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Changes to the Region 
 

In 2017, there were 1,926,247 people living in the Triangle J region, a 14% increase over 2010. This 

growth rate is almost twice that of the state of North Carolina (8%) over the same time period. Net 

migration accounts for two thirds of the population growth, and the region has welcomed more than a 

third of all new residents who have moved to the state.   

Of the top ten municipalities experiencing the fastest growth in the region between 2010 and 2017, 

seven are in Wake County, including Rolesville (67%), Fuquay-Varina (42%), Morrisville (36%), Holly 

Springs (32%), Apex (30%), Knightdale (27%), and Clayton (25%). (NC OSBM). 

While employers in the healthcare, education, and technol-

ogy sectors still account for much of the private employ-

ment in the region, grocery and other retailers including 

Wal-Mart, Target, and Harris Teeter have earned a spot in 

the top ten largest private employers (Triangle Business 

Journal). Public employers, including the State of North Car-

olina, Wake County Public School System, UNC-Chapel Hill, 

UNC Health Care, and NC State University remain among 

the largest overall employers in the region.  

In addition to large employers, the region has seen a surge 

in small startups, entrepreneurship activity, and co-working 

spaces to support these businesses, such as American Un-

derground, Raleigh HQ, The Frontier, and others.  In the 

March 2017 Metro Startup Economy Index, which 

measures a normalized percentage of job postings contain-

ing the word “startup,” Raleigh-Durham ranked 17th out of 

all metro areas in the United States. 

Natural disasters have impacted the Triangle 

J region significantly in the past several years. 

In 2016, Hurricane Matthew caused wide-

spread damage in the eastern half of the 

state.  Five of the region’s seven counties—

Chatham, Johnston, Lee, Moore, and Wake—

sustained damage from the storm and the 

flooding after the storm passed.   In these five 

counties, over 3,000  claims for Individual 

Assistance were filed, and $7.4 million in Pub-

lic Assistance claims were approved. Many 

communities experienced infrastructure 

The Triangle J Region’s  

Top Ten Largest Private Employers 

 Duke University and Health System 

 Wal-Mart 

 WakeMed Health & Hospitals 

 IBM 

 Target Corp. 

 UNC Rex Healthcare 

 SAS Inc. 

 Cisco Systems 

 Harris Teeter 

 Blue Cross and Blue Shield of North 

Carolina 

Triangle Business Journal, July 2018 

NC National Guard assisting NCDOT with assessing damage and 

stabilizing roads after Hurricane Matthew. (CC BY-ND 2.0) 
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damage due to flooding including roads and bridges, lifts and pump stations, wastewater facilities, city 

parks, and greenways.  In Johnston County, the farming community sustained nearly $19 million in 

crop, livestock, and structural losses (Rebuild NC).  In fall of 2018, the Triangle J region was impacted by 

two additional hurricanes about a month apart—Hurricane Florence in September, and Hurricane Mi-

chael in October.  Six of the region’s counties were declared and designated for Individual Assistance, 

including Chatham, Durham, Johnston, Lee, Moore, and Orange. The effects of these hurricanes are still 

being assessed; U.S. EDA has funded the hiring of a regional disaster recovery coordinator to identify 

potential resiliency, mitigation, and economic recovery from the flooding damages associated with 

these storms. 

The Triangle J region continues to grapple with fast population growth and strong economic develop-

ment, but the benefits and challenges of its growth are not felt evenly across the region. With one of 

the state’s most populous counties, (Wake, with over a million residents), and almost thirty municipali-

ties with fewer than 10,000 residents, the region has a geographic and demographic diversity, spanning 

urban, suburban, and rural contexts. This diversity can be challenging. Within the NC Department of 

Commerce’s County Distress Rankings (Tier System), small low-wealth communities that are located in 

wealthier counties face barriers to accessing many state funding programs that are tied to the tier sys-

tem rankings. Traffic congestion is an increasing issue, as over a quarter of all workers in the region 

commute to work in a different county from where they live.  This diversity can also present opportuni-

ties, as the spectrum of natural, cultural, and social resources supports a wide range of industries, in-

cluding pharmaceutical, technology, healthcare, education, agriculture, manufacturing, and tourism.  

Accomplishments 

Economic Development District Designation 

The Triangle J Council of Governments Economic Develop-

ment District (EDD) received federal designation from the 

U.S. Economic Development Administration (U.S. EDA) on 

February 8, 2018. Prior to this designation, Triangle J was on-

ly one of two regions in the state that did not have an Eco-

nomic Development District. The Triangle J EDD geographic 

boundary includes Chatham, Durham, Johnston, Lee, Moore, Orange, and Wake Counties.  This desig-

nation opens up opportunities for member governments in the region, as the U.S. EDA provides fund-

ing for projects that meet the economic development needs of distressed communities. Triangle J 

serves as the liaison between the U.S. EDA and eligible applicants in the EDD.     

Equitable Growth Profile 

In 2012, the Research Triangle Region’s economy could have been 

more than $20 billion stronger if there were no economic differ-

ences by race. That was one of the significant findings of the Equita-

ble Growth Profile, a partnership between the Triangle J Council of 

ii 
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Governments, Kerr-Tar Regional Council of Governments, PolicyLink, and the USC Program for Environ-

mental and Regional Equity (PERE). This data-driven analysis provides an evidence-based foundation 

for understanding the challenges and opportunities of our region’s shifting demographics. Ensuring 

that communities of color are full and active participants in the region’s economy is critical to the next 

generation of growth and economic development. By developing good jobs and paths to financial secu-

rity for all, creating opportunity across the region, and strengthening education from cradle to career, 

Research Triangle leaders can put all residents on the path toward reaching their full potential, secur-

ing a brighter future for the whole region. 

Regional Summits 

Triangle J COG hosted its first Regional Summit in 2017 in Clayton, NC. The topic was “A Future Togeth-

er, Connecting Our Urban & Rural Communities.” In the Triangle J region, the diversity of our commu-

nities—in geography, demography, and community—is our greatest opportunity. Approximately 200 

attendees came together at this summit to focus on the interconnections between urban and rural 

communities, and celebrate the opportunity and growth our region has seen due to its unique urban-

rural diversity.   

In 2018, the Regional Summit focus was “Economic Growth Knows No Boundaries.” Held in Sanford, 

NC, this summit included sessions that focused on the impacts of our region’s economic growth, and 

examined how partnerships can help communities adapt and remain strong moving forward.  Over 200 

attendees came to sessions on equitable growth, data, affordable housing, water infrastructure plan-

ning, transportation, and citizen engagement.  

 

iii 



  The Triangle J Region in 2018 

| P a g e  

Priorities for 2019-2020 

In this next year, the Community & Economic Development program at TJCOG will focus on three main 

work streams—housing, resiliency, and workforce development — in addition to supporting a CEDS 

strategy refinement and providing technical assistance to our member governments.  

CEDS Strategy Refinement & Outreach 

In the spring and summer, TJCOG will reconvene the CEDS steering committee, made up of economic 

developers and other stakeholders to review drafted CEDS revisions and refined strategies.  This com-

mittee will also help establish goals and focus for the Community & Economic Development program in 

FY20. As part of ongoing outreach, TJCOG releases a quarterly newsletter with data, research, events, 

and resources related to economic development in the region.  

Technical Assistance 

Triangle J staff are available to help member governments and economic development stakeholders 

with mapping, data, research, grant writing, and other tasks that can help them accomplish economic 

development projects in their communities.  In addition, the TJCOG Legislative Committee is supporting 

the research and writing of two white papers on topics of interest to our members, including one on 

the County Distress Rankings (Tier System), and a second on a topic to be determined.  

