
AGENDA 

 
Regular Business Meeting of the Southern Pines Tow n Council 

November 9, 2016, 7:00 PM, Douglass Community  Center, 1185 W. Pennsylvania 
Avenue 

 
Call To Order 

 
Pledge of Allegiance led by Boy Scouts Pack 615: 

 
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 

 
DEPARTMENT LINE ITEM CODE INCREASE DECREASE 

 
General Fund Donations - Building & Grounds 10-364-0200 $   200.00 

 
Building & Grounds  Appearance Commission 10-640-5700 200.00 

 
General Fund Donations – Fire 10-362-0000 3,554.00 

 
Fire Department Supplies 10-530-3300 3,554.00 

 
General Fund Miscellaneous Revenue 10-335-0000 2,500.00 

 
General Fund Transfer to Gen. Cap. Reserve Fd   10-670-5900 2,500.00 

 
General Fund Miscellaneous Revenue 10-335-0000 915.00 

 
General Fund Police – Donations 10-370-0300 4,500.00 

 
Police – Patrol Departmental Supplies 10-511-3300 5,415.00 

 
General Fund Fund Balance Appropriations 10-397-1000 1,000.00 

 
Legislation Special Appropriations 10-410-6300 1,000.00 

 
C.   Board Appointments 

 
- Bicycle & Pedestrian Advisory Committee 

 
 

o Todd Stout 10/11/16 – 10/11/19 - 2nd Appointment 

o John Mueller 10/11/16 – 10/11/19 - 2nd Appointment 

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 

 
E. Resolution adopting Cape Fear Regional Hazard Mitigation Plan 



3. Public Hearings 

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

 
B.   CU-06-16 Major Amendment to CU-01-11  for  a  Daycare ; Tyler’s  Ridge ; Petitioner,  Building   
Blocks Early Education Centers (Continuation of Hearing From 10/11/2016) 

 

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

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

An amendment to relinquish zoning authority over 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. Presentation by Kimley- Horn, Traffic Engineers, regarding Midland Road Corridor Study:  Final Report 

 
B. Resolution Approving a Land Exchange Agreement between The Town of Southern Pines and the Sunrise 

Preservation Group, Inc. for the purpose of installing a Performance Stage and constructing three parking 

spots. 

5. Public Comments 



 

 

PUBLIC COMMENT PROCEDURES 
 
The Southern Pines Town Council is committed to allowing members of the public an 

opportunity to offer comments and suggestions.  In addition to public hearings, a special time is 

set aside for the purpose of receiving such comments and suggestions.  All comments 

and suggestions addressed to the Council during the Public Comment Period shall be subject to 

the following procedures: 

 
1.   The Public Comment Period will be held at the end of the Council Meeting. 

 
2.   Each person choosing to speak is asked to keep their statements to a reasonable length in 

time in recognition that others may also wish to speak and that the Council requires time 

to conduct its normal business.  The Chair retains the right to limit discussion as he/she 

deems necessary. 

 
3.   Speakers will be acknowledged by the Mayor/Chair.  Speakers will address the Council 

from the lectern at the front of the room and begin their remarks by stating their name 

and address for the record. 

 
4.   Public comment is not intended to require the Council and/or staff to answer any 

impromptu questions.  Speakers will address all comments to the entire Council as 

whole and not one individual member.  Discussions between speakers and members of 

the audience will not be permitted. 

 
5.   Speakers will be courteous in their language and presentation.  Matters or comments 

which are harmful, discriminatory or embarrassing to any citizens, official or employee of 

the Town shall not be allowed.  Speaker must be respectful and courteous in their remarks 

and must refrain from personal attacks and the 

use of profanity. 

 
6.   Any applause will be held until the end of the Public Comment Period. 

 
7.   Speakers who have prepared written remarks or supporting documents are 

encouraged to leave a copy of such remarks and documents with the Clerk to the 
Council. 

 
8.   Speakers shall not discuss any of the following:  matters which concern the candidacy of 

any person seeking public office, including the candidacy of the person addressing the 

Council; matters which are closed session matters, including but not limited to matters 

within the attorney-client privilege, anticipated or pending litigation, personnel, property 

acquisition, matters which are made confidential by law; matters which are the subject 

of public hearings. 
 

9.   Action on items brought up during the Public Comment Period will be at the 

discretion of the Council. 



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 



          

 

 
 
 

AN ORDINANCE 
AMENDING THE 2016/2017 FISCAL YEAR BUDGET 

 
 BE IT ORDAINED AND ESTABLISHED by the Town Council of the Town of Southern Pines in 
regular session assembled this 9th day of November, 2016 that the Operating Budget for the Fiscal Year 
2016/2017 be and hereby is amended as follows:     
   
 
 
 
DEPARTMENT LINE ITEM CODE  INCREASE DECREASE 
     

General Fund Donations – Building & Grounds 10-364-0200 $   200.00  
     
Building & Grounds Appearance Commission 10-640-5700 $   200.00    
     
     
     
     
     
     
     
     
     
     
     
     
 
 
  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
I certify that this ordinance was adopted by the Town Council of the Town of Southern Pines at its meeting 
of November 9, 2016 as shown in the minutes of the Town Council for that date. 

 
 
 

 
 
 

_________________________________ 
Peggy K. Smith, Town Clerk      
 
 
 
 
 

 
 



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 



          

 

 
 
 

AN ORDINANCE 
AMENDING THE 2016/2017 FISCAL YEAR BUDGET 

 
 BE IT ORDAINED AND ESTABLISHED by the Town Council of the Town of Southern Pines in 
regular session assembled this 9th day of November, 2016 that the Operating Budget for the Fiscal Year 
2016/2017 be and hereby is amended as follows:     
   
 
 
 
DEPARTMENT LINE ITEM CODE  INCREASE DECREASE 
     

General Fund Donations - Fire 10-362-0000 $ 3,554.00  
     
Fire Departmental Supplies 10-530-3300 $ 3,554.00    
     
     
     
     
     
     
     
     
     
     
     
     
 
 
  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
I certify that this ordinance was adopted by the Town Council of the Town of Southern Pines at its meeting 
of November 9, 2016 as shown in the minutes of the Town Council for that date. 

 
 
 

 
 
 

_________________________________ 
Peggy K. Smith, Town Clerk      
 
 
 
 
 

 
 



          

 

 
 
 

AN ORDINANCE 
AMENDING THE 2016/2017 FISCAL YEAR BUDGET 

 
 BE IT ORDAINED AND ESTABLISHED by the Town Council of the Town of Southern Pines in 
regular session assembled this 9th day of November, 2016 that the Operating Budget for the Fiscal Year 
2016/2017 be and hereby is amended as follows:     
   
 
 
 
DEPARTMENT LINE ITEM CODE  INCREASE DECREASE 
     

General Fund Miscellaneous Revenue 10-335-0000 $ 2,500.00  
     
General Fund Transfer to General Capital Reserve Fd 10-670-5900 $ 2,500.00    
     
     
     
     
     
     
     
     
     
     
     
     
 
 
  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
I certify that this ordinance was adopted by the Town Council of the Town of Southern Pines at its meeting 
of November 9, 2016 as shown in the minutes of the Town Council for that date. 

 
 
 

 
 
 

_________________________________ 
Peggy K. Smith, Town Clerk      
 
 
 
 
 

 
 



 
 
 
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 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 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  



          

 

 
 
 

AN ORDINANCE 
AMENDING THE 2016/2017 FISCAL YEAR BUDGET 

 
 BE IT ORDAINED AND ESTABLISHED by the Town Council of the Town of Southern Pines in 
regular session assembled this 9th day of November, 2016 that the Operating Budget for the Fiscal Year 
2016/2017 be and hereby is amended as follows:     
   
 
 
 
DEPARTMENT LINE ITEM CODE  INCREASE DECREASE 
     

General Fund Miscellaneous Revenue 10-335-0000 $    915.00  
     
General Fund Police - Donations 10-370-0300 $ 4,500.00  
     
Police - Patrol Departmental Supplies 10-511-3300 $ 5,415.00    
     
     
     
     
     
     
     
     
     
     
     
     
 
 
  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
I certify that this ordinance was adopted by the Town Council of the Town of Southern Pines at its meeting 
of November 9, 2016 as shown in the minutes of the Town Council for that date. 

 
 
 

 
 
 

_________________________________ 
Peggy K. Smith, Town Clerk      
 
 
 
 
 

 
 



          

 

 
 
 

AN ORDINANCE 
AMENDING THE 2016/2017 FISCAL YEAR BUDGET 

 
 BE IT ORDAINED AND ESTABLISHED by the Town Council of the Town of Southern Pines in 
regular session assembled this 9th day of November, 2016 that the Operating Budget for the Fiscal Year 
2016/2017 be and hereby is amended as follows:     
   
 
 
 
DEPARTMENT LINE ITEM CODE  INCREASE DECREASE 
     

General Fund Police - Donations 10-370-0300 $  2,500.00  
     
Police - Patrol Departmental Supplies 10-511-3300 $  2,500.00    
     
     
     
     
     
     
     
     
     
     
     
     
 
 
  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
I certify that this ordinance was adopted by the Town Council of the Town of Southern Pines at its meeting 
of November 9, 2016 as shown in the minutes of the Town Council for that date. 

 
 
 

 
 
 

_________________________________ 
Peggy K. Smith, Town Clerk      
 
 
 
 
 

 
 



          

 

 
 
 

AN ORDINANCE 
AMENDING THE 2016/2017 FISCAL YEAR BUDGET 

 
 BE IT ORDAINED AND ESTABLISHED by the Town Council of the Town of Southern Pines in 
regular session assembled this 9th day of November, 2016 that the Operating Budget for the Fiscal Year 
2016/2017 be and hereby is amended as follows:     
   
 
 
 
DEPARTMENT LINE ITEM CODE  INCREASE DECREASE 
     

General Fund Fund Balance Appropriations 10-397-1000 $  1,000.00  
     
Legislation Special Appropriations 10-410-6300 $  1,000.00     
     
     
     
     
     
     
     
     
     
     
     
     
 
 
  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
I certify that this ordinance was adopted by the Town Council of the Town of Southern Pines at its meeting 
of November 9, 2016 as shown in the minutes of the Town Council for that date. 

 
 
 

 
 
 

_________________________________ 
Peggy K. Smith, Town Clerk      
 
 
 
 
 

 
 



 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. 

 

 

. 
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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 
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 RESOLUTION DECLARING INTENT TO RIGHT-OF-WAY ABANDONMENT FOR A 

PORTION 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 Right-of-Way abandonment for a portion 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 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 Right-of-Way portion of N. Ridge Street to be abandoned is described as 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 

 

   The public hearing which is hereby called shall be held at the Douglass Community Center, 

1185 West Pennsylvania Avenue, Southern Pines, on December 13, 2016, at 7:00 p.m. 

 

 

 This 9th day of November, 2016. 

 

 

      ____________________________________ 

      W. David McNeill Jr., Mayor  

ATTEST: 

 

_______________________________ 

Peggy K. Smith, Town Clerk 

 

 

APPROVED AS TO FORM: 

 

_____________________________ 

Douglas R. Gill, Town Attorney 



 

 

MEMORANDUM 

To: Town Council 

CC: Reagan Parsons 

From: Hampton Williams, Fire Chief / Emergency Manager 

Date: 11/02/2016 

Subject: Cape Fear Regional Hazard Mitigation Plan 

 

 

An overview of the Cape Fear Regional Hazard Mitigation Plan was presented to the Town 

Council at its October 24th work session.  Therefore as Emergency Manager for the Town of 

Southern Pines it is my recommendation that the plan be adopted by the Council at the next 

Town Council Meeting.  

 

 



RESOLUTION TO ADOPT THE  

CAPE FEAR REGIONAL HAZARD MITIGATION PLAN 
 

WHEREAS, the Town of Southern Pines in Moore County is vulnerable to an array of natural 

hazards that can cause loss of life and damages to public and private property; and 

 

WHEREAS, the Town of Southern Pines desires to seek ways to mitigate situations that may 

aggravate such circumstances; and 

 

WHEREAS, the development and implementation of a hazard mitigation plan can result in 

actions that reduce the long-term risk to life and property from natural hazards; and  

 

WHEREAS, it is the intent of the Southern Pines Town Council to protect its citizens and 

property from the effects of natural hazards by preparing and maintaining a local hazard 

mitigation plan; and 

 

WHEREAS, it is also the intent of the Southern Pines Town Council to fulfill its obligation under 

North Carolina General Statutes, Chapter 166A: North Carolina Emergency Management Act and 

Section 322: Mitigation Planning, of the Robert T. Stafford Disaster Relief and Emergency 

Assistance Act to remain eligible to receive state and federal assistance in the event of a declared 

disaster affecting the Town of Southern Pines; and 

 

WHEREAS, the Town of Southern Pines, in coordination with Chatham County, Harnett County, 

Johnston County, Lee County, Moore County and the participating municipalities within those 

counties, has prepared a multi-jurisdictional hazard mitigation plan with input from the 

appropriate local and state officials;  

 

WHEREAS, the North Carolina Division of Emergency Management and the Federal Emergency 

Management Agency have reviewed the Cape Fear Regional Hazard Mitigation Plan for 

legislative compliance and has approved the plan pending the completion of local adoption 

procedures; 

 

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED that the Town Council of Southern Pines hereby: 

 

1. Adopts the Cape Fear Regional Hazard Mitigation Plan; and  

 

2. Agrees to take such other official action as may be reasonably necessary to carry out 

the proposed actions of the Plan. 

