
AGENDA 

 
Agenda Meeting of the Southern Pines Town Council 

November 2, 2016, 7:00 PM, C. Michael Hane y Community Room, 
Southern Pines Police Department 

450 West Pennsylvania Avenue 

 
 

1. Manager’s Comments 
 

2. Consent Agenda 

 
All items listed below are considered routine and will be enacted by one motion and without discussion. 

 
A. Adopt Worksession Meeting Minutes of September 26, 2016, Agenda Meeting Minutes of October 5, 

2016 and Regular Business Meeting Minutes of October 11, 2016 as written. 
 

B. Budget Amendments 
 

- Appearance Commission   10-640-5700     $200.00 
 

- Fire Department Supplies  10-530-3300  $3,554.00 
 

- Police Patrol Supplies   10-511-3300  $5,415.00 
 
          C.   Board Appointments 
 

- Bicycle & Pedestrian Advisory Committee 
 

   D.    Right-of-Way Abandonment for a Portion of N. Ridge Street; Petitioner, Moore HL Properties, Inc. 
   

- Setting a date of December 13th for Public Hearing 
 

3. Public Hearings 

 
A. Right of Way Abandonment of N. Mechanic Street & W. Rhode Island Avenue – (Tabled 08-03-16) 

 
B. CU-05-16 Major Amendment to CU-04-88, Area “F”; Longleaf Golf & Family Club; Petitioner, Floyd          

Properties & Development 
 

C. CU-06-16 Major Amendment to CU-01-11 for a Daycare; Tyler’s Ridge; Petitioner, Building Blocks Early 
Education Centers 

 
D. Proposed Amendment to the Extraterritorial Jurisdiction Ordinance of the Town of Southern Pines:   

An amendment to relinquish property comprised of 10.61 acres located along the southeastern portion of 

SW Broad Street in Southern Pines running parallel to Old US Highway 1.  The Property is identified by 

the following: PIN: 857116942605 (PARID: 00052519).  Per the Moore County GIS records, the property 

owner(s) are listed as Mid-State Development, LLC. 

4. Miscellaneous 
 

A. Midland Road Corridor Study:  Final Report; Petitioner, NCDOT & Kimley-Horn Associates 



MINUTES 

Worksession Meeting of the Southern Pines Town Council 

September 26, 2016, 3:00 pm, C. Michael Haney Community Room, Southern Pines Police 

Department 450 W. Pennsylvania Avenue 
 

 
 

Present: Mayor David McNeill, Mayor Pro Tem Jim Simeon, Councilmember Fred Walden, 

and Councilwoman Teresa VanCamp 

 
Absent: None 

 

1. Request to Discuss the Potential for a Conditional Use Permit Application for a 

Major Subdivision for Single Family Homes along Camp Easter Road; Petitioner 

- Pete Mace 

 

Incoming Assistant Town Manager Chris Kennedy provided an overview of the item with an ariel 

map.  Mr. Kennedy explained that this request does not create more than five lots but will consist 

of other triggers that may result in a Major Subdivision and at this time, the site is not feasible for 

sewer.  Mr. Kennedy discussed the possibility of Council applying conditions to a CUP that may 

be more favorable to the public if the request is pursued.  Mr. Kennedy explained the current 

sewer availability and non-availability with several options that may be of choice to the 

petitioner.  

 

Discussion ensued regarding current sewer levels, etc. 

 

Council unanimously decided more data would need to be gathered for consideration of this item. 
 

 

2.   Request to Discuss the Potential for a Conditional Use Permit Application for a 

Major Subdivision to Construct Townhomes off of Central Drive; Petitioner 

- Pete Mace 

 

Incoming Assistant Town Manager Kennedy provided an overview of the item with an aerial map.   

 

Pete Mace of 170 Pine Barrens Vista, Whispering Pines provided an explanation of the history of 

the property and the potential plans to renovate the site. 

 

Discussion ensued regarding current and past zoning. 

 

Incoming Assistant Town Manager Kennedy stated Mr. Mace is seeking feedback from Council as 

to how to proceed with this request and further discussed the building code for townhomes and 

single family attached homes. 

 

Mr. Mace stated one of the neighborhood lots across the street was the previous home of the 

Russel’s and provided a history of the neighborhood. 

 

Councilwoman VanCamp stated when you are looking at the major objectives of this property as a 

neighborhood business district, you have to encourage the incorporation of convenience retail 

establishments, etc. and topography.   

 

 

 



Discussion ensued regarding number of trip counts per day, building height limits, and trigger 

points, codes, exiting uses etc. 

 

Councilmember Walden stated he would like to see the business zoning continued as is in this area. 

 

Planning Director Bart Nuckols provided transportation history of the area as well as square 

footage information on the existing building. 

 

It was decided that more discussion would need to be continued at the staff level. 

 

3.   Request to Discuss the Potential Purchase of Town Owned Property along N. 

Hale Street; Petitioner - Pete Mace 

     

Incoming Assistant Town Manager Kennedy provided an overview of the item and discussed the 

up-set bid process to sell Town owned property. 

 

Discussion ensued. 

 

Mayor McNeill stated staff will follow up with the Housing Authority, which is an adjacent 

property owner, and more research needs to be conducted on this item.   
 

 

4.   Request to Discuss the Potential for a Planned Development Application along 

US Highway 15-501; Petitioner - Pete Mace 

 

Incoming Assistant Town Manager Kennedy provided an overview with an ariel map.   

 

Mr. Mace provided maps of the existing power lines. 

 

Incoming Assistant Town Manager Kennedy stated DOT has voiced that they will not maintain the 

roads for this project. 

 

Mayor McNeill suggested Town staff be involved with the future DOT meetings regarding Town 

projects. 

 

5.   Downtown Train Depot Warehouse Reuse Proposal for Mary Kate Lambeth and 

Tori King - ATM Adam Lindsay 

 

Outgoing Assistant Town Manager Adam Lindsay provided an overview of the two applications 

that have been received. 

 

Mayor McNeill asked Mr. Lindsay to explain how this lease would work with CSX and the Town. 

 

Outgoing Assistant Town Manager Lindsay described the layout of the building, the CSX space 

and the renters space. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



Mary Kate Lambeth and Tori King explained their proposal, parking availability and upgrade 

intentions for the building to include.  Ms. Lambeth stated they had been in contact with CSX and 

CSX has stated they will permanently keep their defined space in the building.  Ms. Lambeth stated 

they are in agreement to keep the section of CSX as it is and Ms. Lambeth and Ms. King will be 

responsible for installing a petition wall to separate the space.   

 

Mayor McNeill stated the terms of this lease proposal includes $75,000-100,000 in permanent 

upgrades to the building that will stay with the building, including installation of bathrooms, $500 a 

month rent for the 5-year lease, etc.    

 

Ms. Lambeth elaborated that the upgrades they install will stay with the building after their 

potential lease expires.  Ms. Lambeth stated some of the upgrades will include installation of an 

approved sprinkler system, updating of all plumbing and electrical, railing around the exterior and 

decking of the building, installation of multiple bathrooms, new light fixtures, etc.  Ms. Lambeth 

stated they will not alter the structure, hardware, or anything that currently exists as a part of the 

building or look of the building. 

 

Mayor Pro Tem Simeon asked how many people could be accommodated at one event in the 

building. 

 

Ms. King stated they would estimate around 200-250, but have been approved for 300 by the Fire 

Marshal. 

 

Mayor Pro Tem Simeon asked if they would be preparing food inside the building. 

 

Ms. Lambeth responded in the negative and stated there would be no kitchen and they would be 

using food trucks for all of the food preparation. 

 

Mayor McNeill asked to see the proposed parking plan. 

 

Ms. Lambeth stated they have previously spoken to adjacent business owners and they have agreed 

to share some of their parking spaces if needed, CSX refused to commit to a written lease 

agreement for any parking.  Ms. Lambeth stated she was told verbally by Angie at CSX that they 

could park on the long stretch of grass located beside the railroad tracks. 

 

Incoming Assistant Town Manager Kennedy stated to his knowledge, CSX has not had any 

vehicles towed in the past for parking on their property. 

 

Outgoing Assistant Town Manager Lindsay stated there is some public parking currently in place 

near the building. 

 

Councilwoman VanCamp inquired where the entrance would be located on the building. 

 

Outgoing Assistant Town Manager Lindsay replied in the back of the building toward the tracks. 

 

Councilwoman VanCamp asked if this would create pedestrian and parking issues. 

 

 

 

 

 



Ms. King stated they are going to install a ramp off the back of the building for people to enter 

along with a sign, but there will not be any sidewalks unless we are asked to do so. 

 

Mayor Pro Tem Simeon commented he has concerns that the Town could be liable for a pedestrian 

that may park in this area and walk onto the train tracks and possibly get injured. 

 

Incoming Assistant Town Manager Kennedy stated ADA accessible parking will be reviewed. 

 

Ms. Lambeth stated they would be installing the listed upgrades and they would be considered 

permanent to the building and would stay in place in the event that their potential lease expires:   

 

Incoming Assistant Town Manager Kennedy discussed the entrance code requirements, current 

traffic patterns and parking demand. 

 

Councilmember Walden asked if they were going to install an air conditioning unit in the building. 

 

Ms. King stated they consulted a couple of outside sources and were told the building would not be 

suitable for air conditioning due to the amount of leaks and cracks in the structure and they are 

looking at other possible ventilation ideas.   

 

Ms. Lambeth stated it is their intentions to open the doors when in use, but would consider the 

installation of heat and air conditioning if it’s required without altering the building. 

 

6.   Downtown Train Depot Reuse Proposal for Black Dog Salvage – ATM Adam  

      Lindsay 

 

Jess Dishner of Dishner Developers, Inc., Pinehurst was present representing Black Dog Salvage as 

a local supporter.  Mr. Dishner provided a slide show with details of the proposed national 

attraction, history of the Black Dog Salvage market places, TV series, local marketing support, 

proposed drawing of the Southern Pines store, requested improvements and proposed financial 

terms.  Mr. Dishner stated Black Dog Salvage would routinely be conducting a TV series that 

would include this proposed store site and the Southern Pines area. 

 

Discussion ensued. 

 

Outgoing Assistant Town Manager Lindsay stated after careful considerations, staff will look 

further into the proposed negotiations submitted by Ms. Lambeth and Ms. King prior to any final 

approval to move forward. 

 

7.   Pre-Audit Authorization Approval – ATM Adam Lindsay 

 

Outgoing Assistant Town Manager Lindsay provided an overview of the item. 

 

Councilwoman VanCamp excused herself from the meeting. 

 

Upon motion by Councilmember Walden, seconded by Mayor Pro Tem Simeon and carried 

unanimously 3-0, the Pre-Audit Authorization was approved. 
 

 
 
 
 
 



8.   Capital Improvement Plan and Funding Update – ATM Adam Lindsay 

 

Outgoing Assistant Town Manager Lindsay provided updates and reviewed the item. 

 
9.   Council Review of Letters of Interest for Vacant Seat and Discussion of Next 

Steps 

 

All interested Council candidates will attend the October 4, 2016 Regularly Scheduled Agenda 

Meeting to briefly discuss their interest in the open Town Council seat. 

 

Outgoing Assistant Town Manager Lindsay provided an update on Riding Lane. 

 

Council and Town Manager Parsons thanked Assistant Town Manager Lindsay for his excellent 

service to the Town and wished him well on his new job as Town Manager of Clayton. 

 

Assistant Town Manager Lindsay stated he was grateful for his opportunity with the Town of 

Southern Pines and greatly appreciates the service he has had here. 

 

Council and Town Manager Parsons welcomed incoming Assistant Town Manager Chris 

Kennedy and stated they are very pleased with his decision to accept the position. 

 

As so incorporated to these minutes of September 26, 2016 are exact copies as so recorded 

in the ordinance and resolution books of the Town of Southern Pines as if fully set out in the 

minutes. 

 
There being no further business the meeting adjourned at 5:36 p.m. 
 
 
 
        ________________________ 

Peggy K. Smith 

Town Clerk 



MINUTES 

Agenda Meeting of the Southern Pines Town Council 

October 5, 2016, 7:00 PM, C. Michael Haney Community Room,  

Southern Pines Police Department  

450 W. Pennsylvania Avenue 

 

 

Present: Mayor David McNeill, Mayor Pro Tem Jim Simeon, Councilmember Fred Walden, and Councilwoman 

Teresa VanCamp 

 

Absent: None 

 

Call to Order 

 

Council Review of Letters of Interest for Vacant Seat and Discussion 
 

Mayor McNeill introduced and thanked each Council candidate for their responses and letters of interest regarding the 
open Southern Pines Town Council seat. 

 
The following Candidates provided background information, their interest in serving on the Southern Pines Town 
Council and answers to several questions of Council members.  Molly Goodman, Carol Haney, Dan Kohn, Jim Prim, 
Mike Saulneir and Marsh Smith. 
 

1. Manager’s Comments 
 

Town Manager Parsons provided an overview of the agenda items and thanked the interested Council candidates for 
their participation and reviewed the Consent agenda. 
 

2. Consent Agenda 

 
All items listed below are considered routine and will be enacted by one motion and without discussion. 

 
A. Adopt W orksession Meeting Minutes of August 22, 2016, Agenda Meeting Minutes of September 7, 

2016 and Regular Business Meeting Minutes of September 13, 2016 as written. 

 
Minutes were approved by Council as written by the Town Clerk. 
 

3. Architectural Reviews 

 
A.   AR-09-16 Pinehurst Toyota; 10760 US Highway 15-501; Penney Design Group 

On behalf of the petitioner Penney Design Group, Mr. Jonathan J. Penney has submitted an application 
requesting Architectural Review approval for a redevelopment to the existing Pinehurst Toyota site 
located at 10760 US Highway 15-501.  The proposed project includes the demolition of the existing 
structure and the new construction of a vehicle repair shop, showroom, and parts department.  The 
proposed project includes approximately 37,415 square feet of commercial space dedicated to the 
dealership. 

 

Chad Holderfield, General Manager of Pinehurst Toyota along with Peter Barlow of Penney Design Group discussed the 
proposed building phases, color, design, lighting, and building materials of the upcoming renovations of the Pinehurst 
Toyota building. 

 

Incoming Assistant Town Manager Chris Kennedy reviewed the current lighting, signage and building codes. 

 

Discussion ensued regarding lighting intentions, facade materials, building size, stages of building phases etc. 

 

 

 

 

 



B.   AR-10-16  Zaxby’s  Restaurant; 160 Partner Circle; Hill Foley Rossi & Associates 
On behalf of the petitioner Hill Foley Rossi & Associates, Ms. Cathy Truong has submitted an 
application requesting Architectural Review approval for a new commercial development located at 
10760 US Highway 15-501. The proposed project includes the new construction of a Zaxby’s 
restaurant.  The proposed project includes approximately 3,654 square feet of commercial space 
dedicated to the restaurant. 

 

Incoming Assistant Town Manager Kennedy provided an overview of the item and stated the petitioner is not requesting 
any waivers at this time. 

 
4. Public Hearings 

 
A. Right of Way Abandonment of N. Mechanic Street & W. Rhode Island Avenue – (Tabled 08-03-16) 

 
No discussion ensued and the item remained tabled. 
 

B. Z-03-16; Request to Rezone Property from PD to GB; 195 Short Street; Petitioner, Tammy 
Lyne On behalf of property owners, the petitioner Ms. Tammy Lyne is requesting to rezone 

property from PD (Planned Development) to GB (General Business). The subject property is 
comprised of two parcels totaling 1.296 acres. 

 
 

C. Z-04-16; Request to Rezone Property from PD to GB; 00048374; Petitioner, Tammy Lyne 

On behalf of property owner, the petitioner Ms. Tammy Lyne is requesting to rezone property from 
PD (Planned Development) to GB (General Business). The subject property is comprised of 0.687 
acres. 

 
Incoming Assistant Town Manager Kennedy gave a brief overview of items 4.B and 4.C. 
 
Discussion ensued. 
 
Councilmember Walden stated more time may be needed to further review these two items. 

 
 

D.   CU-06-16 Conditional Use Permit: Major Modification to CU-01-11 for a Daycare ;  Tyler’s   
Ridge ;  Petitioner, Building Blocks Early Education Centers 

On behalf of the petitioner, Building Blocks Early Education Centers, Mr. Perry Melton has submitted a 
request for a major amendment to Conditional Use Permit CU-01-11. The approval of CU-01-11 
approved a mixed-use development off of NC Highway 22 to include a commercial business park, a 
residential apartment section, and three (3) single-family homes.  Mr. Melton is seeking a Major 
Amendment to the previously approved Conditional Use Permit to remove the requirement for the 
single-family homes in favor of a daycare center to be constructed on the same lots designated for 
single-family development.  The subject property is comprised of 1.48 acres with the entirety of the 
subject pro perty located within the corporate limits of the Town of Southern Pines. 

 

Incoming Assistant Town Manager Kennedy provided an overview of the item. 

 

Town Manager Parsons commented that staff will provide an updated packet on the item prior to the next Regular 
Council Meeting on October 14th. 
 

E.   Public Hearing to Review Water & Sewer CIP and Associated Impact Fees 
 

Town Manager Parsons stated he will present an overview of the Water Sewer CIP and Associated Impact Fees at the 
next Regularly scheduled Council Meeting on October 14th with the opportunity for discussion. 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 



5. Miscellaneous 

 
Council decided to conduct a ballot vote for the open Council seat at the next Regularly scheduled Business Meeting 
on October 14, 2016 at the Douglass Community Center. 
 
As so incorporated to these minutes of October 5, 2016 are exact copies as so recorded in the ordinance and resolution 
books of the Town of Southern Pines as fully set out in the minutes. 
 

There being no further business the meeting adjourned at 9:38 p.m.  

 

 

 

____________________________ 

Peggy K. Smith 

Town Clerk 



 Minutes 
 

Regular Business Meeting of the Southern Pines Town Council 
October 11, 2016, 7:00 PM, Douglass Community Center, 1185 W. Pennsylvania Avenue 

 
Present: Mayor David McNeill, Mayor Pro Tem Jim Simeon, Councilmember Fred Walden and Councilwoman 

Teresa VanCamp 
 

Absent:           None 

 
Call To Order 
 

 Pledge of Allegiance 
 

The Pledge of Allegiance was led by Boy Scouts Pack 615 members:  Steven Doust, Steve Hancock, 
Kamarean Hancock, Jireh McKeithen, and Deron Farmer. 
 

1. Miscellaneous 

 
A.   Selection of an individual to fill a Vacant Council Seat with a Term Ending in December 2017 

 
Mayor McNeill explained the process Town Council has conducted to fill the vacant Town Council seat and the 
procedures that Town Council will follow tonight to conduct a majority vote by anonymous written ballots. 
 
Councilmember Walden discussed the difficult decision process of filling the Council seat and thanked all of the very 
qualified candidates for their expressed interests and valuable time they have contributed through this process.  Mr. 
Walden stated his goal through this has been to be fair and follow a fact point system that has worked very well in the 
past with similar situations.  
 
One written ballot from each Councilmember was submitted to Attorney Doug Gill and calculated as follows: 
 
Carol Haney – 3 written votes 
Mike Saulnier – 1 written vote 
 
Attorney Doug Gill announced that Carol Haney had the majority vote of 3 to 1 to fill the vacant Council seat. 
 
Mayor McNeill stated Carol Haney’s term will become effective Monday, October 24th (October 24, 2016 – December 
2017).  Ms. Haney was not present tonight and Mayor McNeill asked staff to contact Ms. Haney and advise her that 
she will be given the Oath of Office by the Town Clerk at the regularly scheduled Town Council Worksession on 
Monday, October 24, 2016. 
 
Mayor McNeill thanked all of the candidates and stated there are various boards and committees that would be good 
fits for some of the candidates if they are interested. 
 

2. Manager’s Comments 
 

Town Manager Reagan Parsons thanked Town crews and staff for the significant hours of recovery efforts that were 
spent on the job as a result of the hurricane that hit the area over the past days.  Mr. Parsons also thanked the Duke 
Energy crews that have been working around the clock in an effort to restore power due to the large amount of trees 
that were downed in our area. Mr. Parsons commented the Fire Department received well over 100 calls reporting 
downed trees and power lines with crews in the field all weekend. 
 
Mayor McNeill thanked Town Manager Parsons along with his staff for staying in contact with constant updates to 
Council and Citizens during the progression of maintenance staff working through the night.   Mr. McNeill stated they 
all have done an incredible job with this unfortunate event. 
 
Mayor Pro Tem Simeon also thanked Town staff and the community for their hard work during this storm, etc. 
 
Councilmember Walden thanked Town staff as well as the Police Department for the professional set up they 
maintained during this event. 
 
Mayor McNeill also thanked the churches and businesses that contributed and provided services to the local 
communities and encouraged citizens to reach out to their neighbors to see if they can offer any assistance. 
 
