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2014 SAPFOTAC Executive Summary

. Base Memorandum of Understanding

A, Level OF SErVICE. ..o (No Change).............. Pg.1
Chapel Hill/Carrboro Orange County
School District School District
Elementary 105% 105%
Middle 107% 107%
High 110% 110%
B. Building Capacity and Membership..........c...cccccevvvenee. (Change)......c.cccoeueeee. Pg. 2
Chapel Hill/Carrboro Orange County
School District School District
Capacity | Membership | Increase from Capacity | Membership | Increase from
Prior Year 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..........ccccoovvviiiinnnn (No Change)............... Pg.17
1. Annual Update to SAPFO System
A. Capital Investment Plan (CIP).......c..ccccovivniiiiniinn, (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 ............cccccevveveiiennnn (Change)......c..ccocu..... 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]




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..........cccevvevviieiecc e, (Change)......c.cccoeueeee. Pg. 39
Projected Average Annual Growth Rate over Next 10 Years
Chapel Hill/Carrboro Orange County
School District School District
Year
Projection |2009-10 | 2010-11 | 2011-12 | 2012-13 | 2013-14 | 2009-10 | 2010-11 | 2011-12 | 2012-13 | 2013-14
Made:
Elementary | 1.72% 1.44% 1.59% 1.18% 144% | 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...........c...c.cccccvvennee. (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
B.

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

C.

Middle School Level

A
B.

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

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




High School Level

A
B.

C.

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

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).
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
B.

C.

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

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).

Orange County Elementary School # 8 is projected to be needed in 2023-24. Thisis 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
B.

C.

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

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).

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
B.

C.

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

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).
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 MOUSs.

10
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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 1, 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

Orange County School District

Chapel Hill/Carrboro School District School APFO

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




13

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

Vi
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l. 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: Standard for:

Chapel Hill Carrboro School District Orange County School District
Elementary Middle High School ~ Elementary Middle High School
105% 107% 110% 105% 107% 110%

4, Analysis of Existing Conditions Analysis of Existing Conditions
Chapel Hill Carrboro School District Orange County School District
These standards are acceptable at this time. These standards are acceptable at this time.
5. Recommendation — Recommendation —

No change from above standard No change from above standard
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Section |

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: Standard for:

Chapel Hill Carrboro School District Orange County School District
The original certified capacity for each of the The original certified capacity for each of the
schools was certified by the respective schools was certified by the respective

superintendent and incorporated in the initialization ~ superintendent and incorporated in the
of the CAPS system (Chapel Hill Carrboro School initialization of the CAPS system (Orange

District April 29, 2002 - Base) County School District April 30, 2002 - Base)
Capacity changes were made each year as follows: Capacity changes were made each year as
2003: Increase of 619 at Rashkis Elementary. follows:

2004: No changes at Elementary, Middle, or High 2003: No net increase in capacity at
School levels. Elementary level. No changes at Middle



Section |

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: Anincrease 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.
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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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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.

The requested 2013-14 capacity is noted on
Attachment 1.B.4

5. Recommendation —
Accept school capacities at all levels, as reported
by CHCCS and shown in Attachment 1.B.4.

17

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.

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 1.B.3

Recommendation —

Accept school capacities at all levels, as
reported by OCS and shown in Attachment
1.B.3.
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Section | Attachment 1.B.1
(page 1 of 3)
2012-13

School APFO Capacity, Membership and Change Request Form

School District: Orange County Schools
SAPFO CAPS Year: November 15,2012 - November 14, 2013
Capacity and Membership Submittal Date: November 15,2012

-« 2008-2009  2009-2010  2010-2011  2011-2012  2012-2013 as =
Elementary  Square Justification
Requested Requested Requested Requested Requested

= Membership
School Feet Footnote # I

Capacity Capacity Capacity Capacity Capacity

Cameron Park | 70,812

Central 52,492 455 455 455 455 455 319
Efland Cheeks | 64,316 497 497 497 497 497 455
Grady Brown 74,016 544 544 544 544 544 455
Hillsborough 51,106 471 471 471 471 471 443
New Hope 100,164 586 586 586 586 586 624
Pathways 85,282 576 576 576 576 576 449
Total 498,188 3,694 3,694 3,694 3,694 3,694 3,403

Special Note(s): 1. For the November 15, 2002 base year the board accepted the superintendent-certified capacities as part of the School Facilities
Task Force review and 2003 Planners and School Representative Technical Advisory Committee Report. These capacities will remain effective until
changed by (1) the School CIP or (2) an amended version of this form that is certified by the BOCC.

