
 

        TOWN OF CHAPEL HILL 

Notice to people with impaired hearing: Interpreter services and/or special equipment are available with five days prior 
notice.   

Notice to citizens who wish to speak: As a courtesy to others, a citizen speaking on an agenda item or making a petition is 
normally limited to three minutes.  Persons who are organizing a group presentation and who wish to speak beyond the three 
minute limit are requested to make prior arrangements through the Mayor’s Office by calling 968-2714. If you wish to 
address the Council this evening, please go to the front right corner of the Council Chamber and sign up with the Town 
Clerk. Please note the estimated times allotted for agenda items are only estimates. The Council may also change the order 
in which agenda items are presented.  

Attorneys: If you are representing a person with an interest in a quasi-judicial proceeding on this agenda and believe you 
may wish to cross examine a witness, please identify yourself as such to the Town Clerk.  For the sake of maintaining an 
accurate public record all speakers must be prepared to speak into an amplified microphone and must provide their name to 
the Town Clerk. 

Chapel Hill Town Council Agenda 
Monday, June 16, 2008 

7:00 p.m. 
 

Town Council Public Hearing 
Agenda Item 

1. Concept Plan:  AME Church Property on Purefoy at Rogers Road. (Staff Presenter:  J. B. 
Culpepper, Planning Director) [Estimated Time:  30 minutes] 

a. Review of process by the Manager 
b. Presentation by the applicant 
c. Comments from the Community Design Commission  
d. Comments from citizens 
e. Comments and questions from the Mayor and Town Council 
f. Resolution transmitting Council comments to the applicant. (R-1) 

2. Concept Plan:  Village Plaza Office/Retail Project at 141 S. Elliott Road. (Staff Presenter:  Gene 
Poveromo, Development Coordinator) [Estimated Time:  30 minutes] 

a. Review of process by the Manager 
b. Presentation by the applicant 
c. Comments from the Community Design Commission  
d. Comments from citizens 
e. Comments and questions from the Mayor and Town Council 
f. Resolution transmitting Council comments to the applicant. (R-2) 



AGENDA #1 
MEMORANDUM 

 
TO:  Mayor and Town Council 
 
FROM: Roger L. Stancil, Town Manager 
 
SUBJECT: Concept Plan:  St. Paul A.M.E. Church at Rogers Road and Purefoy Drive  
 
DATE: June 16, 2008 
 

PURPOSE 
 

Tonight, the Council considers a Concept Plan from St. Paul A.M.E. Church. The site is located 
between Rogers Road and Purefoy Drive adjacent to the Purefoy Drive Subdivision on the west. 
The 22-acre site is an assemblage of five contiguous lots currently occupied by an abandoned 
house and a Duke Energy primary transmission easement. The applicant is proposing a Master 
Plan that includes a church, gymnasium, activity fields, and several housing types. In accordance 
with the Land Use Management Ordinance, there has been no staff review of this Concept Plan. 
 
The attached memorandum for the Concept Plan proposal includes background information on 
the Concept Plan process, the applicant’s materials, and additional related information.   
 

RECOMMENDATION 
 
We recommend that the Council consider the Concept Plan, and adopt the attached Resolution 
transmitting comments to the applicant. Nothing stated by individual Council members this 
evening can be construed as an official position or commitment on the part of a Council member 
with respect to the position they may take when and if a formal application for development is 
subsequently submitted and comes before the Council for formal consideration. 



CONCEPT PLAN PROPOSAL 
 
TO: Roger L. Stancil, Town Manager 

FROM: J.B. Culpepper, Planning Director 
Gene Poveromo, Planning Manager 

SUBJECT: Concept Plan:  St. Paul A.M.E. Church at Rogers Road and Purefoy Drive (File 
No. 9870-54-3735) 

DATE: June 16, 2008 

 
INTRODUCTION 

 
Attached is a proposal for a Concept Plan for a Master Plan for St. Paul A.M.E. Church. The 
Council has the opportunity tonight to hear this applicant’s presentation, receive a set of 
comments from the Community Design Commission, hear public comment, and offer 
suggestions to the applicant for consideration as further plans are drawn. At the conclusion of the 
evening’s discussion, we recommend that the Council adopt the attached resolution transmitting 
comments to the applicant.  
 
This development proposal meets land use intensity thresholds requiring Council review.  
 

BACKGROUND 
 

A Concept Plan for this site was reviewed by the Community Design Commission on April 16, 
2008. A copy of the minutes from the April 16, 2008 meeting is attached. The proposal reviewed 
by the Community Design Commission is identical to the proposal before the Council tonight.  
 
The Land Use Plan, a component of the Comprehensive Plan, identifies the site as Low 
Residential, 1-4 units per acre. The area is presently being reviewed as part of the Rogers Road 
Small Area Plan process. We have provided the interim report of the Rogers Road Small Area 
Plan Task Force as Attachment 4. 
 

PROJECT DESCRIPTION 
 

The Master Plan for the St. Paul A.M.E. Church is proposed in eight phases to include: a church 
and fellowship hall, gymnasium and wellness center, a 5-story building for senior housing, 
townhouse development, single-family dwellings, day care center, a cemetery, activity fields, 
basketball and tennis courts, and a greenbelt with jogging trails and a bridge. Parking spaces for 
273 cars are also proposed.  
 
The site is located in the Residential-1 (R-1) zoning district and the Resource Conservation 
District. The site is within the Rogers Road Small Area Plan and outside the Town Limits within 
the Urban Services Boundary and the Joint Planning Transition Area. Although no formal staff 
review has been conducted, we believe that the application will require a rezoning request. If the 
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application requires a rezoning application, then the rezoning application is required to be 
reviewed and approved by the Town Council and the Orange County Commissioners. Two 
Concept Plans are proposed. One concept includes an access point off Purefoy Drive and an 
access off Rogers Road. The alternate concept plan includes a single point of access off Purefoy 
Drive.  
 

ELEMENTS OF REVIEW 
 
The Town Council and Community Design Commission, in examining Concept Plan proposals, 
are to consider the various aspects of design, with special emphasis on whether the proposed 
development is consistent with the Town’s Design Guidelines and the Goals and Objectives of 
the Town’s Comprehensive Plan. 
  
The Concept Plan review process does not involve staff evaluation of the proposal.  Review of 
the submitted Concept Plan is conducted by the Community Design Commission and, in some 
instances, the Town Council. 
 
Pursuant to the provisions of Section 4.3 of the Town’s Land Use Management Ordinance, 
tonight’s Concept Plan review affords Council members the opportunity to provide individual 
reactions to the overall concept of the development which is being contemplated for future 
application.   
 

RECOMMENDATION 
 

We recommend that the Council review this Concept Plan, receive comments from citizens, and 
adopt a resolution transmitting comments to the applicant. 
 

ATTACHMENTS 
 

1. Section 4.3 Concept Plan Review, Land Use Management Ordinance (p. 4). 
2. April 16, 2008 Community Design Commission Concept Plan Summary (p. 7).  
3. Concept Plan application materials (2.7 MB pdf) (p. 10).  
4. Interim Report of the Rogers Road Small Area Plan Task Force (p. 39). 
5. Area Map (p. 57).  



4.3 Concept Plan Review 
 
Purpose Statement:  It is the intent of the Site Analysis Data and Conceptual 
Development Plan process to provide an opportunity for the Town Council, Town 
Manager, the Community Design Commission and citizens to review and evaluate the 
impact of a major development proposal on the character of the area in which it is 
proposed to be located.  This process is intended to take into consideration the general 
form of the land before and after development as well as the spatial relationships of the 
proposed structures, open spaces, landscaped areas, and general access and circulation 
patterns as they relate to the proposed development and the surrounding area. 
 
4.3.1 Applicability 
 
(a) Proposals Subject to Review by Community Design Commission 
 
This Section applies to any: 
 

(1) Special Use Permit or a Special Use Permit Modification; or 
 

(2) Master Land Use Plan or a Master Land Use Plan Modification; or 
 

(3) Major Subdivisions. 
 
(b) Proposals Subject to Additional Review by Town Council  
 

(1) An application that meets any of the minimum thresholds established in 
subsections (1) or (2), below, shall require Town Council review as 
provided in Section 4.3.2, below, in addition to Community Design 
Commission review: 

 
Thresholds 
(minimum) 

TC-1, TC-2 Zoning 
Districts 

All Other Zoning Districts 

Land Area  15,000 square feet 5 acres 
Floor Area 20,000 square feet 100,000 square feet 
Dwelling Units 35 dwelling units 50 dwelling units 
 

(2) If an application does not meet the thresholds established in subsection 
(1), above, the applicant may request review by the Town Council.  The 
Town Council may determine to review the application, or it may decline 
to review the application.  Such request shall be filed at least fifteen (15) 
days in advance of a regular meeting of the Town Council.  The Town 
Council’s determination shall be rendered at its next regular meeting after 
receiving a complete request for Town Council review. 

 



4.3.2 Procedures  
 
(a) Application Submittal Requirements 
 
Applications for Site Analysis Data and Conceptual Development Plan review shall be 
filed with the Town Manager.  The Town Manager shall prescribe the form(s) on which 
information shall be submitted.  Forms shall include the name and address of the 
applicant, the name and address of the owner of each zoning lot involved, and the 
relationship of the applicant and property owner in connection with the plan.  If the 
applicant or property owner is an entity other than an individual, the plans shall also 
include detailed information regarding the principals of the entity.  Forms shall include 
the name of the project principals and indicate the project principals development 
experience.  The Town Manager shall prescribe any other material that may reasonably 
be required to determine compliance with this Chapter and relationship to the Town’s 
Comprehensive Plan with sufficient copies for necessary referrals and records. 
 
No application shall be accepted by the Town Manager unless it complies with such 
submittal requirements.  Applications that are not complete shall be returned forthwith to 
the applicant, with a notation of the deficiencies in the applications 
 
(b) Time Frame for Action on Concept Plans 
 
Upon receipt of a complete Concept Plan, the Town Manager shall forward all 
information submitted by the applicant for review by the Community Design 
Commission within thirty (30) days. 
 
(c) Aspects of Review 
 
The Town Council and Community Design Commission, in examining development 
applications, are to consider the various aspects of design, with special emphasis on 
whether the proposed development is consistent with the Town’s Design Guidelines and 
the Goals and Objectives of the Town’s Comprehensive Plan. 
 
(d) Community Design Commission Review 
 

(1) The Community Design Commission shall review the application and 
shall submit its written recommendation to the applicant and Town 
Council, if applicable.   

 
(2) The Community Design Commission shall consider public comments and 

shall base its recommendation on its determination of whether or not the 
application conforms to applicable provisions of this Chapter. 

 
(3) The Community Design Commission shall provide its recommendations to 

the applicant within thirty-five (35) days of the meeting at which a complete 
application is considered, or within such further time consented to in writing 



by the applicant or by Town Council resolution.  If the Community Design 
Commission fails to prepare its recommendation to the applicant within this 
time limit, or extensions thereof, that agency shall be deemed to recommend 
the application without conditions. 

 
(e) Town Council Review 
 

(1) After receiving the recommendations of the Community Design 
Commission, the Town Council shall review the application in the same 
manner as prescribed in subsection (d), above.  The Town Council may 
appoint a subcommittee to review the application.  The Mayor shall 
determine the membership of the subcommittee.   

 
(2) The Town Council may conduct its review concurrent with the 

Community Design Commission. 
 
(3) After considering public comments and the recommendations of the 

Community Design Commission, the Town Council shall adopt a 
resolution transmitting its preliminary recommendations to the applicant.   

 
4.3.3 Criteria  

 
The Concept Plan is a preliminary step toward the preparation of a formal development 
plan.  All Concept Plans should demonstrate a high quality of overall site design.  The 
design and construction of site elements should include appropriate descriptions and 
explanations of the relationship and balance among site elements, the relationship of the 
development to natural features, neighboring developments and undeveloped land, access 
and circulation systems, retention of natural vegetation, minimal alteration of natural 
topography, mitigation of erosion and sedimentation, mitigation of stormwater drainage 
and flooding, arrangement and orientation of buildings and amenities in relation to each 
other and to neighboring developments and streets, landscaping, preservation or 
enhancement of vistas, and mitigation of traffic impacts. 
 



 
 
 
 

PLANNING
Town of Chapel Hill

405 Martin Luther King Jr. Blvd.
Chapel Hill, NC  27514 

phone (919) 968-2728    fax (919) 969-2014
www.townofchapelhill.org

CONCEPT PLAN REVIEW SUMMARY MINUTES 
COMMUNITY DESIGN COMMISSION 

WEDNESDAY, APRIL 16, 2008, 7:00 P.M. 
 

Chairperson Jonathan Whitney called the meeting to order at 7:00 p.m. Commission members present were 
Mark Broadwell, George Cianciolo, Chris Culbreth, Kathryn James, Gretchen MacNair, Glenn Parks, Amy 
Ryan, and Jonathan Whitney (Chair) Staff members present were Kay Pearlstein, Senior Planner and Kay 
Tapp Senior Planning Technician.  
 

St. Paul A.M.E. Church Master Plan at Rogers Road and Purefoy Road 
(File No. 9870-54-3735) 

 
 The Town has received a proposal from St. Paul A.M.E. Church Community for a Concept Plan 

Review for the St. Paul A.M.E Church Master Plan. The proposed development is located at the 
corner of Rogers Road and Purefoy Road. The proposal includes: a 600 seat sanctuary, 
administrative offices, fellowship hall, wellness center, senior and teen centers, senior housing, 
townhouses, single-family dwellings, affordable housing, daycare center, playing fields, and a 
cemetery. Access is proposed from Purefoy Road. Parking for 273 cars is also proposed.  
Construction is proposed in several phases with the first phase to include the 600-seat sanctuary 
building, townhomes, and the wellness center. The 22-acre site is located in the Residential-1 (R-
1) zoning district.  Portions of the site are located in the Resource Conservation District. The site 
is identified as Orange County Parcel Identifier Number 9870-54-3735.  

