily wooded, thereby creating a closed-in effect on the drivers. 

roads typically have pedestrian activity on them, but adequate shoulders are provided for 
pedestrians when oncoming vehicles are approaching, if needed. At the Rogers Road and Tallyho 
Trail intersection, there are existing sidewalks on the east side of Rogers Road. 

Emergency crews can expect approximately three minutes of additional travel time from Rogers 
Road to the Colleton Crossing Subdivision. Field observations revealed adequate sight distances at 
the Rogers Road and Tallyho Trail intersection. Once the connection to the small single-family 
section of Carolina Commons is made on Claymore Road, travel time is reduced to only one and a 
half minutes from Rogers Road. The intersection of Claymore Road and Rogers Road also has 
adequate sight distance. 

Conclusions 
In summary, the proposed Colleton Crossing Subdivision, projected to open in 2010 near Rogers 
Road in the northern Carrboro area is not expected to have any significant negative impacts on the 
surrounding roadway network. Without the Carolina Commons link in place, the site's projected 37 
A.M. and 45 P.M. trips will use Tallyho Trail. With the Carolina Commons link in place, the site's 
traffic will predominately use Claymore Road to access Rogers Road and Sterling Bridge Road to 
access Homestead Road. Even with the addition of this site, Carolina Commons, and the diverted 
trip from Tallyho Trail, all intersections are expected to continue to operate at a Level of Service B. 



ATTACHMENT R-lWHEREAS, the applicant's mother will co-sign for the loan. 

NOW THEREFORE THE CARRBORO MAYOR AND BOARD OF ALDERMEN RESOLVE: 

Section 1. The applicant has met the requirements for the loan under the RLF Program and at the time of 
signing the loan documents, he will have in hand all necessary pennits from the Zoning Division and 
Management Services Department to operate the business in the Town of Carrboro. 

Section 2. The Town Manager is authorized to have the attorney's office prepare all necessary documents and 
issue a loan in the amount of $18,000 at an interest rate of 8% for a term of six (6) years. The collateral for the 
loan will be a first security position on the business property and the personal signatures of the applicant and his 
mother, Mrs. Gloria Ramsey. 

Section 3. This resolution shall become effective upon adoption. 

The foregoing resolution having been submitted to a vote, received the following vote and was duly adopted 
this 15th day ofNovember, 2005: 

Ayes: 	 Joal Hall Broun, Mark Chilton, Jacquelyn Gist, John Herrera, Diana McDuffee, Alex Zaffron, Michael 
Nelson 

Noes: 	 None 

Absent or Excused: None 

MOTION WAS MADE BY ALEX ZAFFRON AND SECONDED BY MARK CHILTON TO ADOPT THE 
ORDINANCE ENTITLED, "AN ORDINANCE AMENDING FY'2005-06 BUDGET ORDINANCE." VOTE: 
AFFIRMATIVE ALL 

********** 

AMENDMENT TO THE TOWN'S STREET LIGHTING POLICY FOR NORTHEAST ANNEXATION 
AREASAANDB 

Pursuant to the motion passed by the Board on January 25,2005, staff has developed this procedure "to allow 
residents in Annexation Areas A & B the opportunity to decline installation of street lights." The town staff 
proposed an addendum to the official town street Jighting policy that will apply only to these two newly 
annexed areas. 

George Seiz, the town's Public Works Director, made the presentation. 

Sharon Cook, a resident of Claymore Road, requested that a super majority be used for residents to opt out of 
street lights, and requested that unique constraints, such as 100+ year old trees, be considered before street 
lights are installed, and asked whether a street is a block or an entire street. 

Charlie Buckner, a resident of Fox Meadow, stated that Tallyho Trail extends through two subdivisions and 
suggested that the residents of each subdivision should be allowed to decide whether to opt out of street lights. 

Laura Van Sant, a resident of Raynard Road, suggested that the Town not require more than two-thirds of the 
residents to sign a petition to opt out of street lights. 

Carrboro Board ofAldermen 	 Page 7 November 15, 2005 



Th~ following resolution was introduced by Alderman Alex Zaffron and duly seconded by Alderman MarlTTACHMENT R-2 
ChIlton. 

