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Ephesus-Fordham Redevelopment Project 

Understanding, questions, and concerns of Chapel Hill residents 

Compiled by Ken Larsen, KLarsen1@nc.rr.com 919-942-8635 

Last modified:  March 1, 2014   11:18 AM EST 

 

Executive Summary 

The Town of Chapel Hill is considering a redevelopment of a 190 acre area surrounding the Intersection of Ephesus 

Church Road and Fordham Boulevard.    The objective is to “broaden the tax base” and upgrade the visual appeal of the 

area which serves as a gateway into Chapel Hill.  It is the largest redevelopment project the Town of Chapel Hill has ever 

undertaken, and should, therefore, be handled carefully and transparently. 

The contributors to this document believe that some sections of the target area deserve to be redeveloped – like the 

vacant lot near Whole Foods that used to be a movie theater, Rams Plaza, and the Quality Inn.  However, we’re skeptical 

about the purported financial benefits of blanketing the entire area with a new zone and believe that many low income 

residents and small businesses will suffer.  We see the developers and land owners as being the only real beneficiaries. 

Our study of the project documents has not done much to allay our fears.  Numerous questions have been raised, and 

we would like the Planning Board and Town staff to answer them before we can endorse the full scope of the project. 

The principal questions we have are: 

1. What will be the true hourly traffic to and from the project area and does the Town have the transportation 

infrastructure to manage it?  We believe the 2011 traffic study greatly underestimates the number of auto trips. 

2. We want to see the full financial scorecard of the project.  The public deserves to know that the project will bring 

the Town a net positive revenue (including the costs of services) and the cost of subsidizing new rental units. 

3. We want to see the scorecard on impervious surfaces – one that includes the new roads.  Homeowners and small 

business must know that the storm water facilities located in the flood plain will work and not damage property post 

construction. Right now we don’t know what will work or how much they will cost. 

4. What is the impact on the small business owners?  None of them know what’s happening. They only know their 

leases might not be renewed. 
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Introduction 

The Town of Chapel Hill is considering a vast redevelopment of a 190 acre area surrounding the intersection of Ephesus 

Church Road and Fordham Boulevard.  If the plan is approved as proposed, new roads will be constructed, old buildings 

torn down, and new office, retail and apartment buildings as tall as seven stories will be built.  This project is still in the 

stage of review and feedback.  The Town Council has opened the public hearing on two key aspects of the project:  the 

first proposal would establish several new zones with new criteria; the second proposal blankets the entire area with 

those zones. 

Section 1 of this document summarizes the project scope.  Most was copied from documents on the town web site. 

The remaining sections examine various aspects of the project and raises issues. 

1.0 Project info  

Here is the town’s web page on the project:  http://www.townofchapelhill.org/index.aspx?page=1518 

1.1 Main goal 

The staff has stated the main goal is to encourage redevelopment and by so doing grow the non-residential tax base. 

1.2 Vision Statement 

The Town staff and consultant have touted this proposal as value-add for the Town. They envision that the Ephesus 

Church/Fordham shopping area will become more vigorous by integrating new businesses (office and retail) and 

residences with adjacent neighborhoods.  They describe an active and vivacious neighborhood where residents can walk 

for basic services and utilize public transit to other destinations. The premise is to see this area redeveloped, re-

connected, and more accessible and transit friendly to the surrounding neighborhoods. 
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1.3 Before View 

Here’s a map of the to-be-developed area: 
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1.4 After view – what will be built 

Below is a screen shot of a 3-D drawing taken from page 22 of a presentation that was given to Briarcliff residents on 

October 20, 2013.  It represents what the whole area will look like if all phases of the project are implemented. 

 

Marked in yellow are the main streets that will be added.   

All the colored buildings will be new.  Buildings may be as high as 7 stories.  Exact configurations will be up to the 

developers and the final zoning. 

• Red:  commercial space 

• Orange:  townhomes 

• Blue:  office space 

• Green: green space 

• Brown:  multifamily 

• Gray:  parking (may be multi-level) 

• White: existing space 

Recommendations: 

1. Below each 3-D drawing should be a list of what the maximum height of each building could be. 

2. We’d like a 3-D drawing that depicts the maximum possible height of each building. 

3. (Diane Willis, Feb 15, 2014) We recently learned that the new owners of Cameron Village have bought Village 
Plaza and the shopping center Whole Foods occupies. We also heard that developer Roger Perry (of East-West 
Partners) is the new owner of the (now empty) 3-acre movie theater lot on Elliott Rd. and is ready to put up a 
$45m multifamily residential/retail project that can be 7-stories high. Redevelopment plans for Rams Plaza, 
Quality Inn, and Park Apts. are expected to move ahead quickly. The businesses in these shopping areas are 
important to us -- otherwise we will end up driving to other towns to purchase goods and services.  

 

https://www.dropbox.com/s/8r3tnu30ohqfjai/Council%20worksession.pdf?m
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1.5 Properties to be torn down, to be built 

This section contains data that was gleaned from the Traffic analysis.   

SF = square feet 

Area 1:  northeast quadrant (Rams Plaza, Hampton Inn, and Volvo property) 
Area 2:  southeast quadrant (Park Apartments and vicinity) 
Area 3:  west of Fordham Boulevard (Village Plaza, Days Inn area) 
 

Type of property To be torn down 
To be built 

(2020) 

Hotel 1: 121- room hotel 
2: 134-room hotel 
3: 70-room hotel 

1: 150 room hotel 
2: 150-room hotel 
3: 150-room hotel 

Retail  
(includes restaurants) 

1: 77,380 SF 
2: N/A 
3: 103,120 SF 

1: 80,000 SF  
2: 70,000 SF 
3: 108,000 SF 

Office space 1:  N/A 
2: 18,390 SF 
3: N/A 

1: 40,000 SF 
2: 268,000 SF 
3: 60,000 SF 

Apartment units 1: N/A 
2: 198 units 
3: N/A 
Total:  198 

1: 264 units 
2: 375 units 
3: 260 units 
Total:      899 

Townhome units  2: 35 units 

Senior residence units  1: 150 units 

Single family homes 2: 7 single family homes  

Miscellaneous 1: 8320 SF of car sales  

In columns 2 and 3, the number followed by the colon is the area number. 

