
 
AGENDA

Monday, September 26, 2022: 3:00 PM
Town Council Work Session 

C. Michael Haney Community Room:  Southern Pines Police Department
450 W. Pennsylvania Ave

 

1. CALL TO ORDER
 

2. TOWN MANAGER’S COMMENTS
 

3. PUBLIC HEARINGS
 

  

a. Continued Public Hearing for PD-04-22: St. John Paul CDP
Mr. Pete Bogle of Bogle Firm Architecture has submitted an application for a Planned Development 
District – Conceptual Development Plan to allow a private school, athletic fields, cemetery, rectory and 
religious institution. The subject parcels are currently zoned RE (Rural Estate). This is a continuation of a 
public hearing that was originally opened on April 12, 2022 and has been continued multiple times at 
the request of both the applicant and neighbors.

4. ACTION ITEMS
 

  
a. Consider Written Decision for PD-10-22: Morganton Park North Phase 9

Staff has prepared a formal Written Decision document for the application PD-10-22 Morganton Park 
North that was approved by the Town Council at the September 13th, 2022 Regular Meeting.

  

b. Consider Lease Agreement with Go Pines, LLC for Electric Vehicle Charging Stations
Staff has worked with local business Go Pines, LLC, to develop a lease agreement to provide the 
infrastructure for electric vehicle charging stations at Reservoir Park as well as in the downtown district 
(Bennett St. parking lot). Notice of the proposed lease has been provided in accordance with NCGS 
§160A-272.

5. COUNCIL UPDATES AND DISCUSSION
 

  
a. Discussion Regarding Planning Department Protocol 

Update regarding Planning Recommendations on applications and possible Council action

  
b. Code of Ordinances Administrative Updates: Library Fee Schedule

As part of the administrative updates to the Town's Code of Ordinances, staff has reviewed the Library's 
fee schedule, located in Chapter 98. Staff will review the recommended revisions.

  

c. Code of Ordinances Administrative Updates: Public Works Fee Schedule
As part of the administrative updates to the Town's Code of Ordinances, staff has reviewed the Public 
Works fee schedule, located in Chapter 50. This is not a schedule that is generally assessed to the 
general public, but rather when the department has to perform billable work and the Town's expenses 
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should be recouped. Staff will share some approaches with how an update could be addressed for this 
schedule.

  

d. Solid Waste Contract
Staff released an RFP for solid waste services, as the current contract with GFL expires on June 30, 2023. 
GFL submitted a proposal and Republic submitted a "no bid," stating they were uncomfortable with the 
volume of yard debris that must be collected and disposed through this contract. After reviewing GFL's 
submittal, staff recommends entering into negotiations with GFL to finalize a five-year contract to begin 
July 1, 2023. Staff will share details of GFL's proposal, including pricing and some anticipated changes to 
service.

  

e. Revenue Replacement Projects
During the Town Council's retreat for the FY 22-23, it was agreed that Council would revisit a number of 
capital projects this fall for possible funding from the ARPA revenue replacement. Staff will provide the 
most recent updates and recommendations.

6. ADJOURNMENT
 

Meetings/work sessions of the Southern Pines Town Council are now available on the Town’s YouTube channel. Video of the Town Council 
meetings will be live streamed on the channel for viewing either during the meetings or after they have concluded. Please note, the video is 
provided only for the purposes of viewing the meetings; public comments or questions are not accepted via the live stream. To receive 
notifications when new content is published, please “subscribe” to the Town’s channel at https://bit.ly/3hXx2Qk
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Agenda Item 
 
   To:  Reagan Parsons, Town Manager 
 

From:  BJ Grieve, Planning Director 
     
Subject: PD-04-22: Planned Development District - Conceptual 

Development Plan for 42.2+/- acres on the north side of 
Camp Easter Road between Pine Barrens Vista and 
McDeeds Creek Road 

  
   Date:  September 26, 2022 

 
I. SUMMARY OF APPLICATION REQUEST: 

 
Mr. Pete Bogle of Bogle Firm Architecture, on behalf of Very Reverend John J. Forbes, 
VF, has submitted a Planned Development District – Conceptual Development Plan 
application pursuant to §2.18.4 of the Town of Southern Pines Unified Development 
Ordinance (UDO) to allow a private school, athletic fields, cemetery, rectory and religious 
institution as the permitted land uses. The subject parcels are currently zoned RE (Rural 
Estate).  The owner of the parcel identified as PIN 858315538280 (PARID 00038409) is 
listed as Michael F. Burbidge, Bishop of the Roman Catholic Diocese of Raleigh, North 
Carolina; and the owner of the parcels identified as PIN 858315635655 (PARID 00991755) 
and PIN 858315635197 (PARID 10001608) is listed as F. Joseph Gossman, Bishop of the 
Catholic Diocese of Raleigh. 

 
II. TOWN COUNCIL REVIEW & ACTION (Since April, 2022): 

 
On April 12, 2022 a public hearing was held by the Southern Pines Town Council regarding 
the proposed rezoning to PD-Planned Development. After opening the public hearing, the 
Town Council heard a brief presentation about the application from planning staff and 
planning staff distributed written comments that had been received prior to the hearing. 
The Town Council then heard a presentation by Mr.Pete Bogle on behalf of the applicants. 
Following Mr. Bogle’s presentation, Mr. Thomas Van Camp also spoke on behalf of the 
applicant. Three members of the public then spoke before Mr. Andy Petesch, speaking on 
behalf of the Curry family, requested a continuance due to the late hour and amount of 
detail provided in Mr. Bogle’s presentation. Those in attendance were given an opportunity 
to speak, and the Town Council heard from one additional member of the public before 
voting 5-0 to continue the hearing to May 10. Mr. Thomas Van Camp then spoke again. 
 
Details of the April 12, 2022 public hearing are available in the Town Council’s minutes 
of that meeting. A copy of Mr. Pete Bogle’s presentation to the Town Council, including 
the changes to the CDP presented at the April 12, 2022 hearing by the applicants, was 
attached to previous versions of this report for the Town Council’s reference.  
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On May 10, 2022, the public hearing regarding the proposed rezoning to PD-Planned 
Development was reconvened. Two residents of the adjoining Pine Barrens subdivision 
spoke in opposition to the project. Mr. Andrew Petesch, an attorney with Curry, Sullivan 
& Bissett spoke at length in opposition to the project on behalf of his client, a resident of 
Pine Barrens. Mr. Petesch submitted a 20-page document to the Town Council containing 
a summary of his client’s opposition to the project and an analysis of the UDO and CLRP. 
Mr. Tom Van Camp, of Van Camp, Meacham & Newman spoke on behalf of the 
applicants, followed by Father John Forbes (applicant representative). Finally, Dr. Tom 
Daniel spoke regarding horse behavior and the importance of horse country. Finally, Mr. 
Pete Bogle, presenting the applicants, was asked by the Town Council if he, his clients and 
Mr. Van Camp would please work with Mr. Petesch and the residents of Pine Barrens that 
he represents, to resolve some of the outstanding issues and come to agreement. Both sides 
agreed to this, and requested a continuance to the June 14, 2022 Town Council regular 
business meeting. The Town Council granted this request.  
 
Details of the May 10, 2022 public hearing are available in the Town Council’s minutes of 
that meeting. A copy of Mr. Andrew Petesch’s presentation to the Town Council, as well 
as Mr. Bogle’s revised CDP application document, has been added to the attachments to 
this report, along with all other previous documentation from the original application and 
the April 12, 2022 hearing, for the Town Council’s reference. 
 
On May 18, 2022 Planning staff received a revised copy of the application form for PD-
04-22. The revised application form specifically excludes high schools as a possible use 
and ensures consistency of proposed allowable land uses with those already listed in 
Section 5.1 of the proposed CDP text. On May 26, 2022, Planning staff was informed by 
Messrs. Bogle and Petesch that a mediation meeting between the parties had been 
scheduled for June 6, 2022 and that no new information or CDP text or map modifications 
would be submitted prior to that date. Since the deadline for staff reports and packets for 
the June 14, 2022 Town Council meeting was June 1, 2022, additional information 
regarding mediation efforts was not included in the packet for the June 14, 2022 continued 
public hearing. 
 
On June 7, 2022, Planning staff received a written request from Pete Bogle and Tom 
VanCamp, representing the applicant, for a continuance from the June 14, 2022 Town 
Council meeting to the July Town Council meeting. At the June 14, 2022 Town Council 
meeting, this request for an additional continuance was granted. 
 
On June 29, 2022, Planning staff received an email from Pete Bogle, representing the 
applicant, requesting an additional continuance from the July 12, 2022 Town Council 
meeting to the August 9, 2022 Town Council meeting. The reason for the additional 
continuance was to continue to work in good faith with neighbors towards an amicable 
resolution of their concerns. Recent correspondence as a result of attempts at mediation 
had introduced new issues needing additional time to resolve. Planning staff informed Mr. 
Bogle that the Town Council would be made aware of the additional continuance request 
at the July 6, 2022 Agenda Meeting so that a formal decision regarding a continuance of 

Page 4 of 265



the public hearing could be made at the July 12, 2022 Town Council meeting. An additional 
continuance was granted at the July 12, 2022 Town Council meeting. 
 
On July 26, 2022, Planning staff contacted Pete Bogle via email asking if the applicants 
had any additional information to be submitted for inclusion in the staff report and packet 
for PD-04-22. Mr. Bogle responded on the same day that the applicants planned to make a 
presentation at the August 9, 2022 meeting, but that no additional materials would be 
submitted prior to the meeting. After the staff report was completed, on July 29, 2022, upon 
planning staff’s request, the applicant provided planning staff with the latest version of a 
CDP site plan that was the result of ongoing mediation with neighbors. A copy of this July 
29, 2022 working version of the CDP site plan was attached to previous versions of this 
report for reference. 
 
On August 3, 2022, Mr. Petesch (the attorney with Curry, Sullivan & Bissett representing 
neighbors of the proposed development) emailed planning staff to inform the town that he 
would be requesting the Town Council grant another continuance on behalf of his clients. 
After some email correspondence between Mr. Petesch, Mr. Bogle and planning staff, on 
August 5, 2022 the applicants agreed to support a request for a continuance to the 
September 13, 2022 Town Council Regular Meeting. At the August 13, 2022 Town 
Council Regular Meeting application #PD-04-22 was continued again to the September 13, 
2022 Regular Meeting.  
 
On August 30, 2022, planning staff contacted the applicants to ask if any additional 
materials should be added to the application packet. Mr. Bogle responded that everything 
the applicants wished to provide in support of their application would be presented at the 
September 13, 2022 Town Council Regular Meeting. Any information received by 
planning staff from applicants, neighbors, or anyone else in regards to PD-04-22 following 
completion of the staff report on August 30, 2022 will be provided to the Town Council at 
the September 13, 2022 continued public hearing.  
 
On September 13, 2022, the Town Council reconvened the public hearing on PD-04-22. 
Mr. Bogle (at this point, we know the characters of this story) reviewed the final revisions 
to the CDP site plan made since the last hearing. A copy of the list from which Mr. Bogle 
was reading is attached to this staff report, as well as a copy of the final CDP text and maps 
as presented to Town Council on September 13, 2022. After reviewing the many changes 
made by the applicants, Mr. Bogle asked for Town Council’s approval and concluded his 
presentation. Mr. Petesch began a Powerpoint deck (attached to this report), then 
introduced Mr. Kiker again, who presented his own Powerpoint deck (attached to this 
report) and spoke at length about his remaining concerns with CLRP consistency, 
development scale, noise and what he thinks would be an appropriate development. At this 
point, a fair bit of continued back and forth with Reverend Forbes and Messrs. Bogle and 
Petesch took place. At the end, Jamie Pecha who lives on Camp Easter Road addressed the 
Town Council in support of the project because of the overall greater good she believes it 
will bring to the neighborhood. The Town Council really wants the folks on Camp Easter 
Road to sort this all out themselves, so a motion was made and seconded to continue the 
hearing to the September 26, 2022 Work Session and the motion passed unanimously. 
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On September 19, 2022, Mr. Bogle emailed planning staff with a variety of attachments to 
forward to Town Council. A copy of the email listing and explaining the attachments, as 
well as the attachments, are all attached to this report. The text of Mr. Bogle’s email is 
copied into this report as follows: 
 

“Good afternoon, BJ 
 

Please see these attached documents and forward to the Town Council: 
 

~ StJP2 CDP Outline:   
This document is an outline of the revisions to the current CDP plan and narrative, 
including the most recent revisions, supporting documentation, and a description 
of the mediation process.  This document is not part of the official CDP submittal 
but is there to point out the revisions made, give reasons for those revisions, provide 
supporting documentation, and also provide an outline of the Mediation and 
revision process. 

 
~01 StJP2 PDD CDP revised 091922 
This is the finalized CDP narrative that becomes the zoning text and conditions 
required for the future development of this PD district. 

 
~02 StJP2 Application and Support Documents 091922 
This file contains the required applications, support documents, etc. that make up 
the rest of the CDP full submittal, other than the drawings.  There were no revisions 
in this document since May. 

 
~03 StJP2 CDP Site Plans revised 091922 
These are the master plan drawings that define the allowable development of the 
properties 

 
The revised narrative and drawings were submitted to Pine Barrens on September 
15th.  We worked to get these final revisions made and offered back to Pine Barrens 
only 2 days after the Council meeting on 9/13.   

 
I received a call from Mr. Petesch this afternoon who said that he had no consensus 
from the Pine Barrens group at this time.  I informed him that we would still be 
submitting this for you to distribute so that Town Council members had time to 
review prior to the September 26th meeting.  I offered that we are open to minor 
revisions that could be worked out between now and the meeting a week from today. 

 
Please let me know that you've received this.” 

 
So planning staff let Pete know we got the email. 
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III. PLANNING BOARD RECOMMENDATION: 
 

On March 25, 2022, the Southern Pines Planning Board held a public hearing and heard 
from those in attendance regarding application PD-04-22. Planning staff presented a review 
of the St. John Paul Planned Development (PD) Conceptual Development Plan (CDP) 
application. Planning staff briefly reviewed the location of the subject property and general 
orientation of the proposed land uses in the CDP. Planning staff reviewed deviations from 
the UDO proposed in the CDP, additional project-specific design standards proposed by 
the applicants in the CDP, details regarding the Watershed Protection Overlay, parking, 
and a summary of agency comments.  
 
Following staff’s comments, Mr. Pete Bogle, the applicant’s representative, spoke to the 
Planning Board. Mr. Bogle presented information regarding the purpose and design of the 
proposed PD and the general nature of the two phases of development set forth in the CDP. 
Mr. Bogle responded to concerns raised by planning staff in the Planning Board staff 
report: 

1. Mr. Bogle agreed to limit built-upon area to 24%. 
2. Mr. Bogle proposed to reduce overall parking by sharing future phases parking 

with the 127 existing spaces and 20 future spaces that serve the St. John Paul 
School. 

3. Mr. Bogle offered the use of “grass pave” parking since churches use parking 
infrequently and vegetation in “grass pave” has a higher likelihood of survival 
than in higher turnover parking areas. 

4. Mr. Bogle suggested moving the footprint of the church closer to the school. 
 
Mr. Bogle discussed the presence of an easement on the west side of the property and the 
site design constraints created by the location of the easement. Mr. Bogle concluded by 
addressing the matter of parking and stating that the Archdiocese feels that they need one 
parking space per 2.5 seats. 
 
Following the applicant’s presentation, the Planning Board heard from approximately nine 
residents of Pine Barrens (a large-lot subdivision located west of the proposed PD), one 
attorney representing a resident of Pine Barrens, and two members of the general public  
who all expressed concerns with the proposed Planned Development. A summary list of 
concerns raised include: 

1. Proximity of the proposed land uses and parking lot to an area designated as 
“Rural Equestrian” on the CLRP Future Land Use Map. 

2. Inconsistency with Goal 5 in the CLRP: “G-5. Horse Country. Retain the aesthetic 
and functional characteristics of Horse Country.” 

3. Impacts of noise and traffic on horses in Pine Barrens.  
4. The slope of the property from east to west and runoff from impervious 

surfaces. 
5. Light pollution from the proposed land use. 
6. Negative impacts to the “horse lifestyle.” 
7. Negative impacts to “horse country” and the economic impacts of developing 

horse country to other land uses. 
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8. Traffic from the proposed land use. 
9. Future expansion of the proposed parking area and/or the proposed land use. 
10. Pollution. 
11. Concerns that a Planned Development with only “institutional” land uses does 

not contain an adequate mix of land uses, per UDO 3.5.14(D). 
12. Insufficiency of a 10’ planted buffer between the prosed driveway and the Pine 

Barrens property line. 
13. Inappropriate use of a Planned Development. 
14. Concerns that the application is being “fast tracked” since the Town Council 

hearing is already scheduled. 
15. Planning staff’s draft documents appear to support approval. 
16. Inconsistency with the description of the “Residential” Future Land Use 

designation because the school is k-8, not elementary and disagreement with 
Planning staff that “civic uses” includes religious institutions/places of worship. 

(Planning staff note: Following the Planning Board meeting, staff 
conducted some additional research, on definitions of “civic land uses.” 
Clearly the term means different things to different people in different 
places. There are many examples of places that consider churches to be 
“civic land uses,” such as Garner, NC1 and Austin, TX2, and examples of 
long range plans that consider “civic buildings” to include churches, such 
as Painesville, OH.3 However, there are some legal definitions of “civic 
use” found online4 that appear to restrict civic land uses to only 
governmental land uses like post offices, libraries, police stations, schools, 
parks, etc. The Southern Pines CLRP does not define “civic land uses” as 
referenced in the “Residential” Future Land Use designation, and the 
American Planners Association Planner’s Dictionary does not define the 
term. Chapter 3 of the UDO lists Religious Institutions (LBCS 6600) as by-
right (permitted) uses in Rural Residential (RR) and General Business (GB) 
zones. The Town Council may determine if Religious Institutions are an 
acceptable land use in the proposed Planned Development located in an 
area with a “Residential” Future Land Use designation.)  

17. Overall inappropriateness of the area of town in which the proposed PD is 
located. 

18. Desire for a much bigger buffer since McDeed’s Creek School has a 100’ 
buffer. 

19. Future complaints from churchgoers and students and parents at the school 
about smells and noises from working horse farms. 

20. Negative impacts to the tax contributions of horse people. 
 
Following public comments, Father John Forbes spoke regarding the church’s desire to be 
good neighbors and the history of how the catholic church came to acquire the property. 

                                                 
1 637496785356700000 (garnernc.gov) 
 
2 zoning_landuse_chart.pdf (austintexas.gov) 
3 Microsoft PowerPoint - 2009-02-06 Painesville book - draft (govoffice2.com) 
4 civic use Definition: 116 Samples | Law Insider 
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Father Forbes shared that the Town of Southern Pines staff (in 2001) encouraged them to 
move outside of downtown to allow for future church growth. Father Forbes stated that 
there are many uses in the area with which he feels the proposed church and school are 
compatible, such as Belle Meade, McDeed’s Creek School and the Knollwood Planned 
Development and the Anglican Church. Father Forbes expressed thoughts about quality fo 
life including the practicing of religion. 
 
A period of back and forth discussion between representatives of the church and residents 
of Pine Barrens took place, with concerns, points and counter-points being raised by both 
sides. Pete Bogle, on behalf of the applicant, stated that the applicants were willing to take 
a closer look at the design of the CDP and may make further modifications to the CDP 
based on feedback received. 
 
Following public comment, the Planning Board closed the public hearing. The Planning 
Board discussed the issues raised during the hearing. Kim Wade shared thoughts regarding 
runoff and the character of the neighborhood. Cooper Carter shared thoughts regarding 
being guided by the CLRP and how the campus plan and school are consistent with the 
CLRP but the church is inconsistent. Cooper also discussed inconsistencies with policies 
in the CLRP regarding horse country. Lem Dowdy shared thoughts regarding the applicant 
stating that they will make changes to the proposal prior to the Town Council hearing. 
Coper Carter shared concerns with a lack of traffic information with the CDP application. 
After Planning Board discussion, two main concerns were determined by the Planning 
Board. The first concern was regarding compatibility with the adjoining rural equestrian 
land use, and inconsistency with Goal 5 in the CLRP. The second concern was regarding 
future phases and churches not being consistent with the “Residential” Future Land Use 
Designation. Following discussion, the Planning Board unanimously found the proposed 
CDP is inconsistent with the CLRP as stated in Attachment A to the staff report for PD-
04-22 as modified by the Planning Board. The Planning Board unanimously recommended 
denial of PD-04-22.   
 
Please find the signed Planning Board Resolution to Adopt a Written Recommendation for 
Conceptual Development Plan application PD-04-22 in the attachments section of this 
report. 
 
(Staff note: The Planning Board recommendation from March of 2022 is based on a 
dramatically different CDP, both text and maps. Numerous changes have occurred over 
time in response to public hearings and mediation discussions.)  
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Figure 1: Vicinity & Current Zoning Map (Subject Property outlined in Red): 
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Figure 2: Aerial Image Looking Northeast at Subject Property (February 25, 2022): 
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Figure 3: Proposed Conceptual Development Plan Layout (PD-04-22): 
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Figure 4: DRAFT REVISED Conceptual Development Plan Layout (Emailed to Planning Staff March 30, 2022): 
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Figure 5: 2nd DRAFT REVISED Conceptual Development Plan Layout (Presented at April 12, 2022 T.C. Hearing): 
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Figure 6: Conceptual Development Plan Layout (Received by Town Staff via email on July 29, 2022):
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Figure 7: Conceptual Development Plan Layout (Received by Town Staff via email on September 19, 2022): 
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IV. STAFF REVIEW: 

 
A. Review Process: 

Applications for a Planned Development District (PD) are reviewed in accordance with 
UDO §2.18. Creating a Planned Development District is a three-step process including 
Conceptual Development Plan (CDP), Preliminary Development Plan (PDP) and Final 
Development Plan (FDP). The first step, CDP, is when the unique zoning standards to 
which the entire project will be subject in the future are established via a rezoning process. 
This application is for a CDP.   
 

B. Application Review Dates: 
• Prior to submittal of the CDP application, the applicants held a Neighborhood 

Meeting on January 25, 2022 in compliance with UDO §2.18.3(D). Adjacent 
property notification, meeting minutes, copies of materials presented and a sign-in 
sheet from the meeting are all attached to this staff report. 

• CDP Application Submitted: February 14, 2022 
• Application Deemed Incomplete: February 21, 2022 
• Application Deemed Complete: February 22, 2022 
• Notice of March 24, 2022 Planning Board Public Hearing: 

o Posted On-site: March 2, 2022 
o Mailed to Adjacent Property Owners: March 4, 2022 
o Newspaper Publication Dates: March 9 & 16, 2022 
o Posted on Town website: March 3, 2022. 

• Planning Board Regular Meeting: March 24, 2022 
• Notice of April 12, 2022 Town Council Public Hearing: 

o Posted On-site: March 2, 2022 
o Mailed to Adjacent Property Owners: March 21, 2022 
o Newspaper Publication Dates: March 30 & April 6, 2022 
o Posted on Town website: March 21, 2022. 

• Town Council Regular Meeting: April 12, 2022 (continued to…) 
• Town Council Regular Meeting: May 10, 2022 (continued to…) 
• Town Council Regular Meeting: June 14, 2022 (continued to…) 
• Town Council Regular meeting: July 12, 2022 (continued to…) 
• Town Council Regular Meeting: August 9, 2022 (continued to…) 
• Town Council Regular Meeting: September 13, 2022 (continued to…) 
• Town Council Work Session: September 26, 2022. 
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C. Criteria for Review: 
The criteria for review and approval of a Conceptual Development Plan (CDP) are found 
in UDO §2.18.4(H): 

  
Conceptual Development Plan 

1. The proposed PDD satisfies the criteria for a zoning map amendment established 
in this chapter; 

2. The Conceptual Development Plan represents an overall Development Pattern that 
 is consistent with the goals and policies of the Comprehensive Plan, Official Zoning 
 Map, Capital Improvements Program, and any other applicable planning 
 documents adopted by the Town;  
3. The proposed Development is appropriate for the area of the Town in which it is 
 located; and  
4. The proposed Development will not generate the need for inefficient extensions and 
 expansions of public facilities, utilities and services. 

 
D. Staff Comments: 

 
i. Consistency with Goals and Policies of the Comprehensive Long Range Plan 

(CLRP): 
The subject property is designated “Residential” on the Future Land Use Map found 
in the 2016 Comprehensive Long-Range Plan. The “Residential” future land use 
designation is described in the CLRP as follows: 
 
“This designation encompasses the majority of Southern Pines’ residential land, 
providing for single-family and attached housing at development densities ranging 
from one unit per acre in areas that are less intensively developed to up to twelve 
units per acre in places that are clearly more urban. Elementary schools, civic uses, 
parks and neighborhood scale commercial services may be authorized through the 
rezoning process without amending the future land use map.” 
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The applicant has provided narratives addressing consistency of the proposed CDP 
with the Town’s Comprehensive Long-Range Plan. The applicant’s narratives were 
attached to previous versions of this staff report.  
 

ii. Consistency with Criteria for a Zoning Map Amendment and for a Conceptual 
Development Plan: 
An application for approval of a Conceptual Development Plan (CDP) follows the 
procedure for a rezoning because the CDP document, once approved, will constitute 
the zoning of the subject properties.  
 
The criteria against which a CDP shall be reviewed are found in UDO §2.18.4(H). 
The applicants have provided a narrative addressing the criteria for a CDP per UDO 
§2.18.4(H) and a narrative addressing the criteria for a zoning map amendment per 
UDO §2.18.4(A). Copies of the applicant’s narrative documents containing their 
descriptions of the manner in which the project meets applicable criteria were 
attached to multiple previous versions of this staff report. 

 
iii. Deviations from Unified Development Ordinance (UDO): 

The proposed CDP proposes unique design standards, most of which equal or 
exceed the standards set forth in the UDO. The applicant has detailed all proposed 
modifications in Section 5.2.2 of the CDP. Deviations from the UDO have been 
addressed in multiple previous versions of this staff report. The final version of the 
CDP and the applicant’s list of changes made over the last seven months is attached 
to this report. 
 

iv. Consultation with Technical Review Committee: 
At this time, the TRC is unable to provide further specific feedback because much 
of the proposed CDP is zoning standards, not specific design to review. Due to the 
lack of specificity in the CDP regarding future land uses, specific location(s) of 
land uses and overall site layout (i.e. parking circulation, etc.) the TRC must wait 
and review more specific plans submitted with future applications for Preliminary 
Development Plans.  
 

v. Noteworthy Project Elements for Planning Board & Town Council 
Consideration: 

 
Previous versions of this staff report have explained the original submittal going 
back to March of 2022 and changes made over time. So much has changed since 
the original submittal that this report relies on those previous reports as evidence of 
changes over time. This report presents the latest version of the CDP as presented 
at the September 13, 2022 public hearing and as further revised and submitted by 
the applicant via email to planning staff on September 19, 2022, all of which are 
attached to this report. 
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V. Cooperating Agency Review and Comments: 
A request for comments from agencies was emailed to representatives of the Town’s 
Technical Review Committee (TRC), the North Carolina Department of Transportation 
(NCDOT), U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, the Regional Land Use Advisory Commission 
(RLUAC) and Moore County Airport on March 3, 2022. 
  

• Dagoberto JuarezPozos with NCDOT commented on March 4, 2022: “Due to 
the expansion of the site they will need to submit a driveway permit. We will 
also need to see a more detailed breakdown of the land uses. Maximum number 
of students and a more definitive church size so we can run a trip gen and see 
if (any) roadway improvements are triggered.” A copy of NCDOT’s comments 
are attached to this staff report. 
 

• John McNeill and Vagn Hansen with the Regional Land Use Advisory 
Commission (RLUAC) provided written comments via email on March 8, 
2022. A copy of RLUAC’s comments are attached to this staff report. 

 
VI. ATTACHMENTS: 
 

The following materials are provided as attachments to this staff report. Previous versions 
of the PD-04-22 staff report have lots, and lots, of information and documents attached 
from seven months of public hearings. 

