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Introduction 
 
hǊŀƴƎŜ /ƻǳƴǘȅ ǎǘŀŦŦ ǇǊŜǇŀǊŜŘ ǘƘƛǎ ŘƻŎǳƳŜƴǘ ƛƴ ǊŜǎǇƻƴǎŜ ǘƻ ǊŜǎƛŘŜƴǘǎΩ ǉǳŜǎǘƛƻƴǎ and comments 
regarding the proposed Research Triangle Logistics Park (RTLP) Master Plan Development 
Conditional Zoning (MPD-CZ) District application. With this document, staff aims to answer the 
most commonly asked questions, provide regulatory information, and address misconceptions.  
 

This document was a combined effort of the Orange County Planning and Inspections 
Department and the Orange County Economic Development Department.  
 

Orange County Planning staff does not, and may not, advocate for or against the proposal. 
wŀǘƘŜǊΣ tƭŀƴƴƛƴƎ ǎǘŀŦŦΩǎ ǊƻƭŜ ƛǎ ǘƻ ǊŜǾƛŜǿ ǘƘŜ ǇǊƻǇƻǎŀƭ ŀƴŘ ŘŜǘŜǊƳƛƴŜ ƛŦ ƛǘ ŎƻƳǇƭƛŜǎ ǿƛǘƘ ǘƘŜ 
/ƻǳƴǘȅΩǎ ¦ƴƛŦƛŜŘ 5ŜǾŜƭƻǇƳŜƴǘ hǊŘƛƴŀƴŎŜ ŀƴŘ ǊŜƭŀǘŜŘ plans. The Planning Department 
prepared Sections 1-7 of the RTLP FAQ. 
 

9ŎƻƴƻƳƛŎ 5ŜǾŜƭƻǇƳŜƴǘ ǎǘŀŦŦΩǎ ǊƻƭŜ ƛǎ ǘƻ ǊŜŎǊǳƛǘΣ ǊŜǘŀƛƴΣ ŀƴŘ ǇǊƻƳƻǘŜ ŜŎƻƴƻƳƛŎ ŘŜǾŜƭƻǇƳŜƴǘ ƛƴ 
Orange County, and the department has provided data and detailed responses to that effect. 
The Economic Development Department prepared Section 8 of the RTLP FAQ.  
 

Staff hopes that residents and the BOCC will find this document useful. 
 
  



 

 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Sections 1 to 7 of the RTLP FAQ prepared by: 
Orange County Planning and Inspections 

Department  
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1. Background ς Land Use and Zoning  
1.1 Where is the proposed Research Triangle 
Logistics Park (RTLP) site located? 
The proposed RTLP project site is located in Orange 
/ƻǳƴǘȅΩǎ ǇƭŀƴƴƛƴƎ ƧǳǊƛǎŘƛŎǘƛƻƴΣ ƻǳǘǎƛŘŜ ǘƘŜ ǘƻǿƴ 
limits of Hillsborough. The proposed RTLP site is 
located south of Interstate 40 and west of Old NC 
86.  

 
 

1.2 Are there any existing buildings or uses on 
the site? Are residents who currently reside in 
this area being displaced? 
No. RTLP is proposed on three parcels totaling 161 
acres. Currently, these parcels are undeveloped 
and do not contain any uses or structures. No 
structures will be deconstructed and no residents 
will be displaced as a result of the proposed RTLP 
project.  

 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

1.3 Is the proposed RTLP project located 
within the Rural Buffer? 
No. The majority of the site identified for the 
proposed RTLP project is not located within the 
Rural Buffer. A small portion of the southeast 
corner of the site (totaling 26,000 square feet), 
which follows the Jordan Lake Unprotected 
Watershed, is classified as Rural Buffer and will 
remain as Rural Buffer as part of the ǇǊƻƧŜŎǘΩǎ 
proposed open space (as a recommended 
condition of approval). 
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1.4 Was this area consistently planned for economic 
development and relevant land use types?  
Yes. The proposed project is located within the Hillsborough 
Economic Development District (EDD), which was identified for 
economic development purposes in the 1981 Orange County 
Land Use Plan and reinforced in the 2030 Comprehensive Plan 
(adopted in 2008). Based on the 2030 Comprehensive Plan and 
Future Land Use Map, approximately 150 acres of the site are 
classified as Economic Development Transition Activity Node. 
This is defined as areas of the County which have been 
specifically targeted for economic development activity 
consisting of light industrial, distribution, office, service/retail 
uses, and flex space (typically one story buildings designed, 
constructed, and marketed as suitable for use as offices, but 
able to accommodate other uses such as a warehouse, 
showroom, manufacturing assembly, or similar operations). 
Such areas are located adjacent to interstate and major arterial 
highways and subject to special design criteria and performance 
standards. 
 

Prior to the approval of the Settlers Point Master Plan 
Development ς Conditional Zoning (MPD-CZ) District application 
in January 2018, the majority of this area was zoned as EDH-5, 
Economic Development Hillsborough Research and 
Manufacturing. The purpose of the Economic Development 
Hillsborough Research and Manufacturing (EDH-5) District is to 
provide locations for a wide range of research, assembling, 
fabricating and light manufacturing activities, and such ancillary 
industrial activities as warehousing and distribution in the 
designated Hillsborough Economic Development District Area. 
 

