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2014 SAPFOTAC Executive Summary 
 

 

I. Base Memorandum of Understanding 

A. Level of Service................................................................(No Change) ..............Pg. 1 

 
 Chapel Hill/Carrboro 

School District 

Orange County 

School District 

Elementary 105% 105% 

Middle 107% 107% 

High 110% 110% 

             

B. Building Capacity and Membership ..............................(Change) ....................Pg. 2 

 
 Chapel Hill/Carrboro 

School District 

Orange County  

School District 

 Capacity Membership Increase from 

Prior Year 

Capacity Membership Increase from 

Prior Year 

Elementary 5829 5554 11 3694 3433 30 

Middle 2840 2858 73 2166 1747 63 

High 3875 3764 (32) 2439 2421 106 

             

C. Membership Date – November 15 ..................................(No Change) ..............Pg.17 

 

II. Annual Update to SAPFO System 

A. Capital Investment Plan (CIP).......................................(No Change) ..............Pg. 18 

B. Student Membership Projection Methodology.............(No Change) ..............Pg. 19 
The average of 3, 5, and 10 year history/cohort survival, linear and arithmetic projection models.  

            C. Student Membership Projections ..................................(Change) ....................Pg. 29 

 

 

Analysis of 5 Years of Projections for 2013-14 School Year – Chapel Hill Carrboro City Schools 

 
(The number in brackets [n] is the number of students the projection was off compared to actual membership.  A number in parenthesis 

within the brackets [(n)] indicates the projection was low compared to the actual whereas a number not in parenthesis indicates the 

projection was high compared to the actual.) 
 Year Projection Made for 2013-14 Membership 

 Actual 2013 

Membership 
2008-2009 2009-2010 2010-2011 2011-2012 2012-2013 

Elementary 5554 5703   [160] 5604   [61] 5489   [(54)] 5572   [29] 5612 [58] 

Middle 2858 2960   [177] 2848   [65] 2795   [12] 2796   [13] 2862 [4] 

High 3764 3930   [134] 3792   [(4)] 3733   [(63)] 3783   [(13)] 3828 [64] 
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Analysis of 5 Years of Projections for 2013-14 School Year – Orange County Schools 
 

(The number in brackets [n] is the number of students the projection was off compared to actual membership.  A number in parenthesis 

within the brackets [(n)] indicates the projection was low compared to the actual whereas a number not in parenthesis indicates the 

projection was high compared to the actual.) 
  

Year Projection Made for 2013-14 Membership 

 

 Actual 2013 

Membership 
2008-2009 2009-2010 2010-2011 2011-2012 2012-2013 

Elementary 3433 3337   [(166)] 3355   [(48)] 3435   [32] 3438   [35] 3433 [0] 

Middle 1747 1708   [24] 1751   [67] 1732   [48] 1716   32] 1733 [(14)] 

High 2421 2254   [(61)] 2298   [(17)] 2258   [)57)] 2278   [(37)] 2355[(66)] 

 

D. Student Growth Rate ......................................................(Change) ....................Pg. 39 

 

 
Projected Average Annual Growth Rate over Next 10 Years 

 Chapel Hill/Carrboro 

School District 

Orange County 

School District 

Year 

Projection 

Made: 

2009-10 2010-11 2011-12 2012-13 2013-14 2009-10 2010-11 2011-12 2012-13 2013-14 

Elementary 1.72% 1.44% 1.59% 1.18% 1.44% 1.34% 1.57% 1.6% 1.31% 1.30% 

Middle 1.93% 1.67% 1.94% 1.59% 1.58% 1.53% 1.84% 2.01% 1.64% 1.42% 

High 1.8% 1.57% 1.73% 1.60% 1.27% 1.38% 1.59% 1.61% 1.43% 1.35% 

 

 E. Student / Housing Generation Rate ...............................(No Change) ..............Pg. 42 

 

 

SCHOOL ADEQUATE PUBLIC FACILITIES ORDINANCE STATUS 
(based on future year Student Membership Projections) 

 

CHAPEL HILL/CARRBORO SCHOOL DISTRICT 

Elementary School Level 

A. Does not currently exceed 105% LOS standard (current LOS is 95.3%). 

B. The projected growth rate at this level is expected to decrease over the next 10 years but 

remain positive (average ~1.4% per year compared to 2.0% over the past 10 years). 

C. Capacity has increased by 585 students due to the opening of Northside Elementary 

School. Projections show that Chapel Hill/Carrboro Elementary School #12 will be 

needed in 2020-21. This is one year earlier than last year’s projections.  

 

Middle School Level 

A. Does not currently exceed 107% LOS standard (current LOS is 100.6%). 

B. The projected growth rate at this level is expected to increase at a greater rate over the 

next 10 years than it has in the previous 10 years (average ~1.6% compared to an average 

of 0.67% over the past 10 years). 

C. The planned addition to Culbreth Middle School for the 2014-15 school year is proposed 

to increase capacity with the addition of 104 seats. As a result, projections show that 

Chapel Hill/Carrboro Middle School #5 is projected to be needed in 2020-21. This is 

three years later than last year’s projections 
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High School Level 

A. Does not currently exceed the 110% LOS standard (current LOS is 97.1%).  

B. The projected growth rate at this level is expected to decrease, but remain positive over 

the next 10 years (average ~1.3% compared to 1.86% over the past 10 years). 

C. Expansion of Carrboro High School from the initial capacity of 800 students to the 

ultimate capacity of 1,200 students is projected to be needed in 2023-24.This is three 

years later than last year’s projections which showed a need in 2020-21. 

 

ORANGE COUNTY SCHOOL DISTRICT 

 

Elementary School Level 

A. Does not currently exceed 105% LOS standard (current LOS is 92.9%). 

B. The projected growth rate at this level is expected decrease but remain positive over the 

next 10 years (average ~1.3% compared to 1.6% over the past 10 years). 

C.  Orange County Elementary School # 8 is projected to be needed in 2023-24.  This is a 

change from last year’s projections which did not show a need for a new Elementary 

School in the 10 year projection period. 

 

Middle School Level  

A. Does not currently exceed 107% LOS standard (current LOS is 80.7%). 

B. The projected growth rate at this level is expected to increase at a greater rate over the 

next 10 years (average ~1.4% compared to 0.35% over the past 10 years). 

C. Projections are not showing a need for an additional Middle School in the 10 year 

projection period. Staff continues to monitor new development activity in the Orange 

County portion of Mebane, which is not a party to the Schools APFO MOU at this time.  

 

High School Level 

A. Does not currently exceed 110% LOS standard (current LOS is 99.3%). 

B. The projected growth rate at this level is expected to decrease but remain positive over 

the next 10 years (average ~1.4% compared to 2.4% over the past 10 years). 

C. Expansion of Cedar Ridge High School from the initial capacity of 500 students to the 

1,500 students is projected to be needed in 2022-23. This is a change from last year’s 

projections which did not show a need for additional capacity in the 10-year projection 

period. 

 

Changes in CAPS (Certificate of Adequate Public Schools) System 
 

As a result of a North Carolina Supreme Court ruling in August 2012, the local governments that 

are party to the SAPFO considered modification of their development regulations as they pertain 

to CAPS in 2013.   However, at this time the local governments have not pursued revisions to 

existing standards contained within the CAPS system or SAPFO MOUs.  
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Orange County, NC School Adequate Public Facilities Ordinance 

 

 

INTRODUCTION 

 

 The Schools Adequate Public Facilities Ordinance and its Memorandum of 

Understanding are ordinances and agreements, respectively.  Supporting documents are 

anticipated to be dynamic to incorporate the annual changing conditions of membership, capacity 

and student projections that may affect School Capital Investment Plan (CIP) timing.   This 

formal annual report will be forthcoming to all of the Schools Adequate Public Facilities 

Ordinance partners each year as new information is available.   

This updated information is used in the schools capital needs process of the Capital 

Investment Plan (Process 1) and within elements of the Schools Adequate Public Facilities 

Ordinance Certificate of Adequate Public Schools (CAPS) spreadsheet system (Process 2).   

This report and any comments from the Schools Adequate Public Facilities Ordinance 

partners will be considered in the first half of each year by the Board of County Commissioners 

at a regular or special meeting.  The various elements of the report are then “certified” and 

formally considered in the process of the upcoming Capital Investment Plan.  The Certificate of 

Adequate Public Schools system is updated after November 15 when data is received from the 

school districts with actual membership and pre-certified capacity (i.e. CIP capacity or prior 

“joint action” capacity changes). 

 The Schools Adequate Public Facilities Ordinance and Memorandum of Understanding 

have dynamic aspects.  The derivation of the baseline and update to the variables will continue in 

the future as a variety of school related issues are fine-tuned by technical and policy groups. 

 The primary facet of this report includes the creation of mathematical projections for 

student memberships by school levels (Elementary, Middle and High) and by School Districts 

(Chapel Hill/Carrboro and Orange County).  This information is found in Section II, Subsections 

B, C, D, and E. 

 In summary, this report serves as an update to the dynamic conditions of student 

membership and school capacity which affect future projected needs considered in Capital 

Investment Planning. 