Justification:

gm;%;:z% I1-20-1 @M—\ /\(/{" (Z(%(l L

Superintendent

Date BOCC Cham Date
Membership Certification:

e iV
Lo Pl 1201 o Uk
Superintendent Date BO Cha@ Date
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Section | Attachment 1.B.1
(page 2 of 3)
2012-13

School APFO Capacity, Membership and Change Request Form

School District: Orange County Schools
SAPFO CAPS Year: November 15,2012 - November 14, 2013
Capacity and Membership Submittal Date: November 15,2012

2 2008-2009 2009-2010 2010-2011  2011-2012  2012-2013 y .
Middle Square Justification
y Requested Requested Requested Requested Requested
School Fee i y E g : ; ;i : Footnote #

Capacity Capacity Capacity Capacity Capacity

Membership

A.L. Stanback | 136,000

C.W. Stanford | 107,620 726 726 726 726 726 615
Gravelly Hill | 123,000 700 700 700 700 700 466
Total 366,620 2,166 2,166 2,166 2,166 2,166 1,684

Special Note(s): 1. For the November 15, 2002 base year the board accepted the superintendent-certified capacities as part of the School Facilities
Task Force review and 2003 Planners and School Representative Technical Advisory Committee Report. These capacities will remain effective until
changed by (1) the School CIP or (2) an amended version of this form that is certified by the BOCC.

Justification:

/gp.acolty Certification: . %"\w \Liq (l'L

Superintendent Date

Membership Certification:

204

Superintendent Date BOCC Chi@) Date
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Section | Attachment 1.B.1
(page 3 of 3)
2012-13

School APFO Capacity, Membership and Change Request Form

School District: Orange County Schools
SAPFO CAPS Year: November 15,2012 - November 14, 2013
Capacity and Membership Submittal Date: November 15,2012

2008-2009 2009-2010  2010-2011  2011-2012  2012-2013
Requested Requested Requested Requested Requested
Capacity Capacity Capacity Capacity Capacity

Square Justification

Feet

Membership

High School
2 Footnote #

Orange 213,509 1,518 1,518 1,518 1,518 1,399 1,214
Cedar Ridge 206,900 1,000 1,000 1,000 1,000 1,000 1,077
Partnership 6,600 40 40 40 40 40 24
Total 427,009 2,558 2,558 2,558 2,558 2,439 2,315
Special Note(s): 1. For the November 15, 2002 base year the board accepted the superintendent-certified capacities as part of the School Facilities

Report. These capacities will remain effective until

Task Force review and 2003 Planners and School Rep! ive Technical Advisory Cc
changed by (1) the School CIP or (2) an amended version of this form that is certified by the BOCC.

Justification:

1. The new capacity requested for Orange High School (1,399) is based on a capacity analysis and facilities study
completed by the Department of Public Instruction in August 2012.

Capacity Certification:
o ( [/( L((( L

/Qﬁ)@ iZaL J(=2e71 1L P =
Superintendent Date CcC Chai‘ f E" Date

Membership Certification: ) L /} )
. &,kﬂ‘ﬁ!z ((-20-1" %/MM |2 /
Superintendent Date Cha@\) Date
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Section | Attachment 1.B.2
(page 1 of 3)
2012-13

0 School APFO Capacity, Membership and Change Request Form

School District: Chapel Hill-Carrboro City Schools
SAPFO CAPS Year: November 15,2012 - November 14, 2013
[Capacity and Membership Submittal Date: November 15, 2012

5 : 2008-2009  2009-2010 - 2010-2011  2011-2012  2012-2013 ; 3 Membership
Flementary. | Savare Requested Requested  Requested Requested Requested Justfication (referenced
School Feet eques eque. queste quested q oot ey

Capacity  Capacity  Capacity '~ Capacity = Capacity school year)

Cartboro. | 60,832 533 53 533tk 533 579
Ephesus | 66,952 448/ 448 448 w491
EstesHills -~ | 56,299 5270 - 527 527 T 862
Glenwood | 50,764 423 23 423 509
FP.Graham | 66,689 538/ 538 538| 538 Sitv 812
McDougle | 98,000 564| 564 564 564 523
Rashkis | 95729 585/ . 585 585 585 L5085
Scroges | 90,980 57500 875 575 575 L 600
Seawell - | 52,896 466| 466 466 466 LE06
Morris Grove . | 90,221 585 585 585 585 . 856
Total | 729,362 5244 5244 5,244 5,244 5,244 SO

Special Note(s): 1. For the November 15, 2002 base year the board accepted the superintendent-certified capacities as part of the School Facilities

Task Force review and 2003 Planners and School Representative Technical Advisory Committee Report. These capacities will remain effective until
changed by (1) the School CIP or (2) an amended version of this form that is certified by the BOCC.