 

Adopted on ___________________, 2016. 

 

____________________________________ 

  W. David McNeill, Jr., Mayor                                

Town of Southern Pines 

ATTEST: 

 

___________________________ 

Peggy K. Smith, Town Clerk 
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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 
 
   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. 

              

              

 

 



CU-06-16  2016 November Town Council  Page 29 of 43 



CU-06-16  2016 November Town Council  Page 30 of 43 



CU-06-16  2016 November Town Council  Page 31 of 43 



CU-06-16  2016 November Town Council  Page 32 of 43 

 
 
 
 
 



CU-06-16  2016 November Town Council  Page 33 of 43 



CU-06-16  2016 November Town Council  Page 34 of 43 

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 
 
   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 



 
 

CU-05-16  November 2016 Town Council Page 2 of 39 
 
 

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). 
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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). 

 











 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

AN ORDINANCE RELINQUISHING EXTRATERRITORIAL ZONING 

JURISDICTION OVER A TRACT OF LAND LOCATED 

ON SOUTHWEST BROAD STREET 

 

THAT WHEREAS, Mid-State Development, LLC has acquired the property located on 

Southwest Broad Street and having the Moore County PIN 857116942605 and the Moore County 

PARID 00052519 (the “Property”), and 

 

WHEREAS, the Property is currently located within the extraterritorial jurisdiction of the 

Town of Southern Pines, and 

 

WHEREAS, Mid-State Development, LLC has expressed an interest in being annexed 

into the corporate limits of the Town of Aberdeen, and 

 

WHEREAS, the Southern Pines Town Council does not object to the request and is willing 

to relinquish Southern Pines’ extraterritorial jurisdiction over the Property, and 

 

WHEREAS, N.C. Gen. Stat. § 160A-360 and 160A-364 authorizes municipalities to 

relinquish extraterritorial jurisdiction over property after conducting a duly noticed public hearing 

on the matter, and 

 

WHEREAS, the Southern Pines Town Council has conducted a duly noticed public 

hearing on this request.  

 

NOW, THEREFORE, BE ORDAINED AND ESTABLISHED by the Town Council of 

the Town of Southern Pines, North Carolina in regular session this 9th day of November, 2016: 

 

Section 1. The Town of Southern Pines hereby relinquishes its extraterritorial 

jurisdiction over the Property having the Moore County PIN 857116942605 and the Moore County 

PARID 00052519 

 

Section 2. All provisions of any town ordinance or resolution in conflict with this 

ordinance are repealed. 
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Section 3. This ordinance shall become effective upon adoption. 

 

Adopted this 9th day of November, 2016. 

 

 

 

 

ATTEST:     TOWN OF SOUTHERN PINES 

 

           

Peggy K. Smith, Town Clerk   W. David McNeill, Mayor 

 

 

APPROVED AS TO FORM 

 

     

Doug Gill, Town Attorney 

 

 

I certify that this ordinance was adopted by the Town Council of the Town of Southern 

Pines at its meeting on November 9, 2016 as shown in the minutes of the Town Council for that 

date. 
 

 

 

 

     

Peggy K. Smith, Town Clerk 
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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. 



 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 

F I N A L R E P O R T 
 
 

M i d l a n d  R o a d CORRI D O R ST U DY 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Prepared for:  Prepared by: 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
September 2016 
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A C K N O W L E D G M E N T S    
 
 

TheMidlandRoadCorridoSr tudyprovidesaframeworkfoirmplementingimprovementsalongMidlandRoadT. hevisionfotrhis corridohr 
ascomeintofocusthroughaplanningprocessthaitnvolvedlocarlesidentss, takeholdersa,steeringcommitteet,he North 
CarolinaDepartmenotTf ransportation(NCDOT)M,  ooreCountyt,heTownoSf outhernPinesa, ndtheVillageoPf inehurstT. heir 
effortshavebeenintegrailndevelopingthi studyandaregreatlyappreciated. 

 

S T E E R IN G  C O MMI T T E E  
ChuckDumasN, CDOT 

BrandonJonesN, CDOT 

TravisMorganN, CDOT 

DavidWillettN, CDOT 

KellyBeckerN, CDOT 

DoumiItshakN, CDOT 

DebraEnsmingerM, ooreCounty 

 

MikeFieldsS, outhernPines 

JimSimeonS, outhernPines 

AdamLindsayS, outhernPines 

JohnBouldryP, inehurst 

JohnCashionP, inehurst 

JefBf attonP, inehurst 

 
 

P R O J E C T  TEAM  
 

Kimley-Horn 

RichardAdams 

TravisFluitt 

KevinBaumann 

ErinThompson 

MelissaBrand 

BrandonWhite 
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I N T R O D U C T I O N A N D B A C K G R O U N D    
 
 

TheMidlandRoadCorridoSr tudyrepresentsacollaborative 
efforttodeterminethesafetym,  obilitya, ndaccessissues thact 
ontributetotheneedfoirmprovementsalongoneof 
themositconicandhistoricroadwaysinNorthCarolinaT. he 
corridosr ervesmanypurposesfotrhecommunitiesinthe 
areai,ncludingavibranrtesidentianl eighborhoodaccessa, 
commutetrhroughwaya,primaryeast-wesst pineroutea, nd 
accesstolocabl usinessesT. heNorthCarolinaDepartmenot f 
Transportation(NCDOT)i,npartnershipwithMooreCountyt,he 
VillageoPf inehursta, ndtheTownoSf outhernPinesc, onducted thi 
studyinanefforttocreateaguidingdocumenftofruture 
developmenat ndroadwayimprovementsalongMidlandRoad. 
Thisdocumenttiestogethear ltlheeffortsfromthi studyinto 
oneunifiedplan—theMidlandRoadCorridoSr tudy. 

 
MidlandRoadisasignificanltocacl orridorT. heneedfoar 
coordinatedl,ong-termapproachtothecorridoirsheightened 
byrecendt evelopmenat longthecorridoar ndincreasedsafety 
issuesT. hi studyhascreatedtheframeworkfovr isioningthe 
futureoMf idlandRoada, ndthisreporct atalogsthesevisioning 
effortso, utlinestheissuesa, ndpresentsrecommendationsto 
achievealong-termvisionfotrhishistoriccorridor. 

 

S T U DY  AR EA  
 

Thestudyareafotrhisprojecet xtendsalonga4.5-milestretch 

 

R E POR T  C ONTE NTS    
TheMidlandRoadCorridoSr tudy’sfocusonplanning, 
publicinvolvementa, nddevelopingactionable 
transportationrecommendationsisreflectedinthe 
contentsotfhereportT. hisdocumenitsorganizedinto 
thefollowingsections: 
 

• PlanningProcess    —Outlinestheinvolvement osf 
takeholdersandthegenerapl ublicinthe 
recordingoifssuesalongthecorridoar ndthe 
developmenottfransportationrecommendations. 

 
•  RoadwayIssuesandObservations —Describes 

aseriesoifssuesandobservationsrelatedtothe 
functionalityandsafetyotfhecorridor. 

 
•  RoadwayRecommendations —Describesthe 

preferredseottfransportationrecommendations 
anddocumentstheresultingperformanceotfhe 
corridor. 

 
• ImplementationPlan   —Outlinesastrategytofully 

implementthetransportationrecommendations. 
 
 

15- 
501 

oMf idlandRoad(NC2f)romtheUS15/501trafficcirclein 
PinehursttoClarkStreeitnSouthernPinesT. heprojectteam 
workedinpartnershipwithaProjecSt teeringCommittee(made 
uporfepresentativesfromNCDOTt,heVillageoPf inehurstt,he 
TownoSf outhernPinesa, ndMooreCountyt)odevelopspecific 
transportationrecommendationsalongthecorridorD. etailed 
analysisotfrafficandcrashconditionsfocusedonMidlandRoad 
andkeycros streetsalongthecorridors, uchasAirporRt oad, 
KnolRl oadP, eeDeeRoad/PennsylvaniaAvenueC, entraDl rive 
(NC22a) ndtheUS1interchange. 

211 

 
2 

S P E E D  

L I M I T  

35 

 
 
15- 
501 

 
S P E E D  

L I M I T  

45 

Longleaf Golf 

and Country Club  
 
2 

 
S P E E D  

L I M I T  

45 

 
Mid Pines 
Golf Club 

22 

 
Pine Needles 

Golf Club 

 
 
 
 
 
US 
1 

 
 
 
 
 
 
S P E E D  

L I M I T  

35 
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P L A N N I N G P R O C E S S    
 
 

Successfupl lanningprojectsarerootedinaninclusiveprocess 
osf trongcommunityinvolvementF. otrheMidlandRoad 
CorridoSr tudyt,heunderlyingprinciplefour nderstanding 
locadl ynamicswascollaborativeplanningthroughstakeholder 
coordinationT. hiscoordinationoccurredthroughavariety oaf 
venuesi,ncludingaSteeringCommittees, takeholder 
interviewsa, nonlinesurveyandweb-basedgraphicailnputtool, 
andtraditionapl ublicmeetingsfoirnterestedcitizens. 

 

S T E E R IN G C O MMI T T E E 
TheSteeringCommitteewasestablishedtoassisNt CDOT 
andtheKimley-Hornteaminguidingtheplanningprocess. 
TheprimaryfocusotfheSteeringCommitteewastoguide 
thereviewoef xistingconditionsandthedevelopmenot f 
recommendationsT. hecommitteewascomprisedotfhe 
followinggroupsopf rofessionalsandelectedofficials: 

 
• NCDOT(DivisionC, ongestionManagementa, ndMobility/ 

SafetyStaff) 

• TownoSf outhernPines(counciml  embersandstaff) 
 

• VillageoPf inehurs(tcounciml  embersandstaff) 
 

• MooreCounty 
 

Aatkickofmf eetinginMay2015t,heSteeringCommittee 
emphasizedthefollowing: 

 
• Safetyisamajocr oncernalongthiscorridor 

 

• Publicoutreachp, articularlytoresidentsobf oth 
municipalitiesw,  ilbl ecriticatlothesuccessotfheproject 

• Developingimprovementsthapt reservethehistoricand 
scenicnatureotfheroadisencouraged 

• Therei strongsupporftoer liminatingsomeotfhe 
existingmediancrossoversalongthecorridore, specially 
thenaturaal ndgravecl rossovers 

• Alternativetransportationoptions(e.g.r,oaddiet, 
roundaboutss, ynchronizedstreetss) houldbeconsidered 
asaparottfhi study 

S TAK E HOLDE R  I NTE R V I EWS 
Fosr pecializedattentiontospecificmattersimpactingthe 
developmenat nddeploymenottfransportationstrategies, 
stakeholderswereidentifiedfodr etaileddiscussionswith 
theprojectteamT. heseconversationsprovidedinsighitnto 
issuesandopportunitie spanningthesociale, conomica, nd 
transportationspectrumF. eedbackgatheredhelpedguidethe 
analysiss, trategiesa, ndtransportationimprovementsS.  pecific 
stakeholdemr eetingswereheldwithrepresentativesof: 
 

• Businesses 
 

• Locasl chools 
 

• Utilities 
 

• Publicsafety 
 

• Homeownersassociations 
 

• Locacl ountryclubs 
 

• Citizengroups 
 
Generatlhemesfromtheseconversationsincluded: 
 

• AstheSteeringCommitteenoteds, afetyisperceivedto 
bepooar longthecorridor 

– Stakeholdersobservedthamt oreoftenthannot, 
whenacrashoccursa,treei somehowinvolved 

– Theprevalenceonf umerousmedianopenings 
(manyotfhemunauthorizedw) ithlimitedspaceand 
problematicsighdt istancescontributetocrashes 

• Manystakeholderswerenoot pposedtoselectiveclearing 
odf amagedour nhealthytreestoprovidebettesr ight 
distance 

•  Somestakeholderswereinfavoorrfeducingthecross 
sectiontotwolaneswithbikelanesopr edestrianpaths, 
whileotherswantedtomaintaintheexistingfour-lane 
section 

– Ineithecr asem, osst takeholder supported 
maintainingthecharacteortfheroadasanimportant 
parotaf nyproposedimprovements 
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• Stormwateirsanissueinsomeareasthant eedstobe 

addressed 
 

Theoutcomeotfheseinterviewshelpedguidetheprojectteam 
inthedevelopmenotpf reliminaryimprovemenat lternatives 
alongthecorridor. 