A RESOLUTION APPROVING AN ADDENDUM 

TO THE TOWN'S STREET LIGHTING POLICY 


Resolution No. 4112005-06 


WHEREAS, the Carrboro Board of Aldermen seeks to provide ample opportunities for the public to consider 
modifications to existing policies; and 

WHEREAS, the Board has specifically instructed staff to develop a way for the soon-to-be annexed areas north 
ofHomestead Road and west of Rogers Road to decline street lighting; and 

NOW, THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED BY THE BOARD OF ALDERMEN OF THE TOWN OF 
CARRBORO: 

Section 1. The Board ofAldermen approves the proposed addendum to the Town's Street Lighting Policy, and 
that: 

a. 	 A valid petition for exemption from the street lighting policy must be signed by 66% ofthe property 

owners with frontage on a particular street within a particular subdivision; and 


b. 	 Any street that elects not to receive lighting will receive lighting in the future if66% of the property 
owners with frontage on that street or within that particular subdivision request it from the Town. 

Section 2. The Board of Aldermen confirms that this addendum shall apply only to Northeast Annexation Areas 
A and B (with an effective annexation date of January 31, 2006). 

Section 3. This resolution shall become effective upon adoption. 

The foregoing resolution having been submitted to a vote, received the following vote and was duly adopted 
this 15th day of November, 2005: 

Ayes: Joal Hall Broun, Mark Chilton, Jacquelyn Gist, John Herrera, Diana McDuffee, Alex Zaffron, Michael 
Nelson 

Noes: None 

Absent or Excused: None 

********** 

APPOINTMENTS TO THE TRIANGLE TRANSIT AUTHORITY TASK FORCE 

The Board ofAldermen on October 11 endorsed the formation of a work group to address providing TTA 
service to downtown Carrboro. The town staff recommended that the Board of Aldermen identify a Board 
member to serve on the work group and adopt a resolution making the appointments. 


The following resolution was introduced by Alderman Jacquelyn Gist and duly seconded by Alderman Joal Hall 

Broun. 


A RESOLUTION MAKING APPOINTMENTS TO THE TT A WORK GROUP 

Resolution No. 4512005-06 


Carrboro Board ofAldermen 	 Page 8 November 15, 2005 
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December 2, 2008 

Dear Planning Board Members, 

Thank you for the opportunity to voice my concerns over the Colleton Crossing Conditional Use Permit. My chief concern 
with the permit is the effect it will have on the Highlands community. At the Board ofAlderman meeting on November 25, 
the applicant testified that there would be substantial increased traffic through the Highlands community caused by 
Colleton Crossing, Carolina Commons and Tally Ho residents. The increased traffic will be detrimental to the safety of 
residents of Claymore and Sterling Bridge. 

This is one of the reasons that the current Land Use Ordinance prohibits such a connection. Below is an excerpt from the 
Carrboro Land Use Ordinance Article XIV: Streets and Sidewalks, Section 15-214: Coordinating with Surrounding Streets: 

Subject to subsection 15-217(a), subcollector, local, and minor residential streets shall connect with all surrounding 
streets to permit safe, convenient movement of traffic between residential neighborhoods and to facilitate access to 
neighborhoods by emergency and other service vehicles. The connections shall be created in such a way that they do 
not encourage the use of such streets by substantial through traffic. (AMENDED 09/16/97; 05/06/03) 

Estimates discussed at the meeting exceeded 1,000 additional trips a day on Claymore and Sterling Bridge Roads. The 
roads are built to specifications which account for 200-800 trips per day. To accommodate the increased traffic, according 
to the Land Use Ordinance, they would need to be 34 feet wide with sidewalks and bike lanes on each side. Currently both 
roads are 20 feet wide without sidewalks or bike lanes. 

There was also much testimony regarding how 39 houses in Colleton Crossing would require two exits. However, the 
proposed connector through Carolina Commons would impact the Highlands more significantly than Tally Ho residents 
would be impacted if there was just one exit via Tally Ho. This is illustrated below based on the assumption that each 
house adds 10 trips per day. 

Impact to Tally Ho Impact to the Highlands 
(increased number oftrips per day) (increased number oftrips per day) 

Option 1: No development 0 0 

• Colleton - 0 houses 

• UNC-Ohouse 
Option 2: Limited development 150 150 

• Colleton - 15 houses 

• UNC - 15 house 

• No connector 
Option 3: Full development, 1 exit 390 150 

• Colleton - 39 houses 

• UNC-15 house 

• No connector 
Option 4: Full development, 2 exits 0 940 

• Colleton - 39 houses 	 (Assumes all Colleton Crossing, 

• UNC -15 house 	 Carolina Commons and 40 Fox Meadow 

• 	 Connector homes exit to the South as it will be 

shorter) 


Based on these scenarios, I would recommend limiting the impact on both Tally Ho and the Highlands, by reducing the 
number ofhouses to 15 and only require one exit via Reynard Road. 