1.5 What efforts have been made to develop this area for 
economic development?  
For decades, Orange County has been diligently working 
towards developing this site and other immediate areas for 
economic development purposes. The selection of this area was 
to support the development of properties located along key 
transportation corridors, including highway corridors, near 
urban areas for commercial or industrial development, and 
access to public water and sewer service. This area of the 
County has been designated an Economic Development District (EDD), but unfortunately has not seen 
the development originally envisioned at this time due to past delays in constructing water and sewer 
infrastructure in order to support development. However, Orange County, in partnership with the Town 
of Hillsborough, have continued efforts to support economic development in this area as intended. 
Significant milestones illustrating these efforts over the last three decades include: 
Á Designation as Commercial Industrial Transition Activity Node (CITAN) in the 1981 Orange County 

Land Use Plan.  
Á Creation of the Economic Development Districts (EDDs) in 1994.  
Á Continued designation as Economic Development Transition Activity Node in the 2030 

Comprehensive Plan, which was adopted in 2008. 
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Á The approved Article 46 ¼ Cent County Sales and Use Tax, effective in April 2012, which allocates 
50% of Article 46 funds to Orange County Economic Development District (EDD) initiatives including 
infrastructure improvements in the Hillsborough EDD area. 

Á The adoption of the Interlocal Agreement between Orange County and the Town of Hillsborough for 
construction and operation of water and sewer facilities in the Hillsborough EDD in September 2017. 

Á Submittal of a Golden Leaf grant application for the funding of construction of sewer facilities in the 
Hillsborough EDD, including the proposed RTLP project site, in October 2017.  

Á Proposed Town of Hillsborough/Orange County Central Orange Coordinated Area (COCA) Land Use 
Plan and Orange County Future Land Us Plan Map (FLUM) amendments in order to expand the 
Hillsborough Economic Development area adopted by the Hillsborough Town Board on March 26, 
2018 and being presented to the Orange County Board of Commissioners on September 15, 2020. 

Á Ongoing funding and construction of water and gravity sewer lines in the Hillsborough EDD area.  
 

1.6 Are the proposed Town of Hillsborough/Orange County Central Orange Coordinated Area 
(COCA) Land Use Plan and Orange County Future Land Use Map (FLUM) amendments related 
to the proposed RTLP project?  
No. Though not directly related to the proposed RTLP project, approximately 12-acres of the proposed 
RTLP are located in the amendment area. At the August 5, 2020 Planning Board meeting, staff reviewed 
the Future Land Use Map amendment package with the Board.  The recommendation made to the BOCC 
was to approve the change.  This change will implement the joint land use plan amendment adopted by 
the Hillsborough Town Board on March 26, 2018 ŀƴŘ ŎǊŜŀǘŜ ŎƻƴǎƛǎǘŜƴŎȅ ǘƘǊƻǳƎƘ ǘƘŜ /ƻǳƴǘȅΩǎ C[¦a 
amendment. 
Á Support for the Future Land Use Map amendment would result in conclusion of the process initiated 
ƛƴ нлмт ŀƴŘ ŜȄǇŀƴǎƛƻƴ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ IƛƭƭǎōƻǊƻǳƎƘ 955 ŎƻƴǎƛǎǘŜƴǘ ǿƛǘƘ ǘƘŜ ¢ƻǿƴΩǎ ŀǇǇǊƻǾŜŘ ŀƳŜƴŘƳŜƴt to 
the COCA land use plan (a.k.a. Joint Land Use Plan). 

Á Rejection of the Future Land Use Map amendment will result in some inconsistency between the 
actions of the Town of Hillsborough and Orange County to ŜȄǇŀƴŘ ǘƘŜ ¢ƻǿƴΩǎ ¦Ǌōŀƴ {ŜǊǾƛŎŜǎ 
Boundary for public water and sewer and prescribed future land uses. 

Additional information regarding these amendments can be found at the following links:  
Á Comprehensive Plan Future Land Use Map Amendments  

https://www.orangecountync.gov/DocumentCenter/View/11887/Website-Info---Fact-Sheet---Hillsb-
EDD-Expansion---COCA-and-FLUM-Amends?bidId= 

Á Zoning Atlas Amendments 
https://www.orangecountync.gov/DocumentCenter/View/11888/Website-Info---Fact-Sheet---
Zoning-Atlas-Amendments?bidId= 

2. Proposed Research Triangle Logistics Park (RTLP) Review Process 
2.1 What did the planning review process for the proposed RTLP Master Plan Development 
Conditional Zoning (MPD-CZ) entail? 
The proposed rezoning request followed the Master Plan Development - Conditional Zoning (MPD-CZ) 
review process as outlined in Section 2.9.2, Conditional Zoning District (CZD) of the Orange County 
Unified Development Ordinance. Specific stages of the review process are detailed below: 
Á The applicant had four pre-submittal meetings with Planning staff between January and March 

2020. The first pre-submittal meeting was on January 8, 2020.  

Á Planning staff formally accepted the application for processing on June 15, 2020 after reviewing it 

for completeness and processing the required fees. The Development Advisory Committee (DAC) 

reviewed this proposal on June 18, July 2, and July 16. The committee is made of representatives 

from several regulatory agencies, including Planning, Erosion Control and Stormwater, the Fire 

https://www.orangecountync.gov/DocumentCenter/View/11887/Website-Info---Fact-Sheet---Hillsb-EDD-Expansion---COCA-and-FLUM-Amends?bidId=
https://www.orangecountync.gov/DocumentCenter/View/11887/Website-Info---Fact-Sheet---Hillsb-EDD-Expansion---COCA-and-FLUM-Amends?bidId=
https://www.orangecountync.gov/DocumentCenter/View/11888/Website-Info---Fact-Sheet---Zoning-Atlas-Amendments?bidId=
https://www.orangecountync.gov/DocumentCenter/View/11888/Website-Info---Fact-Sheet---Zoning-Atlas-Amendments?bidId=
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Marshal, and NC DOT. On June 30, 2020, Planning staff sent a detailed letter to the applicant 

requesting required revisions. 