Net: 

Type of property Total to be torn down Total to be built Net Car Trips 

Hotel 325 rooms 450 rooms +125 rooms ? 

Retail (includes restaurants) 180,500 SF 258,000 SF +77,500 SF ? 

Office space 18,390 SF 368,000 SF +349,610 SF ? 

Apartment units 198 units 899 units +701 units ? 

Townhome units  35 units +35 units ? 

Senior residence units  150 units + 150 units ? 

Single family homes 7 single family homes  ?  

Miscellaneous 8320 SF of car sales    

Action item:  The right-most column needs to be filled in with the number of car trips each category will add.  Then 

those numbers must be compared to the traffic study to ensure that they are properly factored in. We think the traffic 

study has understated those numbers.  That deceives the reader.  

http://www.townofchapelhill.org/Modules/ShowDocument.aspx?documentid=12856
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2.0 Issues 

2.1 Affordable Housing 

Staff position 

1 In their campaign promises, many town council members ardently supported the need for affordable housing (AH).   In an effort to support 
that goal the town has proposed building a subsidized low income development on property that it owns near the cemetery.  See Appendix D. 

 

Problems 

1 The result is a loss of AH of between 114 and 198 units depending upon whether the DHIC grant gets approved or not.  This is based on: 

 The number of low – moderate priced units that will be lost in this redevelopment project is 198.  The Ephesus-Fordham project will 
tear down a very substantial complex (Park Apartments) which, while admittedly is in poor condition, offers affordable living in 
Chapel Hill.   

 The number of new AH units that will be gained in the Town subsidized project is 84 (also 60 for senior living). 

2 The DHIC/Cemetery project is contingent upon DHIC getting tax credit from North Carolina.  That is not assured.  (See Appendix D) 

3 Redevelopment usually makes housing more expensive.  

4 The proposed cemetery development is not within walking distance of the main complex of this project. 

 

Our recommendation  

1 Ensure that the proposal will bring more low – moderate income rentals than currently exists before rezoning any properties. 
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2.2 Project financing  

Staff position 

1 On January 27, 2014 the Town Council voted to approve Synthetic Tax Increment Financing (TIF) for the Ephesus-Fordham infrastructure 
improvement installment loan.  

2 The Town Hall building will be used as collateral.   

3 The Town procedurally can now pay consultants to do the planning and projected storm water and road improvements by borrowing against 
the Town Hall asset.  

4 The Ephesus - Fordham infrastructure improvement plan is currently estimated to cost $11.7 million ($8.8M for road improvements, $1.2M for 
stormwater management, $0.9M for Town Hall renovation, and $0.8M for Priority CIP projects).  [CIP = Capital Improvement Plans]  The Town 
Staff has explained that the TIF financing is asking the public to carry this loan.  The public is at risk.  It will benefit the public some, but most 
(e.g. the stormwater stuff) will benefit the developer.  Ordinarily, that is stuff we ask the developer to pay for. 

 
Problems 
1 Only $ 1.2M has been budgeted for stormwater management.  This is below the least expensive option ($ 1.5M per option A) documented in 

the storm water analysis – which itself was just a level 1 analysis, and that option does not address storm water issues beyond the EF 
boundary.  [Ken Larsen:  It appears that the storm water costs were deliberately low-balled to make E-F more financially palatable to our Town 
leaders.] 

2 What will the road improvements really cost when construction bids are received? When was the last time the cost of a preliminary road 
construction plan came in above the actual road construction project cost? 

3 Budget Director Ken Pennoyer's memo dated xx/xx/xxxx looks only at the projected revenues of the project, and ignores the cost of providing 
Town services to the properties proposed to be redeveloped.  These services include police, fire, road maintenance, transit, and on and on. 
Since the new taxes from the redeveloped properties must be dedicated to paying back the installment type loan that pays for the 
infrastructure improvements, the shortfall caused by paying for Town services for the large new buildings would need to come from the Town's 
taxpayers.  

4 The Town expresses confidence in this troubled economic period that new office and retail revenues from Ephesus - Fordham will pay for it 
all.   

5 What happens if the NC tax credits are not approved for the cemetery affordable housing project?   

6 What happens if the $11.7M price tag improvements for the storm water and roads end up to be 3x that?   

7 How will the addition of 1000 residences impact the school capacity issue?  New schools would cost $ 20M each. 

8 How long will it take to pay off the $ 10M loan?  Presumably, no tax relief (for property owners) will be possible until the loan has been paid 
off.  How long will the Town have to carry the debt service before increased tax revenue from the new buildings begins coming in?  Ken 
Pennoyer said that it might take 1-3 to build the buildings – which can’t begin until the roads have been finished. 

 
 

Our recommendations  

1 A financial analysis needs to be done to ensure that the whole project will yield positive net revenue to the town, including the cost of servicing 
the new development. 

2 The developers should contribute more towards the true cost of the infrastructure improvements.  What has happened to the $ 100K 
stormwater initialization fee per property ($ 1 million total) that was supposed to be collected? 

3 Post Mortems should be done on recently completed projects (East 54, Greenbridge, I-40 West) to ensure that they’re delivering the benefits 
that were touted for them.  Greenbridge went bankrupt, and the current owner has succeeded in getting its tax appraisal value lowered.   