 

P U B LIC PA R TIC I PATION 
Interestedcitizens—particularlythosevestedinthefutureof 
MidlandRoadbetweenPinehursat ndSouthernPines—were 
invitedtojoinlocasl tafaf ndtheconsultantteamapt ublic 
meetingstheeveningsoJf uly9andDecembe1r 02, 015at 
PinecresHt ighSchoolT. hepublicmeetingsofferedanother 
environmenitnwhichtopresenet xistingconditionsandreview 
preliminaryconceptsfoer nhancingsafetyr,educingcongestion, 
andpreservingtheiconicnatureoMf  idlandRoad. 

AftetrheJuly9thpublicmeetingw, hichfocusedonexisting 
conditionsandallowedparticipantstophysicallyconstruct 
conceptsotfhecorridotrhroughthe“StreeBt uildera” ctivityt,he 

publicwasinvitedtoparticipateinanonlinesurveyregarding 
thecorridoar ndhowiftunctionsT. hesurveyincludedanonline 
mappingtootlhaat lloweduserstoprovidecommentsonthemap 
DW VSHFLƄF ORFDWLRQV, VHJPHQWV, RU IRU WKH FRUULGRU DV D ZKROH 

andcategorizetheicr ommentsbymodetypes, uchasbicycle, pedestriana, 
utoo, trransitM. embersotfhepublicemphasized 
anumbeortfhesameissuesastheSteeringCommitteeand 
stakeholdegr roup. 

 
 

 
OnlineSurveyInput 

 

 
OnlineMappingTooIlnput 
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Inadditiontotheissueslistedaboveo, thecr oncernsabouht ow 
MidlandRoadfunctionstodayincluded: 

 
• Proposingtoreducethespeedlimiftrom45MPHto 

35MPH 
 

• Improvingsafetyandoperationsattheintersectionof 
MidlandRoadandCentraDl rive(NC22) 

 
• Thedesirefoirncreasedsighdt istanceandvisibilityatthe 

US1ramps 
 

• Thedesiretolimint ewdevelopmenat longMidlandRoad 
withouat nimplementationplan 

• Improvingaccessandsafetyfobr icyclistsand 
pedestriansalongthecorridor 

 
TheDecembe1r 0thmeetingfocusedonthepresentationof 
preliminaryimprovemenat lternativeconceptsandallowedthe 
publictoprovidecommentsandfeedbackonsomepreferred 
optionsT. heoutcomeotfhismeetingi,nadditiontofeedback 
fromtheSteeringCommitteei,nformedthedevelopmenot f 
thepreferredtransportationimprovementsandimplementation 
strategyfotrhecorridor. 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

OnlineSurveyInput 

 

 

 
 

 
PublicMeetingActivities 

 

 

 
OnlineSurveyInput 
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R O A D W A Y I S S U E S A N D O B S E R V A T I O N S    
 
 

7KH 0LGODQG 5RDG &RUULGRU VHUYHV D VLJQLƄFDQW UROH LQ WKH UHJLRQ 

asagatewaytobothPinehursat ndSouthernPinesF. omr anyt,he corridohr 
oldsaspeciaml eaningbasedonthepresenceosfcores opf 
inetreesinthemedianandontheshouldersotfhehighway. 

 
Safetya, ccessa, ndlocalizedtrafficcongestionarethemost 
pressingissuesfacingMidlandRoadT. hefrequencyorfecent 
severecrashesisalarmingtolocalsa, ndthepresenceof 
numerousbreaksinthetree-linedmedianmakesaccess 
andvehiculacr onflictsunpredictableI.nadditiont,hecurrent 
trafficvolumesalongthecorridocr ancausebackupsand 
delaysalongstop-controlledsidestreetsapproachingMidland 
Road—especiallyduringpeakperiodsF. oMr idlandRoadto 
effectivelyconnecrtesidentsc, ommutersa, ndvisitorswiththeir 
destinationsi,mprovementsareneededT. hi sectiondiscusses 
multimodailssuesandobservationstosetthestagefotrhe 
detailedrecommendationsthaftollowT. heserecommendations 
noot nlyaddressthecurrennt eedsalongthecorridorb, uat lso 
anticipatefutureissues. 

 

I S S U E : T R A F F I C S A F E T Y 
OnMidlandRoadt,rafficsafetyisadrivingforcebehindpublic 
concernA. nalysisotfhefive-yea(rMay12, 010toApri3l 0, 
2015c) rashhistoryfoMr idlandRoadbetweentheUS15/501 
trafficcircletoClarkStreept rovidedbyNCDOTshedslight 
onthesafetyconcernsfotrhecorridorT. hedatashows157 totacl rashes7, 
2causingalteasot neinjurya, ndonecausinga fatalityT. 
hesenumbersrepresenrteportedcrashesonlya, ndit islikelyadditionacl 
rashesoccurred. Figure3.1 displaysaheat 
mapoef xistingcrashseverityandfrequencyalongthecorridor, 
withwarmecr olor showinglocationswithhighinstancesof 
crashesandinjuries. 

Analysisotfhecrashdataalongthecorridorrevealsthe 
following: 
 

• Theoveralcl rashratefotrhecorridoirs174crashesper 
100millionvehiclemilestraveledT. heaveragecrashrate 
statewidefosr imilaNr orthCarolinaroutesis198. 

• Approximately45%oaf lcl rashesonMidlandRoad 
involvedinjuriesT. heseverityindexfotrhecorridor 
is6.62w, hilethestatewideaveragefosr imilaNr orth 
Carolinaroutesis4.46. 

• Basedonthedatat,hisindicatesthatthefrequencyof 
crashesalongMidlandRoadisnost ignificantlydifferent 
owr orsethanthestatewideaveragefosr imilarroutes. 
Howeverw, henacollisiondoesoccurii,tsfrequently 
moreseverethanthestatewideaverage. 

• Approximately21%oaf lcl rashesinthesampleinvolved 
treestrikesa, ndthaot nlyincludesthosethawt ere 
specificallydocumented. 

• Themosct ommoncrashtypealongthecorridoirsangle, 
acrashtypethattypicallyoccursalongroadwayswith 
significanlteftturnsintoandouotsf idestreedt riveways. 
Anglecrashesalsoareoftentheresulotlfimitedsight 
distanceconditionsI.nthecaseoMf  idlandRoadm, anyof 
theleftturnsintoandouotsf idestreetsinvolvevehicles 
movingthroughunofficiaml  edianopeningsthaat remade 
ogf raveol dr irt. 

 
Ingenerals, everaflactorscontributetotheseverityocf rashes 
alongMidlandRoadT. hesecontributingfactorsincludethe 
locationolfargepinetreeswithinafewfeeottfhetravellane, lackosf 
peedcompliancea, ndunpredictabledrivebr ehaviodr ue 
tothesignificannt umbeormf ediancrossoversandconstrained 
sighdt istanceinmanylocations. 
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Figure3.1 
 

 
 

Existing Crash Severity and Frequency 
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Note: 45% of all crashes on 

Midland Rd. involved injuries 

 
 
Fewer Crashes, Injuries 

Summary Statistics 

(Collected May 2010 - 2015) 

 
Number of Crashes  157 

 
Number of Fatal Crashes  1 

 

 
Moore County, NC 

7/9/2015 

 
 
 
 
 
More Crashes, Injuries 

Number of Injury Crashes  72 

 
Number of Tree Strikes  33 

 
Crash Rate (per 100 MVMT)  174 

 
Severity Index  6.62 

 

State-wide Averages 

(Collected 2010 - 2012) 

 
Crash Rate (per 100 MVMT)  198 

 
Severity Index  4.46 
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I S S U E: A C C E S S  MANA G E M E N T 
Theabilityfomr otoriststotravetlhroughagivenroadway 
segmenitsessentiaflobr othtransportationsystemefficiency 
andeconomicvitalityA. ccessmanagemenbt alancestheneeds 
omf otoristsusingaroadwaywiththoseoaf djacenpt roperty 

I S S U E: TR AF F I C C ONG E S TION 
MidlandRoadcurrentlycarriesapproximately15,000vehicles pedr 
aytothewesotUf S1andapproximately5,400vehicles 
pedr aytotheeasotUf S1T. hevolumesbetweenUS1 
andAirporRt oadcreatesignificanst idestreedt elayaatfew 

ownersdependenut ponaccesstotheroadwayW. ithpoor locationsinthemorningandafternoonpeakperiodsA. n 
accessmanagementt,hefunctionandcharacteormf  ajor 
roadwayscandeteriorateT. hisisamajoirssuecurrentlyfacing 
MidlandRoadp, articularlyasirtelatestothenumbeormf edian 
openingsw, hichareacombinationopf avedg, ravela, ndnatural 
surfacesB. ecausethemedianalongMidlandRoadisrelatively 
narrowaat pproximately20feetii,tsdifficulftosr omevehicles 
toevenfiitnthemediancompletelywhenyieldingfoarleft-turn 
movementT. hiscausesadangerou scenariofovr ehiclesinthe 
insidetravellanes.  Figure3.2    displaysamapoef xistingmedian 
openingsalongthecorridor. 

Inadditiontotheimpacot nvehiculacr rashesp, ooar ccess 
managemenct ancreateanunsafeconditionfobr icyclistsand 
pedestriansI.mprovingtheefficiencyandsafetyotfheroadway 
throughaccessmanagemenitscriticatlothesustainabilityotfhe 
corridorS. omeotfhehiddencostsopf ooar ccessmanagement 
includelowefrueel conomyandincreasedvehicleemissions. 

analysisocf urrenat ndfuturetrafficvolumesalongthecorridor 
aswelal sprojectedfuturecorridocr ongestionlevelsclearly 
indicateimprovementswilbl enecessaryinthefuture. 
 
IncoordinationwithNCDOTstafft,hescopeotfhetraffic 
analysisincludedtheevaluationoNf o-BuildandBuildconditions 
fotrheexistingyea(r2015a) ndfutureyea(r2040). Table 
3.1detailsthemodeledlevels-of-service(LOSf)otrhemajor 
intersectionsalongthestudycorridofrotrheNo-Buildcondition. 
LOSisaqualitativemeasurethadt escribesoperational 
conditionsandmotorispt erceptionswithinatrafficstreamT. he 
HighwayCapacityManuadl efine sixlevels-of-serviceL, OS 
AthroughLOSFw, ithArepresentingtheshortesat verage 
delaysandFrepresentingthelongesat veragedelaysL. OSD 
isthetypicallyacceptedstandardfosr ignalizedintersectionsin 
urbanizedareas. 

 

 
Table3.1—SynchroIntersectionLevel-of-ServiceSummary 

ExistingNo-Build(2015)  FutureNo-Build(2040) 
Intersection AMPeakHour  PMPeakHour  AMPeakHour  PMPeakHour 

 

MidlandRoadaAt irporRt oad  SBE-(38.3) 
EBLB-(13.5) 

SBC-(19.3) 
EBLB-(11.6) 

SF(B6- 08.4) 
EBLD-(30.6) 

SBF-(369.7) 
EBLD-(25.1) 

MidlandRoadaMt idlandDrive/ 
IronwoodCaféDriveway 
MidlandRoadaCt arolinaEyeAssociates 

SBC-(24.9) 
NBA-(22.7) 

SBC-(21.0) 
NBC-(20.2) 

SF(B5- 2.8) 
NBE-(44.2) 

SBE-(41.3) 
NBE-(38.9) 

Driveway NBC-(19.0) NBC-(15.7) NBD-(34.2) NBD-(27.2) 
MidlandRoadaKt nolRl oad A(9.8) A(8.0) B(12.2) B(11.1) 
MidlandRoadaPt eeDeeRoad/ 
PennsylvaniaAvenue C(23.7) B(18.2) D(35.1) C(29.4) 
MidlandRoadaCt entraDl rive SBF-(64.3) SBC-(21.5) SBF-(469.9) SBF-(186.3) 
MidlandRoadaUt S1 
SouthboundRamps SBC-(16.5) SBB-(12.9) SBE-(37.8) SBC-(21.8) 
MidlandRoadaUt S1 
NorthboundRamps/YadkinRoad 

SBB-(12.3) 
NBF-(240.7) 

SBB-(13.1) 
NBF-(392.1) 

SCB(-18.2) 
NBF-(2132.2) 

SBE-(36.3) 
NBF-(4226.8) 

 

MidlandRoadaCt larkStreet SBB-(11.2) 
EBLA-(8.3) 

SBB-(10.8) 
EBLA-(7.8) 

SBB(-13.6) 
EBLA-(8.1) 

SBB-(12.8) 
EBLA-(8.3) 
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SynchroVersion9softwarewasusedtodeterminetheLOSfor 
eachintersectionusingHighwayCapacityManuaml  ethodology. 
Networkcyclelengthsandsignaol ffsetswereoptimizedfor 
thefuturedesignyeara, ndpeakhoudr elaywasanalyzed. Severacl 
onclusionscanbedrawnfromtheexistingandfuture 
conditionsanalyses: 

 
• MosottfheintersectionsalongMidlandRoadare 

currentlyoperatingwithacceptablevehiculadr elays 
andlevels-of-service(LOSDobr etter)H. owevert,he 
intersectionsoCf  entraDl rive(NC22a) ndtheUS1 
NorthboundRampsbothexperiencelongdelaysfotrhe 
sidestreeat pproachduringpeakhoutrrafficconditions. 