Á The Planning Board held two meetings in August related to this case. 

Á August 5, 2020 ςThe proposed RTLP rezoning application was presented to and reviewed by the 

Board, but not voted on. The meeting was continued to August 19.   

Á August 19, 2020 ς The Planning Board held a special meeting to continue review and 

deliberation on the proposed RTLP rezoning application. After public comment and deliberation, 

the Planning Board recommended approval in a 6-4 vote. 

Á The rezoning application is scheduled for public hearing at the September 15, 2020 Orange County 

Board of Commissioners Business Meeting. In accordance with Session Law 2020-3 (Senate Bill 704), 

Section 4.31(a), which pertains to remote meetings during declared emergencies, written comments 

on items heard at a public hearing are accepted for 24 hours after the public hearing is closed and 

the Board of County Commissioners shall not make a decision on public hearing items until after the 

24-hour period for written comments has concluded. 
 

2.2 Are the specific tenants, businesses, or companies associated with the proposed RTLP 
project available? If not, why? 
No. Information pertaining to specific tenants, businesses, or companies related to this project are not 
available or required. Furthermore, it is unlawful for the County to require this information or make a 
decision based on the specific tenants, businesses, or companies.  
 

The applicant is obligated to identify land uses they are intending to seek approval from the County to 
develop within the project.  They are not obligated or required to provide a site-specific development 
plan identifying the actual tenants or companies for approval. The MPD-CZ process essentially allows the 
County to create a new zoning district with mandatory development standards and criteria governing 
actual development activities.  Through this process the County does have the ability to offer comment 
and/or make conditions on proposed land use categories (i.e. manufacturing land uses, research land 
uses, professional office land uses, etc.), ōǳǘ ŘƻŜǎ ƴƻǘ ƘŀǾŜ ǘƘŜ ŀōƛƭƛǘȅ ǘƻ ŎƻƳǇŜƭ ŀǇǇƭƛŎŀƴǘΩǎ ƛŘŜƴǘƛŦȅ 
specific clients.  If there is a concern over a particular activity, the BOCC can impose conditions to 
address.  
 

2.3 If the rezoning request is approved by the Orange County Board of Commissioners, what 
will be the next steps in the process? 
If approved, this application will rezone the parcels to a Master Plan Development - Conditional Zoning 
(MPD-CZ) District. A MPD-CZ is a unique zoning district with its own development conditions specific to 
the project and the site. The applicant and the BOCC must discuss and mutually agree to development 
conditions at the public hearing. In order to develop the project, the applicant must comply with those 
conditions. 
 

Rezoning applications, like this application for RTLP, deal with zoning and land use. Development 
permitting is handled separately. If the RTLP rezoning is approved, the applicant will still have to apply 
for development permits, including a site plan, stormwater management plan, building permits, etc. 
Staff will review those applications administratively. All development plans must comply with the 
Unified Development Ordinance. 
 

2.4 What happens to the existing MPD-CZ previously approved for Settlers Point? 
The existing Settlers Point MPD-CZ was approved by the County in January 2018. As staff understands it, 
the original applicant was unable to move the MPD-CZ for Settlers Point forward (i.e. initiate 
development activity) until utilities were extended.  Extension of utilities, unfortunately, has been 
delayed. The current applicant is seeking to modify what was originally approved back in 2018 and has 
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indicated a willingness to take a lead in extending the necessary utilities to serve the project consistent 
with County and Town agreements.  Their request, however, only involves two of the parcels that were 
part of the MPD-CZ for Settlers Point as approved by the County in 2018. 
 

The request currently under review does not involve the eight parcels east of Old NC Highway 86 zoned 
MPD-CZ (i.e. District 2 of Settlers Point).  Staff has assumed responsibility for addressing the zoning of 
these parcels.  This proposal was reviewed at the PlŀƴƴƛƴƎ .ƻŀǊŘΩǎ !ǳƎǳǎǘ рΣ нлнл ƳŜŜǘƛƴƎ ǿƘŜǊŜ ǘƘŜ 
Board voted unanimously to recommend approval to the Board of County Commissioners (BOCC).  
 

If the current MPD-CZ application (i.e. RTLP) is not approved, development can move forward consistent 
with the existing MPD-CZ (i.e. Settlers Point). If the current application under review is approved, the 
previous proposal approved in 2018 (i.e. the Settlers Point MPD-CZ) is simply rescinded. 
 

2.5 How does the RTLP project compare with the previously approved Settlers Point MPD-CZ? 
The following chart compares and contrasts the proposed RTLP MPD-CZ with the Settlers Point MPD-CZ, 
approved in January 2018. In addition, the chart compares the Settlers Point MPD-CZ and the proposed 
RTLP MPD-CZ with the initial zoning of the site, Economic Development Hillsborough Research and 
Manufacturing (EDH-5) District.  
 