 



8 
 

2.3 Form-Based Code/Zoning 

Staff position 

1 The Town Manager is asking the Council to approve a new Zone and a Code containing standards called Form Based Code (FBC) that would 
apply to all 190 acres of land in the study area and allow streamlined redevelopment. 

 

Problems 

1 If approved, these actions would confer special zoning status that would not require further Council review or citizen input as the area is built 
out and redeveloped.  The new zoning regulations would empower a single unelected individual (the town manager) with the authority to 
approve all future development applications in the E-F area.  And, because the new regulations adopted for the E-F area will serve as a 
template for the rest of Chapel Hill, we face the prospect of giving one unelected person the power to decide what gets built anywhere in 
town.  This opens the door for corruption. 

2 Many are concerned that the proposed up-zoning will push out the little guys like PTA Thrift, Knit a Bit, Triangle Office supply and Mariakakis in 
favor of wealthy landowners with deep pockets who can afford to weather empty office and retail space.  Those businesses are important to 
the surrounding neighborhoods.  If the underlying real-estate is built out to the density allowed by the new zones, small businesses cannot 
thrive.  The area becomes much less walkable as we will end up driving to neighboring towns to get services. 

3 There is nothing in FBC to address storm water issues. 

4 There is nothing in FBC to address pedestrian/bike trails. 

5 (Del Snow) The following requirements of the LUMO (Land Use Management Ordinance) do not apply in an FBC district.   This would put 
Booker Creek (an already impaired stream) at increased risk and potentially create more downstream flooding.    

1. LUMO Sec 3.6.3 Resource conservation District (RCD) 
2. LUMO Sec 3.6.4 Watershed Protection District 
3. LUMO Sec 3.7 Use Regulations 
4. LUMO Sec 3.8 Dimensional Standards 
5. LUMO Sec 3.9 Incentive Zoning              
6. LUMO Sec 3.10 Inclusionary Zoning 
7. LUMO Sec 4.3 Concept Plan Review 
8. LUMO Sec 4.7 Site Plan review 
9. LUMO Sec 4.8 Master Land Use Plan 
10. LUMO Sec 4.9 Zoning compliance Permit 
11. LUMO Sec 5 Design and Development Standards except for those expressing referenced in this Section and the following sections:  

LUMO Sec 5.12 Utilities, LUMO Sec 5.13 Solid Waste Collections and Recycling, LUMO Sec 5.15 Performance Standards during 
Construction. 

12. LUMO Sec 6 Special Regulations for Particular Uses 
13. Other provisions of the LUMO shall apply at the discretion of the Town Manager. 

6 FBC will likely be rolled out to other developments around town. 

 

Options for the Planning Board to consider:   

1 Why is there an urgency to pass the zone changes?  Many properties have long term leases and therefore cannot be torn down any time soon 
[20 more years for Food Lion in Rams Plaza; 5 to 7 years for others.]  The zoning changes can be made piecemeal. 

2 Add RCD and LUMO changes (including storm water regulations) that apply to the FBC area before FBC is finalized. 

3 Recommend a modified form of FBC that allows public input at the beginning of each phase. 

4 Roll out FBC is a phased manner.  Phase 1 would consist of Rams Plaza, the Quality Inn, and the old movie theater on Elliot Road.  However, we 
think that the movie theater renovation will entail adding a street near the pedestrian trail.  If yes, then we believe that might entail tearing 
down part of the complex which houses the Market Street café, ABC store, and O2 Fitness gym.  This needs to be answered. 

5 At the close of Phase 1, the Council would commit to the following review:  1) are the properties making money, 2) is the stormwater able to 
be retained on site (the best way to manage it), and 3) are traffic improvements addressing traffic concerns?  The Council would hold a public 
hearing to make this assessment. 

6 How is FBC working in other cities?  [Ed Harrison knows a lot about FBC in Durham.  Durham has been using FBC for 20 years according to 
Diane Willis] 

 

  

http://library.municode.com/HTML/19952/level2/CO_APXALAUSMA.html
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2.4 Traffic 

Staff position 

1 Traffic flow in the E-F area will be improved.  See Appendix E.0 “Traffic Study”. 

 

Problems 

1 The 2011 Traffic analysis appears to have not factored in the impact of increased use of crosswalks and signals that would allow safe pedestrian 
and bike passage.  

2 The Traffic Analysis appears to have underestimated commuting to the finished area.  See appendix C for our understanding of the traffic on 
Ephesus Church Road.  

3 Once the Elliott road extension has been completed, people west of Whole Foods may choose it to get to I-40.  This will increase the traffic in 
on Ephesus in front of the elementary school. 

4 We favor public input on new bike and pedestrian facilities in the area.  We cannot leave their development to chance. 

5 What are the results of the MPO funded 15–501 traffic study now underway?  Shouldn’t we have them before the Town proceeds?    

 

Our recommendations  

1 Ensure that a traffic analysis is completed before the new zone is approved and applied. Reduce the scope of what will be built. 

2 Put in roundabouts at the intersections of Ephesus and Legion and also Ephesus and the Elliott extension. 

3 Currently, NCDOT is currently doing a 15-501 Corridor Study which spans from I40 to I64.  What is the status of that study? 
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2.5 Trail ways 

Staff position 

1 The staff touts the area as walkable.   

 

Problems 

1 Crossing Fordham Boulevard and Franklin Street via crosswalks will become more risky.   

2 Widening and straightening area roads may increase speeds and discourage walking and biking. 

3 We don’t know what the bikeways are going to look like.  We don’t know whether they’re 4 feet or 6 feet wide.  We don’t know whether 
they’re in the street or off-road [off-road would be better].   

 

Our recommendations  

1 Provide a mobility plan that gives detailed bike, greenway, and pedestrian amenities before approvals are made. 

2 Provide pedestrian bridges or tunnels across Fordham Boulevard and Franklin Street.  However, both are very expensive. 

 Bill Olsen, retired geologist:  Building a tunnel would necessitate elevating Fordham Boulevard by 10 feet because of the water table.   