• By2040w, ithouat nyroadwayimprovementsii,ts 
expectedthavt ehicleswilhl aveincreaseddifficulty 
makingleftturnsontoMidlandRoadaut nsignalized 
intersectionsasaresulottfheanticipatedgrowthintraffic 
alongMidlandRoad. 

• Inf oroadwayimprovementsaremadealongMidland 
Roadt,hetrafficsafetyissuesdiscussedearlieirnthis 
sectionareonlyexpectedtoworsena, smanyotfhe 
crashesalongthecorridoar retriggeredbyvehicles 
makingleftturnstoofrromanunsignalizedsidestreet. 

 
Theresultsotfheseanalysesdirectlycontributedtothe 
preferredtransportationimprovemenst trategyT. hese 
improvementsa, swelal stheipr rojectedbenefitsinterms oLf 
OSandpeakhoudr elaya, redetailedintheroadway 
recommendations. 

I S S U E: B I C YC L E  AN D 
P E DE S T R IAN C O N N E C TIVIT Y 
Establishingaccessfobr icyclistsandpedestrianstosignificant 
destinationsandrecreationaal reasinthecommunityfacilitates 
communityownershipi,mprovespublichealtha, ndsupports 
qualityolfifeP. rioritieslistedintheplanningphaseindicated 
supporftomr ultimodatlransportations, pecificallyadesire fosr 
afebr icyclefacilitiesS. pecificobservationsrelatedtothe 
bicycleandpedestriannetworkinclude: 
 

• Whilepedestrianuseisperceivedtobeminimailn 
theareat,herearenomulti-usepathsodr esignated 
pedestriancrossingsalongthecorridora, ndonlya 
shorst tretchosf idewalkexistsalongtheCarolinaEye 
Associatesdevelopmenftrontage. 

• TravelingMidlandRoadbybicyclecanbeadifficulttask 
withouat nydedicatedbikefacilities. 

• Howevert,ravelerswhoseot fbf ybicyclee, ithetro 
commuteofrolreisurea, recommonalongMidlandRoad 
despitethelackodf edicatedbikefacilities. 

 
ConversationswiththeSteeringCommitteeandlocal 
stakeholder servedtoidentifycriticacl onsiderationsas 
recommendationsweredevelopedT. hetopconsiderations 
included: 
 

• Enhancingsafetyfobr icycliststravelingalongMidland 
Road 

 
• Providingamulti-usepathinaportionotfheright-of-way 

thaitsreservedfonr on-motorizedtravetloencourage 
walkingalongthecorridor 

• Providingamulti-usepathalongKnolRl oadnorthof 
MidlandRoadtoprovidebicycle/pedestrianconnectivity 
totheexistinggreenwayalongAirporRt oad 
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R O A D W A Y R E C O M M E N D A T I O N S    
 
 

ThevisionfoMr idlandRoadistodevelopan 
implementablesolutionthaitmprove safetyand 
enhanceslocaal ndregionaml obilitywithout 
compromisingtheiconicnatureotfhecorridor. 
ThetransportationrecommendationsfoMr  idland 
Roadweredevelopedtoaddressexistingand 
anticipatedfutureproblemsaitntersectionsand 
mid-blockmedianopeningsT. hischaptedr etails 
thesafetyimprovementsandexpectedcongestion 
relieaf ssociatedwiththeproposedtransportation 
improvemenst trategy. 

 

R E C O M M E N DATION S C 

R OS S  S E C T ION Thebasiccros sectionfoMr  

idlandRoadwilbl e unchangedfromtheexisting(afour-
lanedivided facilityb) 
etweentheUS15/501trafficcircleand 
theUS1interchangeI.itsexpectedthatthere wilbl 
esomeselectivetreeclearingandturnlane 
improvementsaitntersectionsandmediancrossovers 
thartemainopentoimprovesighdt istanceand 
operationsoarot thelrocationstoimprovetree 
health. 

 
FotrhesectionoMf idlandRoadbetweenUS1and 
ClarkStreett,hi studyproposestorestripethe 
existingpavemenat satwo-lanedividedsectionwith 
bufferedbikelanesinbothdirectionsB. ecausethe 
trafficvolumesdecreasesignificantlyalongMidland 
RoadeasotUf S1t,hisistheonlysectionotfhe 
corridofrowr hichareductioninvehiculatrravel 
laneswasfoundtobeappropriateT. headditionof 
bikelanestothisportionotfhecorridoirsexpected 
toimprovemultimodacl onnectivitytodowntown 
SouthernPinesA. dditionallyt,herestripingoef xisting 
pavemenitneachdirectionwilal llowfotrheshiftingof 
travellanestocreateawideirnsideshoulder. 

 

AT  A  G L ANC E    
 

R E C O M M E N DE D T R AN S POR TATION I 
M P RO V E M E NTS  
 

GeneraDl escription: 
Enhancedaccessmanagemenat ndintersectionimprovements 
 
CrossSection: TrafficCircletoUS1–
Nochangetoexisting 
US1toClarkStree–tRoaddiet 
 

ProposedMajoPr  rojects: 
1. AirporRt oad–Roundabout 

 

2. DunveganCourt/ThomasRoad–Accessmanagement 
 

3. MidlandRoad/IronwoodCafeandMidlandRoad/CarolinaEye 
Associates–Accessmanagement 

 

4. WP. ennsylvaniaAvenue/PeeDeeRoad–Sidestreelteft-turn 
laneso, theirntersectionimprovementsa, ndsignaul pgrade 

5. NC22(CentraDl rivet)oUS1–Roundabouat ndinterchange 
improvements 

6. US1toClarkStree–tRoaddiet 
 

7. ClarkStree–tRoaddieat ndrelatedimprovements 
 

8. AirporRt oadtoEasotUf S1–Multi-usepath 
 

9. KnolRl oadbetweenMidlandRoadandAirporRt oad–Multi- 
usepath 

 

AccessManagement: 
Approximately50medianclosures(beyondthoseassociatedwiththe 
aboveprojects) 

5conversionstodirectionacl rossovers 
 

Left-turnlaneandsighdt istanceimprovementsfoar lml edianbreaks 
thartemain 
 

ResultingMedianBreaks: 
• 13full-movemenitntersections 

 

• 6directionacl rossovers 
 

• 2roundabouts 
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M E DIAN C LOS U R E S 

 

Asdiscussedinthepreviou sectiona,non-traversable 
medianispresentthroughouttheextentsotfheMidlandRoad 
corridorH. owevere, xcessmedianopeningsm, osotwf hich 
areunpavedu, nderminethesafetyandefficiencybenefitsof 
suchmediantreatmentC. onsequentlyt,hi studyproposes 
tocloseanumbeormf ediancrossoverstoachieveproper 
spacingalongthecorridorO. thefractor suchasthenumber ohf 
omesbeingaccessedbyadrivewayandwhethetrhestreet 
ispublicopr rivatealsoplayedaparitnthemedianclosure 
recommendations. 

 

TheNCDOTRoadwayDesignManuaSl ection1-6Jprovides 
mediancrossovegr uidelinesfonr ewandexistingdivided 
roadwaysinNorthCarolinaT. hemanuanl otesthaat ll- 
movemenmt ediancrossovedr esign“shouldbelimitedbecause 
idt ecreasescapacityi;ncreasesdelayandcongestionm; ay 
increasepollutantsfromvehiclesa; ndsomestudiesindicate 
thattheyhaveahighepr ropensityfocr rashes.T” hemanuaal lso 
providesaspecificrequirementthaat ll-movemenct rossovers 
“shalnl obt espacedanyclosetrhan1,200feeat parot ndivided 
highwayswithpostedspeedo4f 5mphandlessW. herethis 
spacingrequiremenitsnomt eat ndthereisadefinedneedfor 
left-turnaccesst,henadirectionacl rossovewr ilbl econsidered.” 
Thispolicya, longwiththefollowingfactorsw, ereconsidered 
indevelopingtherecommendedfull-movementd, irectional 

Figure4.4 

crossovera, ndU-turnmedianopeninglocationsfoMr  idland 
Road: 
 

• Publicstreetsvsp. rivatestreets/driveways 
 

• Numbeorhf omesaccessedbystreets/driveways 
 

• Numbear ndsizeobf usinessesaccessedbystreetsor 
driveways 

• Sighdt istanceandothesr afetyissues 
 

• Generatlrafficandcirculationconsideration 
 
Figure4.1 displaysamapotfheproposedmedianopenings 
toremainalongthecorridoar ndtheintersectiontreatment bylocationT. 
urnlaneimprovementsandminocr learing toimprovesighdt 
istanceareproposed(whereneededa) t 
medianopeninglocationstoremain. Figures4.2 and 4.3 show 
typicaflull-movemenat nddirectionacl rossoveirntersection 
recommendations. 
 

Landscapingcanbeusedtoimplemenmt  edianclosuresb, ut iwt ilal 
lsobeimportanttoconsidesr ighdt istanceasthese 
closuresarebeingcompletedA. dditionallya, nyadditional 
landscapinginthemedianshouldbeimplementedwithout 
introducinganynewstrikehazardsfovr ehicles. Figure4.4 
showsanexampleowf hact losinganexistingmedianopening 
withlandscapingcouldlooklikeconceptually. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

ExistingOpening MedianClosurewithLandscaping 
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B I C YC L E  AN D P E DE S T R IAN R E C O M M E N DATION S 
 

Asdiscussedinthepreviou sectiont,heexistingfacilitiesand 
accessfobr icyclistsandpedestriansalongMidlandRoaddo nopt 
rovideasufficientlysafenetworkfotrravelO. neotfhe 
topprioritiesresultingfromtheplanningphaseotfhi study 
indicatedsupporftoirmprovedmultimodatlransportation 
alongthecorridorA. saresultt,hebicycleandpedestrian 
recommendationsprovidedbelowareexpectedtoprovide 
strategicconnectionsandwilhl elpalleviateanumbeortfhe 
multimodaal ccessissuesexpressedbystakeholdersduringthe 
planningphase. 

• Provideamulti-usepathonthesouthsideoMf  idland 
RoadbetweenAirporRt oadandSanDavisRoadj,ust 
easottfheUS1interchangeT. hemulti-usepathwould 
beconstructedinaportionotfheright-of-waythaits 
reservedfonr on-motorizedtravel. 

• Construcct rosswalksasappropriatefotrhemulti-use 
pathaitntersectioncrossingsalongthecorridor. 

• Restripetheexistingpavemenbt etweenUS1andClark 
Streeat satwo-lanedividedsectionwithbufferedbike 
lanesinbothdirections(asnotedpreviously). 

• Provideamulti-usepathalongKnolRl oadbetween 
MidlandRoadandAirporRt oad. 

