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Approach for Activity Node Discussion

Presentation of Current Definition, incl.
mix, composition, and intensity
Environmental Setting

Structured “Decision-Tree” Discussion

d a Node be in the Plan? If so, ...
d it be renamed? (Activity Node? Other?)
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ne Node be moved?
ne size of Node be changed?
ne mix of uses be changed?

ne total amount, type, intensity/density

of any uses be changed?
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Mixed Use
Node
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Mixed Use

Current Draft
Plan:
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Mixed Use Node Discussion
. Current Draft Plan: Office/Employment

~ 460 Acre “Node” located Acres 218

around NC 751 and Floor Space | 1,661,814
Lewter Shop Road Area

Employees 6,315

Commercial/Retail _ _
Residential
Acres 24

Floor Space 188,179 GEIES 2l
Max. Dwellings 1,744

Max. Density 8 du/ac
Population 4,888
K-12 Students 506

Employees 470

7 Floor Space given in square feet.




Pictures of Existing Mixed
Use Node Area




Pictures of Existing Mixed Use
Node Area




Pictures of Existing Mixed Use
Node Area- “Development”
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USGS & Soils Streams
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Approach for Activity Node Discussion
Presentation of Current Definition, incl.
mix, composition, and intensity
Environmental Setting

Structured “Decision-Tree” Discussion
Should a Node be in the Plan? If so, ...

Should it be renamed? (Activity Node? Other?)
Should the Node be moved?

nould the size of Node be changed?
nould the mix of uses be changed?

nould the total amount, type, intensity/density
of any uses be changed?
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A. Discussion

Should there be a Node?
Should it be renamed?
Should it be moved?

B. Chatham Proposal
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Current Plan (V #5)
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® Chatham Proposed Plan (v #6a) /o




County Line Rd -

love Rural
Buffer East to
NC 751




® Chatham Proposed Plan (v #6a) [

County Line Rd

Node Option 5o
Smaller Node
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® Chatham Proposed Plan (v #6a)

Node Option 3
Smaller Node




Should the Node be moved?

Environmental Data for

Chatham Proposal
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Chatham Stream Buffers
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| Chatham Proposed Plan (v. #6a) -
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Should the Node be moved?

Cary Proposal
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Fearrington
Village




Fearrington
Village
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Current Plan (v #6)
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Use 2 Smaller Node
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Cary Proposed Plan (v #6b) “3' o
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Cary Proposed Plan (v #6b)
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Should the Node be moved?

Cary Proposal: Envisioning

Acreage Potential
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NC 751 Node
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Should the Node be moved?

Regional and Environmental

Comparisons and Evaluation for
All Three Plans (v. 6, 6a, 6b)
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Current Plan (v. #6)
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Chathm Proposed Plan (v 6a)
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