 Interested parties may make their comments known to the Board of County 

Commissioners prior to their review of the report and school CIP completion or ask questions of 

the SAPFOTAC members. 
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ANNUAL REPORT AS OUTLINED IN 

Schools Adequate Public Facilities Ordinance Memorandum 

of Understanding (Schools APFO MOU) 

SECTION 1d 

 

RESPECTFULLY SUBMITTED 

TO SCHOOLS ADEQUATE PUBLIC FACILITIES 

ORDINANCE PARTNERS 

 

 

 

Chapel Hill/Carrboro School District 

School APFO 

Orange County School District 

School APFO 

 
Board of County Commissioners Board of County Commissioners 

Carrboro Board of Aldermen Hillsborough Town Council 

Chapel Hill Town Council  

Chapel Hill/Carrboro School Board Orange County School Board 
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Planning Directors/School Representatives  

Technical Advisory Committee 
(aka SAPFOTAC) 

Town of Carrboro 

Trish McGuire, Planning Director 

301 West Main Street 

Carrboro, NC 27510 

 

Town of Chapel Hill 

J.B. Culpepper, Planning Director 

405 Martin Luther King, Jr. Blvd. 

Chapel Hill, North Carolina 27514 

 

Town of Hillsborough 

Margaret Hauth, Planning Director 

P.O. Box 429 

Hillsborough, NC 27278 

 

Orange County Planning Department 

Craig Benedict, Planning Director and 

Ashley Moncado, Special Projects Planner and 

Paul Laughton,  Deputy Director of Finance and Administrative Services 

131 W. Margaret Lane 

P.O. Box 8181 

Hillsborough, NC 27278 

 

Orange County School District 

 Gerri Martin, Superintendent  

200 E. King Street 

Hillsborough, NC 27278 

 

Chapel Hill-Carrboro School District 

 Todd LoFrese, Assistant Superintendent for Support Services and 

Catherine Mau, Coordinator of Student Enrollment 

750 Merritt Mill Road 

Chapel Hill, NC 27516 
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I.  BASE MEMORANDUM OF UNDERSTANDING 

 

A. Level of Service 
 

1. Responsible Entity for Suggesting Change – Change can only be effectuated by 

amendment to Memorandum of Understanding (MOU) by all School APFO partners. 

2. Definition – Level of Service (LOS) means the amount (level) of students that can be 

accommodated (serviced) at a certain school system grade group 

 [i.e., Elementary level (K-5), Middle Level (6-8), High School Level (9-12)]. 

3.        Standard for: 

Chapel Hill Carrboro School District 

Standard for: 

Orange County School District 

Elementary Middle High School Elementary Middle High School 

105% 107% 110% 105%  107% 110% 

  

  

4. Analysis of Existing Conditions 

Chapel Hill Carrboro School District 

These standards are acceptable at this time. 

 

Analysis of Existing Conditions 

 Orange County School District 

These standards are acceptable at this time.   

 

  

5. Recommendation – 

No change from above standard 

Recommendation –  

No change from above standard 
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B. Building Capacity 
 

1. Responsible Entity for Suggesting Change – The Planning Directors, School Representatives, 

and Technical Advisory Committee (SAPFOTAC) will receive requested changes that are CIP 

related and adopted in the prior year.  CIP capacity changes will be updated along with actual 

membership received in November of each year.   

Other changes will be sent to a ‘Joint Action Committee’ of the BOCC and Board of Education, 

as noted in the MOU, who will make recommendations and forward changes (on the specific 

forms with justification) to the full Board of County Commissioners for review and action.  

These non-CIP changes would be updated in the upcoming November CAPS system 

recalibration and included in the SAPFOTAC report. 

2. Definition – “For purposes of this Memorandum, "building capacity" will be determined by 

reference to State guidelines and the School District guidelines (consistent with CIP School 

Construction Guidelines/policies developed by the School District and the Board of County 

Commissioners) and will be determined by a joint action of the School Board and the Orange 

County Board of Commissioners.  As used herein the term "building capacity" refers to 

permanent buildings.  Mobile classrooms and other temporary student accommodating classroom 

spaces are not permanent buildings and may not be counted in determining the school districts 

building capacity.” 

  

3.  Standard for: 

Chapel Hill Carrboro School District 

Standard for: 

Orange County School District 

The original certified capacity for each of the 

schools was certified by the respective 

superintendent and incorporated in the initialization 

of the CAPS system (Chapel Hill Carrboro School 

District April 29, 2002 - Base)  

Capacity changes were made each year as follows: 

2003:  Increase of 619 at Rashkis Elementary. 

2004:  No changes at Elementary, Middle, or High 

School levels. 

The original certified capacity for each of the 

schools was certified by the respective 

superintendent and incorporated in the 

initialization of the CAPS system (Orange 

County School District April 30, 2002 - Base)  

Capacity changes were made each year as 

follows: 

2003:  No net increase in capacity at 

Elementary level.  No changes at Middle 
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2005:  No changes at Elementary, Middle, or High 

School levels. 

2006:  No changes at Elementary, Middle, or High 

School levels. 

2007:  An increase of 800 at the High School level 

with the opening of Carrboro High School.   

2008:  An increase of 323 at the Elementary School 

level due to the opening of Morris Grove Elementary 

School and the implementation of the 1:21 class size 

ratio in grades K-3 

2009:  No changes at Elementary, Middle, or High 

School levels. 

2010:  An increase in capacity of 40 students at the 

High School level with Phoenix Academy High 

School becoming official high school within the 

district 

2011: No changes at Elementary, Middle, or High 

School levels. 

2012: No changes at Elementary, Middle, or High 

School levels. 

2013: An increase in capacity of 585 students due to 

the opening of Northside Elementary School.  

 

School level.  Increase of 1,000 at Cedar Ridge 

High School. 

2004:  No net increase in capacity at 

Elementary level.  No changes at Middle or 

High School levels. 

2005:  An increase in capacity of 100 at 

Hillsborough Elementary with the completion 

of renovations. 

2006:  An increase in capacity of 700 at the 

Middle School level with the completion of 

Gravelly Hill Middle School and an increase of 

15 at the High School level with the temporary 

location of Partnership Academy Alternative 

School.  An increase of 2 at the Elementary 

level due to a change in the capacity 

calculation for each grade at each school. 

2007:  No changes at Elementary, Middle, or 

High School levels. 

2008:  A decrease of 228 at the Elementary 

School level due to the implementation of the 

1:21 class size ratio in grades K-3 and an 

increase of 25 at the High School level with the 

completion of the new Partnership Academy 

Alternative School. 

2009:  No changes at Elementary, Middle, or 

High School levels. 

2010:  No changes at Elementary, Middle, or 

High School levels. 

2011: No changes at Elementary, Middle, or 

High School levels. 

2012: No changes at Elementary or Middle 
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School levels.  A decrease of 119 at High 

School level as a result of a N.C. Department 

of Public Instruction (DPI) study. 

2013: No changes at Elementary, Middle, or 

High School levels. 

 

4.     Analysis of Existing Conditions 

Chapel Hill Carrboro School District 

The Schools Facilities Task Force developed a 

system to calculate capacity.  Any changes year to 

year will be monitored, reviewed, and recorded by 

the SAPFOTAC on approved forms distributed to 

SAPFO partners and certified upon approval by 

the Board of County Commissioners each year. 

Analysis of Existing Conditions 

Orange County School District 

The Schools Facilities Task Force developed a 

system to calculate capacity.  Any changes 

year to year will be monitored, reviewed, and 

recorded by the SAPFOTAC on approved 

forms distributed to SAPFO partners and 

certified upon approval by the Board of 

County Commissioners each year. 

The requested 2013-14 capacity is noted on 

Attachment I.B.4  

The requested 2013-14  capacity is noted on 

Attachment I.B.3 

  

5.  Recommendation –  

Accept school capacities at all levels, as reported 

by CHCCS and shown in Attachment I.B.4. 

   

Recommendation –  

Accept school capacities at all levels, as 

reported by OCS and shown in Attachment 

I.B.3. 
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Attachment I.B.1 

(page 1 of 3) 

2012-13 
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Attachment I.B.1 

(page 2 of 3) 

2012-13 
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Attachment I.B.1 

(page 3 of 3) 

2012-13 
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Attachment I.B.2 

(page 1 of 3) 

2012-13 
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Attachment I.B.2 

(page 2 of 3) 

2012-13 
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Attachment I.B.2 

(page 3 of 3) 

2012-13 
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Attachment I.B.3 

(page 1 of 3) 

2013-14 
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Attachment I.B.3 

(page 2 of 3) 

2013-14 
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Attachment I.B.3 

(page 3 of 3) 

2013-14 
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Attachment I.B.4 

(page 1 of 3) 

2013-14 
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Attachment I.B.4 

(page 2 of 3) 

2013-14 
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Attachment I.B.4 

(page 3 of 3) 

2013-14 
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C. Membership Date 

1. Responsible Entity for Suggesting Change – Change can be effectuated only by 

amendment to Memorandum of Understanding (MOU) by all School APFO partners.  

The Planning Directors, School Representatives, and Technical Advisory Committee 

(SAPFOTAC) may advise if a change in date would improve the reporting or timeliness 

of the report.  

2. Definition – The date at which student membership is calculated.  This date is updated 

each year and also serves as the basis for projections along with the history from previous 

years.  “For purposes of this Memorandum, the term "school membership" means the 

actual number of students attending school as of November 15 of each year.  The figure 

is determined by considering the number of students enrolled (i.e. registered, regardless 

of whether a student is no longer attending school) and making adjustments for 

withdrawals, dropouts, deaths, retentions and promotions.  Students who are merely 

absent from class on the date membership is determined as a result of sickness or some 

other temporary reason are included in school membership figures. Each year the School 

District shall transmit its school membership to the parties to this agreement no later than 

five (5) school days after November 15. 

 

3.  Standard for: 

Chapel Hill Carrboro School District 

Standard for: 

Orange County School District 

November 15 

of each year 

November 15 

of each year 

4.    Analysis of Existing Conditions 

This will be analyzed in the future years to determine if it is an exemplary date. 

4. Recommendation – 
 No change at this time 

Recommendation – 
No change at this time 
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II. ANNUAL UPDATE TO SCHOOLS ADEQUATE PUBLIC 

FACILITIES ORDINANCE SYSTEM 

 

A. Capital Investment Plan (CIP) 
 

1. Responsible Entity for Suggesting Change – The updating of this section will be 

conducted by the Board of County Commissioners (BOCC) after review of the CIP 

requests from the School Districts.  Action regarding CIP programs usually occurs during 

the BOCC budget Public Hearing process in the winter and spring of each year.  The 

development of the CIP considers the conditions noted in the SAPFOTAC report released 

in the same CIP development year including LOS (level of service), capacity, and 

membership projections. 

 

2. Definition – The process and resultant program to determine school needs and provide 

funding for new school facilities through a variety of funding mechanisms. 