 
Exhibit showingtheproposedmulti-usepathb, ikelanesa, nd 
crosswalksalongthecorridoar reprovidedasaparottfhe 
designconceptsonpages16-23. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

ExampleMulti-UsePath 
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TR AF F I C  C ONG E S TION  AN D  SAF E T Y  I M P R O V E M E NTS  
 

Thefollowingimprovementsarerecommendedatthemajor 
intersectionsalongthecorridotroimprovecongestion, 
intersectiondelaya, ndsafety: 

 
AI R POR T  ROAD  

 
• Construcatroundabout 

 
• ClosethemedianopeningaBt eaveLr ane 

 
• Consideirnstallingatrafficsignailntheinterimitfhe 

volumewarrantsaremet 

• Iitsexpectedthattheinstallationorfoundaboutsatthis 
intersectionandaCt  entraDl rivewilpl rovideagateway 
featurefoer achmunicipalityw, ilhl elpaccommodate 
truckU-turnsnecessitatedbymedianclosuresa, ndmay 
reducetruckthroughtraffic 

 
DU NVE GAN  C O U R T/ THOMAS  ROAD  

 
• MaintainDunveganCourat sfull-movemenitntersection 

withturn-laneimprovementsonMidlandRoad 

• ConstrucltandscapedmedianfromDunveganCourt 
easttotietoexistingmedianc, onvertingThomasRoad 
intersectiontoright-in/right-out 

 

M I D L A N D ROAD/I RONW O O D C A F É  AN D 
M I D L A N D ROAD/C AR OLI NA E Y E  AS S O C I AT E S 

 
• Construcet xclusiveleft-turnlanesalongMidlandRoadat 

IronwoodCafe 
 

• ConverItronwoodCafeintersectiontoadirectional 
crossove(rwithleft-ovear ccessbunt oleft-out) 

• Maintainfull-movemenat ccessaCt arolinaEyeAssociates 
intersectionandaddeastboundtowestboundU-turnlane 
andassociatedbulb-outa; lsoremovesignageandother 
sighdt istanceobstructionscurrentlyimpactingvehicles 
makingaleft-turnfromthesidestreet 

 
K NOLL  ROAD  
 

• Maintainasfull-movemenst ignalizedintersectionwith 
existinglaneage 

• NCDOTiscurrentlyplanningtoinstalpl rotectedleft-turn 
phasesfoMr idlandRoad 

 
W.  P E N N S Y LVA N I A AV E N UE / P EE  D E E  R OA D 
 

• Maintainasfull-movemenst ignalizedintersectionwith 
turnlaneimprovementsonsidestreeat pproaches 

• Construclteft-turnlaneimprovementsonsidestreet 
approaches 

• Fixdrainageissue 
 

• FlareradincornerstoaccommodateU-turns 
 

 
NC  2 2  (C E NTR AL  DR IVE)  
 

• Construcatroundabouttobebuilitnconjunctionwiththe 
US1interchangesynchronizedstreet 

 
• Iitsexpectedthattheinstallationorfoundaboutsatthis 

intersectionandaAt irporRt oadwilpl rovideagateway 
featurefoer achmunicipalityw, ilhl elpaccommodate 
truckU-turnsnecessitatedbymedianclosuresa, ndmay 
reducetruckthroughtraffic 

 
US H I GH WAY  1 
 

• Converttodirectionacl rossoverstocreatea 
“synchronizedstreeto” perationw, iththecros section 
droppingtoatwo-lanesectioneasottfheUS1 
NorthboundRamps 

 
• Re-signtheUS1Northboundoff-rampsw; iththefirst 

rampheadingeasttoSouthernPinesandthesecond 
ramp(loopw) esttoPinehurst 

 
C L A R K  S T R E E T/ W.  D E L A WA R E  AV E N U E  
 

• ConverMt idlandRoadtoatwo-lanedividedsection, 
beginningattheUS1interchangeandendingjuset asot f 
ClarkStreet 



Airport Road Intersection 

Kimley >>>>Horn 18 

 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 

Kimley>)Horne:::;.,=-- 



Kimley >>>>Horn 19 

Dunvegan Court  and Thomas Road  

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 

Kimley»>Horne:::;.,=-- 



Midland Road/Ironwood Cafe and Midland Road/Carolina Eye Associates 

20 

 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 

Kimley>>>Horn 

Kimley>»Horn ;.-... 



Knoll Road Intersection 
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Pee Dee Road/Pennsylvania Avenue Intersection  
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US 1 Interchange 
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Table4.1 detailstheSynchromodeledlevels-of-service(LOS) 
fotrhemajoirntersectionsalongthestudycorridofrotrhe 
proposedbuildcondition. 

 
Theproposedimprovementsweremodeledfobr othAMand 
PMpeakhoucr onditionsE. achimprovemenwt asdevelopedto 
maximizeLOSimprovemenwt  heresignificanct ongestionexists 
todayA. showninTable4.1theproposedrecommendations 
showsignificanitmprovementstodelayandLOSalongthe 
corridor. 

 

Theproposedtransportationimprovemenpt lanwasdeveloped 
toaddressproblemsidentifiedthroughanalysisanddiscussions 
withstakeholdersandthegenerapl ublicE. achrecommendation 
wa selectedbasedonitspotentiatlomitigatecongestion 
issuesbuat lsotoreducethepotentiaflofruturecrashesW.  ith 
thaitnmindt,hefollowingpotentiasl afetybenefitscouldbe 
derivedfromtheseimprovementsbasedontrendsincrashdata 
whensimilatrreatmentsareimplemented. 

• Closingmanyotfhenaturalg, ravela, ndunofficiapl aved 
medianopeningsalongthecorridoirsexpectedtoreduce 
anglecrashesalongthecorridorw, hichisthemost 
commoncrashtypeinthestudyarea. 

• Synchronizedstreeitmprovementsa, srecommended 
attheUS1interchanger,educethenumbeorcf onflict 
pointsfrom32aat nintersectiondownto14andhave 
beenshowntoreducefataal ndinjurycrashesby60% andalcl 
rashesby42%ovetrraditionailntersections. 

• Addingleft-turnlanesaut nsignalizedintersections(e.g., 
theMidlandRoad/IronwoodCaféDrivewayintersection) 
canreducetheoveralnl umbeorcf rashesbynearly50%. 

• Roundabouitnstallationsa, srecommendedaAt irport 
RoadandCentraDl rive(NC22)c, anreducetheoverall 
numbeorcf rashesaat nintersectionbynearly50%T. hey 
alsodrasticallyreducecrashseverity. 

 

 
Table4.1—SynchroIntersectionLevel-of-ServiceSummary  

 
FutureNoBuild(2040)  FutureBuild(2040) 

Intersection AMPeakHour  PMPeakHour  AMPeakHour  PMPeakHour 
 

MidlandRda.At irporRt d.  SF(B6- 08.4) 
EBLD-(30.6) 

SBF-(369.7) 
EBLD-(25.1) 

C(15.6) 
(Roundabout) 
SB–B(12.5) 

B(11.7) 
(Roundabout) 
SB–B(12.1) 

MidlandRda.Mt idlandDr./ 
IronwoodCaféDriveway 

SF(B5- 2.8) 
NBE-(44.2) 

SBE-(41.3) 
NBE-(38.9) 

EBL–C(15.7) 
NB–B(11.4) 

WBL–C(17.8) 

EBL–C(16.8) 
NB–B(11.2) 

WBL–C(17.1) 
MidlandRda.Ct arolinaEyeAssociatesDwy. NBD-(34.2) NBD-(27.2) NBD-(26.4) NBD-(27.5) 
MidlandRda.Kt nolRl d(.Signalized) B(12.2) B(11.1) B(12.3) B(11.2) 
MidlandRda.Pt eeDeeRd./ 
PennsylvaniaAve(.Signalized) D(35.1) C(29.4) C(28.6) C(22.3) 

MidlandRda.Ct entraDl r. SB–F(469.9) SB–F(186.3) B(11.1) 

 

 
 
 
 
 
A(7.4) 

 
MidlandRda.Ut S1 
SouthboundRamps SB–E(37.8) SB–C(21.8) 

(Roundabout) 
SB–Free 

WBL–C(18.7) 

(Roundabout) 
SB–Free 

WBL–C(21.7) 
 

MidlandRda.Ut S1 
NorthboundRampsY/ adkinRd. 

SCB(-18.2) NB–
F(2132.2) 

SBE-(36.3) 
NBF-(4226.8) 

 

SCB(-24.3) 
EBL–E(35.1) 
NB–B(11.7) 

 

SDB(-27.8) 
EBL–F(104.8) 
NB–B(11.3) 

 

MidlandRda.Ct larkSt. SBB(-13.6) 
EBLA-(8.1) 

 

SBB-(12.8) 
EBLA-(8.3) 

 

SBB(-14.3) 
EBLA-(8.1) 

 

SBB-(13.7) 
EBLA-(8.3) 
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TheTransportationMobilityandSafetyDivisionaNt CDOT 
regularlypost standardizedcrashcoset stimatesfotrhestate. 
Theinjurycostsincludeestimatesomf edicacl ostsp, ublic 
servicesl,ossopf roductivitye, mployecr ostp, ropertydamage 
andchangeinqualityolfifeI.n2015M,  obilityandSafety 
publishedthefollowingaveragecrashcostsbasedoncrash 
severityF. ataol Tr ypeA$- 4,451,000T; ypeBoCr$- 117,000; 
PropertyDamageOnly$- 6,700A. pplyingthesecoststothe 
crashesonMidlandRoadbetweentheUS15/501trafficcircle 
andClarkStreect ouldresulitnsignificanst avingsfotrhepeople 
oPf inehursat ndSouthernPinesA. sanexampleia,f lcl rashes 
alongthecorridoar rereducedby20%t,hesavingswouldtotal 
nearly$1.2millionannually. 
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I M P L E M E N T A T 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. 

FUND IN G  C O N S ID E R AT I O N S  
 

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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C O N C L U S I O N    
 
 

MidlandRoadservesmanypurposesA. soneotfhemost 
iconicandhistoricroadwaysinNorthCarolinaM, idlandRoad 
providesaccesstovibranrtesidentianl eighborhoodsandlocal 
businessesb, uat lsoisacommutetrhroughwayandaprimary 
east-wesst pinerouteT. hecorridosr ervesasagatewaytoboth 
SouthernPinesandPinehursta, ndasaresulti,mprovementsto 
safetyandmobilitymusrtespectthevaluesotfhisregionandits 
residentsb, usinessownersa, ndvisitorsN. CDOTi,npartnership 
withthesestakeholdersc, onductedtheMidlandRoadCorridor 
Studyinanefforttocreateaguidingdocumenftofruture 
developmenat ndroadwayimprovementsalongMidlandRoad. 

Thi studyhascreatedtheframeworkfovr isioningthefuture oMf  
idlandRoada, ndirtepresentsaproactiveapproachto 
addressidentifiedneedsalongthecorridotrhroughstakeholder 
involvementT. herealizationthaftederaal ndstatedollarsare 
becomingmoredifficulttosecureisoneillustrationowf  hya 
proactiveapproachiswelcomedfoirmprovingthiscorridor. 
Onethingiscertainf,undingandimplementingtheMidland 
RoadCorridoSr tudywilrlequirepartnershipamonglocal 
officialsU. ltimatelyc, ontinuedcollaborationbetweenstate 
andlocaal genciese, conomicdevelopmenpt  artnersa, nd 
thegenerapl ublicwilpl rovidemoreopportunitiestofoster  asafea, 
esthetically-pleasinga, ndwell-balancedmultimodal 
transportationsystemthast upportsthiscriticagl atewaycorridor. 
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A P P E N D I X    



 

 

Midland Road Corridor Study Between 
Airport Road and W Deleware Avenue Opinion of 
Probable Construction Cost Summary Corridor 

Concept Designs Estimate 
 

Project: Midland Road Corridor Study 
Date:  9/23/2016 

Prepared By: Kimley-Horn and Associates, Inc. 
Page: 1 of 18 

 
 

Intersection Specific Costs: 
 
Airport Road Intersection 

 
 
$ 

 
 

2,135,000.00 
National Drive 
Median Reforestation at National Drive 

N/A 
$ 

 
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) 
Walker Station 
Knoll Road Intersection 

$ 
N/A 
$ 

301,000.00 
 

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: 
 

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 
Widening Construction Cost 300 lf  0.06  $ 
Cul-de-sac 
Lanscaping 
Utility Relocation Costs: 

Public: 
Private: 

R/W and Easement Acquisition: 

$ 
1,500,000.00    $ 

$ 
$ 

 
$ 
$ 

900,000.00 
90,000.00 
60,000.00 

155,800.00 
 

- 
- 

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: 

 
 

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. 
 

7.  The Engineer has made the assumption that curb and gutter will be used to reduce the project footprint for the 
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Midland Road at Dunvegan Court Intersection 
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Probable Project Costs Summary:  
Length (Miles) Cost Per Mile Cost 

Widening Construction Cost 560 lf                                      0.11  $ 
Divided Median  250 lf                                                         0.05  $ 
Concrete Medians for Offset Lefts 
Bulbout 
Landscaping 200 lf (low ground cover only) 
Utility Relocation Costs: 

Public: 
Private: 

R/W and Easement Acquisition: 

1,500,000.00   $ 
53,000.00   $ 

$ 
$ 
$ 

 
$ 
$ 

165,000.00 
2,650.00 

18,500.00 
30,000.00 
11,600.00 

 
- 
- 

Right-of-Way (0.0 Acres): 65K/Acre 
Construction Easement (0.01 Acres): 40K/Acre 

Environmental Mitigation Costs: 

$ - 
$ 400.00 
$ - 

 

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: 

 
 

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 

Divided Median  460 lf  0.09  $ 
Landscaping (for 460' of Median Reforestation) 
Utility Relocation Costs: 

Public: 
Private: 

R/W and Easement Acquisition: 
Right-of-Way (0 Acres):  65K/Acre 
Construction Easement (0 Acres):  40K/Acre 

Environmental Mitigation Costs: 

53,000.00    $ 
$ 

 
$ 
$ 

 
$ 
$ 
$ 

4,770.00 
40,350.00 
 

- 
- 

 
- 
- 
- 

 

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: 

 
 

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  $ 
Divided Median  250 lf                                                         0.05  $ 
Concrete Medians for Offset Lefts 
Utility Relocation Costs: 

Public: 
Private: 

R/W and Easement Acquisition: 

1,500,000.00   $ 
53,000.00   $ 

$ 
 

$ 
$ 

165,000.00 
2,650.00 

20,000.00 
 

- 
- 

Right-of-Way (0 Acres): 65K/Acre 
Construction Easement (0.03 Acres): 40K/Acre 

Environmental Mitigation Costs: 