 Settlers Point (Approved) RTLP (Proposed) EDH-5 Zoning 

Project Size 

195 acres (8,494,200 sq. ft.) as 
follows: 
- District 1: 149 acres (+/-) 
- District 2: 46 acres (+/-) 

161 acres (7,013,160 sq. ft.) of 
property 

N/A 

Floor Area Ratio (FAR) ς 
the maximum floor area 

permitted for each 
square foot of land area 

- District 1: 1,248,000 sq. ft. of 
building area ς roughly 8,375 sq. 
ft. of floor area per acre 
- District 2: 261,800 sq. ft. of 
building area ς roughly 5,700 sq. 
ft. of floor area per acre 

2,250,000 sq. ft. of building area 
proposed ς roughly 14,000 sq. 
ft. of floor area per acre 

0.65 or 28,314 sq. ft. of 
floor area per acre of 
property 
 

Minimum Required Open 
Space 

81.6 acres (30% of project) 1 41 acres (25% of project) 

Minimum Open Space 
Ratio of 0.40 or 17,424 
sq. ft. of open space 
area per acre of 
property2 

Minimum Required 
Pedestrian/Landscape 

Ratio 

Pedestrian paths developed 
throughout the project ς 
required landscaping part of 
open space 

Pedestrian paths developed 
throughout the project ς 
required landscaping part of 
open space 

0.05 or 2,178 sq. ft. of 
pedestrian access 
and/or landscaped area 
per acre of property 

Maximum Allowable 
Height 

60 ft. 11  60 ft. 

40 ft. (additional height 
allowed with increased 
front and side yard 
setbacks ς up to 60 ft.) 

Stormwater 

Project approval indicated 
compliance with applicable 
County standards detailed in 
Section 6.14 of the UDO.  This 
would include compliance with 
nutrient reduction standards 

Applicant indicates Project will 
comply with applicably County 
standards detailed in Section 
6.14 of the UDO.  This would 
include compliance with 
nutrient reduction standards 

Compliance with UDO 
required 
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 Settlers Point (Approved) RTLP (Proposed) EDH-5 Zoning 

Erosion Control County standards (Section 6.15) County standards (Section 6.15) 
Compliance with UDO 
required 

Setbacks  
(structures) 

Perimeter 
(external 

to 
project) 

100 ft. (non EDD zoned 
property) 

100 ft. building setback and 50 
ft. parking lot/access road 
setback (western/southern 
property line) 
50 ft. setback (eastern property 
line) 
 

N/A3 

Setbacks  

External 
Road 

50 ft. 
25 ft. (Service Drive) 
100 ft. (Davis Road) 

N/A 

Front 25 ft. (internal roads) Not specified 50 ft. 

Side 25 ft. Not specified 20 ft. 

Rear 25 ft. Not specified 40 ft. 

Land Use Buffers 

- 100 ft. perimeter buffer 
- 50 ft. buffer along Old NC 
Highway 86 
- 25 ft. buffer along Service Road 
- 30% of a buildings perimeter 
shall be landscaped 

- 50 ft. buffer along western and 
southern property lines 
- 25 ft. buffer along eastern 
property line 
- 25 ft. buffer along Service Road 
and Davis Road 
- 20% of a buildings perimeter 
shall be landscaped 

-100 ft. perimeter buffer 
for adjacent properties 
not zoned EDD 
-Buffers based on land 
use, range from 20 ft. to 
100 ft. (Interstate 
Highway ς MTC buffer) 

Parking 

Overall parking standard:  1 
space for every 300 sq. ft. of 
building area 

Overall parking standard:  1 
space per 750 sq. ft. of office 
space and 1 space per 3,000 sq. 
ft. of additional indoor area 

Parking based on land 
use ς range would 
require: 
- Retail and Office:  1 
space for every 200 sq. 
ft. gross floor area; 
- Manufacturing:  1 
space per employee on 
largest shift; 
- Delivery Service:  1 
space for every 
employee on max shift 
plus 1 space per 800 sq. 
ft. of gross floor area 

Major Transportation 
Corridor (MTC) Overlay 
District (requires 100 ft. 

buffer along the 
Interstate) 

Project would comply with 
Section 6.6.4 (A) (5), which 
allows for a 50% break in the 
required buffer along the 
Interstate frontage 

Applicant indicates project will 
comply with Section 6.6.4 (A) 
(5), which allows for a 50% 
break in the required buffer 
along the Interstate frontage 

A break in the MTC 
buffer is permitted 
consistent with Section 
6.6.4 (A) (5) of the UDO 

1: This included property east of Old NC Highway 86 in what was District 2. 2: Per the Article 10 Definitions of the UDO, the open space ration area includes: parking and 
vehicular access areas and it can also include balconies, and roofs improved for recreation 3: Per Section 6.8.12 (C) of the UDO, a 100 ft. vegetative buffer is required to be 
provided at the boundary of all Economic Development Districts (EDDs). 



 

7 
 

3. Public Participation 
3.1 Was the public notified and included in the review process for the proposed RTLP MPD-
CZ? 
Yes. Throughout the planning review process, Orange County residents have been included and 
welcomed to voice their concerns and provide comments. Public notifications were provided as required 
by State Law and the Orange County Unified Development Ordinance. The table below details public 
notification and participation throughout the process. In addition, the third column in green illustrates 
Orange County requirements for rezoning requests which exceed State law requirements. Throughout 
the process Orange County staff has operated transparently and communicated with residents via email 
and phone. 