Again, I appreciate the chance to express my views and pray that you take into account the safety concerns of the 
surrounding communities when you make your recommendation to the Board ofAldermen. 

Respectfully yours, 

Drew Narayan, 1801 Claymore Rd. 
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Kay 

From: Kevin Williams [mailta:kpwbio@nc.rr.com] 
Sent: Thursday, December 04, 2008 8:35 AM 
To: Roy M. Williford 
Cc: Thelma Paylor 
Subject: Planning Board Discussion of Colleton Crossing 

To Roy Williford Planning Director: 

Please include our written comments in the discussion and public record for the Planning Board 
Discussion of Colleton Crossing tonight. 

1. There is still no new fire station for our area 2 1/2 years after annexation of the Highlands and 
surrounding neighborhoods - how can new housing be added without this being in place? 

2. Construction traffic - will this all be coming along Claymore in the Highlands if connector is built? This 
seems an eminent threat to our and our children's safety. 

Thanks, 

Kevin and Melanie Williams 
8326 Burns PI (The Highlands) 

Town of Carrboro, NC Website - http://www.townofcarrboro.org 

E-mail correspondence to and from this address may be subject to the 
North Carolina Public Records Law and may be disclosed to third parties. 
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From: Mari Weiss [mailto:dramanlamamari@yahoo.com] 
Sent: Wednesday, December 03, 2008 10: 15 AM 
To: Thelma Paylor; Roy M. Williford 
Subject: Planning Board Meeting, December 4, 2008 

PLEASE INCLUDE THE FOLLOWING LETTER IN THE RECORD BEFORE THE 
PLANNING BOARD REGARDING THE MEETING OF DECEMBER 4, 2008 

December 3, 2008 

Dear Planning Board, 

This is a followup to the many opinions and protestations regarding connecting 

Claymore to the road from Colleton Crossing that were expressed before the Board of 

Aldermen of Carrboro on Wednesday, November 26th. 


In weighing the presentation by the Builder, and all the concerns of the dozens of 
homeowners that spoke, I would like to propose an alternate plan. 

I have carefully walked and observed the housing tract known as Canlden Place on 

various days at various times. It does not appear to have the amount of foot traffic or 

automobile traffic that The Highlands does. In addition, it has curbs on both sides of a 

wider street, and a sidewalk running the length of the tract. 


If the stub-in were to connect to Camden Place instead of Claymore in The Highlands, it 

would be a direct route right onto Homestead Road, with traffic that wanted to exit onto 

Rogers Road continuing to use Tallyho, thereby creating a more equitably split of the 

traffic pattern. 


However, I cannot stress strongly enough that no road should be created from Colleton 

Crossing southward through our lovely woods and green space. This will create an eco

hazard ofunknown proportion. 
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Also, if all of the honleowners are overruled and a road is built, why~(fdtH~1l~4 
Builders not be the person to pay for that road? I frankly refuse as a taxpayer to pay for 
a road that benefits no one but the builder ofa landlocked property. Also, it should be 
the burden of the builder, if The Highlands is chosen as the tract of connectivity, rather 
than Camden Place, to put in curbs and gutters and a sidewalk along Claymore and 
Sterling Bridge, as that is how our children walk to and from school, and six school 
buses per day pickup and drop ofchildren. 

I also have a question about the "Connectivity" factor that kept coming up at the meeting 
of the Board of Aldermen on November 26th. I fail to see the benefit ofconnecting 
neighborhoods for car traffic. First of all, there is the "accountability" factor. Unless 
someone is lost, the only people traveling on Claymore or Sterling Bridge into our 
neighborhood are people that live here, visit here, or do some sort of work here, such as 
gardeners, workmen, and delivery people. I have twice, myself, followed speeding 
teenagers to their destination in The Highlands and had a conversation with them 
regarding safe driving. 

I can see the benefit of connectivity for walking trails and bike paths, especially for the 

children that walk from school to Fox Meadows. 