 Here’s a news release documenting a pedestrian bridge that Seminole County Florida built for $ 3.3 million:  
http://www.seminolevoice.com/news/2012/jun/21/oviedo-trail-bridge-opens/ 

  

http://www.seminolevoice.com/news/2012/jun/21/oviedo-trail-bridge-opens/
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2.6 Storm water 

Staff position 

1 The E-F project will not aggravate downstream flooding problems. 

2 The storm water changes will only affect water quality.  The water quality will improve because of the introduction of several holding ponds.   

 

Problems 

1 The Kimley Horn storm water study was only a level 1 study.  What is really needed is a level 2 study followed by a design phase. 

2 The Kimley Horn study suggests that $6M will be needed to mitigate flooding off site; however, only $1.2 M has been allocated. 

3 At the February 20, 2014 E-F information system it was divulged that E-F would increase the impervious surface from 57% to between 63 and 
68% (according to consultant Todd St. John).  [The increase is due to the DHIC cemetery project.]  This aggravates downstream flooding – not 
mitigate it.  [Do the numbers include the proposed future fire station?] 

4 (Jeff Prather) I am sure the developers will be proposing more SW retention ponds.  Without management plans and designated funding 
sources for eventual remediation of the ponds, this is just a placebo.  The ponds will start silting in immediately and lose their storage 
capacity.  At what point will the city/developer/HOA be required to step in a restore the pond’s storage capacity?  Is there a SW retention pond 
criterion? 

5 (Del Snow) When Lake Forest residents addressed the stormwater implications of Charterwood on Eastwood Lake, they were told that because 
they are not abutting the property, their concerns could not be factored into the SUP stipulations.  However, Mayor Kleinschmidt said "You 
always have the recourse of the court system."  He said this at 3:03:50 into a Town Council business meeting on June 26, 2012. 
The increase in cars will put more pollutants in the air - which will wash out into the creeks. 

6 Severe floods have struck Briarcliff four times since 1996:  (See Appendix B for pictures and a video link.) 

 September 6, 1996 (Hurricane Fran) 

 September 6, 2008 (Hurricane Hanna remnants) – 12 years later 

 September 21, 2011 – 3 years later 

 June 30, 2013 – 2 years later 

7 (Bill Olsen, retired real estate agent) Flooded homes often become rental properties, because the owners can’t sell them.  Rental houses are 
often rented by several people, so there may be 3 to 5 cars.  This increases traffic and starts to diminish the value of surrounding homes. 

8 Here's a UK news story that ties flooding to urbanization:  http://www.dailymail.co.uk/news/article-2543600/Climate-change-NOT-main-cause-
floods-say-experts-Building-plains-cutting-trees-true-reasons.html 

 

Our recommendations  

1 Ensure that the stormwater plan addresses downstream properties.  That currently is not in the budget.    

2 Ensure that the stormwater facilities plan, applicable regulations and the structure of a stormwater district are well developed before the study 
area is rezoned.  

3 Require that the stormwater regulations contain the best management practices possible, e.g. the RCD, stormwater release and volume 
controls, and measures to improve infiltration such as rain gardens  on-site water storage, green roofs, and reduced impermeable (e.g., paved) 
surfaces.  Note: The Town engineer has acknowledged that redevelopment plans so far will not help flooding problems.  

4 Ensure that the stormwater management plan will improve water quality. The staff is anticipating modest benefits, but air pollutants from 
many added vehicles in the area could harm water as well as air quality. 

5 Flesh out and take the stormwater district concept out for public review.  Currently it lacks all the financial and substantive details, such as how 
the district would pay for public and possibly private facilities and costs of maintenance. 

6 Ensure that the relationship of roads and other impervious surfaces to creeks and wetlands are understood and make sense environmentally.  
For example on the current plan there is a new road connecting Eastgate and Village Plaza adjacent to a wetland and a creek. 

7 Phase in stormwater improvements to ensure that redevelopment covers actual costs.  

  

http://www.dailymail.co.uk/news/article-2543600/Climate-change-NOT-main-cause-floods-say-experts-Building-plains-cutting-trees-true-reasons.html
http://www.dailymail.co.uk/news/article-2543600/Climate-change-NOT-main-cause-floods-say-experts-Building-plains-cutting-trees-true-reasons.html
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2.7 Transparency 

1 The present proposal differs substantially from the adopted Small Area Plan (SAP) that emerged from the process which began in 2010.  Public 
feedback has largely been ignored.   

2 A lot of money was spent on the 2020 project, but its goals are being ignored. 

 

2.8 Small Business Owners 

1 Small area business owners have been neglected in the review process. 

2 They likely will be forced out by increased rents imposed by the megalith property owners.  

 

2.8.1 Letter to Town Council from Small Business owner Johnny Mariakakis 

To the Town Council of Chapel Hill: 
  
I am a lifelong resident of Chapel Hill, and my family has owned and operated a restaurant and bakery next to Eastgate since 1963, and in 1997 we 
had converted to a specialty food store, in a building shared by seven other businesses on property we have owned since 1963. 
  
Due to commitments at work and family, it is often difficult for me to attend many of the public forums and hearings. 
  
I understand fully the Town's approach to create higher commercial property tax revenue by expanding and upgrading future development, plus 
increasing the density with taller buildings.  But I have these concerns which I disagree with the Planning Depts. projections and calculations. 
  