 

3.  Standard for: 

Chapel Hill-Carrboro School District 

Standard for: 

Orange County School District 

Not Applicable Not Applicable 

  

4. Analysis of Existing Conditions 

The MOU outlines a system of implementing the SAPFO, including issuing Certificates 

of Adequate Public Schools (CAPS) to new development if capacity is available.  The 

Requests for CAPS will be evaluated using the most recently adopted Capital Investment 

Plan.  A new Capital Investment Plan is currently under development for approval prior 

to June 30, 2014. 

 

5. Recommendation –  

Not subject to staff review 
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B. Student Projection Methodology 
 

1. Responsible Entity for Suggesting Change – This section is reviewed and recommended 

by the Planning Directors, School Representatives, and Technical Advisory Committee 

(SAPFOTAC) to the BOCC for change, if necessary. 

2. Definition – The method(s) by which student memberships are calculated for future 

years to determine total membership at each combined school level (Elementary, Middle, 

and High School) which take into consideration historical membership totals at a specific 

time (November 15) in the school year.  These methods are also known as ‘models’.  

3.  Standard for: 

Chapel Hill Carrboro School District 

Standard for: 

Orange County School District 

Presently, the average of five models is being used:  namely 3, 5, and 10 year 

history/cohort survival methods, Orange County Planning Department Linear 

Wave, and Tischler Linear methods.  Attachment II.B.1 includes a description of 

each model.   
  

4. Analysis of Existing Conditions 

Performance of the models is monitored each year.  The value of a projection model is in its 

prediction of school level capacities at least three years in advance of capacity shortfalls so the 

annual Capital Investment Plan (CIP) updates can respond proactively with siting, design, and 

construction. Attachment II.B.1 includes a description of each model.  Attachment II.B.3 shows 

the performance of the models for the 2013-14 school year from the prior year projection.   

5. Recommendation – 

More than ten years of projection results are now available.  Analysis on the accuracy of the 

results is showing that some models have better results in one district while others have better 

results in the other district.  The historic growth rate is recorded by the models, but projected 

future growth is more difficult to accurately quantify.  In all areas of the county, proposed 

growth is not included in the SAPFO projection system until actual students begin enrollment.  

The system is updated in November of each year, becoming part of the historical projection 

base.  This is especially pertinent in the Orange County School District which serves students 

living within the Orange County portion of the City of Mebane which have had little historic 

enrollment impact.  The significant proposed residential growth occurring within Mebane’s 

jurisdiction has yet to be fully entered into the historically based projection methods.  Although 

construction activity in this portion of the county has slowed, there are still a substantial number 

of approved, but undeveloped residential lots. 
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Orange County School District 

School Membership 2012-13 School Year (November 15, 2012) 
 

  

11/15/11 
Actual    

2011-12  

2012 Report 
Projection for 

2012-13 
11/15/12 

Actual 2012-13 
Change between actual 

Nov 2011 - Nov 2012 

Elementary 3348   3403 +55 

      
Model      Projection is   

T     3407 H4   
OCP     3407 H4   
10C     3455 H52   
5C     3447 H44   
3C     3472 H69   

AVG     3438 H35   
            
       11/15/2012   
Middle 1704   1684 -20 

       
Model    Projection is  

T   1734 H50  
OCP   1759 H75  
10C   1691 H7  
5C   1700 H16  
3C   1697 H13  

AVG   1716 H32  
            
        11/15/2012   
High 2283   2315 +32 

       
Model    Projection is  

T   2323 H8  
OCP   2289 L26  
10C   2248 L67  
5C   2265 L50  
3C   2264 L51  

AVG   2278 L37  
            
    11/15/2012  
Totals         

Elementary 3348    3403  
Middle 1704    1684  

High 2283    2315  
  7335     7402 +67 

      
Model      Projection is   

T     7464 H62   
OCP     7455 H53   
10C     7394 L8   
5C     7412 H10   
3C     7433 H31   

AVG     7432 H30   
H means High   L means Low   

Attachment II.B.2 

(page 1 of 4) 
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Orange County School District 
School Membership 2012-2013 School Year (November 15, 2012) 

 
Statistical Findings 

 
PROJECTION TYPE ABBREVIATIONS 

‘TISCHLER’ LINEAR (T) 
ORANGE COUNTY PLANNING (OCP) 

10-YEAR COHORT (10C) 
5-YEAR COHORT (5C) 
3-YEAR COHORT (3C) 

 
Elementary School Level 
 

 Projections were all high, ranging from 4 students to 69 students high.  The average of 
the projections was 35 students higher than actual student membership. 

 The membership actually increased by 55 students between November 15, 2011 and 
November 15, 2012. 

Middle School Level 
 

 Projections were all high, ranging from 7 students to 75 students high.  On average, the 
projections were 32 students higher than the actual membership. 

 The membership actually decreased by 20 students between November 15, 2011 and 
November 15, 2012. 

High School Level 
 

 Projections were primarily low ranging from being low by 67 students to 8 students high.  
On average, the projections were 37 students lower than the actual membership. 

 The membership actually increased by 32 students between November 15, 2011 and 
November 15, 2012. 

TOTAL 
 

 The totals of all school level projections were primarily high, ranging from 8 below actual 
membership to 62 above actual membership.  On average, the projections were high by 
30 students. 

 The membership increased in total by 67 students, which is the sum of +55 at 
Elementary, -20 at Middle and +67 at High. 

  

Attachment II.B.2 

(page 2 of 4) 
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Chapel Hill/Carrboro School District 

School Membership 2012-2013 School Year (November 15, 2012) 
 

  

11/15/11 
Actual    

2011-12  

2012 Report 
Projection for 

2012-13 

11/15/12 
Actual 

2012-13 
Change between actual 

Nov 2011- Nov 2012 

Elementary 5464   5543 +79 

Model    Projection is  
T   5563 H20  

OCP   5531 L12  
10C   5609 H66  
5C   5594 H51  
3C   5565 H22  

AVG   5572 H29  
           
     11/15/2012  
Middle 2753   2785 +32 

       
Model    Projection is  

T   2803 H18  
OCP   2796 H11  
10C   2807 H22  
5C   2802 L17  
3C   2774 L11  

AVG   2796 H11  
           
     11/15/2012  
High 3617   3796 +82 

       
Model    Projection is  

T   3781 L15  
OCP   3829 H33  
10C   3774 L22  
5C   3765 L31  
3C   3766 L30  

AVG   3783 L13  
           
Totals    11/15/2012  

Elementary 5464   5543  
Middle 2753   2785  

High 3714   3796  
  11931   12124 +193 

      
Model    Projection is  

T   12147 H23  
OCP   12156 H32  
10C   12190 H66  
5C   12161 H37  
3C   12105 L19  

AVG   12151 H27  
H means High      
L means Low      

Attachment II.B.2 
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Chapel Hill/Carrboro School District 

School Membership 2012-2013 School Year (November 15, 2012) 
 

Statistical Findings 
 

PROJECTION TYPE ABBREVIATIONS 

‘TISCHLER’ LINEAR (T) 
ORANGE COUNTY PLANNING (OCP) 

10-YEAR COHORT (10C) 
5-YEAR COHORT (5C) 
3-YEAR COHORT (3C) 

 
 

Elementary School Level 
 

 Projections were primarily high, ranging from 12 students low to 66 students high.  On 
average, the projections were 29 students higher than the actual membership. 

 The actual membership increased by 79 students between November 15, 2011 and 
November 15, 2012. 

Middle School Level 
 

 Projections were mixed low and high, ranging from 17 students low to 22 students high.  
On average, the projections were 11 students higher than the actual membership. 

 The actual membership increased by 32 students between November 15, 2011 and 
November 15, 2012. 

High School Level 
 

 Projections were primarily low, ranging from 31 students low to 33 students high.  On 
average, the projections were 13 students lower than the actual membership. 

 The actual membership increased by 82 students between November 15, 2011 and 
November 15, 2012. 

TOTAL 
 

 The total of all school level projections were primarily high, ranging from 19 below actual 
membership to 66 student above actual membership.  On average the projections were 
high by 27 students. 

 The membership increased in total by 193 students, which is the sum of +79 at 
Elementary, +32 at Middle, and +82 at High. 

  

Attachment II.B.2 

(page 4  of 4) 
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Orange County School District                                                                        

School Membership 2013-14 School Year (November 15, 2013) 

  

11/15/12 
Actual    

2012-13  

2013 Report 
Projection for 

2013-14 

11/15/13 
Actual  

2013-14 
Change between actual 

Nov 2012 - Nov 2013 

Elementary 3403   3433 +30 

      
Model    Projection is  

T   3460 H27  
OCP   3462 H29  
10C   3416 L17  
5C   3415 L18  
3C   3411 L22  

AVG   3433   
      
     11/15/2013  
Middle 1684   1747 +63 

       
Model    Projection is  

T   1712 L35  
OCP   1709 L38  
10C   1750 H3  
5C   1755 H8  
3C   1740 L7  

AVG   1733 L14  
      
    11/15/2013  
High 2315   2421 +106 

       
Model    Projection is  

T   2354 L67  
OCP   2356 L65  
10C   2334 L87  
5C   2362 L59  
3C   2367 L54  

AVG   2355 L66  
      
    11/15/2013  
Totals      

Elementary 3403   3433  
Middle 1684   1747  

High 2315   2421  
 7402   7601 +199 

      
Model    Projection is  

T   7526 L75  
OCP   7527 L74  
10C   7500 L101  
5C   7532 L69  
3C   7518 L83  

AVG   7521 L80  
H means High 
L means Low      

Attachment II.B.3 
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Orange County School District 
School Membership 2013-2014 School Year (November 15, 2013) 

 
Statistical Findings 

 
PROJECTION TYPE ABBREVIATIONS 

‘TISCHLER’ LINEAR (T) 
ORANGE COUNTY PLANNING (OCP) 

10-YEAR COHORT (10C) 
5-YEAR COHORT (5C) 
3-YEAR COHORT (3C) 

 
Elementary School Level 
 

 Projections were mixed low and high, ranging from 22 students low to 29 students high.  
The average of the projections equaled actual student membership. 

 The membership actually increased by 30 students between November 15, 2012 and 
November 15, 2013. 