Lastly -- and I really cannot stress this strongly enough -- how can it be justified that an 
unbuilt, landlocked piece ofproperty be improved with green space, a tot lot, and 
"paved" walking trails and a bike path, for houses that will sell in the $800,000 range, 
when such a development not only costs The Highlands the ONLY green space it has, 
but nlakes it bear the burden of the ingress and egress of that development, and creates 
dangerous situations on our roads for the homeowners and their children? 

Children that live and play in th Highlands have a learned expectation about the traffic 

and safe areas for play. People that have bought homes in the Highlands had an 

expectation of what the tract looked like, the privacy, the traffic flow. We as a 

development will be forced to seek legal counsel to protect our developement if the 

"annexation" of Claymore is approved by the City. It infringes on our safety, our land 

value, and the topography of the area when we purchased our homes. 


I am sure ifUNC was aware ofhow vehemently The Highlands Homeowners oppose 

this Claymore connection it would have an impact. To destroy the quality of our lives so 

that more tax revenue is received by the City serves no one. 


Thank you for your courtesy and attention to my concerns. 

Mari Weiss 


1909 N Hawick Ct. (9-19) 240-4091 
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December 2, 2008 
Dear Planning Board: 

Thank for your careful consideration of the Colleton Crossing Proposal. As you have 
heard at the public hearing, there is significant concern that the 39 unit proposal will 
adversely affect the safety of your current constituents. Specifically, the proposal for 
the connector through the UNC property would result in about 1000 vehicular trips per 
day on Claymore Road. Claymore Road was designed to handle HALF that traffic and is 
currently subconnector status, with no sidewalks, no buffers, no curbs, no shoulders, 
minimal visibility, no four way stops signs, no speed bumps. Importantly, we use this 
road for heavy pedestrian and bicycle traffic to connect through our neighborhood, as 
well as to adjacent neighborhoods. 

We have two major school bus stops on Claymore with up to SIX stops per school
day all at DIFFERENT TIMES with nearly 100 children in our neighborhood. The 
children leave the bus and walk on the road to their homes. Additionally, our 
neighborhood is a designated "walk zone" for Chapel Hill High School - no buses are 
provided and our students must walk. Once traffic increases to 1000 trips per day, where 
will the children walk? 

There are multiple concrete concerns regarding safety: 

1. The proposal would directly violate the Town of Carrboro's mission statement 
Quoting from the Town of Carrboro website: "The Town of Carrboro is known 

for its well-managed growth, commitment to resident input, cultural diversity, 
activities for everyone, economic base of locally-owned small business, and 
walkability for residents and visitors." Voting in favor of this proposal would NOT be 
a commitment to resident input, as all the neighboring communities directly impacted by 
Colleton Crossing have vociferously and strongly displayed their opposition to this 
proposal. I am hopeful the Board will uphold the Town's commitment to "resident 
input" as a critical part of this decision. 

Also, the Colleton Crossing proposal would eliminate the walkability ofour 
neighborhood and to adjacent neighborhoods. Due to the 1000 trips per day, the safety of 
our children is our highest concern. According to NC Safe Kids "From 1999-2002, 82 
children age 14 and under died as a result of pedestrian-related injuries (1.22 per 
100,000). Additionally, 521 children age 14 and under were hospitalized as a result of 
pedestrian injury, which is equal to 7.76 children per 100,000. In 2002, an additional 
3,449 child pedestrian injuries (202.59 per 100,000) are estimated to have occurred but 
not been admitted to a hospital. Pedestrian injuries in 2002 are estimated to have cost 
more than $2.8 million in hospital charges". 

The concerns for our children's safety are real. Therefore, if the proposal is 
approved, we will no longer use our street to walk or bike due to the dangers. This would 
absolutely contradict the mission statement for the Town. Our neighborhood would no 
longer be walkable, in order to provide vehicular connections (rather than pedestrian 
connections) for a new development. 



ATTACHMENT S6 

2. The proposal would directly oppose the multiple North Carolina Department of 
Transportation (NCDOT) pedestrian safety initiatives. These include the Safe 
Routes to School (SRTS) Program that encourages schools to participate in a Walk 
to School initiative, the Walkable Communities in North Carolina Initiative, and the 
Walkable Road Show program. According to the NCDOTwebsite, "National Walk to 
School events occur each October as part of an international effort that encourages 
students to walk or bike to school. Last year, 40 countries participated in the event. In the 
United States, 2,756 schools fronl all 50 states participated, including ':;;"::'::;';:...,1.--::.=";;:;";;;'-="";"';;";;"= 

Carolina schools. A Walk to School event is a fun way for communities to take a first 
step towards changing community culture and creating an environment that is more 
inviting for everyone, young and old, to walk and bike.". These initiatives are in 
accordance with the Town's mission for walkability. The proposal eliminates our ability 
to walk or bike to school, due to traffic dangers. 