#1 Squeezing taller buildings on Area #10 (Zoning CC- to Zoning WX7) up to 7 stories is not well thought out.  On the west side of Fordham Blvd. 
where Eastgate, Mariakakis Plaza, and The Days Inn are located, all this land was apparently filled-in swamp land.  Underneath is softer soil, mostly 
silt and clay.  Buildings perhaps 2 to 3 stores max might be squeezed on this land, but anything taller and you will have issues with cracked and 
sinking foundations and potential building collapse.  Furthermore, due to FEMA codes any future buildings must have their ground elevation 
raised due to the proximity of Booker Creek, which will merely aggravate the flooding for those homes further downstream on Willow Drive.   * At 
my store I have dozens of photos I have taken of 2 decades of flooding in my area. 
  
#2 The more floors of townhomes, condominiums, and offices, the more auto traffic from residents, employees, customers, and deliveries.  From 
what I have seen of the proposed traffic "improvements" I fear these will not be adequate to meet the demand for parking.  Fordham Blvd. used to 
be referred to as 15-501 "By-Pass" but it is still a major thoroughfare for many traveling to and from work between Durham and Pittsboro.  Traffic 
between 4:30 and 6:30 pm is saturated for the current road's capacity. 
  
#3  What is to happen with so many of the smaller, locally owned businesses?  This redevelopment will merely force many to move or close.   I am 
talking about barber shops, tailor shops, shoe repair shops, yogurt stores, smaller restaurants, etc. These businesses cannot afford rents which 
could increase from 30% to as much as 80%! 
  
I implore all of you to please pay closer attention to what the Planning Department is proposing, and scrutinize their plans to assure they are not 
creating more problems with flooding, parking, traffic, and the disappearance of locally owned businesses who provide the needed services we 
grown accustomed to. 
  
I realize all of you work hard, and deal with very long, tedious meetings, and must make very difficult decisions. I apologize for the lentghty email, 
but there is so much I want to say.  Please have the town be very, very careful on how it makes the proposed changes to the zoning. 
  
Thank you so very much for your time. 
  
-Johnny Mariakakis 

  

2.9 Air and water quality 

1 Increased vehicular traffic will bring lower air and water quality. 

 

http://www.chapelhillnews.com/2014/02/14/3619202/terri-buckner-how-much-does-town.html
http://www.chapelhillnews.com/2014/02/14/3619202/terri-buckner-how-much-does-town.html
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2.10 Miscellaneous Issues 

1 (Bill Olsen, retired geologist and retired real-estate agent) The ground under the E.F. area is Triassic sediment.  It has a high shrink-swell ratio.  
The E-F developers will have to dig deep to properly anchor their proposed 7-story buildings.  If the bottom level is a garage, they’ll have to dig 
even deeper.  [Note:  Downtown Chapel Hill is solid granite.] 

2 (Diane Willis, geologist) Drilling need to be done under the soil to find out what’s under E-F.  The Town needs a structural engineer.  You can 
build a multi-story hotel in a swamp by using deep pilings and caissons, but it’s extremely expensive.  If it’s expensive, then rents will be high. 

3 (Bill Olsen) The E.F. project will have a negative impact on neighboring property values due to desirability, light pollution, and noise.  

4 (Tom Henkel) We should stick to the 2020 vision of constructing sustainable buildings in Chapel Hill and put such requirements in the FBC.  If 
our regular developers shy away, there will be other ones ready to take their places.  We cannot label Chapel Hill a progressive community if 
we do not actively reduce our carbon footprint.  Almost half of all energy consumed in our society goes to the heating and cooling of buildings 
and water heating, and this energy end-use produces more carbon and other pollution than transportation does. (I note the Town staff’s 
suggestion that reducing traffic through high density development to encourage mass transit is a better way to achieve sustainability goals 
than through building regulations.  With over 35 years of experience in building energy efficiency, I know that the staff is wrong.) 

5 (Tom Henkel) I don’t know how Dwight and Roger find developers for town areas, but they could issue a Request for Proposal (RFP) in which 
sustainability goals and other expectations are spelled out.  At least, this is how I would do it. This procedure usually results in multiple 
preliminary proposals, and then the list is winnowed down to a couple of developers who might be invited to submit more detailed proposals 
before a final selection is made.  In my energy work, I have written proposals numerous times in response to state and federal government 
RFP’s, and this process is pretty good for eliminating favoritism in the awarding of government contracts. 

 

3.0 Miscellaneous 

1 Jill Ridky The following is a listing of information/questions learned while speaking with a store manager/property owner in the Fordham 
Blvd. area: 

1. The Gulf/BP station is soon to close. This BP station, open on Sunday, was a great assist for many of the  residents in our 
community. 

2. The 15-501 service road is soon to be closed, making the 15-501 dinner location not useable and a question of how delivery 
trucks will safely get to Trader Joe’s was raised. 

3. Many shops in the Fordham/15-501 area are now on a month to month lease 
4. When we promote tearing down existing structures and building new retail space with higher rents, store owners need to 

pass these costs along to the consumer. How do citizens in affordable housing afford higher pricing? Is our town providing 
affordable retail for these citizens? 

5. Owners of property in the 15-501//Fordham area are very concerned about storm water management issues 
6. Current commercial property owners pay high property taxes, for some the annual cost if over $40,000 a year. Frequently 

they do not pass the cost along to renters, but it prevents the property owners from having the money to pay for property 
upgrades, like getting parking areas resurfaced, landscaping etc. 

7. East 54 retail is struggling. There remains empty retail space and Piola which had posted a sign stating they were closed for 3 
weeks for renovations, looks like it is now closed and this was one of the 54 East anchor restaurants. 

8. Why is the Town promoting new and more retail when our town cannot sustain the retail we have? 
9. Our town needs to do more to sustain the retail business we have, rather than creating more competition for the current 

owners who have made an investment in our town. 

2 Tom 
Henkel 

We must insure that building requirements be as sustainable as possible.  For example:  

1. I would require all new and renovated construction to incorporate roof-mounted solar energy systems where 
appropriate.  (By appropriateness, I would only exempt those structures that are naturally shaded by trees.  Virtually all 
commercial buildings will have unshaded roofs.  Note that Greenbridge has a solar hot water system that provides most of 
the hot water for that building.)   