Justification:

Ca city Ce
o
Supenntendent ' Date

Jﬁbers}%ﬁ%‘um ;lon-[ ( QO o

Superintendent Date
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Attachment 1.B.2
(page 2 of 3)
2012-13

School APFO Capacity, Membership and Change Request Form

School District: Chapel Hill-Carrboro City Schools

SAPFO CAPS Year: November 15,2012 - November 14, 2013

Capacity and Membership Submittal Date: November 15, 2012

2011-2012
Requested
Capacity

2008-2009 2009-2010  2010-2011
Requested Requested Requested
Capacity ~ Capacity  Capacity

Square

Middle School 5
Feet

Membership
(referenced
school year)

2012-2013
Requested
Capacity

Justification
Footnote #

Culbreth 108,058 670

McDougle 136,221 732 732 732)55 732 732 700
Phi_llips 109,498 706 - 706 706 - 706 706 641
Smith 128,764 732 &-732 132w 732 732 756
Total 482,541 2,840 2,840 2,840 2,840 2,840 2,785

Special Note(s): 1. For the November 15, 2002 base year the board accepted the superintendent-certified capacities as part of the School Facilities
Task Force review and 2003 Planners and School Representative Technical Advisory Committee Report. These capacities will remain effective until

changed by (1) the School CIP or (2) an amended version of this form that is certified by the BOCC.

Justification:

tion:

o/

E)ﬁ;ﬂ:yj ;?iﬂ

Superintendent

%w//f%/lm %

Superintendent Date

| oz

Date

O A ol

BOCC Cha@A Date

22




Section | Attachment 1.B.2

(page 3 of 3)
2012-13

School APFO Capacity, Membership and Change Request Form

School District: Chapel Hill-Carrboro City Schools
SAPFO CAPS Year: November 15,2012 - November 14,2013
Capacity and Membership Submittal Date: November 15, 2012

2008-2009  2009-2010 2010-2011 2011-2012  2012-2013 Jainc Membership
Requested  Requested Requested Requested Requested :;(:‘:;::;:1 (referenced
Capacity Capacity Capacity  Capacity Capacity school year)

Square

High School x
4 Feet

Chapel Hill. 241,111 s 1,520 ’ s 1,520

East Chapel Hill| 259,869 1,515 1,515 1,515 1,515 1,515 1,474
Carrboro 148,023 800 800 800 800 800 918
Phoenix Acad. 5,207 0 0 40 ! 40 40 ; 30
Total 654,210 3,835 3,835 3,875 3,875 3,875 3,796
Special Note(s): 1. For the November 15, 2002 base year the board accepted the superi | ertified capacities as part of the School Facilities

Task Force review and 2003 Planners and School Representative Technical Advisory Committee Report. These capacities will remain effective until
changed by (1) the School CIP or (2) an amended version of this form that is certified by the BOCC.

Justification:

_a%" /%ﬂ fm‘ / (efe

Superintendent Date BOCC Cha@\) Date
Membershi ;e ification:

Mo AP st A
Superintendent Date BOCC Chair Q_B Date

@“‘\W plilie

\'L)q))?)
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Section | Attachment 1.B.3

(page 1 of 3)
2013-14

School APFO Capacity, Membership and Change Request Form

[School District: Orange County Schools
SAPFO CAPS Year: November 15, 2013 - November 14, 2014
Capacity and Membership Submittal Date: November 15, 2013

565
455
497
544
471
586
576

Total = 498,18 ,694 3,694 3,694 ,694
Special Note(s): 1. For the November 15, 2002 base year the board accepted the superintendent-certified capacities as part of the School Facilities

Task Force review and 2003 Planners and School Representative Technical Advisory C ittee Report. These capacities will remain effective until
changed by (1) the School CIP or (2) an amended version of this form that is certified by the BOCC.

Justification:

Superintendent

11



Section | Attachment 1.B.3
(page 2 of 3)
2013-14

School APFO Capacity, Membership and Change Request Form

School District: Orange County Schools
SAPFO CAPS Year: November 15,2013 - November 14, 2014
Capacity and Membership Submittal Date: November 15, 2013

: 136,000
107,620
123,000

740
726
700

ofal | 366,620 2,16¢ 2,166 ,166 2,166/ 2,166 : : 747
Special Note(s): 1. For the November 15, 2002 base year the board accepted the superintendent-certified capacities as part of the School Facilities

Task Force review and 2003 Planners and School Representative Technical Advisory Cc Report. These capacities will remain effective until
changed by (1) the School CIP or (2) an amended version of this form that is certified by the BOCC.