3. The proposal would be inconsistent with prior Board decisions. In the past, the 
Board wisely held that citizen safety was a higher value than other important values, 
such as high density housing, affordability, and connectivity. Although these are 
important values, the safety of current citizens must NOT be jeopardized in order to 
achieve them. In the past, the Board voted to permit pedestrianlbike access (with 
emergency access) ONLY until road conditions could be made safe. Safety is achieved 
when the roads are given sidewalks, curbs, stop signs, and speed bumps. 

I applaud the Board's interest in exploring stop signs for our neighborhood. However, 
that will NOT be enough to mitigate the risks. Stop signs do not solve the problem of 
having NO PLACE ELSE TO WALK. Additionally, pedestrian research shows that stop 
signs have NOT been shown to significantly reduce the risk of injury. Other traffic 
calming measures are needed. 

I applaud the Board's interest in exploring alternative ways to pay for sidewalks, speed 
bumps, etc for Claymore Road (since Claymore is a DOT road and therefore the Town 
cannot alter them). However, my concern is who will take responsibility for the upkeep 
of these safety measures? What happens when the sidewalks need repair or the speed 
bumps become damaged? It is critical for clear delineation ofresponsibility of the safety 
measures on Claymore Road to ensure long-term safety. 

4. The Traffic Assessment provided by the developer is based on erroneous 
assumptions. The report stated that ''These roads typically have pedestrian activity on 
them, but adequate shoulders are provided for pedestrians when oncoming vehicles are 
approaching, if needed." This was given as evidence of road safety. However, the truth is 
that Claymore has NO SHOULDERS for pedestrians. Most "shoulders" are edges of 
ravines, steep drainage sites, or covered with old growth trees. The conclusions of the 
Traffic Report lack credibility. 

5. The proposal is inconsistent with the values and efforts made by UNC in 
promoting pedestrian safety. UNC sponsors excellent pedestrian safety organizations, 
such as the Pedestrian and Bicycle Information Center within the University ofNorth 
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Carolina Highway Safety Research Center, as well as the UNC Injury Prevention 
Research Center. I am hopeful that our community's commitment in providing national 
and international training and research in pedestrian safety translates into local efforts. I 
am hopeful that our community will fight to ensure that we are kept safe during 
University development. 

6. The proposal risks excess costs resulting from pedestrian injury, which mitigates 
the gain from increased tax revenue. The National Safety Council (NSC) estimates 
that the comprehensive cost of each person killed in a traffic crash to be $3,840,000 
(2005 dollars) The NSC also estimates the average economic nonfatal injury cost per 
person involved in a motor vehicle crash to be $52,900 (2005 dollars). 

I am extremely concerned that the Colleton Crossing proposal would endanger the lives 
of your youngest constituents due to its undeniable increase in traffic on a road that has 
no safety features. Of even greater concern is that there is no one who can make our road 
safe enough to handle this increase in traffic. Please vote consistent with our Town's 
mission - value your residents' input, ensure that our neighborhoods are walkable, and 
fight for the safety of your youngest constituents. Please help us keep our children safe 
do not allow them to be endangered for this proposal - help us truly be forward thinking 
in preventing injury and death to our children. 

I support limiting the development to 15 homes with no connector road through 
UNC to Claymore. This is the safest option available. This plan will uphold the 
Town's values, ensure citizen safety, and promote "well-managed growth". 

Thank you for your time, 


Sincerely, 

Aditee Narayan 1801 Claymore Road 
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12/4/08 

Attention: Carrboro Planning Board 

Regarding: Colleton Crossing 

From: John Norton 
1610 Skye Dr. 

Dear Members of the Board; 

My neighbors encouraged me to attend the last Carrboro BOA meeting on November 25th 
• At the 

meeting a traffic engineer hired by the developer of Colleton Crossing presented his report which gave 
a projection of the inlpact of a connector road to Claymore Rd. in the Highlands. I was surprised that 
he said not only would the Highlands get all the traffic from Colleton Crossing but also additional 
traffic from the neighborhoods at the end ofTally Ho trail. 