 
 
 
 



 
3. Consent Agenda 

 
All items listed below are considered routine and will be enacted by one motion and without discussion. 

 
A. Adopt W orksession Meeting Minutes of August 22, 2016, Agenda Meeting Minutes of September 7, 

2016, Closed Session Agenda Meeting Minutes of September 7, 2016 and Regular Business 
Meeting Minutes of September 13, 2016 as written. 

 
Upon motion by Mayor Pro Tem Simeon, seconded by Councilmember Walden and carried unanimously, 4-0 the Consent 
agenda was approved. 
 

4. Architectural Reviews 
 

A.   AR-09-16 Pinehurst Toyota; 10760 US Highway 15-501; Penney Design Group 

On behalf of the petitioner Penney Design Group, Mr. Jonathan J. Penney has submitted an 
application requesting Architectural Review approval for a redevelopment to the existing Pinehurst 
Toyota site located at 10760 US Highway 15-501. The proposed project includes the demolition of the 
existing structure and the new construction of a vehicle repair shop, showroom, and parts department.  
The proposed project includes approximately 37,415 square feet of commercial space dedicated to the 
dealership. 

 

Assistant Town Manager Kennedy provided an overview of the item with a map and also a detailed a two phase site 
plan with elevations.  Mr. Kennedy stated the petitioner has asked for a waiver regarding the 80% brick facade and 
explained their materials of choice and the current code. 

 

Discussion ensued. 

 

Councilmember Walden stated he moves to approve AR-09-16 Pinehurst Toyota located at 10760 US Highway 15-201 
application with the condition that the petitioner follows the guidelines listed in the UDO and to include a sunset provision 
of 180 days from the certificate of occupancy to allow Council to review the consideration of variances requested by 
the petitioner.  This motion was seconded by Mayor Pro Tem Simeon, and carried unanimously 4-0 and was approved. 

 

B.    AR-10-16 Zaxby’s Restaurant; 160 Partner Circle; Hill Foley Rossi & Associates 
On behalf of the petitioner Hill Foley Rossi & Associates, Ms. Cathy Truong has submitted an application 
requesting Architectural Review approval for a new commercial development located at 10760 US 
Highway 15-501.  The proposed project includes the new construction of a Zaxby’s restaurant.  The 
proposed project includes approximately 3,654 square feet of commercial space dedicated to the 
restaurant. 

 
Assistant Town Manager Kennedy provided an overview of the item with an areil map and elevations.   
 
Councilmember Walden stated he moves to approve AR-10-16 Zaxby’s Restaurant, 160 Partner Circle.  This motion was 
seconded by Councilwoman VanCamp and carried unanimously 4-0 and was approved. 
 
 

5. Public Hearings 

 
A. Right of Way Abandonment of N. Mechanic Street & W. Rhode Island Avenue – (Tabled 08-03-16) 

 
No discussion ensued and this item remained tabled. 
 

B. Z-03-16; Request to Rezone Property from PD to GB; 195 Short Street; Petitioner, Tammy 
Lyne On behalf of property owners, the petitioner Ms. Tammy Lyne is requesting to rezone 

property from PD (Planned Development) to GB (General Business). The subject property is 
comprised of two parcels totaling 1.296 acres. 

 
Assistant Town Manager Kennedy provided a brief overview of the item, the procedures and how the re-zoning 
process takes place. 
 
Mayor McNeill opened the public hearing. 
 
 
 
 
 
 



Blake Webb of 285 Rembrandt Ln, Aberdeen was present to discuss their intentions of the property. 
 
Discussion ensued. 
 
Upon motion by Mayor Pro Tem Simeon, seconded by Councilwoman VanCamp and carried unanimously 4-0, the 
public hearing was closed. 
 
Councilmember Walden stated he is hesitant to approve this re-zoning request at this point due to the fact the 
petitioner has not decided what they want to put there and has no plans to present to Council today. 
 
Discussion ensued regarding site plans, planned use of the property, size of the lot, traffic flow, current zoning, 
problem of what may be going there, possible imposed conditions and criteria, etc. 
 
Upon motion by Mayor Pro Tem Simeon, seconded by Councilwoman VanCamp and carried unanimously 4-0, the 
public hearing was closed. 
 
Councilmember Walden stated he moves that Z-03-16 Request to Rezone property from PD to GB; 195 Short 
Street is not consistent with the documents that constitute the officially adopted land development plan or other 
applicable plans.  This motion was seconded by Councilmember VanCamp and carried unanimously 4-0. 
 
Councilmember Walden moved to deny Z-03-16.  This motion was seconded by Mayor Pro Tem Simeon and 
carried unanimously 3-1 to deny Z-03-16 and was approved to deny. 
 
Mayor McNeill – Nay 
Mayor Pro Tem Simeon – Aye 
Councilmember Walden – Aye 
Councilwoman VanCamp - Aye 
 

C. Z-04-16; Request to Rezone Property from PD to GB; 00048374; Petitioner, Tammy Lyne 

On behalf of property owner, the petitioner Ms. Tammy Lyne is requesting to rezone property 
from PD (Planned Development) to GB (General Business). The subject property is comprised of 
0.687 acres. 

 

Assistant Town Manager Kennedy gave a brief overview of the item with an ariel map and explained the Legislative 
hearing process. 

 

Mayor McNeill opened the public hearing. 

 

Mr. Webb further stated the purpose of the request. 

 

Councilwoman VanCamp stated the documents that are provided are the identical documents that were provided for 
the previous request. 

 

Mr. Webb responded in the affirmative. 

 

Upon motion by Councilmember Walden, seconded by Mayor Pro Tem Simeon and carried unanimously, the public 
hearing was closed. 

 

Councilmember Walden stated he has similar concerns with this request as the previous request. 

 
Councilmember Walden stated he moves that Z-03-16 Request to Rezone property from PD to GB; 195 Short 
Street is not consistent with the documents that constitute the officially adopted land development plan or other 
applicable plans.  This motion was seconded by Councilmember VanCamp and carried unanimously 4-0. 

 
Councilmember Walden moved to deny Z-04-16.  This motion was seconded by Mayor Pro Tem Simeon and 
carried unanimously 3-1 to deny Z-04-16 and was approved to deny. 
 
Mayor McNeill – Nay 
Mayor Pro Tem Simeon – Aye 
Councilmember Walden – Aye 
Councilwoman VanCamp - Aye 

 
 
 
 
 
 



D.   CU-06-16 Conditional Use Permit: Major Modification to CU-01-11 for a Daycare; Tyler’s               
Ridge ;  Petitioner, Building Blocks Early Education Centers 

On behalf of the petitioner, Building Blocks Early Education Centers, Mr. Perry Melton has submitted 
a request for a major amendment to Conditional Use Permit CU-01-11. The approval of CU-01-11 
approved a mixed-use development off of NC Highway 22 to include a commercial business park, a 
residential apartment section, and three (3) single-family homes.  Mr. Melton is seeking a Major 
Amendment to the previously approved Conditional Use Permit to remove the requirement for the 
single-family homes in favor of a daycare center to be constructed on the same lots designated for 
single-family development. The subject property is comprised of 1.48 acres with the entirety of 
the subject pro perty located within the corporate limits of the Town of Southern Pines. 

 

Mayor McNeill reviewed the Quasi-Judicial hearing process. 

 

Mayor McNeill swears in all interested citizens that would like to present testimonies regarding CU-06-16. 

 

Mayor McNeill asked for any conflict of interest to be voiced at this time.  None were voiced.  No attorneys voiced 
being present to represent either side. 

 

Assistant Town Manager Kennedy provided an overview of the item with maps and Planning Board 
recommendations. 

 

Discussion ensued regarding land use intentions, history of CU-01-11, current zoning, UDO requirements, buffering 
requirements, etc. 

 

Mayor McNeill opened the public hearing. 

 

Jim O’Malley of 85365 S. River Terrace Dr., Franklin, WI was present to discuss the requested application as the 
developer and explained the revision of the original application and their intentions moving forward.  Mr. O’Malley 
stated he has approached several developers, etc. and found a very small amount of people would be interested in 
the 3 single family lots, but since then, Ace Hardware has shown interest.  Mr. O’Malley provided proposed site plans 
and explained the reasons for the changes from the original application. 

 

Perry Melton of 1605 Cane Creek Dr., Garner discussed his company’s history, construction materials, accreditations 
and their center’s unique designs.  Mr. Melton stated they are now a for profit company. 

 

Mayor Pro Tem Simeon asked Mr. Melton to explain his educational background. 

 

Mr. Melton stated he has a BS degree in pre-med, a zoology degree, etc. 

 

Marsh Smith of 568 Santee Rd, Carthage discussed his concerns related to Tyler’s Ridge Development, storm water 
density allocation, traffic safety, set offs for high traffic levels, required open space, etc. 

 

Mr. O’Malley discussed police management of high density traffic issues at the right in and right out entrance and will 
see that traffic citations will be issued to violators as of tomorrow if possible.  Mr. O’Malley discussed DOT’s approval 
of the traffic site, etc. 

 

Mr. Smith asked Mr. O’Malley if he had purchased three acres from one of the original owner’s daughters. 

 

Mr. O’Malley replied that he purchased three acres from Mr. Frye about three weeks ago. 

 

Mr. Smith stated these three single family residential lots could be conserved with an easement to bring the average 
density to 24%, which is important to the downtown density. 

 

Town Manager Parsons stated the Police Department is very much aware that movement that Mr. Smith has voiced 
concerns about and this is an ongoing issue.  Mr. Parsons commented that if there is a way to design this area where 
a left turn would be impossible, would be a possible remedy and asked Mr. O’Malley of follow up with this. 

 

Mayor McNeill commented that staff would also look into what else could be done as well. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



Donald Frye of 12671 Third Branch Ct. Chesterfield, VA stated his mother moved to this house in the 1930’s and 
discussed the beautiful long leaf pines that has since been removed.  Mr. Frye stated that the property that Mr. 
O’Malley has purchase will soon incorporate a right turn lane that will remove even more trees and referred to a map 
of the property.  Mr. Frye stated in 2011, this piece of land appeared on the maps he looked at and required a buffer 
zone, etc.  Mr. Frye discussed how his mother at that time was opposed to this construction of a development and 
strip mall, etc.  Mr. Frye referred to the past agreements regarding the fence, fire hydrant, Time Warner Cable, and 
the installed buffer zone that included agreed upon amendments.  Mr. Frye stated Time Warner Cable did not honor 
their original agreement to run the cable to his mother’s house and Mr. O’Malley installed a fence 10 feet from his 
property line and reconstructed a fence that is not located at the required property line footage.  Mr. Frye asked that 
Council look into his concerns regarding the requirements of what a buffer is.  Mr. Frye also discussed the improper 
removal of trees, etc. 

 

Mr. O’Malley stated part of the initial development plan is still in place and the buffering zone is an undeveloped area 
and discussed the grading and landscaping, fire hydrant issue, Time Warner Cable was based on the properties that 
were located in that area at the time, etc. Mr. O’Malley stated he agreed that cable would be installed at the time of 
development. 

 

Discussion ensued. 

 

Town Manager Parsons stated they would not be accepting or signing off on any plans that get into that 30 feet 
property line any further to be fair to adjacent property owners and the fence was never in the proper position to begin 
with.  Mr. Parsons stated is wasn’t a condition that staff could enforce at the time due to the installation of utilities. 

 

Council retired to recess at 10:15 pm. 

 

Council reconvened at 10:20 pm. 

 

Councilmember Walden asked Mr. O’Malley if there is another entrance available for this area. 

 

Mr. O’Malley explained the current proposed additional access. 

 

Discussion ensued regarding ingress and egress and the 30 feet buffering of the fence. 

 

Assistant Town Manager Kennedy stated he had received an email from Mike Horn of Kimley – Horn regarding 
Tyler’s Ridge Trip Generation Letter submitted as exhibit 3, an email letter from Steve Borden regarding Tyler’s 
Ridge Daycare Development Plan submitted as exhibit 1, and Kimley – Horn Table 1 dated October 7, 2016 
submitted as exhibit 2.  Mr. Kennedy discussed each exhibit. 

 

Discussion ensued. 

 

Mr. Kennedy stated they are asking that the petitioner provide enough grace to substantiate the traffic generated is 
adequate to promote a new TIA showing that all items have been litigated through the normal procedures required for 
an updated traffic analysis.   

 

Mayor McNeill stated Mr. O’Malley has testified that he is willing to come back before Council and Council would 
request that an updated traffic impact analysis completed prior to him returning. 

 

Mr. O’Malley discussed the charts that are only illustrating comparisons and the patio area footage. 

 

Assistant Town Manager Kennedy stated approximately almost 20,000 square feet that was not accounted for and 
would need further impact studies and would change the application significantly and would require additional legal 
advertising. 

 

Town Manager Parsons suggested this item be continued to the next Regular Business Meeting of November 9th. 

 

Discussion ensued. 

 

Councilwoman VanCamp motioned to continue CU-06-16 to the next Regular Business Meeting on Wednesday, 
November 9th at the Douglass Community Center, which was rescheduled from November 8th due to the Presidential 
Election taking place in that facility, contingent upon Mr. O’Malley providing an updated TIA to approve the 10,000 
square feet that was not originally included in the application.  Mr. Kennedy suggested the condition be an additional 
TIA or a letter attributing the number of trips to the additional 10,000 square feet.  Mayor McNeill accepted the 
amendment of the motion to include Mr. Kennedy’s suggestion.  This amended motion was seconded by 
Councilmember Walden and carried unanimously 4-0 to be continued. 

 

 
 



E.   Public Hearing to Review Water & Sewer CIP and Associated Impact Fees 

 
Town Manager Parsons provided an overview of the item and stated the fees did increase 3.7% on October 1, 2016. 
 
Mayor McNeill opened the public hearing. 
 
Marsh Smith discussed the Southern Pines sewage spills and referred to the Code Red information system.  Mr. Smith 
stated the electronic notification came several days after the sewage spill occurred and has been regularly occurring 
every several years like clockwork. 
 
Town Manager Parsons asked Mr. Smith if he had verified if he is properly registered in the Code Red notification 
system. 
 
Mr. Smith stated he is now after signing himself up. 
 
Discussion ensued. 
 
Upon motion by Mayor Pro Tem Simeon, seconded by Councilmember Walden and carried unanimously 4-0, the 
public hearing was closed. 
 
Councilwoman VanCamp moved to reaffirm the Town Council of Southern Pines reaffirm their previous actions relative 
to the implementation of amended Water & Sewer and Associated Impact Fees under Chapter 607 House Bill 815 of a 
1989 session of the General Assembly of NC.  This motion was seconded by Councilmember Walden and carried 
unanimously 4-0 to be reaffirmed. 
 

6. Public Comments 
 

No voiced comments were made. 
 
Mayor Pro Tem Simeon motioned that Carol Haney be appointed to fill the vacant Council Seat which was vacated by 
Mike Fields on Monday, October 24th Regularly scheduled Worksession Meeting where she will be dully sworn in by 
the Town Clerk.  This motion was seconded by Councilmember Walden and carried unanimously 4-0. 
 
Upon motion by Mayor Pro Tem Simeon, seconded by Councilmember Walden and carried unanimously 4-0, the 
meeting was adjourned. 

 
As so incorporated to these minutes of October 11, 2016 are exact copies as so recorded in the ordinance 
and resolution books of the Town of Southern Pines as fully set out in the minutes. 
 

There being no further business the meeting adjourned at 11:24 p.m. 
 
 
          ______________________ 

Peggy K. Smith 
Town Clerk 



MEMORANDUM 
 

   To:  Town Council 
Reagan Parsons, Town Manger 
Crystal Gabric, Finance Director 

 
   From:  Chris Kennedy, Assistant Town Manager 
 

Subject:      Budget Amendment Request 

   Date:  November 9, 2016 
 
The Southern Pines Civic Club recently donated $200.00 for the purpose of replacement planting 
pots in the Downtown area.  
 
Please amend the following line item so the Town may proceed with the purchases:  
 
    106405700 by $200.00 
 
Thank you in advance for your assistance on this request. 
 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

CC: Crystal Gabric, Finance Director 



Southern Pines Fire & Rescue Department 
“Serving the Community Since 1898” 

 

 

MEMORANDUM 
 

 

 

 

To:   Town Council 

 

From:   Chief Williams 

 

Date:   October 27, 2016 

 

Re:   Request for Budget Amendment 

 

 

During the month of September the fire department received donations from the 

Village Chapel and Penick Village that totaled $3,554.00.  

 

I am requesting a budget amendment for a $3,554.00 transfer from the general fund 

to line account 10-530-3300 (department supplies).   

 

Thank you for your action of this request. 

 

 

Cc: Crystal Gabric 



 
 

 

 

To:  Town Council 

 

From:  Robert Temme 

Chief of Police 

   

Date:  October 28, 2016 

 

Re:  Request for Budget Amendment 

 

 

The Southern Pines Police Department received a reimbursement check from EOTech, P.O. Box 2481 

Faribault, MN 55021 in the amount of $915.00. This reimbursement check was forwarded to the Finance 

Department to be deposited into the General Fund Account #10-335-0000.   

 

At this time, I am respectfully requesting that this reimbursement, in amount of $915.00 be transferred from the 

General Fund Account #10-335-0000, to the Police Department line item 10-511-3300. 

 

  

Thank you for your consideration of this request.   

 

 

Xc:  Finance Director 

            Director of Administrative Services 

File Budget 2016/17  



 
 
 
To:  Town Council 
 
From:  Robert Temme 

Chief of Police 
   
Date:  October 28, 2016 
 
Re:  Request for Budget Amendment 
 
 
The Southern Pines Police Department received a donation from the Moore County Kennel Club in the amount 
of $2,000.00. This donation check was forwarded to the Finance Department to be deposited into the General 
Fund Account #10-335-0000.   
 
At this time, I am respectfully requesting that this donation, in amount of $2,000.00 be transferred from the 
General Fund Account #10-335-0000, to the Police Department line item 10-511-3300. 
 
  
Thank you for your consideration of this request.   
 
 
Xc:  Finance Director 
            Director of Administrative Services 

File Budget 2016/17  



 
 
 
To:  Town Council 
 
From:  Robert Temme 

Chief of Police 
   
Date:  October 28, 2016 
 
Re:  Request for Budget Amendment 
 
 
The Southern Pines Police Department received a donation from Penick Village, 500 E. Rhode Island Avenue 
Southern Pines, NC 28387 in the amount of $2,500.00. This donation check was forwarded to the Finance 
Department to be deposited into the General Fund Account #10-335-0000.   
 
At this time, I am respectfully requesting that this donation in amount of $2,500.00 be transferred from the 
General Fund Account #10-335-0000, to the Police Department line item 10-511-3300. 
 
  
Thank you for your consideration of this request.   
 
 
Xc:  Finance Director 
            Director of Administrative Services 

File Budget 2016/17  



 MEMORANDUM 

 

To:  Town Council  

Cc:  Reagan Parsons, Town Manager 

       

From:  Robert Reeve, Director, Recreation & Parks 

 

Date:  October 26, 2016 

 

Subject: Bicycle and Pedestrian Advisory Committee Appointments 

 

The Southern Pines Bicycle and Pedestrian Advisory Committee have three (3) members 

whose three year appointments will be over at the end of October.  Two (2) members 

whose terms will expire in October are interested in being reappointed for a three (3) year 

term (October 2016 – October 2019) are: 

 

John Mueller 

Todd Stout 

 

In addition, there are six (6) Southern Pines residents who have submitted their names by 

application for a three (3) year appointment (see applications): 

 

Rick Dedmond 

Matthew Harmody 

Rodney Lenahan 

Angela Sanchez  

Katherine Schirmer 

Fredrick Ziems 

 

Please consider these eight (8) Southern Pines residents for appointment to the Southern 

Pines Bicycle and Pedestrian Advisory Committee at the November 9th regular meeting 

of Town Council.   

 

Thank you. 

 

 

. 



 MEMORANDUM 

 

To:  Town Council  

Cc:  Reagan Parsons, Town Manager 

       

From:  Robert Reeve, Director, Recreation & Parks 

 

Date:  October 26, 2016 

 

Subject: Bicycle and Pedestrian Advisory Committee Appointments 

 

The Southern Pines Bicycle and Pedestrian Advisory Committee have three (3) members 

whose three year appointments will be over at the end of October.  Two (2) members 

whose terms will expire in October are interested in being reappointed for a three (3) year 

term (October 2016 – October 2019) are: 

 

John Mueller 

Todd Stout 

 

In addition, there are four (4) Southern Pines residents who have submitted their names 

by application for a three (3) year appointment (see applications): 

Rick Dedmond 

Matthew Harmody 

Angela Sanchez  

Katherine Schirmer 

 

Please consider these six (6) Southern Pines residents for appointment to the Southern 

Pines Bicycle and Pedestrian Advisory Committee at the November 9th regular meeting 

of Town Council.   