Housing 

Triangle J will continue to facilitate regional coordination around affordable housing in relation to 

transit investments, as housing and transportation are typically the top two largest household expens-

es. As part of this work, Triangle J maintains county-level affordable housing inventories, and will con-

tinue to expand and update these inventories with new data on an annual basis. Similarly, housing per-

formance metrics help assess the regional housing needs, supply, opportunities, and continuing chal-

lenges.  Staff will update these on an annual basis. Finally, Triangle J is seeking funding to better coordi-

nate home repair delivery through facilitating Home Repair Collaboratives at the county level.  

Resiliency 

The Triangle Regional Resiliency Assessment, prepared by the National Environmental Modeling and 

Analysis Center (NEMAC), was presented at a regional event on November 9th, 2018. The assessment 

assesses asset/threat pairs and identifies options to build resilience for climate-related threats for the 

Town of Cary, Town of Chapel Hill, City of Durham, City of Raleigh, Durham County, and Orange Coun-

ty. Triangle J staff will look to implement findings of the Triangle Regional Resiliency Assessment in the 

partnership communities, and expand the research and assessments to additional communities.  

Workforce Development 

Four Workforce Development Boards span the seven counties in the Triangle J region, and engaging 

them more closely in the CEDS update is a key priority for this year. In addition, later in the year Trian-

gle J plans to host a regional economic and workforce development summit, convening Workforce De-

velopment Boards, community foundations, community colleges, chambers of commerce, downtown 

development agencies, and other stakeholders for a regional conversation.  

iv 
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Executive	Summary 

The Triangle J Council of Governments has undertaken the development of the Triangle J regional 

Comprehensive Economic Development Strategy (CEDS) as part of the statewide  NC Tomorrow           

Ini a ve, which aims to create a more uni-

form, coordinated approach to economic 

development  planning across our state.  In 

this ini a ve, led by the North Carolina 

Associa on of Regional Councils, regional 

CEDS are developed by each of the 16    

regional councils across the state, with the 

ul mate goal of combining them to create 

a statewide strategic plan. 

The regional CEDS takes a comprehensive 

view of economic development, combining 

more tradi onal economic development 

issues such as industry cluster analysis, 

marke ng and business recruitment with 

broader infrastructure planning, communi-

ty development and workforce develop-

ment concerns.  

The regional CEDS will benefit the Triangle J region in three important ways: 

The CEDS is to be combined with those of the other regional councils across the state, and then 

submi ed to the Economic Development Administra on (EDA) for approval.  Upon approval, 

organiza ons in the Triangle J region will be eligible to compete for assistance under EDA’s 

public works program, economic adjustment program, and many of its planning programs. 

The CEDS highlights key priori es, or “game changers,” on which the region can work together to 

achieve significant results.  By marshaling resources and fostering collabora on, local           

communi es and regional organiza ons can make progress in these cri cal areas. 

The CEDS iden fies important regional interests.  Communi es seeking to advance projects in     

these iden fied areas can use the CEDS to demonstrate that their projects are not just of local 

concern, but support broader regional interests. 

Triangle J region, with coun es and municipali es 
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To develop the CEDS for the Triangle J region, leaders in business, economic development, academia 

and government came together to contribute their professional exper se and unique perspec ves.  

Results from focus groups and surveys led to the development of key themes and were combined with 

the work of the Advisory Commi ee to analyze the strengths, weaknesses, opportuni es and            

challenges for the region. This work formed the basis for the objec ves, ac ons and strategies            

presented under four overarching goals in the strategic plan:   

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

The Triangle J Council of Governments has taken the lead role in developing the Region J CEDS, but it 

will take the concentrated energy, resources and knowledge of many strategic partners to complete 

the ac ons, meet the objec ves and accomplish the goals. The CEDS contemplates a five-year horizon 

(2013-2017), but recognizes that achieving the objec ves will, in most cases, be more long term; the 

plan will require update and renewal as the five-year term ends. 

The Triangle J Council of Governments views this plan as a star ng point, which takes the good work 

already being done in the region and moves it forward, bringing the public and private sectors together 

to con nue to achieve great things.  As the plan is implemented, it will be reworked, retooled and    

refined, reflec ng the best that the region has to offer, now and in the future. 

       

Establish &  
Maintain Robust 
Infrastructure 

Build a Regional 
Compe ve  
Advantage &  
Leverage the  
Marketplace 

Create  
Revitalized and 

Vibrant  
Communi es  

Develop Healthy 
and Innova ve  

People  

Another way of expressing the Region’s strengths 
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Introduction 

    

Establish &  

Maintain Robust 

Infrastructure 

Build a Regional 

Competitive  

Advantage &  

Leverage the  

Marketplace 

Create Revitalized 

and Vibrant  

Communities  

Develop Healthy 

and Innovative  

People  

The Comprehensive Economic Development Strategy (CEDS) for the Triangle J region examines local 

economic development needs and priorities and recommends an approach to achieving sustainable 

economic development.  The CEDS is the result of a process developed with broad based and diverse 

community participation.  The CEDS identifies strengths and weaknesses of the region’s economy, as 

well as opportunities and challenges for economic development. The regional CEDS takes a               

comprehensive view of economic development, combining more traditional economic development 

issues such as industry cluster analysis, marketing and business recruitment with broader                    

infrastructure  planning, community development and workforce development concerns.  

The regional CEDS focuses on four overarching goals: 

Why is this important in the Triangle J Region? 

The CEDS can be used as a regional strategy to coordinate economic development efforts across the 

seven-county Triangle J region.  By coordinating and prioritizing goals and objectives, the CEDS helps 

regional stakeholders take a more targeted approach to economic development by creating partner-

ships and leveraging local, state, regional, and federal resources. 

How will the regional CEDS be used? 

The CEDS is designed to support regional economic development efforts and local communities in a 

number of ways:   

The CEDS produced for the Triangle J region is to be combined with those of the other regional 

councils across the state, then submitted to the Economic Development Administration (EDA) 

for approval.  Upon approval, organizations in the Triangle J Region are eligible to compete 

for assistance under EDA’s public works program, economic adjustment program, and most 

of its planning programs. 
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The CEDS highlights a select few priorities on which the region can work together to achieve         

significant results.  By marshaling resources and fostering collaboration, local communities    

and regional organizations can make progress in these critical areas. 

The CEDS identifies important regional interests.  Communities seeking to advance projects in          

these identified areas can use the CEDS to demonstrate that their projects are not just of local 

concern, but support broader regional interests. 

How will the CEDS be implemented in the Triangle J region? 

While the Triangle J Council of Governments has taken the lead role in developing the Region J CEDS, it 

will take the concentrated energy, resources and knowledge of many strategic partners to complete 

the actions, meet the objectives and accomplish the goals. The CEDS contemplates a five-year horizon 

(2013-2017), but recognizes that achieving the objectives will, in most cases, be more long term; the 

plan will require update and renewal as the five-year term ends. 

The Triangle J Council of Governments expects to act as convener for implementation of the regional 

CEDS, bringing together strategic partners to undertake specific objectives.  Members of the Advisory 

Committee have expressed interest in meeting periodically over the course of the next five years to 

monitor the progress of the CEDS.  
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Developing the Region J CEDS:  People and Process 

Engaging Regional Leaders 

To develop the Region J CEDS, the Triangle J Council of Governments set out to engage leaders in    

business, economic development, academia and government who create, influence and support the 

climate of collaboration and innovation that makes and keeps the region economically competitive.   