2. I would also require all new construction to meet the American Institute of Architects (AIA) 2030 Commitment to reduce the 
carbon footprint (http://www.aia.org/about/initiatives/AIAB079544.).  (Neither of these requirements will “break a 
developer’s bank”.  He needs to employ an architectural firm that designs sustainable buildings that do not cost much more 
than not-so-sustainable ones. Fresh water efficiency is also addressed in these new buildings.)  Without these requirements, 
developers will build as cheaply as possible without regard to a building’s carbon footprint.  

3. Many folks have mentioned the fact that this area is in a flood plain.  There should be no redevelopment at all until this issue 
is satisfactorily resolved by applying the latest scientific and technological procedures to manage stormwater.   

4. Traffic will be a nightmare with expanded development.  Even though Fordham Blvd. is designed to carry a heavy through-
traffic load, access from Fordham/Franklin to the shopping areas can cause bottlenecks.  Again, there should be no 

http://www.aia.org/about/initiatives/AIAB079544
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redevelopment until this issue is resolved. 
5. All construction will have to meet the current building code concerning seismic events.  Many of us should remember feeling 

the earthquake a couple of years ago centered in Virginia which also cracked the Washington Monument.  This may have 
been caused by fracking which was going on in the vicinity of the epicenter.  With the possibility of fracking occurring in NC in 
the next few years, I hope state officials will examine this issue and revise building codes if necessary. 

3 Tom 
Henkel 

(Feb 26, 2014) I attended the Clean Tech Summit conference at UNC today and in a session on Smart Cities.  It was confirmed that 
NC municipalities can no long required developers/builders to construct buildings that are more energy efficient than the current 
state building codes require due to legislation passed by the General Assembly last year.  However, after a short conversation 
with a person from the development company that has proposed Chatham Park for Pittsboro, he told me that his company aims 
to produce buildings desired by their clients whose energy performance may exceed the state building code.  In the particular 
case of Chatham Park, their goal is at least 25% less conventional energy consumption compared to more standard 
construction.  (There are environmental conservation problems with the Chatham Park proposal which we might consider later.) 

So I believe that we should keep up the pressure for a FBC that states the Town’s expectation that all new building construction 
shall meet certain energy performance standards (such standards to be decided after consultation with architects who have 
signed the AIA 2030 pledge and who know what standards are reasonable and cost-effective with today’s technologies). Even 
though some of the Town’s “favorite” developers may not be willing to meet such expectations, there are other NC and national 
developers who will. 

4 Tom 
Henkel 

Prior to the beginning of construction of East 54, I attended a meeting with Roger Perry to support a proposal given to him by a 
friend of mine, who was starting up a solar energy business, to install solar PV systems on his new buildings. Mr. Perry listened 
very thoughtfully to what we had to say and then dismissed us with the comment that solar energy systems and energy efficiency 
technologies that reduce building operating costs do not enhance his “bottom line”.  This conversation clearly demonstrates that 
at least around here, we are not going to see sustainable development unless the Town requires it. 

5 David 
Schwartz 

David reviewed the prospective of the owners of the Park apartments and concluded:  Their strategy is to "transform the 
perception of the apartment from a purely functional one to a lifestyle product/community," fill the new housing units with 
"upper income segments of the rental market" who can be persuaded to pay for lots of "premium" stuff, and then sell the 
property at a profit within six years or less. I find very little in this strategy that accords with any of the community development 
goals articulated in the Chapel Hill 2020 comprehensive plan. The property owner and developers are certainly welcome to try to 
maximize the return on their investment, but the whole purpose of a form-based code is for the community to communicate to 
prospective developers what type of development they would like to see happen in a given area. In the case of the Ephesus-
Fordham area, we seem to have the opposite, with the developers dictating to the town what they want to build (e.g., 7-story 
structures with the Town paying upfront for all the necessary infrastructure improvements) and threatening to withhold their $$ 
if they don't get what they want. And Town staff, who ought to be advocating for the public interest, seem more concerned about 
scaring away the investors than about ensuring that development benefits all of us and not just the developers themselves and 
their allies. 

6  Big changes are ahead for Village Plaza and Whole Foods.  See  
http://www.bizjournals.com/triangle/blog/2013/01/whole-foods-anchored-center-in-chapel.html   

7 David 
Schwartz 

The lack of funds to hire consultants need not preclude proper due diligence. We have a nationally-renowned department of 
planning here at UNC and all of its master's students are required to do a "capstone project." It seems to me that the sort of 
impact analyses we are talking about are exactly the sort of thing that one or more students might be interested in doing as their 
capstone project. The School of Government also has faculty and staff with expertise in this area who may be able to carry out the 
needed analyses for free or at a discount as part of their mission of providing service to the state. 
 

 

  

http://www.bizjournals.com/triangle/blog/2013/01/whole-foods-anchored-center-in-chapel.html
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4.0 Letters 

4.1 Letter to Mayor and Town Council by Charles Harris, February 27, 2014 

Dear Mayor Kleinschmidt and Council Members: 
 
The geology and the topography of our area have dictated, to a great extent, where and when parts of Chapel Hill have been developed. It wasn’t 
happenstance that the University of North Carolina was built 225 years ago on top of a hill with access to potable water. It isn’t happenstance that 
the area you are considering to develop has remained underdeveloped by commercial developers. As you know by now, it’s in a floodplain! Other 
countries and municipalities have learned the hard way; floodplains don’t react well to human intervention. Sooner or later, they exercise their 
own free will. 
 