 

Thank you. 

 

 

. 
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Agenda Item 
 
   To:  Reagan Parsons, Town Manager 
 
   From:  Chris Kennedy, Assistant Town Manager 
 

Subject:      Right-of-Way Abandonment for a Portion of N. Ridge 
Street; Petitioner, Moore HL Properties, Inc.  

 
   Date:  November 9, 2016 
 
Right-of-Way Abandonment for a Portion of N. Ridge Street; Petitioner, Moore HL 
Properties, Inc. 
 
The Town has received a request to abandon an approximate 575’ foot section of N. Ridge Street.  
The section of right-of-way to be vacated is N. Ridge Street, the portion of N. Ridge Street 
extending from the southern boundary of the intersection of N. Ridge Street and Springwood Way 
to the southernmost property corner of parcel 00038821 adjoining N. Ridge Street extending 
directly across to the southernmost property corner of parcel 20100351 adjoining N. Ridge Street 
in the Town of Southern Pines (See attachment 1).   
 
This section of right-of-way is considered a “paper” street in that it is not currently improved or 
easily accessible for most types of transportation. This section of street is not included in Powell 
Bill funding calculations. The Town does not have future plans to improve these portions of 
unopened road. The Town does have a sewer line that runs to this right-of-way, however the Town 
shall maintain the ability to secure any necessary utility easements per UDO requirements.  Per 
UDO Section 2.29.6 (C), the Town may reserve its right, title, and interest in any utility 
improvement or easement within a street closed pursuant to this section.  Such reservation shall be 
stated in the order of closing.  Such reservation also extends to utility improvements or easements 
owned by private utilities which at the time of street closing have a utility agreement or franchise 
with the Town.  To retain such easements, the Town Council shall, after public hearing, approve 
a “declaration of retention of utility easements” specifically describing such easements.  
 
Per UDO Section 2.29, the procedure to abandon streets, no matter their condition or utility, 
requires an adopted resolution (see attached), public notices, and a public hearing.  Per UDO 
Section 2.29.2, the process for abandonment may be initiated by the Town Council or the owner 
of property abutting the street or alley.  The Town Council shall adopt a resolution declaring its 
intent to close a street or alley and call for a public hearing.  If the abandonment is approved, the 
areas abandoned revert automatically to the adjoining property owners to the midway point of the 
right-of-way on their side of the street for the length of their property on that right-of-way.  
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Attachments: 
 

• Resolution to Set Public Hearing 
• Attachment 1  
• Applicant’s Request Letter  
• Exhibit A Submitted by Applicant  

 
Town Council Actions:  
 
The Town Council shall vote on whether the proposed street or alley vacation request is not 
contrary to the public interest, and that no individual owning property in the vicinity of the 
street or alley or in the subdivision in which it is located would thereby be deprived of 
reasonable means of ingress and egress to their property.  The Town Council could make 
one of the following motions for recommendations or any alternative they wish: 
 
I move that the proposed street or alley vacation request… 

1) is not contrary to the public interest, and that no individual owning property in the 
vicinity of the street or alley or in the subdivision in which it is located would thereby be 
deprived of reasonable means of ingress and egress to their property, therefore… 
 

2) is contrary to the public interest, and that individuals owning property in the vicinity 
of the street or alley or in the subdivision in which it is located would thereby be deprived 
of reasonable means of ingress and egress to their property, therefore… 
 

I move to: 
 

1) Approve the abandonment of the portions of N. Ridge Street as specified in the attached 
map; 

2) Deny the abandonment of the portions of N. Ridge Street as specified in the attached map; 
OR 

3) Approve the abandonment of the portions of N. Ridge Street as specified in the attached 
map with the following additional conditions… 

 
 
 
IN ADDITION TO Street or Alley Vacation Approval from Town Council, THE 
APPLICANT SHOULD BE REMINDED THAT ALL APPLICABLE PERMITS MUST BE 
OBTAINED BEFORE CONSTRUCTION AND/OR DEMOLITION CAN BEGIN.  When 
the applicant applies for the required permits such as zoning, grading, soil erosion control, 
building, sign, etc., a set of detailed plans (including a site plan in compliance with various Sections 
of the Town of Southern Pines UDO) will be necessary.  Planning staff recommends a staff 
consultation of the applicant’s preliminary plans to provide comprehensive remarks by all 
appropriate Town departments/divisions.  Such staff consultation should minimize development 
costs, avoid misunderstanding or misinterpretation, and ensure compliance with the requirements. 
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RESOLUTION DECLARING INTENT TO VACATE A SECTION OF  

N. RIDGE STREET AND CALLING A PUBLIC HEARING THEREON 
 

 BE IT RESOLVED BY the Town Council of the Town of Southern Pines that, having 
considered the apparent advantages to the Town and its citizens in doing so, hereby declares its 
intent to vacate a section of N. Ridge Street as described below and to hold a public hearing upon 
such action. There shall be a public hearing on the 13th day of December, 2016, to address the 
issues of whether vacating that section of street will be detrimental to the public interest or will be 
detrimental to anyone’s ability to have ingress or egress from that person’s property. 

The street to be vacated is N. Ridge Street, the portion of N. Ridge Street extending from 
the southern boundary of the intersection of N. Ridge Street and Springwood Way to the 
southernmost property corner of parcel 00038821 adjoining N. Ridge Street extending directly 
across to the southernmost property corner of parcel 20100351 adjoining N. Ridge Street in the 
Town of Southern Pines.   

The public hearing which is hereby called shall be held at the Douglass Community Center, 
1185 W Pennsylvania Avenue, Southern Pines, on December 13, 2016, at 7:00pm. 

This 12th day of July, 2016. 

     _____________________________________ 

     David McNeill, Mayor 

ATTEST: 
 

_________________________________ 

Peggy Smith, Town Clerk 

APPROVED AS TO FORM: 
 

_________________________________ 

Douglas R. Gill, Town Attorney 
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Attachment 1 
 

 

 Right-of-Way to be Vacated 
(currently unimproved) 

 TOSP Paved Streets                                  

 TOSP Gravel Streets 

 TOSP Unimproved Streets 

 NCDOT Streets 

 



ROW Abandonment N. Ridge Street                    2016 November Town Council  Page 5 of 6 
 



ROW Abandonment N. Ridge Street                    2016 November Town Council  Page 6 of 6 
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Agenda Item 

 

   To:  Reagan Parsons, Town Manager 

 

   Via:  Bart Nuckols, Planning Director 

 

   From:  Chris Kennedy, Senior Planner 

 

Subject:      Abandonment of Right-of-Way: N. Mechanic Street & 

W. Rhode Island Avenue; Petitioner, Caviness & Cates 

Building and Development Company 

 

   Date:  August 9, 2016 

 

Abandonment of Right-of-Way: N. Mechanic Street & W. Rhode Island Avenue; Petitioner, 

Caviness & Cates Building and Development Company 
 

In April 2016, the Town of Southern Pines Public Works Department received a request that the 

Town Council consider two sections of road for a right-of-way abandonment.  The first section 

identified for right-of-way abandonment is comprised of the one and one-half (1.5) block portion 

of N. Mechanic Street extending from the eastern boundary of the intersection with W. Maine 

Avenue and N. Mechanic Street to the termination of N. Mechanic Street at the NE Service Road. 

The second section identified for right-of-way abandonment includes the portion of W. Rhode 

Island Avenue extending from the northern boundary of the intersection of W. Rhode Island 

Avenue and N. Mechanic Street extending to the termination of W. Rhode Island Avenue at the 

NE Service Road.  Both portions included in the request are unopened sections of right-of-way 

(See attachment).  At the April 12, 2016 Regular Business Meeting of the Town Council the Town 

Council adopted a resolution to review the request for this abandonment at the May 2016 Regular 

Business Meeting of the Town Council.   

 

Both sections of right-of-way listed in this request are considered “paper” streets in that the areas 

designated for a street are not currently improved or easily accessible for most types of 

transportation. These sections of street are not included in Powell Bill funding calculations. The 

Town does not have future plans to improve these portions of unopened road. The Town does have 

a sewer line that runs east to west along W. Maine Avenue that will require an easement if the 

abandonment is approved.    

 

Per UDO Section 2.29, the procedure to abandon streets, no matter their condition or utility, 

requires an adopted resolution, public notices, and a public hearing.  Per UDO Section 2.29.2, the 

process for abandonment may be initiated by the Town Council or the owner of property abutting 

the street or alley.  The Town Council shall adopt a resolution declaring its intent to close a street 

or alley and call for a public hearing.  If the abandonment is approved, the areas abandoned revert 

automatically to the adjoining property owners to the midway point of the right-of-way on their 

side of the street for the length of their property on that right-of-way.  
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Town Council Hearing – July 25, 2016 (July 2016 Town Council Work Session): 

 

At the July 25, 2016 Town Council Work Session, the Town Council deliberated and made a 

series of findings of facts and motions to deny Conditional Use Permit  application CU-01-16. 

The Town Council decided to continue the public hearing for this right-of-way abandonment until 

the August 9, 2016 Regular Business Meeting of the Town Council.  

 

Town Council Hearing – July 12, 2016 (July 2016 Regular Business Meeting of the Town 

Council): 

 

At the July 12, 2016 Regular Business Meeting of the Town Council, the Town Council 

continued and the public hearing for Conditional Use Permit application CU-01-16. The Town 

Council then closed the public hearing but did not deliberate or make any motion to approve or 

deny CU-01-16, therefore, per the staff recommendation listed herein, the Town Council decided 

to continue the public hearing for this right-of-way abandonment until the July 25, 2016 Town 

Council Work Session.  

 

Town Council Hearing – June 14, 2016 (June 2016 Regular Business Meeting of the Town 

Council): 

 

At the June 14, 2016 Regular Business Meeting of the Town Council, the Town Council 

continued the public hearing for Conditional Use Permit application CU-01-16. Per the staff 

recommendation listed herein the Town Council decided to continue the public hearing for this 

right-of-way abandonment until the July 12, 2016 Regular Business Meeting of the Town Council.  

 

Town Council Hearing - May 23, 2016 (May 2016 Town Council Work Session): 

 

At the May 23, 2016 Town Council Work Session, the Town Council continued the public 

hearing for Conditional Use Permit application CU-01-16. Per the staff recommendation listed 

herein the Town Council decided to continue the public hearing for this right-of-way 

abandonment until the June 14, 2016 Regular Business Meeting of the Town Council.  

 

Town Council Hearing - May 10, 2016 (May 2016 Regular Business Meeting of the Town 

Council): 

 

At the May 10, 2016 Regular Business Meeting of the Town Council, the Town Council 

continued the public hearing for Conditional Use Permit application CU-01-16. Per the staff 

recommendation listed herein the Town Council decided to continue the public hearing for this 

right-of-way abandonment until the May 23, 2016 Town Council Work Session.  
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Staff Comments:  

 

 This right-of-way abandonment request has been submitted by the same petitioner as 

Conditional Use Permit application CU-01-16.  The petitioner is seeking the approval of a 

Conditional Use Permit for a multi-family development along the NE Service Road and 

the abandonment of the right-of-ways included herein as part of the development request.   

o Town staff recommends that the Town Council delay their decision making of this 

right-of-way abandonment request until the Town Council formally makes a 

decision on Conditional Use Permit application CU-01-16.  

o Furthermore, Town staff recommends to the Town Council that should the 

Conditional Use Permit application CU-01-16 be denied, the right-of-way 

abandonment requests listed herein also be denied.  

o As a part of any denial or approval of CU-01-16, Town staff recommends that the 

Town Council delay action and table any decision relative to this right-of-way 

abandonment until after the expiration of the legal appeal period provided to a 

Conditional Use Permit and/or any appeal of the decision is resolved.  

 The UDO standards and requirements for the abandonment or vacation of right-of-way are 

defined in UDO Section 2.29. 

2.29 VACATION OF STREETS OR ALLEYS 

2.29.1 Purpose and Applicability  

This section establishes the process for approving the elimination of a Street or Alley, in whole or 

in part.  

2.29.2 Initiation  

The process may be initiated by the Town Council or the owner of property abutting the street or 

alley. The Town Council shall adopt a resolution declaring its intent to close a street or alley and 

call for a public hearing. 

2.29.3 Notice  

The Town Manager shall cause the notice to be published once a week for four successive weeks 

prior to the hearing, mail a copy of the notice by registered or certified mail to all the owners of 

property adjoining the street or alley and post notice in at least two places along the street or alley. 

If the street or alley is under the authority and control of the Department of Transportation, a copy 

of the resolution shall be mailed to the Department of Transportation. No street or alley under the 

control of the Department of Transportation may be closed unless the Department of 

Transportation consents thereto. The cost of notice shall be borne by the applicant for the vacation. 

2.29.4 Decision  

At the hearing, any person may be heard on the question of whether or not the closing would be 

detrimental to the public interest, or the property rights of any individual. If it appears to the 

satisfaction of the Town Council after the hearing that closing the street or alley is not contrary to 

the public interest, and that no individual owning property in the vicinity of the street or alley or 

in the subdivision in which it is located would thereby be deprived of reasonable means of ingress 
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and egress to his property, the Council may adopt an order closing the street or alley. A certified 

copy of the order shall be filed in the office of the register of deeds.  

2.29.5 Appeals 

Any person aggrieved by the closing of any street or alley including the Department of 

Transportation if the street or alley is under its authority and control, may appeal the Council's 

order to the District Court within 30 days after its adoption.  

2.29.6 Ownership 

(A) Except as provided in paragraph (C) of this section, upon the closing of a street or alley in 

accordance with this section, all right, title, and interest in the right-of-way shall be 

conclusively presumed to be vested in those persons owning lots or parcels of land adjacent to 

the street or alley, and the title of such adjoining landowners, for the width of the abutting land 

owned by them, shall extend to the centerline of the street or alley.  

(B) The provisions of this subsection regarding division of right-of-way in street or alley closings 

may be altered as to a particular street or alley closing by the assent of all property owners 

taking title to a closed street or alley by the filing of a plat which shows the street or alley 

closing and the portion of the closed street or alley to be taken by each such owner. The plat 

shall be signed by each property owner who, under this section, has an ownership right in the 

closed street or alley.  

(C) The Town may reserve its right, title, and interest in any utility improvement or easement 

within a street closed pursuant to this section. Such reservation shall be stated in the order of 

closing. Such reservation also extends to utility improvements or easements owned by private 

utilities which at the time of the street closing have a utility agreement or franchise with the 

Town. To retain such easements, the Town Council shall, after public hearing, approve a 

"declaration of retention of utility easements" specifically describing such easements.  

2.29. 7 Recording Procedures  

The recorder of deeds shall write legibly on the vacated plat the word “vacated,” and shall enter 

on the plat a reference to the volume and page at which the vacating instrument is recorded. 

 

Attachments: 

 

 Map Depicting Right-of-Way to be Vacated 
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Town Council Actions:  

 

The Town Council shall vote on whether the proposed street or alley vacation request is not 

contrary to the public interest, and that no individual owning property in the vicinity of the 

street or alley or in the subdivision in which it is located would thereby be deprived of 

reasonable means of ingress and egress to their property.  The Town Council could make 

one of the following motions for recommendations or any alternative they wish: 

 

I move that the proposed street or alley vacation request… 

1) is not contrary to the public interest, and that no individual owning property in the 

vicinity of the street or alley or in the subdivision in which it is located would thereby be 

deprived of reasonable means of ingress and egress to their property, therefore… 

 

2) is contrary to the public interest, and that individuals owning property in the vicinity 

of the street or alley or in the subdivision in which it is located would thereby be deprived 

of reasonable means of ingress and egress to their property, therefore… 

 
I move to: 
 

1) Approve the abandonment of the portions of N. Mechanic Street and W. Rhode Island 

Avenue as specified in the attached map; 

2) Deny the abandonment of the portions of N. Mechanic Street and W. Rhode Island Avenue 

as specified in the attached map; OR 

3) Approve the abandonment of the portions of N. Mechanic Street and W. Rhode Island 

Avenue as specified in the attached map with the following additional conditions… 

 

 

 

IN ADDITION TO Street or Alley Vacation Approval from Town Council, THE 

APPLICANT SHOULD BE REMINDED THAT ALL APPLICABLE PERMITS MUST BE 

OBTAINED BEFORE CONSTRUCTION AND/OR DEMOLITION CAN BEGIN.  When 

the applicant applies for the required permits such as zoning, grading, soil erosion control, 

building, sign, etc., a set of detailed plans (including a site plan in compliance with various Sections 

of the Town of Southern Pines UDO) will be necessary.  Planning staff recommends a staff 

consultation of the applicant’s preliminary plans to provide comprehensive remarks by all 

appropriate Town departments/divisions.  Such staff consultation should minimize development 

costs, avoid misunderstanding or misinterpretation, and ensure compliance with the requirements. 
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 Right-of-Way 

to be Vacated 

(currently 

unimproved) 

 TOSP Paved 

Streets 

 TOSP Gravel 

Streets 

 TOSP 

Unimproved 

Streets 

 NCDOT Streets 

 This map was created by the Tow n of Southern Pines Planning Department. 

The Town of Southern Pines, its agents and employees make NO warranty as to the 

correctness or accuracy of the information set forth on this media whether expressed or 

implied, in fact or in law, including without limitation the implied warranties of 

merchantability and fitness for a particular use. 

Any resale of this data is strictly prohibited in accordance with North Carolina General 

Statute 132-10. Grid is based on North Carolina State Plane Coordinate System NAD 83 

(feet). 
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Agenda Item 
 

   To:  Reagan Parsons, Town Manager 
 
   Via:  Chris Kennedy, Community Development Director 
 
   From:  Bart Nuckols, Planning Director 
 

Subject:      CU-05-16 Major Amendment to CU-04-88, Area “F”; 
Longleaf Golf & Family Club; Petitioner, Floyd 
Properties & Development 

 
   Date:  November 9, 2016 
 
CU-05-16 Major Amendment to CU-04-88, Area “F”; Longleaf Golf & Family Club; 
Petitioner, Floyd Properties & Development 
 
On behalf of the petitioner Floyd Properties & Development, Mr. David Wilson and Mr. Shane 
Sanders have submitted a Conditional Use Permit application requesting the approval of a Major 
Amendment to Conditional Use Permit CU-04-88.  The Longleaf Golf & Family Club was 
approved under application CU-04-88 which permitted a PRD (Planned Residential Development) 
and a golf course development between Midland Road and Airport Road with a total of five-
hundred nine (509) dwelling units.  The petitioner is seeking a Conditional Use Permit for a Major 
Amendment to “Area F” as designated in the original master plan under CU-04-88 to modify the 
approved unit type from eighty-two (82) townhomes to twenty-four (24) single-family homes and 
ten (10) townhomes.  The proposal will utilize the existing density and approved dwelling unit 
total approved for the Longleaf Golf & Family Club development, deviating only in the unit type 
proposed for this section.  The subject property is identified by the following: PIN: 857318326163 
(PARID: 00041500) and PIN: 857318317745 (PARID: 00992022).  Per the Moore County Tax 
records, the property owner(s) are listed as NC One, LLC.   
 
Planning Board Recommendation: 
At the October 20, 2016 Regular Meeting of the Planning Board, the Planning Board held a 
quasi-judicial public hearing and heard evidence from those in attendance regarding 
application CU-05-16. The Planning Board voted on a recommendation for Conditional Use 
Permit application CU-05-16 for a Major Amendment to CU-04-88.  

 
The Board voted on two findings of fact for the application before voting on whether to recommend 
approval or denial of the Conditional Use Permit application.  The Board unanimously voted (5-
0) to recommend that as a finding of fact the application is complete and the facts submitted were 
relevant to the case.  Then, the Board unanimously voted (5-0) to recommend that as a finding of 
fact the application complies with Section 2.21.7 Criteria for a Conditional Use Permit, Criteria 
A-F.    Next, the Board unanimously voted (5-0) to recommend that the proposed Conditional Use 
Permit Application is consistent with those documents that constitute the officially adopted land 
development plan and other applicable plans in that the project is consistent with the adopted 
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CLRP Map and other goals and objectives of the CLRP.  The Planning Board unanimously voted 
(5-0) to recommend approval of CU-05-16.   
 
Analysis: 
The subject property is identified as Residential/Golf in the CLRP.  Per the Comprehensive Long 
Range Plan 2015-16 Update:  
 
Residential/Golf: The Residential/Golf designation applies to areas that include public or private 
golf courses and residences.  This category may accommodate a single-family or attached 
dwellings at a variety of densities, recreational facilities in addition to the golf course, limited guest 
accommodations, and limited commercial services intended to serve residents of and visitors to the 
development.  
 