An Advisory Committee of 66 leaders representing all seven counties in the region provided oversight, 

guidance and review of the Region J CEDS, contributing their professional expertise and unique         

perspectives.  Among those, 16 provided additional assistance, serving on the Technical Review        

Subcommittee.  A four-member Steering Committee met regularly with the project team staff to       

contribute regional knowledge and depth of experience in economic development and assure           

integration of the Region J CEDS with existing plans and activities throughout the region.  

The Triangle J Council of Governments appreciates the contributions made by the following individuals 

and their organizations in developing and supporting the Region J CEDS: 

NC Tomorrow Advisory Committee – Triangle J Region 

Ted Abernathy, Southern Growth Policies Board 
Mason Ailstock, Research Triangle Foundation 
Peggy Anderson, Johnston County Economic Development 
Dwight Bassett, Town of Chapel Hill Economic Development 
Jerry Beckman, SEPI Engineering* 
Brian Bock, Chatham County Board of Commissioners  
Kirby Bowers, Triangle J Council of Governments 
Steve Brantley, Orange County Economic Development 
Adam Bruggemann, Institute for Emerging Issues 
Larry Caddell, Moore County Board of Commissioners 
Hill Carrow, Sports & Properties   
Bo Carson, Research Triangle Regional Partnership*  
Jeff Carver, Johnston County Board of Commissioners 
David Clay, Central Carolina Hospital 
Paul Coble, Wake County Board of Commissioners 
Bill Coleman, SAS Institute* 
Pat Corso, Moore County Partners in Progress 
Pat Coughlin, Moore County Chamber of Commerce 
Nancy Creamer, NCSU Center for Environmental Farming Systems* 
Patrick Cronin, Institute for Emerging Issues* 
John Crumpton, Lee County Government 
Drew Cummings, Durham County Government* 
David Diaz, Downtown Raleigh Alliance 
Kevin Dick, City of Durham Office of Economic and Workforce Development 
Settle Dockery, York Properties 
Doug Doris, Central Carolina Hospital 
Rebecca Dunning, NCSU Center for Environmental Farming Systems* 
Chuck Elliott, Johnston Health 
John Geib, Duke Energy 
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(Advisory committee—continued) 
 
Michael Haley, Wake County Economic Development 
Charles Hayes, Research Triangle Regional Partnership 
Robert Heuts, Lee County EDC*  
David Johnson, Johnston Community College 
Sandy Jordan, Cary Chamber of Commerce* 
Bob Joyce, Sanford Area Chamber of Commerce 
Matty Lazo-Chadderton, Office of the Governor - Hispanic & Latino Affairs* 
Wayne Loots, Wake Technical Community College 
Timothy Lucas, Wake Technical Community College* 
John May, Robins May & Rich 
Joe Milazzo, Regional Transportation Alliance 
Jenny Mizelle, Town of Holly Springs 
Crystal Morphis, Lee County Economic Development 
Lee Anne Nance, Research Triangle Regional Partnership 
Michael Page, Durham County Board of Commissioners 
Bernadette Pelissier, Orange County Board of Commissioners 
Brad Phillips, Time Warner Cable 
Brooks Raiford, North Carolina Technology Association 
Ellen Reckhow, Durham County Board of Commissioners* 
Dianne Reid, Chatham County Economic Development* 
Liz Rooks, Research Triangle Foundation 
James Sauls, Raleigh Economic Development 
Harvey Schmitt, Greater Raleigh Chamber of Commerce 
Brian Schneidermann, Self Help Credit Union 
Pamela Senegal, Central Carolina Community College* 
Jim Seymour, Town of Fuquay-Varina* 
Nellie Shipley, Womble Carlyle Sandridge & Rice 
Linda Shook, Lee County Board of Commissioners 
Joan Siefert Rose, Council for Entrepreneurial Development* 
Ryan Simons, Town of Selma 
Thomas Stith, UNC Kenan Flagler Business School* 
Lou Tapper, Longistics International 
Katherine Thomas, Progress Energy 
Nancy Welsh, Builders of Hope 
Mike Wilkins, North Carolina Biotechnology Center 
Beth Yerxa, Triangle Art Works 

* Technical Review Subcommittee Member 

NC Tomorrow Steering Committee – Triangle J Region 

Kirby Bowers, Triangle J Council of Governments 
Bo Carson, Research Triangle Regional Partnership  
Michael Haley, Wake County Economic Development 
Tom White, NC State University Economic Development Partnership 
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The CEDS Process 

Background and Data Collection 

In developing the Region J CEDS, Triangle J Council of Governments drew on existing plans in the    

region, collected demographic data and solicited the thoughts and opinions of leaders throughout 

the region.  While recognizing the region’s many strengths, a concerted effort was made to              

determine those areas where gaps exist or improvements could be made.   

An online regional survey asked participants to rate the importance of various objectives and        

evaluate the region’s readiness in each.  The 132 respondents gave the highest importance ratings to 

two objectives:  

1. Foster the development, recruitment and retention of a skilled workforce (96% rated 

it as Very Important); and 

2. Develop a long-term, comprehensive water resources plan for potable water, 

wastewater, and stormwater (rated as Very Important by 89%).  

Regarding preparedness, in workforce development 28% of respondents rated the region as very    

prepared, while 49% considered the region’s preparedness to be average.  For water resources     

planning, only 9% of respondents rated the region as being very prepared, with 58% rating the      

region’s preparedness as average. Complete results of the regional survey are presented in the      

Appendices of this plan. 

To further understand the perceptions and opinions of leaders throughout the region, 14 focus 

groups were held, including at least one in each of the region’s seven counties. One hundred sixty-

seven individuals participated in focus groups, which asked participants to discuss each of the four 

overarching goals of the strategic plan, paying particular attention to areas where gaps exist or       

 

Themes  
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improvements could be made.  Focus group results were compiled and analyzed, resulting in thirteen 

key themes. Eleven of these were specifically incorporated into the strategic plan; two were               

determined to be cross-cutting, to be addressed throughout the plan.  Key themes developed from the 

focus groups contributed to the SWOC analysis and also formed the basis for objectives, strategies and 

actions in the strategic plan. The focus group key themes are presented in the Appendices.    

To provide additional perspective on the region’s progress, status and economic future, one-on-one, 

hour-long interviews were conducted with three key leaders:  Ted Abernathy, Executive Director of the 

Southern Growth Policies Board; Jim Goodmon, President and CEO of Capitol Broadcasting Company; 

and Jim Hunt, former North Carolina Governor (1977-85 and 1993-2001), now with the firm Womble 

Carlyle Sandrige and Rice.  Their thoughts and comments reinforced findings from the focus groups and 

provided rich history about the evolution of leadership in the region. 

Demographic data was collected from reliable sources and compiled, resulting in a set of metrics      

applied to each of the seven counties in Region J.  The data was rolled into a regional profile, presented 

later in this plan. Demographic profiles for each of the counties present an interesting and informative 

view and appear in the Appendices.  

The Triangle J region has benefited from significant work already accomplished and underway in        

strategic economic development planning, undertaken by the 13-county Research Triangle Regional 

Partnership, as well as through the various county economic development corporations, Chambers of 

Commerce and related organizations.  To capture the essence of those plans and use them as building 

blocks for the CEDS, existing plans were collected, reviewed and summarized. The summary is           

presented as part of the regional profile in this plan. 

A compilation of Capital Improvement Programs (CIPs) from counties and municipalities across the 

region provides insight into infrastructure planning, as well as the revenues needed to meet those 

plans. The Triangle J Council of Governments collected Capital Improvement Programs covering 2012 – 

2017 from the six counties and 23 municipalities that have current CIPs. The data was standardized to 

accommodate thirteen investment categories and a report was prepared that presents key                 

observations, along with collected data presented in charts and graphs. While the report does not list 

specific projects, it does show the bigger picture of where the region is focusing its resources over the 

next five years and provides the potential for neighboring municipalities to collaborate on capital     

projects and share resources. The regional CIP report for 2012 is included in the Appendix to this plan. 