 
1. Original Planning Board Resolution from March 24, 2022. (Staff note: This 

resolution is based on a dramatically different CDP proposal due to numerous 
changes over the last seven months.) 

2. Pete Bogle’s September 13, 2022 Town Council presentation notes regarding 
changes to the CDP. This list covers changes from March 24, 2022, April 12, 
2022, May 10, 2022, June 6, 2022, June 8, 2022 and final revisions presented 
to Town Council on September 13, 2022. 

3. “Final” revised CDP, text and maps as distributed to Town Council at 
September 13, 2022 hearing. 

4. Andrew Petesch Powerpoint deck from September 13, 2022 hearing. 
5. Adam Kiker Powerpoint deck from September 13, 2022 hearing. 
6. Pete Bogle’s email to planning staff following September 13, 2022 hearing, 

with attachments referenced in email. 
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VII. TOWN COUNCIL ACTION: 
A request for approval of a Conceptual Development Plan is a request for a rezoning. Per 
North Carolina General Statute 160D-605(a), when approving or denying a request for a 
rezoning, the Town Council shall also approve a statement addressing consistency with the 
Comprehensive Long Range Plan. Furthermore, per North Carolina General Statute 160D-
605(b), the Town Council must also approve a statement about the reasonableness of the 
rezoning. 
 
To assist the Town Council, town staff have prepared the following draft motions for 
consideration, modification as necessary, and adoption: 
 
I move that after reviewing the proposed Conceptual Development Plan and the 
criteria for consideration of a Conceptual Development Plan, and after considering 
the comments received at the Town Council’s public hearing and the Planning 
Board’s written recommendation:  

 
1. The requested Conceptual Development Plan is inconsistent with the 

Comprehensive Long Range Plan and is not a reasonable request for 
rezoning for the reasons set forth in the written Planning Board 
recommendation attached to staff report PD-04-22;  
 

2. The requested Conceptual Development Plan is inconsistent with the 
Comprehensive Long Range Plan and is not a reasonable request for 
rezoning for the reasons set forth in the written Planning Board 
recommendation attached to staff report PD-04-22, and as modified by 
Town Council as follows: 
 

3. The requested Conceptual Development Plan is consistent with the 
Comprehensive Long Range Plan and is a reasonable request for rezoning 
for the following reasons: 

 
And, therefore, I move to:  
 

1. Deny PD-04-22. 
 

2. Approve PD-04-22 as submitted and as modified by the applicant in 
response to concerns raised by the Planning Board.   

 
3. Approved PD-04-22 as submitted and as modified by the applicant in 

response to concerns raised by the Planning Board and with the following 
further modifications: 
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StJP2 – List of Revisions per Pine Barrens requests 

• Neighborhood Meeting to Planning Board Meeting (3.24.22) 
o Church was shown near Camp Easter Road.  Provided more information on screening. 
o Setback and landscape buffer along west property line was not shown on plans at 

Neighborhood Meeting.  Added following setback and landscaping requirements 
▪ Major Building setback = 100 feet (over 7,000 sf) 
▪ Minor Building setback = 75 feet 
▪ Parking setback = 50 feet 
▪ 10’ planted buffer from property line to driveway easement 
▪ 20’ planted buffer along east side of easement 
▪ Note that landscaping and/or berms must meet UDO around parking lots and 

along development facing adjacent properties 
o Parking lots were large to accommodate church requirements.  Provided more 

information on required screening, following SP standards. 
o Additional information on traffic provided 
o PD rezoning was intentionally used to minimize the future allowable use on the property 

to greater protect the neighbors and was intentionally used to give the neighbors a 
stronger voice during public deliberations. 

 

• Planning Board Meeting (3.24.22) to Town Council Meeting (4.12.22) 
o Revised church location per request.  Pushed back on site. 
o Revised parking lot location to connect with existing school parking that can be used for 

overflow, will minimize total parking needed, and will provide additional traffic pattern 
options. 

o Revised impervious surface approach.  Stated that 5/70 request will not be allowed, 
thus capping the allowable impervious surface maximum at 24%. 

o Added 100’ planted buffer along west property line.  This is consistent with UDO 5.15 
and with PD to Residential buffer approved for McDeeds Creek Elementary School 
across the street. 

▪ Per UDO standards, this buffer will require over 1,600 plants and takes up 
approximately 4.5 acres of property (confirm) 

o Added building setback of 100 feet along west property line.  This replaced the previous 
major and minor building setbacks.  

o Added that buffer is required for athletic fields also – not just at church buildings and 
parking lots. 

o Added sidewalks connecting uses on site per UDO and Staff comment 
 

• Town Council Meeting 1 to Town Council Meeting 2 (5.10.22) 
o Did not present during this meeting 

 

• Mediation Meeting (6.6.22) 
o Many requests made in nearly 8 hours of mediation – summarized in post-mediation 

notes below. 
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• Post Mediation Revisions (6.8.22) 
o The following revisions were made per specific requests during the Mediation. 

▪ Athletic fields reduced to Recreation fields / Play Areas intended for infrequent 
use and not for formal games with spectators, etc. 

▪ Connection between easement driveway and church parking will be as required 
by Fire Marshal. 

▪ Stop planted buffer south of Currie’s stable.  This request was to give the horse 
a visible connection to any generated sounds. 

▪ Increase to 175’ setback to Commercial Buildings (not rectory). 
▪ Other setbacks and unbuildable areas defined in revised CDP write up. 
▪ Maximum roof height of 60 feet. 
▪ New lighting to be warm temperature color 
▪ Light at property line to be 0.5 footcandles (we already offered 0 fc). 
▪ Request to plant full visual barrier landscape SCREEN per UDO 4.3.5.  Acceptable 

if in lieu of 100’ planted buffer.  Setbacks to remain as described above. 
 

o These requests were deemed either without merit or unreasonable and were rejected 
or adjusted during mediation. 

▪ Eliminate all athletic fields.  Modified to change these to Play Areas to help 
assure that these would not be set up for or used as competitive sports with 
spectators and confirmed no lighting. 

▪ Eliminate connection to easement road.  Modified to connection as required by 
Fire Marshall 

▪ West parcel to meet 50 year stormwater requirements instead of 10 year storm 
per UDO.  This request was arbitrary and without merit.  No stormwater issues 
currently exist.  UDO requires all stormwater for 10 year storm be handled on 
site.  Soils are very sandy and well drained.  Existing slopes do not shed 
stormwater from the planned developed areas of the site toward neighbors.  
Increasing to the 50 year storm would be very costly and would take up more 
site areas as storm water basins would significantly increase in size. 

▪ Reduce capacity of Sanctuary to maximum of 600 people.  Unacceptable 
request.  Reason for building new sanctuary would be negated if size was limited 
to half of what the church sees need to build.  If Catholic population requires a 
1,200 seat sanctuary and they’re only allowed to build 600 seats, then more 
Masses would have to be offered, thus increasing the traffic times on every 
Sunday. 

 
o These requests were sent from Pine Barrens after Mediation: 

▪ Move recreation area to north portion of west parcel.  Parking needs to be 
connected between church and existing school parking to remain under 24% 
impervious and provide a secondary traffic pattern that does not connect to the 
existing west driveway easement. 

▪ Catholic school children are prohibited from using the recreation areas on the 
west parcel.  The school currently uses this property for cross-country running 
and other activities.  Pine Barrens has not lodged any complaints to date. 

▪ Requesting both an opaque screen per UDO 4.3.5 and a landscape buffer per 
4.3.4.  No need for both if 4.3.5 establishes the 100% visual opaqueness that 
they’re requesting. 
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▪ Increased requested landscape buffer from 100 feet as previously discussed to 
150 feet.  UDO would require 100 feet per 5.15.6 (based on shown approximate 
size of proposed church buildings).  McDeeds Elementary PD to Res approved at 
100 foot buffer. 

▪ No functional belltower allowed.  This request is made specific to not disturbing 
one horse.  No other noise ordinances are currently in effect around any of the 
rest of the properties. 

▪ Request 25 year storm requirements.  This is less than 50 year that was 
requested during mediation, but still is without merit, without engineering 
backup, and without proof of any current stormwater flooding issues or even 
topography that drains stormwater toward Pine Barrens. 
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• FINAL Revisions (9.13.22) 
o Athletic Fields were redefined to “Recreation fields / Play Areas” 

▪ Intent is to limit noise concerns 
o Recreation / Play Area was relocated on site plan 

▪ Moved to north area of site 
o Setbacks:   

▪ West side yard setback was established as 100 feet from the property line or as 
calculated by UDO 5.15.6 based on final size of church buildings – whichever is 
greater. 

▪ Front setback was established as 300 feet south of the south elevation of the 
existing Activity Building. 

▪ An additional Undeveloped Front Yard area was established as the intersection 
of the west property line and a point 250’ from the Camp Easter Road ROW, 
along an eastward line to the traffic circle 

▪ Undeveloped Front Yard and West Setback areas will be maintained in current 
condition (pines, understory trees, pasture grass) to maintain the appearance of 
the former horse farm. 

o Landscape Screening 
▪ Full visual barrier landscape SCREEN per UDO 4.3.5 in lieu of 100’ planted buffer 

described in UDO 4.3.4. 
▪ Landscape Screen will be provided along western property line for the entire 

Church Development 

• Neighbor request to end landscape screen at 350 feet from Camp Easter 
Road ROW.  This request was to give the horse a visible connection to 
any generated sounds 

• Church offers to plant landscaping screen on the west side of any 
portion of the west driveway to be connected to the proposed new 
parking lots. 

o Site Lighting 
▪ Lighting color temperatures will be no greater than 4,000 degrees Kelvin 

(warmer lighting is preferred) 
▪ Lighting levels from new site lighting will not exceed 0.5 fc above existing 

ambient lighting at adjacent property lines 
▪ No Athletic Field lighting is allowed. 

o Other Conditions  
▪ Athletic Fields were redefined to “Recreation fields / Play Areas” 

• Intent is to limit noise concerns 
▪ Recreation / Play Yard 

• Location must be 250 feet north of the north façade of the existing 
Activity Building and 250 feet east of the west property line. 

• Recreation / Play Yard shall be screened from view from Pine Barrens 
parcels either by existing vegetation, landscape screen along property 
line, or additional landscape screening within the site. 

• Recreation / Play Yard shall not be designed, constructed, or otherwise 
treated as fully defined permanent sports fields 
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• Attempted defining what sports, practices, etc. could be played and 
which groups would or would not be allowed to use the area.  In the 
end, it’s a NOISE CONCERN 

o Sound levels from Recreation / Play Yard activities may not 
exceed 65 dB at the west property line. 

o This gives a METRIC for neighbors to use and something 
tangible for objectively identifying what noise level is too loud 

▪ Examples: 
▪ Human Normal Conversation = 60-65 dB at 3 feet 

• At 250 feet = 27 dB 
▪ Power tools = 100 dB at 3 feet 

• At 250 feet = 61.6 dB 

• Athletic lighting is not allowed for the Recreation / Play Yard. 
▪ Undeveloped Areas and Setbacks 

• Defined Undeveloped Areas and Setbacks must be maintained in 
current condition (pines, understory trees, pine-straw / pasture grass) 

• Site utilities, storm water control, or similar works are allowed in these 
areas. 

▪ Church bells (actual or recorded) are allowed in conjunction with church 
services but will not be allowed for regular chiming of the time. 

▪ Height of spires are unlimited per UDO 4.2.1 (I).  Objects located on top of a 
spire may not be taller than 10 feet or wider than 6 feet. 

 
 
 
------REVIEW CDP NARRATIVE ------ 
 
------REVIEW SITE PLANS----- 
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Southern Pines Town Council

May 10, 2022 Meeting
Public Hearing

Neighbor Opposition to CDP Application 
St. John Paul II School and Church

Conceptual Development Plan
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Future Land Use Map
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Current Zoning Map

Page 54 of 265



Topography Map
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TOPOGRAPHY
As shown in pictures, topography plays a 
big role in the actual visual separation 
between the future Church Development 
site and the adjacent Pine Barrens parcels

Proposed parking area behind Church 
Development is adjacent to unbuildable 
areas within Pine Barrens
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ADJUSTED CDP SITE PLAN

Adjustments made based on 
comments from Planning Board 
including:
• Location of Church Development
• Reduction of New Parking
• Addition of 100’ Buffer / Setback
• Revised on-site Traffic Flow
• Maximum 24% Impervious
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McDeeds Creek Elementary

Grades K - 5
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Southern Pines Elementary

Grades Pre K - 5
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Aberdeen Elementary

Greades K - 5
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Sandhills Farm Life
Elementary

Grades K - 5
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Saint John Paul II School

Grades Pre K - 8
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From 100 feet into site, 
viewing toward Currey 
house.

±450’ from Currey house to 
Athletic field where shown.

Page 65 of 265



Page 66 of 265



September 13, 2022

TOWN OF SOUTHERN PINES

PD-04-22:  St. John Paul CDP
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September 13, 2022

 Large polygon on top is a to-
scale outline of the Lowe’s 
Foods Parking lot on Morganton 
Rd, rotated 90-deg 
counterclockwise

 Bottom polygon is a to-scale 
outline of First Baptist Church 
of SP, including accessory 
buildings
 Seating capacity of 302 using 22” 

per person
 Seating capacity of 367 using 18” 

per person
 Plus a 75-person choir
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September 13, 2022

 Large polygon on top is a to-
scale outline of the Lowe’s 
Foods Parking lot on Morganton 
Rd, rotated 90-deg 
counterclockwise

 Bottom polygon is a to-scale 
outline of Brownson Memorial 
Presbyterian Church, including 
accessory buildings
 Approx. seating capacity of 600
 Including the choir and balcony
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September 13, 2022

 Large polygon on top is a to-
scale outline of the Lowe’s 
Foods Parking lot on Morganton 
Rd, rotated 90-deg 
counterclockwise

 Bottom polygon is a to-scale 
outline of Village Chapel, 
including accessory buildings
 Approx. seating capacity of 500
 Including balcony
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September 13, 2022

 Where could this facility go 
with minimal impact?

 A church of this magnitude has 
a land use impact similar to 
large commercial 
developments

 Locating the facility at the 
interface of residential and 
commercial zoning reduces the 
impact

 Property in these areas tends 
to be more expensive because 
infrastructure exists to support 
large commercial investment
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1

BJ Grieve

From: Pete Bogle <pete@boglefirm.com>
Sent: Monday, September 19, 2022 3:36 PM
To: BJ Grieve; Tony Bornhorst; Michael Wengenroth; Very Reverend John Forbes, V.F.; Fr. 

John Kane; deb Lawson; Jennifer Wincklhofer; Tom VanCamp; Larisa Green
Subject: StJP2 Revised CDP
Attachments: ~ StJP2 CDP Outline 091922.pdf; ~01 StJP2 PDD CDP revised 091922.pdf; ~03 StJP2 

CDP SITE PLANS revised 091922.pdf; ~02 StJP2 Application and Support Docs 
091922.pdf

Good afternoon, BJ 
 
Please see these attached documents and forward to the Town Council: 
 
~ StJP2 CDP Outline:   
This document is an outline of the revisions to the current CDP plan and narrative, including the most recent revisions, 
supporting documentation, and a description of the mediation process.  This document is not part of the official CDP 
submittal but is there to point out the revisions made, give reasons for those revisions, provide supporting 
documentation, and also provide an outline of the Mediation and revision process. 
 
~01 StJP2 PDD CDP revised 091922 
This is the finalized CDP narrative that becomes the zoning text and conditions required for the future development of 
this PD district. 
 
~02 StJP2 Application and Support Documents 091922 
This file contains the required applications, support documents, etc. that make up the rest of the CDP full submittal, 
other than the drawings.  There were no revisions in this document since May. 
 
~03 StJP2 CDP Site Plans revised 091922 
These are the master plan drawings that define the allowable development of the properties 
 
The revised narrative and drawings were submitted to Pine Barrens on September 15th.  We worked to get these final 
revisions made and offered back to Pine Barrens only 2 days after the Council meeting on 9/13.   
 
I received a call from Mr. Petesch this afternoon who said that he had no consensus from the Pine Barrens group at this 
time.  I informed him that we would still be submitting this for you to distribute so that Town Council members had time 
to review prior to the September 26th meeting.  I offered that we are open to minor revisions that could be worked out 
between now and the meeting a week from today. 
 
Please let me know that you've received this. 
 
 
--  
In your service, 
 
Pete Bogle, AIA, LEED-AP 
Principal / Owner 
the BOGLE firm ARCHITECTURE 
704.213.4553  -  pete@boglefirm.com 
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BOGLE 
 

The                         Firm, PLLC 
Architecture  •  Planning  •  Consulting 

 
 
Subject: Summary of CDP / Mediation 
Project: St. John Paul II Catholic School and Church Master Plan 
Date: September 19, 2022 
 

 
This document serves as an outline of the revisions to the Concept Development Plan submittal 
for St. John Paul II Catholic School and Church Master Plan.  Included will be a review of the final 
Revisions to the CDP Narrative, Resolutions to Outstanding Issues, Alternative Compliance 
solutions, Summary of Requests and Responses / Mediation, Summary of Compliance with the 
UDO and CLRP, and Supporting Documentation. 
 
 
 
Review of final revisions to CDP Narrative: 
Revision notes are highlighted in colors that are indexed to the dates that revisions were made. 
1.0 Purpose / Summary 

• Athletic Field was changed to “Recreation / Play Yard” – typical throughout 
document. 

2.0 Development Vision 

• Language of Vision was edited to reflect accepted requests regarding setbacks, 
landscape screening, driveways, etc. 

3.0 CDP Application, Checklists, & Support Documents 

• Application was edited (April) to remove inadvertent mention of a high school.  No 
high school use is included within this CDP Master Plan. 

4.0 Natural Features (No changes) 
 
5.0 Development Conditions 

5.1 Allowable Uses (No changes) 
5.2 Land Use – April revision requires applicant to stay below the 24% impervious 

maximums for this watershed area and states that the applicant will not pursue a 
5/70 exemption for the site. 

5.3 Development Standards / Additional Design Criteria 
5.3.1 (No change) 
5.3.2 Summary of PD Development Standards 

5.3.2.1 Building Heights (No change) 
5.3.2.2 Building Setbacks were revised in response to Pine Barrens 

requests and subsequent conversations 
5.3.2.3 Development Setbacks were revised in response to Pine Barrens 

requests and subsequent conversations 
5.3.2.4 Buffers changed to Landscape Screens (fully opaque per UDO 

4.3.5).  This section includes multiple revisions in response to 
requests from Pine Barrens and discussions with the school, local 
church, and Raleigh Diocese. 

5.3.2.5 Lot Size… (No change) 
5.3.2.6 Landscaping change from buffer to Landscape Screen is repeated 
5.3.2.7 Off-street parking:  Revised from initial CDP to utilize school 

parking spaces within the total diocese requested number of 
parking spaces.  The number of spaces exceeds the UDO 
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minimum but the overall site impervious maximum establishes 
limitations on paved / built-upon areas. 

5.3.2.8 Lighting:  Revisions were made to use warm colored lighting and 
for lighting levels to be a maximum of 0.5 footcandles at the 
property line. 

5.3.2.9 Development / Building Standards… (No change) 
5.3.2.10 Transportation:  Revisions were made to address secondary 

driveway connecting the proposed future church parking lots to 
Camp Easter Road. 

5.3.2.11 Supplemental Conditions for Specific Uses:  Original CDP 
definitions of major and minor religious institutional buildings 
were removed.  Landscape/Buffering is repeated. 

5.3.2.12 Other Conditions:  Multiple additional conditions listed in this 
section are offerings in response to requests from Pine Barrens 
to address vision and noise concerns.  In general, these address 
the Recreation / Play Yard, Undeveloped Areas and Setbacks, 
Church Bells, and Spires / Steeple top objects. 

 
Review of final revisions to Appendices: 

▪ Appendix 1 – Existing Property Information (No change) 
▪ Appendix 2 – Concept Development Plan Criteria - UDO 2.18.4(H) 

o Added line 2(c) – Proposed uses are supported by CLRP Future Land Use 
designation of “Residential” (April revision) 

▪ Appendix 3 – Criteria for Zoning Map Amendments 
o Section A, Goal G5:  Clarification that these parcels do not fall within the specific 

area defined in the CLRP as Horse Country, but that since a stated goal of Pine 
Barrens is to attempt to preserve the appearance of horse country, StJP2 will 
make efforts to do likewise to along the western parcel.  These efforts are defined 
within the setbacks, landscape screens, and undeveloped areas. 

o  Section B:  Added summary of how neighborhood impact of future church 
development will be managed. 

o Section C:  Added description of approved Knollwood Tract PD as adjacent parcel 
to the south to better define the SCALE of the neighborhood. 

o Section F:  Revision to 24% impervious maximum as added (April) 
▪ Appendix 4 – Conceptual Transportation Plan 

o Section B-8:  Revised Street Cross Section drawings to show Landscape Screening 
on west side where drive is connected to future church parking lots and on east 
side when remaining or improved in situ. 

o Section D:  Revised distance between Secondary Access Driveway and Traffic 
Circle.  Distance reduces by roughly 15 feet in order to accommodate landscape 
screening on west side of driveway. 

o Section G:  Added Knollwood Tract PD as an adjacent planned community 
transportation improvement. 
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ANSWERING OUTSTANDING ISSUES: 
 
As of the email* received from Andy Petesch, attorney for Pine Barrens, who was present and 
active throughout the mediation process, all concerns had been addressed except for the 
following two items: 
ISSUES: 

1) Concern of potential noise from future Recreation / Play Yard 
2) Secondary driveway connection of proposed future parking lots to Camp Easter Road 

 
*A copy of this email is included later in this document. 
 
 
Issue 1:  RECREATION / PLAY YARD: 
 
Proposed revised language addressing Recreation / Play Yard 
▪ Recreation / Play Yard 

o Location must be 250 feet north of the north façade of the existing Activity Building 
and 250 feet east of the west property line. 

o Recreation / Play Yard shall be screened from view from Pine Barrens parcels either 
by existing vegetation, landscape screen along property line, or additional landscape 
screening within the site. 

o Recreation / Play Yard shall not be designed, constructed, or otherwise treated as a 
fully defined permanent sports field 

o Bleachers or other spectator seating shall not be provided. 
o Referee / Coaching whistles or other similar noise makers shall not be used in 

association with the Recreation / Play Yard. 
o Athletic lighting is not allowed for the Recreation / Play Yard. 

 
Addressing Consistency and Reasonableness:  

1) Current zoning (RE) of parcel would allow a public recreational sports including ball parks, 
courts, etc.  (UDO page 3-51, Use Matrix for LBCS 5371).  Private facilities (LBCS 5372) are 
allowed only in CB, GB, NB, OS, and I.   

2) PD zoning district for large Religious Institution uses GB zoning district as the base model 
for setbacks, screening, etc. since large Religious Institutions are only allowed in base 
zoning districts GB and RR. 

3) This LBCS use group provides for fully designed, permanent fields, to be used for the 
intended sport for games, practices, tournaments, etc. 

4) The UDO does not require landscape screening for recreational sports and does not place 
limitations on expected noises and sounds generated from these sports. 

5) The UDO does not limit athletic lighting for these LBCS use groups or within the GB 
district. 

6) Southern Pines Noise Ordinance does not define sounds associated with a sporting event 
as a nuisance per 90.081(B). 

7) The proposed Recreation / Play Yard included in this PD is Consistent with the above and 
made further Reasonable per the elective limitations listed regarding location on site, 
visual screening, design of field, spectators, whistles, and lighting. 
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Issue 2:  SECONDARY DRIVEWAY CONNECTION: 
 
Proposed revised language addressing Secondary Driveway and other Transportation 
▪ Existing streets serving School Development were designed with the permanent Classroom 

Buildings in mind.  Traffic patterns will not be changed with School Development 
▪ Church Development will require further TIA during PDP phase of development.  As shown, 

the majority of traffic ingress and egress will be directed through the traffic circle on Camp 
Easter Road.   

▪ Distance between center of traffic circle and centerline of Improved Drive at west property 
line is approximately 550 feet.  Driveway permitting will be required per NCDOT during PDP 
phase of Church Development. 

▪ Driveway between proposed Church parking lots and Camp Easter Road will be designed as a 
Secondary Access.  Primary ingress/egress will be from the existing traffic circle on Camp 
Easter Road. 

o Secondary access drive will be no wider than minimums required by Southern Pines 
UDO / Fire Marshal. 

o Secondary access drive will not be connected to parking lots in such a way as to 
encourage the majority of the traffic to use this drive.   

o Secondary drive will not be directly connected to a major collector aisle within the 
parking lot.  

 
Addressing Consistency and Reasonableness: 

1) Existing deeded access easement to parcel 00038796 must be maintained. 
2) Drive is defined as a Private Drive per UDO 4.11.3 and pavement is required per (D) to be 

at least 20 feet wide and to provide fire department access. 
3) New driveway entrances to streets are required in 4.11.5 (A) to be constructed so that (1) 

vehicles can enter and exit from the lot without posing danger and (2) interference with 
the free and convenient flow of traffic in abutting or surrounding streets is minimized. 

4) UDO 2.18.4 does not require a Traffic Impact Analysis (TIA) for the Concept Development 
Plan (CDP) since the TIA should be performed just prior to the implementation of each 
phase of the CDP. 

5) The proposed Secondary Driveway Connection included in this PD is Consistent with the 
above and made further Reasonable per the following 

a. Driveway improvement was reviewed by NCDOT District Engineer Michael 
Kitchen who stated on 9/14/22:  “Based on the proposed separation and the 
current volumes on Camp Easter Road I am ok with the proposed exit allowing 
both left and right’s out.  Should the volumes on Camp Easter change and the 
lefts out become problematic then the DOT could come back at a later date and 
allow right outs only but for now I do not envision any issues.” (See Email) 

b. Secondary access drive will be no wider than minimum requirements. 
c. Design of parking lots will encourage the majority of traffic to flow toward the 

traffic circle on Camp Easter Road. 
d. Secondary drive will not be directly connected to a major collector aisle within 

the parking lot. 
e. Landscape screening per UDO 4.3.5 will be installed between the western 

property line and any portions of the driveway connected to the parking lot. 
f. A full Traffic Impact Analysis will be required in the future based on final design 

criteria of the Future Church development.  CDP only approves the concept of 
including this secondary driveway and establishes reasonable limitations to this 
concept.  Further studies required in the PD process (PDP and Engineering) must 
further prove the safety of this drive connection to Camp Easter Road based on 
the traffic volumes current at the time of implementation. 
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Alternate Compliance Approach in lieu of Planned Development: 
Because it provides a more defined future growth pattern and out of desire to be a good neighbor, 
StJP2 still prefers to move forward with the PD application.  However, if this PD fails, we have 
researched and confirmed the viability of this alternate compliance path. 
 
School Expansion through Conditional Use Permit 
▪ Similar to previous school projects and expansion 
▪ New School facility would utilize UDO 2.21 and UDO  
▪ Advantage of PD is having a fixed and defined zoning regulations and associated master plan 

to direct future growth. 
▪ PD gives neighbors a greater voice since process is Legislative. 
▪ CUP is Quasi-Judicial, requiring expert testimony from applicant and opposition 
▪ Previous approved CUP for the Activity Building included future plans for the permanent 

school facility.  Building pad, stormwater management, and utility lines for the future School 
Facility were installed as part of the approved Activity Building project. 

o Thus, we would be confident of likely CUP approval for the School Facility. 
 
Future Church Facilities through Vested-Rights 
▪ Utilizing UDO 2.24 Vested Rights and UDO 5.15.2 Existing church’s right to expand 
▪ UDO 2.24 Vested Rights 

o 2.24.2 (A):  The applicant has made a substantial investment toward lawfully 
approved Development Plans (previous school approval, established church by ZBA, 
subsequent approved expansion projects) and  

o 2.24.2(B):  the applicant has continued to rely on and develop in good faith per the 
approved Development Plan 

▪ UDO 5.15.2(A):  Existing, legal non-conforming churches “shall be considered conforming uses 
for purposes of reconstruction or expansion, subject to the provisions of this section.” 

o ZBA established that the Chapel in the Rectory established a Church Use 
o School projects were constructed in good faith based on this ruling. 
o Additionally, a second Chapel was established within the St. John Paul II Catholic 

School temporary classroom building – AND – chapel services are frequently held 
inside the school Activity Building 

▪ Email exchange with BJ Grieve explores this option. 
o BJ was very clear to state that he could not make a full determination without a fully 

revised site plan submittal based on Vested-Rights 
o However, BJ also confirmed that the church is a legally established use, that 5.15.2 

does say that churches may expand as if they are a conforming use, and that this 
church would then be subject to the requirements of 5.15. 