Staff Comments: 

• RLUAC (Regional Land Use Advisory Commission) review identified no military impacts 
and recognized the parcels as outside of the five-mile Joint Land Use Study Review Area. 
Thereby RLUAC has no issues or concerns with the requested Conditional Use Permit.  

• The proposal includes two parcels designated for development, one parcel comprised of 
13.93 acres and the second comprised of 1.22 acres; totaling 15.15 acres per the Moore 
County GIS.  

• The subject property the petitioner is seeking to develop is listed on the Master Plan as 
“Area F” and is designated to be developed with eighty-two (82) townhomes.   

• The petitioner must provide the Town with the total number of units built to date for the 
Longleaf Golf & Family Club Development with the corresponding break down of the unit 
type mix to ensure compliance with the approved total of (509) dwelling units for the entire 
development.   
o For each housing type in the unit mix, the number corresponding to that housing type 

is the maximum allowed for that type in the development.  If there are remaining units 
to be built for a particular housing type for the development, the petitioner may be 
allowed to develop up to the number allowed for that housing type.   

o Any modification to the approved Master Plan, including but not limited to: building 
more than the eighty-two (82) townhomes units in “Area F”, building more than the 
maximum unit mix for an approved housing type, or building a housing type not listed 
in the approved Master Plan, requires the approval of a Major Modification to CU-
04-88 from the Town of Southern Pines Town Council.  

• The petitioner is proposing a Major Modification to “Area F” to permit a total of thirty 
(30) dwelling units: 

 Twenty-four (24) single-family homes  
 Ten (10) townhomes.  

o Proposed setbacks:  
 Front: 20’; Side: 10’; Rear: 20’ 

o Total Open Space: 5.42 acres (36.18%) 
• The Longleaf Golf & Family Club development is zoned RS-1 – CD (Residential Single-

Family 1 – Conditional District). 
• The Longleaf Golf & Family Club development was approved under a Conditional Use 

Permit, CU-04-88 for a 509 Unit PRD (Planned Residential Development) located between 
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Midland Road and Airport Road consisting of single-family, multi-family, and other 
amenities associated with a gold course development. The Longleaf Golf & Family Club 
development consists of 308.44 total acres.   The golf course and open space comprise 
182.27 acres.  
o The land usage from the original approval breaks down as follows:  

 Residential Single-Family 1 – Conditional District: 308.44 acres 
 Dedicated R-O-W (Knoll Road only): 10.89 acres 
 Inn: 3.24 acres 
 Open Space/Golf Course: 182.27 acres 
 Single-Family Lots: 35.15 acres 
 Patio Home Lots: 45.45 acres 
 Townhome Parcels: 33.99 acres 
 Local Business Zoning 

• Local Business: 7.0 acres 
• Dedicated R-O-W: 0.88 acres 

• The approved Longleaf Golf & Family Club Development Master Plan allots 509 total 
dwelling units for the development. With a density of 1.645 dwelling units per acre.  
o Single-Family: 68 lots 
o Patio Homes: 190 lots 
o Townhomes: 196 lots 
o Inn Rooms: 55 

• The approved Master Plan does not explicitly provide setbacks for single-family 
dwellings.  

• The RS-1 zoning classification per the UDO has the following setbacks:  
o Front: 30.0’; Exterior Side: 15.0’; Interior Side:10.0’; Rear: 30.0’ 

• Per the conditions of the original Conditional Use Permit of the Longleaf Golf & Family 
Club development property, there shall be a thirty (30) foot wide buffer maintained along 
the Knoll Road right-of-way. 

• Per UDO Section 2.21.13 Conditional Use Permit Amendments are subject to the following 
standards:  
(A) An amendment is a request for any enlargement, expansion, increase in intensity, 
relocation, or modification of any condition of a previously approved and currently valid 
CUP. 
(B) Minor CUP amendments may be authorized by the Planning Director for shifts in on-
site location and changes in height, area, or intensity of development by less than five (5) 
percent, or a five (5) percent or less increase in either impervious surface or floor area over 
what was originally approved provided that such minor changes comply with the following 
criteria:  

1) No previous minor modification has been granted pursuant to this section;  
2) There will be no detrimental impact on any adjacent property caused by significant 

change in the appearance or use of the property or any other contributing factor;  
3) Nothing in the currently valid CUP precludes or otherwise limits such amendment; 

and,  
4) The proposal conforms to the UDO and is in keeping with the spirit and intent of 

any adopted comprehensive plan.  
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(C) Major CUP amendments are any proposed amendment other than those defined above 
as Minor CUP amendments and shall be approved in the same manner and under the same 
procedures as the original approval.   

• The entirety of the property is within the Little River #2 Intake (LR#2) Watershed. 
• Per UDO Section 4.12.2(A)(2), a Traffic Impact Analysis will be required prior to the 

approval of a preliminary plat, architectural compliance permit, zoning map amendment, 
or conditional use permit for development that exceeds the following thresholds in one or 
more development applications submitted for a parcel or contiguous parcels under common 
ownership at the time of the adoption of this UDO or at the time of the development 
application. 
o (A) The proposed development will generate more than 1,000 average daily trips at 

full occupancy, according to the most current version of the ITE Trip Generation 
Informational Report or comparable research data approved by the Town Engineer; 
or, 

o (B) The proposed development will concentrate 300 or more trips per day through a 
single access point. 

 The proposed project includes 301 average daily trips out of a single access 
point therefore the TIA requirement is triggered with the request.  

 The petitioner has submitted a TIA to comply with this standard.  
 
Previous Conditional Use Permits for the Longleaf Golf & Family Club:  

• CU-04-88 509 Units 
• CU-17-88 Conversion of site plan from Inn to 54 club cottages 
• CU-18-88 Conversion of single-family lots to zero lot line lots 
• CU-11-89 Conversion of 43 patio homes to 29 single-family lots 
• CU-04-90 Modification of 29 single-family lots to 25 single-family lots and street design 
• CU-05-90 Modification of 27 patio lots to 26 patio lots and street design 
• CU-09-91 Modification to add 14 single-family homes to Steeplechase Way 
• CU-10-91 Hunter Trail Street Design 
• CU-05-93 (Z-05-93) Rezoning from Local Business Commercial Area to Residential 

Single Family [CUP for 47 Patio Homes] 
• CU-02-11 Six (6) lot addition to Magnolia Court 

 
Attachments: 

• RLUAC Response 
• Written Decision of the Planning Board 
• GIS Location 
• Application Materials 
• Criteria Narrative 
• TIA Response Letter from Town Engineer 
• TIA Excerpt  
• Preliminary Plat  
• Longleaf Development Density Statistics  
• Future Land Use Map 
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TOWN COUNCIL ACTIONS: 
 

To either approve or deny a Conditional Use Permit application, the Town Council must 
make findings of fact and conclusions to the applicable standards. The Town Council shall 
first vote on whether the application is complete and whether the facts presented are relevant 
to the case.  The Town Council shall then vote on whether the application complies with the 
criteria as set forth in Section 2.21.7 Criteria for a Conditional Use Permit, Criteria A-F.  
The Town Council may choose one of the following motions or any alternative they wish: 
 
Finding of Fact #1 
 

1) I move that as a finding of fact that the application is complete and that the facts 
submitted are relevant to the case, in that… 

Or 
2) I move that as a finding of fact the application is incomplete and/or that the facts 

submitted are not relevant to the case, in that… 
 

Finding of Fact #2 
 

1) I move that as a finding of fact the application complies with Section 2.21.7 Criteria for a 
Conditional Use Permit, Criteria A-F, in that… 

Or 
2) I move that as a finding of fact the application does not comply with Section 2.21.7 

Criteria for a Conditional Use Permit, Criteria A-F, in that… 
 
The Town Council shall vote on whether the proposed Conditional Use Permit application is 
consistent with the Comprehensive Long Range Plan that has been adopted and any other 
officially adopted plan that is applicable.  The Town Council could make one of the following 
motions for recommendations or any alternative they wish: 
 
I move that: 
 

1. The proposed Conditional Use Application is consistent with those documents that 
constitute the officially adopted land development plan and other applicable plans; in 
that… 

OR 
 
2. The proposed Conditional Use Application is not consistent with the documents that 

constitute the officially adopted land development plan or other applicable plans, in 
that … 

 
I move to: 
 

1. Approve CU-05-16 
2. Deny CU-05-16; OR 
3. Approve CU-05-16 with the following additional conditions… 
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TOWN OF SOUTHERN PINES  
CONDITIONAL USE PERMIT  

FOR MAJOR MODIFICATION OF CASE CU-04-88 
Case Number:   CU-05-16 

PIN’s: 857318326163 & 857318317745 
October 27, 2016 

 
Following a review of the requested conditional use permit by the RLUAC staff and Board of 
Directors for the parcels listed above, and recognizing that our findings are non-binding on the 
Town of Southern Pines, the RLUAC Board of Directors find that: 
 

• The parcels are located outside of the five-mile Joint Land Use Study review area, and 
• There are no identified military impacts.  
 

RLUAC therefore has no issues or concerns with the requested conditional use permit listed above. 
 
Thank you for allowing RLUAC to review this case. 
 
      Robert McLaughlin, Chairman 
 
      James Dougherty, Executive Director 
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CU-05-16 Longleaf Golf & Family Club 
Request for Major Amendment to CU-04-88 
 

 

This map was created by the Tow n of Southern Pines Planning Department. 

The Town of Southern Pines, its agents and employees make NO warranty as to the 

correctness or accuracy of the information set forth on this media whether expressed or 

implied, in fact or in law, including without limitation the implied warranties of 

merchantability and fitness for a particular use. 

Any resale of this data is strictly prohibited in accordance with North Carolina General 

Statute 132-10. Grid is based on North Carolina State Plane Coordinate System NAD 83 

(feet). 
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CU-05-16 Longleaf Golf & Family Club 
Request for Major Amendment to CU-04-88 
 

 

This map was created by the Tow n of Southern Pines Planning Department. 

The Town of Southern Pines, its agents and employees make NO warranty as to the 

correctness or accuracy of the information set forth on this media whether expressed or 

implied, in fact or in law, including without limitation the implied warranties of 

merchantability and fitness for a particular use. 

Any resale of this data is strictly prohibited in accordance with North Carolina General 

Statute 132-10. Grid is based on North Carolina State Plane Coordinate System NAD 83 

(feet). 
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CU-05-16 Longleaf Golf & Family Club 
Request for Major Amendment to CU-04-88 
 

 

This map was created by the Tow n of Southern Pines Planning Department. 

The Town of Southern Pines, its agents and employees make NO warranty as to the 

correctness or accuracy of the information set forth on this media whether expressed or 

implied, in fact or in law, including without limitation the implied warranties of 

merchantability and fitness for a particular use. 

Any resale of this data is strictly prohibited in accordance with North Carolina General 

Statute 132-10. Grid is based on North Carolina State Plane Coordinate System NAD 83 

(feet). 
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CU-05-16 July 17, 2016 

2.21.13 Major Modification to a CUP 
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Preliminary Plat for Area F 
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Original Approved Layout for Area F
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Future Land Use Map: CU-05-16 
 

 

This map was created by the Tow n of Southern Pines Planning Department. The Town of Southern 

Pines, its agents and employees make NO warranty as to the correctness or accuracy of the 
information set forth on this media whether expressed or implied, in fact or in law, including without 
limitation the implied warranties of merchantability and fitness for a particular use. Any resale of this 
data is strictly prohibited in accordance with North Carolina General Statute 132-10. Grid is based on 
North Carolina State Plane Coordinate System NAD 83 (feet). 

 
 

= Subject Property 
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Agenda Item 
 

   To:  Reagan Parsons, Town Manager 
 
   From:  Chris Kennedy, Community Development Director 
 

Subject:      CU-06-16 Major Amendment to CU-01-11 for a 
Daycare; Tyler’s Ridge; Petitioner, Building Blocks 
Early Education Centers 

   Date:  November 9, 2016 
 
CU-06-16 Major Amendment to CU-01-11 for a Daycare; Tyler’s Ridge; Petitioner, Building 
Blocks Early Education Centers 
 
On behalf of the petitioner, Building Blocks Early Education Centers, Mr. Perry Melton has 
submitted a request for a Major Amendment to Conditional Use Permit CU-01-11.  The approval 
of CU-01-11 approved a mixed-use development off of NC Highway 22 to include a commercial 
business park, a residential apartment section, and three (3) single-family homes.  Mr. Melton is 
seeking a Major Amendment to the previously approved Conditional Use Permit to remove the 
requirement for the single-family homes in favor of a daycare center to be constructed on the same 
lots designated for single-family development.  The subject property is comprised of 1.48 acres 
with the entirety of the subject property located within the corporate limits of the Town of 
Southern Pines. The subject property is identified by the following: PIN: 857300969695 (PARID: 
00035939); PIN: 857300969508 (PARID: 20110241); and PIN: 857300967690 (PARID: 
20110242).  Per the Moore County Tax records, the property owner(s) are listed as Tyler’s Ridge 
Business Park, LLC.   
 
Town Council Hearing (October Regular Business Meeting of the Town Council): 
 
At the October 11, 2016 Regular Meeting of the Town Council, the Town Council opened a 
quasi-judicial public hearing and heard evidence from those in attendance regarding the 
application CU-06-16. The Planning Department staff opened the public hearing with the staff 
report.  The hearing proceeded with presentations and the submittal of evidence from the petitioner 
and other persons for and against the project.  After all presentations were completed, the Town 
Council decided to continue the public hearing to the November Regular Business Meeting of the 
Town Council on November 9, 2016 to further discuss Conditional Use Permit application CU-
06-16 for a Major Amendment to CU-01-11. 
 
Planning Board Recommendation: 
 
At the September 22, 2016 Regular Meeting of the Planning Board, the Planning Board held 
a quasi-judicial public hearing and heard evidence from those in attendance regarding the 
application CU-06-16. The Planning Board voted on a recommendation for Conditional Use 
Permit application CU-06-16 for a Major Amendment to CU-01-11.  
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The Board voted on two findings of fact for the application before voting on whether to recommend 
approval or denial of the Conditional Use Permit application.  The Board unanimously voted (6-
0) to recommend that as a finding of fact the application is complete and the facts submitted were 
relevant to the case.  Then, the Board unanimously voted (6-0) to recommend that as a finding of 
fact the application complies with Section 2.21.7 Criteria for a Conditional Use Permit, Criteria 
A-F.    Next, the Board unanimously voted (6-0) to recommend that the proposed Conditional Use 
Permit Application is consistent with those documents that constitute the officially adopted land 
development plan and other applicable plans in that the project is consistent with the adopted 
CLRP Map and other goals and objectives of the CLRP.  The Planning Board unanimously voted 
(6-0) to recommend approval of CU-06-16 with two conditions.   

1. The petitioner shall provide written verification that the subject properties lie outside of the 
Moore County Airport Clear Zone.  The written verification can be submitted to staff prior 
to the Town Council public hearing or to the Town Clerk if submitted at the Town Council 
Public Hearing for CU-06-16. 

2. All applicable previous conditions applied to the approval of CU-01-11 remain in place 
with any approval of CU-06-16.  

 
The Planning Board also wanted to relay a general comment to the Town Council that the Planning 
Board’s recommendation on the proposed Major Amendment presumes that the subject properties 
(Tyler’s Ridge Lots 3-5) are to be considered separate from the previously approved Tyler’s Ridge 
Commercial Area allocations with respect to allowable impervious surface, parking space 
maximums, and commercial space square footage. 
 
Analysis: 
 
The subject property is identified as “Traditional Mixed-Use” in the Comprehensive Long Range 
Plan Future Land Use Map. Per the Comprehensive Long Range Plan 2015-16 Update:  
 
• Traditional Mixed-Use: The Traditional Mixed-Use category applies to those larger, mostly 

undeveloped parcels well-suited to mixing residential and non-residential uses in a manner 
similar to that found in downtown Southern Pines.  This designation applies to the Morganton 
Road area and to the Pine Needles area, identifying these as likely spots for mixed-use including 
an interconnected street network as found in traditional town development.  No specific 
development intensity is implied by this designation.  It simply indicates that such areas will be 
built to urban levels, will incorporate a variety of uses and will have a street network 
accommodating modes of travel beyond the automobile.  

 
 
Staff Comments: 
 

• The subject properties comprise approximately 1.48 acres included in the Tyler’s Ridge 
development.   

• The subject property is currently zoned PD (Planned Development).   
• The neighboring properties are zoned PD (Planned Development) and FRR (Facilities, 

Resources, Recreation).  
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• The Tyler’s Ridge development was approved under a Conditional Use Permit, CU-01-11, 
which specifies the permitted land uses for the development.   The approved Site Plan lists 
the following:  

o  “Commercial: (As shown, exact design and layout to be determined by actual use 
and will be subject to approval by Planning Board and Town Council) 

o Lot 6 (Retail Use): 30,425sf of building space 
o Proposed Parking: 152 spaces (152 spaces required @ 1/200sf) 
o Lot 7 (Restaurant Use): 6,500sf of building space 
o Proposed Parking: 48 spaces + 17 shared from Lot #6 (65 spaces required @ 

1/100sf) 
o Lot 8 (Retail Use): 14,490sf of building space 
o Proposed Parking: 72 spaces (72 spaces required @ 1/200sf) 
o Lot 9* (Service Use): 12,000sf of building space 
o Proposed Parking: 48 spaces (30 spaces required @ 1/400sf) 

 *this lot in actually part of Lot 6 on the site plan, it is not subdivided off as 
an individual parcel, however per the site plan sheet detail it is listed as Lot 
9  

o TOTAL (As Shown on Site Plan): 63,415sf of building space 
o Proposed Parking: 320 spaces  
o Proposed Impervious Surface: 258,477sf 
o Optimum Build-out: 64,000sf GB Commercial Building Space 
o Maximum Impervious Surface: 355,946sf (65% of Commercial Lots) 
o Maximum Parking: 320 Spaces (1 per 200sf of building space) or as required by 

Town development ordinance” 
• The Conditional Use Permit lists the commercial development project area as 

“Neighborhood Commercial” however the land uses permitted in the commercial 
development project area should follow the land uses permitted in the GB (General 
Business) zoning classification.  However regardless of zoning classification the following 
land uses are not permitted: Land uses under the Land Use Code 1300 (formerly the Use 
1.540) Hotels, Motels, and Similar Businesses or Institutions providing overnight 
accommodation; Use Code 2540 (formerly Use 8.20) Bars, Night Clubs; Use Code 4222 
(formerly use 6.12) Movie Theaters.   

• The entirety of the property is within the Little River #2 Intake (LR#2) Watershed. 
• The area designated for the requested modification to the approved CUP may be required 

to obtain a Watershed Protection Permit from the Town Council due to its location within 
the high quality water portion of the Little River Intake #2 Watershed.  Should the project 
exceed the 12% impervious level the project will be required to utilize BMPs for storm water 
management.  Should the project exceed the 24% impervious level the project will be 
required to apply for the 5/70 Exemption from the Town Council as part of the CUP 
application.  

o The Watershed Protection Permit, if approved, will provide the project with the 
5/70 exemption allowing the project to develop up to the 70% impervious surface 
level.  

o The requested modification will likely trigger the UDO requirements for the 
developer to apply for the 5/70 exemption for area currently designated as single-
family lots in conjunction with the CUP Major Modification.  
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o Currently, only the previously approved commercial section is permitted the 5/70 
exemption and that portion of the development is further limited to a maximum of 
a 65% impervious level per the CUP conditions applied to CU-01-11.  

o The applicant has submitted an application for the 5/70 Exemption under 
Watershed Protection Permit application WP-03-16. 

• RLUAC (Regional Land Use Advisory Commission) identified no military impacts and 
therefore has no issues or concerns with the requested conditional use permit.   
 

• Per UDO Section 2.21.13 Conditional Use Permit Amendments are subject to the following 
standards:  
A. An amendment is a request for any enlargement, expansion, increase in intensity, 

relocation, or modification of any condition of a previously approved and currently 
valid CUP. 

B. Minor CUP amendments may be authorized by the Planning Director for shifts in on-
site location and changes in height, area, or intensity of development by less than five 
(5) percent, or a five (5) percent or less increase in either impervious surface or floor 
area over what was originally approved provided that such minor changes comply with 
the following criteria:  

1.No previous minor modification has been granted pursuant to this section;  
2.There will be no detrimental impact on any adjacent property caused by 

significant change in the appearance or use of the property or any other 
contributing factor;  

3.Nothing in the currently valid CUP precludes or otherwise limits such 
amendment; and,  

4.The proposal conforms to the UDO and is in keeping with the spirit and 
intent of any adopted comprehensive plan.  

C. Major CUP amendments are any proposed amendment other than those defined above 
as Minor CUP amendments and shall be approved in the same manner and under the 
same procedures as the original approval.   