 
 
CONCEPT PLAN PRESENTATION 
A presentation was made by George Williams, project architect for the church, proposing a 
phased master plan for St. Paul A.M.E. Church. The applicant also proposed design options. 
  
CITIZEN COMMENTS 
No citizens spoke 
  
COMMISSIONER COMMENTS 

1. Commissioner George Cianciolo asked about the location of the stub-out from Purefoy 
Road and how that played into the design. He recommended that the applicant locate the 
stub-out on future plans. 

  



Commissioner Cianciolo asked the applicant to explain the phasing of the project. The 
applicant replied that financing would dictate the timing of the phases and would be 
included but generally said that it would be constructed over a 10 year time frame and 
that a church would be in the first phase and the Wellness Center in the second phase. 
Both acknowledged that it was outside the Town's Urban Services boundary.   
 

2.  Commissioner Chris Culbreth liked the layout of the development and that housing was 
provided for all ages. He stated that the project would add to the community. 

  
3.  Commissioner Amy Ryan liked the housing mix and wondered if all the housing would be 

affordable. She noted that there were many hardwoods on the site and that a tree survey 
would be required. She pointed out that preservation of the tree canopy should be a goal. 
She suggested that the athletic fields be relocated to avoid removing so many trees. 

  
Commissioner Ryan thought that circulation would be an issue and supported the 2- 
entrance option with access to Rogers Road and Purefoy Road. She also supported 
connection to the Purefoy Road development. She recommended the applicant increase 
circulation options. 

  
4.  Commissioner Kathryn James approved of way the design worked with the topography. 

She recommended that the applicant look for ways to reduce impervious surfaces on the 
site as well as the number of stormwater ponds. Commissioner James wanted the 
applicant to provide energy-saving dwellings making them not only affordable but 
"green" as well. 

 
Commissioner James believed community gardens should be developed for food 
production and for fostering inner-generational activities.  
 
She asked the applicant to continue working on connectivity of the development to the 
surrounding area.  

  
5.  Commissioner Glenn Parks liked the project and the cross-sections used to depict the site. 

He thought that it showed a dynamic program with wonderful benefits. Commissioner 
Parks encouraged the applicant to explore communal housing. He looked forward to 
further development of the housing designs. 

  
6.  Commissioner Jonathan Whitney recommended traffic be slowed down on Rogers Road 

to accommodate the activity generated by the development. Commissioner Whitney 
endorsed the structure of the village proposed by the applicant 

  



SUMMARY 

• Connect to Purefoy Drive Subdivision. 
• Endorsed the mix of housing for all ages and housing types. 
• Preserve trees and work with the topography on the site. 
• Improve internal circulation with 2 entrances to the site. 
• Reduce impervious surfaces and amount of stormwater facilities. 
• Make housing affordable and "green". 
• Utilize community gardens to knit different age groups together. 
• Good visual representation. 
• Overall support for a dynamic project and great addition to the community. 

 
Prepared by: 
Jonathan Whitney, Chair 
Kay Pearlstein, Staff 



TOWN OF CHAPEL HILL ATTACHMENT 3 

CONCEPT PLAN PROPOSAL 

Applicant In formation 

Name: &&c, rq,+ u \A\ 1 i - L  \4L'~5 
Address: + t i  L ~ E ~ T L ~ ~ A P E L  ft1I-L S T e T  &%(rt3 \\L-L 
city: < h w ! L- state: N C Zip: Z 7 70 
Phone (Work): ~ S L  -7 i b 6 FAX: I;%%- 4q qz E-Mail: L'LL'ce v ' v ~ l d d ~ l d ?  . L  

Property Owner In formation (included as attachment if more than one owner) 

~ a m e :  C'r p&G L- A IUE (1 Li RCtt Phone 

Address: ! 0 i d, ~J\EE.-W\-~T M\LL -b-D 
A . -  H I LL state: LC  z i p  27s I L 

Development Ilzformation 

Name of Development: 4 ~ .  Y A ~ L  Aw{E C - ~  6 % ~  M CU \T 
,",<-q "i - -: -A .. - 

Parcel ID #: Y G'S -j -- 4 2> Tax Map: Block: Lot($: 

E i Existing Zoning: New Zoning District if Rezoning Proposed -w L: 
, , c'.. 

Proposed Size of Development (Acres / Square Feet): 1 wo 
Permitted 1 Proposed Floor Area (Square Feet): / 

Minimum # Parking Spaces Required: i 7 % #Proposed 17 3 

Proposed Number of Dwelling Units: # Units per Acre 

Existing I Proposed Impervious Surface Area (Square Feet): l{ ;\ 5k $F 1 'L7 ?Ii 9 2 &? 

IS this Concept Plan subject to additional review by Town Council? 'y 'ES 

Fee $311 

The undersigned applicant hereby certifies that: a) the property owner authorizes the filing of this 
proposal b) quthorizes on-site review by authorized stae, and c) to the best of hisher knowledge and 

Presentations must be kept under 15 minutes as required bv Town Council 

s proposal is true and accurate. 

Date: S\W 06 
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FRlX :mU6sEN ENG 

B- Engineering Senices, P. A. 

Facsimile Transmittal 

TO: 6- - c c l r w  

I 

FROM; Fritz H: Brunssen - I 

! 
JOB N ~ E :  c;hpa dILc 

I FAX PHONE: 

(including cover) - I -  

REMARKS: fl . IS 
- 

NOTE: If the following infornlation Is not dear or if you do wt recs lve  a of he 
indicated theeta. please notify our ofice immediately a1 (919) W-1159. 
Thank you. 

ENGINE&R:NC - CONSULTING -. PLANNING . 
36 ahma. D m .  W27713 (619) 544-1159 0 ~ ( Q ~ Q ) ~ ~ ~ ~  

-3 h f u s a n ~ r r p j l e ~ m r r l a m  
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tion generally can be ovemrme by modifying the field or 
by i-ng the size 'af tbe nbsorptioa  are^ Tbe W i  
tion of dope can be reduced or modified by rpeciol 
planning, design, or Mintotmxe- Eroeion ia 8 b d  if 
gnmnd cover i s  removed. The pdcnttl for X W C T ~ ~ ~ ~ O J L  

user k medium hecaose of slope 
This sall has moderately high potential for bnnd-kaved 

and needle-leaved treea. The domirunt tmta are white 
oak, block oak, poet oak, northem orrtS routbun red 
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C-$8 to 24 inch.; mmckd pale brown (IOYR 6A) and slmng brown Hemdon Qeri 
PLY R m) rapro1'i th.2 enuhcr to silt bum; rai oontmDcd dnm- 
turn; s pmmt f-eat* or I&; s ~ m n g ~ y  rdd; g r u i ~ l  ir~~dulrr l%e Herndon aeries eonaids of well drained, moderete- 
boundary. ly petmeable soils that formed in residuum weathered 

11 -24 Inchp.: d v r  p y  and bmwn m o d e d y  hlrd b d ~ ~ k .  from fine tcxtured rocks, generally phyllita and Carolina 
Tho durn ia  ha than LO inch" thick. Depth to bednwk ir 20 to 40 ~ b h .  slope 19 f! 10 percent . 

i n c k  M e n  of the s u W l  ici stmnrly add IA rncdlmn xM. Typical wdon of Hamdon 8W loam. 2 to 6 percent 
The AJ b o h n  b pah bmvn or d a ~ k  &lrh brown 
~ h c  tl harican La light ycUnwuh brown. yellmbb bmwn, or brown 

slop%, 4 2  miles south from Xiillsboro&h un S& Road 

Tb C h u b  ia  y e h i a h  brown. p y .  pale bwym and s h q  brown 
1009, west 0-1 mile on %ate Rbad '1119, and north of road. 
in mixed h d w &  . upmtiw th.1 cIu.b.r tn & bun- 

Helena Seritr 

The Helena series ronc;istj of moderately well drained, 
dowiy permeable moils that formed In a mixture of 
rnatarid w a a t h d  fium much acidic or  basic cryaWIine 
rocka a6 aplitk gtanitc and ~ n n i t e  f l c k  that are cut by 
diknr of gabbro and diorita. These. soil8 are on broad 
ridges. Slope is 2 to 8 prcenL 

Typical pedon of Helena qndy loam, 2 ta 8 percent 
slope6 61 mnes east of Hillsborough, 0.4 mile south of 
the inkraection of U.S. 70 and N.C. 761, md I00 fcet east 
of road, in a pine forest; 

01 - IH inch d pine n u d b  
02-Thin layer of dacompard bar GUar. 
A1 -0toS tnchn; p ~ y i a b  brown (IOYR 6/21 w d y  loim; w d  mdium 

pndar ntructurr; very friable; msmy fw and medium TO&; ku 
angular quad= pebbles: stmngly acid; clear wavy boundary. 

A2-5 to 14 inckm: very pale brown (IOYR 1/41 sandy Iqam; weak medi- 
um granuhr smrcrurc: very !ti&&; mrhy finc a l  medium mob: 
cormnon pebblca 1 to 3 i e b  it she; stmngb add: ckmr wavy 
buundory. 

BI-I4 Lu 17 In- pale yolbw 7/41 candy chy lonm: weak mcdt- 
urn rubangulv blocky structom; friable. iiigi~* rticlry, sli~ht3y 
ylasllc; few flne mU: fcw pat*hy chy  film* on l w a  of pdu; anm- 
men quartz pnhhh 2 t o 2  inches in sire; strongly Lljd; gradual 
wary boundary. 

B2lt-17 to 22 heher: b r o m b h  y e k w  (10YR dr6) mndy thy; weak 
medium nubnpubr W k y  UructPn; friablc, s*. slightly pburlr; 
faw thin prtcby clay film8 on facer ef pedq t e a  quartz pebble. 2 
inchcr in size: strongly add: @wl wavy baund.ry. 

REt-22 to i?8 b c h q  bm*nlsh ~ & w  ClOYR 6mf m d y  clay: coromon 
m d h m  &din& light pray (10YR ?/I) m1oU1.c. d mm.*lhrm suban- 
mlrr  blocky atadurn; finn, mirky, plrslie: fov IT-. and medium 
roots; few nnt and lnrdiim pas. fmw prominent clay Nms on 
funr  a1 pa&; rlmngy add: grrdd wavy boundary. 

R3-!a to RR incheq brownlrh y&w (10YR M) rmdy cky bmlouh; UUTI- 

man medium di.tind light g n y  (IOYR 711) .ad very pak bmws 
(IOYR 7A) a* rerk  mcdirn robmguh~ bbbJr S t N C l u ~ :  frL- 
bk. r w y  W y ,  sIlghUy ppLrcie; fm bodies of chy; few bbdirn of 
pucat rmtcrirl: strongly odd; ~ d u l  i m ~ o l a r  boudxry. 

C-38 1080 lacha; rcddkb yellow OLYR 66) sapdl t t  thrt cnuhra to 
undy barn; men, medlam dL&d light any tlOYR 7/11 mafflcm; 
rnrrdvs: frhblr; rt-ly .cM. 

Tbe molum L 20 to 60 inch- thick. DepCh 1.0 bcdrocl~ is mom than 48 
incbu. R e d o n  ot the .ubmU h wry Mrdy acid or npmngly wid. 

The A1 h o M  k -y&h bmwa or dark gmyisb brown. .Th. A2 
h&n i very pale bmvq pak brown. m &ht y e b v m h  brown 

Tbr R1 b h n  4s pmk g d w  or b h t  ycllowbh brown a d y  chy 
h m  or clry bun Th* Bet %o&n i. bmwaW j e k .  yello*Lh bmwn. 
and tight ya-h bnvn enndy clqy or clay. The Ba hatiron ia  k&t 
YRJ m d  btqmhh ycUw or Ilpbt y~l lcwkh bruwn cLy l a m  ar 8mdy 
c 4  k m .  

The C horimn ir mddimh yelbw. atmny brown, and Hqht gr*y 
rrpmlitc that crurhca to u a d y  loam or c a w  sandy loun. 

A1-0 to 4 Inchu; ys!lourGh brovs (IOYR 414) ul( loam; w k  
medium mulu shetare: v u y  W; many fine and medium 
,ooL.: very a& .b-ApL L"wtb &a&. 

AS!--4 to P inches; y e b  (IOYR M1 silt k: w u k  medimn p ~ u f O r  
atmckrre; W1r; m m  iloc mob; very strongly =id; abrupt 
rnruoth boundary. 

61-9 to 14 imehcbcr; nddiah y e k w  (73YR WS) CUy day M; m a l u a u  
fine .srd mrdwm subangular blaky .tructurr;- Crfnble. .light\) 
sticky, ulightly p W c ;  wmmon fine and m d i m  rooti; mmnon . 
medium pru: very -1~ uU: e k u  wary bouadary. 

821;- 16 to P7 i n k  y d b w b h  d CiYR 5B) siky chy I-: ammvn 
medium prominent red m6YR US1 and few time prom-wnt reddish 
ycUw not lbr ;  d e n Q  d iua  rub@ blodcy rrtrurtun; 
firm. &y. NU&; few f i e  d m d o m  rootr; common medium 
para: thin gl(cby c b  filmr oa tDor of pcd.; Ccw while minerdr; 
Irlnmgty acld; cLUr w a q  b~lldw. 