▪ UDO 5.15 – see email below for specific requirements 
 

▪ SUMMARY – Much less would be required through the provisions of UDO 5.15 than what is 
being offered through the current PD application. 

o Side Yard Setbacks = 50 feet – VS – 100 feet minimum, plus 250 feet to Recreation / 
Play Yard, plus Undeveloped Front Yard 

o Buffering = Planted buffer of approximately 100 feet – VS – Requested full opaque 
Landscape Screen 

o No limitations on the following 
▪ Recreation / Play Yard location, uses, or noises 
▪ Driveway locations 
▪ Church bells 
▪ Spire objects 
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Emails with BJ Grieve concerning alternative approaches to Zoning / Ordinance approval: 
Pete Bogle emails   -   BJ Grieve emails 

 
From: Pete Bogle <pete@boglefirm.com> 

Sent: Thursday, July 28, 2022 5:41 PM 

To: BJ Grieve <BJGrieve@southernpines.net>; Tony Bornhorst <tony@rhetson.com>; deb Lawson 

<dlawson@jp2catholicschool.org>; John Donohue <jdonohue@jp2catholicschool.org>; Tom VanCamp 

<thomasv@vancamplaw.com>; Very Reverend John Forbes, V.F. <Fr.John.Forbes@raldioc.org>; Fr. John 

Kane <Fr.John.Kane@raldioc.org>; Michael Wengenroth <Michael.Wengenroth@raldioc.org>; Jennifer 

Wincklhofer <jennifer@rhetson.com> 

Subject: StJP2 - Future Church  

Hey BJ 
  
Would you be willing to give your opinion on whether the future church would meet the requirements of 
the ordinance IF we assume that church use is by-right for the site?  I'd like to know if our proposed site 
plan would meet the UDO standards for a Large Religious Institution adjacent to the RE district.  Here's 
what I'm seeing: 
  
5.15.1:  The proposed church would include more than 250 seats and so, per 5.15 would fall under "Other" 
or Large Religious Institutions.   
  
5.15.2:  This section deals with existing religious institutions.  More on that below... 
  
5.15.3:  NB district - just for small churches, so N/A 
  
5.15.4:  General Requirements for Accessory Uses - The following would apply to this proposal: 
G) Outdoor play or activity areas shall be no closer than 50 feet from residential zoning districts. 
J), K), L), M) - All apply to fellowship halls, which would likely be included in the minor church building 
shown.  This would not be a "soup kitchen."  Total floor area of the Parish Hall would be less than 20% of 
the total floor area on site.  Main entrance would not be along a residential facing street. 
N), O) Residential / Parsonage (Rectory):  Minimum lot size is greater than 6,000 sf.  More than 2 parking 
spaces would be provided.  Maximum building height would not exceed 35 feet.  No playground equipment 
would be planned with this Rectory. 
  
5.15.5:  Parking 
We've covered this one pretty well in the CDP.  We're providing more than the Ordinance minimum 
requirements by sharing parking with the adjacent school.  We're also still maintaining the entire site 
impervious below the 24% maximum allowed per our watershed requirements. 
  
5.15.6:  Setbacks for Large Religious Institutions 
Proposed buildings will exceed 7,000 sf (excluding parsonage / rectory) 
Minimum "setback and buffer" from Residential Property Line shall increase 5 feet for each 1,000 sf or 
portion thereof over 7,000 sf. 
  
This one takes some interpretation.  First, we have to assign a base zoning to establish the beginning 
setback.  Since Large Churches are only allowed in RR and GB, it's logical to assign one of these two. 
  
Exh 4-1 Setbacks 
RR = 15 feet 
GB = 0 feet, but footnote 3 would require setback of adjacent residential district 
RE = 15 feet 
  
Exh 4-2 Buffer 
RR to RE = 0 feet 
GB to RE = 50 feet 
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Most stringent requirement of 5.15.6 would be to consider the base zoning as GB, which would start with a 
base setback of 15 feet, but also a base buffer of 50 feet. 
  
If the proposed Church and Parish Hall / Admin buildings are a total of 17,000 sf, then the required buffer 
would be 100 feet per the above most stringent interpretation of 5.15.6. 
17,000 sf - 7,000 sf = 10,000 sf 
(10,000 sf / 1,000 sf) x 5 feet = 50 feet of additional buffer above base zone buffer 
  
Please let us know if the above aligns with the UDO requirements for a large church on this parcel, 
assuming that church use is an allowable by-right use.  Also, please let me know if there would be other 
requirements regarding property setbacks, buffers, etc. that are specific to church use or church use 
adjacent to residential.  Assume that we're following the UDO for parking lot landscaping, building massing, 
and other general details.  The main focus is what is required to be adjacent to the RE district. 
  
The reason we'd like to have your guidance on this scenario has to do with 5.15.2 Existing Religious 
Institutions and 2.24 Vested Rights.  Since the existing Rectory and School both have chapels, they each 
establish an existing Religious Institution.  This was ruled on by the ZBA prior to the construction of the first 
school building. 
  
Our goal is to still get through this as a PD.  We still agree that the master plan process of the PD gives the 
adjacent property owners the greatest opportunity to voice their concerns and for the applicant to make 
reasonable adjustments to the plan to maximize compatibility between the new and existing uses. 
  
However, if the PD does not go through, then the church will likely move forward as a vested right under 
5.15.2 and 2.24.  
  
Knowing this, I'd like to be proactive and present this to Council as they're considering the PD.  What I'd 
love to be able to present to Council is that 1) we'd like the PD to be approved, but if not then 2) the church 
will move forward under vested rights, and 3) BJ has already looked at this scenario and agrees that if the 
church is an established by-right use, then the site plan as presented would meet all UDO requirements 
related to a Large Religious Institution adjacent to an RE district. 
  
Feel free to call if you have further questions on this scenario.  Let me know if we're on the right track or 
way out in left field.  Thanks BJ. 

 
On Fri, Jul 29, 2022 at 11:27 AM BJ Grieve <BJGrieve@southernpines.net> wrote: 

Oh my. You’re nothing if not through Pete, and I salute you for it. 
  
I’ll put this on my list and get to it as quick as I can. I know the clock is ticking so I’ll try to get to it 
the first part of next week. 
  
I won’t be able to do a site plan review and offer any approvals, guarantees, etc. simply because 
that’s not the process and sometimes things below ground make things above ground impossible 
and vise-versa. This only comes out when all parties (engineers, architects, etc.) are working on a 
full set of plans. 
  
However, to help me at least give you what I can at this point, could you please forward to me the 
most current “proposed site plan” as referenced in your email below? You guys have made a lot of 
revisions in working with the town and neighbors, some of which have been presented but some of 
which I may not know about yet. Confirming the latest site plan concept as we head into August 
2022 will help me respond to your email. 
  
Thanks and have a great weekend everyone. 
  
  
BJ Grieve, AICP®, CFM®, CZO 

Planning Director 
Town of Southern Pines 
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801 SE Service Road 
Southern Pines, NC 28387 
Office: (910) 692-4003 
http://www.southernpines.net/ 

 

 
From: Pete Bogle <pete@boglefirm.com> 

Sent: Friday, July 29, 2022 11:57 AM 

To: BJ Grieve <BJGrieve@southernpines.net> 

Cc: Tony Bornhorst <tony@rhetson.com>; deb Lawson <dlawson@jp2catholicschool.org>; John Donohue 

<jdonohue@jp2catholicschool.org>; Tom VanCamp <thomasv@vancamplaw.com>; Very Reverend John 

Forbes, V.F. <Fr.John.Forbes@raldioc.org>; Fr. John Kane <Fr.John.Kane@raldioc.org>; Michael 

Wengenroth <Michael.Wengenroth@raldioc.org>; Jennifer Wincklhofer <jennifer@rhetson.com> 

Subject: Re: StJP2 - Future Church  

I'm attaching the most recent and the previous site plan.  The most recent is what the neighbors had asked 
for and agreed to by the end of mediation.  They've since come back with many more demands that are 
very unreasonable. 
  
For your quick review, the issue with the Post-Mediation plan is that the neighbors requested an opaque 
landscape screen (UDO 4.3.5) instead of the landscape buffer (UDO 4.3.4).  If you're reviewing the plan 
based on the UDO, then the buffer is what would be required - not the screen.  We'd actually be happier 
with the screen since it requires less plants and takes up less acreage on the site, but clearly, if this were 
being reviewed as a by-right use, the UDO would require a buffer and not a screen. 
  
And yes, I understand that this will be a partial and unofficial review of the site plan.  I promise to present it 
as such to the Council.  Mainly, what I'd like you to speak to is whether we meet the requirements of the 
UDO as they relate to a Large Religious Institution use adjacent to an RE district, if we assume that the 
church is an approved use for the parcel.  Would we meet setbacks, buffers, accessory uses (play areas / 
fields), etc. as shown, per the UDO standards? 
 

 
On Wed, Aug 3, 2022 at 4:18 PM BJ Grieve <BJGrieve@southernpines.net> wrote: 

Hi Pete et al., 
  
I reviewed your email yesterday and came back to it again today. Unfortunately, responses to quite 
a few of the issues brought up in your email would only be appropriate as multiple formal written 
zoning administrator interpretations that could be appealed by any aggrieved party with standing 
per the UDO. 
  
I try to be a pretty cautious dude; the interpretations being sought would require careful review of 
specific language in the written record going back many years, multiple previous versions of town 
zoning, changes to zoning that have occurred over time, determination(s) of when statutory and/or 
common law vested rights may (or may not) have existed, and many other variables. 
  
On top of that, you’re sort of asking for a site plan review to verify that a concept site sketch 
complies with multiple pretty specific site design requirements in the UDO. I simply can’t do that 
because site plan review involves multiple town departments looking at nearly construction-level 
drawings. This is because, for example, something in the parking code might create an issue with a 
requirement in our engineering standards or something in the engineering standards might create 
an issue with fire code compliance, or landscaping code issues, etc. 
  
Unfortunately, I simply can’t unilaterally confirm that concept sketch “meet(s) all UDO 
requirements related to a Large Religious Institution adjacent to an RE district.” I get why you and 
your clients want that assurance to use that as a “Plan B” before the Council and the neighbors with 
who you’ve been negotiating, but I can’t offer that level of assurance at this point. 
  
That said, I can confirm that you are absolutely serving your clients well by honing in on the correct 
and applicable sections of the UDO. Everything in Section 5.15 is where we’ll be if the PD 
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application ceases to exist (for whatever reasons) and we’re back to exploring development 
alternatives for St. John Paul. I do not disagree that the Board of Adjustment’s ruling would appear 
to conclude that there was an existing religious institution on the subject property at the time of the 
ruling. That use, per the zoning at that time, was expanded to add a school. UDO 5.15.2 does state 
in plain, unambiguous language what it states regarding religious institutions. An elementary 
school (LBCS 6121) is presently now a Special Use in the RE zoning district. Site design 
requirements for religious institutions set forth in UDO Section 5.15, as well as many in UDO 
Chapter 4, would apply to development of a religious institution on the property where it is located, 
or a contiguous site. 
  
I know this isn’t a firm confirmation from the Planning Director position of “Plan B” for purposes of 
negotiating/bargaining with Council and neighbors, but there are simply too many variables and “it 
depends” scenarios as well as too many details to research (to make sure an appeal could withstand 
challenge) to offer any assurances of approval of “Plan B” form what is presently still a (very well 
done) concept sketch. 
  
Thanks, 
 
BJ Grieve, AICP®, CFM®, CZO 

Planning Director 
Town of Southern Pines 
801 SE Service Road 
Southern Pines, NC 28387 
Office: (910) 692-4003 
http://www.southernpines.net/ 
 

 
From: Pete Bogle <pete@boglefirm.com> 

Sent: Wednesday, August 3, 2022 4:45 PM 

To: BJ Grieve <BJGrieve@southernpines.net> 

Cc: Tony Bornhorst <tony@rhetson.com>; deb Lawson <dlawson@jp2catholicschool.org>; John Donohue 

<jdonohue@jp2catholicschool.org>; Tom VanCamp <thomasv@vancamplaw.com>; Very Reverend John 

Forbes, V.F. <Fr.John.Forbes@raldioc.org>; Fr. John Kane <Fr.John.Kane@raldioc.org>; Michael 

Wengenroth <Michael.Wengenroth@raldioc.org>; Jennifer Wincklhofer <jennifer@rhetson.com> 

Subject: Re: StJP2 - Future Church  

Thanks BJ.  We knew there were too many variables to have a full answer, but what you did say was great.  I 
think it would be fair for us to state that  

1) the church is an established use by previous ZBA ruling and subsequent use of the site since then 
2) that per 5.15.2, an existing church is allowed to expand / develop as an accepted use on their 

property 
3) that the applicable sections of the UDO pertaining to the development of a new Large Religious 

Institution adjacent to an RE district are found in 5.15 
4) that we've asked you to review this CONCEPT and that you confirmed that 5.15 is where we'd find 

those requirements (along with other requirements in Ch. 4). 
 
That's as good of an answer as we can expect to get.  For more than this, we'd have to submit a full site plan 
review.  Your answer at least confirms that yes, 5.15 is the next logical review method through the UDO if 
the PD goes away.  That's really all we need for now. 
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 Summary of Requests and Responses / Mediation 

• Revisions made between Neighborhood Meeting and Planning Board Meeting (3.24.22) 
o Church was shown near Camp Easter Road.  Provided more information on 

screening. 
o Setback and landscape buffer along west property line was not shown on plans at 

Neighborhood Meeting.  Added following setback and landscaping requirements 
1. Major Building setback = 100 feet (over 7,000 sf) 
2. Minor Building setback = 75 feet 
3. Parking setback = 50 feet 
4. 10’ planted buffer from property line to driveway easement 
5. 20’ planted buffer along east side of easement 
6. Note that landscaping and/or berms must meet UDO around parking lots 

and along development facing adjacent properties 
o Parking lots were large to accommodate church requirements.  Provided more 

information on required screening, following SP standards. 
o PD rezoning was intentionally used to minimize the future allowable uses on the 

property and to give the neighbors a stronger voice during public deliberations. 
 

• Revisions made between Planning Board (3.24.22) and Town Council Meeting (4.12.22) 
o Revised church location per request.  Pushed back on site due to neighbor 

comments / concerns of seeing large church along road. 
o Revised parking lot to connect with existing school parking to be used for 

overflow, will minimize total parking needed, and will provide additional traffic 
pattern options. 

o Revised impervious surface approach.  Stated that 5/70 request will not be 
allowed, thus capping the allowable impervious surface maximum at 24%. 

o Added 100’ planted buffer along west property line.  This is consistent with UDO 
5.15 and with PD to Residential buffer approved for McDeeds Creek Elementary 
School across the street. 

1. Per UDO standards, this buffer will require over 1,600 plants and takes up 
approximately 3.76 acres of property 

o Added building setback of 100 feet along west property line.  This replaced the 
previous major and minor building setbacks.  

o Added that buffer is required for athletic fields also  
o Added sidewalks connecting uses on site per UDO and Staff comment 

 

• Town Council Meeting 2 (5.10.22) 
o Andy Petesch and Pine Barrens presented at this meeting. 
o Applicant did not present during this meeting, but did address the claim from 

Petesch that no thought or consideration had been given to Pine Barrens.  We 
explained that almost every revision made so far had been made specifically in 
response to concerns raised by Pine Barrens and that the PD rezoning process 
was chosen specifically to be more open and beneficial to the neighbors. 

o Applicant and Pine Barrens agreed to a Mediation process. 
1. Concern expressed that all parties with concerns be part of the Mediation 

process so that once decisions were reached through Mediation, no other 
parties would express additional arguments – as reasonably as possible. 
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• Mediation Meeting (6.6.22) 
o Many requests made in nearly 8 hours of mediation.  Most of this time was the 

Mediator meeting with the Pine Barren group while required plans were 
compiled. 

 
o Round 1 Pine Barrens Requests: 

1. Eliminate Athletic Field on west parcel. 
2. Eliminate connector road from parking lot to easement 
3. West parcel must be designed to meet 50 year storm instead of UDO 

required 10 year storm. 
4. End buffer just south of Currie’s stable to allow vision of street to horse. 
5. Buffer / landscaping should been UDO requirements for opaque 

screening. 
6. Require 200 foot setback for buildings from west property line. 
7. Reduce capacity of sanctuary to 600 people maximum. 
8. Maximum height of sanctuary roof = 60 feet. 
9. Any new site lighting to be warm temperature color. 
10. Any new lighting to be limited to 0.5 fc at property line. 

o Round 1 Responses 
1. Church and School need outdoor spaces for play, practice, etc.  Agreed to 

no permanent designed sport field and no athletic lighting. 
2. Church highly prefers an additional access designed to Camp Easter Road 

and believes it will be preferred by and possibly required by the Fire 
Marshal.  Church offered to only have parking lot connection to existing 
easement drive if required by the Fire Marshal. 

3. There’s no evidence of stormwater flooding ever occurring from this 
property and no engineering to support that anything above a 10 year 
storm is necessary.  Soils are very sandy and well drained.  Existing slopes 
do not shed stormwater from the planned developed areas of the site 
toward neighbors.  Increasing to a 50 year storm would significantly 
increase the cost of the stormwater management system and the amount 
of land that would be impacted.  This would also mean the increase loss 
of trees on the site since trees would have to be cut down in the 
increased stormwater management area.  Applicant does not believe this 
is a necessary request. 

4. Accepted. 
5. Needed to confirm with BJ Grieve that PD would allow 4.3.5 landscape 

screen in lieu of 4.3.4 landscape buffer.  BJ confirmed that PD has this 
flexibility.  Accepted. 

6. This request would result in an unbuildable area of 7.4 acres along the 
western property line.  This would make 35% of the west parcel 
unbuildable.  Current design does show the sanctuary building further 
than 200 feet from the property line.  Admin / Parish Hall building is 
roughly 125 feet from the property line.  UDO 5.15.6 establishes the 
required setbacks for Large Religious Institutions adjacent to residential 
lots as the base zoning setbacks plus an additional 5 feet for every 1,000 
sf over 7,000 sf of building.  There is no definition of base setback for PD, 
however, large religious institutions are only allowed in GB and RR.  The 
base setback between RR and RE is 0 feet.  The base setback between GB 
and RE is 50 feet.  We offer an initial increased setback of 100 feet and 
then the established UDO setbacks defined in UDO 5.15.6.  This provides 
greater setbacks based on how large the church is designed. 
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7. Not acceptable.  Need is too great.  If Catholic population requires a 1,200 
seat sanctuary and they’re only allowed to build 600 seats, then more 
Masses would have to be offered, thus increasing the traffic times on 
every Sunday. 

8. Accepted.  PD already limits the top ceiling height to 35 feet. 
9. Accepted. 
10. Accepted. 

 
o Round 2 Pine Barrens Requests 

1. Pine Barrens emphasized wanting the landscaping to be an opaque 
buffer. 

2. Accepted offer to have parking lot connector only if required by Fire 
Marshal. 

3. Request a 175 foot setback to church building. 
4. Request moving church forward and placing athletic field on the rear 

portion of the west parcel. 
5. Church building front setback at middle of current school soccer field. 
6. Require front yard/field area south of church to be an established unused 

area. 
o Round 2 Responses 

1. Accepted. 
2. Accepted. 
3. Will discuss and explore, but would prefer 100’ minimum plus established 

UDO 5.15.6. 
4. Accepted.   
5. Accepted. 
6. Accepted.  Redesign of site will explore each of these options. 

 

• Post Mediation Revisions (6.8.22) 
o The following revisions were made per specific requests during the Mediation. 

1. Athletic fields reduced to Recreation fields / Play Areas intended for 
infrequent use and not for formal games with spectators, etc. 

2. Connector drive to be as required by Fire Marshal and with further 
NCDOT reviews and approvals. 

3. Stop planted buffer south of Currie’s stable.  This request was to give the 
horse a visible connection to any generated sounds. 

4. West setback to be 100 feet minimum or as defined by UDO 5.15.6, 
whichever is greater. 

5. Other setbacks and unbuildable areas defined in revised CDP write up 
including front yard area at church and setback along west. 

6. Maximum roof height of 60 feet. 
7. New lighting to be warm temperature color 
8. Light at property line to be 0.5 footcandles (we already offered 0 fc). 
9. Request to plant full visual barrier landscape SCREEN per UDO 4.3.5.  

Acceptable if in lieu of 100’ planted buffer.  Setbacks to remain as 
described above. 
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o Pine Barrens Additional Requests AFTER Mediation (see attached letter): 
1. Move recreation area to north portion of west parcel.  Will explore.  
2. Catholic school children are prohibited from using the recreation areas on 

the west parcel.   

• The school currently uses this property for cross-country running 
and other activities.  Pine Barrens has not lodged any complaints 
to date. 

3. Requesting both an opaque screen per UDO 4.3.5 and a landscape buffer 
per 4.3.4.   

• No need for both if 4.3.5 establishes the 100% visual opaqueness 
that they’re requesting.   

• This was later determined to be a misuse of the term “buffer.”  
Mr. Petesch confirmed on 8/11 that he meant “setback” each 
time the word “buffer” was used. 

4. Increased requested landscape buffer from 100 feet as previously 
discussed to 150 feet.   

• UDO would require 100 feet per 5.15.6 (based on shown 
approximate size of proposed church buildings).  McDeeds 
Elementary PD to Res approved at 100 foot buffer. 

• Should have said “setback”. 
5. No functional belltower allowed.   

• This request is made specific to not disturbing one horse.  No 
other noise ordinances are currently in effect around any of the 
rest of the properties. 

6. Request 25 year storm requirements.   

• This is less than 50 year that was requested during mediation, but 
still is without merit, without engineering backup, and without 
proof of any current stormwater flooding issues or even 
topography that drains stormwater toward Pine Barrens. 
 

Town Council Meeting September 13: 
o Mr. Petesch had confirmed that there were only two outstanding issues that 

needed better definition.  Those were the Recreation / Play Yard area and the 
Parking Lot Connector Driveway. 

o StJP2 presented the progress since Mediation and their offered options on these 
two issues. 

o Adam Kiker (resident of Pine Barrens) and Mr. Petesch began a presentation that 
continued to attempt to disallow the entire church development and challenge 
the PD in whole – not focusing on these two items as had been established prior 
to the meeting. 

 
This is the unfortunate cycle that has been established.  Each time the applicant responds to 
requests for revisions from Pine Barrens, they respond with additional demands, or continue to 
fight the project in whole.  We had agreements at the end of Mediation but more were requests 
were added in their follow up letter.  We worked through these requests and had them narrowed 
down to only two remaining items and had agreed that these two were what we’d address at the 
9/13 Council meeting.  They presented additional information designed to fight against the entire 
PD application. 
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SUMMARY OF COMPLIANCE WITH CLRP AND UDO 
 
PD Applications are required to answer Items 1 through 4 from UDO 2.18.4(H) 
 

1. The proposed PDD satisfies the criteria for a zoning map amendment established in this 
chapter; 

• Need for Rezoning:  Existing Pre-K through 8th grade school is non-compliant with 
current UDO, which only allows Elementary Schools within RE district.  In order to 
build a permanent Classroom Building and remove mobile units, property must 
meet current UDO standards.  Southern Pines Planning staff recommend rezoning 
to Planned Development (PD) as is consistent with the recently PD rezoned 558 
acre Knollwood Tract PD directly across Camp Easter Road from the StJP2 
property.  PD will establish zoning criteria to direct future phases of development 
on the entire 42.2 acre property including School, Church, Recreation Areas, 
Parking, Traffic Flow, etc. 

 
2. The Conceptual Development Plan represents an overall Development Pattern that is 

consistent with the goals and policies of the Comprehensive Plan (CLRP), Official Zoning 
Map, Capital Improvements Program, and any other applicable planning documents 
adopted by the Town; 

• The CDP district supports the existing St. John Paul II Catholic School and provides 
UDO compliant means for expansions through master planned and phased 
growth. 

• The CDP limits the potential uses of the site to only those listed within the PD 
documents and establishes land areas where these uses may be expected to 
occur within the Concept Development master plans. 

• CLRP recommends that churches / civic uses be located within RESIDENTIAL areas 
(CLRP 4.3) 

• The CDP establishes setbacks, buffers, and other conditions to minimize impact to 
adjacent residential properties. 

1. Setbacks and Landscape Screening along the western property line were 
established through mediation and subsequent conversations with 
neighbors from Pine Barrens. 

2. Other Conditions requested by Pine Barrens and agreed to by StJP2 
include the  

1. location and definition of the Recreation / Play Yard,  
2. limitations of noise making devices within the Rec/Play Yard 
3. limitations for Church bells 
4. limitations for steeple objects 

• This CDP establishes these regulations and proposed development patterns in 
general and requires a PDP process for each of the development phases 

 
3. The proposed Development is appropriate for the area of the Town in which it is located; 

and 
• Knollwood Tract PD (approved in 2017) is 558 acres, directly south, across Camp 

Easter Road from the StJP2 property.  This mixed-use PD includes 600 residential 
units, 500 hotel rooms, 250 assisted living units, businesses, offices, retail, and 
even light industrial uses. 

• McDeed’s Creek Elementary School was developed on part of the Knollwood 
Tract PD and is currently an 800 student elementary school directly south of StJP2 
Catholic School. 

• Belle Meade Community, 100+ acre retirement resort with 172 apartments and 
48 homes, is directly north, abutting the StJP2 property.  See letter of support 
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from St. Joseph of the Pines / Belle Meade Board of Directors who stated benefits 
of the proposed new church development adjacent to their residents..   

• Development of a Catholic Church adjacent to the Catholic School is a reasonable 
and congruous use within the 42.2 acre total site.  The proposed future church 
facilities are an appropriate use within the developing residential zoned 
neighborhoods.  Churches traditionally serve communities and thus are 
appropriately developed within growing residential areas.  Care will be taken to 
assure that the future church is developed with minimal adverse effects to 
existing residences. 

• Camp Easter Road, the new traffic circle, and the planned extension road from 
the traffic circle, south, will be studied during the Church Development PDP to 
assure transportation support is adequate or to identify additional needs, 
remembering that traffic for Church use is heavy only at very limited times 
through the week, which are also generally times when other traffic is light. 

• Traffic circle designed for McDeeds accounted for StJP2’s future expansion to 500 
students, and further, anticipates the hundreds of homes and businesses planned 
for the Knollwood Tract PD. 

• PDP will require full TIA but early numbers show peak rates for Church are LESS 
than peak rates for McDeeds Creek Elementary School.  Same roads, different 
times / different days = no increase.   

• Initial review by NCDOT had no issue with concept of improving easement road to 
be a secondary exit from proposed church parking lots. 

 
4. The proposed Development will not generate the need for inefficient extensions and 

expansions of public facilities, utilities and services. 
• The site has access to public water, sewer, electrical, gas, telephone/data and 

other utilities currently being used on site by the Catholic School.  The proposed 
CDP will not require public utility extensions. 
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SUPPORTING DOCUMENTS: 
Email from NCDOT District Engineer, Michael Kitchen 

Kitchen, Matthew W 
 

Sep 14, 2022, 
4:09 PM (21 

hours ago) 

 
 
 

to me 

 
 

Pete, 
  
Based on the proposed separation and the current volumes on Camp Easter Road 
I am ok with the proposed exit allowing both left and right’s out.  Should the 
volumes on Camp Easter change and the lefts out become problematic then the 
DOT could come back at a later date and allow right outs only but for now I do not 
envision any issues.  
  