Public Notification Requirements for Rezoning Applications: RTLP 

 State Requirements   

(NC GS 153A-343) 

Orange County Requirements 

(Unified Development Ordinance) 
RTLP Project 

Neighborhood 
Information 

Meeting 
(NIM) 

- Not a required process 
- A Neighborhood Information 
aŜŜǘƛƴƎ ŘƻŜǎƴΩǘ ƛƴǾƻƭǾŜ ŀ ǇǳōƭƛŎ 
body, so notice requirements under 
the Open Meetings law do not 
apply. 

- Required per UDO Sec. 2.9.2 (D) 
- Applicant must mail notices to each 
property owner within 1,000 ft. of the 
subject property 
 - Notice must include date and time of 
NIM 
- Notice must be mailed at least 14 days 
prior to NIM 
- Applicant must post a sign on the 
subject property at least 10 days prior to 
NIM 

- On June 30, 2020, the applicant 
mailed out meeting notices to 
property owners within 1,000 ft. of 
the RTLP parcels. 
-  On June 30, 2020, Planning staff 
posted meeting notice signs on the 
subject parcels. The signs included 
specific project details in keeping 
with a previous request from the 
BOCC regarding notification signs. 
-  On July 15, 2020, the applicant 
hosted a virtual Neighborhood 
Information Meeting. 

Planning 
Board 
Review 

- State law does not require the 
Planning Board to receive public 
comments.  
- Notification of any meeting of the 
Planning Board for business must 
follow NC GS § 143-318.12, Public 
Notice of Official Meetings.  
-The statute does not require 
sending meeting notices to 
individual property owners.  
- ¢ƘŜ /ƻǳƴǘȅ Ƴǳǎǘ ƪŜŜǇ ǘƘŜ .ƻŀǊŘΩǎ 
regular meeting schedule on file 
with the Clerk to the BOCC and on 
the website. If the Board is to hold 
an official meeting at a different 
time or place than previously 
scheduled, public notice is 
required. 

- Public comment accepted per UDO Sec. 
2.8.8 (A).  
- Same notification requirements as for 
the public hearing per UDO Sec. 2.8.7. 
See below. 

- The Planning Board held two 
meetings (August 5th and August 
19th).  
- Meeting notices were mailed on 
July 20th and the notification sign 
was posted on July 24th. 
- The Planning Board announced in 
open session at the August 5th 
meeting that the meeting would 
continue on August 19th at 7 pm. As 
such, re-advertising was not 
required per NC GS § 143-318.12 
(b) (1). 
- All public comments provided to 
Orange County Planning staff prior 
to commencement of the August 19 
meeting were compiled and made 
available to the Planning Board.  

BOCC  
Hearing 

- The following notifications must 
occur between 10-25 days before 
the hearing. 
- Mail hearing notices via first class 
mail to abutting property owners.  
- Post a hearing notice sign on the 
subject parcels.  

- The following notifications must occur 
between 10-25 days before the hearing: 
- Mail notices via first class mail to 
property owners within 1,000 ft. of the 
proposed rezoning and via certified mail 
to the owner of the subject property.  

- This FAQ document was produced 
before public hearing notices were 
due to be mailed. Staff will follow 
the regulations consistent with the 
UDO and State law. 
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- Publish an ad in a local newspaper 
of general circulation. The ad must 
run twice (once a week for two 
consecutive weeks).  
- The Board may limit the maximum 
time allotted to each speaker (NC 
GS § 153A-52). 
- The hearing must occur during a 
properly noticed meeting of the 
BOCC.   
- ¢ƘŜ /ƻǳƴǘȅ Ƴǳǎǘ ƪŜŜǇ ǘƘŜ .ƻŀǊŘΩǎ 
regular meeting schedule on file 
with the Clerk to the BOCC and on 
the website. If the Board is to hold 
an official meeting at a different 
time or place than previously 
scheduled, public notice is 
required. 

- Post a hearing notice sign on the 
subject parcels.  
- Publish an ad in a local newspaper of 
general circulation. The ad must run 
twice (once a week for two consecutive 
weeks).  
 

Additional 
Notification 

Methods 

- Not required - Not required 

- Staff posted the application 
materials on the Orange County 
tƭŀƴƴƛƴƎ ǿŜōǎƛǘŜ ǳƴŘŜǊ ά/ǳǊǊŜƴǘ 
LƴǘŜǊŜǎǘ tǊƻƧŜŎǘǎέ ƻƴ Wǳƭȅ фΣ нлнлΦ 

 

3.2 Why was this proposal reviewed during the COVID pandemic? 
Initial discussions regarding the RTLP MPD-CZ, including a pre-submittal meeting with Orange County 
staff, commenced in January 2020. In mid-March 2020 the COVID pandemic began impacting Orange 
County. On March 13, 2020 Orange County declared a State of Emergency related to the national 
emergency created by the pandemic which directed all Orange County advisory boards to cease in-
person meetings to reduce chances of virus transmission. On June 16, the Orange County Board of 
Commissioners authorized the Manager to allow a remote meeting for an advisory board when a 
meeting is immediately necessary to further County business and allow individual members to attend 
remotely at any other time.  
 