Bm-27 to 40 inchs: atrow brown (74YR 5181 clUr. m&y med~um 
prominent rcd @5YR UB) and common mdium pmmiwnC yel- 
l o w  rad (SYR U6) brottlu; mod.rrtq medium aubmplar  b k k y  
structure; firm, dicky,  plPRLIC; ~ ~ m m o n  fine and mcdiurn roots; k w  

. finc m d  medium pores; thin ptehy c!ay %a on Gctr of p d r ;  few 
whilr miner* atorylr acid; &-I mun.? boundary. - 

B3-40 Lo M inehca; ddimh ycIbr CPdm 6/81 aaly cby h; common 
m6dium disLtKt  ydIo& red (JYR 5/81 and rrrmmm mcdmm faint 
reddah yellow CI-SYW W6) mot tkq  ku). m d i u m  r u b ~ m 1 . r  b h r e  
rtrumn; IrhbL. rlifhtly 1'3cky. diyhlryg plutiq very atraqly wid; 
@-adUd wavy boduy. 

C-58 lo 62 inch=% mortled y c & & b  red (SVR 6B1, light gray (IOYR 
7/11. acd trowm OOYR WI ..pm61. rh.t vurhtr b rilt 
loam; rock contmlltd airatmetme; faiab1e; very mt- u M  

T1K.. rclum is 40 to 70 lncbcr thick Depth rcl hdrock n more than 60 
inchcr. The eubsoil b dnmgiy add ar v c q  sroagiy .dd. 

ThP A1 h o b 9  t dark yeUorLh brown, ~ m y i s h   brow?^, ur yc00oKiah 
Emwm nut loam or lawn. The A2 horkon. when p-t, is or 
p k  olivc. 
The B l  borirois u s h o .  b m w n  or toddah sellow. Tk 88 horizon is 

yellowish red. rtroag brown, or d d b b  yclbw silty clay loaln or clay. 
The Ba horkcn is ydbvi.h red or rsddkh y d o v  ailty day loam or clay 
]OM. 

The Hiwaziaee series consists of well dmihad, modaratc- 
ly permeable SOB thnt formed in unconeolidated, fme k x -  
tured old dluvlum and in ~eeidlrum- of h i c  or mixed 
acidk and basic crystallhe mk. These soils are on b d  
ridges and narrow aide slopea Slopee am 2 to 10 percent. 

Typical pedan of Hirasaee day loam, 2 to 6 pcmnt 
slopea, 4 5  m a n  cast of Hillsborpugb on U . S  70 and 16 
feet south of road. in a  itba bated fieM: 
Ap--6 ta 6 ihcbr; dark reddieb blmm QYR a141 clay loam; wemk msrli- 

um -aobMpulu b h k y  strrrctoy. W k .  dicky; m y  fine mu; 
slightb acid; 8-1 unodb ~ O W ~ U ~ J .  

81-6 to 14 inches; dark red (ZSYR 1161 tby hrm; m&nte Iior and 
medium mubangular block). struauk: triable, sticky, sU+Uy pluw; 
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Development Program Narrative 
Concept Plan 
St. Paul AME Church Community 
Chapel Hill, North Carolina 
_____________________________________________________________________  
 
 
 
 
Developer’s Goals & Objectives: 
 

(1) Develop Church community, focused on specific Church 
requirements 

 
(2) Development based upon “Village Concept” with continuity of 

use of materials, roof forms, colors, signage, etc. into a unified 
design scheme. 

 
(3) Create “Park-like” setting with emphasis on tree preservation, 

minimal disturbance of Site, walking/jogging/bike trails, with very 
limited use of concrete curb-&-gutter, etc. 

 
(4) Creation of “Greenbelt” at central portion of site as focal point 

for entire Site as buffer zone, stormwater catchment retention 
area with water feature (i.e Pond), extensive landscaping and 
yard lighting, with orientation towards the pedestrian.   All 
residential units directed inwardly, creating “Frontage” towards 
Greenbelt. 

 
(5) Establish Activity zones: 

• High: Church complex, Gymnasium, Wellness Center 
• Medium:  Residential areas, Greenbelt, Activity Field 
• Low: Cemetery 
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Existing Conditions: 
 

(1) The Project site is comprised of five contiguous parcels totaling 
about 22 acres. 

 
(2) Site topography: Two high points in topography (knolls) to North 

and South separated by a central low-lying area with dry “lake-
bed” area at central part along western boundary.   A drainage 
feature flowing east-to-west into this dry-pond bed transects the 
central portion of the property with high-ground (i.e. “knolls”) 
lying to north and south of this central area. 

 
(3) Sparse vegetation at southern “knoll” area.   Dense vegetation 

(undeveloped woodlands) at Site’s northern, eastern, and 
western boundaries with mixture of deciduous & coniferous 
vegetation. 

 
(4) Site bounded on North by undeveloped woodlands and existing 

30’ water easement, bounded on East by undeveloped 
woodlands (proposed Habitat subdivision), bounded on West by 
existing residential zone abutting Rogers Road, and bounded on 
South by Purefoy Drive. 

 
(5) An abandoned house sits atop the southern “knoll”, just south of 

the central low-lying area. 
 

(6) A  Duke Power primary transmission easement cuts through the 
southeastern corner of the site.   A Duke Power secondary 
easement travels from the northeast corner of the site, “slicing” 
through the site, and exiting the site at the center of the southern 
boundary at Purefoy Drive.  (A rerouting, or “dog-leg”, of this 
secondary easement along the eastern Site boundary is 
currently being proposed). 

 
Site Analysis: 
 

(1) Zoning:   Due to the intended mixed-use of the property, a 
zoning map amendment from R-1 (Residential) to “MU-V” 
(Mixed-Use Village) is being proposed with respect to the 
requirements of Chapel Hill Land Use Management Ordinance.  

 
(2) The Main Church complex will be placed on and run along the 

crest of the southern knoll of the site with the Finish Floor Elevation 
(FFE) @ about 525.0. 
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(3) A “Greenbelt” will be created at the central low-lying portion of 

the site, subdividing the Project site into two parts, North and 
South, thus creating a “focal point”, or area of interest with 
residential units fronting on both sides.  This area becomes a 
stormwater retention area.  A new pond is proposed for the 
lowest portion of this area (EL. 501.0). 

 
(4) The Cemetery is proposed for the northernmost parcel of the 

property, remote and isolated from the rest of the development. 
 

(5) Land-disturbing activity will be kept to a minimum on-site, with 
the emphasis placed on the preservation of existing vegetation, 
and especially large hardwoods (i.e. “specimen trees”) will be 
tagged. In lieu of a land disturbance in excess of 40,000 square 
feet and a developed footage (“footprint”) exceeding 20,000 
square feet, a mandatory Special Use Permit will be made with 
each phase of the Project. 

 
(6) Stormwater Management: Surface runoff will be by a 

combination of “sheet-flow” to the Greenbelt area from higher 
areas to the North and South with finish grades at paved areas 
not-to-exceed 5%, or 1:20 slope, together with a series of sloped 
grassed-swales, conveying stormwater runoff from various 
locations to various discharge points at the Greenbelt retention 
area.   These sloped grassed swales will be designed to 
intentionally promote slowing, cleansing, and infiltration along 
the way and can also serve as pedestrian ways across the Site 
for jogging, walking, and biking trails.   Surface runoff and 
groundwater from the Property are expected to continue to flow 
westerly towards an unnamed tributary of Bolin Creek. 

 
(7) The Senior Housing cluster will be placed at the existing 

“plateau” fronting on the eastern portion of the Greenbelt and 
will serve as an elevated outdoor recreation area (i.e. “plateau”) 
for senior citizens.  

 
(8) Vegetation buffers will be preserved at the northern, eastern, 

and western boundaries of the site.  At a minimum, these will be 
20 feet wide “Type C“ buffers, in compliance with Table 5.6.6-1, 
Schedule of Required Buffers, Chapel Hill Land Use Management 
Ordinance.  Although no interior buffers are required for this 
Mixed-Use Development District (MU-V), numerous interior 
vegetation buffers will be incorporated into the Concept Plan 
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design to subdivide the Site into different “zones” and subdivide 
larger paved areas into smaller paved areas with vegetation 
buffer separation. 

 
(9) Sun/Shade patterns are indicated by the North arrow graphic 

symbol, showing both “Winter Sun” and “Summer Sun” angles. 
 

(10) Proposed Facilities include the following: 
  Sanctuary Building 
  Narthex 
  Fellowship Hall 
  Daycare Center 

Admin Wing 
Wellness Center 
Gymnasium 
Senior Housing 
Multi-family Housing (Townhouses) 
Single-family Housing 
Activity Field 
Basketball/Tennis Courts 
Cemetery 
Walking, Jogging, Bike trails 

 
(11) Phasing Plan: 
 

A Phasing Plan will be incorporated into the second stage 
submittal to the Town as part of the Special Use Permit 
application.   In general, this Phasing Plan will include the 
following eight (8) basic phases: 

 
• Main Church Building 
• Gymnasium/Wellness Center addition 
• Senior Housing (5 stories) 
• Greenbelt/Crossing/Bridge development 
• Townhouse development 
• Single-family dwellings 
• Activity Field/Basketball/Tennis courts 
• Cemetery 

 
(12) Parking & Traffic:   The Project will meet, or exceed, the parking 

requirements for both vehicles and bicycles, and will also 
provide access to regional green trails, when available, and a 
bus stop providing regional access. 
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Parking requirements:   (Ref. Section 5.9.7-Design & Development 
Standards, Chapel Hill Land Use Management Ordinance) 

 
• Main Church complex:    “Place of Worship”, 1 per 5 seats, 

600/5=120 spaces minimum required, 156 spaces 
provided. 

 
• Senior Housing: “Residential Hall”, 1 per 2 residents, 50 

apartments, 50/2=25 minimum spaces required, 34 spaces 
provided. 

 
• Multi-family Dwellings (Townhouses):  1.25 per DU, 12 DU’s, 

12 @ 1.25 = 15 minimum spaces required, 21 spaces 
provided 

 
• Single-family Dwellings: 1.75 per DU, 18 DU’s @ 1.75=32 

minimum spaces required, 36 spaces provided. 
 

(13) Public Transportation:   Bus stop with access/loading zone lane, 
per Town and NCDOT requirements, to be provided at Purefoy 
Drive adjacent to main vehicular entrance to Site.  The Main 
Church complex and all Walking/Jogging/Bike trails will connect 
to this location. 

 
(14) Statement of Compliance with Town’s Design Guidelines:  

 
a) Livability:   The Church will provide an idyllic setting for 

worship, living, playing, and contemplation.   A “Park-like 
setting” is paramount to the achievement of a “Village” type 
of community in order to provide a high degree of harmony, 
serenity, and “livability” within the Project and surrounding 
neighborhoods. 

 
b) Visual Impact:   Although the Site is somewhat removed from 

the “high-visibility thoroughfares” of Chapel Hill, the Project 
will be visually “engaging” and will be “friendly” with 
development in the surrounding area.   The use of high-quality 
architecture and planning in a unified design scheme will 
place this community as a “Signature Project” for the 
region…  

 
c) Vegetation:   A high degree of protection of the natural 

vegetation, with minimal land-disturbing activity, is proposed.  
Besides the natural woodland buffers at the perimeter of the 
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site, numerous interior vegetation buffers will be used to 
separate the Project into different “zones”.   The protection of 
large deciduous trees, as well as the “canopy” of trees, are 
vital to the success of the Project. 

  
d) Mobility:  As a point of destination, there is no vehicular thru-

traffic proposed for this development.  Although vehicular 
circulation will be kept to a minimum, the “emphasis will be 
placed on the Pedestrian” with a network of pedestrian ways, 
jogging, and bike trails interconnecting different parts of the 
Community with surrounding areas. 

 
e) Activity Centers:   While the non-residential component of this 

development, the Main Church complex, is the main focal 
point of the Project and a “High-activity” zone.   The Senior 
Housing and Townhouse areas are considered to be a 
“Medium-activity zone”.   The Single-family development and 
Greenbelt zone are “Low-activity” zones.   The Greenbelt 
zone, with the introduction of the Pond, pedestrian trails, play 
areas, playground equipment, landscaping, yard lighting, 
etc.  becomes a “Park” within the Community itself. 

 
f) Views:   The Project site will become an “introverted site”, with 

primary views directed inwardly towards the Greenbelt and 
secondary views towards green areas (i.e. buffer zones).   All 
residential units “front” on this Greenbelt zone.   No exterior 
views are available from the site. 
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Background 
 
The Rogers Road study area is located in Orange County to the north west of the 
existing town limits of the Town of Chapel Hill; it also adjoins the Town limits of Carrboro 
to the west. The study area is located in the Chapel Hill Transition Area, an area which 
is planned to become part of the Town of Chapel Hill. The future growth of the Town of 
Chapel Hill and the Town of Carrboro was established with Orange County, through a 
Joint Planning Agreement in 1987.  
 
The Town of Chapel Hill Comprehensive Plan, a long range plan for future development 
of the Town, reflects the Joint Planning Agreement and identifies an Urban Services 
Boundary which defines the future town limits in which it is intended that the Town will 
grow and provide typical urban services. The Rogers Road study area is located within 
the Urban Services Boundary. 
 
The study area is approximately 330 acres. It is bounded by the Norfolk and Southern 
Railroad to the east, the existing residential neighborhood of Billabong Road and 
Homestead Place to the south, Rogers Road to the west and the Orange County Land 
fill to the north. 
 