I respectfully ask for your consideration in preventing the Highlands from taking on this additional 
traffic. As a 10 year resident of the Highlands I have a real concern about doubling the amount of 
traffic in the neighborhood and diminishing the quality of life for an established neighborhood. I see 
no benefit from this connector road to the Highlands. Claymore Rd. and Sterling Bridge are narrow 
roads with no sidewalks or street lights. This works very well for the current amount of traffic and is 
enjoyed by the residents. 

I would hope rather then wait for the problem to arise that you will be proactive I would suggest 
consideration of 

1. 	 No connector road. This would increase traffic on Tally Ho but only the traffic from the 37 new 
homes vs. a connector road would mean more traffic not only from the new homes but more 
from existing homes. Most of the homes on Tally Ho appear to be set back further then the 
homes on Sterling Bridge and Claymore which would mean less of an impact on existing 
homes. 

2. 	 Develop and build a master road plan before a house is built which might include a direct route 
to Homestead Rd. Looking at a map it seems eventually the UNC property will connect to 
many of the stub outs in the area which will have a lower impact on many existing 
neighborhoods vs. asking one neighborhood to take all the impact. This would also accomplish 
the goal ofconnectivity. 

Your help in keeping the Highlands a quiet neighborhood that Carrboro can be proud of is greatly 
appreciated. 

Sincerely, 

JohnA. Norton 
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December 4, 2008 

Planning board members, 

You have heard the many concerns and suggestions from the neighbors adjacent to 
Colleton Crossing. You have heard why our roads are inadequate for additional vehicle 
traffic and pose a safety hazard for our pedestrians. You have heard that we object to our 
quiet neighborhood streets becoming a vehicular highway which would significantly and 
negatively impact our quality of life. You have heard that this project is in an 
environmentally sensitive area unsuited for the size of the current proposal. So far, these 
appear to have been ignored. The standard for connectivity and density that the board is 
trying to force onto our neighborhood is not right for this development. You cannot just 
blindly apply standards that would be fine downtown to this recently annexed area. I 
might also remind you that citizens in this area were against annexation by Carrboro from 
the start. This is exactly why the residents did not want to be a part ofCarrboro. So now 
that we are a part of Carrboro are you just going to ignore us completely? 

Colleton Crossing needs to be limited to minimize the impact to the surrounding 
communities. Limiting the development to require only a single access at Reynard 
accomplishes that goal. This preserves the quality of life and environmental factors as 
much as possible. This area has recently added many houses in Winmore, Claremont and 
the soon to be developed adjacent UNC property. Are you really going to ruin our 
existing neighborhoods by allowing too many houses to be built in Colleton when you 
have numerous new houses in the area already? 

Ignoring this would be an act of neglect on the part of the town and a slap in the face to 
hundreds of Carrboro taxpayers who already feel like they get too little for their financial 
support to the town. 

Thank you for your consideration, 

Michael Adler 
Deborah Adler 
1900 N Hawick Ct. 
The Highlands 
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Friends of Bolin Creek 
Comments on Colleton Crossing 
November 25, 2008 

Dear Mayor and Board ofAldermen: 

A major tributary of Bolin Creek runs through the proposed development ofColleton 
Crossing. This project is located within the Conservation Map adopted by Carrboro in 
2005. Although this map has no legal authority, it defines areas suitable for conservation. 
Given the pristine character of this section of the Bolin Creek watershed, we are 
concerned that the proposed plans include a connection with Reynard Road forcing a 
stream crossing ofBolin Creek. Such a crossing is by definition damaging. We would 
like to be reassured that no other way can be found for the developer to make a 
reasonable use ofhis property. 

If the Board decides to grant the permit, which we oppose, we recomnlend the following 
changes in the permit conditions: 

(1) Use a bridge or a bottomless arch culvert to span the existing floodplain. 

The developer currently proposes using a box culvert to cross the tributary. Box 
culverts constrain the floodplain, which results in erosion both upstream of the culvert 
due to saturated soils and downstream of the culvert due to accelerated flow rates. They 
also do not allow for efficient sediment transport and restrict wildlife corridors. 

Furthermore, the plans indicate that if a box culvert is used all trees will be 
cleared and earth will be graded for the entire width of the stream buffer at the crossing 
(over 100 feet). It is possible that many linear feet of stream buffer would be cleared. A 
bridge that spans the floodplain or a bottomless arch culvert that spans the floodplain 
would alleviate these problems. Two such span bridges were required to connect 
Winmore to Carolina Commons across a much smaller tributary creek. A similar span 
bridge should be required in the Colleton Crossing Subdivision. 