Justification:

Capagity Certification:

=\ s
80o¢CT CT’ \ f Date
"\2-3-17

air_A Date
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Section | Attachment 1.B.3
(page 3 of 3)
2013-14

School APFO Capacity, Membership and Change Request Form

School District: Orange County Schools
SAPFO CAPS Year: November 15,2013 - November 14, 2014
Capacity and Membership Submittal Date: November 15, 2013

2009-2010 2010-2011  2011-2012 2012-2013 2013
Requested Requested Requested Reque
Capacity Capacity :
1,518[8

Justification

g Membership
Footnote # I

I 421]

Special Note(s): 1. For the November 15, 2002 base year the board pted the superintend rtificd capacities as part of the School Facilities
Task Force review and 2003 Planners and School Representative Technical Advisory Committee Report. These capacities will remain effective until
changed by (1) the School CIP or (2) an amended version of this form that is certified by the BOCC. 2. The 2012-2013 capacity numbers for Orange High
School (1,399) is based on a capacity analysis and facilities study completed by the Department of Public Instruction in August 2012,

Justification:

Capagity Certification:
= : 12317

Superintendeqt

13



Section | Attachment 1.B.4

27

(page 1 of 3)
2013-14

School APFO Capacity, Membership and Change Request Form

School District: Chapel Hill-Carrboro City Schools
SAPFO CAPS Year: November 15,2013 - November 14, 2014
Capacity and Membership Submittal Date: November 15,2013

. 2009-2010 20102001 20011-2012  2012-2013  2013-2014 T Membership
Elementary Square Justification .
School Feet Rf*quvs.lul Rl»‘qll(‘\}l(‘d Rf-quc\lul l(f‘(]llt‘\?c(l Rti.'qucxilcd Footnote # (referenced
Capacity Capacity Cay Capacity Capacity school year)
60,832 533 ] ) 461
66,952 ‘ 448| 43¢
56,299 5271 500
50,764 423 [ 522
66,689 538 484
98,000 564 497
95,729 | 585 522
90,980 575 575|878 552
52,896 466 466 466 539
90,221 585 585 585 548
Northside 99,500{ 0 a0 0 585 ﬁ
h"otil 828,862 5,244 5244 5244| 5,554
Special Note(s): 1. For the November 15, 2002 base year the board accepted the superintendent-certified capacities as part of the School Facilities
Task Force review and 2003 Planners and School Rep ive Technical Advisory Cc ittee Report. These capacities will remain effective until

changed by (1) the School CIP or (2) an amended version of this form that is certified by the BOCC.

Justification:

ZZ:;WMH{Z‘(“ &M 2-3-13

Superinténdent Date BOCC Cirair, Date

Me bershi/p Certification:

/M/I\AA‘W ufult 12-3-1%
Shperintendent Date BOCC Chaj Date

14
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Section | Attachment 1.B.4
(page 2 of 3)
2013-14

School APFO Capacity, Membership and Change Request Form

School District: Chapel Hill-Carrboro City Schools
SAPFO CAPS Year: November 15, 2013 - November 14, 2014
apacity and Membership Submittal Date: November 15, 2013

2009-2010 2010-2011  2011-2012 2012-2013  2013-2014 Sustificats Membership
Justificat .
Requested Requested Requested Requested Requested LA (referenced

Footnote #
school year)

Square

Middle School

Feet

Capacity Capacity Capacity  Capacity Capacity

108,058 699

‘ 136,221 732 732 732 732 705
Phillips 109,498 706 706 706 706 706 658
Smith 128,764 732 732 732 732 732 796
Total 482,541 2,840 2,840 2,840] 2,840 2,840 2,858

Special Note(s): 1. For the November 15, 2002 base year the board accepted the superintendent-certified capacities as part of the School Facilities
Task Force review and 2003 Planners and School Representative Technical Advisory Committee Report. These capacities will remain effective until
changed by (1) the School CIP or (2) an amended version of this form that is certified by the BOCC.