The underlying project lists may be made available by the counties and municipalities whose CIPs con-

tributed to the report. 

 

Key Themes and Priorities 

Key themes from the focus groups formed the basis for discussion among the members of the 

Technical Review Subcommittee and the Steering Committee, as the objectives, strategies and actions 
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evolved. Priority-setting exercises with the Advisory Committee were used to test the elements of the 

plan and elicit feedback. The Advisory Committee and Steering Committee were also called upon to 

identify strategic partners to engage to lead and support work under specific objectives of the        

regional CEDS.  

While the comprehensive nature of the CEDS causes it to address a broad range of topics, an            

additional benefit for the Triangle J region comes from identifying a limited number of high-priority 

initiatives that could propel the region’s economy and have significant, long-term impact across the 

region.  These game-changing initiatives require a focused, concentrated effort from a broad base of 

the region’s leadership, with a commitment to collaborate and contribute to successfully achieve 

them.  This was explored with the Advisory Committee, who reviewed strategic objectives drawn 

from the focus group themes. Using Audience Response System technology, they identified the       

following as the highest priorities, the real game changers for the region: 

Support, promote and improve the development of skilled workers who are prepared 

to enter the workforce upon graduation from high school, two-year certification      

programs or full degree programs; and   

Acknowledge and address the need for improved early education as a necessary      

element of a successful workforce.  

As a result, these priorities were given additional emphasis in the development of the CEDS, 

where they were translated into two specific objectives.  

The Advisory Committee also conducted a SWOC analysis, identifying the strengths, weaknesses,    

opportunities and challenges for the region. Results were combined with comments gathered from 

the focus groups.  The SWOC analysis is presented later in this plan.  

 

CEDS Framework to CEDS Document 

The strategic plan framework established in the statewide, uniform approach required attention to 

objectives that while important, did not particularly arise from the focus group or other committee 

discussions. These were addressed by the project team, with assistance from the Steering Committee 

and specific members of the Advisory Committee whose expertise was closely aligned with the        

objective topic.  As strategies and actions were completed for each of the goals and objectives, they 

were presented in draft form for review and comment in a series of workshops offered throughout 

the region, as well as through a survey offered on the project website.  

The completed strategic plan for the Triangle J region consists of four overarching goals established in 

the statewide initiative, leading to 21 objectives, 37 strategies and 133 actions. The strategic plan   

reflects the region’s approach to achieving the statewide goals, while presenting a unique strategy to 

address the issues that are most on the minds of leaders across the Triangle J region. 
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Triangle J Region 

The seven-county Triangle J region is located in the central Piedmont of North Carolina, covering nearly 

4,000 square miles.  Of the seven counties, four are considered rural (Chatham, Johnston, Lee and 

Moore) and three are urban (Durham, Orange, and Wake).  The Triangle J region is home to Raleigh, 

North Carolina’s capital, along with two more of the 10 most populous municipalities in the state – 

Durham and Cary.  Interstate highways 40, 85 and 95 all run through the region, providing access to 

over 65% of the nation’s population within a day’s drive.  The region’s varying landscape, from rolling 

hills and fertile agricultural lands to Sandhills to bustling urban centers, makes it a diverse and beautiful 

part of the state.  Home to three Tier 1 research universities, four colleges and five community colleg-

es, the core of Region J is considered among  the most highly educated areas in the country. 

As of 2010, there were 1,680,877 people living in the Triangle J region, equal to approximately 17.6% 

of the state’s population.  The region has experienced growth almost twice that of the state of North 

Carolina since the 1990s; the population grew by 37% from 1990 (920,000) to 2000 (1.25 million), then 

by another 33% from 2000 to 2010. Though most communities in the region experienced population 

growth in this period, Wake County had vastly higher growth rates than the other counties.  Among   

the region’s municipalities, Rolesville (317%), Morrisville (257%) and Holly Springs (168%) grew at            

staggering rates between 2000 and 2010, while Goldston (-16%), Kenly (-15%) and Smithfield (-5%)   

decreased in population.   Consistent with the national trend, the region is experiencing the browning 

and graying of the population—the white population is shrinking and the black population is fairly   

stagnant, while the Asian and Hispanic populations are growing. The Hispanic population in the region 

more than doubled from 2000 to 2010.  In addition, the population of people 65 years and older is 

growing, and is expected to continue in this direction, while the 20-44 age group is on the decline.  In 

general, the region’s older population is predominantly white and the younger generations are more 

diverse, including the Generation Next (0-14 years old), which is less than 60% white.  This changing 

face of the region will largely influence policy, politics, and 

how we approach education and economic development in 

the future.   

The Triangle J region is highly educated:  more than 50% of 

the population has at least an Associate’s Degree and 16% 

have a Graduate Degree, compared with the state of North 

Carolina as a whole, where 34% of the population has at 

least an Associate’s Degree and 9% have a Graduate       

Degree.  The educated workforce, the influence of the    

universities, and the focal point of Research Triangle Park 

have combined to attract research and technology-based 

industries that seek the region’s highly-trained workers. 

The Triangle J Region’s  

Top Ten Largest Employers 

 Duke University and Health System 

 State of North Carolina 

 Wake County Public Schools 

 IBM 

 North Carolina State University 

 WakeMed Health & Hospitals 

 Food Lion 

 Rex Healthcare 

 Cisco Systems 

 SAS 
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The Triangle J region is recognized for being a leader in the following industries:  

Advanced Medical Care 

Agriculture Biotechnology 

Analytical Instrumentation 

Biological Agents and Infectious Diseases 

Cleantech 

Defense Technologies 

Informatics 

Interactive Gaming and E-Learning 

Nanoscale Technologies 

Pervasive Computing 

Pharmaceuticals   

 

The Triangle J region, like the rest of the state, experienced an economic shift over the past couple  

decades, with a decline in manufacturing, construction, and agriculture and the rise of jobs in service, 

finance and real estate, and public administration.  The average annual wage in the region is $37,080, 

varying widely from county to county ($32,032 in Chatham - $63,232 in Durham), and lower than the 

state’s average of $41,132.  The regional average per capita income is $27,469, which is higher than 

the state’s per capita income of $24,745. Though still lower than those for the state of North Carolina, 

poverty rates across the region have increased since 2000, with an especially high rate among those 

under 18 years old (20%).  In addition to having diverse industries and incomes, the Triangle J region 

has a fluid and far-reaching labor shed.  Seventy-one percent of workers in the Triangle J region work in 

their county of residence, and workers spend an average of almost 24 minutes commuting to work.   

With no current regional mass transit, commute times are likely to increase as the growing population 

contributes to more congested roadways.   