• Per Section 2.21.7 an Application for a Conditional Use Permit must satisfy the following 
criteria:  

2.21.7 Criteria for a Conditional Use Permit  
A Conditional Use is permitted only if the Applicant demonstrates that:  

(A) The proposed conditional use shall comply with all regulations of the applicable zoning 
district and any applicable supplemental use regulations; 

(B) The proposed conditional use shall conform to the character of the neighborhood in which 
it is located and not injure the use and enjoyment of property in the immediate vicinity for 
the purposes already permitted; 

(C) Adequate public facilities shall be provided as set forth herein; 
(D) The proposed use shall not impede the orderly Development and improvement of 

surrounding property for uses permitted within the zoning district or substantially diminish 
or impair the property values within the neighborhood; 

(E) The establishment, maintenance, or operation of the proposed use shall not be detrimental 
to or endanger the public health, safety, comfort or general welfare; and, 

(F) The public interest and welfare supporting the proposed use shall be sufficient to outweigh 
individual interests that are adversely affected by the establishment of the proposed use. 
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Attachments: 
 

• Updated Traffic Demand Information 
• Watershed Protection Permit (WP-03-16) 
• RLUAC Response  
• Written Decision of the Planning Board 
• GIS Location 
• Application Materials 
• Criteria Narratives 
• Vicinity Map 
• Proposed Recombination Plat  
• Proposed Site Plan 
• Future Land Use Map 
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TOWN COUNCIL ACTIONS: 

 
To either approve or deny a Conditional Use Permit application, the Town Council must make 
findings of fact and conclusions to the applicable standards. The Town Council shall first vote on 
whether the application is complete and whether the facts presented are relevant to the case.  The 
Town Council shall then vote on whether the application complies with the criteria as set forth in 
Section 2.21.7 Criteria for a Conditional Use Permit, Criteria A-F.  The Town Council may choose 
one of the following motions or any alternative they wish: 
 
Finding of Fact #1 
 

1) I move that as a finding of fact that the application is complete and that the facts 
submitted are relevant to the case, in that… 

Or 
2) I move that as a finding of fact the application is incomplete and/or that the facts 

submitted are not relevant to the case, in that… 
 

Finding of Fact #2 
 

1) I move that as a finding of fact the application complies with Section 2.21.7 Criteria for a 
Conditional Use Permit, Criteria A-F, in that… 

Or 
2) I move that as a finding of fact the application does not comply with Section 2.21.7 

Criteria for a Conditional Use Permit, Criteria A-F, in that… 
 
The Town Council shall vote on whether the proposed Conditional Use Permit application is 
consistent with the Comprehensive Long Range Plan that has been adopted and any other 
officially adopted plan that is applicable.  The Town Council could make one of the following 
motions for recommendations or any alternative they wish: 
 
I move that: 
 

1. The proposed Conditional Use Application is consistent with those documents that 
constitute the officially adopted land development plan and other applicable plans; in 
that… 

OR 
 
2. The proposed Conditional Use Application is not consistent with the documents that 

constitute the officially adopted land development plan or other applicable plans, in 
that … 

 
I move to: 
 

1. Approve CU-06-16 
2. Deny CU-06-16; OR 
3. Approve CU-06-16 with the following additional conditions… 
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TOWN OF SOUTHERN PINES  
CONDITIONAL USE PERMIT  

FOR MAJOR MODIFICATION OF CASE CU-01-11 
Case Number:   CU-06-16 

PIN’s: 857300969695; 857300969508; & 857300967690 
September 27, 2016 

 
Following a review of the requested conditional use permit by the RLUAC staff and Board of 
Directors for the parcels listed above, and recognizing that our findings are non-binding on the 
Town of Southern Pines, the RLUAC Board of Directors find that: 
 

• The parcels are located outside of the five-mile Joint Land Use Study review area, and 
• There are no identified military impacts.  
 

RLUAC therefore has no issues or concerns with the requested conditional use permit listed above. 
 
Thank you for allowing RLUAC to review this case. 
 
      Robert McLaughlin, Chairman 
 
      James Dougherty, Executive Director 
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CU-06-16 Tyler’s Ridge (Vicinity and Corporate Limits Map) 
Request for Major Amendment to CU-01-11 
 

 

This map was created by the Tow n of Southern Pines Planning Department. 

The Town of Southern Pines, its agents and employees make NO warranty as to the 

correctness or accuracy of the information set forth on this media whether expressed or 

implied, in fact or in law, including without limitation the implied warranties of 
merchantability and fitness for a particular use. 
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CU-06-16 Tyler’s Ridge (Zoning Map) 
Request for Major Amendment to CU-01-11 
 

 

This map was created by the Tow n of Southern Pines Planning Department. 

The Town of Southern Pines, its agents and employees make NO warranty as to the 

correctness or accuracy of the information set forth on this media whether expressed or 

implied, in fact or in law, including without limitation the implied warranties of 
merchantability and fitness for a particular use. 
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CU-06-16 Tyler’s Ridge (Zoning with Aerials Map) 
Request for Major Amendment to CU-01-11 
 

 

This map was created by the Tow n of Southern Pines Planning Department. 

The Town of Southern Pines, its agents and employees make NO warranty as to the 

correctness or accuracy of the information set forth on this media whether expressed or 

implied, in fact or in law, including without limitation the implied warranties of 
merchantability and fitness for a particular use. 
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CU-06-16 Tyler’s Ridge  
Request for Major Amendment to CU-01-11 
 

 

This map was created by the Tow n of Southern Pines Planning Department. 

The Town of Southern Pines, its agents and employees make NO warranty as to the 

correctness or accuracy of the information set forth on this media whether expressed or 

implied, in fact or in law, including without limitation the implied warranties of 
merchantability and fitness for a particular use. 
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CU-06-16 Tyler’s Ridge (Watershed Map) 
Request for Major Amendment to CU-01-11 
 

 

This map was created by the Tow n of Southern Pines Planning Department. 

The Town of Southern Pines, its agents and employees make NO warranty as to the 

correctness or accuracy of the information set forth on this media whether expressed or 

implied, in fact or in law, including without limitation the implied warranties of 
merchantability and fitness for a particular use. 
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8/22/16 

 
CU-06-16 
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Adjacent Property Owners 
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CU-06-16 Tyler’s Ridge (Adjacent Property Owners Map) 
Request for Major Amendment to CU-01-11 

 

This map was created by the Tow n of Southern Pines Planning Department. 

The Town of Southern Pines, its agents and employees make NO warranty as to the 

correctness or accuracy of the information set forth on this media whether expressed or 

implied, in fact or in law, including without limitation the implied warranties of 
merchantability and fitness for a particular use. 
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Proposed Recombination Plat 
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Proposed Site Design 
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Recorded CU-01-11 Document 
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Tyler’s Ridge Development Overall Master Plan Approval – CU-01-11 
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Future Land Use Map: CU-06-16 
 

 
 

= Subject Property 

This map was created by the Tow n of Southern Pines Planning Department. The Town of Southern 

Pines, its agents and employees make NO warranty as to the correctness or accuracy of the 

information set forth on this media whether expressed or implied, in fact or in law, including without 

limitation the implied warranties of merchantability and fitness for a particular use. Any resale of this 

data is strictly prohibited in accordance with North Carolina General Statute 132-10. Grid is based on 

North Carolina State Plane Coordinate System NAD 83 (feet). 
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Agenda Item 
 

   To:  Reagan Parsons, Town Manager 
 
   From:  Chris Kennedy, Assistant Town Manager 
 

Subject:      Amendment to the ETJ Ordinance to Relinquish 
Property, Property along SW Broad Street between Bell 
Avenue and Council Way, 00052519; Petitioner, Mid-
State Development LLC 

   Date:  November 9, 2016 
 
The petitioner is requesting that the Town of Southern Pines Extraterritorial Jurisdiction (ETJ) 
Ordinance be amended to remove property from the ETJ jurisdiction of the Town.  The subject 
property is located along SW Broad Street running parallel to Old US Highway 1 between Bell 
Avenue and Council Way.  The subject property is currently zoned GB (General Business) and is 
identified by the following: PIN: 857116942605 (PARID: 00052519).  
 
Staff Comments: 
 

• The subject property is comprised of 10.61 acres and is zoned GB (General Business). 
• The petitioner also owns the adjacent property currently annexed into the municipal limits 

of Aberdeen identified by the following: PIN: 857116849300 (PARID: 00049507).   
o The two parcels combined comprise a total of 20.78 acres.   

• In a coordinated discussion with Town of Southern Pines staff, Town of Aberdeen staff, 
and a representative of a developer seeking to develop the two parcels, the Town of 
Southern Pines recognized the challenges in serving the potential site with infrastructure.  

• Rather than requiring the developer to pursue the project through the required development 
processes of two separate jurisdictions, in addition to the inability of the Town of Southern 
Pines to efficiently serve the development with the necessary infrastructure, Town of 
Southern Pines staff is recommending approval of this proposed amendment to the ETJ 
Ordinance to relinquish the ETJ rights to the property and allow the Town of Aberdeen to 
annex the site.   

 
Attachments: 

• General Statutes Pertaining to ETJ 
• GIS Locations 
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TOWN COUNCIL ACTIONS: 
 
The Town Council shall vote on whether the proposed amendment to the Town’s ETJ 
Ordinance is or is not contrary to the public interest and then vote to approve, deny, or 
approve with conditions the proposed amendment to the ETJ Ordinance.  The vote should 
be made in one motion. The Town Council could make one of the following motions for 
recommendations or any alternative they wish: 
 
I move that the proposed amendment to the ETJ Ordinance… 

1) is not contrary to the public interest, therefore… 
 

2) is contrary to the public interest, therefore… 
 

I move to: 
 

1) Approve the amendment to the Town of Southern Pines Extraterritorial Jurisdiction 
Ordinance to relinquish ETJ rights to property along SW Broad Street (Parcel ID: 
00052519); 
 

OR 
 
2) Deny the amendment to the Town of Southern Pines Extraterritorial Jurisdiction 

Ordinance to relinquish ETJ rights to property along SW Broad Street (Parcel ID: 
00052519); 

 
OR 
 
3) Approve the amendment to the Town of Southern Pines Extraterritorial Jurisdiction 

Ordinance to relinquish ETJ rights to property along SW Broad Street (Parcel ID: 
00052519) with the following additional conditions… 
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§ 160A-360.  Territorial jurisdiction. 
(a)        All of the powers granted by this Article may be exercised by any city within its corporate 

limits. In addition, any city may exercise these powers within a defined area extending not more than one 
mile beyond its limits. With the approval of the board or boards of county commissioners with jurisdiction 
over the area, a city of 10,000 or more population but less than 25,000 may exercise these powers over an 
area extending not more than two miles beyond its limits and a city of 25,000 or more population may 
exercise these powers over an area extending not more than three miles beyond its limits. The boundaries 
of the city's extraterritorial jurisdiction shall be the same for all powers conferred in this Article. No city 
may exercise extraterritorially any power conferred by this Article that it is not exercising within its 
corporate limits. In determining the population of a city for the purposes of this Article, the city council and 
the board of county commissioners may use the most recent annual estimate of population as certified by 
the Secretary of the North Carolina Department of Administration. 

(a1)      Any municipality planning to exercise extraterritorial jurisdiction under this Article shall notify 
the owners of all parcels of land proposed for addition to the area of extraterritorial jurisdiction, as shown 
on the county tax records. The notice shall be sent by first-class mail to the last addresses listed for affected 
property owners in the county tax records. The notice shall inform the landowner of the effect of the 
extension of extraterritorial jurisdiction, of the landowner's right to participate in a public hearing prior to 
adoption of any ordinance extending the area of extraterritorial jurisdiction, as provided in G.S. 160A-364, 
and the right of all residents of the area to apply to the board of county commissioners to serve as a 
representative on the planning board and the board of adjustment, as provided in G.S. 160A-362. The notice 
shall be mailed at least four weeks prior to the public hearing. The person or persons mailing the notices 
shall certify to the city council that the notices were sent by first-class mail, and the certificate shall be 
deemed conclusive in the absence of fraud. 

(b)        Any council wishing to exercise extraterritorial jurisdiction under this Article shall adopt, and 
may amend from time to time, an ordinance specifying the areas to be included based upon existing or 
projected urban development and areas of critical concern to the city, as evidenced by officially adopted 
plans for its development. Boundaries shall be defined, to the extent feasible, in terms of geographical 
features identifiable on the ground. A council may, in its discretion, exclude from its extraterritorial 
jurisdiction areas lying in another county, areas separated from the city by barriers to urban growth, or areas 
whose projected development will have minimal impact on the city. The boundaries specified in the 
ordinance shall at all times be drawn on a map, set forth in a written description, or shown by a combination 
of these techniques. This delineation shall be maintained in the manner provided in G.S. 160A-22 for the 
delineation of the corporate limits, and shall be recorded in the office of the register of deeds of each county 
in which any portion of the area lies. 

(c)        Where the extraterritorial jurisdiction of two or more cities overlaps, the jurisdictional boundary 
between them shall be a line connecting the midway points of the overlapping area unless the city councils 
agree to another boundary line within the overlapping area based upon existing or projected patterns of 
development. 

(d)       If a city fails to adopt an ordinance specifying the boundaries of its extraterritorial jurisdiction, 
the county of which it is a part shall be authorized to exercise the powers granted by this Article in any area 
beyond the city's corporate limits. The county may also, on request of the city council, exercise any or all 
these powers in any or all areas lying within the city's corporate limits or within the city's specified area of 
extraterritorial jurisdiction. 

(e)        No city may hereafter extend its extraterritorial powers under this Article into any area for 
which the county at that time has adopted and is enforcing a zoning ordinance and subdivision regulations 
and within which it is enforcing the State Building Code. However, the city may do so where the county is 
not exercising all three of these powers, or when the city and the county have agreed upon the area within 
which each will exercise the powers conferred by this Article. 

(f)        When a city annexes, or a new city is incorporated in, or a city extends its jurisdiction to include, 
an area that is currently being regulated by the county, the county regulations and powers of enforcement 
shall remain in effect until (i) the city has adopted such regulations, or (ii) a period of 60 days has elapsed 
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following the annexation, extension or incorporation, whichever is sooner. During this period the city may 
hold hearings and take any other measures that may be required in order to adopt its regulations for the 
area. 

(f1)      When a city relinquishes jurisdiction over an area that it is regulating under this Article to a 
county, the city regulations and powers of enforcement shall remain in effect until (i) the county has adopted 
this regulation or (ii) a period of 60 days has elapsed following the action by which the city relinquished 
jurisdiction, whichever is sooner. During this period the county may hold hearings and take other measures 
that may be required in order to adopt its regulations for the area. 

(g)        When a local government is granted powers by this section subject to the request, approval, or 
agreement of another local government, the request, approval, or agreement shall be evidenced by a 
formally adopted resolution of that government's legislative body. Any such request, approval, or agreement 
can be rescinded upon two years' written notice to the other legislative bodies concerned by repealing the 
resolution. The resolution may be modified at any time by mutual agreement of the legislative bodies 
concerned. 

(h)        Nothing in this section shall repeal, modify, or amend any local act which defines the 
boundaries of a city's extraterritorial jurisdiction by metes and bounds or courses and distances. 

(i)         Whenever a city or county, pursuant to this section, acquires jurisdiction over a territory that 
theretofore has been subject to the jurisdiction of another local government, any person who has acquired 
vested rights under a permit, certificate, or other evidence of compliance issued by the local government 
surrendering jurisdiction may exercise those rights as if no change of jurisdiction had occurred. The city or 
county acquiring jurisdiction may take any action regarding such a permit, certificate, or other evidence of 
compliance that could have been taken by the local government surrendering jurisdiction pursuant to its 
ordinances and regulations. Except as provided in this subsection, any building, structure, or other land use 
in a territory over which a city or county has acquired jurisdiction is subject to the ordinances and 
regulations of the city or county. 

(j)         Repealed by Session Laws 1973, c. 669, s. 1. 
(k)        As used in this subsection, "bona fide farm purposes" is as described in G.S. 153A-340. As 

used in this subsection, "property" means a single tract of property or an identifiable portion of a single 
tract. Property that is located in the geographic area of a municipality's extraterritorial jurisdiction and that 
is used for bona fide farm purposes is exempt from exercise of the municipality's extraterritorial jurisdiction 
under this Article. Property that is located in the geographic area of a municipality's extraterritorial 
jurisdiction and that ceases to be used for bona fide farm purposes shall become subject to exercise of the 
municipality's extraterritorial jurisdiction under this Article. For purposes of complying with 44 C.F.R. Part 
60, Subpart A, property that is exempt from the exercise of extraterritorial jurisdiction pursuant to this 
subsection shall be subject to the county's floodplain ordinance or all floodplain regulation provisions of 
the county's unified development ordinance. 

(l)         A municipality may provide in its zoning ordinance that an accessory building of a "bona fide 
farm" as defined by G.S. 153A-340(b) has the same exemption from the building code as it would have 
under county zoning as provided by Part 3 of Article 18 of Chapter 153A of the General Statutes. 

This subsection applies only to the City of Raleigh and the Towns of Apex, Cary, Fuquay-Varina, 
Garner, Holly Springs, Knightdale, Morrisville, Rolesville, Wake Forest, Wendell, and Zebulon.  (1959, c. 
1204; 1961, c. 103; c. 548, ss. 1, 13/4; c. 1217; 1963, cc. 519, 889, 1076, 1105; 1965, c. 121; c. 348, s. 2; 
c. 450, s. 1; c. 864, ss. 3-6; 1967, cc. 15, 22, 149; c. 197, s. 2; cc. 246, 685; c. 1208, s. 3; 1969, cc. 11, 53; 
c. 1010, s. 5; c. 1099; 1971, c. 698, s. 1; c. 1076, s. 3; 1973, c. 426, s. 56; c. 525; c. 669, s. 1; 1977, c. 882; 
c. 912, ss. 2, 4; 1995 (Reg. Sess., 1996), c. 746, s. 1; 2005-418, s. 10; 2011-34, ss. 1, 2; 2011-363, s. 4; 
2014-120, s. 15.) 
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Amendment to the Town of Southern Pines ETJ Ordinance 
Jurisdiction Map 
 

 

This map was created by the Tow n of Southern Pines Planning Department. 

The Town of Southern Pines, its agents and employees make NO warranty as to the 

correctness or accuracy of the information set forth on this media whether expressed or 

implied, in fact or in law, including without limitation the implied warranties of 

merchantability and fitness for a particular use. Any resale of this data is strictly prohibited 

in accordance with North Carolina General Statute 132-10. Grid is based on North 

Carolina State Plane Coordinate System NAD 83 (feet). 
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Amendment to the Town of Southern Pines ETJ Ordinance 
Jurisdiction Map with Aerials 
 

 

This map was created by the Tow n of Southern Pines Planning Department. 

The Town of Southern Pines, its agents and employees make NO warranty as to the 

correctness or accuracy of the information set forth on this media whether expressed or 

implied, in fact or in law, including without limitation the implied warranties of 

merchantability and fitness for a particular use. Any resale of this data is strictly prohibited 

in accordance with North Carolina General Statute 132-10. Grid is based on North 

Carolina State Plane Coordinate System NAD 83 (feet). 
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Amendment to the Town of Southern Pines ETJ Ordinance 
Zoning Map 

 

This map was created by the Tow n of Southern Pines Planning Department. 

The Town of Southern Pines, its agents and employees make NO warranty as to the 

correctness or accuracy of the information set forth on this media whether expressed or 

implied, in fact or in law, including without limitation the implied warranties of 

merchantability and fitness for a particular use. Any resale of this data is strictly prohibited 

in accordance with North Carolina General Statute 132-10. Grid is based on North 

Carolina State Plane Coordinate System NAD 83 (feet). 
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Agenda Item 
 

   To:  Reagan Parsons, Town Manager 
 
   From:  Chris Kennedy, Assistant Town Manager 
 

Subject:      Midland Road Corridor Study: Final Report; Petitioner, 
NCDOT & Kimley-Horn & Associates 

   Date:  November 9, 2016 
 
The petitioner is seeking input from the Town of Southern Pines Town Council regarding the 
Midland Road Corridor Study.  The petitioner will be presenting its final report and the findings 
and recommendations included therein.  
 
Staff Comments: 
 

• The Midland Road Corridor Study represents a collaborative effort to determine the safety, 
mobility, and access issues that contribute to the need for improvements along one of the 
most iconic and historic roadways in North Carolina.  

• The corridor serves many purposes for the communities in the area, including a vibrant 
residential neighborhood access, a commuter throughway, a primary east-west spine route, 
and access to local businesses.  

• The North Carolina Department of Transportation (NCDOT), in partnership with Moore 
County, the Village of Pinehurst, and the Town of Southern Pines, conducted this study in 
an effort to create a guiding document for future development and roadway improvements 
along Midland Road.  

• The attached document ties together all the efforts from this study into one unified plan—
the Midland Road Corridor Study.  