$ - 
$ 1,200.00 
$ - 

 

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: 

 
 

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  $ 
Concrete Medians for Offset Lefts 
Bulbout 
Utility Relocation Costs: 

Public: 
Private: 

R/W and Easement Acquisition: 

2,200,000.00    $ 
$ 
$ 

 
$ 
$ 

88,000.00 
20,000.00 
30,000.00 
 

- 
- 

Right-of-Way (0 Acres):  65K/Acre 
Construction Easement (0.01 Acres):  40K/Acre 

Environmental Mitigation Costs: 

$  - 
$  400.00 
$  - 

 

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: 

 
 

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 0 lf  0  $ 
Signal Upgrade 
Utility Relocation Costs: 

Public: 
Private: 

R/W and Easement Acquisition: 

1,500,000.00    $ 
$ 

 
$ 
$ 

- 
150,000.00 
 

- 
- 

Right-of-Way (0 Acres):  65K/Acre 
Construction Easement (0.01 Acres):  40K/Acre 

Environmental Mitigation Costs: 

$  - 
$  400.00 
$  - 

 

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: 

 
 

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 900 lf 0.19  $ 
Temp Signal (2 ea.) 
Signal Upgrade 
Utility Relocation Costs: 

Public: 
Private: 

R/W and Easement Acquisition: 

1,500,000.00   $ 
$ 
$ 

 
$ 
$ 

285,000.00 
50,000.00 

150,000.00 
 

- 
- 

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: 

 
 

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: 
 

2-lane Roundabout with 2 slip lanes 

 
Length (Miles)  Cost Per Mile  Cost 

$  1,100,000.00 
Widening C&G Construction Cost  800 lf                             0.15  $ 
Divided Median  600 lf                                                          0.12  $ 
Concrete Medians for Superstreet 
Landscaping 
Utility Relocation Costs: 

Public: 
Private: 

R/W and Easement Acquisition: 

2,200,000.00    $ 
53,000.00    $ 

$ 
$ 

 
$ 
$ 

330,000.00 
6,360.00 
3,000.00 

161,600.00 
 

- 
- 

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: 

 
 

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. 

 

7.  The Engineer has made the assumption that curb and gutter will be used to reduce the project footprint for the 
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Midland Road at Interchange with HWY 1 

 

 

 
 

Project: Midland Road Corridor Improvements 
Date:  9/23/2016 

Prepared By: Kimley-Horn 
Page: 10 of 18 

 
 

Probable Project Costs Summary:  
Length (Miles)  Cost Per Mile  Cost 

Widening Construction Cost 1500 lf                                     0.29  $ 
Divided Median  850 lf                                                          0.16  $ 
Overlay   1500 lf                                                                    0.28  $ 
Concrete Medians for Superstreet 
Landscaping 
Utility Relocation Costs: 

Public: 
Private: 

R/W and Easement Acquisition: 

1,500,000.00    $ 
53,000.00    $ 
80,000.00    $ 

$ 
$ 

 
$ 
$ 

435,000.00 
8,480.00 

22,400.00 
14,000.00 

3,750.00 
 

- 
- 

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: 

 
 

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 
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Probable Project Costs Summary:  
Length (Miles)  Cost Per Mile  Cost 

Widening Construction Cost 100 lf  0.02  $ 
Concrete Medians for Midblock Crossing 
Pavement Markings 
Utility Relocation Costs: 

Public: 
Private: 

R/W and Easement Acquisition: 

1,500,000.00    $ 
$ 
$ 

 
$ 
$ 

30,000.00 
8,000.00 
2,000.00 

 
- 
- 

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 Clark Street Intersection 
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Probable Project Costs Summary:  
Length (Miles) Cost Per Mile Cost 

Widening Construction Cost 350 lf                                      0.07  $ 
Divided Median  280 lf                                                           0.5  $ 
Curb Median 
Lanscaping 
Utility Relocation Costs: 

Public: 
Private: 

R/W and Easement Acquisition: 

1,500,000.00   $ 
53,000.00   $ 

$ 
$ 

 
$ 
$ 

105,000.00 
26,500.00 

2,000.00 
30,000.00 

 
- 
- 

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: 

 
 

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 Road Diet from Crestview Rd to Clark St 
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Probable Project Costs Summary:  
Length (Miles)  Cost Per Mile  Cost 

Overlay                                                                                  0.65  $ 
Pavement Markings                                                               0.65  $ 
Utility Relocation Costs: 

Public: 
Private: 

R/W and Easement Acquisition: 

245,000.00    $ 
40,000.00    $ 

 
$ 
$ 

159,250.00 
26,000.00 

 
- 
- 

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: 

 
 

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 Pedestrian Improvements Airport Road to Crestview Road 
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Probable Project Costs Summary:  
Length (Miles)  Cost Per Mile  Cost 

10' Sidewalk - one side  4  $ 
Utility Relocation Costs: 

250,000.00 $  1,000,000.00 

Public: 
Private: 

R/W and Easement Acquisition: 
Right-of-Way (0 Acres):  65K/Acre 
Construction Easement (1.0 Acres):  40K/Acre 

Environmental Mitigation Costs: 

$  - 
$  - 
 
$  - 
$  40,000.00 
$  - 

 

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: 
 
 

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 
Multipath from Intersection of Midland/Knoll to Intersection of Knoll/Airport 
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Probable Project Costs Summary:  
Length (Miles)  Cost Per Mile  Cost 

10' Sidewalk - one side  1.2  $ 
Utility Relocation Costs: 

Public: 
Private: 

R/W and Easement Acquisition: 

250,000.00    $ 
 

$ 
$ 

300,000.00 
 

- 
- 

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: 

 
 

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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Midland Road Corridor Improvements 
Conceptual Estimate 

Opinion of Probable Cost Summary 
Midland Road - Median Closures 

 

 

 

 
 

Latitud/e 

Longitude 

Width 

(Feet) 

Surface 

Type 

 
Notes 

Latitude 

Degrees 

Latitude 

Minutes 

Longitude 

Degrees 

Longitude 

Minutes 

Latitude 

Degrees 

FINAL 

Longitude 

Degrees 

FINAL 

 LandscapinCgost 

pe4rL0ineaFreet 

RoadwaCyost 

Pe4rL0inear 

Feet 

TotaClost 

(without 

Contingency) 

 
Notes 

391°0.88N3 

792°2.88W9 

 
70 

 
Asphalt 

 
Driveways  

35 
 

10.833 
 

-79 
 

-22.889 
 

35.18055 
 
-79.38148333 

 
1 

 
$6,000.00 

 
$1,000.00 

 
$12,250.00  

351°0.92N4 

792°2.09W2 

 
37 

 
Asphalt 

 
Clematis Rd.  

35 
 

10.924 
 

-79 
 

-22.092 
 
35.18206667 

 
-79.3682 

 
2 

 
$0.00 

 
$0.00 

 
$0.00  

351°0.97N4 

792°2.89W9 

 
15 

 
Asphalt 

 
Driveways  

35 
 

10.974 
 

-79 
 

-22.899 
 

35.1829 
 

-79.38165 
 

3 

 
$6,000.00 

 
$1,000.00 

 
$2,625.00  

351°1.02N5 

792°2.92W2 

 
15 

 
Natural 

 
Driveways  

35 
 

11.025 
 

-79 
 

-22.922 
 

35.18375 
 
-79.38203333 

 
4 

 
$6,000.00 

 
$400.00 

 
$2,400.00  

391°1.03N7 

792°2.92W9 

 
20 

 
Asphalt 

 
Artillery Rd.  

35 
 

11.037 
 

-79 
 

-22.929 
 

35.18395 
 

-79.38215 
 

5 

 
$6,000.00 

 
$1,000.00 

 
$3,500.00  

351°1.05N0 

792°2.93W8 

 
25 

 
Asphalt 

 
Artillery Rd.  

35 
 

11.05 
 

-79 
 

-22.938 
 
35.18416667 

 
-79.3823 

 
6 

 
$6,000.00 

 
$1,000.00 

 
$4,375.00  

351°1.07N8 

792°2.95W2 

 
25 ft. 

 
Asphalt 

 
North Leak St.  

35 
 

11.078 
 

-79 
 

-22.592 
 
35.18463333 

 
-79.37653333 

 
7 

 
$0.00 

 
$0.00 

 
$0.00  

351°1.11N9 

792°2.96W3 

 
25 

 
Asphalt 

 
Driveways  

35 
 

11.119 
 

-79 
 

-22.963 
 
35.18531667 

 
-79.38271667 

 
8 

 
$6,000.00 

 
$1,000.00 

 
$4,375.00  

391°1.13N9 

792°2.96W7 

 
18 

 
Asphalt 

 
Driveways  

35 
 

11.139 
 

-79 
 

-22.967 
 

35.18565 
 
-79.38278333 

 
9 

 
$6,000.00 

 
$1,000.00 

 
$3,150.00  

351°1.18N2 

792°2.95W5 

 
25 

 
Asphalt 

 
Driveways  

35 
 

11.182 
 

-79 
 

-22.955 
 
35.18636667 

 
-79.38258333 

 
10 

 
$6,000.00 

 
$1,000.00 

 
$4,375.00  

351°1.19N8 

792°2.95W1 

 
20 

 
Asphalt 

 
Driveways  

35 
 

11.198 
 

-79 
 

-22.951 
 
35.18663333 

 
-79.38251667 

 
11 

 
$6,000.00 

 
$1,000.00 

 
$3,500.00  

351°1.23N8 

792°2.95W1 

 
25 

 
Asphalt 

 
Driveways  

35 
 

11.238 
 

-79 
 

-22.951 
 

35.1873 
 
-79.38251667 

 
12 

 
$6,000.00 

 
$1,000.00 

 
$4,375.00  

351°1.25N6 

792°2.95W5 

 
25 

 
Asphalt 

 
Driveways  

35 
 

11.256 
 

-79 
 

-22.955 
 

35.1876 
 
-79.38258333 

 
13 

 
$6,000.00 

 
$1,000.00 

 
$4,375.00  

351°1.28N4 

792°2.97W1 

 
20 

 
Asphalt 

 
Driveways  

35 
 

11.284 
 

-79 
 

-22.971 
 
35.18806667 

 
-79.38285 

 
14 

 
$6,000.00 

 
$1,000.00 

 
$3,500.00  

351°1.29N6 

792°2.98W1 

 
25 ft. 

 
Asphalt 

 
Driveways  

35 
 

11.296 
 

-79 
 

-22.981 
 
35.18826667 

 
-79.38301667 

 
15 

 
$0.00 

 
$0.00 

 
$0.00  

351°1.35N6 

792°3.02W1 

 
20 

 
Gravel 

 
Crestview Rd.  

35 
 

11.356 
 

-79 
 

-23.021 
 
35.18926667 

 
-79.38368333 

 
16 

 
$6,000.00 

 
$400.00 

 
$3,200.00  

35° 11.367 N 
79° 23.028 W 

70 Asphalt Short Rd. & 
Crestview Rd. 

 
35 

 
11.367 

 
-79 

 
-23.028 

 
35.18945 

 
-79.3838 

 
17 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00  

351°1.38N3 

792°3.03W7 

 
25 

 
Asphalt Short Rd. & San 

Davis Rd. 
 

35 
 

11.383 
 

-79 
 

-23.037 
 
35.18971667 

 
-79.38395 

 
18 

 
$0.00 

 
$0.00 

 
$0.00  

351°1.42N2 

792°3.06W6 

 
86 ft. 

 
Asphalt 

 
US 1 West Ramp  

35 
 

11.422 
 

-79 
 

-23.066 
 
35.19036667 

 
-79.38443333 

 
19 

 
$0.00 

 
$0.00 

 
$0.00  

35° 11.408 N 
79° 23.102 W 100ft. Asphalt US 1 East Ramp  

35 
 

11.408 
 

-79 
 

-23.102 
 
35.19013333 

 
-79.38503333 

 
20 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00  

35° 11.575 N 
79° 23.102 W 60 ft. Asphalt Central Dr.  