The region is expected to grow by another 37% by 2030, ending  the decade with an estimated 2.3    

million people.  The relatively low cost of living, varied communities to live in, availability of diverse 

jobs, presence of top-rate universities and natural beauty of the Triangle J region continue to make it a 

place where people want to live.  Policy makers and leaders must figure out how to accommodate the 

continued growth and changing demographics while preserving the characteristics that make the     

Triangle J region  strong, vibrant and attractive. 
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 3,945 square miles—

the Triangle J region 

is comprised of seven 

counties: Chatham, 

Durham, Johnston, 

Lee, Moore, Orange 

and Wake  

 1,680,877 people—

the Triangle J  

region’s 2010  

population   

 The region’s  

population grew by 

33% between 2000 

and 2010 and  is  

projected to grow by 

another 36.5% from  

2010-2030 

 Region J’s Hispanic 

population grew 

from 6.3% in 2000 to 

11.7% in 2010 

Sources: 

 Tax Base: NC Dept of Revenue 

 Population-US Census & NC 
State Demographer (estimates) 

 Age Groups: US Census & NC 
State Demographer (estimates) 

 Race & Ethnicity: US Census 

http://www.dornc.com/publications/taxable_real_property.html
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 25.8%—More than 

a quarter of the 

people in the       

Triangle J region 

are ‘Millenials’,        

between ages 14 

and 34 

 10.3% of the popu-

lation in the region 

is 65 years old or 

older 

 Whites make up 

58.3% of Gen Next 

and 81.5% of the 

Silent Generation in 

the region 

 In the Triangle J 

region between 

2000 and 2010, 

crime rates for all 

crimes in went up 

except for motor 

vehicle theft 

Generation ages: 

Gen Next: 0-14 

Millenials: 15-34 

Gen X: 35-44 

Boomers: 45-64 

Depression*: 65-80 

Silent**: 81+ 

 

*-Named for those 

people who were 

children of the 

Great Depression 

(born 1930-1945) 

**-Born before 

1929 

Source: 

“Generation Y:  

America’s New 

Housing Wave,” 

Urban Land Jan/

Feb 2011, pp. 64-66 

Sources: 

 Generations: US Census 

 Crime: NC Department of 
Justice 

http://crimereporting.ncdoj.gov/Reports.aspx
http://crimereporting.ncdoj.gov/Reports.aspx
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 The average      

teenage pregnancy 

rate in the Triangle J 

region in 2010—

41.7 per 1,000 15-

19 year old girls 

 181,863 housing 

units were built in 

the region between 

2000 and 2010 

 The regional        

average adult     

obesity rate (27.8%) 

is lower than the 

rate for the state of 

NC—29% 

 In 2010 the region 

had 235,070 people 

without health    

insurance—14.4% 

of the population 

Sources: 

 Housing Units: US Census 

 Teenage Pregnancy: APPCNC 

 Poverty: US Census 

 Adult Obesity: Centers for Disease Control 

 Childhood Obesity: Eat Smart Move More NC 

 Non-insured: US Census 

http://www.appcnc.org/data/map
http://apps.nccd.cdc.gov/DDT_STRS2/CountyPrevalenceData.aspx?mode=OBS
http://www.eatsmartmovemorenc.com/Data/Texts/NCNPASS%202009%20County%202-18%20Years.pdf
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 In both 2000 and 

2010 the Triangle J 

region was predomi-

nantly service      

industries.  Public 

administration jobs 

have increased, and 

manufacturing    

decreased 

 The regional        

unemployment rate 

in 2011 was 10.5%, 

it was 3.7% in 2000 

 The average median 

household income 

for the region in 

2010 was $51,996, 

up from $43,509 in 

2000. 

 The Triangle J      

regional average 

per capita income in 

2010 was $27,469 

Sources: 

 Employment Sectors: NC Employment Security Commission  

 Unemployment:  NC Employment Security Commission  

 Median HH Income: US Census 

 Per Capita Income: US Census 

 Food Stamps:  US Census 

Average Annual Wage Employment 
% of Population re-
ceiving food stamps 

2000 2010 2000 2010 2010 

$27,998 $37,080 686,020 779,090 7.4% 

file://tjcog.org/voa/public/PLANNING/Development-Infrastructure/4907-Dev%20and%20Infrastructure%20Partnership/CIP%20files/CIP%20Study%202012/Demographic%20data/ent%20Security%20Commission%20%20http:/eslmi23.esc.state.nc.us/ew/MainMSAPR.asp?Report=1&Year=20
file://tjcog.org/voa/public/PLANNING/Development-Infrastructure/4907-Dev%20and%20Infrastructure%20Partnership/CIP%20files/CIP%20Study%202012/Demographic%20data/ent%20Security%20Commission%20%20http:/eslmi23.esc.state.nc.us/ew/MainMSAPR.asp?Report=1&Year=20
http://apps.nccd.cdc.gov/DDT_STRS2/CountyPrevalenceData.aspx?mode=OBS
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 The average com-

mute time to 

work in the region 

in 2010 was 23.7 

minutes 

 71%—the percent 

of Triangle J     

region residents 

who work in their 

home county 

 The region has 

640 family child 

care homes and 

778 child care 

centers 

 The high school 

drop out rate in 

the region has 

continually fallen 

since SY 06-07 

 Dropout rates are 

calculated by   

dividing the    

number of drop-

outs by the total 

number of        

students 

Triangle J  Region 

Residents Commute 

Patterns 

Sources: 

 Commute Times: US Census 

 High School Drop Out Rates: NC Dept. of Public       

Instruction  

 Commute Patterns: CTPP 

 Child Care Facilities: NC Dept. of Child Development 
and Early Education 

  Chatham Durham Johnston Lee Moore Orange Wake 

Work in county 46.9% 70.1% 48.7% 71.3% 79.0% 59.8% 82.4% 

Work out-of county 53.1% 29.9% 51.3% 28.7% 21.0% 40.2% 17.6% 

http://dpi.state.nc.us/research/discipline/reports/
http://dpi.state.nc.us/research/discipline/reports/
http://ncchildcaresearch.dhhs.state.nc.us/Result_Search.asp
http://ncchildcaresearch.dhhs.state.nc.us/Result_Search.asp
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 50.4% of the Trian-

gle J region’s     

residents have an 

Associate’s Degree, 

Bachelor’s Degree 

or Graduate      

Degree 

 86.5% have      

graduated from 

high school 

 63.2% of 3-4 year 

olds in the Triangle 

J region were    

enrolled in Pre-K 

programs in 2010 

 The number of  

doctorate degrees 

among the region’s 

residents grew by 

38.9% between 

2000 and 2010, a 

slightly faster rate 

than the            

population growth 

(33%) for the same 

period 

Sources: 

 Educational Attainment: US Census 

 Doctorate Degrees: US Census 

Doctorate Degrees 

  Number % of Population 

2000 20,724 2.5% 

2010 28,792 2.7% 
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Staying on Top: Winning the Job Wars of the       
Future 

Research Triangle Regional Partnership 

13-county region 

2004-2009 

 

Main Goal:  Generate 100,000 new jobs and 
increase employment in all 13 counties of the 
Research Triangle Region 

 

Strategies:   

Organize economic development strategies 
around industry clusters with a       
demonstrated or emerging competitive 
advantage 

Build a competitive advantage 

Create job opportunities using a balanced  
approach of targeted recruitment, global 
brand recognition, business creation and 
existing business retention and innovation 

Build a competitive advantage 

Integrate the region's higher education       
resources into all economic development 
efforts 

Develop people 

Develop creative, inclusive approaches to   
improve rural prosperity. 

Create revitalized communities 

Create agile leadership networks to respond 
to market challenges, changes and        
opportunities 

Build a competitive advantage 

 

 

 

The Shape of Things to Come 

Research Triangle Regional Partnership 

13-county region 

2009-2014 

 

Main Goal:  Promote increased innovation 
among businesses, entrepreneurs and leaders 
and make the region more attractive to new 
and expanding companies that can grow and 
create jobs. 