Justification:

Capacity Gerfification:
%) g@%f% ///?0‘((3 33

Superintendent Date BOCC Cha'i<— ! f Date

Mexnbers /Certification:

(/Z/(w 12-3712

Superintendent Date BOCC Cha@\& Date




Section | Attachment 1.B.4

(page 3 of 3)
2013-14

School APFO Capacity, Membership and Change Request Form

[School District: Chapel Hill-Carrboro City Schools
SAPFO CAPS Year: November 15, 2013 - November 14, 2014
Capacity and ﬁemborshlp Submittal Date: November 15, 2013

2009-2010  2010-2011  2011-2012  2012-2013 2013-2014
Requested Requested Requested Requested Requested
Capacity

_— Membership
) Justification .
High School (referenced

: 3 Footnote #
Capacity school year)

Capacity Capacity Capacity
Chapel Hill 241,111
[East Chapel Hill| 259,869
Carrboro 148,023

Phoenix Acad. 5,207

Total 654,210 31835| 3,875 3,875 3,875
Special Note(s): |. For the November 15, 2002 base year the board accepted the superintendent-certified capacities as part of the School Facilities

Task Force review and 2003 Planners and School Representative Technical Advisory Committee Report. These capacities will remain cffective until
changed by (1) the School CIP or (2) an amended version of this form that is certified by the BOCC

Justification:

Al Bt gois

Superintendent Date BOCC Chair, Date

At Tl o

Superintendent Date

B @ Date

\/L, 12-3-1%
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Section 11

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: Standard for:
Chapel Hill Carrboro School District Orange County School District
November 15 November 15
of each year 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 — Recommendation —
No change at this time No change at this time

17
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Section 11

1. 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: Standard for:
Chapel Hill-Carrboro School District 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

18
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Section 11

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: Standard for:

Chapel Hill Carrboro School District 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 I1.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 I1.B.1 includes a description of each model. Attachment 11.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 enroliment.
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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Section 11

Attachment 11.B.1

diyssequiaut pajosfoidzq 'sjel ) 1eApE
ebeionezi diysiogusw sepelb snomerd =b (uspebiapury uey) Jouo)diysioguisw saye) ywolf jeopoisy Jojpue
1284 youa (28] XaU 21} o} jenpeib sapeif usnlizg 1eak jwoyos UanBzu (dysisquiow UoueBiopury=t spi0Dal UpIq Uo paseq st djysiequusw usyebispury
jons) apeib yors Ul spuspnis jo abeyusoiad {e) ¥ Bzq palinsse Ue 1aas] [colos Aq diysiequisi payoslord (S04
BlEs 2Y) SSWNSSE [BAS] apeib uspebiapury QL= 21|NOED 0} BJE! YOBS SASN UL PUE 194 Spelfi 9 S0} HoYoo Jeak gl
Sy Jo} ajes ymaib [enuue o | B SaWnssy 04 ("B Y Zze 4oEa 10} SIBSA (3] SNCIABI B} JBAC B)21 JUBLLBIUBADE
] afielane oy seindiiios JeY) BjnuLS) jedlelstely
(5 M R L]
diyssaquia pajosfoidzq . leApe
sberesese diysisquiew sepeiB snomasd =B {uapeBiapury uey) seyioldisiaguiaw sajel ypmolf JeaLoisty iopiie
1204 yaes [aA3] IXaU 24 o} ajenpeld . sepeib ueaB=g) [1eek joolos Usnbizu diystaduia uspehiepupi=y spavoal Yyiq ua peseq st dysiBquew usyehepuy
{oAg) apesb yoes ug sjuspnys jo abejusdiad (e) ¥ B=q patnsse ue loas) (woyss Ay diystoqusit pejssiold (39012
alies sy} sewnssy aAe| apeib uapeblapuly G=U 0)e|NojeD 0} 8jei Yars SOSh USY) DU joAs] apelb R 500} HoyoD teak g
als Joj ajes Yimosh [enuue 9| e sawinssy G181 Y=t yoEa 10§ SJ2aA G SNOASId U} JAC Bl JUSLUAIUERADE
p=u shriang sy ssINdUI0D YBL] BINULOS [BOTBWIBYEN
(00 )+ "y ="y
diysiequeail pajpefomd=q lajel atuaoueape
abezone=e (diysisquisus 5,5peif snopaid =6 {uapefispup uey soucldiysisgustll sapel Umolb |souossy ofpuR
Jseak yoes |9As| Jxeu o o) sjenpeib s.apeib tanB=g) eaf jooyos usaBz idjysiagiiaw uspeBiapupi=)i $PI0D3I UHIq UO Paseq si diysiaquuaLl uapeBiopuy
|9As| apeib yoes uf sjuapns jo ebejusotad (e} ¥ B=q pawmnsse ue [1aAs] [00yas Aq diyssequisw pajealold [{S3e%e ! Tle}
oWes Ay} ssWnsse joAs| spes uapeblapury =U #E[NSIE0 0] SIB1 YoBS S93H UsY) PUB 94| spelb 2 SO0) HOYoD JBaA~E
3y} 10} 938 Ym0l [enuLie 94| B S3uNssy ci{H6 Y I=e yoes 1o} sieak ¢ snoiaard 94) Jeao ajes JuBWSILEBAPR
}=tl obeione i) SeINdLI0D JRU) BjnLLIO] fedfeately
(00, 7™ + 7y ="y
{ans| |[oouDs Ag Jaguisw
SIUIBSU02 NOPHNg Jeak Bumsus=T1s/AZ |(uby ‘sippiw ‘Areusitss o'} [oAs] jooys sad diysiaquisw
siaslied molB Buisnoy u) sesesoap sjoays: : . - \ o diyssequuati Jo saaem Buissaibord sjoayl sjaag| (500H2)
12303 JO 94="18Y, Urak uoiasloid=u 'dysiaqusw jeak Bunsua=y A ] ‘aseq
LLOZ-010Z 189K [00Y2S J1UN GL 4O |AQ Ul esBaloep \ jooyos Buowe uollelen Juasiad glm Jeaul [2olBWDUIB|  SARM JBSUIT JDO
BBl drjsIaquIsL JUSPRYS Jeak=|Ag idisiaquisl EUoL pug Jesk aseq =NAG
‘aBwiane 12a/-0} SpPa|ial ymarh Jeak sseg
TSINAT = 15% » WAZ WAT = ((w)s1 - 1Ag) + A
|eAa} jooyas Aq Jaquisus
SuBiEueo Jzak Bumste=TSANAT {ybiy ‘sippiu *Kiejuswwsls o1} jpast jooyas Jed diysiaquisw )
noppng spspar ymouh Buisnoy u) sasealouy U >, A4Sl SRR . g : diysisgusut jo sanem Buissefoud spoaye: isjans; {520)
(230} 40 %4=715% Jeak uonosloid=u diysiaquisw Jeak Bumsus=\ A2 932y 4
spoalel 1eak Joyio A1ens § Jo |AG Ul @sealoul " jooyos Buotie uoienen jusdlad yiim Jeaul [eoNellRgeng SR JEaUT 400
s diysaquisiu JUepn;s Jealz| A ‘dysisqual Yiuow pug fesk oseq =NAG
wfeiane Jeak-gy spoolisl ymolt Jeek ssey
TISINAT = T8% « WAZ wAzZ = ((u)s +1A8) + WAG
sigaf yoloafoud =X 1eaf eseq=q 'aBueyd jenuue [eololsIY=0 ‘uolendod patosfoldzi . (SD0HD
Yot pajasfosd U) peyeyss st yimwesb reopoisiy a+x(qIN=A uonoaloid aulj Jyblens leinuic) RaRBWBLIEN Y —
SNOILINNSSY VINWYEOA SOILSIHILOVHVYHD [ NOLLAINDSEd JdAL NOILOTArOMd