On June 5, 2020 Terra Equity Incorporated, applicant, submitted a full application requesting to rezone 
three parcels west of Old NC Highway 86/south of Interstate 40 to Master Plan Development 
Conditional Zoning (MPD-CZ) District.  Once a complete application is received, Orange County Planning 
staff must adhere with Sections 2.8 and 2.9.2 and proceed with the review process based on our 
adopted Unified Development Ordinance and public hearing schedules. Orange County Planning staff 
does not have the authority to reject a completed application or delay the review process. Orange 
County recognized from the beginning the need to operate transparently throughout this process in 
these unforeseen times. This included conducting a virtual Neighborhood Information Meeting, two 
virtual Planning Board meetings, posting signs, mailing Planning Board and Public Hearing notifications, 
publicizing legal ads in local newspapers, communicating with residents through email and phone, and 
reviewing and compiling all comments received from the public in order to provide to our Planning 
Board members (prior to the August 19 Planning Board meeting).  
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4. Transportation Planning 
4.1 Will the proposed RTLP project create 200 trips per hour resulting in a tractor-trailer 
entering or exiting the site every 15 seconds? 
No. According to the Traffic Impact Assessment (TIA), provided as a part of the development package, 
the total estimated daily trips to the site total 3,648 trips (table provided below).   

 
Á Vehicle counts include all vehicles entering and exiting the site including, but not limited to, 

workforce commuter vehicles, visitor vehicles, and commercial vehicles of varying sizes (including 
trucks). 

Á With a total of 3,648 estimated trips, it is improbable for 200 tractor trailers per hour to be 
entering and existing the site every hour continuously. 

4.2 How much traffic is expected to be using Davis Road to enter the site? 
!ŎŎƻǊŘƛƴƎ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ ŎƻƴǎǳƭǘŀƴǘΩǎ ¢L! {ǳǇǇƭŜƳŜƴǘ ŦǊƻƳ !ǳƎǳǎǘ рΣ нлнлΣ ŀƭƳƻǎǘ ŀƭƭ ŎƻƳƳŜǊŎƛŀƭ ǾŜƘƛŎƭŜǎ ǿƛƭƭ 
enter via the Service Road on the North end of the project site, and most vehicles that enter Driveway D 
from Davis Road will be employees in personal vehicles. 
Á The TIA Supplement anticipates 24 vehicles entering Driveway D in the morning with 81 vehicles 

continuing westbound along Davis Road. 
Á The TIA Supplement also anticipates eight vehicles entering Driveway D in the afternoon with 176 

vehicles continuing westbound along Davis Road.   
Á In the same TIA Supplement, it is acknowledged, all traffic exiting the site that intends to access I-40 

from Old NC 86 will have to turn left out Driveway D onto Davis Road. 
 

4.3 What impacts may this project have regarding vehicles per hour during peak times in the 
morning and afternoon? 
The table below looks at peak AM and peak PM vehicle estimates for vehicles that will run the entirety 
of Davis Road (past the proposed Driveway D at the development).  The anticipated change in traffic 
during peak periods is marginal. 

Existing Traffic Volume on 
Davis Road 

2023 No Build Traffic Volumes 
(RTLP site remains vacant) 

2023 Build Traffic Volumes 
(RTLP site is developed) 

West Bound 
AM 

West Bound 
PM 

West Bound 
AM 

West Bound 
PM 

West Bound 
AM 

West Bound 
PM 

78 171 81 176 85 188 

East Bound 
AM 

East Bound 
PM 

East 
Bound  AM 

East Bound 
PM 

East Bound 
AM 

East Bound 
PM 

170 91 176 94 188 98 

 

4.4 Does the NCDOT roadway classification for Davis Road limit access for residential uses 
only?  
No. Davis Road (SR-1129) is a NCDOT public road that is available for public use, not a private road 
limited to residential traffic only. Davis Road is functionally classified as a local road with a maximum 
capacity of approximately 9,000 vehicles per day based on Average Annual Daily Traffic (AADT), a 
measure of traffic volume. Local roads are smaller branches of arterial roads and provide basic access 
between residential and commercial properties; they also connect with higher order arterials, including 
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highways. The road lane widths for Davis Road are 10 feet, the speed limit is 45 MPH, and NCDOT 
maintains the roadway. 
 

4.5 LǎƴΩǘ 5ŀǾƛǎ wƻŀŘ ŎƭƻǎŜ ǘƻ ōŜƛƴƎ ƻǾŜǊ ŎŀǇŀŎƛǘȅ? 
No. Based on regional modeling and the 
consultanǘΩǎ ǊŜǇƻǊǘΣ 5ŀǾƛǎ wƻŀŘ ƛǎ ŎǳǊǊŜƴǘƭȅ ǳƴŘŜǊ 
capacity and able to withstand increased traffic 
volume in the future. Based on regional 
modeling, even if the entire region were to fully 
develop, Davis road would not hit its 9,000 
vehicles per day based on its AADT threshold.  
 

4.6 What is the NCDOT roadway classification for Old NC 86? 
Old NC 86 (SR 1009) is an NCDOT public road that is available for public use. It is functionally classified as 
a minor arterial road with a maximum capacity of approximately 10,000 vehicles per day according to 
the Average Annual Daily Traffic (AADT), a measure of traffic volume. Minor arterial roads are roads that 
connect rural areas with principal arterial roads, such as highways. Minor arterial roads have lower 
speed limits and fewer lanes that are narrower than principal arterial roads. The road lane widths for the 
section of Old NC 86 near the project is 11 feet, the speed limit is 45 MPH, and NCDOT maintains the 
roadway. Old NC 86 (the section by the project) is a part of the North Carolina Scenic Byways program 
(Scots-Welch Heritage), which is honorary in nature.  There is no regulatory component or preemptive 
development restrictions associated with this recognition. 
 