(2) Remove all stormwater detention and retention ponds and associated grading from 
the stream buffer. 

Putting storm water controls within a buffer renloves the vegetative cover. If the Board 
grants the right to aa developer of a difficult lot previously thought unbuildable, we feel 
the Board needs to ensure that in exchange the protection of Bolin Creek is assured. One 
third to one half of the stormwater detention pond and it's associated grading are located 
in the stream buffer. Assuming the scale provided is correct, this means disturbing 280 
linear feet of the stream buffer for the construction of the stormwater detention pond. It 
would appear that the pond would cause a 35% slope of fill dirt from the edge of its dam 
spillway to the OWASA Sewer EasementlDedication for North South Greenway, all of 
which is located within the stream buffer. Weare very concerned about the potential for 
run-off into the Creek given this situation 
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Installation of a string of retention ponds was required in the nearby Winmore 
Subdivision. A significant portion of the woodland buffer along Bolin Creek and a 
tributary was removed to construct these retention ponds. Heavy rains on numerous 
occasions caused the retention ponds to overflow and permit large quantities of sediment 
to wash into the tributary and creek. It is likely that removal ofthe woodland buffer to 
construct the retention ponds resulted in far more run-off into the creek than would have 
occurred if the woodland buffer had been left intact. We urge you not to make the same 
mistake in Colleton Crossing. 

Respectfully, 

Dave Otto and Julie McClintock, CoChairs 
Friends of Bolin Creek 
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PHILIP 
POST February 16, 2009 

& #510301 

ASSOCIATES 

Town of Carrboro 
Board of Aldermen 
301 West Main Street 
Carrboro, NC 27510 

Re: Colleton Crossing- Proposed Private Access Road 

In the midst of the ongoing review of Colleton Crossing Subdivision and the discussions 
regarding the proposed road access and circulation, another option has been brought to 
our attention by the Planning Department. 

Just prior to the continuation of the public hearing on January 2ih, 2009, the Planning 
Department asked that we investigate the possibility of providing a "private" access road 
to the property from Tally-Ho Trail. We had previously done a thorough investigation for 
the option of a "public" right-of-way at this location, and determined that it was not 
legally possible due to covenant restrictions of the existing Fox Meadow Subdivision. We 
have since this time investigated the option of a private access road within the existing 
access easement from Tally-Ho Trail, and determined that this is both an allowable use of 
the easement and also meets the requirements of the Carrboro Land Use Ordinance for 
private roads. At a Development Review meeting with the Town on 2/4/09, we discussed 
this with the staff and concluded that it does in fact fall within the provisions of the 
ordinance. 

As a result we have prepared a preliminary design of this access road included as an 
attacrunent with this letter. We feel that providing this access will fulfill both the previous 
intent for emergency access into the site, and also give a second vehicle access into the 
site from the east to relieve some of the neighbor's traffic concerns. With the previous 
design providing only one initial public access road, adding this private road will create 
better connectivity from east to west. When the second public connection is made in the 
future through Claymore Road in The Highlands, traffic will at that time be able to travel 
in multiple directions and provide a more even distribution throughout all the 
neighborhoods. 

We therefore hope that you will consider including this proposed private access road in 
your approval of the proj ect. 

ENGINEERS 
PLANNERS 
SURVEYORS 

401 Providence Road 
P.O. Box 2134 
Chapel Hill. NC 27515-2134 
(919) 929-1173 
(919) 493-2600 
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STATE OF NORTH CAROLINA 

DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 

BEVERLY EAVES PERDUE EUGENE A. CONTI, Jf. 
GOVERNOR SECRETARY 

February 18,2009 

ORANGE COUNTY 

Mr. Tim Smith, PE 
Phillip Post and Associates 
P. O. Box 2134 
Chapel Hill, NC 27515-2134 

Subject: Proposed Colleton Crossing Subdivision 
Private Access Road Located on SR 2213, Tallyho Trail 

Dear Mr. Smith, 

Per your request this office has reviewed the sketch plan for the above subject dated 
February 4,2009. We provide the following comments for your consideration. 