• Midland Road is a significant local corridor. The need for a coordinated, long-term 
approach to the corridor is heightened by recent development along the corridor and 
increased safety issues.  

• The Midland Road Corridor Study has created the framework for visioning the future of 
Midland Road, and this report catalogs these visioning efforts, outlines the issues, and 
presents recommendations to achieve a long-term vision for this historic corridor. 

• The study area for this project extends along a 4.5-mile stretch of Midland Road (NC 2) 
from the US 15/501 traffic circle in Pinehurst to Clark Street in Southern Pines.  

• The project team worked in partnership with a Project Steering Committee (made up of 
representatives from NCDOT, the Village of Pinehurst, the Town of Southern Pines, and 
Moore County) to develop specific transportation recommendations along the corridor. 
Detailed analysis of traffic and crash conditions focused on Midland Road and key cross 
streets along the corridor, such as Airport Road, Knoll Road, Pee Dee Road/Pennsylvania 
Avenue, Central Drive (NC 22) and the US 1 interchange. 
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Attachments: 
 

• Midland Road Corridor Study: Final Report 
 
 
TOWN COUNCIL ACTIONS: 
 
This presentation is for Town Council information purposes only at this point.  After the 
presentation, the Town Council will have the opportunity to provide any comments, concerns, and 
suggestions to the consultants and NCDOT.  The Town Council will ultimately approve and accept 
the findings and recommendations of the Midland Road Corridor Study via a resolution at a later 
meeting of the Town of Southern Pines Town Council.  
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Midland Road CORRIDOR STUDY

I N T R O D U C T I O N  A N D  B AC KG R O U N D

The Midland Road Corridor Study represents a collaborative 

effort to determine the safety, mobility, and access issues 

that contribute to the need for improvements along one of 

the most iconic and historic roadways in North Carolina. The 

corridor serves many purposes for the communities in the 

area, including a vibrant residential neighborhood access, a 

commuter throughway, a primary east-west spine route, and 

access to local businesses. The North Carolina Department of 

Transportation (NCDOT), in partnership with Moore County, the 

Village of Pinehurst, and the Town of Southern Pines, conducted 

this study in an effort to create a guiding document for future 

development and roadway improvements along Midland Road. 

This document ties together all the efforts from this study into 

one unified plan—the Midland Road Corridor Study.

Midland Road is a significant local corridor. The need for a 

coordinated, long-term approach to the corridor is heightened 

by recent development along the corridor and increased safety 

issues. This study has created the framework for visioning the 

future of Midland Road, and this report catalogs these visioning 

efforts, outlines the issues, and presents recommendations to 

achieve a long-term vision for this historic corridor.

STUDY AREA
The study area for this project extends along a 4.5-mile stretch 

of Midland Road (NC 2) from the US 15/501 traffic circle in 

Pinehurst to Clark Street in Southern Pines. The project team 

worked in partnership with a Project Steering Committee (made 

up of representatives from NCDOT, the Village of Pinehurst, the 

Town of Southern Pines, and Moore County) to develop specific 

transportation recommendations along the corridor. Detailed 

analysis of traffic and crash conditions focused on Midland Road 

and key cross streets along the corridor, such as Airport Road, 

Knoll Road, Pee Dee Road/Pennsylvania Avenue, Central Drive 

(NC 22) and the US 1 interchange. 
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REPORT CONTENTS
The Midland Road Corridor Study’s focus on planning, 

public involvement, and developing actionable 

transportation recommendations is reflected in the 

contents of the report. This document is organized into 

the following sections:

• Planning Process — Outlines the involvement 

of stakeholders and the general public in the 

recording of issues along the corridor and the 

development of transportation recommendations.

• Roadway Issues and Observations — Describes 

a series of issues and observations related to the 

functionality and safety of the corridor.

• Roadway Recommendations — Describes the 

preferred set of transportation recommendations 

and documents the resulting performance of the 

corridor.

• Implementation Plan — Outlines a strategy to fully 

implement the transportation recommendations.
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Midland Road CORRIDOR STUDY

P L A N N I N G  P R O C E S S

Successful planning projects are rooted in an inclusive process 

of strong community involvement. For the Midland Road 

Corridor Study, the underlying principle for understanding 

local dynamics was collaborative planning through stakeholder 

coordination. This coordination occurred through a variety 

of avenues, including a Steering Committee, stakeholder 

interviews, an online survey and web-based graphical input tool, 

and traditional public meetings for interested citizens.

STEERING COMMITTEE
The Steering Committee was established to assist NCDOT 

and the Kimley-Horn team in guiding the planning process. 

The primary focus of the Steering Committee was to guide 

the review of existing conditions and the development of 

recommendations. The committee was comprised of the 

following groups of professionals and elected officials:

• NCDOT (Division, Congestion Management, and Mobility/

Safety Staff)

• Town of Southern Pines (council members and staff)

• Village of Pinehurst (council members and staff)

• Moore County

At a kickoff meeting in May 2015, the Steering Committee 

emphasized the following:

• Safety is a major concern along this corridor

• Public outreach, particularly to residents of both 

municipalities, will be critical to the success of the project

• Developing improvements that preserve the historic and 

scenic nature of the road is encouraged

• There is strong support for eliminating some of the 

existing median crossovers along the corridor, especially 

the natural and gravel crossovers

• Alternative transportation options (e.g., road diet, 

roundabouts, synchronized streets) should be considered 

as a part of this study

STAKEHOLDER INTERVIEWS
For specialized attention to specific matters impacting the 

development and deployment of transportation strategies, 

stakeholders were identified for detailed discussions with 

the project team. These conversations provided insight into 

issues and opportunities spanning the social, economic, and 

transportation spectrum. Feedback gathered helped guide the 

analysis, strategies, and transportation improvements. Specific 

stakeholder meetings were held with representatives of:

• Businesses

• Local schools

• Utilities

• Public safety

• Home owners associations

• Local country clubs

• Citizen groups

General themes from these conversations included:

• As the Steering Committee noted, safety is perceived to 

be poor along the corridor

 – Stakeholders observed that more often than not, 

when a crash occurs, a tree is somehow involved

 – The prevalence of numerous median openings 

(many of them unauthorized) with limited space and 

problematic sight distances contribute to crashes

• Many stakeholders were not opposed to selective clearing 

of damaged or unhealthy trees to provide better sight 

distance

• Some stakeholders were in favor of reducing the cross 

section to two lanes with bike lanes or pedestrian paths, 

while others wanted to maintain the existing four-lane 

section

 – In either case, most stakeholders supported 

maintaining the character of the road as an important 

part of any proposed improvements
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• Stormwater is an issue in some areas that needs to be 

addressed

The outcome of these interviews helped guide the project team 

in the development of preliminary improvement alternatives 

along the corridor.

PUBLIC PARTIC IPATION
Interested citizens—particularly those vested in the future of 

Midland Road between Pinehurst and Southern Pines—were 

invited to join local staff and the consultant team at public 

meetings the evenings of July 9 and December 10, 2015 at 

Pinecrest High School. The public meetings offered another 

environment in which to present existing conditions and review 

preliminary concepts for enhancing safety, reducing congestion, 

and preserving the iconic nature of Midland Road.

After the July 9th public meeting, which focused on existing 

conditions and allowed participants to physically construct 

concepts of the corridor through the “Street Builder” activity, the 

public was invited to participate in an online survey regarding 

the corridor and how it functions. The survey included an online 

mapping tool that allowed users to provide comments on the map 

and categorize their comments by mode type, such as bicycle, 

pedestrian, auto, or transit. Members of the public emphasized 

a number of the same issues as the Steering Committee and 

stakeholder group. 

Online Mapping Tool Input

Online Survey Input
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In addition to the issues listed above, other concerns about how 

Midland Road functions today included:

• Proposing to reduce the speed limit from 45 MPH to  

35 MPH

• Improving safety and operations at the intersection of 

Midland Road and Central Drive (NC 22)

• The desire for increased sight distance and visibility at the  

US 1 ramps

• The desire to limit new development along Midland Road 

without an implementation plan

• Improving access and safety for bicyclists and 

pedestrians along the corridor

The December 10th meeting focused on the presentation of 

preliminary improvement alternative concepts and allowed the 

public to provide comments and feedback on some preferred 

options. The outcome of this meeting, in addition to feedback 

from the Steering Committee, informed the development of 

the preferred transportation improvements and implementation 

strategy for the corridor. 

Online Survey Input

Online Survey Input

Public Meeting Activities
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R OA DWAY  I S S U E S  A N D  O B S E R VAT I O N S

as a gateway to both Pinehurst and Southern Pines. For many, the 

corridor holds a special meaning based on the presence of scores 

of pine trees in the median and on the shoulders of the highway. 

Safety, access, and localized traffic congestion are the most 

pressing issues facing Midland Road. The frequency of recent 

severe crashes is alarming to locals, and the presence of 

numerous breaks in the tree-lined median makes access 

and vehicular conflicts unpredictable. In addition, the current 

traffic volumes along the corridor can cause backups and 

delays along stop-controlled side streets approaching Midland 

Road—especially during peak periods. For Midland Road to 

effectively connect residents, commuters, and visitors with their 

destinations, improvements are needed. This section discusses 

multimodal issues and observations to set the stage for the 

detailed recommendations that follow. These recommendations 

not only address the current needs along the corridor, but also 

anticipate future issues.

ISSUE: TRAFF IC SAFETY
On Midland Road, traffic safety is a driving force behind public 

concern. Analysis of the five-year (May 1, 2010 to April 30, 

2015) crash history for Midland Road between the US 15/501 

traffic circle to Clark Street provided by NCDOT sheds light 

on the safety concerns for the corridor. The data shows 157 

total crashes, 72 causing at least one injury, and one causing a 

fatality. These numbers represent reported crashes only, and it 

is likely additional crashes occurred. Figure 3.1 displays a heat 

map of existing crash severity and frequency along the corridor, 

with warmer colors showing locations with high instances of 

crashes and injuries. 

Analysis of the crash data along the corridor reveals the 

following:

• The overall crash rate for the corridor is 174 crashes per 

100 million vehicle miles traveled. The average crash rate 

statewide for similar North Carolina routes is 198.

• Approximately 45% of all crashes on Midland Road 

involved injuries. The severity index for the corridor 

is 6.62, while the statewide average for similar North 

Carolina routes is 4.46.

• Based on the data, this indicates that the frequency of 

crashes along Midland Road is not significantly different 

or worse than the statewide average for similar routes. 

However, when a collision does occur, it is frequently 

more severe than the statewide average.

• Approximately 21% of all crashes in the sample involved 

tree strikes, and that only includes those that were 

specifically documented.

• The most common crash type along the corridor is angle, 

a crash type that typically occurs along roadways with 

significant left turns into and out of side street driveways. 

Angle crashes also are often the result of limited sight 

distance conditions. In the case of Midland Road, many of 

the left turns into and out of side streets involve vehicles 

moving through unofficial median openings that are made 

of gravel or dirt.

In general, several factors contribute to the severity of crashes 

along Midland Road. These contributing factors include the 

location of large pine trees within a few feet of the travel lane, 

lack of speed compliance, and unpredictable driver behavior due 

to the significant number of median crossovers and constrained 

sight distance in many locations. 
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ISSUE: ACCESS MANAGEMENT
The ability for motorists to travel through a given roadway 

segment is essential for both transportation system efficiency 

and economic vitality. Access management balances the needs 

of motorists using a roadway with those of adjacent property 

owners dependent upon access to the roadway. With poor 

access management, the function and character of major 

roadways can deteriorate. This is a major issue currently facing 

Midland Road, particularly as it relates to the number of median 

openings, which are a combination of paved, gravel, and natural 

surfaces. Because the median along Midland Road is relatively 

narrow at approximately 20 feet, it is difficult for some vehicles 

to even fit in the median completely when yielding for a left-turn 

movement. This causes a dangerous scenario for vehicles in the 

inside travel lanes. Figure 3.2 displays a map of existing median 

openings along the corridor.

In addition to the impact on vehicular crashes, poor access 

management can create an unsafe condition for bicyclists and 

pedestrians. Improving the efficiency and safety of the roadway 

through access management is critical to the sustainability of the 

corridor. Some of the hidden costs of poor access management 

include lower fuel economy and increased vehicle emissions.

ISSUE: TRAFF IC CONGESTION
Midland Road currently carries approximately 15,000 vehicles 

per day to the west of US 1 and approximately 5,400 vehicles 

per day to the east of US 1. The volumes between US 1 

and Airport Road create significant side street delay at a few 

locations in the morning and afternoon peak periods. An 

analysis of current and future traffic volumes along the corridor 

as well as projected future corridor congestion levels clearly 

indicate improvements will be necessary in the future.

In coordination with NCDOT staff, the scope of the traffic 

analysis included the evaluation of No-Build and Build conditions 

for the existing year (2015) and future year (2040). Table 

3.1 details the modeled levels-of-service (LOS) for the major 

intersections along the study corridor for the No-Build condition. 

LOS is a qualitative measure that describes operational 

conditions and motorist perceptions within a traffic stream. The 

Highway Capacity Manual defines six levels-of-service, LOS 

A through LOS F, with A representing the shortest average 

delays and F representing the longest average delays. LOS D 

is the typically accepted standard for signalized intersections in 

urbanized areas.

Table 3.1 — Synchro Intersection Level-of-Service Summary

Intersection

Existing No-Build (2015) Future No-Build (2040)

AM Peak Hour PM Peak Hour AM Peak Hour PM Peak Hour

Midland Road at Airport Road 
SB - E (38.3)  

EBL - B (13.5)
SB - C (19.3)  
EBL - B (11.6)

SB -  F (608.4) 
EBL - D (30.6)

SB - F (369.7) 
EBL - D (25.1)

Midland Road at Midland Drive/  
Ironwood Café Driveway

SB - C (24.9)  
NB - A (22.7)

SB - C (21.0)  
NB - C (20.2)

SB -  F (52.8) 
NB - E (44.2)

SB - E (41.3) 
NB - E (38.9)

Midland Road at Carolina Eye Associates 
Driveway 

NB - C (19.0) NB - C (15.7) NB - D (34.2) NB - D (27.2)

Midland Road at Knoll Road A (9.8) A (8.0) B (12.2) B (11.1)

Midland Road at Pee Dee Road/  
Pennsylvania Avenue 

C (23.7) B (18.2)  D (35.1) C (29.4)

Midland Road at Central Drive SB - F (64.3) SB - C (21.5) SB - F (469.9) SB - F (186.3)

Midland Road at US 1  
Southbound Ramps

SB - C (16.5) SB - B (12.9) SB - E (37.8) SB - C (21.8)

Midland Road at US 1  
Northbound Ramps/Yadkin Road

SB - B (12.3)  
NB - F (240.7)

SB - B (13.1)  
NB - F (392.1)

SB -  C (18.2) 
NB - F (2132.2)

SB - E (36.3) 
NB - F (4226.8)

Midland Road at Clark Street
SB - B (11.2)  
EBL - A (8.3)

SB - B (10.8)  
EBL - A (7.8)

SB -  B (13.6) 
EBL - A (8.1)

SB - B (12.8) 
EBL - A (8.3)
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Synchro Version 9 software was used to determine the LOS for 

each intersection using Highway Capacity Manual methodology. 

Network cycle lengths and signal offsets were optimized for 

the future design year, and peak hour delay was analyzed. 

Several conclusions can be drawn from the existing and future 

conditions analyses:

• Most of the intersections along Midland Road are 

currently operating with acceptable vehicular delays 

and levels-of-service (LOS D or better). However, the 

intersections of Central Drive (NC 22) and the US 1 

Northbound Ramps both experience long delays for the 

side street approach during peak hour traffic conditions.

• By 2040, without any roadway improvements, it is 

expected that vehicles will have increased difficulty 

making left turns onto Midland Road at unsignalized 

intersections as a result of the anticipated growth in traffic 

along Midland Road.

• If no roadway improvements are made along Midland 

Road, the traffic safety issues discussed earlier in this 

section are only expected to worsen, as many of the 

crashes along the corridor are triggered by vehicles 

making left turns to or from an unsignalized side street.

The results of these analyses directly contributed to the 

preferred transportation improvement strategy. These 

improvements, as well as their projected benefits in terms 

of LOS and peak hour delay, are detailed in the roadway 

recommendations.

ISSUE: B ICYCLE AND 
PEDESTRIAN CONNECTIVITY
Establishing access for bicyclists and pedestrians to significant 

destinations and recreational areas in the community facilitates 

community ownership, improves public health, and supports 

quality of life. Priorities listed in the planning phase indicated 

support for multimodal transportation, specifically a desire 

for safer bicycle facilities. Specific observations related to the 

bicycle and pedestrian network include:

• While pedestrian use is perceived to be minimal in 

the area, there are no multi-use paths or designated 

pedestrian crossings along the corridor, and only a 

short stretch of sidewalk exists along the Carolina Eye 

Associates development frontage.

• Traveling Midland Road by bicycle can be a difficult task 

without any dedicated bike facilities.

• However, travelers who set off by bicycle, either to 

commute or for leisure, are common along Midland Road 

despite the lack of dedicated bike facilities.

Conversations with the Steering Committee and local 

stakeholders served to identify critical considerations as 

recommendations were developed. The top considerations 

included:

• Enhancing safety for bicyclists traveling along Midland 

Road

• Providing a multi-use path in a portion of the right-of-way 

that is reserved for non-motorized travel to encourage 

walking along the corridor

• Providing a multi-use path along Knoll Road north of 

Midland Road to provide bicycle/pedestrian connectivity 

to the existing greenway along Airport Road
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R OA DWAY  R ECO M M E N DAT I O N S

The vision for Midland Road is to develop an 

implementable solution that improves safety and 

enhances local and regional mobility without 

compromising the iconic nature of the corridor. 

The transportation recommendations for Midland 

Road were developed to address existing and 

anticipated future problems at intersections and 

mid-block median openings. This chapter details 

the safety improvements and expected congestion 

relief associated with the proposed transportation 

improvement strategy.

RECOMMENDATIONS

CROSS SECTION

The basic cross section for Midland Road will be 

unchanged from the existing (a four-lane divided 

facility) between the US 15/501 traffic circle and 

the US 1 interchange. It is expected that there 

will be some selective tree clearing and turn lane 

improvements at intersections and median crossovers 

that remain open to improve sight distance and 

operations or at other locations to improve tree 

health.

For the section of Midland Road between US 1 and 

Clark Street, this study proposes to restripe the 

existing pavement as a two-lane divided section with 

buffered bike lanes in both directions. Because the 

traffic volumes decrease significantly along Midland 

Road east of US 1, this is the only section of the 

corridor for which a reduction in vehicular travel 

lanes was found to be appropriate. The addition of 

bike lanes to this portion of the corridor is expected 

to improve multimodal connectivity to downtown 

Southern Pines. Additionally, the restriping of existing 

pavement in each direction will allow for the shifting of 

travel lanes to create a wider inside shoulder.

AT A GLANCE 
RECOMMENDED TRANSPORTATION 

IMPROVEMENTS

General Description: 

Enhanced access management and intersection improvements

Cross Section:

Traffic Circle to US 1 – No change to existing 

US 1 to Clark Street – Road diet

Proposed Major Projects: 

1. Airport Road – Roundabout

2. Dunvegan Court/Thomas Road – Access management

3. Midland Road/Ironwood Cafe and Midland Road/Carolina Eye 

Associates – Access management

4. W. Pennsylvania Avenue/Pee Dee Road – Side street left-turn 

lanes, other intersection improvements, and signal upgrade

5. NC 22 (Central Drive) to US 1 – Roundabout and interchange 

improvements

6. US 1 to Clark Street – Road diet

7. Clark Street – Road diet and related improvements

8. Airport Road to East of US 1 – Multi-use path

9. Knoll Road between Midland Road and Airport Road – Multi-

use path

Access Management:

Approximately 50 median closures (beyond those associated with the 

above projects)

5 conversions to directional crossovers

Left-turn lane and sight distance improvements for all median breaks 

that remain

Resulting Median Breaks:

• 13 full-movement intersections

• 6 directional crossovers

• 2 roundabouts
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Existing Section

Proposed Section between US 1 and Clark Street
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MEDIAN CLOSURES

As discussed in the previous section, a non-traversable 

median is present throughout the extents of the Midland Road 

corridor. However, excess median openings, most of which 

are unpaved, undermine the safety and efficiency benefits of 

such median treatment. Consequently, this study proposes 

to close a number of median crossovers to achieve proper 

spacing along the corridor. Other factors such as the number 

of homes being accessed by a driveway and whether the street 

is public or private also played a part in the median closure 

recommendations. 