Thanks, 
Matt 
  
Matthew W. Kitchen, PE 
District Engineer 
Division 8 - District 2 
  
910-944-7621  
mwkitchen@ncdot.gov                    
  
902 N. Sandhills Blvd. 
Aberdeen, NC  28315 

 
 
 
 
Email from Andy Petesch confirming that prior to the September 13th Town Council meeting, only 
two outstanding issues remained: 

 

 
Andrew Petesch <apetesch@peteschlaw.com> 
 

Tue, Sep 13, 
1:48 PM (2 
days ago) 

 
 
 

to me, andy.petesch@outlook.com 

 
 

Thank you.  My understanding is that we are down to (1) nature of easement 
connection to parking lot and (2) use and/or effect of use of recreation area. 
  
  
Andrew J. Petesch 
Petesch Law 
127 W. Hargett St., Suite 500 
Raleigh, North Carolina 27601 
T:  (919) 747-8611 
F:  (888) 848-9605 
E:  andy@peteschlaw.com 
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FOR SETTLEMENT PURPOSES ONLY 

Counteroffer of 
Pine Barrens Mediation Participants 

June 24, 2022 

In response to the St. John Paul II Catholic School Campus Master Plan CDP Revised for Town 
Council 7.12.22 (“Revised CDP”) and the Phase 1 Campus Plan Sheet CDP3 dated 6.7.22 
(“Revised Campus Plan”), the Pine Barrens Mediation Participants (“Pine Barrens”) make the 
following counteroffer:  
 
1) A recreation area is permitted in the northern portion of the “Church Parcel” (PIN 

858315538280) subject to the following conditions:  
a) The recreation area shall not be lighted;  
b) The recreation area shall be set back at least 200 feet from the western boundary of the 

Church Parcel;  
c) No portion of the recreation area shall be located south of the northern most corner of 

the “Existing Horse Barn” as shown on the Revised Campus Plan (exact description of 
setback to be determined by agreement of parties);  

d) The recreation area shall not be used for any organized sports activities, including but 
not limited to practices, regardless as to whether those activities are connected to the 
Church, the School, or any other third-party individual, entity, organization or 
association;  

e) The recreation area shall not be designed, constructed, or otherwise treated as sports 
fields or courts, for example soccer, basketball, baseball, tennis, and field hockey; and  

f) A playground facility is permitted within the recreation area.  The Catholic School 
grades 3 through 8 are prohibited from using any playground facility located on the 
Church Parcel.  

 
2) Pine Barrens agrees to a front building setback equal to 300 feet south of the existing activity 

building as shown on the Revised Campus Plan, with the following exception:  
a) In order to better accommodate the placement of a recreation area on the northern 

portion of the Church Parcel as described in Part 1 above, the proposed future rectory 
may be located south of the aforementioned front building setback if the rectory is used 
as a primary residence for a rector or a parish priest.  
 

3) An opaque screen meeting, at minimum, the standards in UDO § 4.3.5 shall be located along 
the western boundary of the Church Parcel consistent with the Revised Campus Plan with the 
following changes:  

a) The southern portion of the screen shall not extend closer than 350 feet from the 
southwest corner of the Church Parcel that abuts the Camp Easter Right of Way; and  

b) The northern portion of the screen shall be extended at least to 30-foot rear setback 
indicated on the Revised Campus Plan.  
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4) A minimum 150-foot buffer shall be provided along the western boundary of the Church Parcel 
subject to the following:  

a) Except as provided in Part 4(b) below, this side buffer shall remain undeveloped and 
maintained in its current condition;  

b) Site utilities, storm water control, and related utility uses are allowed within this side 
buffer; and  

c) If a rectory is located in the northwest portion of the Church Parcel as shown on the 
Revised Campus Map, the portion of the side buffer located within 200 feet of the 
northwest corner of the Church Parcel may be reduced to 80 feet in width.  

 
5) Use of the access easement along the western boundary of the Church Parcel is subject to the 

following:  
a) Use shall only be permitted for Rectory ingress or egress, whether located in the 

northwest or southern portions of the Church Parcel;  
b) No connection between the access easement and any other Church or School facility, 

including but not limited to parking areas, shall be permitted required by the Fire 
Marshall, EMS, NCDOT, or other governmental agency; and  

c) If such a connection is required, a gate or other device (approved by any and all relevant 
government agencies and departments) shall be utilized to prevent unauthorized use of 
the access easement.  

 
6) The maximum building height shall be 2 stories subject to the following:  

a) The upper floor ceiling height of the Church Cathedral/Sanctuary building may extend 
to 35 feet, but the overall height of the Cathedral/Sanctuary shall not exceed 60 feet 
from the average grade of the building; and  

b) While the height of any spire is unlimited and regulated per UDO § 4.2.1(I), any objects 
located on top of the spire shall not exceed 4 feet in height and 3 feet in width.  

 
7) No noise making apparatus, such as a functional bell tower, is permitted.  
 
8) The color temperature of all lighting on the Church Parcel shall be a maximum of 4000 Kelvin. 

 
9) Lighting levels from new site lighting will not exceed 0.5 fc above existing ambient lighting 

at adjacent property lines.  
 

10) Stormwater management shall be designed as follows:  
a) Management of pre- and post-runoff along the western boundary of the Church parcel 

shall be designed to 25-year storm standards; and  
b) All other boundaries of the proposed campus shall meet applicable state and local 

stormwater management standards.  
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1.0:  PURPOSE / SUMMARY:   
Request Rezoning for three parcels from RE to PD to establish zoning criteria for future 
development of the combined ±42.2 acre property and for the immediate purpose of constructing 
a New Classroom Building to replace mobile classroom units for St. John Paul II Catholic School. 

▪ Need for Rezoning:  Existing Pre-K through 8th grade school is non-compliant with current 
UDO, which only allows Elementary Schools within RE district.  In order to build a 
permanent Classroom Building and remove mobile units, property must meet current 
UDO standards.  Southern Pines Planning staff recommend rezoning to Planned 
Development (PD) as is consistent with the recently PD rezoned McDeed’s Creek 
Elementary School directly across Camp Easter Road from the St. John’s property.  PD will 
establish zoning criteria to direct future phases of development on the entire 42.2 acre 
property. 

▪ For clarity within this document: 
o “School Development” includes work proposed primarily on Parcel ID 10001608, 

which includes the existing St. John Paul II Catholic School facilities.  Athletic 
Recreation fields / play area shown on Parcel ID 00038409 are included within 
School Development. 

o “Church Development” includes work proposed solely on Parcel ID 00038409 and 
involves church facilities, parking lots, and drives.   

 
▪ Development Phasing 

o Phase 1 – Immediate Need 
▪ New Classroom Building on previously prepared building pad 

• Expected Timeline = Completion within 2 to 3 years 
o Future Phases 

▪ Classroom Expansion Building adjacent to Phase 1 

• Expected Timeline = More than 10 years 
▪ Athletic Fields Recreation fields / play area / Tennis Courts 

• Expected Timeline = 5 to 10 years 
▪ Church Facilities and parking 

• Expected Timeline = More than 10 years 
▪ New Rectory 

• Expected Timeline = 5 to 10 years 
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2.0:  PROJECT OVERVIEW:   
 
2.1 LOCATION 
The proposed development is located along Camp Easter Road between Pine Barren’s Court and 
McDeed’s Creek Road.  St. John Paul II Catholic School is the current major use of the site.  Minor 
uses include a Rectory, a former horse stable building being used as school administration offices, 
and an existing cemetery.  These parcels are within Southern Pines City limits and ETJ.  Utilities 
are available to the site and are currently run into the site to a prepared building pad for the 
Phase 1 Classroom Building project.  See Appendix 1, Property Information 
 
2.2 DEVELOPMENT VISION:   
Catholic School:  St. John Paul II Catholic School seeks to replace the mobile classroom units with a 
±56,000 square foot, permanent school building on the existing prepared building pad adjacent to 
the existing Activity building and expand their student population from 250 students to a 
maximum cap of 450 to 500 students (10 grade levels x 2 classrooms each).  This permanent 
classroom building was anticipated and shown on the Activity Building project which was 
approved and constructed in 2017.  Much of the infrastructure for the permanent classroom 
building was designed and installed as part of this most recent project (water/sewer/fire lines, 
stormwater management). 
 
Catholic Church:  Local Catholic Church leadership and the Roman Catholic Diocese of Raleigh see 
a need to respond to the continuing development in Southern Pines by building a larger church 
with seating up to 1,200 to accommodate the growing Catholic community.  There is no 
established timeline for this new sanctuary and church campus 
 
The Phase 1 classroom building will add approximately 30 to 40 parking spaces along the existing 
drive aisles within the center of the site.  School traffic patterns will remain unchanged.  As needs 
arise and funding is met, a tennis court complex and playground improvements will be 
constructed within the site, with the closest portion of the tennis court being greater than 75 feet 
from the east property line. 
 
The future phase church facilities will be designed to present an architecturally attractive, large 
sanctuary building in view through tucked back into the existing pine trees along Camp Easter 
Road.  Administration, Classroom, and Parish Hall building(s) will be constructed of similar 
architectural detailing adjacent to the sanctuary, to establish a campus environment with 
potential fountains, wide sidewalks, formal landscaping, and other site appurtenances.  In order 
to improve contextual appropriateness to adjacent residential districts, Major and Minor buildings 
have been defined at a threshold of 7,000 sf with greater setback requirements for Major 
buildings a 100-foot buffer and setback will be provided along the western property line.  Buffer 
will be 10 feet from property line to easement/driveway, and then 90 feet east of the easement a 
continuous landscape screen per UDO 4.3.5 will provide visual screening to the adjacent parcels 
west of the church development.    This screening will be planted along east side of the existing 
deeded easement road that runs along the western property line where the existing drive is left 
in its current location and is not connected to the proposed new parking areas.  Where 
connected to new church parking lots, the drive will be improved, widened per UDO standards, 
and will require landscape screening between neighboring parcels and the new drive.   
Landscape screen was requested by the adjacent neighbors during the Mediation meeting on 
6/6/22.  This landscape screen will be installed in lieu of a landscaped buffer area referenced in 
UDO 5.15.6 and described in UDO 4.3.4.  Landscape screen, as described in UDO 4.3.5, will 
provide an opaque visual screen from ground to 15 feet high.  Setback along the western 
property line will be 100 feet minimum or as calculated by UDO 5.15.6, based on the final size 
of the proposed church buildings, whichever is greater. 
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2.3 APPLICANT AND PROJECT TEAM:   
The applicant is St. John Paul II Catholic School.  Property Owner is the Roman Catholic Diocese of 
Raleigh.  Consultants on the CDP are Rhetson Companies and Bogle Firm Architecture. 
 
2.4 COMPLIANCE: 
All development within the site must adhere to the approved standards and conditions stated in 
this document.  As stated in UDO 3.5.14 “Development within a PD district shall occur in 
accordance with unique conditions and standards established during the rezoning process that 
may vary from those contained with other sections of the UDO.”  The conditions stated within this 
document shall supersede those established in the UDO.  Each phase of development must 
submit and obtain approval of a Preliminary Development Plan (PDP).  To the extent this 
document does not otherwise establish a development standard, the UDO standard in effect at 
the time of the application will apply. 
 
3.0 CONCEPTUAL DEVELOPMENT PLAN APPLICATION, CHECKLISTS, & SUPPORT DOCUMENTS 
See separate document, Exhibit A 
 
4.0 EXISTING CONDITIONS 
 
4.1 EXISTING NATURAL FEATURES 
Existing trees and vegetation are the expected pine and hardwood mix typical to the area.  
Coverage on the west parcel is as expected for a former horse farm with scattered trees and no 
undergrowth.  The Rectory parcel is more densely wooded and contains understory trees and 
shrubs.  The existing School parcel is mostly open with clusters of trees around the perimeter and 
along the interior private road. 
 
Land is relatively flat with a natural grade flow from Camp Easter Road (southern border) to the 
northwest corner of the property.  High elevation is approximately 436’ at Camp Easter Road (at 
traffic circle).  Low elevation is approximately 418’ near the northwest corner.  Approximately 
1,400 linear feet separate high and low elevations.  
 
No streams, wetlands, or floodplains are present on the property.  The property is identified as a 
WS-III-P watershed area for the Cape Fear Basin, Little River Stream.  WS-III-P is defined by 
NCDEQ (15A NCAC 02B .0202) as “Moderately Developed” areas.  WS-III has two intensity levels 
with CA (critical area) having greater requirements and PA (protected area) having lesser 
requirements.   
 
Prevalent soil type is CaB (Candor fine sandy loam) with an average expected permeability of 6.0 
to 20 inches per hour, a typical high-water table of greater than 6 feet and bedrock of greater 
than 60 feet. (USDA Soils Survey of Moore County, NC).  Soils are generally highly permeable and 
well suited for underground stormwater control devices. 
 
Approximately 2/3 of the site is within an Active Red Cockaded Woodpecker Foraging Area.  
Construction of Phase 1, Classroom Building, and other development that does not remove any 
pine trees, will not require a Woodpecker Survey.  See letter from Dr. J. H. Carter, III & Associates, 
dated 22 October 2021.  Development of any portion of the site that proposes tree removal will 
require further surveys. 
 
4.2 EXISTING MAN-MADE FEATURES 
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The property contains many existing man-made features, including the Catholic School, Rectory, 
and horse barn / office building.  Accessory structures include concession stand, dumpster pad / 
enclosure, playground canopies, and a storage shed (at horse barn).  Paved private drives with 
parking areas provide connection to Camp Easter Road.  A large, grassed area between the school 
and Camp Easter Road serves as both a baseball/softball and soccer field. 
 
School Development:  A building pad was prepared for the proposed Phase 1 Classroom Building.  
Stormwater calculations from the 2017 Activity Building project included impervious areas for the 
proposed Classroom Building.  Sanitary sewer, water, power, telephone/data, and gas services are 
available at or very near this existing building pad, ready for use.  The existing mobile classrooms 
will be removed once the Phase 1 Classroom Building is completed and occupied.  Utility 
capacities for the Classroom Expansion will be further explored during the future phase PDP. 
 
Church Development:  Stormwater control facilities will be constructed as needed and may 
include underground detention systems similar to those installed on the school property.  Utilities 
are available and existing on the existing School site.  Phase 2 extensions of water, sewer, power, 
telephone/data, and/or gas will be made either on-site or along Camp Easter Road, whichever is 
deemed more appropriate during the PDP for that portion of the work. 
 
4.3 EXISTING LEGAL FEATURES 
Zoning information, property lines, rights-of-way, and easements can be seen on the Concept 
Development Plans, CDP1, CDP2, CDP3, and CDP4. 
 
Ownership and Property Information is included in Appendix A of this document.  Deeds are 
included in Exhibit A. 
 
Adjacent parcel information can be seen on CDP1. 
 
5.0 DEVELOPMENT CONDITIONS 
 
5.1 ALLOWABLE USES 
Uses within this PD will be limited to the following: 

▪ PRIMARY USES 
o Private School (Pre-K through 8th grade) LBCS-6110, 6121, 6122, 6125  
o Religious Institution (large church) LBCS-6600 
o Residential, single-family home (rectory) LBCS-1111 

▪ ACCESSORY USES 
o Administrative Services (associated with the school/church) LBCS-2421 
o Athletic Fields / Tennis Courts / Playgrounds (associated with school/church) 
o Cemetery (accessory to religious institution) LBCS 6720  
o Temporary Uses (subject to UDO 5.18 and 5.22 with permitting) 
o Accessory Uses (subject to UDO 5.3) 

▪ Other uses not listed here are excluded from this PD. 
 
5.2 LAND USE 
Land use areas are defined on the Conceptual Design Plan.  Uses from 5.1 shall be implemented 
within the areas outlined on this plan.  Accessory Uses are not limited to specified areas. 

▪ Total land area = ±42.2 acres 
▪ Existing Built-Upon Area = 9% Impervious 

 
Built-Upon / Impervious Areas are projected as follows at the completion of each phase as listed: 

▪ PHASE 1 Classroom Building = 12% Impervious Maximum 
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▪ FUTURE PHASE Classroom Expansion and Tennis Courts = 15% Impervious Maximum 
▪ FUTURE PHASE Church Development = 30% 24% Impervious Maximum 

o Note:  5/70 Exemption will be required for WS-III-P compliance once built-upon 
areas exceed 24%. 

o Note:  The Applicant agrees not to pursue a 5/70 Exemption for the identified 
church and school development. 

 
5.3 DEVELOPMENT STANDARDS / ADDITIONAL DESIGN CONDITIONS 
In general, dimensional standards for the development including building heights, buffers, 
setbacks, and landscaping will follow the standard UDO unless modified within this document.  
Any modified standard in this document will supersede the UDO requirements. 
 

5.3.1 Basis:  Unless modified herein, development and design standards will meet the most 
restrictive requirement of the zoning districts adjacent to the development site (RE, 
RS3, FRR) 

 
5.3.2 Summary of PD Development Standards 

5.3.2.1 Maximum Building Height:  2 stories + 35 feet to upper floor ceiling height.  
Buildings will have pitched roofs or parapets that face front and side yards. 
o More restrictive than 4.2.1(F) & (H) 
o Height of spires is unlimited and regulated per 4.2.1(I)   

5.3.2.2 Building Setbacks: 
o Front Yard (School Development) = 40 feet from ROW / 70 feet from 

centerline of Camp Easter Road (RE) 
o Front Yard (Church Development) = established as a line, 300 feet south 

of and running parallel to the front façade of the existing Activity 
Building. 

o Side Yard, West, Church Buildings = 50 feet to Parking, 75 feet to Minor 
Buildings, 100 feet to Major Buildings (major/minor as defined by 5.15 = 
7,000 sf)   100 feet minimum or as calculated by UDO 5.15.6, based on 
the final size of the proposed church buildings, whichever is greater 

o Side Yard, West, Residential Buildings = 30 feet 100 feet.   
o Total West Side Yard:  This approximately 1.59 acre area will remain 

undeveloped in its current condition, which reflects its former use as a 
horse pasture. 

o Side Yard, East = 15 feet (RE) 
o Rear Yard = 30 feet (RS3) 

5.3.2.3 Development Setback: 
o Front Yard (Church Development) = No play yards, athletic fields, 

structures, or other permanent development (other than utilities and 
stormwater control devices) will be allowed in the Undeveloped Area 
identified on the Site Plan, from the ROW at Camp Easter Road to a point 
250 feet perpendicular from this ROW and intersecting with the 
easement drive (same point as identified as the end of the Landscape 
Screen), and then running along and east/west line until meeting the 
ROW at the traffic circle.  This approximately 1.57 acre area will remain 
undeveloped in its current condition, which reflects its former use as a 
horse pasture. 

5.3.2.4 Buffers Landscape Screening: 
o Existing 18’ easement must be maintained along west property line in the 

existing location or as revised.  Future development will improve this 
easement as a paved drive.    
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▪ In order to maintain this easement, drive will run parallel within 
buffer.  Landscaping will be provided to screen drive. 

▪ Where existing easement is not connected to new church parking, 
drive may be improved and landscape screen per UDO 4.3.5 will 
be provided along the east side of the existing drive.  Decorative 
landscaping may also be provided along the west side of the 
existing drive as space limitations allow. 

▪ Where new drive is connected to proposed church parking lots, 
drive will be improved to meet UDO / Fire Marshal standards and 
will be moved eastward into the site enough to provide area for a 
landscape screen per UDO 4.3.5 to be west of the new drive, 
providing visual screening to the adjacent parcels along the 
western property line. 

o Side Yard, West = 10 feet landscaped buffer from property line to drive 
o Side Yard, West = 20  90 feet landscaped buffer on east side of improved 

drive for a total of 100 feet of landscaped buffer along the west property 
line adjacent to development.  Landscape Screen per UDO 4.3.5 will be 
installed along the western portion of the Church Development parcel 
beginning at the north-most point of any Church Development (buildings, 
recreation/play yard, or parking lots) and continuing as described above 
along the east side of the existing easement to a point 250 350 feet off of 
the Camp Easter Road ROW.  Per UDO 4.3.5, landscape screen will be 
visually opaque from ground to 15 feet tall at maturity.  This screening 
type and layout was requested during Mediation meetings with 
neighbors on June 6, 2022. 

o Implementation:  Buffers  Landscape Screen will be constructed with the 
construction of the future church, parking, or athletic field recreation 
field / play-yard development. 

5.3.2.5 Lot Size, Density, and Lot Width (per RE) 
5.3.2.6 Landscaping:  per UDO requirements except as follows 

o Buffers / Landscape Screening for PDD as established above. 
▪ NOTE:  Proposed buffer landscape screening at west property line 

is based on UDO Exhibit 4-2 buffer UDO 4.3.5 and requirements 
between RE and GB.  Per UDO 5.15 Supplemental Requirements for 
Religious Institutions only allows large Religious Institutions in GB 
district.  Thus, buffer required width is based on GB district.  is 
based on a similar buffer between the PD development at 
McDeed’s Creek Elementary School and the adjacent Residential 
District.  is provided as requested by neighbors during Mediation 
meeting, June 6, 2022. 

o Buffers / Landscape Screening will become required with development 
activity per parcel.   

▪ West buffer will be required with development of church and 
parking lot and or athletic recreation field. 

▪ Phase 1 Classroom Building, Future Phase Classroom Expansion, 
and Tennis Courts do not require additional buffers but will require 
existing buffers to be maintained or replaced. 

o Landscaping for Vehicle Use Areas, per UDO 4.3.6 
▪ NOTE:  Added parking spaces at Existing Cemetery are below the 

5,000 sf threshold for Internal Parking Lot listed in UDO 4.3.6(B)(3) 
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▪ NOTE:  Added parking spaces south of new Classroom Building are 
below the 5,000 sf threshold for Internal Parking Lot listed in UDO 
4.3.6(B)(3) 

5.3.2.7 Off Street Parking: UDO Exhibit 4-6 shall apply with the following calculations 
and modifications 
o Elementary and Middle School = 1.175 spaces per classroom x 46 

classrooms (Phase 1 + Future) = 55 spaces required (no modification) 
o Bicycle Parking = 0.25 per classroom x 46 classrooms = 12 spaces 
o NOTE:  Provided parking spaces shown on CDP at school development = 

±160 spaces (125 existing). 
o Church Development:  Minimum number of spaces required by Diocese 

exceeds Exhibit 4-6.  Existing and new parking at School will count toward 
the Diocese required parking numbers.  Parking areas will be designed 
with curb and gutter only as necessary to capture and control stormwater 
toward underground basins or similar stormwater control systems. 

5.3.2.8 Lighting:  UDO 4.8 shall apply with the following modifications 
o School Development:  New lighting shall comply with UDO.  Existing 

lighting shall remain if unaltered by development. 
o Church Development:  New lighting shall comply with UDO and… 

▪ Parking lot lighting shall be full cut-off, dark-sky compliant, LEDs 
▪ Parking lot lighting shall be self-dimming with motion sensors per 

parking section (defined by landscape islands) – OR – Parking lot 
lighting shall be on timers set to come on at dusk and turn off at 
11:00 PM.  Church reserves the right to leave lights on during 
special events as defined in Accessory Uses UDO 5.3. 

▪ Building mounted area lights facing adjacent properties shall be 
controlled with parking lot lights. 

▪ Building mounted area lights may provide illumination for security 
purposes within the site and are subject to UDO 4.8 

▪ Lighting color temperatures will be in a warm-range (maximum 
4,000 Kelvin) per request by neighbors during Mediation meeting 
6/6/22. 

▪ Lighting levels from new site lighting will not exceed 0.5 fc above 
existing ambient lighting at adjacent property lines. 

5.3.2.9 Development / Building Standards:  UDO 4.10 shall apply unless modified by 
other sections within this document. 

5.3.2.10 Transportation (Streets) UDO 4.11 shall apply with the following notes 
o Existing streets serving School Development were designed with the 

permanent Classroom Buildings in mind.  Traffic patterns will not be 
changed with School Development 

o Church Development will require further TIA during PDP phase of 
development.  As shown, the majority of traffic ingress and egress will be 
directed through the traffic circle on Camp Easter Road.   

o Distance between center of traffic circle and centerline of Improved Drive 
at west property line is approximately 565 550 feet.  Driveway permitting 
will be required per NCDOT during PDP phase of Church Development. 

o Driveway between proposed Church parking lots and Camp Easter Road 
will be designed as a Secondary Access.  Primary ingress/egress will be 
from the existing traffic circle on Camp Easter Road. 

▪ Secondary access drive will be no wider than minimums required by 
Southern Pines UDO / Fire Marshal. 
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▪ Secondary access drive will not be connected to parking lots in such 
a way as to encourage the majority of the traffic to use this drive.   

▪ Secondary drive will not be directly connected to a major collector 
aisle within the parking lot.  

o All streets shown on CDP are intended to remain as Private Streets. 
▪ 4.11.14(B):  Private drives do not serve multiple lots and therefore 

are not required to be built with the same standards and 
specifications as would apply to public streets. 

▪ 4.11.14(B) shall not apply to Deeded Easement access to 6 acre 
tract in northwest corner (Parcel ID 00038796) 

▪ 4.11.15(B):  Church development drives will comply as required. 
▪ 4.11.15:  Sidewalks will connect parking lots to the closest major 

buildings but will not be required to and will connect between uses 
except as shown on CDP.  

5.3.2.11 Supplemental Conditions for Specific Uses (UDO 5.15 Religious Institutions) 
o UDO 5.15.1(A):  PD shall allow Large Religious Institutions (seating capacity 

of largest assembly area greater than 250 seats). 
o UDO 5.15.6 Setbacks for Large Religious Institutions:   

▪ To encourage construction of smaller scale buildings adjacent to 
residential properties in this PD, and in lieu of 3 story allowed by 
4.2.1(F) and 50 foot height allowed for Religious Institutions by 
4.2.1(H), this PD establishes setbacks and buffers for Major and 
Minor building sizes based on the 7,000 sf definition in 5.15.6. 

▪ Major Building:  Setback from Residential Property Line = 100 feet 
▪ Minor Building:  Setback from Residential Property Line = 75 feet 
▪ Buffers / Landscape Screening and Setbacks are as established 

above. 
5.3.2.12 Other Conditions  

o Recreation / Play Yard 
▪ Location must be 250 feet north of the north façade of the existing 

Activity Building and 250 feet east of the west property line. 
▪ Recreation / Play Yard shall be screened from view from Pine 

Barrens parcels either by existing vegetation, landscape screen 
along property line, or additional landscape screening within the 
site. 

▪ Recreation / Play Yard shall not be designed, constructed, or 
otherwise treated as a fully defined permanent sports field 

▪ Bleachers or other spectator seating shall not be provided. 
▪ Referee / Coaching whistles or other similar noise makers shall not 

be used in association with the Recreation / Play Yard. 
▪ Athletic lighting is not allowed for the Recreation / Play Yard. 

o Undeveloped Areas and Setbacks 
▪ Defined Undeveloped Areas and Setbacks must be maintained in 

current condition (pines, understory trees, pine-straw / pasture 
grass) 

▪ Site utilities, storm water control, or similar works are allowed in 
these areas. 

o Church bells (actual or recorded) are allowed in conjunction with church 
services but will not be allowed for regular chiming of the time. 

o Height of spires are unlimited per UDO 4.2.1 (I).  Objects located on top of 
a spire may not be taller than 10 feet or wider than 6 feet. 
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APPENDIX 1 
EXISTING PROPERTY INFORMATION: 

Property Information by parcel 
 

▪ School Property:   
o Property Owner:  Roman Catholic Diocese, Raleigh 
o Parcel ID:  10001608 
o Address:  2878 Camp Easter Road (school mailing address is 2922 Camp Easter) 
o Acres:  17.47 acres 
o Current Zoning:  RE 
o Current Use:  Pre-K through 8th Grade Private Catholic School, associated athletic 

fields, and existing cemetery 
o Watershed:  WS-III-P ; Basin = Cape Fear ; Stream = Little River 
o Property Description:  Existing property is located on the north side of Camp 

Easter Road between Pine Barrons Vista to the west and McDeed’s Creek Road to 
the east.  Structures consists of an existing Pre-K through 8th grade private 
Catholic School with Activity Building, mobile classroom buildings, athletic fields, 
out-buildings, and associated parking, drives, etc.  Civil drawings from the Activity 
building project (2009) included utilities and storm water control for planned New 
Classroom Building.  An existing cemetery is located in the northeast corner of the 
property.  The site is relatively flat with an overall slope from southeast to 
northwest and is located within the WS-III-P watershed. 

o Utilities:  The site currently has access to public water, public sewer, electrical, 
gas, telephone, cable, and internet services.  A building pad, sewer and water 
connections, and stormwater control were provided for the proposed new 
classroom building during the construction of the Activity Building.   