Middle School Level 
 

 Projections were mixed low and high, ranging from 38 students low to 8  students high.  
On average, the projections were 14 students lower than the actual membership. 

 The membership actually increased by 63 students between November 15, 2012 and 
November 15, 2013. 

High School Level 
 

 Projections were all low ranging from 54 students to 87 students low.  On average, the 
projections were 66 students lower than the actual membership. 

 The membership actually increased by 106 students between November 15, 2012 and 
November 15, 2013. 

TOTAL 
 

 The totals of all school level projections were  low, ranging from 69 to 101 below actual 
membership.  On average, the projections were low by 80 students. 

 The membership increased in total by 199 students, which is the sum of +30 at 
Elementary, +63 at Middle, and +106 at High. 

 
  

Attachment II.B.3 

(page 2 of 4) 
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Chapel Hill/Carrboro School District 

School Membership 2013-14 School Year (November 15, 2013) 
 

  

11/15/12 
Actual    

2012-13  

2013 Report 
Projection for 

2013-14 

11/15/13 
Actual 

2013-14 
Change between actual 

Nov 2012- Nov 2013 

Elementary 5543   5554 +11 

Model    Projection is  
T   5643 H89  

OCP   5643 H89  
10C   5603 H49  
5C   5583 H29  
3C   5589 H35  

AVG   5612 H58  
      
     11/15/2013  
Middle 2785   2858 +73 

       
Model    Projection is  

T   2835 L23  
OCP   2840 L18  
10C   2888 H30  
5C   2873 H15  
3C   2872 H14  

AVG   2862 H4  
      
     11/15/2013  
High 3796   3764 -32 

       
Model    Projection is  

T   3864 H100  
OCP   3890 H126  
10C   3794 H30  
5C   3782 H18  
3C   3810 H46  

AVG   3828 H64  
       
Totals    11/15/2013  

Elementary 5543   5554  
Middle 2785   2858  

High 3796   3764  
  12,124   12,176 +52 

      
Model    Projection is  

T   12,342 H166  
OCP   12,373 H197  
10C   12,285 H109  
5C   12,238 H62  
3C   12,271 H95  

AVG   12,302 H126  
H means High      
L means Low      

Attachment II.B.3 
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Chapel Hill/Carrboro School District 

School Membership 2013-2014 School Year (November 15, 2013) 
 

Statistical Findings 
 

PROJECTION TYPE ABBREVIATIONS 

‘TISCHLER’ LINEAR (T) 
ORANGE COUNTY PLANNING (OCP) 

10-YEAR COHORT (10C) 
5-YEAR COHORT (5C) 
3-YEAR COHORT (3C) 

 
Elementary School Level 
 

 Projections were all high, ranging from 29 students to 89 students high.  On average, the 
projections were 58 students higher than the actual membership. 

 The actual membership increased by 11 students between November 15, 2012 and 
November 15, 2013. 

Middle School Level 
 

 Projections were mixed low and high, ranging from 23 students low to 30 students high.  
On average, the projections were 4 students higher than the actual membership. 

 The actual membership increased by 73 students between November 15, 2012 and 
November 15, 2013. 

High School Level 
 

 Projections were all high, ranging from 18 students to 126 students high.  On average, 
the projections were 64 students higher than the actual membership. 

 The actual membership decreased by 32 students between November 15, 2012 and 
November 15, 2013. 

TOTAL 
 

 The total of all school level projections were all high, ranging from 62 students to 197 
students above actual membership.  On average, the projections were high by 126 
students. 

 The membership increased in total by 52 students, which is the sum of +11 at 
Elementary, +73 at Middle, and -32 at High. 

 
 

 

 

Attachment II.B.3 

(page 4 of 4) 
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C. Student Projections 
 

1. Responsible Entity for Suggesting Change – The updating of this section will be 

conducted by the Planning Directors, School Representatives, and Technical Advisory 

Committee (SAPFOTAC) and referred to the BOCC for annual report certifications. 

 

Projections will be distributed to SAPFO partners for review and comments to the BOCC 

prior to certification. 

2. Definition – The result of the average of the five student projection models represented 

by 10 year numerical membership projections by school level (Elementary, Middle, and 

High) for each school district (Chapel Hill/Carrboro School District and Orange County 

School District). 

 

3.  Standard for: 

Chapel Hill Carrboro School District 

Standard for: 

Orange County School District 

The 5 model average discussed in Section II.B 

(Student Projection Methodology) 

See Attachment II.C.4 

 

The 5 model average discussed in Section II.B 

(Student Projection Methodology) 

See Attachment II.C.3 

 

  

4. Analysis of Existing Conditions  

The membership figures and percentage growth on the attachments show continued 

growth in both systems.  Average projected growth rates in the next 10 years for both 

school systems are quite similar and follow the same growth pattern for each individual 

school year.  Both school systems are showing a projected decrease in the increase, but 

are still showing positive growth at the Elementary and Middle School levels.  Orange 

County High School is projected to experience a negative growth rate in 2014-15 

followed by positive growth rates for the remaining 10 year projections.  Chapel 

Hill/Carrboro High School is showing varying positive growth rates over the next ten 

years. Year-by-year percent growth is shown on the attached table as well as the 

projected LOS.  The projection models were updated using current (November 15, 

2013) memberships.  Ten years of student membership were projected thereafter.   
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Chapel Hill Carrboro School District 

 

Elementary 

The previous year (2012-13) projections for November 2013 at this level were overestimated by 

58 students.  The actual membership increased by 11 students.  Over the previous ten years, this 

level has shown varying increases in growth rates including a decrease in actual membership in 

2009-10 which was most likely due to the shorter enrollment period caused by the institution of 

the new date requiring kindergarteners to be five years old.  Following that dip, membership 

numbers are again increasing, with a significant jump (168 students) in 2011-12.  This large 

increase was followed by smaller increases in 2012-13 of 79 students and in 2013-14 of only 11 

students.  Growth rates during the past ten years have ranged from -1.57% to +3.92%. 

Elementary School #11 (Northside Elementary) opened for the 2013-14 school year with a 

capacity of 585 seats.  The projections this year are showing the need for Elementary School #12 

in 2020-21, which is one year earlier than last year’s projections.   

 

Although not included in SAPFO school capacity or membership numbers, Pre-K programs 

continue to impact operations at District elementary schools where Pre-K programs exist. 

Specific impacts of Pre-K programs at the elementary school level will continue to be reviewed 

and discussed in the coming year.  

 

Middle 

The previous year (2012-13) projections for November 2013 for this level were overestimated by 

4 students. The actual membership increased by 73.  Over the previous ten years, growth has 

been quite variable and included a decrease in actual membership in 2004-05.  Following this 

decrease, membership and growth rates have experienced increases every school year since. 

Growth rates during this time period have ranged from -1.99% to +2.86 percent with most years 

showing a growth rate of around 1% or less.  The planned addition to Culbreth Middle School 

for the 2014-15 school year is proposed to increase capacity with the addition of 104 seats. As a 

result, projections show that Chapel Hill/Carrboro Middle School #5 is projected to be needed in 

2020-21. This is three years later than last year’s projections. The proposed addition to Culbreth 

Middle School was approved in the 2013-14 CIP for the 2014-15 school year. Although capacity 

was projected to be available, a decision was made to fund the expansion and increase capacity. 
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The additional capacity resulting from the approved addition has been included in the student 

projections.   

 

High School 

The previous year (2012-13) projections for November 2013 for this level were overestimated by 

64 students.  The actual membership decreased by 32 students.  Over the previous ten years, 

change has been variable with decreases in membership in 2008-09 and in 2009-10.  Following 

these decreases, membership and growth rates began increasing again within the last three years 

before experiencing another decrease this year (2013-14). Growth rates during this time period 

have ranged from -0.84% to +5.31%.  This year’s projections show that additional capacity is 

needed in 2023-24, which  is three years later than last year’s projection.  Additional High 

School capacity is expected to be achieved by expanding Carrboro High School from 800 

students to 1,200 students, which was included in the construction plans for the high school.  

 

Additional Information for Chapel Hill Carrboro School District 

Currently, one Charter School, PACE Academy, serves high school students residing in the 

Chapel Hill/Carrboro School District. This school is not included as part of the SAPFO Annual 

Report and, as a result, its  membership and capacity is not monitored or included in future 

projections. On February 6, 2014 PACE Academy had their charter revoked for the 2014-2015 

school year. Administrators are currently exploring the appeal process with the State Board of 

Education. However, CHCCS student membership may experience an increase in 2014-15 due to 

the influx of students from PACE Academy becoming part of the Chapel Hill/Carrboro School 

District if the school’s charter is not renewed through the appeals process. 

 

Orange County School District 

 

Elementary 

The previous year (2012-13) projections for November 2013 at this level were  equal to student 

membership.  Actual membership increased by 30 students.  Over the previous ten years, this 

level has experienced varying growth rates including a decrease in membership in 2005-06. 

Following this decrease, membership and growth rates have experienced increases every school 

year since.  Growth rates during this period have ranged from -0.33% to +2.80%.  In the Orange 

County school system, historic growth is more closely related to new residential development 

than in the Chapel Hill/Carrboro School District, which has a sizeable number of new families in 
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older, existing housing stock.   Projections this year are showing the need for Elementary School 

#8 in 2023-24 when the LOS is expected to be 105.7%.  

 

Although not included in SAPFO school capacity or membership numbers, Pre-K programs 

continue to impact operations at District elementary schools where Pre-K programs exist. 

Specific impacts of Pre-K programs at the elementary school level will continue to be reviewed 

and discussed in the coming year. 

 

Middle 

The previous year (2012-13) projections for November 2013 for this level were underestimated 

by 14 students.  The actual membership increased by 63.  Over the previous ten years, growth 

has varied widely and includes decreases in student membership in five of the ten years.  Growth 

rates during this period have ranged from -4.67% to +4.00%. The district’s third Middle School, 

Gravelly Hill Middle School, opened in October 2006.  The need for an additional Middle 

School is not anticipated in the 10-year projection period.  However, staff is closely monitoring 

new sizeable residential projects in the Orange County portion of Mebane and Hillsborough.   