Draw an imaginary vertical line through the middle of the study area. East of the line 
almost half of the study area (164 acres) consists of the Greene Tract. Approximately 
60 acres of the Greene Tract is owned by Orange County and 104 acres is jointly 
owned by Orange County, the Town of Chapel Hill and the Town of Carrboro. The 
Greene Tract was originally purchased in 1984 as a potential future landfill. It is located 
south east of the existing Orange County landfill. A concept plan prepared by a Greene 
Tract Workgroup was approved by the joint owners in late 2002. The concept plan 
identifies that 18.1 acres of the jointly owned portion will be developed for housing and 
the remaining acres of the jointly owned portion will be preserved and managed as open 
space.  
 
West of the imaginary line the study area consists of approximately 80 lots and tracts of 
the Rogers Road Neighborhood. The properties are mostly accessed via Purefoy Drive 
off Rogers Road. 
 
Rogers Road Small Area Plan Task Force   
  
Following a community open house in December 2006, the Rogers Road Small Area 
Plan Task Force was formed and began meeting in February 2007. The Task Force has 
met six times holding a meeting on the second Thursday in the month.   
 
The charge of the Task Force is to take a more detailed look at the impacts of providing 
public services in the study area, especially the extension of sanitary sewer, and the 
impacts of developing an affordable housing site on the Greene Tract.  
 
The Task Force has been reviewing background information about existing conditions 
and infrastructure of the study area in order to establish a vision for the future. To date 
the Task Force has focused on how to improve facilities for existing residents in 
association with planning for future development of the study area.  
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Interim Findings 
 
This interim report includes a potential sanitary sewer plan to serve existing property in 
the study area. The plan was developed with the assistance of OWASA staff. The report 
also includes potential options for a road network to open up and connect the 
neighborhood.  
 
Keeping the neighborhood affordable is the key issue from the work so far. How to get 
sanitary sewer and additional road access to the neighborhood without causing financial 
hardship to existing residents? Who should pay for these facilities and how should they 
be paid for?  
 
The Task Force believes that the development of housing on the Greene Tract ought 
not proceed without providing current residents of the neighborhood the opportunity to 
be served by sanitary sewer. 
 
The Task Force recommends: 

• The development of an action plan to address sanitary sewer provision. 
• The development of an action plan to address additional road access to the 

neighborhood. 
• That the Town Council of the Town of Chapel Hill receive and refer this interim 

report to the Board of County Commissioners, the Carrboro Board of Aldermen 
and the OWASA Board of Directors concerning the provision of sanitary sewer 
and that the Council refer the report to the Board of County Commissioners 
concerning additional road access. 

• That the Chapel Hill Town Manager be authorized to work with the staff of 
Orange County, the Town of Carrboro and OWASA to draw up action plans and 
proposals for the provision of these facilities. 

 
Guiding Principles 
 
The Task Force has developed the following principles to guide the development of the 
small area plan: 

• Provide alternative road access into and out of the neighborhood 
• Improve transportation access through all modes (vehicles, bicycle and 

pedestrian, transit) 
• Manage existing and through traffic 
• Maintain affordable living to current residents 
• Preserve the environment and cultural heritage of the study area 
• Foster a sense of community amongst the residents 
• Encourage rehabilitation of declining residential properties 
• Encourage a full range of services for existing and future residents 
• Don’t leave the existing residents behind 
• Provide utilities to meet community needs  
• Encourage well built, affordable, smaller homes 
• Improve the standard of facilities for the community 
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Sanitary Sewer Plan 
 
Most of the Rogers Road study area is served with water from OWASA. Water lines 
extend eastward from Rogers Road. OWASA sanitary sewer has been extended into 
the southwestern part of the study area. OWASA policy is that to work best sewers 
need to run downhill so that wastewater will flow using gravity rather than being pumped 
mechanically. Pumps are not desirable because they may fail during storms and they 
involve operating costs for electricity and maintenance.  
 
In March OWASA staff presented a conceptual layout of a sanitary sewer network that 
could provide service to existing lots within the Rogers Road study area.  The 
conceptual layout identifies new lines that would need to be constructed and an existing 
line extended to provide a gravity sanitary sewer service to existing lots. Topography in 
the study area indicates that portions of the study area would best be served with 
gravity sewer falling in different directions from the study area. This includes extending 
the existing line from the south west, a new line to Eubanks Road in the north east and 
a new line to the west which could be provided in cooperation with the Town of 
Carrboro. 
 
Appendix 1 is maps showing a conceptual sewer network plan to serve most of the 
existing lots in the study area. There is one concept for the study area with two 
versions; Concept A serves the Neville Tract and the adjoining 24 acre Harris property 
via a new line to the north. Concept A has greater potential to facilitate subdivision of 
the Harris property. Construction is estimated to cost $ 2.9 million. Concept B serves 
the same properties via a new line to the west. Construction is estimated to cost $ 2.5 
million. Neither Concept A or B serve properties off Sandberg Lane or 3 lots off Merin 
Road.  Concept C shows how gravity sewer could be provided to those lots not served 
by A or B via a new line along Billabong Lane. Billabong Lane is beyond the study area. 
Construction of the lines in Concept C would add $1.3 million to the construction cost of 
Concepts A or B. 
 
Appendix 2 provides more detail from the OWASA on the conceptual sewer network 
plan and a breakdown of the cost to construct the lines. It also sets out indicative non-
construction costs to hook up existing homes to the lines. 
 
The Task Force reviewed the OWASA water and sewer extension policies. In 
accordance with the OWASA policies, benefiting properties would bear the cost of 
extending water and sewer lines.  The Task Force also reviewed the assessment 
process for neighborhoods pursuing water and sewer service. 
 
Members expressed great concern over the ability of existing homeowners to bear the 
cost of installing main lines, hooking up to services and paying utility bills, thereby 
decreasing the affordability of low-cost housing that currently exists in the study area.    
 
 The Task Force believes that the development of housing on the Greene Tract ought 
not proceed without providing current residents of the neighborhood the opportunity to 
be served by sanitary sewer. 
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Appendix 3 outlines the cost per lot to provide sewer with an assessment project. It also 
shows how that cost could be reduced by additional development in the neighborhood, 
increasing the number of lots. In other words how the assessment cost could be 
reduced by splitting it between 200 lots as opposed to 100 lots. 
 
The Task Force recommends that an action plan is made to address sanitary sewer 
provision. The Task Force requests that the Town Council of the Town of Chapel Hill, 
the Board of County Commissioners and the Carrboro Board of Aldermen work with 
OWASA to develop an action plan for the provision of sanitary sewer. 
 
Additional Road Access 
 
Properties in the study area are mostly accessed via Purefoy Drive off Rogers Road. 
Rogers Road is currently classified as a collector street by the North Carolina 
Department of Transportation (NCDOT).  Rogers Road carries approximately 5,000 
vehicles per day, a rise from 3,000 vehicles per day in 1990.  In general traffic on 
Rogers Road increases by 4 to 6 percent per year.  We would anticipate continued 
growth in vehicle traffic along Rogers Road linked to continued development along both 
Homestead Road and Eubanks Road in Chapel Hill and Carrboro.  Purefoy Drive as it 
exists currently is sufficient to accommodate 500 trips per day and will accommodate 
the projected trips from the future Habitat for Humanity development proposed at 
Purefoy Drive.  
 
The Task Force understands that new development in the study area may require 
expansion or upgrade of existing streets.  The Task Force identified the need for 
additional access to the neighborhood and internal road connections. In particular it 
identified the need to have a north-south roadway connection through the study area to 
connect to Eubanks Road.   
 
As Orange County owns approximately 70 percent of the property with frontage on 
Eubanks Road including the landfill site, the future operations center and the future 
animal shelter, the Task Force identified that Orange County needs to be an active 
partner in the small are planning process and in its implementation. The Task Force 
recommends that the Town of Chapel Hill and Orange County act cooperatively to 
secure a roadway corridor through the Orange County property to Eubanks Road.  
 
Appendix 4 is a conceptual road network providing potential access to and internal 
connections in the study area. The Task Force  
 
The Task Force considered options to provide an east to west road connection to the 
neighborhood through the Greene Tract. It identified that this would be constrained by 
the permanent preservation of the Greene Tract and the difficulty in securing a vehicular 
crossing of the railroad. The Task Force considers that a greenway connection should 
be explored through the Greene Tract.  
 
Greene Tract 
 
The Task Force received information from Dave Stancil Director of the Environment and 
Resource Conservation Department at Orange County concerning the environmental 
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sensitivity and importance of the Greene Tract. The Greene Tract lies at the headwaters 
of three watersheds. Excepting the 18.1 acres of the Greene Tract which is identified by 
for housing development by the 2002 Greene Tract Concept Plan, the Task Force 
supports the placement of Conservation Easements on the Greene Tract. 
 
The Task Force believes that the development of housing on the Greene Tract ought 
not proceed without providing current residents of the neighborhood the opportunity to 
be served by sanitary sewer. 
 
Land Uses  
 
In March the Task Force took part in a land use visioning exercise, members expressed 
a preliminary preference for low-density residential, recreational, and small commercial 
land uses in the Rogers Road study area.  Further exercises will be scheduled to 
identify preferred locations for uses within the study area. 
 
Landfill and Establishment of Waste Transfer Center 
 
The Task Force has not actively discussed the operation of the County Landfill. This is 
because this matter is being addressed separately by the Orange County Historic 
Rogers Road Community Task Force. Members of the Rogers Road Small Area Plan 
Task Force have raised concerns about potential contamination of water from the 
landfill site and how contamination might affect future development. Members have also 
raised concerns about the proposed relocation of the Convenience Center. 
 
Conclusion 
 
A small area plan for the Rogers Road Area is essential to coordinate the provision of 
infrastructure and services to the neighborhood. Additional transportation access and 
the provision sanitary sewer are needed to improve the infrastructure of existing 
residents and for the orderly development of housing on the Greene Tract.  
 
The Task Force is greatly concerned about the cost of providing sanitary sewer to 
existing residents of the study area and recommends that the Town Council of the Town 
of Chapel Hill, the Board of County Commissioners, the Carrboro Board of Aldermen 
and the OWASA Board of Directors work together to provide sanitary sewer to the study 
area.  
 
The Task Force believes that the development of housing on the Greene Tract ought 
not proceed without providing current residents of the neighborhood the opportunity to 
be served by sanitary sewer. 
 
The Task Force also recommends that the Town Council of the Town of Chapel Hill and  
the Board of County Commissioners, work together to secure a roadway corridor 
through the Orange County property to Eubanks Road.  
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MEMORANDUM 

 
TO: Gordon Sutherland 
 
FROM: Ed Holland 
 
DATE: June 22, 2007 
 
SUBJECT: Preliminary Concept Plans and Cost Estimates for Providing Sewer 

Service to the Rogers Road Study Area 
 
Background and Overview 
 
Per our recent meetings, OWASA staff has provided three concept plans and associated 
cost estimates (preliminary) for a sewer collection system that could serve the Town of 
Chapel Hill’s study area east of Rogers Road.  Virtually all existing parcels in the study 
area have access to OWASA water lines; therefore, this exercise focused on sewer 
service only.  If the Town or others decide to pursue these or other sewer concepts, 
additional engineering and professional services will be needed to provide site-level 
detail and an overall determination of project feasibility. 
 
The concept plans represent three potential gravity flow configurations.  None 
incorporate sewage pumping stations, which OWASA only approves in unusual 
circumstances where property cannot be served by gravity options.  We have found that 
pumping stations are expensive to maintain and less reliable over time, due to the greater 
risk of mechanical failure and resulting sewage spills, than are gravity systems.  As 
shown in Concepts A and B, wastewater from most of the study area would flow toward 
the upstream portion of a sewer line that the Town of Carrboro is extending 
approximately 900 feet to an area that was annexed in 2006.  According to North 
Carolina annexation laws, that facility must be completed by the end of January 2008. 
 
Our concept drawings do not include portions of the sewer system that will be installed 
for properties within the study area that are being developed by Habitat for Humanity, 
nor do these concept plans anticipate service to most of the Greene Tract, which are 
intended to remain as permanent open space.     
 
Under Concepts A and B, sewer service would not be available to 11 existing parcels in 
the study area, as indicated by purple cross-hatching on the drawings.  Additional sewer 
lines near the southeastern portion of the study area would be needed to serve 10 of those 
11 lots, as shown in Concept C.  None of the three concepts plans could provide sewer 
service to the single small lot in the extreme northwest corner of the study area. 
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Concepts A and B are identical, except for the manner in which gravity service is 
provided to the several parcels immediately west of the Neville Tract.  Concept A, which 
directs gravity flow northward to the new sewer line that will serve the Orange Regional 
Landfill, would be approximately 10 percent more expensive than Concept B, but would 
likely offer gravity service to a greater number of future lots.  Concept B represents a 
slightly less expensive configuration, but may not offer sufficient flexibility if the two 
properties immediately west of the Neville Tract are subdivided for further development.  
These preliminary conclusions still need to be confirmed by engineering analyses and 
field surveys. 
 
Concept C offers sewer service to the 10 existing lots within the study area that could not 
be served by either Concept A or B.  Concept C would also provide service to 
approximately 20 additional lots in the Billabong Lane vicinity, which is outside of the 
delineated Rogers Road study area. 
 
A combination of either Concept A or B,  plus Concept C, would therefore be needed to 
serve all existing properties within the study area, except for the single lot in the 
northwest corner of the study area, which cannot be served by gravity sewer under any of 
the three configurations. 
 