▪ The proposed development will not require any utility extensions. 
 

▪ Rectory Property: 
o Property Owner:  Roman Catholic Diocese, Raleigh 
o Parcel ID:  00991755 
o Address:  2952 Camp Easter Road 
o Acres:  3.91 acres 
o Current Zoning:  RE 
o Current Use:  Residential 
o Watershed:  WS-III-P ; Basin = Cape Fear ; Stream = Little River 
o Property Description:  Existing property is located on the north side of Camp 

Easter Road between Pine Barrons Vista to the west and McDeed’s Creek Road to 
the east.  Property is mostly wooded and structures consists of an existing large 
estate house that is currently being used as a Rectory by the Diocese. 

o Utilities:  The existing estate house currently has water, septic, electrical, 
telephone, cable, and internet services. 

▪ No development is proposed to this parcel and thus no utility extensions. 
 

▪ West Parcel Property:  
o Property Owner:  Roman Catholic Diocese, Raleigh 
o Parcel ID:  00038409 
o Address:  2978 Camp Easter Road 
o Acres:  20.82 acres 
o Current Zoning:  RE 
o Current Use:  Existing offices above horse barn being used by school.  No other 

current use. 
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o Watershed:  WS-III-P ; Basin = Cape Fear ; Stream = Little River 
o Property Description:  Existing property is located on the north side of Camp 

Easter Road between Pine Barrons Vista to the west and McDeed’s Creek Road to 
the east.  Existing property was a former horse farm with one horse barn (offices 
above), a utility shed, scattered trees within open pasture area.  The existing 
horse barn / office  currently has water, septic, electrical, telephone, cable, and 
internet services. 

▪ No development is proposed to this parcel during this phase of work 
▪ Utilities are available along Camp Easter Road to be extended into the site 

as needed for future development of potential church facilities.  More 
study will be required to evaluate these if the diocese moves forward 
with development of this site. 
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APPENDIX 2 
CONCEPTUAL DEVELOPMENT PLAN CRITERIA: 

Responses to UDO Section 2.18.4(H) Conceptual Development Plan Criteria 
 

1) The proposed PDD satisfies the criteria for a zoning map amendment established in this 
chapter 

This CDP conforms to all applicable provisions of Chapter 2 of the Southern Pines 
UDO.  The narrative describes compliance and is further demonstrated by responses 
to UDO Section 2.17.9 Criteria for Zoning Map Amendments below. 

 
2) The Conceptual Development Plan represents an overall Development Pattern that is 

consistent with the goals and policies of the Comprehensive Plan, Official Zoning Map, 
Capital Improvements Program, and any other applicable planning documents adopted by 
the Town. 

This CDP seeks consistency with the goals and policies of the UDO by the following: 
a) The CDP district supports the existing St. John Paul II Catholic School and provides 

UDO compliant means for expansions through master planned and phased 
growth. 

b) The CDP limits the potential uses of the site to only those listed within the PD 
documents and establishes land areas where these uses may be expected to 
occur within the Concept Development master plans. 

c) Existing School, Existing Church use, and Proposed Church Expansion are 
supported by the CLRP Future Land Use designation of “Residential” and with the 
application a PD rezoning, are supported by the UDO and Official Zoning Map. 

d) The CDP establishes setbacks and buffers to minimize impact to adjacent 
residential properties. 

e) This CDP establishes these regulations and proposed development patterns in 
general and requires a PDP process for each of the development phases. 

 
3) The proposed Development is appropriate for the area of the Town in which it is located;  

The School Development portion of this CDP proposes expansion of the existing Pre-K through 
8th grade school.  McDeed’s Elementary School was recently constructed directly across Camp 
Easter Road from the St. John Paul II site, thus supporting that area is appropriate for 
educational facilities.   
 
Development of a Catholic Church adjacent to the Catholic School is a reasonable and 
congruous use within the 42.2 acre total site.  The proposed future church facilities are an 
appropriate use within the developing residential zoned neighborhoods.  Churches 
traditionally serve communities and thus are appropriately developed within growing 
residential areas.  Care will be taken to assure that the future church is developed with 
minimal adverse effects to existing residences. 
 
Camp Easter Road, the new traffic circle, and the planned extension road from the traffic 
circle, south, will be studied during the Church Development PDP to assure transportation 
support is adequate or to identify additional needs, remembering that traffic for Church use is 
heavy only at very limited times through the week, which are also generally times when other 
traffic is light. 

 
4) The proposed Development will not generate the need for inefficient extensions and 

expansions of the public facilities, utilities, and services. 
The site has access to public water, sewer, electrical, gas, telephone/data and other 
utilities currently being used on site by the Catholic School.  The proposed CDP will 
not require public utility extensions. 
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APPENDIX 3 
ZONING MAP AMENDMENT CRITERIA: 

Responses to UDO Section 2.17.9 Criteria for Zoning Map Amendments 
 

 
A. Consistency.  Rezoning shall be consistent with the adopted Comprehensive plan. 

This CDP is consistent with the Comprehensive Plan – Southern Pines’ Vision (Chapter 2) 
▪ Natural resources will be protected, with sustainable growth and development:  

School development will be accomplished on the existing building pad, thus 
minimizing any loss of natural resources.  Church development will seek to 
maintain as many existing trees as is reasonably appropriate to the development 
needs.  Further woodpecker foraging area studies will be performed prior to 
Church development.   

▪ Economic development efforts will diversify employment opportunities and 
create a more sustainable local economy:  The expanded school will employ 
more teachers, but of greater impact is that the expanded school will provide 
additional private schooling options to help attract more families to seek jobs 
within the area.  Church development will have a similar economic affect. 

▪ Education opportunities will be available for residents of all ages:  Rezoning will 
allow for the construction of the new classroom building which will increase the 
total number of students which directly increases the education opportunities for 
Pre-K through 8th grade students.   

▪ Recreational opportunities meeting the diverse needs of residents will be met 
through public and private facilities and services:  Athletic fields are currently 
made available to outside groups who are connected to the school or Catholic 
community. 

▪ Goal G1 – Community Well-Being:  School Development will allow St. John Paul II 
Catholic School to serve more students, hire more teachers, and build a wider 
community of parents, supporters, and alumni.  Church Development will 
respond to the continuing development in Southern Pines by providing a larger 
church with seating up to 1,200 to accommodate the growing Catholic 
community.  These have direct positive impact on Community Well-Being.  

▪ Goal G2 – Natural Resources:  Construction of the New Classroom Building will be 
on a previously prepared building pad.  No trees will be removed for this 
proposed construction.  Church Development will seek to minimize loss of trees 
and will require more study to ensure that natural resources are carefully 
managed. 

▪ Goal G3 – Downtown:  The proposed CDP is not within the Downtown area. 
▪ Goal G4 – Neighborhoods:  School Development is built within the center of the 

existing campus and will have no adverse impact on neighboring properties.  
Proposed PD establishes setbacks, buffers, and landscaping requirements that 
minimize impact to neighbors for the Church Development phase.  Traffic studies 
will be performed during PDP of Church Development, bearing in mind that heavy 
traffic for a church happens at minimal hours each week and is generally during 
low traffic volume days and times. 

▪ Goal G5 – Horse Country:  The proposed CDP has no adverse to existing 
equestrian facilities.  Church Development is on land that was prepared for but 
not used as a horse farm.  These properties are not within the specific areas 
defined as “Horse Country” within the CLRP.  However, the adjacent 
neighborhood of Pine Barrens attempts to maintain the appearance of Horse 
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Country and therefore, this CDP makes efforts to help preserve this.  The open 
pasture aesthetic of “horse country” will be reflected in the final campus design 
by maintaining perimeter trees and as many of the pasture trees as is reasonably 
conducive to the development goals and as defined by Building Setbacks, 
Landscape Screens, and Undeveloped Areas within the CDP. 

▪ Goal G6 – Parks & Open Space:  The proposed CDP maintains large open spaces 
to be used as athletic fields, playgrounds, and other outdoor spaces for the 
school.  The existing cemetery will be a permanent open space.   

▪ Goal G7 – Golf:  N/A 
▪ Goal G8 – Mobility:  N/A 
▪ Goal G9 – Connections:  N/A 
▪ Goal G10 – Economy:  The expanded school will employ more teachers, but of 

greater impact is that the expanded school will provide additional private 
schooling options to help attract more families to seek jobs within the area.  
Church development will have a similar economic affect. 

▪ Goal G11 – Housing:  N/A 
▪ Goal G12 – Fiscal Health and Public Services:  The proposed School Development 

does not require extensions of any public utility or public services and therefore 
will not be a burden on municipal funds.  Church Development will require 
utilities to be run to the parcel.  These may be either private, on-site extensions 
or minor public extensions, whichever is deemed more appropriate during the 
PDP / engineering portion of the Church Development phase. 

▪ G-13 Growth:  The proposed School Development and Church Development will 
serve as a catalyst for growth of families considering a move to the area as both 
school and church will be able to serve a larger population. 

▪ G14 – Community Involvement:  N/A. 
 

B. Adverse Impacts on Neighboring Lands.  The Hearing Body shall consider the nature and 
degree of an adverse impact upon neighboring lands.  Lots shall not be rezoned in a way 
that is substantially inconsistent with the uses of the surrounding area, whether more or 
less restrictive.  The Town finds and determines that vast acreages of single-use zoning 
produces uniformity with adverse consequences, such as traffic congestion, air pollution, 
and social alienation.  Accordingly, rezoning may promote mixed uses subject to a high 
degree of design control. 

▪ The proposed School Development is an expansion of the site’s current use.  The 
proposed rezoning to PD will not change the use, but instead will allow the 
existing school to replace their mobile classroom units with a permanent building 
and to expand the study body to their goal of 450 to 500 students, as was 
outlined by the school in their approved 2017 Activity Building project. 

▪ Impacts of the future Church Development will be limited and managed by 
increased setbacks, increased landscape screens, added undeveloped areas, 
limitations on allowable impervious surface areas, and other means as defined 
within the Narrative and Site Plans for this CDP. 
 

C. Suitability as Presently Zoned. The Hearing Body shall consider the suitability or unsuitability of the 
Tract for its use as presently zoned. This factor, like the others, should be weighed in relation to the 
other standards, and instances can exist in which the land may be rezoned to meet public need, to 
reflect substantially changed conditions in the neighborhood, or to effectuate important goals, 
objectives and policies of the Comprehensive Plan or UDO.  

▪ Adjacent property to the south of the site was rezoned PD for the new McDeed’s 
Creek Elementary School and the Knollwood Tract, a 558 acre, multi-use 
development including service, office, commercial, residential, public or private 
recreational development or light industrial uses 
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▪ Church Development adjacent to the school is an appropriate connection of uses.   
▪ St. Joseph of the Pines, a large, Catholic-based senior living community owned by 

the Diocese, is located adjacent to the project site. 
 

D. Health, Safety, and Welfare. The amending ordinance must bear a substantial relationship to the 
public health, safety or general welfare, or protect and preserve historical and cultural places and 
areas. The rezoning may be justified, however, if a substantial public need or purpose exists, even if 
the private owner of the Tract will also benefit.  

▪ School Development will provide private education opportunities to more 
students within a permanent structure.  In comparison to the mobile classrooms 
currently being used, this new structure will be visually more attractive, will 
provide greater safety for students, be more energy efficient, and provide a 
healthier interior environment for students and staff. 

▪ Church Development will provide worship opportunities to fit the needs of the 
growing Catholic population of the area.  Churches, by nature, promote the 
health, safety, and welfare of the community. 

▪ No historic or cultural places will be affected by the proposed development. 
 

E. Public Policy. Certain public policies in favor of the rezoning may be considered. Examples include a 
need for affordable housing, economic Development, mixed-use Development, or sustainable 
environmental features, which are consistent with neighborhood, area, or specific plans.  

▪ The planned growth of St. John Paul II Catholic School will allow provide private 
education opportunities to more students, thus serving a greater number of 
families to help meet the growing residential population in Southern Pines.  

▪ Future Church Development will respond to the growing Catholic population in 
the Southern Pines area.  

 
F. Size of Tract. The Hearing Body shall consider the size, shape, and characteristics of the Tract in 

relation to the affected neighboring lands. Amendatory ordinances shall not rezone a single Lot 
when there have been no intervening changes or other saving characteristics. Proof that a small 
Tract is unsuitable for use as zoned, or that there have been substantial changes in the immediate 
area, may justify ordinance rezoning.  

▪ Existing property is a total of approximately 42.2 acres.  Existing site Built-Upon / 
Impervious areas calculate to approximately 9%. 

▪ Built-Upon / Impervious Areas are projected as follows at the completion of each 
phase as listed: 

o PHASE 1 Classroom Building = 12% Impervious Maximum 
o FUTURE PHASE Classroom Expansion and Tennis Courts = 15% Impervious 

Maximum 
o FUTURE PHASE Church Development = 30% 24% Impervious Maximum 

▪ Note:  5/70 Exemption will be required for WS-III-P compliance 
once built-upon areas exceed 24%. 

▪ Note:  The Applicant agrees not to pursue a 5/70 Exemption for 
the identified church and school development. 

 
G. Other Factors. The Hearing Body may consider any other factors relevant to a rezoning application 

under state law.  
▪ None submitted. 

 
H. Applicant Representations. Except for rezoning requests submitted in accordance with the 

provisions herein for conditional zoning district rezonings, the Hearing Body shall not consider any 
representations made by the petitioner that, if the change is granted, the rezoned property will be 
used for only one of the possible range of uses permitted in the requested classification. Rather, the 
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Hearing Body shall consider whether the entire range of permitted uses in the requested 
classification is more appropriate than the range of uses in the existing classification. 

▪ The proposed PD district does not increase the range of permitted uses on the 
site, rather limits the uses and adds control to the site based on the required 
master plan.  Therefore, a possible range of uses is not of concern. 
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APPENDIX 4 
CONCEPTUAL TRANSPORTION PLAN: 

Responses to Conceptual Transportation Checklist from UDO Appendicies 
 

 
A. The project boundary and the area surrounding the project that is included in the 

Conceptual Transportation Plan. 
See Overview Concept Plan, sheet CDP1 for graphics depicting CTP. 

 

B. Proposed transportation facilities within the project boundary including: 
1) Location and type of transportation facilities. Examples may include (but are not 

limited to) streets, sidewalks, bridges, shared-use paths and trails. 
See CDP1 for location of private drives, parking lots, and sidewalks 

2) Location and type of intersections where transportation facilities cross. 
See CDP1 for intersections.  Intersections on site are private and controlled with 
signage.  Connection to Camp Easter Road is discussed below. 

3) Location and type of stormwater management facilities that will serve proposed 
transportation facilities. 

See CDP1 for locations of existing and proposed stormwater management 
facilities.  Existing stormwater devices were designed with capacity to serve Phase 
1 Classroom Building.  Engineering will be submitted in PDP to verify.  Future 
stormwater devices will be of similar underground design, which are appropriate 
for the sandy soil types found on site and will be located within the general areas 
shown on CDP1. 

4) Identification of street classifications (arterial, collector, local, service, etc.). 
▪ All existing roadways are privately owned and in good condition. 
▪ Private Driveway:  Drive from Rectory to intersection at Camp Easter Road.  This 

section of roadway is primarily an access to the future Rectory, serves as the 
deeded easement for Parcel ID 00038796, and provides a secondary connection 
to Camp Easter Road from the rear Church Development Parking lots. 

▪ All other transportation facilities are privately owned connections from parking 
lots to existing privately owned, existing drives. 

5) Identification of ownership arrangement for proposed transportation facilities (public 
or private). 

Privately owned. 
6) For transportation facilities that are to be privately owned, information on long term 

maintenance and replacement of facilities. 
Maintenance of privately owned paved surfaces shall be the sole responsibility of 
the property owner. 

7) Estimated rights of way necessary for proposed transportation facilities. 
Deeded Easement, per description from deed, is 18 feet. 
No other rights of way are proposed for transportation facilities 

8) Cross-section illustrations with labelled dimensions of proposed transportation 
facilities. 

See CTP1, attached below. 
9) Identification and description of unique transportation elements to be utilized within 

the project. Examples may include (but are not limited to) complete streets, traffic 
calming, noise mitigation, public art, landscaping and wayfinding. 

See descriptions of buffering and easements in PD Design Guidelines. 
C. For proposed transportation facilities within the project boundary that deviate from the 

standard design requirements found in Chapter 4 of the UDO, clear identification of the 
deviation(s) and explanation of the purpose of the deviation(s). 
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No deviations.  All paved areas are private drives and parking lot access aisles. 
D. Location of proposed connection points or "gateways" between project transportation 

facilities and existing or future community transportation facilities. Include a description of 
the reason for the selected locations as well as a discussion of compliance with basic 
transportation engineering concepts with regard to the selected locations. 

Existing connections to Camp Easter Road will remain at the traffic circle and 
approximately 825 feet east of the traffic circle. 
Existing connection to Camp Easter Road will be improved at the exiting deeded 
easement connection, approximately 565  550 feet west of the traffic circle. 

E. Route distances and approximate travel times from project gateways to common 
community destinations. Examples may include (but are not limited to) shopping centers, 
schools, parks, major employers and downtown. 

Site is roughly 3 miles North of Downtown Southern Pines, along Fairway and 
Midland Roads, with an approximate travel time of less than 5 minutes. 
Site is roughly 4.5 miles East of the traffic circle at US Hwy 15/501, along Aiken 
Road, Pee Dee Road, and Highway 2, with an approximate travel time of less than 
10 minutes. 

F. An inventory of existing community transportation facilities in the vicinity of the proposed 
development including: 
1) Location and type of facility, 

Primary arterial road = Camp Easter Road 
2) Connectivity to other community facilities 

Camp Easter Road / Fairway Drive provides connection to US Hwy 2 to the 
southwest (less than 2 miles), then connection to US Hwy 1 (less than ½ mile) to 
the east or connection to the traffic circle at US Hsy 15/501 to the west (3.5 
miles). 

3) Information on the condition and capacity of each facility 
Existing transportation facilities are in good condition.  A recent TIA was 
performed in association with the McDeed’s Elementary School site development 
by Kimly Horn.  St. John Paul II Catholic School was interviewed as part of this TIA 
and reported their growth goals of a 500 student body prior to the design of the 
existing traffic circle. 

G. A description of entitled development projects in the vicinity of the proposed development 
that involve planned improvements to community transportation facilities. 

McDeed’s Creek Elementary School (PD district zoning) 
Knollwood Tract (PD district zoning) 

H. Planned improvements to community transportation facilities intended to mitigate 
impacts of the proposed development. Examples may include (but are not limited to) 
improvements to connectivity, safety, capacity and aesthetics. 

Improved connection to Camp Easter at existing deeded easement, including 
appropriate site triangles, pavement design, etc. 

I. If the timeline for completion of any portion of the transportation facility improvements 
associated with the project does not match the overall project timeline or phasing plan as 
set forth in the Conceptual Development Plan, a separate timeline or phasing plan for 
transportation facility improvements shall be included in the (CTP). 

School Development will not require any transportation facility improvements. 
Proposed transportation improvements will be implemented with the Church 
Development phase of the proposed CDP. 

J. Name and professional affiliation(s) of the individual(s) that prepared the CTP. 
Pete Bogle, AIA, LEED-AP 
Principal / Owner 
Bogle Firm Architecture, PLLC 
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Campus Master Plan 
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Checklists 
 

• PDD CDP Checklist 

• Appendix A – CDP Application Checklist 

• Appendix A – Conceptual Transportation Checklist 

 

Planned Development District 
Conceptual Development Plan 
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REQUIRED APPLICATION MATERIALS: 

_____ Application fee in the amount of $1,800.00. 

_____ Completed Application for a Planned Development District - Conceptual Development Plan signed by the 
applicant.  

_____ Appointment of Agent, if applicable, signed by the property owner(s) and the agent. 

____ List of Adjacent Property Owners: Please list all properties that are that are within two hundred (200) 
feet of the outermost boundaries of the subject property  (not counting streets, railroads or other 
transportation corridors).  Attach additional pages if needed.  No fewer than ten (10) property owners shall 
be notified by mail.   

_____ Deed copy to provide proof of ownership and property boundaries. 

_____ Written narrative: It is the responsibility of the applicant to demonstrate compliance with all applicable 
criteria.  Please address UDO §2.18.4(H) Criteria (1) through (4).  The list of criteria is attached. 

_____ Additional documentation:  Additional text and/or maps to demonstrate consistency with the approval 
criteria listed in UDO §2.18.4(H) Criteria (1) through (4). 

_____ Neighborhood meeting materials:  Submit copies of graphics presented at the meeting; a copy of the sign-
in sheet showing attendees; representations made by the Applicant regarding the proposed development; 
and a summary of public comments and responses. 

_____ PDD Conceptual Development Plan: One (1) full-size copy of a scaled drawing (1” to 100’) of the entire 
tract to be subdivided.  Please refer to the UDO Appendices to obtain plan requirements. 

_____ Nature of service:  Planned utility services and providers. 

_____ Drainage concept plan if applicable. 

_____ Conceptual Transportation Plan if applicable. 

_____ Electronic copy (PDF) of all application materials submitted to plan@southernpines.net.  

PLEASE SUBMIT ONLY ONE (1) COMPLETE SET OF ALL MATERIALS. 

REVIEW AND APPROVAL: 

1. Staff review:  Planning staff will review the application and notify the applicant if additional information or 
materials are needed.  

2. Public hearings:  The applicant is expected to attend a public hearing on the application before the Planning 
Board and before the Town Council the following month.  (Please refer to the Application Processing 
Timeline to determine the hearing dates.)  The Planning Board will recommend approval, conditional 
approval or denial to the Town Council.  The Town Council will consider that recommendation, as well as 
evidence and testimony presented, and approve, conditionally approve or deny the request. 

3. Approval:  Please see UDO §2.18.4(I) Effect of Approval.   

Planned Development District  
Conceptual Development Plan 
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TOWN OF SOUTHERN PINES UDO APPENDICES 
 

Southern Pines UDO Appendices January 6, 2021 A-4 

PLANNED DEVELOPMENT DISTRICT CONCEPTUAL DEVELOPMENT PLAN 
APPLICATION CHECKLIST 

Process Overview 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Submittal Requirements* 
Please include the following information on all applications for a PDD Conceptual Development Plan.  If 

any of the information or required materials is missing or incomplete, the application will not be 

processed. 

PROOF OF OWNERSHIP – Filed deed, vendor’s lien, act of donation or tax assessment with 

legal description. 

DEVELOPOMENT NAME (if applicable) – The proposed name must be unique and not similar to 

an existing subdivision in the Town. 

NOTIFICATION MATERIALS – List of the owners of all property located within 200 feet of the 

perimeter of the property being rezoned and including not fewer that the 10 closest property 

owners. 

NEIGHBORHOOD MEETING RECORDS – Records shall include the following: 

a. Copies of graphics presented at the meeting; 

b. A copy of the sign-in sheet showing attendees; 

c. Representations made by the Applicant regarding the proposed development; and 

d. A summary of public comments and responses provided by the Applicant.  

PDD CONCEPTUAL DEVELOPMENT PLAN – Copies (4 full sized, 1 11” by 17” copy and digital 

copy) of scaled drawing (1” to 100’ or other scale approved by the Director) of the entire tract 

to be subdivided showing: 

a. property boundaries;  

b. a project location map at a scale of one (1) inch equals two thousand (2,000) feet or other 

scale approved by the Director;  

c. the location and right-of-way width of public streets and roads adjoining, providing access 

to, or crossing the property; 

d. the location and proposed functional classification of proposed public and private streets;  

e. the location and size of proposed development areas, their proposed uses, amount of 

development (maximum dwelling units for residential, maximum square footage of 

building area for non-residential) and proposed Built-Upon Area for each development 

 

Decision Making Body Review Recommend Decision 

Technical Review Committee X   

Director X   

Planning Board  X  

Town Council   X 

X = indicates required action 

● = indicates action that may be applicable based on potential impacts. 
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TOWN OF SOUTHERN PINES UDO APPENDICES 
 

Southern Pines UDO Appendices January 6, 2021 A-5 

area if within Watershed Protection Overlay District; 

f. the location and area of common areas, open spaces and water bodies; 

g. the location of easements for pipelines, utilities, drainage or other purposes;  and 

h.  proposed phasing schedule for development and infrastructure and delivery of building 

lots, if applicable.  

□ NATURE OF SERVICES – Planned utility services and providers.  

□ DRAINAGE CONCEPT PLAN (if applicable) - see separate checklist. 

□ CONCEPTUAL TRANSPORTATION PLAN (if applicable) - see separate checklist. 

□ WRITTEN NARRATIVE - describing the application's consistency with the 

Conceptual Development Plan, the UDO, and any other applicable 

regulations. 

□ APPLICATION FEE – as specified in Appendix H. 

□ SIGNED APPLICATION – by the applicant or authorized agent.  A property 

owner authorized agent requires an affidavit giving permission to sign the 

application.   

□ ADDITIONAL DOCUMENTATION – Additional text and/or maps provided to 

demonstrate consistency with the approval criteria in section 2.17 of the UDO.   
*Additional information may be required.  Fees are subject to change.   
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Southern Pines UDO Appendices January 6, 2021 A-47 

CONCEPTUAL TRANSPORTATION PLAN CHECKLIST 
 

A Conceptual Transportation Plan submitted with a Conceptual Development 

Plan shall consist of text, photos, illustrations and maps as necessary to provide 

the following information: 

A. The project boundary and the area surrounding the project that is 
included in the Conceptual Transportation Plan. 

B. Proposed transportation facilities within the project boundary including: 

(1) Location and type of transportation facilities. Examples may include (but are not limited 
to) streets, sidewalks, bridges, shared-use paths and trails. 

(2) Location and type of intersections where transportation facilities cross. 

(3) Location and type of stormwater management facilities that will serve proposed 
transportation facilities. 

(4) Identification of street classifications (arterial, collector, local, service, etc.). 

(5) Identification of ownership arrangement for proposed transportation facilities (public 
or private). 

(6) For transportation facilities that are to be privately owned, information on long­ term 
maintenance and replacement of facilities. 

(7) Estimated rights of way necessary for proposed transportation facilities. 

(8) Cross-section illustrations with labelled dimensions of proposed transportation 
facilities. 

(9) Identification and description of unique transportation elements to be utilized within 
the project. Examples may include (but are not limited to) complete streets, traffic 
calming, noise mitigation, public art, landscaping and wayfinding. 

C. For proposed transportation facilities within the project boundary that deviate from the standard 
design requirements found in Chapter 4 of the UDO, clear identification of the deviation(s) and 
explanation of the purpose of the deviation(s). 

D. Location of proposed connection points or "gateways" between project transportation facilities and 
existing or future community transportation facilities. Include a description of the reason for the 
selected locations as well as a discussion of compliance with basic transportation engineering 
concepts with regard to the selected locations. 

E. Route distances and approximate travel times from project gateways to common community 
destinations. Examples may include (but are not limited to) shopping centers, schools, parks, major 
employers and downtown. 

F. An inventory of existing community transportation facilities in the vicinity of the proposed 
development including: 

(1) Location and type of facility, 

(2) Connectivity to other community facilities, 

(3) Information on the condition and capacity of each facility, 

G. A description of entitled development projects in the vicinity of the proposed development that 
involve planned improvements to community transportation facilities. 
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TOWN OF SOUTHERN PINES UDO APPENDICES 
 

Southern Pines UDO Appendices January 6, 2021 A-48 

H. Planned improvements to community transportation facilities intended to mitigate impacts of the 
proposed development. Examples may include (but are not limited to) improvements to connectivity, 
safety, capacity and aesthetics. 

I. If the timeline for completion of any portion of the transportation facility improvements associated 
with the project does not match the overall project timeline or phasing plan as set forth in the 
Conceptual Development Plan, a separate timeline or phasing plan for transportation facility 
improvements shall be included in the Conceptual Transportation Plan. 