 

High School 

The previous year (2012-13) projections for November 2013 for this level were underestimated 

by 66 students.  The actual membership increased by 106.  Over the previous ten years, growth 

varied considerably and included a decrease in membership in 2009-10.  Following this decrease, 

membership and growth rates have experienced increases every school year since. Growth rates 

during this period ranged from -1.12% to 9.01%.  In 2011-12 student membership increased by 

32 while capacity decreased by 199 at Orange County High School as a result of a N.C. 

Department of Public Instruction (DPI) study.  This year’s projections show that additional 

capacity is needed in 2022-23. This is different from last year’s projections which did not show a 

need for additional capacity in the 10-year projection period.  

 

Additional High School capacity is expected to be achieved by expanding Cedar Ridge High 

School from 1,000 students to 1,500 students.  This addition is currently included in the five year 

CIP as a request for funding. At this time, a decision has not been made approving the proposed 

addition. Once a funding decision is made and approved, the increased capacity from the 

proposed addition may be included in the student projections.  
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Additional Information for Orange County School District 

The City of Mebane lies partially within Orange County and students within the Orange County 

portion of Mebane attend Orange County schools.  However, the City of Mebane is not a party to 

the SAPFO agreement and therefore does not require that CAPS (Certificate of Adequate Public 

Schools) be issued prior to development approvals.  In previous years, development activity and 

platting of new subdivisions increased within the Orange County portion of Mebane.  However, 

changed economic conditions have curbed new platting and new construction in the past few 

years.  An uptick in residential activity is likely as the country emerges from “The Great 

Recession.” Increased coordination with the City of Mebane regarding development issues may 

be necessary in the future.  OCS currently has capacity to serve additional growth, but it is 

possible that development in the Orange County portion of Mebane could quickly encumber 

available capacity.   

 

Following the economic downtown, there has been an increase in multi-family residential 

development which has added to increasing student memberships in both districts.  The ongoing 

future demand for multi-family housing is evident throughout the county, but especially within 

the Town of Hillsborough which is facing the proposed development of 700 multi-family units in 

the near future. Staff will need to continue monitoring and evaluating the demand and growth of 

the multi-family market in Hillsborough and the entire county as well as its effect on student 

membership rates.  

 

Currently, one charter school is located in the Town of Hillsborough and serves students that 

reside in the Orange County School District. This school is not included as part of the SAPFO 

Annual Report and as a result its membership and capacity is not monitored or included in future 

projections. An additional charter school is being proposed in the Town of Hillsborough for the 

2014-15 school year. As a result, OCS student memberships may experience a decrease in 2014-

15 due to a loss of students enrolling in the new charter school.  

 

5. Recommendation –  

Use statistics as noted in 3 above  
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D. Student Membership Growth Rate 
 

1.  Responsible Entity for Suggesting Change – The updating of this section will be 

conducted by the Planning Directors, School Representatives, and Technical Advisory 

Committee (SAPFOTAC) each year and referred to the BOCC for annual report 

certification. 

 

Projections will be distributed to SAPFO partners for review and comments to the BOCC 

prior to certification. 

2. Definition – The annual percentage growth rate calculated from the projections resulting 

from the average of the five models represented by 10 year numerical membership 

projections by school level for each school district.  This does not represent the year-by- 

year growth rate that may be positive or negative, but rather the average of the annual 

anticipated growth rates over the next ten (10) years. 

 

3.  Standard for: 

Chapel Hill Carrboro School District 

Standard for: 

Orange County School District 

See Attachment II.D.2 See Attachment II.D.2 

  

4. Analysis of Existing Conditions 

The membership figures and percentage 

growth on the attachments show continued 

growth at each school level within the 

system. 

Analysis of Existing Conditions 

The membership figures and percentage 

growth on the attachments show continued 

growth at each school level within the 

system. 

Projected Average Annual Growth Rate over next 

ten years: 

Projected Average Annual Growth Rate over next 

ten years: 
  

 

 

 
 

5.  Recommendation - Use statistics as noted. Recommendation - Use statistics as noted 

Year Projection 

 Made: 
2009-

2010 

2010-

2011 

2011- 

2012 

2012- 

2013 

2013- 

2014 

Elementary 1.72% 1.44% 1.59% 1.18% 1.44% 

Middle 1.93% 1.67% 1.94% 1.59% 1.58% 

High 1.8% 1.57% 1.73% 1.60% 1.27% 

 

Year Projection 

 Made: 
2009- 

2010 

2010- 

2011 

2011-

2012 

2012-

2013 

2013-

2014 

Elementary 1.34% 1.57% 1.6% 1.31% 1.30% 

Middle 1.53% 1.84% 2.01% 1.64% 1.42% 

High 1.38% 1.59% 1.61% 1.43% 1.35% 

 

51



Section II 

 
39 

 

 

 

 
 

  

Attachment II.D.1 

(2012-13) 
 

52



Section II 

 
40 

 

 

 
  

Attachment II.D.2 

(2013-14)  

53



Section II 

 
41 

 

 

E. Student / Housing Generation Rate 
 

1. Responsible Entity for Suggesting Change – The updating of this section will be 

conducted by Planning Directors, School Representatives, and Technical Advisory 

Committee (SAPFOTAC) and referred to the BOCC for certification. 

 

Projections will be distributed to SAPFO partners for review and comments to the BOCC 

prior to certification. 

 

2. Definition – A projected number of students that are generated from four different types 

of housing, “single-family detached”, “single-family attached”, “multifamily”, and 

“manufactured homes”, as defined in Appendix C to the 2007 TischlerBise School 

Impact Fee Report.   

 

3.  Standard for: 

Chapel Hill Carrboro School District 

Standard for: 

Orange County School District 

See Attachment II.E.1 See Attachment II.E.1 

4.       Analysis of Existing Conditions 

On October 6, 2009, the Orange County Board of Commissioners approved the updated 

Student Generation Rates as recommended by the SAPFOTAC.  The newly adopted 

Student Generation Rates became effective the 2010-11 school year with the November 

15, 2010 CAPS system update.  The current standards are shown in Attachment II.E.1.   

Both Orange County Schools and Chapel Hill-Carrboro City Schools have recognized a 

larger increase in students generated from developments in both districts, particularly the 

multi-family housing.  The SAPFOTAC discussed the increased number of students 

generated in both districts and proposed multi-family projects that may continue to have 

an effect on student membership numbers.  While this may be a short term trend caused 

by the current economic climate or other factors, the SAPFOTAC recommends further 

evaluation of the adopted Student Generation Rates and the impacts different types of 

housing may have on student membership rates. Orange County Planning staff has 

contacted the consultant used to do this type of work in the past to obtain a cost estimate. 

It is expected that a new study to update only student generation rates would cost 
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between $12,000 to $20,000 with the lower end of the range being more probable, given 

knowledge of the types of data Orange County has ready access to.   

 

Also, it should be noted that students are generated from new housing as well as from 

existing housing where new families have moved in.  The CAPS system estimates new 

development impacts and associated student generation, but it is important to understand 

that student increases are a composite of both of these factors.  This effect can be 

dramatic and can vary greatly between areas and districts where either new housing is 

dominant or new families move into a large inventory of existing housing stock. 

 

5. Recommendation – No Change 

The SAPFOTAC does not recommend a change at this time.  However, the SAPFOTAC 

continues to recommend further evaluation of the Student Generation Rates to determine 

whether a change is warranted.  The last impact fee level study (which includes the 

calculation of student generation rates) was conducted in 2007 so it may be time to 

initiate another study to ensure up-to-date data is used for both SAPFO purposes and 

impact fee purposes. Alternatively, a study to analyze only student generation rates, 

separate from any study regarding school impact fees, can be completed. The cost for 

such a study is estimated at between $12,000 to $20,000. 
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III. FLOWCHART OF SCHOOLS ADEQUATE PUBLIC FACILITIES  

 ORDINANCE PROCESS 

 

Abstract:  The Schools Adequate Public Facilities Ordinance process has two distinct 

components: 

 

A. Capital Investment Plan (CIP) (Process 1) 
 

Timeframe:  In November of each year, Student Membership and Building Capacity is 

transmitted from the school districts to the Orange County Board of Commissioners for 

consideration and approval and used in the following years CIP (e.g. November 15, 2013 

membership numbers used to develop a CIP to be considered for adoption in June 2014). 

 

Process Framework 

 

1. SAPFOTAC projects future student membership from historical data, current 

membership and hypothetical growth rates from established methodologies. 

2. School Districts and BOCC compare projections to existing capacity and 

proposed Capital Investment Plan. 

3. SAPFOTAC forwards data and projections to all Schools APFO partners. 

4. School Districts develop Capital Investment Plan Needs Assessment during this 

process 

5. The Capital Investment Plan work sessions and Public Hearings are conducted by 

the BOCC in the spring of each year. 

6. The adoption of CIP that sets forth monies and timeframe for school construction 

(future capacity) by BOCC. 
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School Adequate Public Facilities Ordinance 
 

 
 

Process 1 - Capital Investment Planning (CIP) 
 

 

Projection Method 
(Historical Membership

1 

plus Hypothetical Growth Rate 
 

CIP 

Approval 
(Proposed New Construction 

i.e. School Capacity 

Added by number seats & year) 

 

CAPS 

System
2 

(Certificate of 

Adequate Public 

Schools) 

  
   

 

 

Actual Adjustments 
(Current Year Actual Replaces Past Year 

Membership Projection) 

        

 

 

 

 
1
Historical Membership is a product of students generated from: (1) pre-existing/approved undeveloped lots where new housing is built, (2) 

existing housing stock with new families/children, and (3) newly approved housing development (in the future this component will be known as 

CAPS approved development) 

 
2
The only part of the CAPS System (i.e., computer spreadsheet subdivision tracking) that receives data from the Process 1 CIP includes the actual 

membership (November 15 of preceding CIP year) and new school capacity amount (seats) in a specific year pursuant to the CIP. 
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B. Schools Adequate Public Facilities Ordinance  

 Certificate of Adequate Public Schools (CAPS)  

 Update (Process 2) 

 

Timeframe:  The CAPS system is updated approximately November 15 of each year when the 

school districts report actual membership and ‘pre-certified’ capacity, whether it is CIP 

associated or prior ‘joint action’ agreement.  ‘Joint action’ determinations of changes in capacity 

due to State rules or other non-construction related items are anticipated to be done prior to the 

November 15 capacity and membership reporting date.  This update may reflect the Board of 

County Commissioners action on the earlier year Capital Investment Plan (CIP) as it affects 

capacity and addition of new actual fall membership. The Schools Adequate Public Facilities 

Ordinance Certificate of Adequate Public Schools (CAPS) stays in effect until the following year 

– (e.g.: November 15, 2005 to November 14, 2006). 