Preliminary Cost Estimates 
 
Project Costs – The table on the next page summarizes the preliminary estimated cost 
components of each concept plan.  These were derived through the same methods used to 
estimate OWASA’s own capital project costs.  Further details are available on request.  
The following important caveats should be observed as these estimates inform the Roger 
Road Small Area planning process: 
 
• If the Town or others decide to pursue these sewer system concepts, additional 

engineering and professional services will be needed to provide site-level detail and 
overall determinations of engineering feasibility. 

 
• Construction cost estimates reported below are only preliminary and are not based 

on any assessment of field conditions.  Cost estimates typically become more 
precise as detailed engineering design proceeds. 

 
• Estimates are based on the best information available as of June 2007.  OWASA 

assumes that project costs will escalate at a rate of 8 percent per year.  We 
recommend that this inflation factor be used in any future interpretation of these 
estimates.  

  
• The overall extent of these concept plans and the number of unserved parcels will 

change in the future if (or as) individual development projects extend new lines to 
currently unsewered properties. 
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• The table includes project costs only.  Additional per lots costs for connecting 

individual properties to the sewer system are discussed in the section below. 
 

Concept Concept Concept Concepts Concepts
A B C A + C B + C

Engineering Design $220,000 $190,000 $100,000 $320,000 $290,000

Construction $2,180,000 $1,900,000 $970,000 $3,150,000 $2,870,000

Construction Administration $110,000 $100,000 $50,000 $160,000 $140,000

Construction Inspection $110,000 $100,000 $50,000 $160,000 $140,000

Contingency $260,000 $230,000 $120,000 $380,000 $340,000

Totals $2,880,000 $2,520,000 $1,290,000 $4,170,000 $3,780,000

Estimated Project Costs of Three Sewer System Concept Plans

 for Chapel Hill's Rogers Road Study Area

 
 
 
Individual Connection Costs – As noted, the preceding table only includes estimates of 
constructing the sewer collection system itself.  Additional per lot costs for connecting to 
the new system would include the following: 
 
OWASA Service Availability Fee – This one-time connection fee represents the 
proportional cost of “buying in” to OWASA’s existing facility infrastructure (main sewer 
lines, treatment plant, etc.) and is assessed according to the square footage of residential 
properties.  The sliding scale of availability fees that will be effective as of October 1, 
2007 ranges from $2,441 for homes of less than 1,300 square feet to $4,514 for homes of 
greater than 3,800 square feet.  Fees for multi-family residences will be $2,645 per unit.  
A different scale of availability fees applies to non-residential sewer connections. 
 
Private Plumbing Costs – The pipe that extends from a building to the OWASA sewer 
line is called a lateral.  Unlike pipes in OWASA’s system, the lateral is part of the private 
property served by the public sewer.  Installation and maintenance of the lateral is the 
responsibility of the property owner, who typically contracts with a private plumber for 
installation.  Costs depend on several factors, especially the distance from the building to 
the OWASA sewer line.  A recent telephone survey of several local plumbers indicated 
prices in the range of $25 per foot.  That is, installation of a 50-foot lateral would cost 
approximately $1,250, a 100-foot lateral would cost approximately $2,500, and so forth. 
 
Sewer Tap Charge – This fee is for physically connecting the private sewer lateral to the 
OWASA sewer line.  The base tap charge, effective as of October 1, 2007, will be $318. 
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Monthly User Fees – In addition to the one-time service availability fee, tap charge, and 
private plumbing costs, all OWASA customers pay monthly water and sewer bills that 
include a fixed service charge plus a water and sewer commodity charge based on the 
number of gallons used each month.  The typical water plus sewer bill of a residential 
customer using an average of 6,000 gallons per month will generally range from $60 and 
$70 per month.  Bills will vary according to the actual amount of water used. 
 
OWASA staff has appreciated the opportunity of providing this information to support 
Chapel Hill’s Rogers Road Small Area Planning process and will be glad to answer 
questions or provide further details as needed.       

 

     
 _______________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________ 

      Edward A. Holland, AICP 
      Planning Director 
 
attachments 
cc:  Mason Crum, P.E.  



June 21, 2007

SAMPLE FINANCIAL ANALYSIS: Sewer Asessment project with Town Assistance*
OWASA SEWER EXTENSION INTO ROGERS ROAD STUDY AREA
*To receive Town assitance calculation assumes property is in town limits
CONCEPT A:  ROGERS ROAD WITHIN TOWN LIMITS (ANNEXATION)

COST DISTRIBUTION ON PER-LOT BASIS(excluding proposed Habitat project)

EST. COST OF PROJECT FOR CONCEPT A $2,900,000
# OF LOTS 50
TOWN ASSISTANCE PER LOT (UPPER LIMIT) $4,500
TOTAL TOWN REIMBURSEMENT (if funds were available) $225,000.00
TOTAL ASSESSMENT COST AFTER ASSISTANCE $2,675,000.00

TOTAL ASSESSMENT FEE PER LOT (AFTER ASSISTANCE) $53,500.00

UPFRONT SEWER TAP FEE $318
UPFRONT AVAILABILITY FEE (dependent on sq ft of house) 1000 1500 2000 2500
AVAILABILITY FEE (Oct1,2007) $2,441.00 $2,949.00 $3,001.00 $3,677.00
UPFRONT PLUMBING EXTENSION COST PER LINEAR FT $25.00 $25.00 $25.00 $25.00
ESTIMATED COST FOR 100 LINEAR FT $2,500.00 $2,500.00 $2,500.00 $2,500.00

TOTAL COST TO CONSTRUCT & RECEIVE SERVICE PER LOT $58,759.00 $59,267.00 $59,319.00 $59,995.00

Average Household Gallons Consumed/Month 6,000g  
Monthly Bill $59.00  
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CONCEPT A:  ROGERS ROAD WITHIN TOWN LIMITS (ANNEXATION)
COST DISTRIBUTION ON PER-LOT BASIS(excluding proposed Habitat project)
Assuming 50 additional lots created by new development

EST. COST OF PROJECT FOR CONCEPT A $2,900,000
# OF LOTS 100
TOWN ASSISTANCE PER EXISTING LOT (UPPER LIMIT) $4,500
TOTAL TOWN REIMBURSEMENT (if funds were available) $225,000.00
TOTAL ASSESSMENT COST AFTER ASSISTANCE $2,675,000.00

TOTAL ASSESSMENT FEE PER LOT (AFTER ASSISTANCE) $26,750.00

UPFRONT SEWER TAP FEE $318
UPFRONT AVAILABILITY FEE (dependent on sq ft of house) 1000 1500 2000 2500
AVAILABILITY FEE (Oct1,2007) $2,441.00 $2,949.00 $3,001.00 $3,677.00
UPFRONT PLUMBING EXTENSION COST PER LINEAR FT $25.00 $25.00 $25.00 $25.00
ESTIMATED COST FOR 100 LINEAR FT $2,500.00 $2,500.00 $2,500.00 $2,500.00

TOTAL COST TO CONSTRUCT & RECEIVE SERVICE PER LOT $32,009.00 $32,517.00 $32,569.00 $33,245.00

Average Household Gallons Consumed/Month 6,000g  
Monthly Bill $59.00  
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CONCEPT A:  ROGERS ROAD WITHIN TOWN LIMITS (ANNEXATION)
COST DISTRIBUTION ON PER-LOT BASIS(excluding proposed Habitat project)
Assuming 100 additional lots created by new development

EST. COST OF PROJECT FOR CONCEPT A $2,900,000
# OF LOTS 150
TOWN ASSISTANCE PER EXISTING LOT (UPPER LIMIT) $4,500
TOTAL TOWN REIMBURSEMENT (if funds were available) $225,000.00
TOTAL ASSESSMENT COST AFTER ASSISTANCE $2,675,000.00

TOTAL ASSESSMENT FEE PER LOT (AFTER ASSISTANCE) $17,833.33

UPFRONT SEWER TAP FEE $318
UPFRONT AVAILABILITY FEE (dependent on sq ft of house) 1000 1500 2000 2500
AVAILABILITY FEE (Oct1,2007) $2,441.00 $2,949.00 $3,001.00 $3,677.00
UPFRONT PLUMBING EXTENSION COST PER LINEAR FT $25.00 $25.00 $25.00 $25.00
ESTIMATED COST FOR 100 LINEAR FT $2,500.00 $2,500.00 $2,500.00 $2,500.00

TOTAL COST TO CONSTRUCT & RECEIVE SERVICE PER LOT $23,092.33 $23,600.33 $23,652.33 $24,328.33

Average Household Gallons Consumed/Month 6,000g  
Monthly Bill $59.00  



June 21, 2007

CONCLUSIONS:
Concept A (50 existing lots) PER LOT COST WITH TOWN ASSISTANCE TO EXISTING LOTS:

  $59,000 to $60,000 + MONTHLY BILL

Concept A (50 existing lots + 50 new lots) PER LOT COST WITH TOWN ASSISTANCE TO EXISTING LOTS:  
   $32,000 to $33,300 + MONTHLY BILL

Concept A (50 existing lots + 100 new lots) PER LOT COST WITH TOWN ASSISTANCE TO EXISTING LOTS  
 $23,000 to $24,400 + MONTHLY BILL

***THESE FIGURES COULD INCREASE OVER TIME WITH RISING CONSTRUCTION COSTS; 
OWASA ESTIMATES CONSTUCTION COSTS COULD INCREASE 8%   PER YEAR







AGENDA #2 
 

MEMORANDUM 
 
TO:  Mayor and Town Council 
 
FROM: Roger L. Stancil, Town Manager    
 
SUBJECT: Concept Plan: Village Plaza Office and Retail Project at 141 South Elliott Road  
 
DATE: June 16, 2008 
 

PURPOSE 
 

Tonight, the Council considers a Concept Plan for the Village Plaza Office and Retail Project at 
141 South Elliott Road. The applicant’s proposal involves modification of the Village Plaza 
Movie Theatre Special Use Permit approved by the Town Council on January 27, 2003. The 
Concept Plan proposes three new buildings: two on the past Village Plaza movie theater site and 
one on the adjacent Village Plaza Shopping Center site, owned by Mark Properties. The proposal 
also includes a redesign of adjacent parking spaces on the Whole Foods site.  

The attached memorandum for the Concept Plan proposal includes background information on 
the Concept Plan process, the applicant’s materials, and additional related information.   
 

RECOMMENDATION 
 
We recommend that the Council consider the Concept Plan, and adopt the attached Resolution 
transmitting comments to the applicant. Nothing stated by individual Council members this 
evening can be construed as an official position or commitment on the part of a Council member 
with respect to the position they may take when and if a formal application for development is 
subsequently submitted and comes before the Council for formal consideration. 



CONCEPT PLAN PROPOSAL 
 
TO: Roger L. Stancil, Town Manager 
 
FROM: J.B. Culpepper, Planning Director 
 Gene Poveromo, Planning Manager 
 
SUBJECT: Concept Plan:  Village Plaza Office and Retail Project at 141 South Elliott Road  
 (File No. 9799-14-8584) 
 
DATE: June 16, 2008 
 

INTRODUCTION 
 
Attached is a proposal for a Concept Plan for the Village Plaza Office and Retail Project. The 
applicant’s proposal involves a modification of the Village Plaza Special Use Permit approved 
by the Town Council on January 27, 2003. The Special Use Permit encumbers two adjacent lots: 
property owned by Eastern Federal Company and property owned by Mark Properties. The 
Eastern Federal Company property is currently vacant. Mark Properties contains the southern 
portion of the Village Plaza Shopping Center. The Council has the opportunity tonight to hear 
this applicant’s presentation, receive a set of comments from the Community Design 
Commission, hear public comment, and offer suggestions to the applicant for consideration as 
further plans are drawn.  At the conclusion of the evening’s discussion, we recommend that the 
Council adopt the attached Resolution transmitting comments to the applicant. 
 

BACKGROUND 
 

February 5, 2002  An application for a Special Use Permit was submitted to expand 
Village Plaza Theaters.  

January 27, 2003 The Special Use Permit was approved for Phase I (demolition of 
the existing theater) and Phase II (construction of a 10-screen 
theater with 1,600 seats).  

September 11, 2003 A Demolition Permit for the Village Plaza Theaters was issued.  

January 26, 2004  The Council granted expedited review to Village Plaza Theaters 
for an application to modify the 2003 Special Use Permit 
regarding improvements to Driveway “D.”  

 The work associated with the driveway improvements was never 
begun.  

April 16, 2008 The Community Design Commission reviewed a Concept Plan on 
for an Office-Retail Project with 58,193 square feet of floor are 
proposed for three buildings.  
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Summary Minutes from the April 16, 2008 Community Design Commission meeting are 
attached. The proposal reviewed by the Community Design Commission is identical to the 
proposal before the Council tonight.  
 
The Land Use Plan, a component of the Comprehensive Plan, identified the site as Commercial. 
The site is currently vacant; the Village Plaza Theaters have been demolished. The Village Plaza 
Shopping Center exists on both sides of the vacant theater site. 
 

PROJECT DESCRIPTION 
 

This Concept Plan proposal is for an office and retail development. The proposed project 
includes 58,193 square feet of floor area for: 1) two buildings on the Eastern Federal site, and 
2) one building on the Mark Properties site. The largest building is proposed on the Eastern 
Federal site, previous location of the Village Plaza Theater. A 3-story building is proposed to 
contain 54,000 square feet of floor area in two separate structures connected on the second 
and third floors. An open air plaza is proposed between the two connected sections of the 
building at the ground level. Retail area is proposed on the first floor. The second and third 
floors are proposed for office use.  
 