35 
 

11.575 
 

-79 
 

-23.102 
 
35.19291667 

 
-79.38503333 

 
21 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00  

35° 11.608 N 
79° 23.300 W 

20 Asphalt Driveways  
35 

 
11.608 

 
-79 

 
-23.3 

 
35.19346667 

 
-79.38833333 

 
22 $6,000.00 $1,000.00 $3,500.00  

35° 11.677 N 
79°23.450 W 

25 ft. Asphalt Ridge Rd.  
35 

 
11.677 

 
-79 

 
-23.45 

 
35.19461667 

 
-79.39083333 

 
23 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00  

 
35° 11.683 N 
79° 23.470 W 

 
20 

 
Asphalt 

 
Midpines Driveway 

 

 
 

35 

 

 
 

11.683 

 

 
 

-79 

 

 
 

-23.47 

 

 
 
35.19471667 

 

 
 
-79.39116667 

 

 
 

24 

 
$6,000.00 

 
$1,000.00 

 
$3,500.00 

 

35° 11.694 N 
79° 23.521 W 

25 Asphalt Midpines Driveway  
35 

 
11.694 

 
-79 

 
-23.521 

 
35.1949 

 
-79.39201667 

 
25 $6,000.00 $1,000.00 $4,375.00  
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Midland Road Corridor Improvements 
Conceptual Estimate 

Opinion of Probable Cost Summary 
Midland Road - Median Closures 

 

 

 

 
 

Latitud/e 

Longitude 

Width 

(Feet) 

Surface 

Type 

 
Notes 

Latitude 

Degrees 

Latitude 

Minutes 

Longitude 

Degrees 

Longitude 

Minutes 

Latitude 

Degrees 

FINAL 

Longitude 

Degrees 

FINAL 

 LandscapinCgost 

pe4rL0ineaFreet 

RoadwaCyost 

Pe4rL0inear 

Feet 

TotaClost 

(without 

Contingency) 

 
Notes 

35° 11.713 N 
79° 23.649 W 20 Asphalt Driveways  

35 
 

11.713 
 

-79 
 

-23.649 
 
35.19521667 

 
-79.39415 

 
26 $6,000.00 $1,000.00 $3,500.00  

35° 11.725 N 
79° 23.775 W 

25 Asphalt Driveways  
35 

 
11.725 

 
-79 

 
-23.775 

 
35.19541667 

 
-79.39625 

 
27 $6,000.00 $1,000.00 $4,375.00  

35° 11.736 N 
79° 23.755 W 

30 ft. Asphalt Grove Rd.  
35 

 
11.736 

 
-79 

 
-23.775 

 
35.1956 

 
-79.39625 

 
28 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00  

35° 11.739 N 
79° 23.790 W 

30 Asphalt Fairway Rd.  
35 

 
11.739 

 
-79 

 
-23.79 

 
35.19565 

 
-79.3965 

 
29 

$6,000.00 $1,000.00 $5,250.00  
35° 11.749 N 
79° 23.848 W 

30 Asphalt Driveways  
35 

 
11.749 

 
-79 

 
-23.848 

 
35.19581667 

 
-79.39746667 

 
30 $6,000.00 $1,000.00 $5,250.00  

35° 11.758 N 
79° 23.909 W 

15 Asphalt Driveways  
35 

 
11.758 

 
-79 

 
-23.909 

 
35.19596667 

 
-79.39848333 

 
31 $6,000.00 $1,000.00 $2,625.00  

35° 11.763 N 
79° 23.931 W 

15 Natural Driveways  
35 

 
11.763 

 
-79 

 
-23.931 

 
35.19605 

 
-79.39885 

 
32 $6,000.00 $400.00 $2,400.00  

35° 11.777 N 
79° 23.994 W 

74 Asphalt Crest Rd.  
35 

 
11.777 

 
-79 

 
-23.994 

 
35.19628333 

 
-79.3999 

 
33 $6,000.00 $1,000.00 $12,950.00  

35° 11.782 N 
79° 24.032 W 10 Asphalt Driveways  

35 
 

11.782 
 

-79 
 

-24.032 
 
35.19636667 

 
-79.40053333 

 
34 $6,000.00 $1,000.00 $1,750.00  

351°1.78N6 

792°4.05W7 

 
20 

 
Natural 

 
Driveways  

35 
 

11.786 
 

-79 
 

-24.057 
 
35.19643333 

 
-79.40095 

 
35 

 
$6,000.00 

 
$400.00 

 
$3,200.00  

35° 11.083 N 
79° 24.132 W 

173 ft. Asphalt Peedee Rd. & 
Pennsylvania  Rd. 

 
35 

 
11.083 

 
-79 

 
-24.132 

 
35.18471667 

 
-79.4022 

 
36 

$0.00 $0.00 $0.00  
35° 11.861 N 
79° 24.384 W 40 ft. Asphalt Middleton Place 

Driveway 
 

35 
 

11.861 
 

-79 
 

-24.384 
 
35.19768333 

 
-79.4064 

 
37 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00  

35° 11.871 N 
79° 24.439 W 

50 Gravel Knollwood Driveway  35 
 

11.871 
 

-79 
 

-24.439 
 

35.19785 
 
-79.40731667 

 
38 $6,000.00 $400.00 $8,000.00  

35° 11.879 N 
79° 24.469 W 

15 Gravel Knollwood Driveway  35 
 

11.879 
 

-79 
 

-24.469 
 
35.19798333 

 
-79.40781667 

 
39 $6,000.00 $400.00 $2,400.00  

35° 11.902 N 
79° 24.612 W 45 ft. Asphalt Talamore Dr.  

35 
 

11.902 
 

-79 
 

-24.612 
 
35.19836667 

 
-79.4102 

 
40 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00  

35° 11.910 N 
79° 24.677 W 

15 Gravel Driveways  
35 

 
11.91 

 
-79 

 
-24.677 

 
35.1985 

 
-79.41128333 

 
41 $6,000.00 $400.00 $2,400.00  

35° 11.919 N 
79° 24.738 W 

25 Asphalt Driveways  
35 

 
11.919 

 
-79 

 
-24.738 

 
35.19865 

 
-79.4123 

 
42 $6,000.00 $1,000.00 $4,375.00  

35° 11.919 N 
79° 24.761 W 

55 Asphalt Driveways  
35 

 
11.919 

 
-79 

 
-24.761 

 
35.19865 

 
-79.41268333 

 
43 $6,000.00 $1,000.00 $9,625.00  

35° 11.928 N 
79° 24.832 W 18 Gravel Driveways / 

Pinefield Court Rd. 
 

35 
 

11.928 
 

-79 
 

-24.832 
 

35.1988 
 
-79.41386667 

 
44 $6,000.00 $400.00 $2,880.00  

35° 11.937 N 
79° 24.881 W 

20 Gravel Driveways  
35 

 
11.937 

 
-79 

 
-24.881 

 
35.19895 

 
-79.41468333 

 
45 $6,000.00 $400.00 $3,200.00  

35° 11.947 N 
79° 24.971 W 

20 Gravel Quail Hollow Place  
35 

 
11.947 

 
-79 

 
-24.971 

 
35.19911667 

 
-79.41618333 

 
46 $6,000.00 $400.00 $3,200.00  

35° 11.951 N 
79° 24.998 W 

25 Gravel Driveways  
35 

 
11.951 

 
-79 

 
-24.998 

 
35.19918333 

 
-79.41663333 

 
47 $6,000.00 $400.00 $4,000.00  

35° 11.958 N 
79° 25.041 W 

15 Gravel Driveways  
35 

 
11.958 

 
-79 

 
-25.041 

 
35.1993 

 
-79.41735 

 
48 $6,000.00 $400.00 $2,400.00  

35° 11.965 N 
79° 25.097 W 

20 Asphalt Driveways  
35 

 
11.965 

 
-79 

 
-25.097 

 
35.19941667 

 
-79.41828333 

 
49 $6,000.00 $1,000.00 $3,500.00  

35° 11.968 N 
79° 25.111 W 

15 Gravel Driveways  
35 

 
11.968 

 
-79 

 
-25.111 

 
35.19946667 

 
-79.41851667 

 
50 $6,000.00 $400.00 $2,400.00  

35° 11.974 N 
79° 25.167 W 25 Asphalt Cardinal Rd.  

35 
 

11.974 
 

-79 
 

-25.167 
 
35.19956667 

 
-79.41945 

 
51 $6,000.00 $1,000.00 $4,375.00  

35° 11.958 N 
79° 25.320 W 

135 ft. Asphalt Knoll Rd.  
35 

 
11.958 

 
-79 

 
-25.32 

 
35.1993 

 
-79.422 

 
52 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00  

35° 12.013 N 
79° 25.435 W 

20 Asphalt Driveways  
35 

 
12.013 

 
-79 

 
-25.435 

 
35.20021667 

 
-79.42391667 

 
53 $6,000.00 $1,000.00 $3,500.00  

35° 12.023 N 
79° 25.435 W 25 ft. Asphalt Walker Station Ave.  35 

 
12.023 

 
-79 

 
-25.435 

 
35.20038333 

 
-79.42391667 

 
54 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00  
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Latitud/e 

Longitude 

Width 

(Feet) 

Surface 

Type 

 
Notes 

Latitude 

Degrees 

Latitude 

Minutes 

Longitude 

Degrees 

Longitude 

Minutes 

Latitude 

Degrees 

FINAL 

Longitude 

Degrees 

FINAL 

 LandscapinCgost 

pe4rL0ineaFreet 

RoadwaCyost 

Pe4rL0inear 

Feet 

TotaClost 

(without 

Contingency) 

 
Notes 

35° 22.028 N 
79° 25.553 W 15 Asphalt Driveways  

35 
 

12.028 
 

-79 
 

-25.553 
 
35.20046667 

 
-79.42588333 

 
55 $6,000.00 $1,000.00 $2,625.00  

35° 12.034 N 
79° 25.598 W 

115 ft. Asphalt Midsouth Club  
35 

 
12.034 

 
-79 

 
-25.598 

 
35.20056667 

 
-79.42663333 

 
56 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00  

35° 12.039 N 
79° 25.642 W 

15 Gravel Driveways  
35 

 
12.039 

 
-79 

 
-25.642 

 
35.20065 

 
-79.42736667 

 
57 $6,000.00 $400.00 $2,400.00  

35° 12.048 N 
79° 25.709 W 

30 Gravel Williams Rd.  
35 

 
12.048 

 
-79 

 
-25.709 

 
35.2008 

 
-79.42848333 

 
58 

$6,000.00 $400.00 $4,800.00  
35° 12.051 N 
79° 25.721 W 

15 Asphalt Driveways  
35 

 
12.051 

 
-79 

 
-25.721 

 
35.20085 

 
-79.42868333 

 
59 $6,000.00 $1,000.00 $2,625.00  

35° 12.060 N 
79° 25.801 W 

25 Asphalt Median Crossover / 
No Drives 

 
35 

 
12.06 

 
-79 

 
-25.801 

 
35.201 

 
-79.43001667 

 
60 $6,000.00 $1,000.00 $4,375.00  

35° 12.070 N 
79° 25.883 W 

50 ft. Asphalt Carolina Eye 
Enterance 

 
35 

 
12.07 

 
-79 

 
-25.883 

 
35.20116667 

 
-79.43138333 

 
61 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00  

35° 12.074 N 
79° 25.904 W 

20 Asphalt Driveways  
35 

 
12.074 

 
-79 

 
-25.904 

 
35.20123333 

 
-79.43173333 

 
62 $6,000.00 $1,000.00 $3,500.00  

35° 12.080 N 
79° 25.948 W 20 ft. Asphalt Middland Country 

Club Enterance 
 

35 
 

12.08 
 

-79 
 

-25.948 
 
35.20133333 

 
-79.43246667 

 
63 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00  

35° 12.086 N 
79° 25.980 W 

20 Gravel Driveways  
35 

 
12.086 

 
-79 

 
-25.98 

 
35.20143333 

 
-79.433 

 
64 $6,000.00 $400.00 $3,200.00  

35° 12.101 N 
79° 26.092 W 

425 Asphalt Cat Health Clinic  
35 

 
12.101 

 
-79 

 
-26.092 

 
35.20168333 

 
-79.43486667 

 
65 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 See Median Reforestation  Estimate 

35° 12.112 N 
79° 26.168 W 50 ft. Asphalt Dunn Vegan Court / 

Midland Ln. 
 

35 
 

12.112 
 

-79 
 

-26.128 
 
35.20186667 

 
-79.43546667 

 
66 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00  

35° 12.119 N 
79° 26.214 W 

30 Asphalt Glenn Meadow Ct.  
35 

 
12.119 

 
-79 

 
-26.214 

 
35.20198333 

 
-79.4369 

 
67 $6,000.00 $1,000.00 $5,250.00  

35° 12.122 N 
79° 26.235 W 

10 Asphalt Driveways  
35 

 
12.112 

 
-79 

 
-26.235 

 
35.20186667 

 
-79.43725 

 
68 $6,000.00 $1,000.00 $1,750.00  

35° 12.125 N 
79° 26.257 W 

25 Asphalt Driveways  
35 

 
12.125 

 
-79 

 
-26.257 

 
35.20208333 

 
-79.43761667 

 
69 $6,000.00 $1,000.00 $4,375.00  

35° 12.130 N 
79° 26.300 W 30 Asphalt Windmere Rd.  