 

Strategies:   

Business Growth: Attract, grow and support 
targeted industry clusters (new and 
emerging) 

Build a competitive advantage 

Product Development: Preserve and enhance 
the region’s competitive business climate, 
infrastructure and quality of life   

Build a competitive advantage 

Regional Collaboration: Engage regional     
leaders and partner organizations in     
ensuring economic competitiveness 

Build a competitive advantage 

 

 

 

Existing Economic Development Plans 

This section provides an overview of regional and county level economic development plans from the 
Triangle J region.  Common strategies found in the plans were expanding business retention and 
attraction programs, creating jobs, and engaging local leaders in economic development.  Each plan 
description below includes the main goal of the plan, the strategies used to achieve the main goal, and 
the connection to the goals of the Triangle J Regional CEDS. 
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Reality Check 

Urban Land Institute – Triangle and Triangle         
Tomorrow 

15-county Reality Check region 

2009 

 

Main Goal:  Begin a long-range planning and 
implementation process to help leaders and 
residents envision alternative growth scenarios 
for the future through educational and          
outreach initiatives. 

 

Strategies:   

Form Reality Check Action Committee to advise 
during planning and implementation 

Create “Reality Check Quality Growth Initiative” 
to address the three guiding principles,    
organize task forces, and engage in          
outreach activities 

 

Guiding Principles:   

Transit – Improve regional transit, matching 
land use decisions with transit investments 

Vibrant Centers – Reinvest in city and town   
centers, promote compact development, 
density and mixed-use, including a balance 
of jobs and housing 

Green Space – Define appropriate growth & 
preservation areas to protect open space, 
agricultural land and natural resources,  
especially water supply and quality 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Focusing All Eyes on the Horizon 

Research Triangle Regional Partnership 

13-county region 

March 2006 (expired) 

 

Main Goal:  To create, implement, align, and 
coordinate regional international activities to 
contribute to the region's future                    
competitiveness. 

 

Strategies:   

Support and maintain the World Trade Center 
North Carolina as the locus of international 
activities for the region 

Organize and promote a seamless and value-
added system of global trade assistance for 
businesses 

Develop an aggressive and targeted marketing 
program to attract foreign direct              
investment 

Build a competitive advantage 

Elevate the regional brand globally 

Build a competitive advantage 

Create materials and events to further educate 
about the issues of global economic        
competitiveness 

Develop and coordinate opportunities to max-
imize the benefits from business engage-
ment with foreign businesses, leaders,    
regions, and citizens 

Build a competitive advantage 

Proactively coordinate the region’s economic 
activities associated with international   
business and trade, and develop research 
and marketing to support the region’s    
global positioning and competitiveness 

Build a competitive advantage 
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Innovations at Emerging Intersections: A     
Strategy to Maintain the Research Triangle  
Region’s Competitiveness in Life Sciences 

Research Triangle Regional Partnership 

13-county region 

April 2006 (expired) 

 

Main Goal:  Maintain the Research Triangle  
Region's position as a global leader in life      
sciences by improving the region's life sciences 
infrastructure, increasing intellectual capacity, 
consistently engaging all participants in the  
industry, and focusing on the emerging          
intersections of innovation.   

 

Strategies:   

Focus on emerging areas at the intersections of 
innovation (i.e. biodefense, industrial     
biotechnology) 

Capture the manufacturing that results from 
local discovery 

Build a competitive advantage 

Increase broader industry interaction and     
engagement 

Build a competitive advantage 

Expand the region’s entrepreneurship support 
and capital infrastructure  

Build a competitive advantage 

Intensify industry-focused outreach, promotion 
and media placement 

Build a competitive advantage 

Expand collaborative efforts to include all life 
sciences support companies and              
organizations within region 

Expand the labor pool available to the life     
sciences industry 

Develop people 

 

 

 

Chatham County Economic Development      
Strategic Plan 

Kenan Flagler Business School 

1 county (Chatham) 

June 2008 

 

Main Goal:  Create more and better jobs where 
people live 

 

Strategies:   

Actively market commercial and industrial sites; 
develop a group of cluster leaders from 
local businesses; explore development of 
RTP-branded technology park 

Build a competitive advantage 

Expand business retention programs 

Build a competitive advantage 

Organize an entrepreneurial support network, 
with ties to business support services 

Build a competitive advantage; Create 
revitalized communities 

Expand greenways; engage in planning in      
unincorporated areas; encourage         
downtown revitalization 

Create revitalized communities 

Promote water and sewer expansion and       
Internet access expansion; conduct an     
inventory of existing infrastructure 

Establish infrastructure 

Expand staff at the Economic Development   
Corporation; form committees to address 
above strategies; EDC leadership begin to 
advise county and municipalities on policy 
issues 
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Vision 3D* 

Greater Durham Chamber of Commerce 

1 county (Durham) 

2009-2013 

 

Main Goal:   Bolster business development, job 
creation, and community image, and ensure    
economic prosperity for its residents   

 

Strategies:   

Expand business retention services, strengthen 
business recruitment practices, and provide 
accurate and useful business and               
demographic data 

Build a competitive advantage 

Enhance the skill sets of existing workforce and 
attract new talent aligned with the needs of 
the local economy 

Develop people 

Engage the business community in supporting 
local, regional, and state initiatives to       
enhance the community 

Build a competitive advantage 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

* Currently being updated 

 

 

Lee County Community Vision Initiative 

Sanford Area Chamber of Commerce 

1 county (Lee) 

2010 - 2015 

 

Main Goal:  To be a leading, dynamic              
community; to create a sense of place that 
attracts citizens and visitors to the opportunities, 
services, and entertainment of a well-centered 
community 

 

Strategies:   

Create a visual and performing arts district in 
Historic Downtown Sanford 

Create revitalized communities 

Effectively communicate the assets of public and 
private enterprises to the market and pro-
mote the area  

Build a competitive advantage 

Prepare the community to take advantage of 
lifelong learning opportunities through      
educational institutions 

Develop people 

Be a welcoming and nurturing community 

Be a safe place to life, work, and play  

Create revitalized communities 

Provide a strong and diverse economic base    
fostering innovative opportunities for good 
jobs and wages 

Preserve the natural environment in order to 
enhance livability and property values as Lee 
grows 

Improve infrastructure 

Grow by attracting and engaging citizens and 
balance growth  

Maintain and improve accessibility through     
policies that encourage cost-efficient,       
multimodal transportation 

Improve infrastructure 

Be a healthy community, both physically and 
mentally 

Develop people 
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Investing in Innovation 

Orange County Economic Development         
Commission 

1 county (Orange) 

2005 (expired) 

 

Main Goal:  To create new private sector jobs in 
Orange County and add new commercial       
property. 

 

Strategies:   

Form public-private partnerships to create a 
stronger business climate and Orange will 
have a clear set of guidelines designed to 
sustain and nurture businesses 

Build a competitive advantage 

Put infrastructure in place to support the goals 
of increasing the commercial tax base and 
retaining and attracting businesses 

Improve infrastructure 

Put in place effective systems to train and    
support residents and those who work in    
Orange 

Develop people 

Have thriving partnerships among govern-
ment, business, non-profits, UNC, and   
congregations to ensure the county is a 
great place to live and work 

Build a competitive advantage 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Edge 4 

Greater Raleigh Chamber of Commerce 

1-county 

2010-2014 

 

Main Goal:  In Wake County, this plan will    
create 50,000 net new jobs, increase effective 
buying income by 25 percent, and increase 
industrial and commercial tax base by 25    
percent.   