Two single-story outbuildings are proposed along S. Elliott Road. One on the Eastern Federal 
site is proposed to contain 2,193 square feet of floor area. The other building on the adjacent 
property owned by Mark Properties is proposed to contain 2,000 square feet of floor area.  
 
The applicant proposes 80 parking spaces using existing parking spaces on the Village Plaza 
site and redesigning adjacent parking spaces on the Whole Foods. The 10.9-acre site is 
located in the Community Commercial (CC) zoning district. The site is identified as Orange 
County Parcel Identifier Numbers 9799-14-8584 and 9799-24-2361.  
 

ELEMENTS OF REVIEW 
 
The Town Council and Community Design Commission, in examining Concept Plan proposals, 
are to consider the various aspects of design, with special emphasis on whether the proposed 
development is consistent with the Town’s Design Guidelines and the Goals and Objectives of 
the Town’s Comprehensive Plan.  
 
The Concept Plan review process does not involve staff evaluation of the proposal. Review of 
the submitted Concept Plan is conducted by the Community Design Commission and, in some 
instances, the Town Council. 
 
Pursuant to the provisions of Section 4.3 of the Town’s Land Use Management Ordinance, 
tonight’s Concept Plan review affords Council members the opportunity to provide individual 
reactions to the overall concept of the development which is being contemplated for future 
application.   
 

RECOMMENDATION 
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We recommend that the Council review this Concept Plan, receive comments from citizens, and 
adopt the attached Resolution transmitting comments to the applicant. 
 

ATTACHMENTS 
 

1. Section 4.3 Concept Plan Review, Land Use Management Ordinance (p. 5). 
2. April 16, 2008 Community Design Commission Concept Plan Summary (p. 8).  
3. January 27, 2003 Special Use Permit (p. 11). [PDF version also available (58 KB)] 
4. Concept Plan application materials (7 MB pdf) (p. 16). 
5. Area Map (p. 26).  



A RESOLUTION TRANSMITTING COUNCIL COMMENTS ON A CONCEPT PLAN 
FOR THE VILLAGE PLAZA OFFICE AND RETAIL PROJECT AT 141 SOUTH 
ELLIOTT ROAD (2008-06-16/R-2) 
 
WHEREAS, a Concept Plan has been submitted for review by the Council of the Town of 
Chapel Hill, for the Village Plaza Office and Retail Project; and 
 
WHEREAS, the Council has heard presentations for the applicant, and citizens; and 
 
WHEREAS, the Council has discussed the proposal, with Council members offering reactions 
and suggestions; 
 
NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED by the Council of the Town of Chapel Hill that the 
Council transmits comments to the applicant regarding this proposal, as expressed by Council 
members during discussions on June 16, 2008, and reflected in minutes of that meeting. 
 
This the 16th day of June, 2008. 



4.3 Concept Plan Review 
 
Purpose Statement:  It is the intent of the Site Analysis Data and Conceptual 
Development Plan process to provide an opportunity for the Town Council, Town 
Manager, the Community Design Commission and citizens to review and evaluate the 
impact of a major development proposal on the character of the area in which it is 
proposed to be located.  This process is intended to take into consideration the general 
form of the land before and after development as well as the spatial relationships of the 
proposed structures, open spaces, landscaped areas, and general access and circulation 
patterns as they relate to the proposed development and the surrounding area. 
 
4.3.1 Applicability 
 
(a) Proposals Subject to Review by Community Design Commission 
 
This Section applies to any: 
 

(1) Special Use Permit or a Special Use Permit Modification; or 
 

(2) Master Land Use Plan or a Master Land Use Plan Modification; or 
 

(3) Major Subdivisions. 
 
(b) Proposals Subject to Additional Review by Town Council  
 

(1) An application that meets any of the minimum thresholds established in 
subsections (1) or (2), below, shall require Town Council review as 
provided in Section 4.3.2, below, in addition to Community Design 
Commission review: 

 
Thresholds 
(minimum) 

TC-1, TC-2 Zoning 
Districts 

All Other Zoning Districts 

Land Area  15,000 square feet 5 acres 
Floor Area 20,000 square feet 100,000 square feet 
Dwelling Units 35 dwelling units 50 dwelling units 
 

(2) If an application does not meet the thresholds established in subsection 
(1), above, the applicant may request review by the Town Council.  The 
Town Council may determine to review the application, or it may decline 
to review the application.  Such request shall be filed at least fifteen (15) 
days in advance of a regular meeting of the Town Council.  The Town 
Council’s determination shall be rendered at its next regular meeting after 
receiving a complete request for Town Council review. 

 



4.3.2 Procedures  
 
(a) Application Submittal Requirements 
 
Applications for Site Analysis Data and Conceptual Development Plan review shall be 
filed with the Town Manager.  The Town Manager shall prescribe the form(s) on which 
information shall be submitted.  Forms shall include the name and address of the 
applicant, the name and address of the owner of each zoning lot involved, and the 
relationship of the applicant and property owner in connection with the plan.  If the 
applicant or property owner is an entity other than an individual, the plans shall also 
include detailed information regarding the principals of the entity.  Forms shall include 
the name of the project principals and indicate the project principals development 
experience.  The Town Manager shall prescribe any other material that may reasonably 
be required to determine compliance with this Chapter and relationship to the Town’s 
Comprehensive Plan with sufficient copies for necessary referrals and records. 
 
No application shall be accepted by the Town Manager unless it complies with such 
submittal requirements.  Applications that are not complete shall be returned forthwith to 
the applicant, with a notation of the deficiencies in the applications 
 
(b) Time Frame for Action on Concept Plans 
 
Upon receipt of a complete Concept Plan, the Town Manager shall forward all 
information submitted by the applicant for review by the Community Design 
Commission within thirty (30) days. 
 
(c) Aspects of Review 
 
The Town Council and Community Design Commission, in examining development 
applications, are to consider the various aspects of design, with special emphasis on 
whether the proposed development is consistent with the Town’s Design Guidelines and 
the Goals and Objectives of the Town’s Comprehensive Plan. 
 
(d) Community Design Commission Review 
 

(1) The Community Design Commission shall review the application and 
shall submit its written recommendation to the applicant and Town 
Council, if applicable.   

 
(2) The Community Design Commission shall consider public comments and 

shall base its recommendation on its determination of whether or not the 
application conforms to applicable provisions of this Chapter. 

 
(3) The Community Design Commission shall provide its recommendations to 

the applicant within thirty-five (35) days of the meeting at which a complete 
application is considered, or within such further time consented to in writing 



by the applicant or by Town Council resolution.  If the Community Design 
Commission fails to prepare its recommendation to the applicant within this 
time limit, or extensions thereof, that agency shall be deemed to recommend 
the application without conditions. 

 
(e) Town Council Review 
 

(1) After receiving the recommendations of the Community Design 
Commission, the Town Council shall review the application in the same 
manner as prescribed in subsection (d), above.  The Town Council may 
appoint a subcommittee to review the application.  The Mayor shall 
determine the membership of the subcommittee.   

 
(2) The Town Council may conduct its review concurrent with the 

Community Design Commission. 
 
(3) After considering public comments and the recommendations of the 

Community Design Commission, the Town Council shall adopt a 
resolution transmitting its preliminary recommendations to the applicant.   

 
4.3.3 Criteria  

 
The Concept Plan is a preliminary step toward the preparation of a formal development 
plan.  All Concept Plans should demonstrate a high quality of overall site design.  The 
design and construction of site elements should include appropriate descriptions and 
explanations of the relationship and balance among site elements, the relationship of the 
development to natural features, neighboring developments and undeveloped land, access 
and circulation systems, retention of natural vegetation, minimal alteration of natural 
topography, mitigation of erosion and sedimentation, mitigation of stormwater drainage 
and flooding, arrangement and orientation of buildings and amenities in relation to each 
other and to neighboring developments and streets, landscaping, preservation or 
enhancement of vistas, and mitigation of traffic impacts. 
 



 
 
 
 

PLANNING
Town of Chapel Hill

405 Martin Luther King Jr. Blvd.
Chapel Hill, NC  27514 

phone (919) 968-2728    fax (919) 969-2014
www.townofchapelhill.org

CONCEPT PLAN REVIEW SUMMARY MINUTES 
COMMUNITY DESIGN COMMISSION 

WEDNESDAY, APRIL 16, 2008, 7:00 P.M. 
 

Chairperson Jonathan Whitney called the meeting to order at 7:00 p.m. Commission members 
present were Mark Broadwell, George Cianciolo, Chris Culbreth, Kathryn James, Gretchen 
MacNair, Glenn Parks, Amy Ryan, and Jonathan Whitney (Chair) Staff members present were 
Kay Pearlstein, Senior Planner and Kay Tapp Senior Planning Technician.  
 

VILLAGE PLAZA OFFICE-RETAIL PROJECT at 141 SOUTH ELLIOTT ROAD 
File No. 9799-14-8584 

 
The Town has received a request from EFC Village Plaza Development LLC for review of the 
Village Plaza Office-Retail Project at 141 South Elliott Road. The Concept Plan proposes to 
redevelop portions of the Village Plaza Shopping Center. The 10.92-acre site is located at 141 S. 
Elliott Road and encumbers the Village Plaza Shopping complex and the former location of the 
Village Plaza Movie Theater. The Concept Plan proposes construction of three buildings including 
58,193 square feet of floor area for office and retail use. Two of the three buildings are propose as 
outbuildings along Elliott Road. The proposal includes using existing parking spaces on the 
Village Plaza site. Some redesign of adjacent parking spaces on the Whole Foods site is also 
proposed. The 10.92-acre site is located in the Community Commercial (CC) zoning district and is 
identified as Orange County Parcel Identifier Numbers 9799-14-8584 and 9799-24-2361.  
 
CONCEPT PLAN PRESENTATION
The applicants for the Village Plaza Shopping Center presented a power point presentation of the 
proposed buildings, access, and parking locations. A Concept Plan was presented for an 
office/retail building and two buildings proposed on outparcels.  
 
CITIZEN COMMENTS 
No citizens spoke on the Concept Plan. 
 
COMMISSION COMMENTS 

1. Commissioner Amy Ryan liked the greenway connection from the proposed office/retail 
building though she wanted to see the building tied to the adjacent retail developments. She 
stated that it should read as a whole site rather than three different developments and that 
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parking lots should appear unified as well. The appearance of the buildings should use 
similar materials and other unifying features to improve the appearance of the overall site.  
She wanted the parking lots to flow together to improve internal circulation rather be 
disjointed. 
 
Commissioner Ryan stated that the two outbuildings should be within the same two Elliott 
Road driveways and not separated by driveways.   
 

2. Commissioner Jonathan Whitney supported the close proximity of the outbuildings to each 
other and suggested that they be located within the same landscaped island along Elliott 
Road. 

 
3. Commissioner Glenn Parks wanted to understand why the applicant chose to located the 

buildings at the rear of the lot rather than pulled closer to Elliott Road. He recommended 
that parking be located at the rear of the new buildings rather than front. The applicant 
replied that the buildings were located to the rear of the lot in order to improve vehicular 
circulation throughout the entire Village Plaza site, since all parking lots are in the front of 
the existing buildings.  
 
Commissioner Parks stated that the infill development appeared “hostile” and not part of 
the overall development. He supported the relationship of the buildings to the greenway 
connection that was proposed. 
 
Commissioner Parks also wanted to know the applicant’s goals for energy management for 
the project. The applicant replied that he had not yet worked that out.  
 

4. Commissioner Kathryn James wanted the applicant to design longer parking bays rather 
than short rows. She liked the design of the buildings and the marking proposed between 
the office/retail building to the greenway.  
 

5. Commissioner Chris Culbreth thought that the layout of the office/retail building and 
parking areas would work well on the site; however he wanted to see the outbuildings 
connected and not separated as proposed. 
 

6. Commissioner Gretchen MacNair thought that a 3-story building, as proposed by the 
applicant, would be imposing if located along the Elliott Road frontage. She supported the 
location and design as proposed. 
 

7. Commissioner Mark Broadwell thought that the office/retail buildings should be brought 
closer to Elliott Road. He stated that the applicant’s reason for keeping the buildings to the 
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rear of the site to allow for improved vehicular circulation does not work. He stated that 
when he visits the site, he always returns to Elliott Road to get to another part of Village 
Plaza and does not drive through the site because it is too difficult and faster to use Elliott 
Road. 

 
SUMMARY COMMENTS 
The Commission generally supported the applicant’s Concept Plan for Village Plaza Office/Retail 
building and outbuildings. There was disagreement concerning the layout of the site: 1) to bring 
the office/retail building closer to Elliott Road or to keep to the rear of the lot as proposed by the 
applicant. It was also recommended that the outbuildings be located closer to each other with a 
strong relationship to one another. The Commission believed that vehicular circulation within the 
site will be an issue. 
 
Prepared by: 
Jonathan Whitney, Chair 
Kay Pearlstein, Staff 

 
 



Prepared by:  Gene Poveromo, Planning Department 

 
 

TOWN OF CHAPEL HILL 
 

 
ORANGE COUNTY                                                                                                       NORTH CAROLINA 

  
SPECIAL USE PERMIT 

 
KNOW ALL MEN BY THESE PRESENTS, that the undersigned property owner(s), Eastern Federal Corporation and Triangle V II 
L. P., having applied to the Town of Chapel Hill for a Special Use Permit for the use and development of the property hereinafter 
described the same was issued by the Town of Chapel Hill on January 27, 2003, the terms of which are as follows: 
 
NAME OF PROJECT:   Village Plaza Shopping Center Renovation  
 
NAME OF DEVELOPER:  Eastern Federal Corporation and Triangle V II L. P. 
 