35 
 

12.13 
 

-79 
 

-26.3 
 
35.20216667 

 
-79.43833333 

 
70 $6,000.00 $1,000.00 $5,250.00  

35° 12.138 N 
79° 26.369 W 

20 Asphalt Driveways  
35 

 
12.138 

 
-79 

 
-26.369 

 
35.2023 

 
-79.43948333 

 
71 $6,000.00 $1,000.00 $3,500.00  

35° 12.148 N 
79° 26.455 W 

80 ft. Asphalt Pinehurst National  
35 

 
12.148 

 
-79 

 
-26.455 

 
35.20246667 

 
-79.44091667 

 
72 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00  

35° 12.156 N 
79° 26.758 W 

70 ft. Asphalt Airport Rd.  
35 

 
12.156 

 
-79 

 
-26.758 

 
35.2026 

 
-79.44596667 

 
73 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00  

35° 12.154 N 
79° 26.899 W 

40 Asphalt Beaver Ln.  
35 

 
12.154 

 
-79 

 
-26.899 

 
35.20256667 

 
-79.44831667 

 
74 $6,000.00 $1,000.00 $7,000.00  

 

Subtotal: $215,580.00 

Contingenc(y30%): $64,674.00 

TotCa-ol nstruction: $281,000.00 

 
Engineering  (Approximate) 
Construction 
management, 
engineering,  and 
inspections 
(Approximate) 

 
$   30,000.00 
 
 

 
$   21,000.00 

 
Project Total:  $332,000.00 



 

 

RESOLUTION 

 

 

 WHEREAS, the Town of Southern Pines (TOSP) and the Sunrise Preservation Group, 

Inc. (SPG) (a not-for-profit 501©93) organization seek to exchange properties for the purpose of 

optimizing the use of a lot owned by SPG and to be used for public purposes; and  

 

 WHEREAS, The attached proposed agreement would make possible such an exchange;  

              

            NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED by the Town Council of the Town of Southern 

Pines in regular session assembled on the 9th day of November 2016, as follows: 

 

1. The Town Council of the Town of Southern Pines finds that the proposed exchange of 

interests in real property is in the interest of the Town and its citizens. 

 

2. The Mayor is, therefore, authorized to execute the proposed exchange agreement in the 

form attached and to execute any deeds or other documents necessary to complete the 

transactions provided in the agreement, subject to completion of all of the prerequisites 

for exchange of the properties provided in the agreement.  

 

Adopted this 9th day of November 2016. 

 

 

I certify that this resolution was adopted by the Town Council  

of the Town of Southern Pines at its meeting of November 9th, 2016,  

as shown in the minutes of the Town Council for that date. 

 

 

______________________________ 

Clerk of The Town of Southern Pines 
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NORTH CAROLINA 

MOORE COUNTY 

 

 

AGREEMENT FOR EXCHANGE 

OF INTERESTS IN REAL 

PROPERTY 
 
 
 
 

THIS AGREEMENT is entered into this    day of   , 2016, between 

THE TOWN OF SOUTHERN PINES (referred to after this as “TOSP”), and the SUNRISE 

PRESERVATION GROUP, INC., a nonprofit 501(c)(3) organization (referred to after this as 

“SPG”). 

WHEREAS, the Town owns parking areas located between Broad and Bennett Streets and 

between Connecticut and New Hampshire Avenues, part of which lies directly behind an open 

area (referred to after this as the “greenspace”) owned by SPG and used and occupied by the SPG 

for outdoor activities open to the general public, some of which may relieve TOSP of certain 

benefits that may otherwise be provided to the public by TOSP and thereby produce savings to 

TOSP; and 

 

WHEREAS, the Town acknowledges that SPG carries out a public purpose and those 

purposes may be improved by additions to the greenspace; and 

WHEREAS, TOSP and SPG wish to enhance the utility of the greenspace by making 

available for use a portion of the existing parking area in conjunction with the greenspace, but 

without substantial reduction in the availability of overall parking; 

WHEREFORE, they agree as follows: 
 

1.   Agreement to transfer. 
 

TOSP agrees, in consideration of the matters set forth in item 2, below, to transfer 

to SPG by deed in the form of Attachment B that parcel described in Attachment A 

(Recombination of Lots, 5,6 & Part of Lot 9 Block J4 Southern Pines) which describes the 

area comprising four parking spaces, known as "present parking" and described as Parcel 

A on Attachment A. 
 

2.   Consideration and conditions.   
 

The consideration from SPG for the transfer by TOSP to SPG shall be: 
 

A.  The transfer to TOSP from SPG by deed in the form of Attachment C of that parcel 
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described in Attachment A and comprising the area known as "future parking" and 

described as Parcel B on Attachment A. 

B.  SPG will establish on the Parcel B known as “future parking” at least three suitable 

parking places with curbing and striping that is consistent with that of adjacent and 

nearby parking in TOSP’s parking area.  Design is to be completed by SPG and 

meet the minimum Town standards of 9’ width, 18’ depth with a cross section that 

includes 2” asphalt over 6” stone with 30” curb and gutter where necessary.  All 

radius shall meet a 5’ minimum. 

C.  The parking spaces to be constructed by SPG shall be completed in a timely manner 

in conjunction with the improvement to the green space, and will attempt to 

minimize the time that it takes to construct the parking space. 

 

D.  SPG and TOSP shall complete the exchange of Parcel A and Parcel B at the time of 

the closing of the loan for the construction on the green space. 

 

3.   Marketable interest. 
 

SPG shall provide to TOSP at the time of the exchange evidence satisfactory to TOSP of 
 

SPG’s marketable interest in the “future parking”. 
 

4.   Entire Agreement. 
 

This agreement includes the entire agreement between TOSP and SPG and is binding 

upon their heirs and assigns. 

5.   Deadline for Completion. 
 

This agreement is void if SPG fails to obtain a loan for the construction of the 

improvement to the green space by December 31st, 2017. Completion of the exchange 

shall take place no later than 60 days after SPG obtains loan approval for the construction. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
This   day of   , 2016. 
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SUNRISE PRESERVATION GROUP, INC. 

 

 

_______________________________ 

By: Sundi McLaughlin, President 
 
 
 
     

THE TOWN OF SOUTHERN PINES 
 
 
 
    ___________________________________ 

By: W. David McNeill Jr., Mayor 
 

 
 
 
 

ATTEST: 
 
 
 
_________________________________ 

Peggy K. Smith, Town Clerk 





   This instrument was prepared by Richard E. Dedmond, Southern Pines, NC 28387 

      Brief description for the index 

 

Parcel "A" Recombination of Lots 5,6 & Part of Lot 9 

  

NORTH CAROLINA WARRANTY DEED 

 

THIS WARRANTY DEED dated September 26, 202016 by and between The Town of Southern Pines, 

a municipal corporation (hereafter the “Grantors”); and The Sunrise Preservation Group, Inc. a North 

Carolina nonprofit corporation (hereafter the “Grantee”) of 250 NW Broad Street, Southern Pines, NC 

28387;  

 

The designated Grantor and Grantee as used herein shall include said parties, their heirs, successors,  

and assigns, and shall include singular, plural, masculine, feminine or neuter as required by context. 

 

WITNESSETH, that the Grantor, for valuable consideration paid by the Grantee, the receipt of which is 

hereby acknowledged, has and by these presents does grant, bargain, sell and convey unto the Grantee in 

fee simple, all that certain lot or parcel of land situated in the City of Southern Pines, McNeills  

Township, Moore County, North Carolina and more particularly described as follows: 

 

 

Beginning at a set iron pipe in the western line of the Sunrise Preservation Group property as described in 

Deed Book 3466, Page 1 Moore County Registry, said point being located North 55-14-05 East 28.09 feet 

from the westernmost corner of the aforementioned Sunrise Preservation Group property. Thence from 

the beginning a new line North 36-47-59 West 22.45 feet to a point, thence North 53-12-01 East 38.90 

feet to a number 5 rebar at the corner of the Sunrise Preservation Group property, thence with the 

aforementioned property the following two calls: South 36-47-23 East 22.47 feet to a number 5 rebar, 

thence South 53-14-05 West 38.90 feet to the point of beginning containing 874 square feet more or less 

and being a portion Town of Southern Pines property as recorded in Deed Book 586, Page 167 Moore 

Country Registry. 

 

 

And being further described as Parcel "A" as shown on a survey "Recombination of Lots 5,6 & Part of 

Lot 9 Block J4 Southern Pines" prepared by Benny L. Brown Professional Surveyor dated 9/14/2015



TO HAVE AND TO HOLD the aforesaid lot or parcel of land and all privileges and appurtenances 

thereto belonging to the Grantee in fee simple;  

 

And the Grantor covenants with the Grantee, that Grantor is seized of the premises in fee simple, has the 

right to convey the same in fee simple, that title is marketable and free and clear of all encumbrances, and 

that Grantor will warrant and defend the title against the lawful claims of all persons whomsoever except 

for the exceptions hereinafter stated.  Title to the property hereinabove described is subject to the 

following exceptions: 

 

Utility easements and restrictive covenants that are enforceable against the property. 

 

 The property hereinabove described was acquired by Grantor by instrument recorded in Deed Book 586, 

Page 16  Moore County Registry. 

 

IN WITNESS WHEREOF, the Grantor has hereunto set there hand and seal, the day and year first 

above written. 

 

The Town of Southern Pines 

 

 

By:______________________________     

      David McNeill, Mayor  

       ATTEST:__________________________  

          Peggy Smith, Town Clerk 

 

          

 

STATE OF NORTH CAROLINA 

COUNTY OF MOORE 

 

I, _________________________________a Notary Public of the County and State aforesaid, certify that 

Peggy Smith, personally appeared before me this day and acknowledged that she is Town Clerk of the 

Town of Southern Pines, a North Carolina municipal corporation, that by authority duly given and as the 

act of the Town of Southern Pines, the foregoing instrument was signed in its name by David McNeill, its 

Mayor, sealed with its corporate seal and attested by its Clerk.  

 

  Witness my hand and official stamp or seal, this _____ day of _______________, 2016 

____________________________Notary    My Commission Expires:______________________ 

 

 

 

 



 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

This instrument was prepared by Richard E. Dedmond, Southern Pines, NC 28387 

Brief description for the index 

 
Parcel "B" Recombination of Lots 5,6 & Part of Lot 9 

 

NORTH CAROLINA WARRANTY DEED 
 
THIS WARRANTY DEED dated September 26, 2016 by and between The Sunrise Preservation 

Group, Inc. a North Carolina nonprofit corporation (hereafter the “Grantors”); and The Town of 

Southern Pines, a municipal corporation (hereafter the “Grantee”); 

 
The designated Grantor and Grantee as used herein shall include said parties, their heirs, successors, 

and assigns, and shall include singular, plural, masculine, feminine or neuter as required by context. 

 
WITNESSETH, that the Grantor, for valuable consideration paid by the Grantee, the receipt of which is 

hereby acknowledged, has and by these presents does grant, bargain, sell and convey unto the Grantee in 

fee simple, all that certain lot or parcel of land situated in the City of Southern Pines, McNeills 

Township, Moore County, North Carolina and more particularly described as follows: 
 

 
 

Beginning at the northernmost corner of the Sunrise Preservation Group property as described in Deed 

Book 3466, Page 1 Moore County Registry. Thence with the northeastern line of the aforementioned 

property South 36-46-45 East 14.55 feet to a point, thence as a new line South 53-12-01 West 25.05 feet 

to a point in the line of the aforementioned property, thence with said line North 36-47-23 West 14.55 feet 

to a number 5 rebar, thence North 53-12-01 East 25.05 feet to the point of beginning containing 365 

square feet more or less and being a portion of the Sunrise Preservation Group property as recorded in 

Deed Book 3466, Page 1 Moore County Registry. 
 

 
 

And being further described as Parcel "B" as shown on a survey entitled "Recombination of Lots 5,6 & 

Part of Lot 9 Block J4 Southern Pines" prepared by Benny L. Brown Professional Surveyor dated 

9/14/2015 



TO HAVE AND TO HOLD the aforesaid lot or parcel of land and all privileges and appurtenances 

thereto belonging to the Grantee in fee simple; 

 
And the Grantor covenants with the Grantee, that Grantor is seized of the premises in fee simple, has the 

right to convey the same in fee simple, that title is marketable and free and clear of all encumbrances, and 

that Grantor will warrant and defend the title against the lawful claims of all persons whomsoever except 

for the exceptions hereinafter stated.  Title to the property hereinabove described is subject to the 

following exceptions: 

 
Utility easements and restrictive covenants that are enforceable against the property. 

 
The property hereinabove described was acquired by Grantor by instrument recorded in Deed Book 3466, 

Page 1  Moore County Registry. 

 
IN WITNESS WHEREOF, the Grantor has hereunto set their hand and seal, the day and year first 

above written. 

 
The Sunrise Preservation Group 

 

 
 

By:_ 
 

 

Sundi McLaughlin, President 
 
 
 
 

STATE OF NORTH CAROLINA 

COUNTY OF MOORE 
 

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

Sundi McLaughlin, personally appeared before me this day and acknowledged that she is President of The 

Sunrise Preservation Group Inc., Grantor, a nonprofit corporation and that she, as President, being 

authorized to do so, the executed the foregoing document on behalf of the corporation. 
 

Witness my hand and official stamp or seal, this day of , 2016 

Notary My Commission Expires: 
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