You are considering a plan that incorporates the latest thinking in urban planning: that high-density, mixed-use development—with greenways, 
pathways, bike paths and bus lanes—is the best practice. In principle, I agree. With this plan, however, you are planning to put your urban 
experiment in the wrong place and for the wrong reasons. The net result may be the equivalent of the US Army strategy in Viet Nam to destroy the 
village in order to save it. With projected (read: uncertain) increased revenue from the development, you’re hoping to finance improvements that, 
so far, you’ve been unable to fund. But re-examine the underlying assumptions of each improvement. 
 
Transportation 
The proposed fixes will provide some relief to current congestion and—for a relatively short time—they will help with increased traffic from normal 
growth. The new plan assumes people living in close proximity to where they work will use alternative modes of transportation. But consider this: 
although work and living space may be in walking distance, the people who work in those buildings may be living elsewhere and vice versa. And the 
increased population isn’t going to be so deliriously happy with their immediate surroundings, that they will stay confined to this new space. They 
are going to get in their cars and add to an already heavy volume of traffic. Fordham Boulevard is a very busy state highway connecting increasingly 
developed Chatham County with well-developed Durham County. The proposed fixes are a Band-Aid trying to cover a spreading wound that will 
further divide the communities east and west of 15-501. 
 
Water 
You cannot change the sedimentary rock that forms the Triassic lowland under the proposed development. You will be able to control flooding, 
most of the time, but essentially, the development will be sitting on a swamp. The development will also increase demand for potable water and 
add to waste management. 
 
Affordable Housing      
The plan calls for an enclave of affordable housing to insure that Chapel Hill remains a diverse community. The goal is commendable; the plan is a 
formula abandoned by most major cities. Affordable housing is “new speak” for low-income housing. The plan calls for an enclave of 100% low-
income housing, which stigmatizes people who live in it, similar to the stigma now of living on S. Estes or Legend Road. There is a formula for 
creating balanced, diverse housing that works. This is not it! 
 
Underdevelopment  
Improve the highway and upgrade the flood control system and leave zoning as is. There will be steady improvement in commercial establishments 
compatible with the character of Chapel Hill. 
 
Finance 
Use the same financial gimmick that you’re planning to use: bundle financing for transportation and flood control with money raised to rebuild city 
hall. Apply to DOT for help with transportation improvement. I don’t know why you didn’t already. Ask taxpayers to share some of the costs by 
paying a surcharge specifically for these improvements. 
 
In closing, I appreciate all the time, money, hard work and planning that you have put into this process. After seven years, it’s not easy to abandon 
a vision. It took sixty years to realize why Research Triangle Park was probably not the best use of that land. You’ve got a lot of very knowledgeable 
citizens of Chapel Hill who are sympathetic to the town council and are trying to help you let go of this dream now. 
 
Wishing you all the best in your deliberations, 
--Charles Harris 
813 Churchill Drive      
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A.0 Glossary 

Affordable Housing TBD 

CIP Capital Improvement Plan = big ticket items that are paid for over a longer period of time - 
sometimes thru bonds. 

Form Based Code (Wikipedia) A Form-Based Code (FBC) is a means of regulating development to achieve a 
specific urban form.  Form-based codes create a predictable public realm by controlling 
physical form primarily, with a lesser focus on land use, through municipal regulations. 

Form-based codes are a new response to the modern challenges of urban sprawl, 
deterioration of historic neighborhoods, and neglect of pedestrian safety in new 
development. Tradition has declined as a guide to development patterns, and the widespread 
adoption by cities of single-use zoning regulations has discouraged compact, walkable 
urbanism. Form-based codes are a tool to address these deficiencies, and to provide local 
governments the regulatory means to achieve development objectives with greater certainty. 

Gentrification (Wikipedia) Gentrification is a shift in an urban community toward wealthier residents and/or 
businesses and increasing property values, sometimes to the detriment of the poorer 
residents of the community. Gentrification is typically the result of investment in a community 
by local government, community activists, or business groups, and can often spur economic 
development, attract business, lower crime rates, and have other benefits to a community. 

LUMO Land Use Management Ordinance  specifies standards for land use and development in 

Chapel Hill and serves to implement provisions of the Chapel Hill Comprehensive Plan. 
MPO (Wikipedia) Metropolitan Planning Organization - a federally mandated and federally funded 

transportation policy-making organization that is made up of representatives from local 
government and governmental transportation authorities.  

RCD Resource Conservation District 

SUP Process SUP = Special Use Permit.  The SUP process is the process the Town of Chapel Hill followed 
when a developer requested a zoning change.  The Fordham-Ephesus project will instead use 
the Form Based Code process (FBC). 

TIF (Tax Increment 
Financing) 

(CDFA, Council of Development Finance Agencies) TIF is a mechanism to capture the future 
tax benefits of real estate improvements to pay the present cost of those improvements. It 
can be used to channel funding, or tax increment, toward improvements in distressed or 
underdeveloped areas where development would not otherwise occur. 
 
Here is some more information on TIFs and synthetic TIFs: 
  

1. http://kathypsblog.blogspot.com/2011/03/nobody-understands-tifs.html 
2. http://www.useful-community-development.org/tax-increment-financing.html 
3. http://charlotte.johnlocke.org/blog/?p=377 

 

 

  

http://library.municode.com/HTML/19952/level2/CO_APXALAUSMA.html
http://www.townofchapelhill.org/index.aspx?page=592
http://kathypsblog.blogspot.com/2011/03/nobody-understands-tifs.html
http://www.useful-community-development.org/tax-increment-financing.html
http://charlotte.johnlocke.org/blog/?p=377
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B.0 Briarcliff Flood Pictures 

B.1 Pictures from June 30, 2013 flooding  

 

1100 Willow Drive 
June 30, 2013 

  

 

Ridgewood Pool Club 
June 30, 2013 
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South end of Emory Drive 
June 30, 2013 

 
Note the two mailboxes.  Houses 
belong to each. 