 

New development is originally logged for a certain year.  As the CAPS system is updated, each 

CAPS projection year is ‘absorbed’ by the actual estimate of a given year.  Later year CAPS 

projections of the same development remain in the future year CAPS system accordingly.  For 

example, if a 50-lot subdivision is issued a CAPS, 15 lots may be assigned to “Year 1,” 10 lots to 

“Year 2,” 10 lots to “Year 3,” 10 lots to “Year 4,” and 5 lots to “Year 5.”  When “Year 1” is 

updated, the students generated from the 15 lots are absorbed by the actual estimate.  The 

students generated in “Years 2, 3, 4, and 5” are held in the CAPS system and added to the 

appropriate year when the CAPS system is updated. 

 

As was discussed in Section II.C, The City of Mebane is not a party to the SAPFO and does not  

require that CAPS be issued prior to approving development activities.  However, residential 

development within the Orange County portion of Mebane has increased dramatically prior to 

2009, but has slowed considerably due to the current economic climate.  Currently, there are 

approximately 1,000 approved undeveloped residential lots in the portion of Mebane that lies 

within Orange County.  Increasing development within this area of the county has the potential 

to encumber a significant portion of the available capacity within the Orange County School 
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District.  Although the SAPFO system is not formally regulated in Mebane, staff monitors 

development activity and when students enter the school system their enrollment is calculated 

and used in future school projection needs. 

 

Please note that the two processes (CIP and CAPS) are on separate, but parallel tracks.  

However, the CIP does create a crossover of capacity information between the two processes.  

For example, the Schools APFO system for both school districts that will be established / 

initiated / certified each year in November and is based on prior year created and/or planned CIP 

capacity and current school year membership.  The SAPFOTAC report including new current 

year membership and projections are to be used for upcoming CIP development as noted in 

Process 1. 

 

CIP Process 1 (for CIP 2014 - 2024) 

November 2013 – June 2014 (using 2014 SAPFOTAC Report) 

 

Schools APFO CAPS Process 2 (for Schools APFO System 2014– 2015)  

November 2013 - November 2014 

60



 

 48 

School Adequate Public Facilities Ordinance 

 

 

Process 2 - Certificate of Adequate Public Schools (CAPS) Allocation 

 
 2014 CAPS system is effective November 15, 2013 through November 14, 2014. 

 

The system is updated with new membership, CIP capacity changes, and any other BOCC/School District joint 

action approved capacity prior to November 15, 2013.  This information is received within 5 days of November 15 

and posted within the next 15 days.  This CAPS system recalibration is retroactive to November 15, 2013 . 

 

CAPS Allocation System 
1. Certified Capacity 

2 LOS Capacity 

3. Actual Membership 

4. Year Start Available Capacity 

5. Ongoing Current Available Capacity (includes available 

capacity decreases from approved CAPS development by 

year) 

6. CAPS approved development 

 a. Total units 

 b. Single Family
1 

 c. Other Housing
1 

 

 

CAPS System 

AC2=SC2 - (ADM2+ND12+ND22+…) 

 

 

 
AC0 - Issue CAPS  

AC0 - Defer CAPS to later date 

 
1
Student Generation Rates from CAPS housing type create future membership estimate.  Please note that this CAPS membership future estimate is 

different than the projection based on historical data and projection models used in the CIP process 1.  This estimate only captures new 

development impact, which is the component that the SAPFO can regulate. 
 

2
AC - Available Capacity - Starts at Annual Update Capacity and reduces as CAPS approved development is entered into the system. 

 SC - Certified School Level Capacity 

 ADM - Average Daily Membership 

 ND - New Development; ND1 means first approved CAPS approved development 
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CHCCS Student Projections 
(1) (4)

Elementary

School Year 2000-01 2001-02 2002-03 2003-04 2004-05 2005-06 2006-07 2007-08 2008-09 2009-10 2010-11 2011-12 2012-13 2013-14 2014-15 2015-16 2016-17 2017-18 2018-19 2019-20 2020-21 2021-22 2022-23 2023-24

Actual 4,444 4,474 4,551 4,692 4,695 4,879 4,980 5,173 5,302 5,219 5,296 5,464 5,543 5,554

Tischler (2) 5,647 5,741 5,834 5,928 6,021 6,114 6,208 6,301 6,394 6,488
OC Planning 5,655 5,732 5,809 5,884 5,959 6,033 6,133 6,233 6,362 6,492
10 Year Growth 5,637 5,781 5,893 5,978 6,083 6,143 6,205 6,267 6,330 6,393
5 Year Growth 5,610 5,727 5,826 5,904 6,001 6,061 6,122 6,183 6,245 6,307
3 Year Growth 5,628 5,759 5,864 5,943 6,039 6,099 6,160 6,222 6,284 6,347

Average 5,635 5,748 5,845 5,927 6,021 6,090 6,166 6,241 6,323 6,405

Annual Change - Increase (Decrease) in Actual & Projected Membership) 30 77 141 3 184 101 193 129 (83) 77 168 79 11 81 113 97 82 93 69 76 76 82 82

Capacity - 100% Level of Service (LOS) 4,302 4,302 4,302 4,921 4,921 4,921 4,921 4,921 5,244 5,244 5,244 5,244 5,244 5,829 5,829 5,829 5,829 5,829 5,829 5,829 5,829 5,829 5,829 5,829

Number of Students, Actual and Projected, Over (Under) 100% LOS 142 172 249 (229) (226) (42) 59 252 58 (25) 52 220 299 (275) (194) (81) 16 98 192 261 337 412 494 576

Capacity - 105% Level of Service (LOS) 4,517 4,517 4,517 5,167 5,167 5,167 5,167 5,167 5,506 5,506 5,506 5,506 5,506 6,120 6,120 6,120 6,120 6,120 6,120 6,120 6,120 6,120 6,120 6,120

Number of Students, Actual and Projected, Over (Under) 105% LOS (73) (43) 34 (475) (472) (288) (187) 6 (204) (287) (210) (42) 37 (566) (485) (372) (275) (193) (100) (30) 45 121 203 285

Actual - % Level of Service 103.3% 104.0% 105.8% 95.3% 95.4% 99.1% 101.2% 105.1% 101.1% 99.5% 101.0% 104.2% 105.7% 95.3%
Average - % Level of Service 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 96.7% 98.6% 100.3% 101.7% 103.3% 104.5% 105.8% 107.1% 108.5% 109.9%
Annual Student Growth Rate (3) 0.68% 1.72% 3.10% 0.06% 3.92% 2.07% 3.88% 2.49% -1.57% 1.48% 3.17% 1.45% 0.20% 1.47% 2.00% 1.69% 1.41% 1.57% 1.15% 1.24% 1.23% 1.31% 1.30%

CHCCS Student Projections 
(1)

Middle

School Year 2000-01 2001-02 2002-03 2003-04 2004-05 2005-06 2006-07 2007-08 2008-09 2009-10 2010-11 2011-12 2012-13 2013-14 2014-15 2015-16 2016-17 2017-18 2018-19 2019-20 2020-21 2021-22 2022-23 2023-24

Actual 2,326 2,540 2,608 2,612 2,560 2,572 2,592 2,622 2,697 2,708 2,722 2,753 2,785 2,858

Tischler (2) 2,906 2,954 3,002 3,050 3,098 3,146 3,194 3,242 3,290 3,339
OC Planning 2,889 2,929 2,969 3,034 3,099 3,165 3,231 3,298 3,366 3,433
10 Year Growth 2,957 2,976 2,986 3,019 3,097 3,186 3,246 3,327 3,360 3,394
5 Year Growth 2,930 2,922 2,903 2,913 2,968 3,040 3,092 3,162 3,193 3,225
3 Year Growth 2,943 2,955 2,950 2,978 3,051 3,131 3,184 3,254 3,287 3,320

Average 2,925 2,947 2,962 2,999 3,063 3,134 3,190 3,257 3,299 3,342

Annual Change - Increase (Decrease) in Actual & Projected Membership) 214 68 4 (52) 12 20 30 75 11 14 31 32 73 67 22 15 37 64 71 56 67 42 43

Capacity - 100% Level of Service 2,108 2,840 2,840 2,840 2,840 2,840 2,840 2,840 2,840 2,840 2,840 2,840 2,840 2,840 2,944 2,944 2,944 2,944 2,944 2,944 2,944 2,944 2,944 2,944

Number of Students, Actual and Projected, Over (Under) 100% LOS 218 (300) (232) (228) (280) (268) (248) (218) (143) (132) (118) (87) (55) 18 (19) 3 18 55 119 190 246 313 355 398

107% Level of Service 2,256 3,039 3,039 3,039 3,039 3,039 3,039 3,039 3,039 3,039 3,039 3,039 3,039 3,039 3,150 3,150 3,150 3,150 3,150 3,150 3,150 3,150 3,150 3,150

Number of Students, Actual and Projected, Over (Under) 107% LOS 70 (499) (431) (427) (479) (467) (447) (417) (342) (331) (317) (286) (254) (181) (225) (203) (188) (151) (87) (16) 39 107 149 192

Actual - % Level of Service 110.3% 89.4% 91.8% 92.0% 90.1% 90.6% 91.3% 92.3% 95.0% 95.4% 95.8% 96.9% 98.1% 100.6%
Average - % Level of Service 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 99.4% 100.1% 100.6% 101.9% 104.0% 106.4% 108.3% 110.6% 112.1% 113.5%