 

Strategies:   

Expand employment in targeted growth      
clusters by supporting and marketing a 
regional “brand” 

Build a competitive advantage 

Recruit new businesses in targeted clusters 
to create jobs and investment 

Promote the retention and expansion of      
existing businesses with a focus on         
targeted clusters 

Build a competitive advantage 

Focus on recruiting talented workers in    
specific industry clusters 

Develop people 

Support local, regional, and statewide      
policies that encourage population 
growth and maintain a high quality of 
life 
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2012 – 2013 Program of Work 

Moore County Chamber of Commerce 

1-county 

2012 – 2013 

 

Main Goal:  Promote a progressive, internally-
focused approach to growing and supporting 
local businesses for new job growth and        
sustainability 

 

Strategies:   

Investing in Moore Forward: cultivating and 
supporting innovation and economic and 
social entrepreneurship 

Investing in a skilled workforce: exploring the 
opportunity for a new Medical/
Technology-oriented magnet high school 

Develop people 

Investing in community health and the future 
of farming: promoting and empowering 
the agricultural community through a  
Local Food Systems initiative 

Develop people 

Investing in asset development and regional 
collaboration: determining the viability of 
the MegaPark 

Build a competitive advantage 

Investing in a vibrant and sustainable base of 
human and intellectual capital: promoting 
Moore’s cosmopolitan lifestyle and amen-
ities to attract young professionals,      
families, military, and retirees to our com-
munities 

Create revitalized communities 

Investing in mindful growth: expanding 
Moore’s presence as a regional shopping 
destination  

Investing in the plethora of cultural resources: 
leveraging local artistic and cultural assets 
and development opportunities to further 
enrich our quality of life 
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SWOC Analysis 

The review of strengths, weaknesses, opportunities and challenges, or SWOC analysis, is a component 

of the strategic planning process.  It identifies the conditions internal to a community (strengths and 

weaknesses) and the forces acting on a community (opportunities and challenges), which affect a com-

munity’s growth.  Strengths and weaknesses reflect current circumstances, whereas opportunities and 

challenges are future-oriented.  The Triangle J Region SWOC analysis was compiled with results from 

surveys, focus groups, and input from the Advisory Committee and the project team.  It identifies the 

elements that contribute to or constrain the economic growth of the Triangle J region.  The analysis for 

the Triangle J region is organized to follow the four overarching goals of the CEDS.  

Goal Number One 
Build on the Region’s Competitive Advantage  
and Leverage the Marketplace 

  STRENGTHS  Deeply established 11 industry clusters  
 Technology transfers 
 Existence of a high level of talent and skilled workforce 
 Home to three Tier 1 research universities and five community        

colleges 
 Established culture of innovation and creativity 
 Recognized brand of the Research Triangle region with a well-

developed marketing plan 
 Diversity of communities, diversity of environments (urban and rural) 
 Fertile ground for entrepreneurship 

  WEAKNESSES  Constrained access to venture capital funding 
 Limited direct service flights to the West Coast and international  
      destinations 
 Absence of many corporate headquarters 
 Lack of incubators and wet lab space 
 Fragmented regional perspective contributes to inter-community 
      competition 
 Multiple configurations define the region (dependent on                    

organizational actor) 

  OPPORTUNITIES  Existing programs to attract venture capital 
 Collaboration between academic institutions, businesses and  
      governments for increased innovation, responsiveness to region  

needs 

  CHALLENGES  Airline service routes are dependent on established market demand 
 Access to large quantities of clean water 
 Avoiding complacency due to past successes 
 Cultivating an environment of continued collaboration as new 
      leadership moves to the region 
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Goal Number Two 
Establish and Maintain a Robust  

Regional Infrastructure 

  STRENGTHS  Accessible transportation options including road, rail, and air 
 Collaboration between transportation planning organizations (DCHC, 

CAMPO, TARPO) 
 Several counties with reliever airports 
 Extensive greenways network 
 High quality healthcare facilities 
 Diverse housing stock 

  WEAKNESSES  Increasing congestion on the roadways 
 Absence of a comprehensive, regional water plan 
 Insufficient presence of extensive high speed internet network 
 Limited affordable housing options near employment centers and      

urban areas 
 Lack of direct service flights to certain domestic and international        

locations 
 No coordinated, single, regional transit system and incomplete transit  
        authorization 

  OPPORTUNITIES  Growing support for a regional light rail project 
 Regional planning efforts specializing in water and transportation 
 Expanded access to water through an inter-basin transfer 
 University and community collaboration on a regional fiber internet   

project 
 Increasing regional collaboration on “big ticket items”                            
       (i.e. transportation, water, etc.) 

  CHALLENGES  Impending population growth straining infrastructure capacity—
including water supply and access and transportation networks 

 Coordinating among 7 counties and 43 municipalities for regional        
solutions 

 Underestimation of the power of infrastructure investment 
 Many actors in the infrastructure space create uncertainty in               

collaboration and end goals 
 Coordination of water supply and use across county lines 
 Differing levels of technical skill and planning capabilities across the   

region 
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Goal Number Three Create Revitalized and Vibrant Communities 

  STRENGTHS  Strong local identity 
 High quality of life 
 Extensive cultural, leisure and entertainment options 
 Increased emphasis on downtown revitalization leading to improved 

downtown stock 
 Improved reputation as a cultural hub 

  WEAKNESSES  Fragmentation among communities 
 Commuter patterns decrease identity with local community 
 Lack of understanding or parking availability and older parking        

infrastructure 
 Lack of understanding of how to implement mixed-use development 

and its benefits 
 Struggle to balance the urban-rural divide 
 Underutilized sharing of best practices from community to             

community 
 Limited affordable housing options constrain ability to live near work 

  OPPORTUNITIES  Regional planning efforts aimed at addressing the urban-rural divide 
 Increasing importance placed on living in walkable urban cores, and 

near work 
 The re-invention of Research Triangle Park 
 Increased parking revenues by improving infrastructure 
 Become a trend setter in mixed-use development 
 Growing support for sustaining and expanding a local food economy 

  CHALLENGES  Lack of a regional identity to promote collaboration 
 Flight of young people from rural areas to urban areas 
 Creating structure to enhance the sense of regional identity 
 Sharing prosperity across the region 
 Protecting our green space and natural environment in the face of 

large scale growth 
 Connecting vibrant communities so the whole is greater than the sum 

of the parts (“community of communities”) 
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Goal Number Four Develop Healthy and Innovative People 

  STRENGTHS  Three Tier 1 research universities and five community colleges 
 Diverse and growing population 
 Strong local food movement 
 Strong local healthcare options 
 Well-educated population 
 Collaboration between industry and education—customized industry      

dollars 
 Adaptable learners that can quickly pick up new tech skills (video 

games, social media, etc.) 
 Abundant access to recreational opportunities 

  WEAKNESSES  Gap in technical skills in workforce 
 Lack of municipal athletic and active living facilities 
 Poor patterns of physical activity and healthy eating 
 Lack of career education in K-12 
 High poverty rates lead to many socio-economic challenges 
 Lack of emphasis on early childhood education 
 Limited communication regarding economic development strategies 

and workforce training programs 

  OPPORTUNITIES  Strengthen alignment between high school courses and community 
college courses 

 Make people more aware of amount of positions that require post-
secondary credentials, not necessarily degrees 

 Greater investments in early childhood education 
 Increased programming between high schools and post-secondary    

educational institutions to strengthen the pipeline from school to work 
 Expanded private industry scholarships for skills training and              

certification 

  CHALLENGES  Decreased state funding for education 
 Ability to leverage the medical and educational systems to promote 

healthy living 
 Impending retirement of baby boomers 
 Difficulty coordinating action across many regional stakeholders and 

actors (such as K-12 schools, universities, community colleges, pre-K) 
 Cultural stigma attached to technical work or community college and 

vocational education 
 Seamless integration of health and education programs from              

pre-school to post-secondary 
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Strategic Plan for the Triangle J Region 

The following pages contain the strategic plan for the Triangle J region, a document that reflects the 

contributions of leaders in business, economic development, academia and government throughout 

the seven counties that constitute North Carolina’s Region J.  The plan is built on the framework set 

out by the North Carolina Association of Regional Councils for the NC Tomorrow initiative.  The uni-

form framework establishes four overarching goals and a series of objectives for each.  Regions are 

free in this process to add objectives that are not already identified, and such has been done for the 

Triangle J region.  The result is a strategy that is consistent with the uniform goals and objectives, but 

is customized to address those issues that are most pressing on the minds of the region’s leaders. 