4.7 Is Old NC 86 currently overcapacity?  
No. Based on reƎƛƻƴŀƭ ƳƻŘŜƭƛƴƎ ŀƴŘ ǘƘŜ ŎƻƴǎǳƭǘŀƴǘΩǎ ǊŜǇƻǊǘΣ hƭŘ b/ ус ƛǎ ŎǳǊǊŜƴǘƭȅ ǳƴŘŜǊ ŎŀǇŀŎƛǘȅ ŀƴŘ 
able to withstand increased traffic volume in the future. The Orange County Board of County 
Commissioners approved Old NC 86 for modernization in February 2019 as an Orange County priority, 
and the project has been submitted 
ŦƻǊ ǘƘŜ ǎǘŀǘŜΩǎ {ǘǊŀǘŜƎƛŎ tǊƛƻǊƛǘƛȊŀǘƛƻƴ 
of Transportation (SPOT) process.  If 
funded, this project could increase 
capacity along this segment of Old NC 
86 to approximately 14,000 vehicles 
per day based on AADT. 
 

4.8   What future roadway improvements are planned for Old NC 86 and Davis Road? 
According to the Durham-Chapel Hill-/ŀǊǊōƻǊƻ aŜǘǊƻǇƻƭƛǘŀƴ tƭŀƴƴƛƴƎ hǊƎŀƴƛȊŀǘƛƻƴΩǎ /ƻƳǇǊŜƘŜƴǎƛǾŜ 
Transportation Plan and associated maps, there is an on-road categorization of "needs improvement" 
along Davis Road connecting Old Turner Road to Old NC 86 for bicycle improvements.  This section of 
roadway calls for a 4-foot paved shoulder. 
Á In the same Comprehensive Transportation Plan (CTP), there is an on-road categorƛȊŀǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ άƴŜŜŘǎ 
ƛƳǇǊƻǾŜƳŜƴǘέ ŀƭƻƴƎ hƭŘ b/ ус ŦƻǊ ŀ ōƛŎȅŎƭŜ ƭŀƴŜ ƻǊ ŎƻƴǎƛŘŜǊŀǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ ŀƴ ŀƭǘŜǊƴŀǘƛǾŜ Ƴǳƭǘƛ-use path 

Á In the same CTP, there is an on-ǊƻŀŘ ŎŀǘŜƎƻǊƛȊŀǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ άǊŜŎƻƳƳŜƴŘŜŘέ ŀƭƻƴƎ 5ŀǾƛǎ wƻŀŘ ǘƻ hǊŀƴƎŜ 
Grove Road for a future transit path 

Á AccordiƴƎ ǘƻ ¢ǊƛŀƴƎƭŜ !ǊŜŀ wǳǊŀƭ tƭŀƴƴƛƴƎ hǊƎŀƴƛȊŀǘƛƻƴΩǎ /ƻƳǇǊŜƘŜƴǎƛǾŜ ¢ǊŀƴǎǇƻǊǘŀǘƛƻƴ tƭŀƴ ŀƴŘ 
associated maps, there are no scheduled bicycle facilities nor pedestrian facilities along Davis Road 
or Old NC 86. 

Á The lane width along Davis Road is 10-feet per lane (20-feet total); the right-of-way in the area is 60-
feet. Looking at the current Orange County Bike Map/Brochure, neither Davis Road nor Old NC 86 
are categorized as any of the four recognized/signed routes (Perimeter Route, Mountains to Sea 



 

11 
 

Trail Bike Route, E/W Route, N/S Route) nor is either roadway aligned to greenway trails, unsigned 
connector routes or any other indication that would currently assign these roads multi-modal 
responsibility. 

Á The 1999 Orange County Bicycle Transportation Plan and the associate map do not assign any 
ǎǇŜŎƛŀƭ ŎŀǘŜƎƻǊƛȊŀǘƛƻƴ όǎǳŎƘ ŀǎ άǎŎŜƴƛŎέύ ǘƻ 5ŀǾƛǎ wƻŀŘΦ 

Á Old NC 86 (the section by the project) is a part of the North Carolina Scenic Byways program (Scots-
Welch Heritage), which is honorary in nature.  There is no regulatory component or preemptive 
development restrictions associated with this recognition. 

Á According to the turning plan in the first TIA submission, the westbound lane on Davis Road was 
labeled as a shared through/right turn and the eastbound lane on Davis Road was labeled as a 
shared through/left turn lane.  The existing 60-foot right-of-way is sufficient for the above-
recommended improvements. 
 

4.9 How does the traffic impacts compare to other land uses? 
The table below shows traffic generated from different land use types for the purpose of comparison.  
The total number of generated vehicle trips with the facilities listed in the table is estimated to be 
36,194 trips, or 992% (nearly ten times) the amount of traffic as compared to the proposed RTLP design.  
The warehouse-style land use that is proposed for RTLP is far less intensive from a vehicle trip 
standpoint. 
 