J. Name and professional affiliation(s) of the individual(s) that prepared the CTP.
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Application & Forms 
 

• PDD CDP Application 

• Applicant Signature Page 

• Appointment of Agent Forms (Bogle Firm & Rhetson) 

 

Planned Development District 
Conceptual Development Plan 
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8-27-21  
 

 
UDO §2.18  Planned Development 
 

§2.18.4(H)   Conceptual Development Plan Criteria 
 

(1) The proposed PDD satisfies the criteria for a zoning map amendment established in this 
chapter; 

 
(2) The Conceptual Development Plan represents an overall Development Pattern that is 

consistent with the goals and policies of the Comprehensive Plan, Official Zoning Map, Capital 
Improvements Program, and any other applicable planning documents adopted by the Town; 

 
(3) The proposed Development is appropriate for the area of the Town in which it is located; and 
 
(4) The proposed Development will not generate the need for inefficient extensions and 

expansions of public facilities, utilities and services. 
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List of Adjacent Property 

Owners 

Planned Development District 
Conceptual Development Plan 

 

Page 126 of 265



St. John Paul Catholic School, Southern Pines 
Surrounding Property Owners List 

 
SJPCS Properties: 

A. 2978 Camp Easter Rd 

B. 2878 Camp Easter Rd 

C. 2952 camp Easter Rd  

Required List of Owners: 
(within 200 feet, minimum of 10) 

1. Knollwood Partners, LLC 
1010 Midland Rd 
Southern Pines, NC  28387 

2. County of Moore 
PO Box 905 
Carthage, NC  28327 

3. Benjamin Cramer 
2795 Camp Easter Rd 
Southern Pines, NC  28387 

4. William Johnstone 
2764 Camp Easter Rd  
Southern Pines, NC  28387 

5. Robert Pecha 
2741 Camp Easter Rd 
Southern Pines, NC  28387 

6. St Joseph of the Pines  
C/O Trinity Senior Living Communities 
17410 College Parkway, Ste 200 
Livonia, MI  48152 

7. Robert & Mary Carrington 
PO Box 1276 
Southern Pines, NC  28388-1276 

8. Robin Cummings 
265 Pine Barrens Vista 
Southern Pines, NC  28387 

9. Lloyd & Sheri Sullivan 
PO Box 406 
Southern Pines, NC  28388-0406 

10. James & Frances Current 
141 Pine Barrens Ct 
Southern Pines, NC  28387 

Secondary List of Owners: 
(beyond required notification range) 

A. Pineneedles Co Club Inc 
1010 Midland Rd 
Southern Pines, NC 28387-0088 

B. Stephen Gent 
420 Roundabout Rd 
Carthage, NC  28327 

C. Jonathan Drew 
635 McDeeds Creek Rd 
Carthage, NC  28327 

D. Sharon Hakas 
530 McDeeds Creek Rd 
Southern Pines, NC  28387 

E. George Rhodes 
150 Harmony Lane 
Southern Pines, NC  28387 

F. Lucy Miller – Arrowhead Farms 
2635 Camp Easter Rd 
Southern Pines, NC  28387 

G. Connemara Farm, LLC 
PO Box 336 
Pinehurst, NC  28370 

H. Pinehurst Area Realty, Inc.  
PO Box 1511 
Pinehurst, NC  28370 

I. Thomas McFadyen 
245 Woodland Drive 
Pinehurst, NC  28374 

J. Donald & Laurie Trexler 
PO Box 2288 
Southern Pines, NC  28388 

K. Peter & Corine Longanbach 
290 Pine Barrens Vista 
Southern Pines, NC  28387 

L. Peter & Joanne Mace 
PO Box 2605 
Southern Pines, NC  28388-2605 

M. Adam Kiker 
140 Aqua Shed Ct 
Aberdeen, NC  28315 
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Deeds &  

Proof of Ownership 

Planned Development District 
Conceptual Development Plan 
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ACCESS EASEMENT TO 6.00 ACRE TRACT

BEGINNING at an iron stake, said stake being in the east line of the 18 feet wide Camp Easter Road and being the southwest corner of the above described 6.00 acre tract, running thence with the south line of the 6.00 acre tract, S 77 54' E 27.00 feet; thence S 50 06' W 37.77 feet to the east side of the 18 feet wide Camp Easter Road; thence with the east side of the Camp Easter Road N 4 55' 30.00 feet to the point of beginning, and being an easement across the Kelly Miller et al property.  Also conveyed is the right to use the 18 foot wide Camp Easter Road that extends from Aiken Road (S.R. No. 1853) northerly to the Camp Easter in the Pines Property.
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Additional Documents 
…to demonstrate consistency with UDO 2.18.4(H) Criteria 1 - 4 

Planned Development District 
Conceptual Development Plan 
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Nature of Services 
 

• Power:  Duke Energy (on-site) 

• Water / Sewer:  Public (on-site) 

• Gas:  Piedmont Natural Gas (on-site) 

• Data: Multiple Available, Spectrum in use 

• Stormwater Management:  Existing capacity for Phase 1 

Classroom Building installed during previous projects 
 

  

Planned Development District 
Conceptual Development Plan 
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Neighborhood Meeting  

Materials and Records 
 

• Invitation Letter & Mailing List 

• Sign-In Sheet 

• Graphics Presented 

• Representations made by the Applicant regarding the 

proposed Development 

• Summary of Public Comments and Responses 

• Resultant Directions / Decisions 

Planned Development District 
Conceptual Development Plan 
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St. John Paul Catholic School, Southern Pines 
Surrounding Property Owners List 

 
SJPCS Properties: 

A. 2978 Camp Easter Rd 

B. 2878 Camp Easter Rd 

C. 2952 camp Easter Rd  

Required List of Owners: 
(within 200 feet, minimum of 10) 

1. Knollwood Partners, LLC 
1010 Midland Rd 
Southern Pines, NC  28387 

2. County of Moore 
PO Box 905 
Carthage, NC  28327 

3. Benjamin Cramer 
2795 Camp Easter Rd 
Southern Pines, NC  28387 

4. William Johnstone 
2764 Camp Easter Rd  
Southern Pines, NC  28387 

5. Robert Pecha 
2741 Camp Easter Rd 
Southern Pines, NC  28387 

6. St Joseph of the Pines  
C/O Trinity Senior Living Communities 
17410 College Parkway, Ste 200 
Livonia, MI  48152 

7. Robert & Mary Carrington 
PO Box 1276 
Southern Pines, NC  28388-1276 

8. Robin Cummings 
265 Pine Barrens Vista 
Southern Pines, NC  28387 

9. Lloyd & Sheri Sullivan 
PO Box 406 
Southern Pines, NC  28388-0406 

10. James & Frances Current 
141 Pine Barrens Ct 
Southern Pines, NC  28387 

Secondary List of Owners: 
(beyond required notification range) 

A. Pineneedles Co Club Inc 
1010 Midland Rd 
Southern Pines, NC 28387-0088 

B. Stephen Gent 
420 Roundabout Rd 
Carthage, NC  28327 

C. Jonathan Drew 
635 McDeeds Creek Rd 
Carthage, NC  28327 

D. Sharon Hakas 
530 McDeeds Creek Rd 
Southern Pines, NC  28387 

E. George Rhodes 
150 Harmony Lane 
Southern Pines, NC  28387 

F. Lucy Miller – Arrowhead Farms 
2635 Camp Easter Rd 
Southern Pines, NC  28387 

G. Connemara Farm, LLC 
PO Box 336 
Pinehurst, NC  28370 

H. Pinehurst Area Realty, Inc.  
PO Box 1511 
Pinehurst, NC  28370 

I. Thomas McFadyen 
245 Woodland Drive 
Pinehurst, NC  28374 

J. Donald & Laurie Trexler 
PO Box 2288 
Southern Pines, NC  28388 

K. Peter & Corine Longanbach 
290 Pine Barrens Vista 
Southern Pines, NC  28387 

L. Peter & Joanne Mace 
PO Box 2605 
Southern Pines, NC  28388-2605 

M. Adam Kiker 
140 Aqua Shed Ct 
Aberdeen, NC  28315 
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www.boglefirm.com   •   110 N. Main Street, Suite 200, Salisbury, NC  28144   •   704.638.2015 
 

BOGLE 
 

The                         Firm, PLLC 
Architecture  •  Planning  •  Consulting 

 
 
Subject: Neighborhood Meeting Agenda 
Project: St. John Paul II Catholic School Classroom Building / Master Planning 
Date: 1.25.22 
 

 
Neighborhood Meeting Agenda 

6:30 PM  -  January 25, 2022 
 
 

▪ Welcome & Introductions John Donohue / Deb Lawson 
o Project Team 

▪ St. John Paul, II School 

• John Donohue, Principal 

• Deb Lawson 

• - 
▪ Rhetson Construction:   

• Tony Bornhorst, Project Manager 
▪ Bogle Firm Architecture:   

• Pete Bogle, Principal Architect 

• Rory Gabriel, Project Architect 
o Video 

 
▪ Purpose / Need John Donohue / Deb Lawson 

 
▪ Master Planning / Project Update Pete Bogle 

o Slideshow Presentation 
o Progress Update – Next Steps – Estimated Timeline 

 
▪ Question / Answer Session All 
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St. John Paul II Catholic School 
a case statement and feasibility report 

 

 

 
 

 2021- 2024 

This document includes the history and future path of St. John Paul II Catholic School in 

Southern Pines, NC. Included in this report are vetted feasibility and case data alongside 

project plans for both the future of our school and the development of the property located 

on Camp Easter Road in Southern Pines. 
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St. John Paul II Catholic School Growth and Expansion Plan 
• • • 

1 | P a g e  
 

  Table of Contents 

The History of Catholic Education in Moore County 2 - 4 

 

Executive Summary 5  

 

Our Mission, Vision, & Beliefs 6 

 

SJPII Enrollment Breakdowns at a Glance 7 

 

Capital Campaign Goals 8 

 

The Case for Growth 

 Logistics 9 - 14 

 Feasibility 15 – 20 

 

Campaign & Finance Plan 

 Donations Brackets / Pyramid 21 

 Engagement Methodologies 22 

 The Pillars of SJPII Financial Independence 23 - 24  

 Timeline 25 

 

Conclusion 26 
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ACCESS EASEMENT TO 6.00 ACRE TRACT

BEGINNING at an iron stake, said stake being in the east line of the 18 feet wide Camp Easter Road and being the southwest corner of the above described 6.00 acre tract, running thence with the south line of the 6.00 acre tract, S 77 54' E 27.00 feet; thence S 50 06' W 37.77 feet to the east side of teh 18 feet wide Camp Easter Road; thence with the east side of the Camp Easter Road N 4 55' 30.00 feet to the point of beginning, and being an easement across the Kelly Miller et al property.  Also conveyed is the right to use the 18 foot wide Camp Easter Road that extends from Aiken Road (S.R. No. 1853) northerly to the Camp Easter in the Pines Property.
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www.boglefirm.com   •   110 N. Main Street, Suite 200, Salisbury, NC  28144   •   704.638.2015 
 

BOGLE 
 

The                         Firm, PLLC 
Architecture  •  Planning  •  Consulting 

 
 

Subject: Neighborhood Meeting – 01/25/22 

Project: Saint John Paul II Catholic School CDP 

Date: 01/26/22 
 

 
The purpose of this meeting was to present the CDP, help familiarize the neighbors with the 

proposed short and long-term master plan, and to address any concerns. 

Light Pollution 

• How will the impact of light pollution be minimized? 

o Landscaping will be planted, and/or berms will be constructed as required. 

• Will the Phase II athletic fields have lighting? 

o That level of detail is outside the scope of this CDP. 

Traffic 

• Has a traffic impact analysis been completed? 

o The school was contacted during the design phase of the new traffic circle. 

The designers were informed that St. John Paul could have a maximum of 

450 to 500 students. 

o In the future, if the Diocese proceeds with Phase II for the future church 

facility, a new TIA would be required.  This is outside the scope of this CDP.  

Construction 

• Please comment on the school construction phasing and its effect on traffic. 

o Construction will have to occur while the school is both in and out of session. 

o Fortunately, the school has a lot of open area for delivery, storage, and 

staging.  Additionally, no work is expected on the different utility lines. 

• Please comment on the site utilities. 

o For the school, the utilities were installed to accommodate the new school 

when the original work on the site was done. 

o For the future church, new utilities will need to be run to the site at that time. 

• What is the expected cost of the building and how much money has already been 

raised? 

o School construction cost is expected to be between $8 and $10 million. 

o While the school hasn’t begun any serious fund-raising campaign, it already 

has approximately $3 million.   

• Please comment on tree removal in Phase II (church). 

o In Phase I (school), the site is already prepared, and no trees will be 

removed.  An environmental consultant was contacted, and it was 

determined that a RCW survey was not needed. 

o In Phase II, trees will have to be removed to accommodate new 

construction.  All work will be done in coordination with an RCW survey 

analysis.  Trees will be replanted per the local code.   
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Church and School 

• What is driving the number of Phase II parking spaces? 

o 500 spaces are projected for the church lot.  This number is defined by the 

Diocese of Raleigh. 

• Please comment on the St. Anthony of Padua church. 

o St. Anthony’s has approximately 1,200 families but the chapel can only 

accommodate 300 people. 

o If the school ever proceeds with Phase II and a new church is built, the 

existing in town St. Anthony’s church will be closed, and the site sold. 

• After construction on the school is completed, how long before it is expected to 

reach full capacity? 

o The school is currently at full capacity with 221 students and must turn away 

approximately 40 prospective students each year.  It’s expected to take 3 

years before the school could reach its new 450 student capacity. 

• Please comment on the hiring of new teachers. 

o The school receives many unsolicited applications from highly qualified 

teachers for positions on its staff.  Unfortunately, the school does not have 

any additional capacity to take on new people.   

o A new teacher can only be hired once a minimum class size has been 

reached.  This way, the number of teachers grows proportionally with the 

number of students. 

Easement 

• Will any school/church traffic be directed along the easement road? 

o There is no plan to make use of the easement. 

o The connection between the Phase II parking lot and the easement will be 

removed. 

• Can the easement be removed? 

o The usage rights to the easement belong exclusively to the property owner 

of the 6 acre tract at the north end of the easement.   

o The easement can only be removed if the owner of that 6 acre tract 

establishes another legal connection to a public way and if that owner 

petitions to have the easement removed – or if the Diocese purchases the 

tract and combines it with the horse farm parcel. 

• What are the schools plans regarding the fence? 

o The school will reach out to the diocese to either repair or remove (most 

likely) the portions of the fence that are on the diocese property. 

Miscellaneous 

• Can a school be built on a site (this site) that is zoned as RE? 

o UDO matrix allows Elementary School use with a Conditional Use.  Existing 

school was approved as a Pre-K through 8th grade school under a previous 

UDO. Expansion of this use requires compliance with the current UDO. 

• One neighbor brought up his concern of how his property value and the tax base 

could be affected. 

• How will the neighbors learn about future meetings? 

o Signs will be posted, and information will be published on the internet. 

o The next scheduled Town Council meeting is March 3rd. 
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St. John Paul II Catholic School Master Site Plan, Neighborhood Meeting 6:30 PM - January 25, 2022 

Welcome & Introductions & Overview (John Donohue)  

Attending: 

Project Team ▪ St. John Paul II Catholic School  • John Donohue, Principal • Deb Lawson, Director of Institutional 

Advancement • Robert Evanila, Asst. Communications 

Rhetson Construction: • Tony Bornhorst, Project Manager 

Bogle Firm Architecture: • Pete Bogle, Principal Architect • Rory Gabriel, Project Architect 

Fr. Forbes, Campaign Administrator, Sacred Heart Parish, Fr. Kane St, Anthony’s Parish 

Additional Signed-In Neighbors/Attendees numbering 13 

 

Donohue touched on his background as an educator and principal and codified the purpose of the meeting as an 

opportunity within the set process to gain useful feedback and input from our neighbors before submitting a master 

site plan to the Town of Southern Pines.  

Donohue similarly touched upon the excitement for the prospects of the school, the desirability of the area and the 

2922 Camp Easter Road location, as well as the team’s hope to develop the property in a way that respects the 

character of Southern Pines, the neighborhoods nearby, and all of its residents.  

Donohue stated that the current, temporary units that constitute the school’s academic buildings house 222 

students, putting the school at capacity.  He categorized the need for a new building as imminent, explaining the 

rolling numbers of prospective students whom they’ve had to deny entry based upon space (30 – 40 per year in 

previous years). (3 per week in 2021-2022 as per Evanila)  Donohue explained that SJPII is a parochial school, part 

of The Diocese of Raleigh,a mission of St. Anthony’s parish, that aims to address the growing need for classical 

Catholic education in our area with a school building that can house more than double the current student body. 

 

Video – Following introductions and a welcome to our neighbors, Principal Donohue presented a school marketing 

video as part of his overview to our guests which outlined the need for a new facility via student and staff 

commentary; a video that likewise gave insights into daily life at the school.  Sports, music, academics, art, religion, 

worship, leadership, students, teachers, etc. 

 

Bogle shared site plan visuals/ renderings of the lot/s and existing buildings, phase 1 plans, future phase 

possibilities, mock-ups of the school building design, motion mock-ups, preliminary floor plans, the deed, sections of 

the SJPII Capital Campaign feasibility study, and other pertinent layouts and excerpts throughout his presentation. 

Bogle mentioned having worked on several projects in the area and partnering with Rhetson to do the master 

planning for the proposed SJPII facility. 

Bogle explained that, like the adjacent McDeeds elementary property, the town of Southern Pines had made the 

SJPII property/ies  non-conforming parcel/s that would require a site-specific rezoning to expand, a conditional 

district overlay (CDP).  As part of this process, the master plan to be submitted to the town needed to contain all 

targeted and possible future possibilities for development, despite the fact that SJPII is only presently seeking the 

phase 1 school expansion by way of a permanent academic building.  He reiterated that the plan need identify all 

current and possible future uses.  He likewise paraphrased the notion as plans showing both what will happen and 

“what could happen.” 

• NOTE ADDED BY BOGLE FIRM:  PETE BOGLE USED THE WRONG TERM DURING THIS PORTION 

OF THE PRESENTATION.  REZONING APPROACH WILL UTILIZE A “PD” PLANNED DEVELOPMENT 

APPROACH AND NOT A “CD” CONDITIONAL DISTRICT SINCE CD OVERLAYS ARE RESTRICTED TO 

THE USES PERMITTED IN THE UNDERLYING ZONING DISTRICT. 

Page 179 of 265



Bogle explained the SJPII site plan as three pieces of property 

• Flagship Property (Rectory) 

• School (SJPII Catholic School) 

• Horse Farm (current location of additional SJPII offices) 

Bogle identified “phase 1” plans as the plan for the upcoming, permanent school building to replace the existing 

temporary units. He reviewed that it would be 56000 square feet, enough space for two classes in every grade, a 

chapel, two stories, and that the grounds already included almost all of the needed infrastructure to this phrase 1 

end. He specifically used drainage/runoff results as examples to illustrate. 

Bogle noted that the existing plans for the new school building would require construction throughout the school 

year after they break ground and that the phase 1 plans show the new building overlapping a portion the temporary, 

modular units where school currently takes place.  He noted that at least a portion of the temporary building would 

need to be removed for the construction to begin.  This led to some brief, extempore discussion with the audience 

that seemed to clarify the urgency of the school building plan. Bornhost underscored the point, noting that the SJPII 

property is currently at the limit to the number of temporary units the town will allow on the land. 

Bogle showed graphics for a future phase that could include a new St. Anthony’s church building and new church 

parking lot (for 500) on the parcel now referred to as the horse farm. Bogle referred to this layout as a conceptual 

plan, when asked for clarification from the audience, and he explained that these future phase additions of a 

possible church building, new lot, new athletic fields, a new rectory, and the possible future additional expansion of 

the classroom building, were plans only drawn up to meet the rezoning purposes/requirements of the present goal, 

phase 1 only.   

Fr. Forbes noted a local legal requirement for a certain number of parking spaces per seats in a church.  Fr. Kane 

noted that St. Anthony’s current building was a 300 seat church for 1200 parishioners.  Fr. Kane and the team also 

clarified to the audience that the new church building represented on the future phase was to replace the existing St. 

Anthony’s building in Southern Pines and not somehow exist in addition to that church. 

Bogle stated that the purpose of meetings like this was to address any concerns on a conceptual plan before 

sending it to the Town of Southern Pines. He noted that the future phases are the malleable ones where there might 

be adjustments made to meet neighbor concerns and for which future meetings would also be held. 

Bogle noted that the “right-to-use” on the 18’ easement to access our neighbors’ 6 acre tract adjacent (easement = 

undeveloped road alongside the horse farm section), a right having applied to those neighbors for years, as 

provided in the deed, would remain in effect.  Several audience members inquired as to if there was anything the 

teams invested in this process could do to curtail use of that easement by others who had not retained this “right.” It 

was indicated that, by and large, curtailing wrongdoers was not within the purview of the teams present. 

When asked, Bogle clarified that they were not currently seeking a PDP as it related to future phase.  He conveyed 

next steps as : 

• Scheduling CDP presentation to the town,  

• PDP for the phase 1 school building itself 

• Public meeting (March 3rd at the earliest) 
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Concerns shared by the audience, during and following Bogle’s presentation, included: 

 

• Light pollution from the proposed lot on the future phase. 

• Noise pollution from the proposed church and lot on the future phase. 

• Additional, unwanted traffic using the easement. 

• Designed points of ingress and egress leading directly to the easement, as shown on the future phase, 

adjoining the proposed church parking lot. 

• The existing poor state of the easement. 

• The possibility of additional school car-line lengths stretching out onto Camp Easter Road. 

• The existing poor state of a fence near the easement. 

• Getting DOT approval for new traffic flows so near the existing traffic circle. 

• Possible future phase light pollution from additional or augmented athletic fields.  Bogle clarified that athletic 

field lights were future phase and not phase 1. 

• A parent in the audience inquired as to phasing of the construction and site use during that time.  Bornhorst 

estimated a ten-month construction period that would take place while school was in session. Donohue 

agreed. 

• A guest asked about a break-ground date.  Lawson characterized the date as funding-dependent.  The 

follow-up question was asked, what portion of phase 1 would be paid for by the church/diocese, and while it 

seemed clear that individual donors do come from both, the the school was responsible for raising the entire 

amount themselves. When asked, Bornhorst estimated the cost at between $8M -$10M and Lawson verified 

that the current capital campaign targeted an $8M goal. 

• A guest asked how quickly SJPII thought it would fill the additional seats in the phase 1 building.  Lawson 

estimated a three-year period before getting back near the new capacity.  That same guest asked if there 

was enough teacher interest in the SJPII School to make the plan work. Donohue clarified that SJPII was a 

sought-after destination for local teachers for multiple reasons. Evanila clarified that there was already an 

applied math to ensure there would not be students without teachers or teachers without students. 

• There were questions about the utilities to support the phase 1 school building.  Bogle clarified that all 

utilities had been planned for and installed in advance where possible. 

• Some guests wished to see a traffic impact analysis for all phases before lending any support. While one 

guest later conveyed understanding that such studies would take place, again, later in the process if 

possibly pursuing a future phase; however, she gently eschewed the previous traffic study referred to by 

Lawson (who claimed the study accounted for both the phase 1 new school building and 300 residences that 

came to the area), the guest stating that the proposed capacity for the phase 1 building is not the capacity 

represented on the town’s website.  Post-meeting, this guest further clarified her concern as relating to 

additional traffic volume in the area, near her home on the McDeeds side, and as a safety issue given 

nearby speed limits. 

• Impact of the future phases on local property values, particularly SJPII’s closest neighbors; some of that 

impact as related to loss of trees in the area and light pollution from the proposed future phase parking lot.  

There was no second mention of possible noise pollution during the questions about impact to property 

values.  One guest, a “constituent of the pine barrens,” noted that for many of the properties we were 

speaking about, their value represented a large portion of the town’s property tax base. 

• Disruption of traffic flow and noise during actual construction of any phase. 

• One audience member cordially asserted a disagreement as to whether land originally zoned RE (rural 

estate) could have a church building added to it. The gentleman’s contention was that only school buildings 

could be added. Bogle and Lawson assured the guest that a church building was permitted. The guest 

politely disagreed and seemed unconvinced when departing some time after.  The ensuing conversation 

attempted to clarify for all involved the differences between CDP and PDP zoning as explained by Bogle.  
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The layman’s terms breakdown that closed that portion of the discussion was Bogle referring to CDP as 

what could be and PDP as what has to be.   

o NOTE ADDED BY BOGLE FIRM:  GUEST WAS CORRECT THAT RELIGIOUS USE IS NOT 

ALLOWED AS CURRENTLY ZONED IN RE.  RELIGIOUS USE COULD BE APPLIED AS PART 

OF THE PD REZONING. 

• There was a recurring concern that lending support to the master site plan at the CDP stage while it includes 

such a detailed future phase design would, in essence, push through the future phase without any meetings, 

stopgaps, or due process come some later date. Bogle noted that even with a future phase in this master 

site plan, it would not curtail the requisite studies and meetings should the future phase design ever be 

pursued. 

• Loss of trees. 

• Impact on wildlife. 

 

Bogle addressed many of the questions, pointing out town requirements for berms and landscaping across the 

whole of newly developed property that should mitigate the issues about the fence, some of the presumed light 

pollution, and noise. Bogle levied the possibility of removing the two future phase points of ingress and egress to the 

easement from a parking lot to address some of the traffic concerns.  

 

Bogle noted that there might be an additional easement on the far side of SJPII’s easement belonging to others. If 

so, it would be an easement with which his firm would not be aware. While no one could say for certain, this was 

one of the possibilities noted to address a claim by a neighbor that a surveyor had indicated to her, there was a 

single easement straddling two properties. Lawson and Bogle maintained that this was not the case. 

Evanila noted on paper that, questions aside, only two of the concerns expressed by neighbors during the meeting 

had to do with phase 1.  Car-line length, and disruption during constriction. 

Bogle and Donohue thanked guests for attending and remained, along with other master site plan team members, 

breaking out into smaller groups to answer individual audience questions after the group meeting drew to a close. 
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Conceptual  

Development Plan 
 

• CDP1:  Overview Concept Plan 

• CDP2:  Existing Campus Plan 

• CDP3:  Phase 1 Campus Plan 

• CDP4:  Future Phase Campus Plan 

Planned Development District 
Conceptual Development Plan 
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CDP3 PHASE 1 CONCEPT DEV. PLAN
SCALE:  1" = 60'-0" @ E-SHEET
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CDP4-01 FULL CONCEPT DEV. PLAN
SCALE:  1" = 60'-0" @ E-SHEET
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Work Session Agenda Item 

To: Reagan Parsons, Town Manager 

From: Pamela Graham, Principal Planner 

Subject:  Written Decision of the Board for PD-10-22: 
Planned Development - Preliminary Development 
Plan for Morganton Park North Phase 9.   

 
Date: September 26, 2022 

 

 

I. PURPOSE: 
 

Per UDO §2.14.6(F)(11), “A written decision must be approved for every quasi-judicial 
application, either by entering the decision at the end of the hearing or at a subsequent 
meeting of the hearing body, which shall generally be the next scheduled meeting. As 
part of the written decision, the hearing body must make findings of fact and conclusions 
as to applicable standards and any conditions. The chair may direct the planning director 
or town attorney to draft a written decision for approval by the hearing body at its next 
regularly scheduled meeting, which approval may be on a consent agenda.” 

 
Staff has prepared a draft of the written decision of the Town Council’s approval of 
application PD-10-22 that was heard by the Town Council at the regular meeting on 
September 13, 2022, and that the Town Council may now wish to adopt. If the Town 
Council approves the written decision of the board document, the Mayor will sign the 
document. The original signed version will be delivered to the petitioner, with staff 
maintaining a copy of the signed document in the file. 