The plan depicts a proposed private access road intersecting with Tallyho Trail 
approximately 115' northwest ofthe existing intersection ofHuntsman Court and Tallyho 
Trail. The road appears to lie within an existing private easement on existing lot 10 ofthe 
Fox Meadow subdivision. If constructed and allowed to operate without restriction, a 
significant percentage of the site trips from Colleton Crossing would likely utilize this 
access as it provides a more direct access between the development and the adjacent 
collector road network. While a second development access could be accommodated by 
the NCDOT Policy on Street and Driveway Access to North Carolina Highways 
driveway permit process, the access design as submitted is undesirable for the following 
reasons: 

1. 	 The intersection radii exceed the required edge clearance (E). NCDOT policy 
requires all portions of a driveway including the returns to be within the boundary 
lines of the property (in the case the access easement) of the current State road 
right of way. 

2. 	 No intersection sight distance easement is provided. It appears that the applicant 
does not control sufficient frontage to provide the required 10'X70' sight distance 
triangle at the intersection. 

P.O. Box 766 Graham, N.C. 27253 Telephone (336)-570-6833 
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3. 	 The return radii are insufficient. A minimum radius of 30' should be used. 
4. 	 No typical section and pavement design has been provided. NCDOT will require 

that paved apron meeting NCDOT standard be provided. 
5. 	 No drainage is provided at the intersection. 
6. 	 Given that this road is likely to function as a residential collector road, the 


centerline radius if insufficient and should be designed to meet NCDOT 

subdivision road standards to provide improved intersection geometry. 


7. 	 The proposed intersection is too close to the existing intersection of Tallyho Trail 
and Huntsman Court. This proximity may result in operational and safety issues if 
the access point is allowed to operate unrestricted. 

8. 	 No information has been provided indicating if the existing easement allows such 
a use. Prior to issuance of a driveway permit the applicant will need to provide 
sufficient verification that the easement accommodates such a use. 

9. 	 It appears that the proposed road represents significant impacts to the property 
owner at existing lot 10. This office encourages both the applicant and the Town 
of Carrboro to consider the tangible and intangible impacts to this and other 
adjacent property owners. 

Please note that private roads are ineligible for State maintenance. In addition, NCDOT 
will not be in a position to accept any proposed public subdivision streets within the 
Town Limits for State maintenance. The applicant is encouraged to discuss construction 
requirements and maintenance of the internal streets further with the Town of Carrboro. 

We will be happy to consider other access design alternatives with you. Feel free to 
contact me if you have any questions. 

Sincerely, 

C. N. Edwards Jr., PE 
District Engineer 

Cc: J. M. Mills, PE 
Roy Williford, Town of Carrboro 

Adena Messinger, Town of Carrboro 
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TOWN OF CARRBORO 


CONDITIONAL OR SPECIAL USE PERMIT 

WORKSHEET 


I. 	 COMPLETENESS OF APPLICATION 
D The application is complete 
D The application is incomplete 

-
II. 	 COMPLIANCE WITH THE ORDINANCE REQUIREMENTS 

D The application complies with all applicable requirements of the Land Use 
Ordinance 

D 	The application is not in compliance with all applicable requirements of the 
Land Use Ordinance for the following reasons: 

\ 
III. 	 CONSIDERATION OF PROPOSED CONDITIONS 

(*Note: Please clarify for staff, where applicable, whether any discussion points 
are to be included as Permit Conditions. Informal agreements or understandings 
are not necessarily binding. *) 

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

1. 	 The applicant shall complete the development strictly in accordance with the 
plans submitted to and approved by this Board, a copy of which is filed in 
the Carrboro Town Hall. Any deviations from or changes in these plans 
must be submitted to the Development Review Administrator in writing and 
specific written approval obtained as provided in Section 15-64 of the Land 
Use Ordinance. 

2. 	 If any of the conditions affixed hereto or any part thereof shall be held 

invalid or void, then this permit shall be void and of no effect. 
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IV. GRANTING THE APPLICATION 

o The application is granted, subject to the conditions agreed upon under 

Section III of this worksheet. 

v. 	 DENYING THE APPLICATION 
o 	 The application is denied because it is incomplete for the reasons set 

forth above in Section 1. 
o 	 The application is denied because it fails to comply with the Ordinance 

requirements set forth above in Section II. 
o 	 The application is denied because, if completed as proposed, the development 

more probably than not: 

1. Will materially endanger the public health or safety for the following 
reasons: 

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

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

4. 	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: 