 

DESCRIPTION OF PREMISE
 
LOCATION:  Village Plaza Shopping Center on South Elliott Road.   
 
TAX MAP REFERENCE:  The site is identified as Chapel Hill Township Tax Map 46, Block B, Lot 11, PIN 9799242361, Tax Map 
46, Block B, Lot 11B, PIN 9799148584.  
 

DESCRIPTION OF DEVELOPMENT
 
Net Land Area:    475,632 s.f.  Total # of Buildings:   10 (8 existing, 2 new) 
 
Maximum # of Parking Spaces:  490   Minimum Number of Bicycle Spaces: 87 
  
Maximum Floor Area Total:  110,034 s.f. Minimum Outdoor Space:   407,920 s.f.  
 
Maximum # of Movie Theater Screens: 10  Minimum Livability Space:  154,242 s.f. 
 
Maximum # of Movie Theater Seats: 1,600     
 

SPECIAL TERMS AND CONDITIONS
 
Development according to the Site Plan dated July 17, 2002 (on file in the Chapel Hill Planning Department), with the following 
modifications of regulations: 
 

1. Modification of Subsection 13.11.1 and 5.5.2.1 to allow a minimum of 154,242 square feet of livability 
space. 

2.  Modification of Subsection 14.6.6 (a) to allow less than a five-foot landscape strip between portions of the 
buildings and adjacent parking areas. 

3. Modification of Subsection 14.6.7 to allow a minimum of 490 parking spaces. 
4. Modification of Subsection 5.5.2.2 to allow impervious surface areas associated with this development to 

encumber 24% of the Resource Conservation District. 
  

Stipulation Specific to the Development 
 

1. That construction begin by January 27, 2005 and be completed by January 27, 2006. 
 

2. Land Use Intensity: This Special Use Permit authorizes business-convenience use and the demolition of 24,797 square feet of 
floor and land use intensity requirements as specified below: 

 
Net Land Area:   475,632 s.f. Total Number of Buildings:  10 (8 existing, 2 new) 
Maximum Floor Area:  110,034 s.f. Maximum # of Movie Theater Screens: 10 
Maximum # of Movie Theater Seats: 1,600  Minimum Outdoor Space:   407,920 s.f. 
Minimum Livability Space:  154,242 s.f. *Minimum # of Parking Spaces:  490 
Minimum # of Bicycle Spaces:  87



Prepared by:  Gene Poveromo, Planning Department 
*Parking spaces may be decreased in order to accommodate pedestrian crosswalks/walkways between the proposed Elliott Road 
sidewalk and the shopping center buildings. 
 

3. That the location of the box office be shifted to the southern edge of the theater building. 
 

Stipulations Related to Access and Circulation 
 

4.  Elliott Road Access Driveway “C and D”: That the applicant improve the two northern most driveways (driveway “C and D”) 
along Elliott Road to provide 30-foot wide driveways with striped left and right turn lanes exiting the site, stop signs and one lane 
entering the site.  That, if practical, the reconstructed driveways shall intersect Elliott Road at a 90 degree angle.  The final design 
and configuration of these two reconstructed driveways along Elliott Road shall be reviewed and approved by the Town Manager 
prior to the issuance of a Zoning Compliance Permit. 

 
5. Elliott Road Sidewalk: That the applicant: 
 

a) 

b) 

c) 

d) 

e) 

Construct a minimum width five-foot wide sidewalk along the Elliott Road frontage of the Village Plaza site beginning on 
the south side of access driveway “D” and terminating on east side of access driveway “A”.   The sidewalk shall connect to 
the proposed Booker Creek Greenway trail spur near the east side of access drive “A.”  
 
That the sidewalk be installed directly adjacent to the parking lot curb rather than adjacent to Elliott Road.  If deemed 
necessary by the Town Manager in order to minimize the impact on the street trees and to provide suitable space for 
supplemental planting necessary to screen the parking lot, the applicant shall adjust the existing parking lot curb location.  
The final location and design of the sidewalk and parking lot curb, including wheel stops shall be reviewed and approved by 
the Town Manager. 

That the installation of the sidewalk includes a connection to the Elliott Road bus stops.  
 
That, if a portion of the sidewalk is constructed outside of the public right-of-way, prior to the issuance of a Zoning 
Compliance Permit, the applicant shall submit a copy of a recorded pedestrian access and public maintenance easement for 
the portion of the sidewalk outside of the public right-of-way.  The maintenance easement shall extend to a point one-foot 
behind the inside edge of the sidewalk.  The easement document shall be reviewed and approved by the Town Manager prior 
to recordation at the Orange County Register of Deeds. 
 
That the final plans include signage, to be approved by the Town Manager, indicating that the sidewalk connection provides 
access to the Booker Creek Greenway and US 15-501. 
  

6. Pedestrian Connection to Booker Creek Greenway: That the applicant construct a pedestrian connection between the Booker 
Creek Greenway and the back of the movie theater.  The location and design of this pedestrian connection shall be reviewed and 
approved by the Town Manager prior to the issuance of a Zoning Compliance Permit. 

 
7. Traffic Signal Timing Plans: That prior to the issuance of a Zoning Compliance Permit, the applicant provide a payment-in-lieu of 

$5,000 for the design and implementation of a traffic signal timing plan. 
 
8. Elliott Road Bus Shelters: That prior to the issuance of a Zoning Compliance Permit the applicant provide a payment-in-lieu of 

$10,000 for two bus shelters, and associated improvements, at the existing bus stops in front of the Village Plaza Shopping 
Center.  The applicant may provide the approved shelter prior to issuance of a Certificate of Occupancy instead of providing the 
payment-in-lieu. 

 
9. Booker Creek Greenway Easements: That prior to the issuance of a Zoning Compliance Permit, the applicant shall provide 

recorded copies of the following easements, as reviewed and approved by the Town Manager: 
 

a) Temporary construction access easement across the eastern entrance drive and parking lot that lies east of the Spa Health 
Club; 

 
b) Temporary construction access and staging easements over the portion of the property that lies east of Booker Creek; and  
 
c) Permanent public greenway easement that would allow the Town to construct, access and maintain a continuation of the 

existing trail across the property. 
 

Exact dimensions and specific location of these easements shall be determined, through discussion between staff and the 
developer, prior to the issuance of a Zoning Compliance Permit.  The easement document(s) shall be recorded with the Orange 
County Register of Deeds Office and a copy of the recorded document shall be submitted to the Town.  This easement shall be 
reviewed and approved by the Town Manager prior to recordation.  

 
10. Booker Creek Greenway Cost Sharing Payment:  That the applicant agrees to participate in cost sharing for the construction of the 

Booker Creek Greenway by providing a $10,000 payment.  
 
11. New Vehicular Connection to the Whole Foods Shopping Center: That the applicant provide a service vehicle access driveway 

connection between the proposed development and the Whole Foods shopping center.  The access drive shall permit 
uninterrupted travel between Village Plaza driveway “A” on Elliott Road and the Whole Foods shopping center.  The access drive 
shall be located behind the Village Plaza shopping center, adjacent to the site’s eastern property line.   

 
12. Construction Access and Maintenance Easements:  That prior to the issuance of a Zoning Compliance Permit, the applicant shall 

provide a temporary construction and permanent maintenance easement for off-site improvements associated with the proposed 
Village Plaza Development.   

 
The easement document(s) shall be recorded with the Orange County Register of Deeds Office and a copy of the recorded 
document shall be submitted to the Town.  This easement shall be reviewed and approved by the Town Manager prior to 
recordation. 

 



13. Ingress, Egress Easement: That the applicant shall provide an ingress and egress access on Village Plaza site (aka Lot #1 and Lot 
#2 Village Plaza) permitting tenants and customers from the Whole Foods and Gateway Commons properties vehicular and 
service vehicle ingress, egress and regress across and between the Whole Foods/Gateway Commons properties and Lot #1 and 
Lot #2 Village Plaza.  The easement shall be approved by the Town Manager and recorded at the Orange County Register of 
Deeds Office, and copies of the agreement shall be submitted to the Town of Chapel Hill prior to the issuance of a Zoning 
Compliance Permit. 

 
14. That the property owner provide at least two on-site security monitors during the hours 6:00 p.m.-9:00 p.m. on Friday and 

Saturday nights, and from 1:00 p.m.-6:00 p.m. on Saturday and Sunday afternoons, to direct traffic flows for the purpose of 
directing theater patrons to park on the applicant’s site and discourage theater patrons from parking on adjacent properties.  The 
cost for providing such monitors shall be the responsibility of this property owner.  

 
15. Parking Lots: That all parking lots, drive aisles and parking spaces associated with the proposed development shall be constructed 

to Town standards. 
 
16. Parking Lot Crosswalks/Walkways: That two additional crosswalks/walkways shall be provided in the parking lot for pedestrian 

movements between the proposed Elliott Road sidewalk and the shopping center buildings.  The crosswalks/walkways shall be 
located at or near Driveway “B” and “C.” Parking lot landscaping shall not be modified however, parking spaces may be 
decreased in order to accommodate the crosswalks/walkways.  Final crosswalk/walkway locations shall be reviewed and 
approved by the Town Manager. 

 
17. Park and Ride Spaces: The applicant shall reserve a minimum of 20 parking spaces for the Town’s Park and Ride program.  

Spaces shall be reserved between 6:00 a.m. and 6:00 p.m. Monday through Friday.  The parking spaces shall be located within 
200 feet of a bus stop and adjacent to the proposed Elliott Road sidewalk.  Prior to the issuance of a Certificate of Occupancy, the 
applicant shall install signage, approved by the Town Manager, for the reservation and designation of these parking spaces. 

 
18. Transportation Management Plan: That the applicant provide a Transportation Management Plan to be approved by the Town 

Manager prior to the issuance of a Zoning Compliance Permit.  The required components of the Transportation Management Plan 
shall include: 

 
a. Provision for designation of a Transportation Coordinator; 
b. Provision for an annual Transportation Survey and Annual Report to the Town Manager; 
c. Quantifiable traffic reduction goals and objectives; 
d. Ridesharing incentives; and 
e. Public transit incentives. 

 
The plan shall be updated and approved annually by the Town Manager.  

 
19. Bicycle Parking:  That the development shall comply with the Town’s Design Manual for bicycle parking standards as follows:  
 

Total Number or Required Spaces:  87 
Number of Class I Spaces:   18 
Number of Class II Spaces:  69 

 
The 87 bicycle parking spaces, including the Class I Spaces, shall be distributed proportionally around the site.  The applicant 
shall install signage identifying the location of Class I spaces.  The applicant provide shower and locker facilities. 
 

Stipulations Related to Landscape and Architectural Elements 
 

20. Required Landscape Bufferyard: That the following landscape buffers are required: 
 

Elliott Road: between US 15-501 and Driveway ‘A’: Minimum 15’ Type ‘A’ Buffer 
Remaining Elliott Road frontage: Alternative Type ‘A’ Buffer (as authorized by the Town Council) 
US 15-501 frontage: Minimum 75’ Type ‘D’ Buffer 
Whole Foods property line: Alternate Type ‘B’ Buffer (as authorized by the Town Council) 
Staples & Eastgate property lines: Existing off-site buffer 
Days Inn property line: Existing off-site buffer and Minimum 30’ on site Type ‘B’ Buffer 

 
21. Alternative Landscape Bufferyards: That the details for all alternate landscape bufferyards shall be reviewed and approved by the 

Community Design Commission prior to the issuance of a Zoning Compliance Permit. 
 

22. Landscape Protection Plan: That a detailed landscape protection plan shall be approved by the Town Manager prior to issuance of 
a Zoning Compliance Permit.  This plan shall include a detail of protective fencing; and construction parking and materials 
staging/storage areas. This plan shall also indicate which labeled trees are proposed to be removed and where tree protection 
fencing will be installed. 
 

23. Landscape Plan Approval: That detailed landscape plans (including buffers), landscape maintenance plans, and parking lot 
shading requirements be approved by the Town Manager prior to issuance of a Zoning Compliance Permit.  The landscape plan 
shall indicate the size, type, and location of all proposed plantings. 

 
24. Parking Lot Screening: That all parking areas shall be screened from view in accordance with the provisions of Section 14.12.7 of 

the Development Ordinance.  The screening plans shall be approval by the Town Manager. 
 

25. Community Design Commission Approval: That the Community Design Commission shall review and approve details for all 
authorized alternative bufferyards, building elevation details, and lighting plans prior to the issuance of a Zoning Compliance 
Permit.   

 



Stipulations Related To Stormwater Management 
 

26. Stormwater Management Plan: That a Stormwater Management Plan shall be approved by the Town Manager prior to issuance of 
a Zoning Compliance Permit. Based on the 1-year, 2-year and 25-year storms, the post-development stormwater run-off rate shall 
not exceed the pre-development rate.  Depending on the development site location, size in area and the condition of the existing 
conveyance system and associated lands, the Manager may waive or change the peak discharge rate criteria in part or in whole if, 
based on an approved Stormwater Management Plan, it is demonstrated that detention would intensify existing peak discharges or 
may cause other problems on abutting or downstream properties. In addition, the plans shall show all storm drainage outlets and 
address any impact the stormwater from these outlets may have on abutting properties. 

 
27. Operations and Maintenance Plans: That an Operations and Maintenance Plan for all engineered structures shall be reviewed and 

approved by the Town Manager prior to the issuance of a Zoning Compliance Permit.   
 