 
II. SUMMARY OF APPLICATION REQUEST: 

 
Mr. Bob Koontz, of Koontz Jones Design on behalf of Zimmer Development Company 
has submitted an application for a Planned Development - Preliminary Development 
Plan in association with the Morganton Park North Mixed-use Conceptual Development 
Plan approved in May of 2018 and known as Phase 9. The application for this phase of 
the Morganton Park North CDP proposes 300 multi-family residential units and +/- 
20,000 square feet of mixed-use retail, restaurant, and/or office space on +/- 25.5 acres.  
Portions of two parcels constitute the project area; those parcels are identified as PIN: 
857100399573 (PARID 20190270) and PIN 857100392796 (PARID 20150046). 
Property owners as listed in the Moore County Tax Registry are PACN Realty, LLC and 
Morganton Park Realty Site 2, LLC, respectively. 

 
 

III. TOWN COUNCIL PUBLIC HEARING AND ACTION: 
 
A public hearing for this request was held at the September 13, 2022 regular business 
meeting of the Town Council. All public notice requirements were met for the hearing 
date. The Town Council opened the quasi-judicial public hearing with five (5) 
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members present and received evidence from those in attendance regarding 
preliminary development plan application PD-10-22. Ms. Pamela Graham, Principal 
Planner, entered the staff report into the record as Exhibit 2 and the staff PowerPoint 
presentation as Exhibit 7 before providing an overview of the project and applicable 
criteria for review.  

 
Ms. Graham provided the Town Council with background information and a summary 
of the project, including timelines and phasing. She advised Council that the proposed 
uses are consistent with the Conceptual Development Plan (CDP), that open space has 
been or is being provided in conformance with the CDP, and briefly summarized utility 
availability and the findings of the traffic impact analysis. These findings included that 
no improvements are needed for the project based on all study intersections being 
expected to operate at acceptable levels, and that the proposed extension of S. Carlisle 
Street will help address delays at intersections within the CDP project area. She also 
pointed out the requested deviations from the UDO and the CDP that are being proposed 
by the applicant.  
 
Mr. Nick Robinson, Attorney with Bradshaw Robinson Slawter, LLP and Mr. Bob 
Koontz with Koontz Jones Design presented the case for the approval of PDP application 
PD-10-22. Mr. Robinson called on Mr. Travis Fluitt of Kinley Horn and Mr. Tim 
Carpenter with LKC Engineering to be recognized and provide evidence on behalf of the 
application. Mr. Robinson entered the application packet into the record as Exhibit 1. A 
visual presentation describing the proposal in more detail and presented by Mr. Koontz 
was entered into the record as Exhibit 3. Mr. Koontz’s, presentation of the proposal 
included the status of the overall CDP, a description of the site layout, and touched on 
expectations for architectural details.  He addressed in more detail the requested 
deviations regarding building height, flexibility in parking requirements, and the cross-
section of the western portion of the S. Carlisle Street extension. The Town Council 
asked questions on the topic of parking flexibility based on the uncertainty of the 
tenant/use mix for the commercial portion of the project and expressed interest in 
applying a cap to the allowed parking for this area.  
 
Mr. Robinson then called up Mr. Travis Fluitt, Traffic Engineer with Kinley Horn who 
responded to questions related to the traffic impact analysis (TIA) prepared for the 
project. Mr. Fluitt provided a summary of the TIA, testifying that nine existing 
intersections were studied, as well as the future intersection of S. Carlisle Street and 
Tanglewood Drive and the proposed driveway accesses to the site. He further testified 
that they included the projected traffic from seven approved developments in the area to 
their study, as well as the project currently being considered, and projected a 2% annual 
growth rate. He concluded that, at build-out, all intersections are expected to operate 
acceptably, with no significant queuing issues. Mr. Robinson asked Mr. Fluitt to address 
the Planning Board’s concern regarding the expectation that the level of service (LOS) 
would drop from Level “B” to Level “C” at the intersection of Brucewood and 
Morganton Road at full build-out. Mr. Fluitt clarified that a LOS “C” is considered an 
acceptable level of service and further explained that the difference in wait times at that 
intersection, comparing background conditions (excluding traffic from the project being 
currently considered) to full build-out conditions are expected to result in an additional 
2.1 seconds of delay in the a.m. peak hour, with a total wait time of 20.5 seconds. The 
threshold to move from a LOS “B” to “C” is 20 seconds, meaning that the full build-out 
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condition barely tips the threshold for the morning peak hour. For the p.m. peak hour, 
the background traffic creates a wait time of 24.2 seconds and the build-out of the project 
takes it to 25.9, a difference of 1.7 seconds. Mr. Fluitt expressed that the p.m. peak hour 
LOS will be at a “C” with or without this project. Mr. Robinson provided a document 
illustrating the level of service analysis, which was entered into the record as Exhibit 5. 
Mr. Fluitt further testified the Town’s engineer agreed with the conclusion that all study 
intersections were expected to operate at acceptable levels of service and that the 
NCDOT District Engineer that the TIA was acceptable. Mr. Robinson entered a copy of 
the August 9, 2022 email from NCDOT into the record as Exhibit 6. Mr. Fluitt also 
testified that in his professional opinion, the street system is adequate to handle the 
projected volume of traffic from this development.  
 
Mr. Robinson invited Mr. Tim Carpenter of LKC Engineering to the podium and 
introduced him as an expert in utility engineering, who testified that the water, sanitary 
sewer, and stormwater utilities were adequate to serve the proposed development. Mr. 
Robinson then concluded his presentation of the case. Following some clarification with 
staff regarding the recommendation that improvements to the existing path be specified 
as part of the approval, the Mayor opened the meeting to public comment. There was no 
testimony from the general public and the Council closed the public hearing and voted 
on Preliminary Development Plan application PD-10-22. 
 
The Town Council voted 5-0 to adopt Finding #1 of Attachment A to staff report PD-10-22 
as a finding of fact. Finding #1 included findings of fact that the application is complete 
and that the facts submitted were relevant to the case. The Town Council voted 4-1, with 
Councilwoman Peterson dissenting, to adopt Finding #2 of Attachment A to staff report 
PD-10-22 as a finding of fact. Finding #2 included findings that the preliminary 
development plan is consistent with the conceptual development plan and conforms to 
all applicable provisions of the UDO, that the proposed development is in an area of the 
Town that is appropriate, and that the proposed Development will not cause the need for 
inefficient extensions and expansions of public facilities, utilities, and services.   
 
The Town Council then voted 4-1 to adopt the proposal known as PD-10-22 with 
additional stated conditions as follows: 

• That the change in right-of-way width from 80’ to 60’ for a portion of S. Carlisle 
Street as shown on plans is approved. 
 

• That the change in maximum allowable building height from 40’ to 45’ is 
approved. 
 

• That the parking count will include flexibility with a cap of no more than 120 
spaces for the commercial uses being applied.  
 

• That the multi-use path that follows the southern edge of the wetlands will be 
improved to asphalt or compacted stone condition per Town specifications.  
 

IV. ATTACHMENTS: 
 

1. Written Decision for PD-10-22 (DRAFT) 
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V. TOWN COUNCIL ACTION: 

 
The Town Council may wish to take one of the following actions: 

 
1. No action; 
2. Accept the Written Decision for PD-10-22 as prepared by the Town staff; 
3. An action listed above with the following conditions… 
4. Action not listed above... 
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TOWN OF SOUTHERN PINES 
 

REGULAR BUSINESS MEETING OF THE TOWN COUCIL 
September 13, 2022 

6:00 pm 
The Douglas Community Center  

1185 West Pennsylvania Avenue, Southern Pines, NC 28387 
 

DECISION OF THE BOARD 
 
Case Number:  PD-10-22 
 
A public hearing regarding a proposed Planned Development - Preliminary Development Plan 
for Morganton Park North Phase 9, known as PD-10-22, was called to order with five (5) 
members present on September 13, 2022. The Mayor administered the oath to all witnesses 
choosing to speak. Ms. Pamela Graham, Principal Planner, presented the staff report. Messrs. 
Nick Robinson of Bradshaw Robinson Slawter, LLP, Bob Koontz of KoontzJones Design, 
Travis Fluitt of Kimley Horn, and Tim Carpenter of LKC Engineering presented on behalf of 
the petitioner.  
 
Matter at Issue: 
 
PD-10-22:  Written Decision of the Board for PD-10-22: Planned Development - 
Preliminary Development Plan for Morganton Park North Phase 9. 
 
Mr. Bob Koontz, on behalf of Zimmer Development Company, has submitted a Planned 
Development District – Preliminary Development Plan (PDP) application pursuant to §2.18.5 
of the Town of Southern Pines Unified Development Ordinance (UDO) for Morganton Park 
North – Phase 9. The project constitutes Phase 9 of the Morganton Park North Conceptual 
Development Plan (CDP), and proposes 300 multi-family residential units and +/- 20,000 
square feet of mixed-use retail, restaurant, and/or office space on a +/- 25.5 acre site that 
constitutes parcels identified as ParID 20190270 and a portion of 20150046. The subject 
parcels were zoned PD (Planned Development) in accordance with an approved Conceptual 
Development Plan (CDP) in May of 2018.  
 
Ms. Pamela Graham, Principal Planner, entered the staff report into the record as Exhibit 2, 
and staff’s Powerpoint presentation as Exhibit 7.  She then provided an overview of the project 
and applicable criteria for review.     
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Mr. Nick Robinson, Attorney with Bradshaw Robinson Slawter, LLP, addressed Town 
Council regarding the proposal, and introduced other parties as noted below.  Mr. Robinson 
entered the Preliminary Development Plan application packet as Exhibit 1, the Traffic Impact 
Analysis (TIA) from Kimley Horn dated June 29, 2022 as Exhibit 4, the TIA Executive 
Summary as Exhibit 4A, the Illustrative Level of Service Exhibit as Exhibit 5, and an email 
dated August 9, 2022 from NCDOT giving approval of the TIA as Exhibit 6. 
 
Mr. Bob Koontz of Koontz Jones Design was admitted as an expert in site plan design and 
planning, and he presented a Powerpoint slide deck that was entered into the record as Exhibit 
3.  
 
Mr. Travis Fluitt, with Kimley Horn was admitted as an expert in the field of traffic 
engineering, who then addressed the Council regarding the TIA for the proposal. 
 
Mr. Tim Carpenter, with LKC Engineering was admitted as an expert in the field of utility 
engineering, and who testified regarding utilities for the site. 
 
After presenting details of the development, Mr. Robinson offered to respond to questions 
from members of the Town Council. Councilwoman Clement clarified with Ms. Graham a 
request to formalize improvements to the existing path as part of the approval.  
 
No additional testimony was provided by the applicant or members of the public. 
 
Town Council Action: 
 
Having heard all evidence submitted by those wishing to speak, the Town Council then closed 
the public hearing. After closing the public hearing and discussing the application and 
information presented at the hearing, the Town Council made the following findings of fact on 
the application: 
 
The Council voted on the following Findings of Fact and Conclusions of Law as 
required by UDO Section 2.18.5(H) and as presented in Attachment A in staff report 
PD-10-22: 
 
Finding of Fact #1: By a vote of 5-0 the Town Council finds that the application is complete 
and that the facts submitted are relevant to the case because the request for Preliminary 
Development Plan approval has met the specified submittal requirements as required in the 
Town of Southern Pines UDO Appendices, the applicants have submitted adequate evidence 
addressing criteria for a Preliminary Development Plan, and the evidence submitted was sworn 
testimony by qualified experts or provided through substantiated documentation.  
 
Finding of Fact #2: By a vote of 4-1 with Councilwoman Peterson dissenting, the Town 
Council finds that the application complies with Section 2.18.5(H) Criteria for a Preliminary 
Development Plan, Criteria 1-4, in that: 
 

1. The application demonstrates that it will achieve the purposes of the PDD and this 
section;  
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The Town Council finds that the Preliminary Development Plan (PDP) for Morganton 
Park North Phase 9 implements the purposes of the Planned Development District 
because the proposed mix of land uses is supported by the stated purpose of the district 
as being to accommodate mixed land uses, such as office, residential, service, 
commercial, public or private recreational Development, and where consistent with the 
future land use map, light manufacturing and assembly uses that comply with the 
employment center Development Patterns in section 6.5 of the UDO. Furthermore, the 
design of the PDP is consistent with the majority of the fourteen stated intentions of the 
Planned Development District regulations as set forth in Chapter 3 of the UDO.  

 
2. The Preliminary Development Plan is consistent with the Conceptual Development 

Plan and conforms to all applicable provisions of this UDO;  
The Town Council finds that the PDP is consistent with the Morganton Park North 
Conceptual Development Plan (CDP) with the exception of the deviations specifically 
requested by the applicant as part of the PDP application. Furthermore, deviations that 
vary from standards that are contained in the UDO are allowed, to provide for the 
application of unique conditions and standards during the process of rezoning to a 
Planned Development District, and that the Town Council deems the requested 
deviations to satisfy the following provisions for the PD District found in UDO 
§3.5.14(F)(3): 

• meets or exceeds the general intent of the UDO standards for the base 
district; 

• is appropriate given the specific mix of uses and character of the 
development; and 

• achieves a more efficient, safe, or economical land use without detracting 
from the quality of the development or the community as a whole. 

 
3. The proposed Development is located in an area of the Town that is appropriate;  

Town Council finds that the proposed PDP is located in an appropriate area of town 
because the proposed multi-phased, mixed-use development may be served by existing 
public utilities and is providing desirable and needed uses along a significant roadway 
(West Morganton Road). Additionally, the project is located in an area of town with 
existing access to necessary utility infrastructure and where the street system is 
adequate, or will be improved to be adequate, to accommodate the projected traffic 
volumes.  
 

4. The proposed Development will not cause the need for inefficient extensions and 
expansions of public facilities, utilities and services.  
Town Council finds that the proposed PDP includes efficient extensions of public 
facilities, utilities and services because sewer and water facilities exist near the 
proposed development and the Town Engineer has determined that the systems have 
the capacity to serve the proposed development. Furthermore, the development will 
include the development of a roadway extension (S. Carlisle Street) that provides an 
alternate means of accessing the current and existing phases, providing an additional 
option to drivers that is likely to assist with the dispersal of traffic. 
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Decision of the Council: 

By a vote of 4-1 with Councilwoman Peterson dissenting, the Town Council voted to 
approve the Preliminary Development Plan Application PD-10-22, with the following 
conditions: 

1. That the change in right-of-way width from 80’ to 60’ for a portion of S. Carlisle Street
as shown on plans is approved.

2. That the change in maximum allowable building height from 40’ to 45’ is approved.

3. That the parking count will include flexibility with a cap of no more than 120 spaces
for the commercial uses being applied.

4. That the multi-use path that follows the southern edge of the wetlands will be improved
to asphalt or compacted stone condition per Town specifications.

This is the 26th day of September, 2022. 

FOR THE TOWN COUNCIL: 

__________________________________ 
Carol Haney, Mayor 

cc: Elam Hall, DHIC, LLC 
Nick Robinson, Bradshaw Robinson Slawter, LLP 
Bob Koontz, KoontzJones Design 
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NORTH CAROLINA
MOORE COUNTY

ELECTRIC VEHICLE SITE HOST AND LEASE/PROPERTY USE AGREEMENT
GO PINES, LLC AND TOWN OF SOUTHERN PINES, NC

THIS ELECTRIC VEHICLE SITE HOST AND PROPERTY USE AGREEMENT (the “Agreement”) is entered into 
as of this  day of              _______________, 2022, between GO PINES LLC (herein “Go Pines”) and 
the Town of Southern Pines an incorporated municipality, a body corporate and politic in Moore County, 
North Carolina (hereinafter referred to as “the Town”). Go Pines LLC and the Town may be referred to 
individually as a “Party” and collectively as the “Parties”.

RECITALS

WHEREAS, Go Pines LLC will install, own, operate, maintain and support electric vehicle supply 
equipment (“EVSE”) within the Town of Southern Pines, North Carolina. 

WHEREAS, the Town is the owner or operator of that certain property (the “Property”) as defined in 
Exhibit A;

WHEREAS, the Town agrees to lease property to Go Pines LLC in order to install EVSE and associated 
wires, cables, and equipment (collectively, the “Equipment”) at the Property;

NOW THEREFORE, in consideration of the mutual covenants contained herein and intending to be 
legally bound hereby, the Parties hereto agree as follows:

1. GO PINES LLC OBLIGATIONS

a)Go Pines LLC and/or its contractors shall design and construct the Equipment in compliance all 
applicable local, state, and federal laws and regulatory requirements. No construction, installation, 
or similar may commence by Go Pines LLC and/or its contractors until the Town has approved the 
location(s), placement, method of installation (such as concrete or similar) and connection of the 
Equipment. Should the proposed installation schedule require modification, Go Pines LLC shall notify 
the Town within a reasonable amount of time of such changes. At the option of Go Pines LLC, all 
Equipment shall be Go Pines LLC branded.

b)All Equipment shall be connected to a meter(s) which is billed to Go Pines. Go Pines LLC shall assume 
all responsibility and expenses to connect the Equipment to a metered electrical panel(s) and paying 
the ongoing electrical service.

c) To the extent Go Pines LLC reasonably believes an upgrade of existing electrical infrastructure is 
required, Go Pines LLC shall install a new meter at the Property at its expense.

d)During the Term of this Agreement, Go Pines LLC and/or its contractors shall operate, maintain, 
modify, repair, and/or replace the Equipment at Go Pines' expense. Go Pines LLC shall repair the 
Equipment promptly upon learning of maintenance needs. Go Pines LLC shall have the right to 
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repair, modify or replace the Equipment at any time during the Term of this Agreement. Go Pines 
LLC shall schedule access for installation, maintenance and repairs during a mutually agreeable time, 
except in emergency situations.

e)During the Term, Go Pines LLC shall pay all fees, utilities, and other expenses required for the 
operation and maintenance of the EVSE.

f) Go Pines shall, at each charging point, co-brand the EVSE to promote the Town’s participation in 
providing this infrastructure. Notwithstanding the foregoing, there shall be clear language and 
contact information indicating that customers shall report maintenance needs, address billing 
questions, or other concerns directly with Go Pines, rather than the Town. At a minimum, contact 
information shall include a phone number and e-mail address for Go Pines. 

g)Go Pines shall be permitted to promote and advertise the Program; provided, however, the Town 
reserves the right to review and approve any and all advertising, marketing, or promotional copy or 
materials developed or used by Go Pines which references the Town’s role with the EVSE. The Town 
may require Go Pines to submit such copy and materials for pre-approval. Approval shall be granted, 
unless the Town, in its sole discretion, reasonably determines that the copy or materials are 
misleading, in error, or is not in the Town’s best interest. In the event that the Town does not 
approve, Go Pines agrees to remove from circulation or otherwise discontinue the use of any such 
materials. 

h)Go Pines shall use commercially reasonable efforts to maintain the Equipment in a clean, safe, and 
orderly condition, to at least the same standard that the Town maintains the surrounding property. 

i) Go Pines may take reasonable measures to discourage and prevent anyone other than an EV driver 
from parking in a space dedicated to EVSE. Such measures may include, but are not limited, to 
installing signage, and towing non-electric vehicles. Said measures shall be approved by the Town 
prior to installation, implementation, or similar.

j) Go Pines LLC shall be responsible for repairing any damage to the Property directly caused by the 
installation, maintenance, repair, usage, and/or removal of the Equipment.

2. THE TOWN’S OBLIGATIONS

a)The Town shall provide Go Pines, its representatives, Network Provider, contractors, and designees 
access to the Property as deemed necessary or desirable for the assessment, installation, 
maintenance, repair, replacement, and/or removal of all or any portion(s) of the Equipment 
throughout the Term of this Agreement.

b)The Town shall not damage, disable, modify or tamper with the Equipment in any way except to the 
extent required by an emergency situation. If the Town violates the preceding sentence, Go Pines 
LLC shall repair or replace the Equipment at and invoice the Town for the expense.

c) The Town acknowledges that Go Pines LLC and/or its contractors will gather data and information 
from the Equipment with respect to vehicle charging activity, vehicle usage and technical 
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performance of the vehicle and Equipment. Go Pines LLC shall own all rights to such data and 
information. The Town acknowledges that such data and information will be used and disclosed by 
Go Pines LLC and third parties for the purpose of understanding and evaluating the impact of electric 
vehicles on transit systems and the electric power grid, for use in regulatory reporting, industry 
forums, case studies or other similar activities, in accordance with applicable laws and regulations. 
Go Pines LLC will make available to the Town relevant station utilization data.

d)The Town shall provide publicly accessible parking spots and nondiscriminatory access to the EVSE in 
accordance with Exhibits A and B.  For public installations, this means a site is available to any 
electric vehicle driver regardless of affiliation (i.e. a business cannot designate a public charger for 
their customers only).

e)The Town shall be permitted to promote and advertise the Program; provided, however, Go Pines 
LLC reserves the right to review and approve any and all advertising, marketing, or promotional copy 
or materials developed or used by the Town which references the Town’s role with the EVSE. Go 
Pines LLC requires the Town to submit such copy and materials for pre-approval. Approval shall not 
be unreasonably withheld, conditioned or delayed, unless Go Pines LLC in its sole discretion, 
reasonably determines that the copy or materials are misleading, in error, or is not in Go Pines' best 
interest. In the event that Go Pines LLC does not approve, the Town agrees to remove from 
circulation or otherwise discontinue the use of any such materials. 

3. TERM AND TERMINATION

a)This Agreement shall be effective as of the date of execution by both Parties. The term shall 
commence on the date of installation of the Equipment and shall continue for five years (the 
“Term”). 

b)Notwithstanding anything herein to the contrary, either party may terminate this agreement upon 
providing written notice of sixty (60) days. In addition, in the event Go Pines LLC determines that the 
Property is not technically compatible for the purposes hereunder, Go Pines LLC shall have the right 
to terminate this Agreement immediately upon written notice to the Town. 

c) Unless otherwise agreed to by the Parties, Go Pines LLC shall remove the Equipment following any 
such termination, so long as they may be removed without damage to the Town’s property. All 
expenses of such removal shall be paid by Go Pines and removal shall take place within thirty (30) 
days from the time the agreement terminates.

4. INTERRUPTION OF ELECTRIC SERVICE

Go Pines LLC does not guarantee continuity of electric service to the EVSE and is not responsible or 
liable for interruption, curtailment, failure, or defect in the supply or character of electricity 
furnished to facilities or Equipment. In the event that any of the Equipment is without a continuous 
supply of electricity for a period of ninety (90) consecutive days or longer, either Party may 
immediately terminate this Agreement in writing for the affected Equipment.
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5. TITLE TO EQUIPMENT

At all times during the Term of this Agreement, title to the Equipment shall remain with Go Pines LLC 
and are not to be considered fixtures or in any way the property of The Town. Upon the expiration 
of this Agreement, including any extensions thereof, and upon mutual consent by both parties, title 
to the Equipment may transfer to the Town at no cost and with no warranties. 

Upon transfer of title to the Equipment to The Town, (i)the Town releases Go Pines LLC from any 
liabilities, including, but not limited to, any claim or action for bodily injury or property damage 
resulting from or related to the Equipment or the use of the Equipment; and (ii) the Town will be 
responsible for electrical consumption costs, network access fees, maintenance costs, and any repair 
costs thereafter.

6. GOVERNMENTAL APPROVALS. 

a)It is understood and agreed that Go Pines' ability to install the Equipment is contingent upon its all of 
the applicable permits and other approvals that may be required by any federal, state or local 
authorities (collectively the “Governmental Approvals”). Said Governmental Approvals will be 
obtained after this Agreement is executed. The Town shall cooperate with Go Pines LLC in its effort 
to obtain such Governmental Approvals by confirming ownership of the property or providing similar 
approvals or data, but will not make any financial contribution toward the approvals. 

b)It is understood and agreed by both parties that the Governmental Approvals may not be obtained 
in a timely manner, the applications are rejected or, after issuance, are canceled, expire, lapse, or 
are otherwise withdrawn or terminated by the issuing authority. In the event that the Governmental 
Approvals are not issued or do not remain valid through the duration of the Term, either party may 
terminate this agreement immediately upon written notice.

7. ACCESSIBILITY REQUIREMENTS

a)Both parties understand and accept that electric vehicle charging facilities that are publicly 
accessible shall comply with the Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA), applicable North Carolina 
building codes, and any local regulations 

b)Both parties understand that in order to comply with required codes and regulations, there may be 
minor modifications to the intended layout or location of the planned EVSE. Go Pines shall submit 
any requested modifications to the design, construction, or operation of the EVSE to the Town for 
review and approval. 

8. INSURANCE, LIABILITY, LOSS OF USE, AND INDEMNIFICATION

a)The Town shall promptly report all claims and/or incidents to Go Pines LLC or its designated 
representative(s), and confirm in writing, the occurrence of any injury, loss, or damage incurred.

b)The Town will not be liable or financially responsible for any loss or damage to the Equipment, 
Property, and/or Person that occurs by reason of a driver’s use of the Equipment and/or parking lot, 
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vandalism, theft, or similar or in the event of fire, natural disaster, other casualty, or act of God. This 
is extended not only to the Equipment, but also to any loss of income and/or increased expenses for 
Go Pines in the event of an incident described herein.

c) If any of the Properties are damaged by fire, natural disaster, other casualty, act of God, or 
deterioration and the cost of remediation is so great that Town decides not to repair or rebuild, the 
Town may terminate this agreement with respect to the Property in question. Upon written notice 
of termination, Go Pines must remove the Equipment from the affected Property. 

d)Go Pines shall secure and maintain, at its own expense, liability insurance in an amount of no less 
than $1,000,000 with respect to bodily injury, death, or property damage suffered by any one 
person or entity and/or arising out of any one accident/incident. Go Pines shall list the Town as an 
additional insured on said policy(ies) and shall provide a certificate(s) of insurance to the Town 
confirming these minimum coverages. Should Go Pines make changes associated with its insurance 
policy(ies), it shall provide to the Town an updated certificate(s) of insurance within thirty (30) days 
of said change.

e)Each Party shall indemnify and hold the other harmless against any claim of liability or loss from 
bodily injury or property damage resulting from or arising out of the negligence of such Party, its 
servants or agents, excepting, however, such claims or damages as may be due to or caused by the 
acts or omissions of the other Party, its servants or agents.

f) In no event shall either Party be liable for consequential, special, incidental, exemplary, punitive, or 
any indirect damages of any nature arising at any time, from any cause whatsoever.

g)Go Pines shall indemnify and hold the Town harmless against any breach or release of customer 
data, intentional or unintentional, that might include credit card details or other personal 
identification information.

9. COMPENSATION. 

Go Pines LLC agrees to pay the Town $25.00 per month per parking space being utilized by the EVSE 
for the duration of this Term.

10. CHANGES

Should Go Pines LLC find the need to initiate changes to the Program based on changing 
circumstances, requested modifications shall be submitted to the Town for review and 
consideration. The Town may approve minor changes to this agreement, provided the revised 
agreement remains consistent with the terms outlined via public notice in compliance with NCGS § 
160A-272. The remainder of the Agreement and the application of the Agreement to the amended 
list shall not be affected.
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11. AUTHORITY

The Town represents and warrants that it is the owner or authorized manager of the proposed 
Property, has the power, authority and capacity to bind itself to undertake the Program terms and 
conditions, and to perform each and every obligation required of the Town. The Town is authorized 
to lease property owned by the Town, provided the lease is advertised, approved, and operated in 
compliance with NCGS § 160A-272.

12. SALE OF PROPERTY

The Town shall notify Go Pines LLC at least thirty (30) days prior to any sale of the Property. Within 
thirty (30) days following receipt of such notice, Go Pines shall remove its Equipment, unless it 
enters into an executed agreement with the subsequent property owner. Upon the transfer of the 
property, the agreement between the Town and Go Pines LLC is automatically terminated.

13. TAX CREDITS

To the extent the installation of the Equipment generates any tax credits, such credits shall be the 
sole property of and shall inure to the benefit of Go Pines LLC or the period for which it owns the 
Equipment provided under this Agreement.

14. GOVERNING LAW

This Agreement shall be governed by and construed in accordance with the laws of the State of 
North Carolina without reference to its conflict of laws principles.

15. ENTIRE AGREEMENT

This Agreement represents the entire agreement between Go Pines LLC and the Town with respect 
to the subject matter hereof. This Agreement may be amended or modified only by a written 
instrument duly executed by each of the Parties which is in compliance with NCGS § 160A-272.