SNOILITrO¥d JIHSYAgWIW IN3ANLS

20



34

Section 11 Attachment 11.B.2
(page 1 of 4)
Orange County School District
School Membership 2012-13 School Year (November 15, 2012)
11/15/11 2012 Report
Actual Projection for 11/15/12 Change between actual
2011-12 2012-13 Actual 2012-13| 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
. J . J
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
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Section 11

Attachment 11.B.2
(page 2 of 4)

Orange County School District
School Membership 2012-2013 School Year (November 15, 2012)

Statistical Findings

PROJECTION TYPE ABBREVIATIONS

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

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

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.
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Attachment 11.B.2

Section 11
(page 3 of 4)
Chapel Hill/Carrboro School District
School Membership 2012-2013 School Year (November 15, 2012)
11/15/11 2012 Report 11/15/12
Actual Projection for Actual Change between actual
2011-12 2012-13 2012-13 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
... J° /|
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 H1l
I I I
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
... J ' |
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
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Section 11 Attachment I1.B.2

(page 4 of 4)

Chapel Hill/Carrboro School District

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

Statistical Findings

PROJECTION TYPE ABBREVIATIONS

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

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

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.
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Attachment 11.B.3

Section 11 (page 1 of 4)
Orange County School District
School Membership 2013-14 School Year (November 15, 2013)
11/15/12 2013 Report 11/15/13
Actual Projection for Actual Change between actual
2012-13 2013-14 2013-14 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
' J /' ! |
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
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Section 11

Attachment 11.B.3
(page 2 of 4)

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.