Annual Student Growth Rate (3) 9.20% 2.68% 0.15% -1.99% 0.47% 0.78% 1.16% 2.86% 0.41% 0.52% 1.14% 1.16% 2.62% 2.35% 0.76% 0.50% 1.24% 2.13% 2.32% 1.78% 2.11% 1.30% 1.30%

indicates when district surpasses Schools APFO recommended Level of Service

CHCCS Student Projections 
(1)

High

School Year 2000-01 2001-02 2002-03 2003-04 2004-05 2005-06 2006-07 2007-08 2008-09 2009-10 2010-11 2011-12 2012-13 2013-14 2014-15 2015-16 2016-17 2017-18 2018-19 2019-20 2020-21 2021-22 2022-23 2023-24

Actual 2,815 2,963 3,162 3,330 3,422 3,514 3,520 3,635 3,630 3,606 3,640 3,714 3,796 3,764
Tischler (2) 3,827 3,891 3,954 4,017 4,080 4,144 4,207 4,270 4,334 4,397
OC Planning 3,875 3,875 3,875 3,875 3,875 3,875 3,875 3,875 3,875 3,876
10 Year Growth 3,761 3,769 3,867 4,026 4,065 4,127 4,186 4,218 4,357 4,460
5 Year Growth 3,772 3,781 3,859 3,966 3,980 4,000 4,017 4,025 4,131 4,216
3 Year Growth 3,788 3,810 3,912 4,024 4,057 4,105 4,144 4,174 4,297 4,392

Average 3,805 3,825 3,893 3,982 4,011 4,050 4,086 4,112 4,199 4,268

Annual Change - Increase (Decrease) in Actual & Projected Membership) 148 199 168 92 92 6 115 (5) (24) 34 74 82 (32) 41 20 68 88 30 39 36 27 86 69

Capacity - 100% Level of Service 3,035 3,035 3,035 3,035 3,035 3,035 3,035 3,835 3,835 3,835 3,875 3,875 3,875 3,875 3,875 3,875 3,875 3,875 3,875 3,875 3,875 3,875 3,875 3,875

Number of Students, Actual and Projected, Over (Under) 100% LOS (220) (72) 127 295 387 479 485 (200) (205) (229) (235) (161) (79) (111) (70) (50) 18 107 136 175 211 237 324 393

110% Level of Service 3,339 3,339 3,339 3,339 3,339 3,339 3,339 4,219 4,219 4,219 4,263 4,263 4,263 4,263 4,263 4,263 4,263 4,263 4,263 4,263 4,263 4,263 4,263 4,263

Number of Students, Actual and Projected, Over (Under) 110% LOS (524) (376) (177) (9) 83 176 182 (584) (589) (613) (623) (549) (467) (499) (458) (437) (369) (281) (251) (212) (177) (150) (64) 6

Actual - % Level of Service 92.8% 97.6% 104.2% 109.7% 112.8% 115.8% 116.0% 94.8% 94.7% 94.0% 93.9% 95.8% 98.0% 97.1%
Average - % Level of Service 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 98.2% 98.7% 100.5% 102.8% 103.5% 104.5% 105.4% 106.1% 108.4% 110.1%

Annual Student Growth Rate (3) 5.26% 6.72% 5.31% 2.76% 2.69% 0.17% 3.27% -0.14% -0.66% 0.94% 2.03% 2.21% -0.84% 1.08% 0.54% 1.78% 2.27% 0.75% 0.96% 0.88% 0.65% 2.10% 1.65%

indicates when district surpasses Schools APFO recommended Level of Service

The Tischler model uses 14 years of historical data, but do to space constraints only 10 years of historical data are included in the above tables.

(3)  Annual growth rate calculated using actual membership for years 2000-01 through 2012-13 and average membership for years 2013-14 through 2022-23

(2)  The Tischler Model provides for the "Linear Method" of projections for both CHCCS and OCS.  Original projections used in prior years projection models included the "Linear Extrapolation Method" for CHCCS.
(3)  Annual growth rate calculated using actual membership for years 2000-01 through 2012-13 and average membership for years 2013-14 through 2022-23

indicates when district surpasses Schools APFO recommended Level of Service

(1)  It is important to note that this reflects the November 15, 2012 date of membership as outlined in by the Schools Adequate Public Facilities Ordinance.  It does not include CHCCS students attending the Hospital School.
(2)  The Tischler Model provides for the "Linear Method" of projections for both CHCCS and OCS.  Original projections used in prior years projection models included the "Linear Extrapolation Method" for CHCCS.

(2)  The Tischler Model provides for the "Linear Method" of projections for both CHCCS and OCS.  Original projections used in prior years projection models included the "Linear Extrapolation Method" for CHCCS.
(3)  Annual growth rate calculated using actual membership for years 2000-01 through 2012-13 and average membership for years 2013-14 through 2022-23

(1)  It is important to note that this reflects the November 15, 2012 date of membership as outlined in by the Schools Adequate Public Facilities Ordinance.  It does not include CHCCS students attending the Hospital School.

(4)  Class sizes for grades K-3 = 1:23 for school years 2000 through 2007-08.  In accordance with 2005 School Collaboration Work Group direction, effective the 2008-2009 school year with the opening of CHCCS Elementary #10, K-3 class sizes are 1:21 as directed by past State legislative action. 

(1)  It is important to note that this reflects the November 15, 2012 date of membership as outlined in by the Schools Adequate Public Facilities Ordinance.  It does not include CHCCS students attending the Hospital School.

Elementary #9 opens in fall 2003 with additional 619 seats

high school #3 opens in fall 2007  with 800 additional seats

Per November 15, 2005 Certified Capacity Calculations, CHCCS projects Elementary #10 opening for school year 2008-09.  In accordance 

with BOCC adopted School Construction Standards, elementary school capacity totals 600 students.

Important Note:  Per 2005 agreement of School Collaboration Work Group, Grades K-3 class size reduced from 1:23 to 

1:21 the year Elementary #10 opens (to allow for prior Legislative Action re: reduced class size)

Phoenix Academy High School becomes official high school 

starting 2010-11 school year with 40 student capacity

Elementary School #11 opens with 585 seats.

Culbreth addition proposed to add 104 seats
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OCS Student Projections (1) (4)

Elementary
School Year 2000-01 2001-02 2002-03 2003-04 2004-05 2005-06 2006-07 2007-08 2008-09 2009-10 2010-11 2011-12 2012-13 2013-14 2014-15 2015-16 2016-17 2017-18 2018-19 2019-20 2020-21 2021-22 2022-23 2023-24

Actual 3,078 2,893 2,901 2,945 3,016 3,006 3,072 3,158 3,165 3,211 3,285 3,348 3,403 3,433
Tischler (2) 3,493 3,553 3,614 3,674 3,734 3,794 3,854 3,914 3,975 4,035
OC Planning 3,492 3,559 3,626 3,695 3,765 3,835 3,905 3,975 4,046 4,099
10 Year Growth 3,217 3,457 3,550 3,575 3,578 3,601 3,637 3,674 3,710 3,748 3,785
5 Year Growth 3,228 3,471 3,580 3,619 3,634 3,663 3,700 3,737 3,774 3,812 3,850
3 Year Growth 3,222 3,448 3,535 3,553 3,556 3,579 3,615 3,651 3,688 3,725 3,762
Average 3,472 3,555 3,597 3,627 3,668 3,716 3,764 3,812 3,861 3,906
Annual Change - Increase (Decrease) in Actual & Projected Membership) (185) 8 44 71 (10) 66 86 7 46 74 63 55 30 39 83 42 30 41 48 48 48 49 45
Capacity - 100% Level of Service 3,820 3,820 3,820 3,820 3,820 3,920 3,922 3,922 3,694 3,694 3,694 3,694 3,694 3,694 3,694 3,694 3,694 3,694 3,694 3,694 3,694 3,694 3,694 3,694
Number of Students, Actual and Projected, Over (Under) 100% LOS (742) (927) (919) (875) (804) (914) (850) (764) (529) (483) (409) (346) (291) (261) (222) (139) (97) (67) (26) 22 70 118 167 212
105% Level of Service 4,011 4,011 4,011 4,011 4,011 4,116 4,118 4,118 3,879 3,879 3,879 3,879 3,879 3,879 3,879 3,879 3,879 3,879 3,879 3,879 3,879 3,879 3,879 3,879
Number of Students, Actual and Projected, Over (Under) 105% LOS (933) (1,118) (1,110) (1,066) (995) (1,110) (1,046) (960) (714) (668) (594) (531) (476) (446) (406) (323) (281) (251) (210) (163) (114) (66) (18) 28
Actual - % Level of Service 80.6% 75.7% 75.9% 77.1% 79.0% 76.7% 78.3% 80.5% 85.7% 86.9% 88.9% 90.6% 92.1% 92.9%
Average - % Level of Service 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 94.0% 96.2% 97.4% 98.2% 99.3% 100.6% 101.9% 103.2% 104.5% 105.7%
Annual Student Growth Rate (3) -6.01% 0.28% 1.52% 2.41% -0.33% 2.20% 2.80% 0.22% 1.45% 2.30% 1.92% 1.64% 0.88% 1.14% 2.39% 1.18% 0.84% 1.13% 1.30% 1.29% 1.28% 1.28% 1.17%

indicates when district surpasses Schools APFO recommended Level of Service

OCS Student Projections(1)