Description/ITE Code 
Unit of 

Measure 
Expected 

Units 

Total Generated Trips Total Distribution of Generated Trips 

Daily AM PM 
AM 
in 

AM 
out 

Pass
-by 

PM 
in 

PM 
out 

Pass  
-by 

Discount Supermarket 
(854)  

Sq. Feet 180,000 16,355 455 1,501 203 147 105 578 578 345 

Supermarket (850)  Sq. Feet 49,000 5,010 167 465 66 41 60 152 146 167 

Factory Outlet Center 
(823)  

Sq. Feet 317,000 8,429 212 726 155 57 0 341 385 0 

Home Improvement 
Superstore (862)  

Sq. Feet 110,000 3,381 164 256 49 37 79 65 68 123 

Arts & Crafts Store (879)  Sq. Feet 18,300 1,035 85 114 42 43 0 52 61 0 

Fast Food with Drive Thru 
(934)  

Sq. Feet 4,000 1,984 182 131 46 45 91 34 31 65 
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4.10 Will traffic, specifically 

tractor-trailers, entering and 

exiting the proposed RTLP 

project be utilizing New Hope 

Church Road to access 

Interstate 40? 
No. The proposed RTLP site was 
originally identified for economic 
development due to its close 
proximity and easy access to 
Interstate 40 via Old NC 86.  
 

The proposed RTLP project site is 
approximately 0.69 from the Old 
NC 86 and Interstate 40 
interchange.  
 

The proposed RTLP project site is 
approximately 3.77 miles from 
the New Hope Church Road and 
Interstate 40 interchange.  
  

4.11 How do the traffic 
impacts resulting from the 
proposed RTLP MPD-CZ 
compare with the traffic 
impacts resulting from the 
approved Settlers Point MPD-
CZ? 
Based on land uses and square 
footage of the two proposals, the 
proposed RTLP MPD-CZ will 
generate less daily trips (3,648 estimated daily trips) than the approved Settlers Point MPD-CZ (12,625 
ŜǎǘƛƳŀǘŜŘ Řŀƛƭȅ ǘǊƛǇǎύΦ  {ŜǘǘƭŜǊΩǎ tƻƛƴǘ ǿŀǎ ŜǎǘƛƳŀǘŜŘ ǘƻ ƘŀǾŜ оΦр ǘƛƳŜǎ ǘƘŜ ŀƳƻǳƴǘ ƻŦ ǘǊŀŦŦƛŎ ƛƳǇŀŎǘ ŀǎ 
RTLP is proposed to have. 
 

The proposed RTLP development is comprised of 2.25 million square feet of warehouse with a total daily 
trip count estimated to be 3,648 vehicles.  The table below comes from the RTLP TIA. 

 
.ȅ ŎƻƳǇŀǊƛǎƻƴΣ {ŜǘǘƭŜǊΩǎ tƻƛƴǘ ŎƻƴǎƛǎǘŜŘ ƻŦ фллΣллл ǎǉǳŀǊŜ ŦŜŜǘ ƻŦ ǿŀǊŜƘƻǳǎƛƴg, 50,000 square feet of 
general office, a 200-room hotel, a 58,800 square foot shopping center and a few different restaurants 
ranging from 5,000 ς 8,000 square feet in size.  It had an estimated daily trip count of 12,625 vehicles. 
The table below comes ŦǊƻƳ ǘƘŜ {ŜǘǘƭŜǊΩǎ tƻƛƴǘ ¢L!. 
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4.12 What are the assumptions in determining future traffic counts and impacts? 
The Triangle Regional Model takes the following assumptions into account when estimating future 
traffic volumes: 
Á Population and employment projections to 2045 in Orange, Wake Chatham and surrounding 

counties with a base assumption of 100% maximum growth based on current land uses 
Á All current and future federally and regionally-funded transportation projects are completed 
Á All existing and committed road improvement projects are completed 
Á All future transportation projects from 2025 ς 2045 are completed 
Á Any data, analysis, alternative scenarios and results are checked by multiple sources including 

Triangle J Council of Governments, UNC Chapel Hill, Durham-Chapel Hill-Carrboro Municipal 
Planning Organization and Capital Area Metropolitan Planning Organization. 

 

4.13 What type of scenarios were explored regarding access to the proposed RTLP project?  
Throughout the design and review process, three scenarios were explored by the applicant, NCDOT, and 
Orange County staff, as detailed below: 
Á Scenario A - Full stop-control access at Service Road/Old NC 86 

The original Traffic Impact Assessment submitted called for this intersection to be stop controlled 
with a left turn (northbound) and a right turn (southbound) on the Service Road.  There was concern 
from NCDOT that traffic backing up at the on-ramp to I-40 East would cause issues with using this 
section, and instead, suggested that traffic be re-routed to Davis Road or configured to allow more 
storage on the Service Road as well as on Old NC 86 northbound. 

Á Scenario B - Full stop-control access at Davis Road/Driveway D (Currently proposed) 
Based on NCDOT comments with criteria for developing the Service Road exit, the developer chose 
to change the Service Road to a right in/right out only and to push all traffic leaving the site toward 
I-40 to utilize Davis Road.  The proposal is for traffic to leave Driveway D with a left turn on Davis 
Road and then a left at the signalized junction with Old NC 86 to approach I-40. 

Á Scenario C - Signalized light at Service Road/Old NC 86 
A proposal was suggested to turn the junction of the Service Road/Old NC 86 to a full signalized 
intersection instead of a stop-controlled intersection, but based on pushback from 
businesses/residences along Old NC 86, this option was not pursued. 


