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

Middle School Level

e 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.

o 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.

e 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.

e The membership increased in total by 199 students, which is the sum of +30 at
Elementary, +63 at Middle, and +106 at High.
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Section 11 Attachment 11.B.3
(page 3 of 4)
Chapel Hill/Carrboro School District
School Membership 2013-14 School Year (November 15, 2013)
11/15/12 2013 Report 11/15/13
Actual Projection for Actual Change between actual
2012-13 2013-14 2013-14 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
. J ' ! |
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
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Section 11 Attachment 11.B.3

(page 4 of 4)

Chapel Hill/Carrboro School District

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

Statistical Findings

PROJECTION TYPE ABBREVIATIONS

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

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

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.
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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: Standard for:
Chapel Hill Carrboro School District Orange County School District
The 5 model average discussed in Section I1.B The 5 model average discussed in Section I1.B
(Student Projection Methodology) (Student Projection Methodology)
See Attachment 11.C.4 See Attachment 11.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 enroliment 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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Section 11

D.

Student Membership Growth Rate

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: Standard for:
Chapel Hill Carrboro School District Orange County School District
See Attachment 11.D.2 See Attachment 11.D.2
4, Analysis of Existing Conditions Analysis of Existing Conditions
The membership figures and percentage The membership figures and percentage
growth on the attachments show continued growth on the attachments show continued
growth at each school level within the growth at each school level within the
system. system.
Projected Average Annual Growth Rate over next Projected Average Annual Growth Rate over next
ten years: ten years:
Year Projection | 2009- 2010- | 2011- | 2012- | 2013- Year Projection 2009- 2010- | 2011- | 2012- | 2013-
Made: 2010 | 2011 | 2012 | 2013 | 2014 Made: 2010 2011 | 2012 | 2013 | 2014
Elementary 1.72% | 1.44% | 159% [ 1.18% | 1.44% || Elementary 1.34% | 157% | 16% | 1.31% | 1.30%
Middle 1.93% | 1.67% [ 1.94% | 159% | 1.58% || Middle 1.53% | 1.84% | 2.01% | 1.64% | 1.42%
High 18% | 157% | 1.73% | 1.60% | 1.27% || High 1.38% | 1.59% [ 1.61% | 1.43% [ 1.35%
5. Recommendation - Use statistics as noted. Recommendation - Use statistics as noted
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Section 11

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: Standard for:
Chapel Hill Carrboro School District Orange County School District
See Attachment 11.E.1 See Attachment I11.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 I1.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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Section 11

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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Section HI

I1l. 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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Section HI

School Adequate Public Facilities Ordinance

Process 1 - Capital Investment Planning (CIP)
CIP
Projection Method Approval
(Historical Membership® - (Proposed New Construction
plus Hypothetical Growth Rate i.e. School Capacity
Added by number seats & year)

58

0

Actual Adjustments
(Current Year Actual Replaces Past Year
Membership Projection)

CAPS

System?
(Certificate of
Adequate Public
Schools)

\

e

'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)

“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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Section HI

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 I1.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
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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 CAPS System
L.~ Certified Capacity AC*=SC? - (ADM*+ND1°+ND2%+...)
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
6 >(IZ(TAG:Ir:’)S approved development AC0 - Issue CAPS
o Tota?%nits P AC<O0 - Defer CAPS to later date

b. Single Family
c. Other Housing®

'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.

’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

48
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CHCCS Student Projections @@

REVISED 2/20/@014

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 @

OC Planning

10 Year Growth

5 Year Growth

3 Year Growth

Average

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 44 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 /Zﬁ (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 4,537 4,517 5,167 5,167 5,167 5,167 5,167 5,506 5,506 %b\ 5,506 5,506 6,120 \5\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

Actual - % Level of Service

Average - % Level of Service 96.7%

98.6%

100.3%

101.7%

103.3%

104.5%

105.8%

107.1%

108.5%

1.41%]

1.57%]

1.15%]

1.24%|

1.30%)

Annual Student Growth Rate (3) 1.47%[ 2.00%| 1.69%| 1.23% 1.31%
Per November 15, 2005 Certified Capacity Calculations, CHCCS projects Elementary #10 opening for school year 2008-09. In accordance
Elementary #9 opens in fall 2003 with additional 619 seats I with BOCC adopted School Construction Standards, elementary schf)o\ capacity totals 600 students. ! lE\ementary School #11 opens with 585 seats. I
. o ) Important Note: Per 2005 of School Ci Work Group, Grades K-3 class size reduced from 1:23 to
indicates when district surpasses Schools APFO recommended Level of Service 1:21 the year Elementary #10 opens (to allow for prior Legislative Action re: reduced class size)
™ 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.
@ 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.
@ Annual growth rate calculated using actual membership for years 2000-01 through 2012-13 and average membership for years 2013-14 through 2022-23
@ 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.
CHCCS Student Projections ®
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 @
OC Planning
10 Year Growth
5 Year Growth
3 Year Growth
Average
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
Actual - % Level of Service