The NCDOT Roadway Design Manual Section 1-6J provides 

median crossover guidelines for new and existing divided 

roadways in North Carolina. The manual notes that all-

movement median crossover design “should be limited because 

it decreases capacity; increases delay and congestion; may 

increase pollutants from vehicles; and some studies indicate 

that they have a higher propensity for crashes.” The manual also 

provides a specific requirement that all-movement crossovers 

“shall not be spaced any closer than 1,200 feet apart on divided 

highways with posted speed of 45 mph and less. Where this 

spacing requirement is not met and there is a defined need for 

left-turn access, then a directional crossover will be considered.”  

This policy, along with the following factors, were considered 

in developing the recommended full-movement, directional 

crossover, and U-turn median opening locations for Midland 

Road:

• Public streets vs. private streets/driveways

• Number of homes accessed by streets/driveways

• Number and size of businesses accessed by streets or 

driveways

• Sight distance and other safety issues

• General traffic and circulation consideration

Figure 4.1 displays a map of the proposed median openings 

to remain along the corridor and the intersection treatment 

by location. Turn lane improvements and minor clearing 

to improve sight distance are proposed (where needed) at 

median opening locations to remain. Figures 4.2 and 4.3 show 

typical full-movement and directional crossover intersection 

recommendations.

Landscaping can be used to implement median closures, but 

it will also be important to consider sight distance as these 

closures are being completed. Additionally, any additional 

landscaping in the median should be implemented without 

introducing any new strike hazards for vehicles. Figure 4.4 

shows an example of what closing an existing median opening 

with landscaping could look like conceptually.

Figure 4.4

Existing Opening Median Closure with Landscaping
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Figure 4.3
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BICYCLE AND PEDESTR IAN RECOMMENDATIONS

As discussed in the previous section, the existing facilities and 

access for bicyclists and pedestrians along Midland Road do 

not provide a sufficiently safe network for travel. One of the 

top priorities resulting from the planning phase of this study 

indicated support for improved multimodal transportation 

along the corridor. As a result, the bicycle and pedestrian 

recommendations provided below are expected to provide 

strategic connections and will help alleviate a number of the 

multimodal access issues expressed by stakeholders during the 

planning phase.

• Provide a multi-use path on the south side of Midland 

Road between Airport Road and San Davis Road, just 

east of the US 1 interchange. The multi-use path would 

be constructed in a portion of the right-of-way that is 

reserved for non-motorized travel.

• Construct crosswalks as appropriate for the multi-use 

path at intersection crossings along the corridor.

• Restripe the existing pavement between US 1 and Clark 

Street as a two-lane divided section with buffered bike 

lanes in both directions (as noted previously).

• Provide a multi-use path along Knoll Road between 

Midland Road and Airport Road.

Exhibits showing the proposed multi-use path, bike lanes, and 

crosswalks along the corridor are provided as a part of the 

design concepts on pages 16-23.

Example Multi-Use Path
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TRAFF IC CONGESTION AND SAFETY IMPROVEMENTS
The following improvements are recommended at the major 

intersections along the corridor to improve congestion, 

intersection delay, and safety:

AIRPORT ROAD

• Construct a roundabout

• Close the median opening at Beaver Lane

• Consider installing a traffic signal in the interim if the 

volume warrants are met

• It is expected that the installation of roundabouts at this 

intersection and at Central Drive will provide a gateway 

feature for each municipality, will help accommodate 

truck U-turns necessitated by median closures, and may 

reduce truck through traffic

DUNVEGAN COURT/THOMAS ROAD

• Maintain Dunvegan Court as full-movement intersection 

with turn-lane improvements on Midland Road

• Construct landscaped median from Dunvegan Court 

east to tie to existing median, converting Thomas Road 

intersection to right-in/right-out

MIDLAND ROAD/IRONWOOD CAFÉ AND 
MIDLAND ROAD/CAROLINA EYE ASSOC IATES

• Construct exclusive left-turn lanes along Midland Road at 

Ironwood Cafe

• Convert Ironwood Cafe intersection to a directional 

crossover (with left-over access but no left-out)

• Maintain full-movement access at Carolina Eye Associates 

intersection and add eastbound to westbound U-turn lane 

and associated bulb-out; also remove signage and other 

sight distance obstructions currently impacting vehicles 

making a left-turn from the side street

KNOLL ROAD

• Maintain as full-movement signalized intersection with 

existing laneage

• NCDOT is currently planning to install protected left-turn 

phases for Midland Road

W. PENNSYLVANIA AVENUE/PEE DEE ROAD

• Maintain as full-movement signalized intersection with 

turn lane improvements on side street approaches

• Construct left-turn lane improvements on side street 

approaches

• Fix drainage issue

• Flare radii in corners to accommodate U-turns

NC 22 (CENTRAL DR IVE) 

• Construct a roundabout to be built in conjunction with the 

US 1 interchange synchronized street

• It is expected that the installation of roundabouts at this 

intersection and at Airport Road will provide a gateway 

feature for each municipality, will help accommodate 

truck U-turns necessitated by median closures, and may 

reduce truck through traffic

US H IGHWAY 1

• Convert to directional crossovers to create a 

“synchronized street” operation, with the cross section 

dropping to a two-lane section east of the US 1 

Northbound Ramps

• Re-sign the US 1 Northbound off-ramps; with the first 

ramp heading east to Southern Pines and the second 

ramp (loop) west to Pinehurst

CLARK STREET/W. DELAWARE AVENUE

• Convert Midland Road to a two-lane divided section, 

beginning at the US 1 interchange and ending just east of 

Clark Street
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Airport Road Intersection
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Dunvegan Court and Thomas Road
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Midland Road/Ironwood Café and Midland Road/Carolina Eye Associates
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Knoll Road Intersection
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Pee Dee Road/Pennsylvania Avenue Intersection
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Carolina Drive (NC 22) Intersection
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US 1 Interchange
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Clark Street
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Table 4.1 details the Synchro modeled levels-of-service (LOS) 

for the major intersections along the study corridor for the 

proposed build condition.

The proposed improvements were modeled for both AM and 

PM peak hour conditions. Each improvement was developed to 

maximize LOS improvement where significant congestion exists 

today. As shown in Table 4.1 the proposed recommendations 

show significant improvements to delay and LOS along the 

corridor.

The proposed transportation improvement plan was developed 

to address problems identified through analysis and discussions 

with stakeholders and the general public. Each recommendation 

was selected based on its potential to mitigate congestion 

issues but also to reduce the potential for future crashes. With 

that in mind, the following potential safety benefits could be 

derived from these improvements based on trends in crash data 

when similar treatments are implemented.

• Closing many of the natural, gravel, and unofficial paved 

median openings along the corridor is expected to reduce 

angle crashes along the corridor, which is the most 

common crash type in the study area.

• Synchronized street improvements, as recommended 

at the US 1 interchange, reduce the number of conflict 

points from 32 at an intersection down to 14 and have 

been shown to reduce fatal and injury crashes by 60% 

and all crashes by 42% over traditional intersections.

• Adding left-turn lanes at unsignalized intersections (e.g., 

the Midland Road/Ironwood Café Driveway intersection) 

can reduce the overall number of crashes by nearly 50%.

• Roundabout installations, as recommended at Airport 

Road and Central Drive (NC 22), can reduce the overall 

number of crashes at an intersection by nearly 50%. They 

also drastically reduce crash severity.

Table 4.1 — Synchro Intersection Level-of-Service Summary

Intersection

Future No Build (2040) Future Build (2040)

AM Peak Hour PM Peak Hour AM Peak Hour PM Peak Hour

Midland Rd. at Airport Rd. 
SB -  F (608.4) 
EBL - D (30.6)

SB - F (369.7) 
EBL - D (25.1)

C (15.6)
(Roundabout)

B (11.7)
(Roundabout)

Midland Rd. at Midland Dr./  
Ironwood Café Driveway

SB -  F (52.8) 
NB - E (44.2)

SB - E (41.3) 
NB - E (38.9)

SB – B (12.5) 
EBL – C (15.7) 
NB – B (11.4) 

WBL – C (17.8)

SB – B (12.1) 
EBL – C (16.8) 
NB – B (11.2) 

WBL – C (17.1)

Midland Rd. at Carolina Eye Associates Dwy. NB - D (34.2) NB - D (27.2) NB - D (26.4) NB - D (27.5)

Midland Rd. at Knoll Rd. (Signalized) B (12.2) B (11.1) B (12.3) B (11.2)

Midland Rd. at Pee Dee Rd./  
Pennsylvania Ave. (Signalized)

 D (35.1) C (29.4)  C (28.6) C (22.3)

Midland Rd. at Central Dr. SB – F (469.9) SB – F (186.3)
B (11.1) 

(Roundabout)
A (7.4)

(Roundabout)

Midland Rd. at US 1  
Southbound Ramps

SB – E (37.8) SB – C (21.8)
SB – Free 

WBL – C (18.7)
SB – Free 

WBL – C (21.7)

Midland Rd. at US 1  
Northbound Ramps / Yadkin Rd.

SB -  C (18.2) 
NB – F (2132.2)

SB - E (36.3) 
NB - F (4226.8)

SB -  C (24.3) 
EBL – E (35.1) 
NB – B (11.7)

SB -  D (27.8) 
EBL – F (104.8) 
NB – B (11.3)

Midland Rd. at Clark St. 
SB -  B (13.6) 
EBL - A (8.1)

SB - B (12.8) 
EBL - A (8.3)

SB -  B (14.3) 
EBL - A (8.1)

SB - B (13.7) 
EBL - A (8.3)
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The Transportation Mobility and Safety Division at NCDOT 

regularly posts standardized crash cost estimates for the state. 

The injury costs include estimates of medical costs, public 

services, loss of productivity, employer cost, property damage 

and change in quality of life. In 2015, Mobility and Safety 

published the following average crash costs based on crash 

severity. Fatal or Type A - $4,451,000; Type B or C - $117,000; 

Property Damage Only - $6,700. Applying these costs to the 

crashes on Midland Road between the US 15/501 traffic circle 

and Clark Street could result in significant savings for the people 

of Pinehurst and Southern Pines. As an example, if all crashes 

along the corridor are reduced by 20%, the savings would total 

nearly $1.2 million annually.
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I M P L E M E N TAT I O N  P L A N

The guiding vision developed at the outset of the Midland 

Road Corridor Study reflected a concerted effort to develop a 

plan that can be implemented. A well-designed Action Plan, or 

Implementation Plan, is a critical element to meet the needs of 

the traveling public. The intent of the Implementation Plan is to 

enable NCDOT and other decision-makers to track progress 

and schedule future year improvements. Additionally, this plan 

is intended to be a guiding document for NCDOT in considering 

future access and development along the corridor.

The implementation steps and projects identified in this section 

will be executed in phases and will be subject to a variety of 

factors, including the availability of personnel and financial 

resources necessary to implement specific improvements. In the 

project summary table that follows, cost estimates are identified 

to achieve the full implementation of the project.

FUNDING CONSIDERATIONS
As with any planning and project development process, the 

feasibility of implementing one or more projects ultimately comes 

down to the funding sources available and the amount of revenue 

that can be generated from a particular funding strategy. NCDOT 

recently changed transportation laws that govern how federal 

and state transportation dollars are spent throughout the state. 

Since 2013, the Strategic Transportation Investments (STI) Law 

and the subsequent implementation of the Strategic Mobility 

Formula governs how dollars are allocated among various 

projects across the state. The Strategic Mobility Formula is 

performance-based and awards funding for the highest-scoring 

projects at the division, regional, and statewide tiers.

The Implementation Plan Matrix (Table 5.1 below) provides 

a summary of individual projects based on the corridor-wide 

recommendations that were highlighted in the previous section. 

Improvements along the corridor have been broken out into 

individual projects that can be implemented in multiple phases 

based on the funding sources available. 

Table 5.1 — Implementation Plan Matrix

Project Probable Construction Cost

1 Airport Road – Roundabout $2.1 million

2 Dunvegan Court/Thomas Road – Access Management $428,000

3
Midland Road/Ironwood Cafe and Midland Road/Carolina Eye Associates – Access 
Management

$515,000

4 W. Pennsylvania Avenue/Pee Dee Road – Widening Side Streets $757,000

5 NC 22 (Central Drive) to US 1 – Roundabout and Interchange Modifications $3.4 million

6 US 1 to Clark Street – Road Diet (excluding intersection improvements) $301,000

7 Clark Street – Road Diet and Related Improvements $271,000

8 Midland Road – Multi-use Path $1.6 million

9 Knoll Road – Multi-use Path $457,000
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CO N C L U S I O N

Midland Road serves many purposes. As one of the most 

iconic and historic roadways in North Carolina, Midland Road 

provides access to vibrant residential neighborhoods and local 

businesses, but also is a commuter throughway and a primary 

east-west spine route. The corridor serves as a gateway to both 

Southern Pines and Pinehurst, and as a result, improvements to 

safety and mobility must respect the values of this region and its 

residents, business owners, and visitors. NCDOT, in partnership 

with these stakeholders, conducted the Midland Road Corridor 

Study in an effort to create a guiding document for future 

development and roadway improvements along Midland Road.

This study has created the framework for visioning the future 

of Midland Road, and it represents a proactive approach to 

address identified needs along the corridor through stakeholder 

involvement. The realization that federal and state dollars are 

becoming more difficult to secure is one illustration of why a 

proactive approach is welcomed for improving this corridor. 

One thing is certain, funding and implementing the Midland 

Road Corridor Study will require partnership among local 

officials. Ultimately, continued collaboration between state 

and local agencies, economic development partners, and 

the general public will provide more opportunities to foster 

a safe, aesthetically-pleasing, and well-balanced multimodal 

transportation system that supports this critical gateway corridor.
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Intersection Specific Costs:

Airport Road Intersection 2,135,000.00$

National Drive N/A

Median Reforestation at National Drive 217,900.00$

Dunvegan Court Intersection 351,000.00$

Median Closure near Thomas Road 77,000.00$

Midland Drive Intersection 301,000.00$

Carolina Eye Associates Entrance 214,000.00$

Palmer Dr and Dr Neal Road (assumed same as Midland Drive) 301,000.00$

Walker Station N/A

Knoll Road Intersection 234,000.00$

Roundtree Lane   (assumed same as Dunvegan) 351,000.00$

WEEB   (assumed same as Dunvegan) 351,000.00$

Talamore Drive (assumed same as Midland Drive) 301,000.00$

King Street (assumed same as Dunvegan) 351,000.00$

PeeDee Road and Pennsylvania Avenue Intersection 757,000.00$

Grove Road (assumed same as Dunvegan) 351,000.00$

Ridge Road (assumed same as Dunvegan) 351,000.00$

Central Drive Intersection 2,645,000.00$

Interchange with HWY 1 757,000.00$

Existing Median Break (assumed same as Dunvegan) 351,000.00$

Leak Street (assumed same as Dunvegan) 351,000.00$

Crestview Road - Midblock Crossing 77,000.00$

Clark Street Intersection 271,000.00$

Subtotal: 11,095,900.00$

Linear Costs:

Road Diet - excluding Intersection locations (.65 miles) 301,000.00$

10' Sidewalk (4 miles) 1,594,000.00$

Knoll Multipath (1.2 miles) 457,000.00$

Subtotal: 2,352,000.00$

Median Closure Costs:

Median Closures 332,000.00$

Subtotal: 332,000.00$

Corridor Total: 13,779,900.00$

Notes and Assumptions:

Midland Road Corridor Study
Between Airport Road and W Deleware Avenue

Corridor Concept Designs Estimate

Opinion of Probable Construction Cost Summary

1.  The Engineer has no control over the cost of labor, materials, equipment, or over the Contractor's methods of

determining prices or over competitive bidding or market conditions. Opinions of probable costs provided herein are

based on the information known to Engineer at this time and represent only the Engineer's judgment as a design

professional familiar with the construction industry. The Engineer cannot and does not guarantee that proposals,

bids, or actual construction costs will not vary from its opinions of probable costs.

2.  This estimate is based on current year pricing.  If used for budgetary purposes, annual inflation rates should be

applied as appropriate.

3.  No environmental costs are included.

4.  The Engineer has made an assumption of land value to come up with R/W acquisition costs.  It is the

responsibility of the owner to come up with final property values and acquisition costs.

5.  No public utility (water / sewer) costs are incuded.

6.  The Engineer has made the assumption that the existing pavement is sufficient for overlay.
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Probable Project Costs Summary:

Length (Miles) Cost Per Mile Cost

2-lane Roundabout 900,000.00$

Widening Construction Cost 300 lf 0.06 1,500,000.00$ 90,000.00$

Cul-de-sac 60,000.00$

Lanscaping 155,800.00$

Utility Relocation Costs:

-$

-$

R/W and Easement Acquisition:

Right-of-Way (0.1 Acres): 65K/Acre 6,500.00$

Construction Easement (.15 Acres): 40K/Acre 6,000.00$

Environmental Mitigation Costs: -$

Subtotal 1,218,300.00$

30% Contingency 365,490.00$

Total - Construction 1,590,000.00$

Engineering (Approximate) 325,000.00$

Construction management, engineering, and inspections (Approximate) 220,000.00$

Project Total: 2,135,000.00$

Notes and Assumptions:

5.  No public utility (water / sewer) costs are incuded.

3.  No environmental costs are included.

Opinion of Probable Construction Cost Summary

7.  The Engineer has made the assumption that curb and gutter will be used to reduce the project footprint for the

Midland Road Corridor Improvements
Conceptual Estimate

2.  This estimate is based on current year pricing.  If used for budgetary purposes, annual inflation rates should be

applied as appropriate.

1.  The Engineer has no control over the cost of labor, materials, equipment, or over the Contractor's methods of

determining prices or over competitive bidding or market conditions. Opinions of probable costs provided herein

are based on the information known to Engineer at this time and represent only the Engineer's judgment as a

design professional familiar with the construction industry. The Engineer cannot and does not guarantee that

proposals, bids, or actual construction costs will not vary from its opinions of probable costs.

4.  The Engineer has made an assumption of land value to come up with R/W acquisition costs.  It is the

responsibility of the owner to come up with final property values and acquisition costs.

6.  The Engineer has made the assumption that the existing pavement is sufficient for overlay.

Midland Road at Airport Road Intersection

Public:

Private:
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Probable Project Costs Summary:

Length (Miles) Cost Per Mile Cost

Widening Construction Cost 560 lf 0.11 1,500,000.00$ 165,000.00$

Divided Median  250 lf 0.05 53,000.00$ 2,650.00$

Concrete Medians for Offset Lefts 18,500.00$

Bulbout 30,000.00$

Landscaping 200 lf (low ground cover only) 11,600.00$

Utility Relocation Costs:

-$

-$

R/W and Easement Acquisition:

Right-of-Way (0.0 Acres): 65K/Acre -$

Construction Easement (0.01 Acres): 40K/Acre 400.00$

Environmental Mitigation Costs: -$

Subtotal 228,150.00$

30% Contingency 68,445.00$

Total - Construction 300,000.00$

Engineering (Approximate) 30,000.00$

Construction management, engineering, and inspections (Approximate) 21,000.00$

Project Total: 351,000.00$

Notes and Assumptions:

Midland Road Corridor Improvements
Conceptual Estimate

Opinion of Probable Construction Cost Summary

Midland Road at Dunvegan Court Intersection

Public:

Private:

1.  The Engineer has no control over the cost of labor, materials, equipment, or over the Contractor's methods of

determining prices or over competitive bidding or market conditions. Opinions of probable costs provided herein

are based on the information known to Engineer at this time and represent only the Engineer's judgment as a

design professional familiar with the construction industry. The Engineer cannot and does not guarantee that

proposals, bids, or actual construction costs will not vary from its opinions of probable costs.

2.  This estimate is based on current year pricing.  If used for budgetary purposes, annual inflation rates should be

applied as appropriate.

3.  No environmental costs are included.

4.  The Engineer has made an assumption of land value to come up with R/W acquisition costs.  It is the

responsibility of the owner to come up with final property values and acquisition costs.

5.  No public utility (water / sewer) costs are incuded.

6.  The Engineer has made the assumption that the existing pavement is sufficient for overlay.



Project: Midland Road Corridor Improvements

Date: 9/23/2016

Prepared By: Kimley-Horn

Page: 4 of 18

Probable Project Costs Summary:

Length (Miles) Cost Per Mile Cost

Divided Median  460 lf 0.09 53,000.00$ 4,770.00$

Landscaping (for 460' of Median Reforestation) 40,350.00$

Utility Relocation Costs:

-$

-$

R/W and Easement Acquisition:

Right-of-Way (0 Acres): 65K/Acre -$

Construction Easement (0 Acres): 40K/Acre -$

Environmental Mitigation Costs: -$

Subtotal 45,120.00$

30% Contingency 13,536.00$

Total - Construction 60,000.00$

Engineering (Approximate) 10,000.00$

Construction management, engineering, and inspections (Approximate) 7,000.00$

Project Total: 77,000.00$

Notes and Assumptions:

Midland Road Corridor Improvements
Conceptual Estimate

Opinion of Probable Construction Cost Summary

Midland Road Median Closure near Thomas Road

Public:

Private:

1.  The Engineer has no control over the cost of labor, materials, equipment, or over the Contractor's methods of

determining prices or over competitive bidding or market conditions. Opinions of probable costs provided herein

are based on the information known to Engineer at this time and represent only the Engineer's judgment as a

design professional familiar with the construction industry. The Engineer cannot and does not guarantee that

proposals, bids, or actual construction costs will not vary from its opinions of probable costs.