28. Stormwater Easements: That the final plans and final plat include an easement titled “Reserved Storm Drainageway.”  The 

easement shall be included on all engineered stormwater features located above and below ground including pipes, streams, and 
ditches that carry water to and from abutting properties. All said easement shall be located on a plat and recorded at the Orange 
County Register of Deeds prior to the issuance of a Zoning Compliance Permit. 

 
Unless specifically designated by the Town as “Public,” drainage features and infrastructure, within the “Reserved Storm 
Drainageway” shall be considered private and the responsibility of the property owner. Drainage easements are not required for 
drainage structures and conveyance systems that handle internal stormwater runoff within a single lot or parcel.  This detail shall 
be noted on the final plans.  

 
29. Best Management Practices: That the applicant provide verification that the proposed bio-retention facility will provide for the 

removal of at least 85% of the suspended solids in the stormwater runoff prior to the stormwater run-off leaving the site.  If 
practical, the facility shall be designed to capture and treat runoff from that portion of the parking area located down slope from 
the underground stormwater units (“stormceptor”). 

 
That the underground units proposed at drop inlet #3 shall be relocated to drop inlet #4.  The unit (closest to the bio-retention 
area) shall be relocated to the junction box, location on-line with the existing drainage system.  Both units must be sufficiently 
sized to remove 85% total suspended solids, subject to Town Manager approval.  

 
The proposed bio-retention facility location and design, and the installation of the other underground stormwater units, or similar 
Best Management Practice design, be reviewed and approved by the Town Manager prior to issuance of a Zoning Compliance 
Permit. 

 
30. Performance Guarantee: That if more than one acre of land is disturbed, then a performance guarantee in accordance with Section 

5-97.1 Bonds of the Town Code of Ordinances shall be required prior to final authorization to begin land-disturbing activities. 

Stipulations Related to Resource Conservation District 
 

31. Impervious Surface Limits: Booker Creek Greenway: That any imperious surface added to the site within the Resource 
Conservation District caused by the Town’s Booker Creek Linear Park project shall not be counted toward the Village Plaza 
amount of impervious surface and/or land disturbance for regulatory purposes. 

 
32. Boundaries:  That the boundaries of the Resource Conservation District be indicated on the final plans and final plat.  A note shall 

be added to all final plans and plats, indicating, “Development shall be restricted within the Resource Conservation District in 
accordance with the Chapel Hill Development Ordinance.” 

 
33. Variances:  That all variances necessary for development within the Resource Conservation District be obtained before 

application for final plat or Final Plan approval for the subject phase(s) of development. 
 
34. Construction Standards: That for encroachment(s) into the Resource Conservation District, the requirements and standards of 

subsections 5.6 and 5.8 of the Development Ordinance and all other applicable Resource Conservation District regulations must 
be adhered to, unless the application is granted administrative exemptions from subsection 5.8. 

 
Stipulations Related to Refuse and Recycling Collection 

 
35. Redesigned Refuse/Parking Area: That the final plans indicate where a refuse compactor and recycling containers will be located 

to service this proposed development.  The applicant shall provide a refuse/recycling collection facility for this development that 
coordinates the refuse needs of the businesses sharing the zoning lot.  The refuse compactor shall be at a central location to 
service all of the affected businesses.  The plan shall include the construction of accessible compactor and recycling dumpster 
pads, constructed to Town standards.  The plan must note the existing sewer line under the driveway along the eastern property 
and address how the line that may impact the placement of dumpsters in this area.   

 
The redesigned refuse/parking area must provide a minimum of 33 parking spaces and adequate loading areas.  The final parking 
lot and refuse area design must be reviewed and approved by the Town Manager prior to the issuance of a Zoning Compliance 
Permit. 

 
36. Approval of Shared-Container and Joint Access Agreements: That a shared-container and joint refuse vehicle access and 

construction agreement shall be provided between the property owner of Lot #1 Village Plaza and Lot #2 Village Plaza.  The 
agreement shall be approved by the Town Manager and recorded at the Orange County Register of Deeds Office; and copies of 
the agreement shall be submitted to the Town of Chapel Hill prior to the issuance of a Zoning Compliance Permit. 

 
37. Heavy Duty Pavement:  That all drive aisles needed to access refuse containers shall be constructed of heavy duty pavement.  The 

final plans must include a detail of this pavement section.  It will also be necessary to include the following note on the final 
plans: “The Town of Chapel Hill, its’ assigns or Orange County shall not be responsible for any pavement damage that may result 
from service vehicles. 

 
38. Overhead Utility Wires:  That the final plan confirm that no overhead obstruction or utility wires will interfere with service 

vehicle access or operation. 



 
39. Solid Waste Management Plan:  That a Solid Waste Management Plan, including provisions for recycling and for the 

management and minimizing of construction debris, and demolition waste shall be approved by the Town Manager prior to 
issuance of a Zoning Compliance Permit. 

 
Stipulations Related to Utilities 

 
40. Utility/Lighting Plan Approval: That the final utility/lighting plan be approved by Orange Water and Sewer Authority (OWASA), 

Duke Power Company, BellSouth, Public Service Company, Time/Warner Cable and the Town Manager before issuance of a 
Zoning Compliance Permit.  The final plans shall demonstrate that there is no conflict between utility lines, easements, and other 
site elements. 

 
41. Utility Lines: That except for existing 3-phase electric utility lines, all new or relocated utility lines shall be installed underground 

and shall be indicated on final plans.  
 

Stipulations Related to Fire Protection/Fire Safety 
 

42. Fire Flow: That a fire flow report prepared by a registered professional engineer and demonstrating compliance with the 
provisions of the Design Manual be approved by the Town Manager prior to issuance of a Zoning Compliance Permit. 

 
43. Fire Department Connection and Fire Hydrant: That the final proposed location for all Fire Department connections and the 

location and number of new fire hydrants shall be approved by the Town Manager prior to the issuance of a Zoning Compliance 
Permit. 

 
44. Sprinkler System: That the new building shall have a sprinkler system in accordance with Town Code, which shall be approved 

by the Town Manager. 
 

Miscellaneous Stipulations 
 

45. Taxation of Office and Commercial Property:  That arrangement be made by the applicant such that proposed office and 
commercial buildings be subject to local and State property and sales taxes, or that provisions be made for annual payment in lieu 
of such taxes in the event that such properties become tax exempt.  The arrangement shall be reviewed and approved by the Town 
Manager prior to the issuance of a Zoning Compliance Permit. 

46. Off-Site Easements: That all necessary off-site utility, construction, access, maintenance, or other required easements shall be 
obtained and a recorded copy of such easements shall be submitted to the Town Manager prior to the issuance of a Zoning 
Compliance Permit. 

 
47. Certificates of Occupancy: That no Certificates of Occupancy shall be issued until all required public improvements are complete, 

and that a note to this effect shall be placed on the final plans. 
 

That if the Town Manager approves a phasing plan, no Certificates of Occupancy shall be issued for a phase until all required 
public improvements for that phase are complete; no Building Permits for any phase shall be issued until all public improvements 
required in previous phases are completed to a point adjacent to the new phase, and that a note to this effect shall be placed on the 
final plans. 

 
48. Detailed Plans:  That the final detailed site plan, grading plan, utility/lighting plans, stormwater management plan (with hydraulic 

calculations), and landscape plans shall be approved by the Town Manager prior to issuance of a Zoning Compliance Permit, and 
that such plans shall conform to the plans approved by this application and demonstrate compliance with all applicable conditions 
and design standards of the Development Ordinance and Design Manual. 

 
49. As-Built Plans: That as-built plans in DXF binary format using State plane coordinates, shall be provided for buildings, parking 

lots, street improvements and all other existing or proposed impervious surfaces prior to issuance of the first Certificate of 
Occupancy. 

 
50. Construction Management Plan:  That a Construction Management Plan, indicating how construction vehicle traffic will be 

managed, shall be approved by the Town Manager prior to the beginning of construction. 
 
51. Erosion Control: That a detailed soil erosion and sedimentation control plan, including provision for a maintenance of facilities 

and modification of the plan if necessary, be approved by the Orange County Erosion Control Officer, and that a copy of the 
approval be provided to the Town Manager prior to issuance of a Zoning Compliance Permit.  

 
52. Silt Control: That the developer shall take appropriate measures to prevent and remove the deposit of wet or dry silt on adjacent 

paved roadways. 
 
53. Construction Sign Required: That the developer shall post a construction sign that lists the property owner’s representative, with a 

telephone number; the contractor’s representative, with a telephone number; and a telephone number for regulatory information at 
the time of issuance of a Zoning Compliance Permit. The construction sign may have a maximum of 32 square feet of display 
area and may not exceed 8 feet in height. The sign shall be non-illuminated, and shall consist of light letters on a dark 
background. 

 
54. Continued Validity: That continued validity and effectiveness of this approval is expressly conditioned on the continued 

compliance with the plans and conditions listed above. 
 
55. Vested Rights:  This special use permit constitutes a site specific development plan establishing vested rights as provided by 

N.C.G.S. Sec. 160A-385.1 and Section 2.121.1 of the Chapel Hill Development Ordinance. 
 

56. Non-severability: That if any of the above conditions is held to be invalid, approval in its entirety shall be void. 
*********************************************************************************************************** 



   TOWN OF CHAPEL HILL 
  

  

CONCEPT  PLAN  PROPOSAL  
  

 

 
 Applicant Information  
  

Name: Richard Gurlitz, Gurlitz Architectural Group, PA______________________________                              

Address: 5310 South Alston Avenue, Suite 220_____________________________________   

City: Durham ______________________________  State: NC ___________  Zip: 27713 ___    

Phone (Work): 919-489-9000__ FAX: 919-493-8937_ E-Mail: richard@gurlitzarchitects.com 
  

Property Owner Information (included as attachment if more than one owner)  
  

Name: Eastern Federal Corporation_________________ Phone 704-377-3495______    
  

Address: 901 East Boulevard_____________________________________________   
  

City: Charlotte__________________ State: NC___________   Zip: 28203-5203____    
  

Development Information  
  

Name of Development: Village Plaza Office and Retail_______________________________ 
  

Tax Map: 7.46_Block: B_ Lot(s): 11 & 11B  Parcel ID #: 9799242361 & 9799148584 

Address/Location: 141 South Elliott Road, Chapel Hill, NC 27514________________    

Existing Zoning: CC______ New Zoning District if Rezoning Proposed ___________    

Proposed Size of Development (Acres / Square Feet): 10.919Ac___  /  475,632 SF___      

Permitted / Proposed Floor Area (Square Feet): 204,046 SF_____  /  128,227 SF____       

Minimum # Parking Spaces Required: 453___________  # Proposed: 503_________    

Proposed Number of Dwelling Units: N/A_________  # Units per Acre: N/A_______    

Existing / Proposed Impervious Surface Area (Square Feet): 374,935 SF / 353,492 SF 

Is this Concept Plan subject to additional review by Town Council? Courtesy Review   

Fee $311  
  
The undersigned applicant hereby certifies that:  a) the property owner authorizes the filing of 
this proposal b) authorizes on-site review by authorized staff; and c) to the best of his/her 
knowledge and belief, all information supplied with this proposal is true and accurate.  
  
Signature: _____________________________________  Date: ________________________    
 
Presentations must be kept under 15 minutes as required by Town Council  
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Village Plaza Office and Retail 
Statement of Compliance 
March 18, 2008 

- 1  - 
Gurlitz Architectural Group, PA 

 
 
 
 
Village Plaza Office and Retail 
  
Developers Program 
 
The developer of the Village Plaza Office and Retail project is EFC Village Plaza Development 
LLC.  The development is a modification of an existing Special Use Permit. The existing SUP 
covers both this property – the former Eastern Federal Theater property – as well as the adjoining 
Village Plaza shopping center to the south from the ABC store to the Spa. The Village Plaza 
shopping center is owned and managed by Mark Properties. The Whole Foods shopping center 
is not a part of this existing Special Use Permit.  
 
The program requests a 56,193SF project in two buildings on the Eastern Federal site. The main 
building is three stories to total +/- 54,000 SF. The first floor is retail. The floors above are office. 
There is an additional one story +/- 2,193 SF building along Elliot Road on the Eastern Federal 
site.  
 
Additionally, this modification of the existing SUP is requesting an outparcel to accommodate a 
+/- 2000 SF building on the Village Plaza Shopping Center site along Elliot road in front of the 
ABC store. 
 
These square footages are in addition to the existing 70,034 SF. 
 
 
Statement of Compliance 
 
This project is consistent with the Town of Chapel Hill’s Design Guidelines.   
 
The project complies with the underlying zoning applicable to the site and is not requesting any 
modification to the ordinance specified floor area ratios, buffers, and height or setback 
requirements. 
 
The building has been located on the lot roughly where the previous theater stood. The massing 
and planar quality of the front facing Elliot Road is segmented and stepped to allow a transition 
from the ABC store face to the south and the Whole Foods center to the north. The building is 
bisected to allow pedestrian access through the site and through the building. This is primarily to 
allow access from the rear parking to the front of the stores and also serves to connect the bus 
stop on Elliot to the greenway trail. 
 
The site is organized to place a majority of the parking to the rear and reduce the parking lot at 
the front of the site. The reduction of parking along Elliot is further defined by the introduction of a 
one story building that fronts directly on Elliot and provides landscape and streetscape 
opportunities to the design. Vehicular and pedestrian cross access between this site, Village 
Plaza and the Whole Foods center is accommodated and improved from the existing condition. 
 
 
The building requested for the Village Plaza site is similarly located along Elliot reducing the 
parking area creating the opportunity for streetscape and landscape along Elliot Road. 
 
 
All of the above are consistent with the Design Guidelines. 
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VILLAGE PLAZA OFFICE AND RETAIL
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