  

 

1547 Ephesus Church Road 
June 30, 2013 

 
This is near Little Creek tributary 3 in 
the FEMA maps. 

 

Ironically, the June 2013 flood also heavily damaged the town council chambers. 

Video of June 30, 2013 flooding:  http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=Z2pUBX6p9rs 

  

http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=Z2pUBX6p9rs
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C.0 Traffic on Ephesus Church Road 

The following chart is based on Ken Larsen’s understanding of diagrams in the Project’s Traffic Analysis.  It’s what the 

traffic will be like in front of the Ephesus elementary school. 

Year Road 

Incoming 
Peak hourly traffic 

(westbound) 

Outgoing 
Peak hourly traffic 

(eastbound) 

2010 Ephesus 456(330) 283(301) 

2020 “ 504(365) 313(443) 

xxx(yyy) means AM(PM) traffic  

These need to be confirmed by someone from the Traffic department.  The 2020 numbers look suspiciously low when 

compared to the net table shown at the end of section 1.5. 

D.0 Affordable Rental Housing Addressed in Ephesus Fordham Renewal 

Below is the text of a February 3, 2014 post that delineates what may be built on Town property adjacent to the 
cemetery on Legion Road. 

In an effort to increase the community's supply of affordable rental housing, the Town of Chapel Hill is partnering with a 
Raleigh nonprofit to create an affordable housing development on Legion Road. The project is one part of the Ephesus 
Fordham Renewal effort.  
 
"We are honored to be asked to develop this property and fill one of the greatest needs in housing today - affordable 
rental homes," said Gregg Warren, president and executive director of DHIC. "We are proud of our track record and view 
ourselves as a market leader in this area."  
 
The Project 

DHIC Inc. is the Triangle area's oldest and largest nonprofit housing organization. Since 1974, the agency has built or 
renovated more than 1,500 affordable rental homes and 400 homes for sale. This would be its first project in Chapel Hill, 
where there is a large need for affordable rentals. A 2010 Residential Market Study found that about 1,260 new rental 
units would be needed to serve the town's population in 2014. But since 2009, approved development applications 
include about 540 rental units.  
 
The DHIC plan would build two rental communities - Greenfield Place, 84 apartments for working families, and Greenfield 
Commons, about 60 units for senior citizens. DHIC is applying to receive low income housing tax credits from the NC 
Housing Finance Agency. While the awards are extremely competitive, such funding would make the project financially 
viable. 

  

http://www.townofchapelhill.org/Modules/ShowDocument.aspx?documentid=12856
http://www.dhic.org/
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E.0 Note from Brian Wittmayer 

I've only done a cursory review of the Stormwater Study and the Slough Study incorporated into the Exhibits for E/F.  
Here are my thoughts right now: 

1) The focus of the study seems to be solely on the E/F site area itself and how it can be best developed (i.e. mitigating 
current flooding issues), without any study on impacted adjacent areas (downstream in particular).  (The Phase III BMP 
report referenced seems to indicate the construction of two retention/detention ponds South of Eastgate to possibly 
address these issues. A summary of this appears to be included in this document: 
http://www.townofchapelhill.org/Modules/ShowDocument.aspx?documentid=22082 – it seems to be 
retention/detention ponds at Eastgate and Willow Drives for about $1.1M in addition to the $6M for added culverts.) 

2) The recommendations in the study are all about how to reduce flooding within the E/F site, primarily by transporting 
water more quickly through the site.  There doesn't seem to be any study on the downstream effects of this (except 
possibly in the Phase 3 BMP study which I have yet to find – the link I sent you earlier was not it).  One would think all 
this new work would exacerbate flooding conditions downstream. 

3) The E/F site is currently heavily developed (i.e. there is not much natural/pervious cover) -- if the Town is truly to 
capture the full benefits of development it would seem to me the goal ought to be to dramatically improve conditions 
for the Town as a whole rather than just to not make them too much worse, maintain them, or just improve them within 
the site itself.  The way to do this in terms of stormwater control at the E/F site would be as follows: (1) reduce 
impervious cover; (2) provide minimum requirements for natural/open space (pervious cover); (3) encourage new 
construction to incorporate green roofs or other low impact development measures; (4) capture stormwater for reuse 
(i.e. irrigation water, gray water uses); (5) provide adequate stormwater quality & quantity facilities to ensure that any 
stormwater impacts from development are reversed (this might include bioswales, retention/detention ponds). 

4) As best I can tell from the over $7M in stormwater improvements proposed – which are limited to moving water 
through the E/F site only, the Town’s $10M budget for E/F improvements only includes $1.2M.  Therefore, the Town’s 
current budget seems insufficient both in scope of work and amount of dollars. 

As an aside, one thing about the E/F proposals that is disturbing to me is that any variances from the approved form-
based code, would be approved by Town staff and not the Town Council.  It would seem to me that if done correctly, 
variances to the form-based code should be unnecessary, and therefore any variances should actually be very strictly 
scrutinized and rarely approved.  This would necessitate review and approval by Town Council.  I thought the whole idea 
behind form-based code was that you tell developers exactly what you want, so that they can very efficiently design 
within the parameters of the code without a lengthy review and approval process full of variances and back and forth 
negotiation.  We should have both high/strict standards and an efficient process – not just an efficient process that 
facilitates easy circumvention of the standards. 

The stormwater study also makes it clear that the Eastgate site in particular is not a good spot for development since it 
essentially sits on top of Booker Creek.  Does it make sense to further develop a site that probably should never have 
been developed in the first place?  Would it be better to shift development to “higher ground” (i.e. Rams Plaza & Village 
Plaza) and restore Booker Creek to its natural condition?  (I see in the details of the Small Area Plan, not much 
redevelopment occurs at Eastgate itself but on adjacent properties.) 

 

http://www.townofchapelhill.org/Modules/ShowDocument.aspx?documentid=22082