Average - % Level of Service

00.1%

100.6%

101.9%

104.0%

106.4%

108.3%

110.6%

Annual Student Growth Rate (3)

\0.76%)

0.50%

1.24%)|

2.13%)|

2.32%

1.78%

2.11%

indicates when district surpasses Schools APFO recommended Level of Service

“
(2
)

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

CHCCS Student Projections ®

[Cu\breth addition proposed to add 104 seats

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 @

OC Planning

10 Year Growth

5 Year Growth

3 Year Growth

Average

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 4,219 210 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) a77) ©) 83 176 182 (584) (5 (613) (623) \ (549) (467) (499) (458) (437) (369) (281) (251) (212) (177) (150) (64) 6
Actual - % Level of Service 97.6% 104.2% 109.7% 112.8% 115.8% 116.0%

Average - % Level of Service

100.5%

103.5%

104.5%

106.1%

108.4%

110.1%

Annual Student Growth Rate (3) 1.08%|

0.54%|

1.78%)|

0.75%|

0.96%|

0.65%|

2.10%|

1.65%

indicates when district surpasses Schools APFO recommended Level of Service

“
@
[©

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

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. Phoenix Academy High School becomes offical high school

high school #3 opens in fall 2007 with 800 additional seats I
starting 2010-11 school year with 40 student capacity




OCS Student Projections

REVISED 2/21/2014

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 @ 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 3,457 3,550 3,575 3,578 3,601 3,637 3,674 3,710 3,748 3,785
5 Year Growth 3,471 3,580 3,619 3,634 3,663 3,700 3,737 3,774 3,812 3,850
3 Year Growth 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\,1\18 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) (6%81 (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 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% 30% 1.92% 1.64% 0.88% 1.14%| 2.39%)| 1.18%| 0.84%| 1.13%| 1.30%| 1.29%| 1.28%| 128%|  1.17%
additional 100 new seats @ Hillsborough Elementary
indicates when district surpasses Schools APFO recommended Level of Service Important Note: Per 2005 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
@ 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. 5, 2009, Grades K-3 class size reduced from 1:23 to 1:21 with opening of CHCCS Elementary #10-Morris Grove
@ 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. (clalicwiorfpriorfleaistativeiectionireTieducedlclaslSize)
@ Annual growth rate calculated using actual membership for years 2000-01 through 2013-14 and average membership for years 2014-15 through 2023-24
@ 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.
OCS Student Projections®
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 @ 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 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 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% 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
@ 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.
? 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.
@ Annual growth rate calculated using actual membership for years 2000-01 through 2013-14 and average membership for years 2014-15 through 2023-24 lmlddle School 73 opens i Tall 2006 with 700 additional seats I
OCS Student Projections @
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 @ 2,463 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 il 66 42 37 63 25
Capacity - 100% Level of Service 1,518 1,518 518 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 2354 (690) (631) (461) (394) (349) 32) (316) 41) (336) (275) (124) (18) (33) (28) 29 94 95 161 203 239 303 328
110% Level of Service 1,670 /@0 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 7 83 (942) (883) (713) (646) (602) (585) (572) (597) (592) (531) (368) 62) (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. 89.2% 94.9% 99.3%
Average - % Level of Service 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% 5% 1.40% 4.58% -0.61%| 0.18%| 2.40%| 2.63%| o.os%l 2.59%| 1.62%| 1.39% 2.36%|  0.93%
|cedar ridge high opens with 1,000 seats in fall 2002 i i [orange Figh capacity decreased, per OPT 5y
Partnership Academy Alternative School capacity added ]
indicates when district surpasses Schools APFO recommended Level of Service

@ 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.

? 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.

@ Annual growth rate calculated using actual membership for years 2000-01 through 2013-14 and average membership for years 2014-15 through 2023-24

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.

Partnership Academy Alternative School relocated - capacity added




ORANGE COUNTY
BOARD OF COMMISSIONERS

ACTION AGENDA ITEM ABSTRACT
Meeting Date: March 18, 2014
Action Agenda
Item No. 6-e

SUBJECT: Durham-Chapel Hill-Carrboro Metropolitan Planning Organization
Member Agencies Memorandum of Understanding Revisions

DEPARTMENT: Planning and Inspections PUBLIC HEARING: (Y/N)
ATTACHMENT(S): INFORMATION CONTACT:

1. Flowchart of the MOU Revision Process Bret Martin, Transportation Planner, 245-
2. Updated MOU with Changes Noted 2582

3. Existing MOU (Executed 1994) 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 MPQO’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 MPQO’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