16. SUCCESSORS AND ASSIGNS

Neither party may assign, convey or transfer all or any part of this Agreement. 

17. NO WAIVER

No course of dealing or failure of Go Pines LLC or the Town to enforce strictly any term, right or 
condition of this Agreement shall be construed as a waiver of that term, right or condition. No 
express waiver of any term, right or condition of this Agreement shall operate as a waiver of any 
other term, right or condition.

18. SURVIVAL

All sections of this Agreement providing for indemnification or limitation of or protection against 
liability of either Party shall survive the termination or expiration of this Agreement. Additionally, any 
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provisions of this Agreement which require performance subsequent to the termination or 
expiration of this Agreement shall also survive such termination or expiration.

19. SEVERABILITY

If any provision of this Agreement or the application of this Agreement to any person or 
circumstance shall to any extent be held invalid or unenforceable by a court of competent 
jurisdiction, the remainder of this Agreement and the application of that provision to persons or 
circumstances other than those as to which it is specifically held invalid or unenforceable shall not 
be affected, and every remaining provision of this Agreement shall be valid and binding to the fullest 
extent permitted by laws.

20. NOTICES AND APPEALS TO DECISIONS

a)The Assistant Town Manager shall have the authority to review issues of discretion and make 
decisions as described in this agreement. Should Go Pines wish to appeal any of the Assistant Town 
Manager’s decisions surrounding this agreement, Go Pines must submit a written appeal to the 
Town Manager within ten (10) days of the decision.

b)All notices hereunder must be in writing and shall be deemed validly given if sent by U.S. mail, 
commercial courier, personal delivery, or email, addressed as follows (or any other address that the 
Party to be notified may have designated to the sender by like notice). Notice shall be effective upon 
receipt or such later date specified in the notice.

Town of Southern Pines
Attn: Jessica Roth
125 SE Broad Street
Southern Pines, NC 28387
jroth@southernpines.net
Phone: 910-692-7021

Go Pines, LLC
130 Broom Sedge Lane
Southern Pines, NC 28387
chris@go-pines.com 
Phone: 910-691-3383

21. COUNTERPARTS

This Agreement may be executed in two or more counterparts, each of which shall be 
deemed an original, but all of which together shall constitute one and the same instrument. 
Transmission of images of signed signature pages by e-mail or other electronic means shall 
have the same effect as the delivery of manually signed documents in person.

22. NO JOINT VENTURE

The Parties intend by this Agreement to establish the basis upon which they will cooperate 
together, but on an independent basis. This Agreement does not constitute or create a joint 
venture, partnership, or any other similar arrangement between the Parties. Each of the 
Parties is independent and none of them are an agent of, nor has the authority to bind the 
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other for any purpose. No Party shall bind any other, or represent that it has the authority to 
do so.

23. PHOTOS/VIDEO OF EQUIPMENT

The Town agrees, upon reasonable notice to allow Go Pines LLC to enter the Property to take 
photographs or video of the Equipment. Go Pines LLC shall own all copyright and other 
intellectual property rights of such photographs or videos. To the extent the Property 
appears in any such photographs or videos, The Town consents to Go Pines’ use and 
disclosure of such photographs or videos of the Property.

24. EVENTS OF DEFAULT AND REMEDIES

a)The occurrence of any one or more of the following events shall constitute an Event of 
Default hereunder: 

i. GoPines failure to pay when due any rental or other sum of money payable hereunder 
and such failure is not cured within thirty (30) days after written notice thereof;

ii. GoPines failure to perform any other of the material terms, covenants or agreements 
contained in this Lease to be performed by GoPines if not remedied within thirty (30) days 
after receipt of written notice thereof, or if such default cannot be remedied within such 
period, GoPines does not within thirty (30) days after written notice thereof commence 
such act or acts as shall be necessary to remedy the default and shall not thereafter 
complete such act or acts within a reasonable time; or

iii. GoPines shall commit an Act of Bankruptcy.

b) Upon the occurrence and during the continuation of any Event of Default by GoPines 
hereunder, then the Town shall have the following rights: 

i. To institute any and all proceedings or claims permitted by law or equity to recover all 
unpaid sums and amounts then due and payable by GoPines under this Lease, and any and 
all amounts necessary to compensate the Town for all the damage proximately caused by 
the failure of GoPines to perform its obligations under this Lease; and/or

ii. To institute any and all proceedings or claims permitted by law or equity to compel 
specific performance with respect to GoPines’ obligations under this Lease and one or 
more actions to seek and obtain a temporary restraining order, together with such other 
temporary, preliminary and permanent injunctive or other equitable relief, from any court 
of competent jurisdiction capable of issuing or granting such relief, to compel GoPines to 
comply with or refrain or cease from breaching or violating the terms, covenants and 
conditions of this Lease.

c) Notwithstanding anything contained herein to the contrary, if a court of competent 
jurisdiction has determined pursuant to a final non-appealable order that an Event of Default 
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has occurred under this Lease and such Event of Default is continuing under this Lease, the 
Town shall have the right, in addition to any other rights it may have pursuant to this Lease, 
to cure such Event of Default on behalf of GoPines and GoPines shall reimburse the Town 
upon demand for any sums paid or costs incurred by the Landlord in curing such Event of 
Default, including interest thereon at the Default Rate and reasonable attorneys’ fees and 
other legal expenses.

IN WITNESS WHEREOF, the Parties have caused this Agreement to be executed on _____ day of 
___________________, 2022.

GO PINES, LLC TOWN OF SOUTHERN PINES

__________________________________ ____________________________________
Christopher Hopfensperger, Owner Carol Haney, Mayor

____________________________________
Elizabeth Robertson, Town Clerk
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Exhibit A: Property Included in this Agreement

Four Parking Spots in the Town’s Bennett St. Parking Lot

Overhead satellite imagery of Bennett St parking lot

EVSE will be installed IVO: N 35.1750273 W -79.3937795 & N 35.1749872 W -79.3937436.  Each location will include 2 charging ports
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2 Parking Spots in the Town’s Reservoir Park Lot

EVSE located to support one disabled parking spot and one standard parking spot.  EVSE will be installed IVO: N 35.2145032 W -
79.401017.  Location will have 1 charging port
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Exhibit B: Site Host Segment Type and Availability Requirements

Public Level 2 (Level Two 208v-240v single phase available for general public access)
List any limitations of public access to the station(s) - Indicate days and times of day station will be publicly 
available

The four parking spots in the parking lot adjoining Bennett Street are accessible to the public 24 hours a day, 
365 days a year, unless there is a temporary closure for maintenance, construction, hazardous conditions, or 
similar.

The two parking spots in Reservoir Park are publicly accessible during all hours and days the park is open. The 
park closes overnight and operating hours at the time this Agreement was executed were from dawn to dusk. 
Reservoir Park and/or the parking lot may be temporarily closed for maintenance, construction, hazardous 
conditions, or similar.
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MEMO 
 

TO:  Town Council 

FROM: Reagan 

Date:  09-23-2021 

 

RE:  Work Session 09 26 2022 Planning Item 
 

The Planning Department protocol item on your Agenda is relative to the individual 

discussions I have been having around the desire to begin providing Planning 

Department recommendations as part of your staff reports on applications before the 

Council.   The intent is to provide for more comprehensive and timely efforts on behalf 

of applicants out of an interest in attaining a staff recommendation for approval, 

hopefully minimizing the number of end-arounds and last-minute submittals before the 

Town Council.  On an individual basis, I left conversations with the impression that there 

exists a unanimous interest in moving in the direction of recommendations, and it was 

suggested that a motion might be made to “formalize” such effort as “policy,” thus I have 

placed it on the Agenda for any necessary follow-up discussion or action. 

In a related, but separate, topic of protocol staff remains unclear as to whether or not 

individuals seeking initial Council feedback to concepts are welcome as part of the Work 

Session agendas.  The policy relative to this may not be as simple as “yes” or “no.”  An 

example may be creating a requirement that conceptual plans be submitted through the 

standard pre-application process and vetted by TRC prior to ever appearing before the 

Council.  This would at least better outline any challenges/deficiencies relative to Code 

and allow staff the opportunity to provide initial feedback to the Council regarding 

requested deviations or approaches to proposed potential projects.  This is but one 

example of a range of policies that could be explored. 

Finally, while not a “protocol issue” per se, we need to get an appointment made to the 

Planning Board.  With one seat empty and other challenges that arise from time to time, 

we need a full slate of appointees.  The September meeting was just cancelled due to 

the inability to generate a quorum, which is only going to stack applications come 

October (and thus November for the Town Council.)  If we can generate candidates, an 

appointment at the October Agenda Meeting ahead of October Planning Board would 

be most appreciated.   
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LIBRARY DEPARTMENT
§ 32.030 ESTABLISHMENT.

   The Library Department of the Town is hereby established, subject to the supervision 
of the Town Manager, which shall have control of the Town's library system as set forth 
in Chapter 98.

§ 32.031 FEES.

   (A)   The following persons are exempt from payment for library cards and shall 
receive library cards free of charge. Valid documentation verifying personal identity and 
either a current in-Town home address, or payment of property tax to the Town of 
Southern Pines is required to qualify for either of the first 2 exempt categories:

      (1)   Individuals who live within the town limits of se permanent, primary home is in 
Southern Pines;

      (2)   Individuals who own property in Southern Pines on which the individual pays 
property taxes;

      (3)   Individuals who own a business located within the town limits of Southern Pines

      (3)   Individuals who donate or have donated $1,000 or more to the Friends of 
Southern Pines Library;

      (45)   Individuals who have provided at least 20 hours of volunteer service to 
the library during the preceding year;

      (5)   Individual employees named by a business owner who has made a requested 
contribution to the library, the fair market value of which equals the value of the card as 
described in division (C). The fair market value may be divided by the cost of the card to 
equal the number of cards to be issued to names submitted for that business.

      (7)   Educational institutions with enrolled children ages birth to 17 that operate 
physical campuses within the town limits of Southern Pines (applies to limited cards 
only).

A. Educational Institution is defined as any public or private preschool, 
elementary, or secondary school or any licensed early childcare center. 

      (6)   Individual students who attend Southern Pines Elementary School (applies to 
limited access cards, only).

      (7)   Individual teachers who are employed at Southern Pines Elementary School 
(applies to limited access cards, only).

   (B)   In addition, the following are entitled to free mailing for inter-library loans and 
reserve cards: individuals whose permanent, primary home is in Southern Pines or who 
own property in Southern Pines on which the individual pays property taxes and who 
have either donated $1,000 or more to the Friends of Southern Pines Library or who 
have provided at least 20 hours of volunteer service to the library during the preceding 
year.
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(B) The following formula determines the annual cost of non-resident cards. Fees for 
both cards may be prorated for a six-month period.

A. Full Access Card- for use of full collection and services. 
 Cost of Card to be computed annually in July by dividing the total 

municipal contribution to operating income by the total population, 
rounded to the nearest $5.00. 

B. Limited Access Card- for use of Juvenile and young adult collection 
 Cost of card to be one third of the cost of a full access card, rounded to 

the nearest $5. 

   (C)   The following schedule of fees shall be administered by the Director of the 
Town Library:

Description Fee
B&W copies or prints $.15 per page (self serve)

Color prints $.25
Internet kiosk (first 15 minutes free) $10/hour

Non-Resident Full access card yearly 
fee

$60

Non-Resident Limited access 
card yearly fee

$20

   Library cards (non-exempt individuals)
Full access card for use of full collection 
and services for one year.

Cost of card to be computed annually in October by 
dividing the total municipal contribution to operating 
income by the total population, using figures from the 
annual report made to the State Library for the previous 
fiscal year, rounded to the nearest $5.00.*

Limited access card for use of juvenile 
collection and services for one year.

Cost of card to be one third of the cost of a full access card, 
rounded to the nearest $5.00.**

Fees for both cards may be prorated for a six-month period.
   *Example:   2005-2006 municipal contribution: $774,140 = $67.76 (round to $70.00) Population: 11,424
   **Example:   $70.00 = $23.33 (round to $25.00)

 

Description Fee
Lost or damaged materials $5 + replacement cost

Inter-library loan: USPS postage charge for item plus any
charge imposed by lending library, if applicable
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Overdue materials in all formats $.10/item/day
Replacement of lost library card $1

Library Multipurpose Room Rental- 
Resident

Weekdays: Mon-Thu $50 for a 3-hour block $15/each 
additional hour

Weekends: Friday - Sunday $60 for a 3-hour block 
$20/each additional hour
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February 16, 2021 
prepared by Lori Bown Ayre, THE GALECIA GROUP

NOT JUST INEFFECTIVE, BUT HARMFUL

Library late fees
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LibraryCall. 

Broad experience with libraries, a deep understanding of technology and 

commitment to the mission of public libraries informs all of Lori’s work. 

She believes in the transformational power of libraries and works to help 

libraries leverage technology to streamline back office functions, reduce 

operating costs, and improve and expand customer services.

Lori and her team believe that libraries are critical institutions for our 

democratic society and that these institutions must change as society 

changes. Recognizing that technology is a catalyst of change, they work  

to help libraries harness the power of technology as libraries navigate  

the changing needs of their communities.
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Increasing numbers of libraries have ELIMINATED LATE FEES  

because they are ineffective at promoting the timely return of materials,  

and argue that they undermine the mission of the library to provide  

equitable access to library services and resources. 

In eliminating late fees, many libraries have discovered that the  

use of the library increases without the rate of overdue returns rising, and 

in some cases even reducing the number of late returns. These libraries also 

report improved relationships between their library staff and the community.
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JUSTIFICATIONS FOR CHARGING LATE FEES

There are four commonly cited justifications for charging late fees,  
but in each case, the desired outcome is often not the result.
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1 Charging late fees for material teaches children responsibility

This is one of the oldest cited reasons that libraries charge  
late fees. 

The problem with this explanation for charging late fees is  
that most would argue that the library’s primary job is to provide 
access to information, support literacy, and promote reading 
and it is the parent’s job to teach responsibility. 

About teaching responsibility, one librarian says, “I don’t think 
it’s our task, or that it’s mission-centric, any more than teaching 
people manners is. Our role is to provide access to information” 
(Poon, 2019).

Another problem with the responsibility argument is that kids 
have virtually no control over when their library materials get 
returned. Late material has more to do with the working  
schedules of the parents than any sense of responsibility  
a child might feel about returning their books on time.

2 Late fees incentivize people to return material on time 

Another reason for charging late fees is to ensure material  
comes back on time to prevent longer wait times for people  
with holds on the material. However, “libraries who have  
implemented fine-free programs have proven that these  
fears are unfounded” (Kohn, 2015). 

Studies show that late fees do not increase the rate of on-time 
returns unless the fines are very high (Burgin and Hansel, 1984), 
but most libraries don’t charge high fees because it would reduce 
library use (which we explore later). 

Many studies have documented the fallacy that late fees increase 
the rates of on-time returns (Burgin and Hansel, 1984; Kohn, 2015). 
In most cases, the imposition of late fees has no effect (Hixon, 
2019). In at least one case, the return rate has improved after late 
fees were dropped (Carter, 2019).

Late material has more to do with the  
working schedules of the parents  
than any sense of responsibility a child  
might feel about returning their books on time.
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JUSTIFICATIONS FOR CHARGING LATE FEES

JU
ST

IF
IC

AT
IO

N
S 

FO
R

 C
H

A
R

G
IN

G
 L

AT
E 

FE
ES

5

3 Late fees ensure people return material rather than just keep it 

Similar to the idea that late fees incentivize people to return material 
on time, the idea is that people would just keep library material  
if there were no consequences. The fact is that most libraries do  
have consequences for not returning items and it is a more effective 
approach than using late fees. A replacement fee is charged to patrons 
who fail to return an item. The replacement cost is limited to the 
actual cost of replacing an item, unlike late fees that can just keep  
adding up indefinitely. 

The truth is that most libraries have a cap on late fees or convert  
a long overdue item to a lost item so it no longer accrues a late fee 
but the mythology is firmly attached to libraries nonetheless  
(Ailworth and Kesling, 2019). How many “funny” stories have  
we heard about the person who found the library book under the  
bed and was supposedly facing hundreds of dollars in late fees  
(Sifton, 2009; Vitra, 2018; Mancini, 2019).

Ironically, late fees have been shown to increase the number of items 
that don’t come back to the library. A person faced with excessive late 
fees may choose to stay away from the library rather than facing the 
shame of trying to arrange payment (EBSCO, 2010). “It became clear 
to us that there were families that couldn’t afford to pay the fines and 
therefore couldn’t return the materials, so then we just lost them as  
patrons altogether…we wanted our materials back, and more impor-
tantly, we wanted our patrons back.” (Bowman, 2019).

4 Late fees provide an important revenue stream for the library 

The amount of fine money “on-the-books” can look like a large 
number but in most cases, the amount collected represents less 
than 1% of the total library budget (Graham, 2017; Fallon, 2015; 
Kohn, 2015; Pyatetsky, 2015; Wenger, 2018; Bowman, 2019, 
Morehart, 2018) and it costs a lot to recover it. Some libraries have 
reported that it costs more to collect the fees than the amount  
of fees collected (Poon, 2019). 

Handling the money, updating the patron account, and providing 
a receipt can take up a “nice chunk of staff time” (Burgess, 2017). 
One library estimated they spent $1.2 million (including staff time) 
to collect $600,000 in library fees (Hoffman, 2019).

One library eliminated overdue fines and found the move to be 
cost neutral because they were “able to eliminate costly credit card 
technology on their self-check machines and save a great deal of 
staff time” (Hixon, 2019; Graham, 2017).

It became clear that there were  
families that couldn’t afford to pay  
the fines and therefore couldn’t return 
the materials, so then we just lost  
them as patrons altogether.
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Many images associated with libraries are positive,

but the shushing librarian stereotype  but the shushing librarian stereotype  
and the fear of incurring late fees and the fear of incurring late fees 

are probably the two most damaging. 
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LATE FEES DISPROPORTIONATELY HURT LOW-INCOME PATRONS

As more and more libraries have explored the idea of eliminating late fees, 
they have looked at the underlying patron data. What they have found is that 
people in well-to-do communities are not negatively affected by fines, but for 
low-income patrons, fees are more than just a nuisance.  

“Library fines in most places remain quaintly low, sometimes just 10 cents 
per day. But one user’s nominal is another’s exorbitant. If a child checks out 
10 picture books, the kind of haul librarians love to encourage, and then his 
mother’s work schedule prevents her from returning them for a week past 
the due date, that’s $7. For middle-class patrons, that may feel like a slap on 
the wrist, or even a feel-good donation. For low-income users, however,  
it can be a prohibitively expensive penalty.” (Graham, 2017).

Libraries have consistently found that the number of people with library  
fines that have blocked a patron’s ability to use the library tend to be in  
poor neighborhoods (Wenger, 2018). One city found that 40% of the  
patrons in the city’s poorest neighborhoods had fines they couldn’t pay  
(Bowman, 2019). 

Two large, urban cities discovered that people living in poverty and  
communities of color had higher rates of “blocked patrons” due to library 
fines. “Overdue fines are not distinguishing between people who are  
responsible and who are not. They’re distinguishing between people who  
can and cannot use money to overcome a common oversight” (Poon, 2019).

FINES CAUSE HARM

Fines go beyond being ineffective, they are harmful. They disproportionately  
hurt low-income patrons and prevent people from being able to use the library.  
Late fees create a stressful work environment for staff. Library fees also  
hurt the library brand.

LATE FEES PREVENT PEOPLE FROM BEING ABLE TO USE THE LIBRARY

When a person has unpaid late fees, they often feel ashamed – feeling that 
they are perceived as irresponsible. They are also often blocked from check-
ing out additional material. The result can be that libraries not only lose  
valuable library materials, but they lose their valued patrons. 

“For many, it is more palatable to discontinue using the library than to pay 
up or to face the shame of being “irresponsible” (Sawyer, 2017).

‘Library users with limited income tend to stay away from libraries because 
they may be afraid of incurring debt,’ said Ramiro Salazar, president of the 
association’s public library division. ‘It stands to reason these same users will 
also stay away if they have already incurred a fine simply because they don’t 
have the money to pay the fine.’” (Bowman, 2019)

“Parents struggling to get by won’t allow their children to use the library  
for fear of the fines. ‘I try to explain to [my daughter], don’t take books out. 
It’s so expensive.’” (Graham, 2017).

“We know the heartbreaking truth: that there are families who refuse to even 
use the library for fear of accumulating fines.” (Marx, 2017).

Page 218 of 265



www.galecia.com  

Overdue fines are not distinguishing  
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and who are not.  
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They’re distinguishing between  They’re distinguishing between  
people who can and cannot use money  people who can and cannot use money  

to overcome a common oversightto overcome a common oversight..
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COLLECTION OF LATE FEES IS STRESSFUL FOR STAFF

As more libraries have moved to self-check machines, the ratio of uncomfort-
able encounters that circulation staff have to address has increased because 
most transactions can be done at the self-checks leaving only the awkward 
and stressful transactions for staff to negotiate. 

“We’ve probably all experienced the feeling of dread of having to tell a patron 
that they owe overdue fines on their account. Especially a problem patron, 
who will argue that they returned the materials on time, they put them in the 
book drop while we were closed, how dare we charge him when he returned 
them on time… all while the line at the circulation desk grows longer and 
longer.” (Burgess, 2017).

“In the library, arguing about fines is the single most negative experience  
for customers and staff.” (Wenger, 2018).

FINES CAUSE HARM

THE LIBRARY BRAND IS HARMED BY ITS ASSOCIATION WITH LATE FEES

Many images associated with libraries are positive, the shushing librarian stereo-
type and the fear of incurring late fees are probably the two  
most damaging. 

There’s a Seinfeld episode (Seinfield, 2009) in which the local policeman  
threatens Jerry Seinfeld because he has not returned his book on time.  
It is a funny scene but is it good for libraries? “Some of our patrons will think 
exactly that: one simple transgression such as returning materials a few days  
late leaves you embarrassed and financially culpable. Who would want to  
return to such a place?” (Kohn, 2015).

The cost of undoing the harm associated with late fees and the related  
embarrassment and shame is the cost of a family of library users. “If the  
library does not charge for the damaged book, it loses about $25.00. …  
[But] it will cost the library more than $25.00 to convince this mother to  
return to the library. It will cost the library more than $25.00 to persuade  
this mother that the library is a welcoming community place willing to mount 
literacy programs aimed at her children, who will not benefit from regular  
library visits and programs. And when these children are adults, it will cost  
the library more than $25.00 to convince them that the library is a welcoming  
and supportive place for their children.” (Graham, 2017).
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ELIMINATING FINES OFFERS BENEFITS

The libraries that have stopped charging late fees have identified several  
positive outcomes including increasing the number of people using the library,  
increasing circulation, improving relationships between staff and patrons,  
freeing up staff time to engage in positive activities, and reinforcing the  
image of the library as an empowering and shame-free environment.

INCREASED NUMBER OF ACTIVE PATRONS

Once the threat of fines is lifted, the library becomes a community  
resource that is safe for everyone to use regardless of their financial situation.  
When fines are eliminated, libraries see old patrons return and lapsed patrons 
come in to renew their library card. 

“Lifting fines has had a surprising dual effect: More patrons are returning  
to the library, with their late materials in hand. Chicago saw a 240% increase 
in return of materials within three weeks of implementing its fine-free policy 
last month. The library system also had 400 more card renewals compared 
with that time last year.” (Bowman, 2019).

People who never had a library card may sign up for the first time, allowing 
libraries to expand outreach to their communities.

“Without fines, more community members are stepping into the Library,  
and this allows us to better fulfill our mission. The number of items checked 
out during the 17–18 fiscal year increased 16% from the previous year.  
We also signed up nearly 26,000 new cardholders.” (The City Library, 2018).

INCREASED CIRCULATION

While circulation rates have levelled or gone down in recent years,  
eliminating fines is one of the best ways to increase circulation. Libraries have 
seen circulation increases of 2-16% following the elimination of late fees  
(Graham, 2017; City Library, 2018, Marx, 2017).

“Since St. Paul, Minnesota killed overdue fines, some branches have seen  
a double-digit percentage increase in circulation. Citywide, circulation is  
up nearly 2 percent – which may not sound like much, but it is the first  
increase the city has seen in 10 years.” (PYMNTS).

The reason circulation goes up is because people keep using the library even  
when they’ve returned material late. For some, the cost – or even the threat --  
of late fees becomes a bar too high so they discontinue using the library  
as soon as late fees become an issue (The City Library, 2018; Marx, 2017).

Without fines, more community members are stepping into  
the Library, and this allows us to better fulfill our mission.

The number of items checked out during the 17–18 fiscal year  
increased 16% from the previous year. 

We also signed up nearly 26,000 new cardholders.
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ELIMINATING FINES OFFERS BENEFITS

LONG OVERDUE MATERIAL RETURNED

Depending on how the library goes about eliminating fines, it can result  
in a wave of returned material that has been long gone from the library. 
Combining the elimination of new fines and offering to forgive all existing 
fines opens the door for patrons to come back to use the library and return 
their long overdue material.

One large, urban library system held a one month amnesty program in  
which $329,797 in fines was forgiven. In exchange, they got 700,000 books 
back that were valued at $236,490 and 5,067 patrons had their borrowing 
privileges restored (Sawyer, 2017).

IMPROVED RELATIONSHIPS BETWEEN STAFF AND PATRONS

Eliminating late fees transforms the experience of staff working with customers. 
Rather than having 90% of one’s interactions with patrons being related to fees, 
staff can spend more time helping patrons find answers to questions, get help  
using library resources and generally enjoy a positive interaction. 

 “Staff members are happy, because they no longer spend time locked in  
awkward exchanges with patrons who are angry, distraught, or indignant  
about their overdue fines.” (Graham, 2017).

“It’s been smooth sailing since the new policy went into effect. Interactions  
between staff and patrons have been friendlier, and libraries in low-income  
neighborhoods have been busier.” (Carter, 2019).
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SUGGESTIONS FOR MORE EFFECTIVE APPROACHES

CHARGE FOR LOST ITEMS BUT NOT LATE FEES

Many libraries have offered alternatives to charging late fees that have fewer 
of the drawbacks associated with the traditional approach.

Do not charge late fees, but if not returned after 45 days, the item 
is billed. If not paid by 61 days, the item goes to debt collection.  
(Crist et al, 2017)

Bill for replacement cost in lieu of fines once the item is two weeks  
overdue, plus a processing fee and blocked from further checkouts.  
If and when the items are eventually returned, the bill and processing 
fees are waived and no fines assessed. (Kohn, 2015)

Revoke patron’s library privileges until they return the overdue item.  
After three weeks have lapsed, they’ll be charged for the cost of the  
material. After 81 days, their account will be transferred to a collection 
agency, which will impose a nominal fee.” (Carter, 2019).

Renew material automatically up to 15 times as long as there are  
no holds on it. Afterwards, the item will be marked lost, and the library 
will charge the borrower its market value, though charges will be  
cleared as long as the borrower returns it.” (Poon, 2019).

USE REMINDERS TO ENCOURAGE ON-TIME RETURNS

Many libraries are finding that simply sending out more frequent reminders 
is the best way to get more material returned on time. Reminders are a way  
to help people be responsible without using the punitive approach of a fee.

With most patrons using email, it is virtually free to send out multiple,  
timely reminders that will increase the chance of material being returned 
on time (Morehart, 2018).

If the goal is to get library material back (even if it’s late), then late fees can  
actually have the opposite effect. However, timely and persistent reminders 
- without the threat of punitive fees - provides positive encouragement  
to find and return library material.

1

2

3

4
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CONCLUSION

Charging late fees for overdue library material stopped being an effective way  
to increase on-time returns long ago. The practice is a remnant from a more  
paternalistic time in public library history. It has eroded the image of the library  
being a welcoming place where everyone belongs by imposing a punitive and,  
for many, unaffordable, financial cost.

Today there are much more effective ways to encourage the timely return  
of library material including email reminders before the due date and after  
items are overdue. 

Continuing to charge for damaged and lost items and eliminating late fees ensures  
the investment in library resources is protected without causing embarrassment  
to patrons who incur fees, and guards against patrons discontinuing their use of the  
library resulting from the real and imagined cost of borrowing material intended  
to be free for all.
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