Middle
School Year 2000-01 2001-02 2002-03 2003-04 2004-05 2005-06 2006-07 2007-08 2008-09 2009-10 2010-11 2011-12 2012-13 2013-14 2014-15 2015-16 2016-17 2017-18 2018-19 2019-20 2020-21 2021-22 2022-23 2023-24
Actual 1,504 1,527 1,631 1,671 1,593 1,590 1,580 1,637 1,601 1,665 1,698 1,704 1,684 1,747
Tischler (2) 1,778 1,808 1,839 1,869 1,900 1,931 1,961 1,992 2,023 2,053
OC Planning 1,777 1,823 1,869 1,917 1,957 1,980 1,995 2,009 2,023 2,045
10 Year Growth 1,796 1,804 1,813 1,853 1,947 1,955 1,940 1,946 1,965 1,985
5 Year Growth 1,799 1,803 1,807 1,848 1,954 1,978 1,975 1,987 2,007 2,027
3 Year Growth 1,793 1,789 1,792 1,821 1,909 1,910 1,894 1,900 1,919 1,938
Average #DIV/0! 1,789 1,805 1,824 1,862 1,933 1,951 1,953 1,967 1,987 2,010
Annual Change - Increase (Decrease) in Actual & Projected Membership) 23 104 40 (78) (3) (10) 57 (36) 64 33 6 (20) 63 42 17 19 38 72 17 2 14 20 22
Capacity - 100% Level of Service 1,466 1,466 1,466 1,466 1,466 1,466 2,166 2,166 2,166 2,166 2,166 2,166 2,166 2,166 2,166 2,166 2,166 2,166 2,166 2,166 2,166 2,166 2,166 2,166
Number of Students, Actual and Projected, Over (Under) 100% LOS 38 61 165 205 127 124 (586) (529) (565) (501) (468) (462) (482) (419) (377) (361) (342) (304) (233) (215) (213) (199) (179) (156)
107% Level of Service 1,569 1,569 1,569 1,569 1,569 1,569 2,318 2,318 2,318 2,318 2,318 2,318 2,318 2,318 2,318 2,318 2,318 2,318 2,318 2,318 2,318 2,318 2,318 2,318
Number of Students, Actual and Projected, Over (Under) 107% LOS (65) (42) 62 102 24 21 (738) (681) (717) (653) (620) (614) (634) (571) (529) (512) (494) (456) (384) (367) (365) (351) (330) (308)
Actual - % Level of Service 102.6% 104.2% 111.3% 114.0% 108.7% 108.5% 72.9% 75.6% 73.9% 76.9% 78.4% 78.7% 77.7% 80.7%
Average - % Level of Service 0.0% 0.0% #DIV/0! 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 82.6% 83.4% 84.2% 85.9% 89.3% 90.1% 90.2% 90.8% 91.8% 92.8%
Annual Student Growth Rate (3) 1.53% 6.81% 2.45% -4.67% -0.19% -0.63% 3.61% -2.20% 4.00% 1.98% 0.35% -1.17% 3.74% 2.38% 0.94% 1.03% 2.07% 3.85% 0.90% 0.12% 0.71% 1.04% 1.12%

indicates when district surpasses Schools APFO recommended Level of Service

OCS Student Projections (1)

High
School Year 2000-01 2001-02 2002-03 2003-04 2004-05 2005-06 2006-07 2007-08 2008-09 2009-10 2010-11 2011-12 2012-13 2013-14 2014-15 2015-16 2016-17 2017-18 2018-19 2019-20 2020-21 2021-22 2022-23 2023-24
Actual 1,672 1,753 1,828 1,887 2,057 2,124 2,184 2,201 2,242 2,217 2,222 2,283 2,315 2,421
Tischler (2) 2,463 2,506 2,548 2,591 2,633 2,676 2,718 2,760 2,803 2,845
OC Planning 2,434 2,459 2,484 2,534 2,576 2,618 2,652 2,685 2,718 2,760
10 Year Growth 2,404 2,358 2,401 2,471 2,443 2,529 2,581 2,616 2,688 2,698
5 Year Growth 2,436 2,418 2,461 2,523 2,499 2,583 2,631 2,678 2,774 2,802
3 Year Growth 2,294 2,312 2,448 2,548 2,519 2,592 2,627 2,653 2,726 2,731
Average 2,406 2,411 2,468 2,533 2,534 2,600 2,642 2,678 2,742 2,767
Annual Change - Increase (Decrease) in Actual & Projected Membership) 81 75 59 170 67 60 17 41 (25) 5 61 32 106 (15) 4 58 65 1 66 42 37 63 25
Capacity - 100% Level of Service 1,518 1,518 2,518 2,518 2,518 2,518 2,533 2,533 2,558 2,558 2,558 2,558 2,439 2,439 2,439 2,439 2,439 2,439 2,439 2,439 2,439 2,439 2,439 2,439
Number of Students, Actual and Projected, Over (Under) 100% LOS 154 235 (690) (631) (461) (394) (349) (332) (316) (341) (336) (275) (124) (18) (33) (28) 29 94 95 161 203 239 303 328
110% Level of Service 1,670 1,670 2,770 2,770 2,770 2,770 2,786 2,786 2,814 2,814 2,814 2,814 2,683 2,683 2,683 2,683 2,683 2,683 2,683 2,683 2,683 2,683 2,683 2,683
Number of Students, Actual and Projected, Over (Under) 110% LOS 2 83 (942) (883) (713) (646) (602) (585) (572) (597) (592) (531) (368) (262) (277) (272) (215) (150) (149) (83) (41) (4) 59 84
Actual - % Level of Service 110.1% 115.5% 72.6% 74.9% 81.7% 84.4% 86.2% 86.9% 87.6% 86.7% 86.9% 89.2% 94.9% 99.3%
Average - % Level of Service 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 98.7% 98.8% 101.2% 103.9% 103.9% 106.6% 108.3% 109.8% 112.4% 113.5%
Annual Student Growth Rate (3) 4.84% 4.28% 3.23% 9.01% 3.26% 2.82% 0.78% 1.86% -1.12% 0.23% 2.75% 1.40% 4.58% -0.61% 0.18% 2.40% 2.63% 0.03% 2.59% 1.62% 1.39% 2.36% 0.93%

indicates when district surpasses Schools APFO recommended Level of Service

The Tischler model uses 14 years of historical data, but do to space constraints only 10 years of historical data are included in the above tables.

(2)  The Tischler Model provides for the "Linear Method" of projections for both CHCCS and OCS.  Original projections used in prior years projection models included the "Linear Extrapolation Method" for CHCCS.
(3)  Annual growth rate calculated using actual membership for years 2000-01 through 2013-14 and average membership for years 2014-15 through 2023-24

(2)  The Tischler Model provides for the "Linear Method" of projections for both CHCCS and OCS.  Original projections used in prior years projection models included the "Linear Extrapolation Method" for CHCCS.
(3)  Annual growth rate calculated using actual membership for years 2000-01 through 2013-14 and average membership for years 2014-15 through 2023-24

(1)  It is important to note that this reflects the November 15, 2013 date of membership as outlined in by the Schools Adequate Public Facilities Ordinance. 

(1)  It is important to note that this reflects the November 15, 2013 date of membership as outlined in by the Schools Adequate Public Facilities Ordinance. 
(2)  The Tischler Model provides for the "Linear Method" of projections for both CHCCS and OCS.  Original projections used in prior years projection models included the "Linear Extrapolation Method" for CHCCS.
(3)  Annual growth rate calculated using actual membership for years 2000-01 through 2013-14 and average membership for years 2014-15 through 2023-24

(1)  It is important to note that this reflects the November 15, 2013 date of membership as outlined in by the Schools Adequate Public Facilities Ordinance.  

(4)  Class sizes for grades K-3 = 1:23 for school years 2000 through 2007-08.  In accordance with 2005 School Collaboration Work Group direction, effective the 2008-2009 school year with the opening of CHCCS Elementary #10, K-3 class sizes are 1:21 as directed by past State legislative action. 

cedar ridge high opens with 1,000 seats in fall 2002

middle school #3 opens in fall 2006  with 700 additional seats

additional 100 new seats @ Hillsborough Elementary 

Partnership Academy Alternative School capacity added

Partnership Academy Alternative School relocated - capacity added

Important Note:  Per 2005 recommendation of School Collaboration Work Group and approved by BOCC 
with approval of 2008-09 Membership & Capacity numbers and certification of 2009 SAPFOTAC report of May 
5, 2009, Grades K-3 class size reduced from 1:23 to 1:21 with opening of CHCCS Elementary #10-Morris Grove 
(to allow for prior legislative action re: reduced class size)

Orange High capacity decreased, per DPI study
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ATTACHMENT(S): 
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INFORMATION CONTACT: 
Bret Martin, Transportation Planner, 245-

2582 
Tom Altieri, Comprehensive Planning 

Supervisor, 245-2579 
Craig Benedict, Planning Director, 245-2592 
 

PURPOSE:  To approve and authorize the Chair to sign a final draft of an updated/revised 
Memorandum of Understanding (MOU) among the member agencies of the Durham-Chapel 
Hill-Carrboro Metropolitan Planning Organization (DCHC MPO). 
 
BACKGROUND:  The DCHC MPO is a transportation planning agency charged with fulfilling 
federally mandated metropolitan planning requirements influencing the use of federal 
transportation funding within the Durham Urbanized Area (UZA) and the area beyond the UZA 
boundary expected to become urbanized within 20 years.  The MPO is a partnership of the 
member governments within the Durham UZA/MPO planning area and the North Carolina 
Department of Transportation in cooperation with the United States Department of 
Transportation.  Membership within the MPO is established through an MOU between its local 
government member organizations/jurisdictions that was last executed in 1994. 
 
The MPO has developed an updated/revised member agency MOU reflecting changes in 
federal and state legislation and regulations, the MPO’s function and structure, and its and its 
member government responsibilities.  In concert with the MOU update/revision process 
illustrated in Attachment 1, the BOCC first reviewed a draft updated MOU at its September 5, 
2013 meeting, provided comments on the draft revisions, and submitted these comments to the 
MPO along with comments generated by other MPO member governments.  These comments 
were reviewed by the MPO’s Technical Coordinating Committee (TCC) and governing board, 
and the MPO subsequently made changes to the draft MOU based on these comments. 
 
At its January 23, 2014 meeting, the BOCC reviewed and considered the updated/revised MOU 
with the changes having been incorporated.  However, the BOCC did not approve the MOU and 
asked that clarifying language regarding what constitutes a quorum of the MPO Board as well 
as other minor edits be incorporated into the MOU.  These comments were echoed by some 
other member governments and were subsequently incorporated into a new draft of the MOU to 
be redistributed for adoption by the member local governments.  The incorporation of these 
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