2.  This estimate is based on current year pricing.  If used for budgetary purposes, annual inflation rates should be

applied as appropriate.

3.  No environmental costs are included.

4.  The Engineer has made an assumption of land value to come up with R/W acquisition costs.  It is the

responsibility of the owner to come up with final property values and acquisition costs.

5.  No public utility (water / sewer) costs are incuded.

6.  The Engineer has made the assumption that the existing pavement is sufficient for overlay.
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Probable Project Costs Summary:

Length (Miles) Cost Per Mile Cost

Widening Construction Cost 560 lf 0.11 1,500,000.00$ 165,000.00$

Divided Median  250 lf 0.05 53,000.00$ 2,650.00$

Concrete Medians for Offset Lefts 20,000.00$

Utility Relocation Costs:

-$

-$

R/W and Easement Acquisition:

Right-of-Way (0 Acres): 65K/Acre -$

Construction Easement (0.03 Acres): 40K/Acre 1,200.00$

Environmental Mitigation Costs: -$

Subtotal 188,850.00$

30% Contingency 56,655.00$

Total - Construction 250,000.00$

Engineering (Approximate) 30,000.00$

Construction management, engineering, and inspections (Approximate) 21,000.00$

Project Total: 301,000.00$

Notes and Assumptions:

Midland Road Corridor Improvements
Conceptual Estimate

Opinion of Probable Construction Cost Summary

Midland Road at Midland Drive Intersection

Public:

Private:

1.  The Engineer has no control over the cost of labor, materials, equipment, or over the Contractor's methods of

determining prices or over competitive bidding or market conditions. Opinions of probable costs provided herein

are based on the information known to Engineer at this time and represent only the Engineer's judgment as a

design professional familiar with the construction industry. The Engineer cannot and does not guarantee that

proposals, bids, or actual construction costs will not vary from its opinions of probable costs.

2.  This estimate is based on current year pricing.  If used for budgetary purposes, annual inflation rates should be

applied as appropriate.

3.  No environmental costs are included.

4.  The Engineer has made an assumption of land value to come up with R/W acquisition costs.  It is the

responsibility of the owner to come up with final property values and acquisition costs.

5.  No public utility (water / sewer) costs are incuded.

6.  The Engineer has made the assumption that the existing pavement is sufficient for overlay.
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Probable Project Costs Summary:

Length (Miles) Cost Per Mile Cost

Widening C&G Construction Cost  200 lf 0.04 2,200,000.00$ 88,000.00$

Concrete Medians for Offset Lefts 20,000.00$

Bulbout 30,000.00$

Utility Relocation Costs:

-$

-$

R/W and Easement Acquisition:

Right-of-Way (0 Acres): 65K/Acre -$

Construction Easement (0.01 Acres): 40K/Acre 400.00$

Environmental Mitigation Costs: -$

Subtotal 138,400.00$

30% Contingency 41,520.00$

Total - Construction 180,000.00$

Engineering (Approximate) 20,000.00$

Construction management, engineering, and inspections (Approximate) 14,000.00$

Project Total: 214,000.00$

Notes and Assumptions:

Midland Road at Carolina Eye Associates Entrance

Midland Road Corridor Improvements
Conceptual Estimate

Opinion of Probable Construction Cost Summary

Public:

Private:

1.  The Engineer has no control over the cost of labor, materials, equipment, or over the Contractor's methods of

determining prices or over competitive bidding or market conditions. Opinions of probable costs provided herein

are based on the information known to Engineer at this time and represent only the Engineer's judgment as a

design professional familiar with the construction industry. The Engineer cannot and does not guarantee that

proposals, bids, or actual construction costs will not vary from its opinions of probable costs.

6.  The Engineer has made the assumption that the existing pavement is sufficient for overlay.

2.  This estimate is based on current year pricing.  If used for budgetary purposes, annual inflation rates should be

applied as appropriate.

3.  No environmental costs are included.

4.  The Engineer has made an assumption of land value to come up with R/W acquisition costs.  It is the

responsibility of the owner to come up with final property values and acquisition costs.

5.  No public utility (water / sewer) costs are incuded.



Project: Midland Road Corridor Improvements

Date: 9/23/2016

Prepared By: Kimley-Horn

Page: 7 of 18

Probable Project Costs Summary:

Length (Miles) Cost Per Mile Cost

Widening Construction Cost 0 lf 0 1,500,000.00$ -$

Signal Upgrade 150,000.00$

Utility Relocation Costs:

-$

-$

R/W and Easement Acquisition:

Right-of-Way (0 Acres): 65K/Acre -$

Construction Easement (0.01 Acres): 40K/Acre 400.00$

Environmental Mitigation Costs: -$

Subtotal 150,400.00$

30% Contingency 45,120.00$

Total - Construction 200,000.00$

Engineering (Approximate) 20,000.00$

Construction management, engineering, and inspections (Approximate) 14,000.00$

Project Total: 234,000.00$

Notes and Assumptions:

Midland Road at Knoll Road Intersection

Midland Road Corridor Improvements
Conceptual Estimate

Opinion of Probable Construction Cost Summary

Public:

Private:

1.  The Engineer has no control over the cost of labor, materials, equipment, or over the Contractor's methods of

determining prices or over competitive bidding or market conditions. Opinions of probable costs provided herein

are based on the information known to Engineer at this time and represent only the Engineer's judgment as a

design professional familiar with the construction industry. The Engineer cannot and does not guarantee that

proposals, bids, or actual construction costs will not vary from its opinions of probable costs.

6.  The Engineer has made the assumption that the existing pavement is sufficient for overlay.

2.  This estimate is based on current year pricing.  If used for budgetary purposes, annual inflation rates should be

applied as appropriate.

3.  No environmental costs are included.

4.  The Engineer has made an assumption of land value to come up with R/W acquisition costs.  It is the

responsibility of the owner to come up with final property values and acquisition costs.

5.  No public utility (water / sewer) costs are incuded.
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Probable Project Costs Summary:

Length (Miles) Cost Per Mile Cost

Widening Construction Cost 900 lf 0.19 1,500,000.00$ 285,000.00$

Temp Signal (2 ea.) 50,000.00$

Signal Upgrade 150,000.00$

Utility Relocation Costs:

-$

-$

R/W and Easement Acquisition:

Right-of-Way (0.03 Acres): 65K/Acre 2,000.00$

Construction Easement (0.11 Acres): 40K/Acre 4,400.00$

Environmental Mitigation Costs: -$

Subtotal 491,400.00$

30% Contingency 147,420.00$

Total - Construction 640,000.00$

Engineering (Approximate) 70,000.00$

Construction management, engineering, and inspections (Approximate) 47,000.00$

Project Total: 757,000.00$

Notes and Assumptions:

Midland Road at PeeDee Road and Pennsylvania Avenue Intersection

Midland Road Corridor Improvements
Conceptual Estimate

Opinion of Probable Construction Cost Summary

Public:

Private:

1.  The Engineer has no control over the cost of labor, materials, equipment, or over the Contractor's methods of

determining prices or over competitive bidding or market conditions. Opinions of probable costs provided herein are

based on the information known to Engineer at this time and represent only the Engineer's judgment as a design

professional familiar with the construction industry. The Engineer cannot and does not guarantee that proposals,

bids, or actual construction costs will not vary from its opinions of probable costs.

6.  The Engineer has made the assumption that the existing pavement is sufficient for overlay.

2.  This estimate is based on current year pricing.  If used for budgetary purposes, annual inflation rates should be

applied as appropriate.

3.  No environmental costs are included.

4.  The Engineer has made an assumption of land value to come up with R/W acquisition costs.  It is the

responsibility of the owner to come up with final property values and acquisition costs.

5.  No public utility (water / sewer) costs are incuded.
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Probable Project Costs Summary:

Length (Miles) Cost Per Mile Cost

2-lane Roundabout with 2 slip lanes 1,100,000.00$

Widening C&G Construction Cost  800 lf 0.15 2,200,000.00$ 330,000.00$

Divided Median  600 lf 0.12 53,000.00$ 6,360.00$

Concrete Medians for Superstreet 3,000.00$

Landscaping 161,600.00$

Utility Relocation Costs:

-$

-$

R/W and Easement Acquisition:

Right-of-Way (0.07 Acres): 65K/Acre 4,550.00$

Construction Easement (0.09 Acres): 40K/Acre 3,600.00$

Environmental Mitigation Costs: -$

Subtotal 1,609,110.00$

30% Contingency 482,733.00$

Total - Construction 2,100,000.00$

Engineering (Approximate) 325,000.00$

Construction management, engineering, and inspections (Approximate) 220,000.00$

Project Total: 2,645,000.00$

Notes and Assumptions:

Midland Road Corridor Improvements
Conceptual Estimate

Opinion of Probable Construction Cost Summary

Midland Road at Central Drive Intersection

Public:

Private:

7.  The Engineer has made the assumption that curb and gutter will be used to reduce the project footprint for the

1.  The Engineer has no control over the cost of labor, materials, equipment, or over the Contractor's methods of

determining prices or over competitive bidding or market conditions. Opinions of probable costs provided herein

are based on the information known to Engineer at this time and represent only the Engineer's judgment as a

design professional familiar with the construction industry. The Engineer cannot and does not guarantee that

proposals, bids, or actual construction costs will not vary from its opinions of probable costs.

2.  This estimate is based on current year pricing.  If used for budgetary purposes, annual inflation rates should be

applied as appropriate.

3.  No environmental costs are included.

4.  The Engineer has made an assumption of land value to come up with R/W acquisition costs.  It is the

responsibility of the owner to come up with final property values and acquisition costs.

5.  No public utility (water / sewer) costs are incuded.

6.  The Engineer has made the assumption that the existing pavement is sufficient for overlay.
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Probable Project Costs Summary:

Length (Miles) Cost Per Mile Cost

Widening Construction Cost 1500 lf 0.29 1,500,000.00$ 435,000.00$

Divided Median  850 lf 0.16 53,000.00$ 8,480.00$

Overlay   1500 lf 0.28 80,000.00$ 22,400.00$

Concrete Medians for Superstreet 14,000.00$

Landscaping 3,750.00$

Utility Relocation Costs:

-$

-$

R/W and Easement Acquisition:

Right-of-Way (0.01 Acres): 65K/Acre 650.00$

Construction Easement (0.02 Acres): 40K/Acre 800.00$

Environmental Mitigation Costs: -$

Subtotal 485,080.00$

30% Contingency 145,524.00$

Total - Construction 640,000.00$

Engineering (Approximate) 70,000.00$

Construction management, engineering, and inspections (Approximate) 47,000.00$

Project Total: 757,000.00$

Notes and Assumptions:

Midland Road at Interchange with HWY 1

Midland Road Corridor Improvements
Conceptual Estimate

Opinion of Probable Construction Cost Summary

Public:

Private:

1.  The Engineer has no control over the cost of labor, materials, equipment, or over the Contractor's methods of

determining prices or over competitive bidding or market conditions. Opinions of probable costs provided herein

are based on the information known to Engineer at this time and represent only the Engineer's judgment as a

design professional familiar with the construction industry. The Engineer cannot and does not guarantee that

proposals, bids, or actual construction costs will not vary from its opinions of probable costs.

6.  The Engineer has made the assumption that the existing pavement is sufficient for overlay.

2.  This estimate is based on current year pricing.  If used for budgetary purposes, annual inflation rates should be

applied as appropriate.

3.  No environmental costs are included.

4.  The Engineer has made an assumption of land value to come up with R/W acquisition costs.  It is the

responsibility of the owner to come up with final property values and acquisition costs.

5.  No public utility (water / sewer) costs are incuded.
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Probable Project Costs Summary:

Length (Miles) Cost Per Mile Cost

Widening Construction Cost 100 lf 0.02 1,500,000.00$ 30,000.00$

Concrete Medians for Midblock Crossing 8,000.00$

Pavement Markings 2,000.00$

Utility Relocation Costs:

-$

-$

R/W and Easement Acquisition:

Right-of-Way (0 Acres): 65K/Acre -$

Construction Easement (0.0 Acres): 40K/Acre -$

Environmental Mitigation Costs: -$

Subtotal 40,000.00$

30% Contingency 12,000.00$

Total - Construction 60,000.00$

Engineering (Approximate) 10,000.00$

Construction management, engineering, and inspections (Approximate) 7,000.00$

Project Total: 77,000.00$

Notes and Assumptions:

1.  The Engineer has no control over the cost of labor, materials, equipment, or over the Contractor's methods of

determining prices or over competitive bidding or market conditions. Opinions of probable costs provided herein

are based on the information known to Engineer at this time and represent only the Engineer's judgment as a

design professional familiar with the construction industry. The Engineer cannot and does not guarantee that

proposals, bids, or actual construction costs will not vary from its opinions of probable costs.

2.  This estimate is based on current year pricing.  If used for budgetary purposes, annual inflation rates should be

applied as appropriate.

3.  No environmental costs are included.

4.  The Engineer has made an assumption of land value to come up with R/W acquisition costs.  It is the

responsibility of the owner to come up with final property values and acquisition costs.

5.  No public utility (water / sewer) costs are incuded.

6.  The Engineer has made the assumption that the existing pavement is sufficient for overlay.

Midland Road Corridor Improvements
Conceptual Estimate

Opinion of Probable Construction Cost Summary

Midland Road at Crestview Road - Midblock Crossing

Public:

Private:
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Probable Project Costs Summary:

Length (Miles) Cost Per Mile Cost

Widening Construction Cost 350 lf 0.07 1,500,000.00$ 105,000.00$

Divided Median  280 lf 0.5 53,000.00$ 26,500.00$

Curb Median 2,000.00$

Lanscaping 30,000.00$

Utility Relocation Costs:

-$

-$

R/W and Easement Acquisition:

Right-of-Way (0 Acres): 65K/Acre -$

Construction Easement (0.00 Acres): 40K/Acre -$

Environmental Mitigation Costs: -$

Subtotal 163,500.00$

30% Contingency 49,050.00$

Total - Construction 220,000.00$

Engineering (Approximate) 30,000.00$

Construction management, engineering, and inspections (Approximate) 21,000.00$

Project Total: 271,000.00$

Notes and Assumptions:

Midland Road Corridor Improvements
Conceptual Estimate

Opinion of Probable Construction Cost Summary

Midland Road at Clark Street Intersection

Public:

Private:

1.  The Engineer has no control over the cost of labor, materials, equipment, or over the Contractor's methods of

determining prices or over competitive bidding or market conditions. Opinions of probable costs provided herein

are based on the information known to Engineer at this time and represent only the Engineer's judgment as a

design professional familiar with the construction industry. The Engineer cannot and does not guarantee that

proposals, bids, or actual construction costs will not vary from its opinions of probable costs.

2.  This estimate is based on current year pricing.  If used for budgetary purposes, annual inflation rates should be

applied as appropriate.

3.  No environmental costs are included.

4.  The Engineer has made an assumption of land value to come up with R/W acquisition costs.  It is the

responsibility of the owner to come up with final property values and acquisition costs.

5.  No public utility (water / sewer) costs are incuded.

6.  The Engineer has made the assumption that the existing pavement is sufficient for overlay.
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Probable Project Costs Summary:

Length (Miles) Cost Per Mile Cost

Overlay 0.65 245,000.00$ 159,250.00$

Pavement Markings 0.65 40,000.00$ 26,000.00$

Utility Relocation Costs:

-$

-$

R/W and Easement Acquisition:

Right-of-Way (0 Acres): 65K/Acre -$

Construction Easement (0 Acres): 40K/Acre -$

Environmental Mitigation Costs: -$

Subtotal 185,250.00$

30% Contingency 55,575.00$

Total - Construction 250,000.00$

Engineering (Approximate) 30,000.00$

Construction management, engineering, and inspections (Approximate) 21,000.00$

Project Total: 301,000.00$

Notes and Assumptions:

Midland Road Corridor Improvements
Conceptual Estimate

Opinion of Probable Construction Cost Summary

Midland Road Road Diet from Crestview Rd to Clark St

Public:

Private:

6.  The Engineer has made the assumption that the existing pavement is sufficient for overlay.

1.  The Engineer has no control over the cost of labor, materials, equipment, or over the Contractor's methods of

determining prices or over competitive bidding or market conditions. Opinions of probable costs provided herein

are based on the information known to Engineer at this time and represent only the Engineer's judgment as a

design professional familiar with the construction industry. The Engineer cannot and does not guarantee that

proposals, bids, or actual construction costs will not vary from its opinions of probable costs.

2.  This estimate is based on current year pricing.  If used for budgetary purposes, annual inflation rates should be

applied as appropriate.

3.  No environmental costs are included.

4.  The Engineer has made an assumption of land value to come up with R/W acquisition costs.  It is the

responsibility of the owner to come up with final property values and acquisition costs.

5.  No public utility (water / sewer) costs are incuded.



Project: Midland Road Corridor Improvements

Date: 9/23/2016

Prepared By: Kimley-Horn

Page: 14 of 18

Probable Project Costs Summary:

Length (Miles) Cost Per Mile Cost

10' Sidewalk - one side 4 250,000.00$ 1,000,000.00$

Utility Relocation Costs:

-$

-$

R/W and Easement Acquisition:

Right-of-Way (0 Acres): 65K/Acre -$

Construction Easement (1.0 Acres): 40K/Acre 40,000.00$

Environmental Mitigation Costs: -$

Subtotal 1,040,000.00$

30% Contingency 312,000.00$

Total - Construction 1,360,000.00$

Engineering (Approximate) 140,000.00$

Construction management, engineering, and inspections (Approximate) 94,000.00$

Project Total: 1,594,000.00$

Notes and Assumptions:

Midland Road Corridor Improvements
Conceptual Estimate

Opinion of Probable Construction Cost Summary

Midland Road Pedestrian Improvements Airport Road to Crestview Road

Public:

Private:

6.  The Engineer has made the assumption that the existing pavement is sufficient for overlay.

1.  The Engineer has no control over the cost of labor, materials, equipment, or over the Contractor's methods of

determining prices or over competitive bidding or market conditions. Opinions of probable costs provided herein

are based on the information known to Engineer at this time and represent only the Engineer's judgment as a

design professional familiar with the construction industry. The Engineer cannot and does not guarantee that

proposals, bids, or actual construction costs will not vary from its opinions of probable costs.

2.  This estimate is based on current year pricing.  If used for budgetary purposes, annual inflation rates should be

applied as appropriate.

3.  No environmental costs are included.

4.  The Engineer has made an assumption of land value to come up with R/W acquisition costs.  It is the

responsibility of the owner to come up with final property values and acquisition costs.

5.  No public utility (water / sewer) costs are incuded.
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Probable Project Costs Summary:

Length (Miles) Cost Per Mile Cost

10' Sidewalk - one side 1.2 250,000.00$ 300,000.00$

Utility Relocation Costs:

-$

-$

R/W and Easement Acquisition:

Right-of-Way (0 Acres): 65K/Acre -$

Construction Easement (0 Acres): 40K/Acre -$

Environmental Mitigation Costs: -$

Subtotal 300,000.00$

30% Contingency 90,000.00$

Total - Construction 390,000.00$

Engineering (Approximate) 40,000.00$

Construction management, engineering, and inspections (Approximate) 27,000.00$

Project Total: 457,000.00$

Notes and Assumptions:

Midland Road Corridor Improvements
Conceptual Estimate

Opinion of Probable Construction Cost Summary

Multipath from Intersection of Midland/Knoll to Intersection of Knoll/Airport

Public:

Private:

1.  The Engineer has no control over the cost of labor, materials, equipment, or over the Contractor's methods of

determining prices or over competitive bidding or market conditions. Opinions of probable costs provided herein

are based on the information known to Engineer at this time and represent only the Engineer's judgment as a

design professional familiar with the construction industry. The Engineer cannot and does not guarantee that

proposals, bids, or actual construction costs will not vary from its opinions of probable costs.

2.  This estimate is based on current year pricing.  If used for budgetary purposes, annual inflation rates should be

applied as appropriate.

3.  No environmental costs are included.

4.  The Engineer has made an assumption of land value to come up with R/W acquisition costs.  It is the

responsibility of the owner to come up with final property values and acquisition costs.

5.  No public utility (water / sewer) costs are incuded.

6.  The Engineer has made the assumption that the existing pavement is sufficient for overlay.
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