In developing the strategy, the Triangle J region applied the following guidance: 

Goals are general, often intangible, outcomes that move the region towards its vision. Goals 

are aspirational.  Directional progress towards the goal should be definable, but it is often diffi-

cult to capture a goal by precise metrics.    

Objectives are tangible milestones that define progress towards achieving goals.  Ideally, ac-

complishment of all the objectives results in accomplishment of a goal.  Objectives should be 

clear enough so that there can be little doubt whether, or to what degree, an objective has 

been achieved;  performance measures and time frames are often part of objectives. 

Strategies are elements of work necessary to accomplish the objectives. Undertaking the strat-

egies is designed to achieve the objectives.   

Actions are the specific activities undertaken by a defined organization – and Actions may be 

broken down into Tasks – work that is assigned to specific teams or individuals.  Actions and 

tasks might best be thought of as tactical work elements, while goals, themes, objectives and 

strategies are strategic work elements.  In the Triangle J regional CEDS, tasks have not been 

identified and are to be determined as the plan is implemented. 

Lead Agency Partners are those identified who are already performing significant work in the 

region relative to a specific objective.  Lead agency partners have not been identified for all of 

the objectives in the plan. Those who have been identified and have accepted the lead role are 

specifically named; in other cases a group has been named, such as chambers of commerce or 

community colleges.  Where the lead agency partner is yet to be determined, it is indicated 

and the initial action under that objective is set out to accomplish this; frequently a suggested 

partner is listed.   

Public/Private Partnerships are those strategic partners – organizations or groups – that are 

needed and can expect to be called on to work with the lead agency partner to accomplish the 

Actions. 
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Estimated Costs – The plan calls for an estimation of costs anticipated to achieve each objec-

tive. Because cost estimates can vary greatly depending on the specific work undertaken, the 

Triangle J region chose to use a relative scale: 

Cost Estimate Scale 

    $ Can accomplish with existing staffing levels and revenue allocations 

    $$ May require reallocation of existing staff and revenues  

    $$$ Requires modest increase in staff and revenues 

    $$$$ Requires additional staff and/or increased revenues 

    $$$$$ Requires significant additional staffing and/or new revenue sources 

 

Alignment of Resources – The plan acknowledges that many stakeholders will need to com-

bine their resources in order to achieve the objective.  The sources set out in this section are 

intended to suggest, rather than obligate resources at this time. 

Barriers and Issues have been identified and described in brief, to lend a level of insight into 

those things to be taken into consideration as implementation begins. 

Suggested Performance Measures are set out as examples; it is expected that these will be 

refined with implementation. 

The Triangle J Council of Governments views this plan as a starting point, which takes the good work 

already being done in the region and moves it forward, bringing the public and private sectors to-

gether to continue to achieve great things.  As the plan is implemented, it will be reworked, retooled 

and refined, reflecting the best that the region has to offer, now and in the future. 
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Goal Number One 
Build on the Region’s Competitive Advantage 
and Leverage the Marketplace 

Objective 1 Identify the region’s clusters of economic development that offer 
competitive advantages 

Strategies Strategy 1 
Research and identify key industry clusters and emerging  
clusters, building on regional plans already in place 

Lead Agency Partner Research Triangle Regional Partnership 

Public/Private 
Partnerships 

Called upon, as needed 

Actions 1. Identify the technology areas within industry that the region 
leads, or has the potential to lead 

2. Regularly review and update cluster analyses 

3. Utilize location quotients or other tools to compare the         
Triangle J region to its key competitors 

Estimated Costs $$$ 

Alignment of Resources Research Triangle Regional Partnership, private companies, higher 
education 

Barriers/Issues  Quickly changing technologies landscape 

 Identifying those clusters that transcend both urban and rural 
geographies and that are less likely to be outsourced 

Performance Measures  Convening clusters 

 Providing data on cluster announcements 

 Use triple helix model of economic development 

 Evaluating future clusters of competitiveness 
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Goal Number One 
Build on the Region’s Competitive Advantage 
and Leverage the Marketplace 

Objective 2 Develop a regional plan to leverage the region’s competitive      
advantages 

Strategies Strategy 1 
Periodically update regional plans already in place 

Lead Agency Partner Research Triangle Regional Partnership 

Public/Private 
Partnerships 

Called upon, as needed 

Actions 1. Monitor progress on regional goals and objectives every five 
years 

2. Update the regional demographic profile, including socio-
economic and employment sector data 

3. Execute action items within the strategic plan 

4. Tightly align regional and county-level economic development 
strategies and provide services and programs for  economic 
development partners 

5. Engage local elected officials to promote and support the    
regional plan by offering a seminar about the regional plan and 
the element of economic development success 

Estimated Costs $$$$$ 

Alignment of Resources Research Triangle Regional Partnership, private companies,       
institutional partners 

Barriers/Issues  Resources available to implement the plan 

Performance Measures  Report on the execution of action items within the strategic 
plan 

 Update the regional stakeholders on progress of the             
strategic plan 
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Goal Number One 
Build on the Region’s Competitive Advantage 
and Leverage the Marketplace 

Objective 3 Conduct an analysis that identifies the existing and potential      
improved place brand for the region 

Strategies Strategy 1 
Develop and implement an expanded brand recognition campaign 
that supports recruitment of targeted companies, entrepreneurs 
and talent 

Lead Agency Partner Research Triangle Regional Partnership 

Public/Private 
Partnerships 

Called upon, as needed 

Actions 1. Identify the region’s assets that form a unique and desirable 
place brand 

2. Develop a communications plan to promote the region’s 
brand, encourage engagement and support the region’s      
strategic plan 

Estimated Costs $$$ 

Alignment of Resources Research Triangle Regional Partnership, private companies,        
institutional partners 

Barriers/Issues  Region becoming complacent 

 Resources available to strategically brand the region globally 

Performance Measures  Rankings and accolades 

 Recruitment of companies in targeted clusters 



  Strategic Plan

34| P a g e  

Goal Number One 
Build on the Region’s Competitive Advantage 
and Leverage the Marketplace 

Objective 4 Develop a regional marketing plan 

Strategies Strategy 1 
Develop and implement a marketing plan specifically designed to 
attract new businesses in targeted clusters 

Lead Agency Partner Research Triangle Regional Partnership 

Public/Private 
Partnerships 

Called upon, as needed 

Actions 1. Develop and implement a marketing plan that focuses on the 
talent, resources, and quality of life available in the region as a 
strategic match for businesses in targeted clusters 

2. Develop a communications plan to promote engagement and 
support the region’s strategic plan, especially as it relates to 
targeted clusters 

Estimated Costs $$$$ 

Alignment of Resources Research Triangle Regional Partnership, private companies,       
institutional partners 

Barriers/Issues  Convening and support of partners to implement the        
marketing plan within the region’s strategic plan 

Performance Measures  Matrix of indices that are reported annually 
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Goal Number One 
Build on the Region’s Competitive Advantage 
and Leverage the Marketplace 

Objective 5 Identify new adaptive capabilities of the regional economy 

Strategies Strategy 1 
Foster an environment of collaboration and innovation among ac-
ademic institutions, businesses, and government 
Strategy 2 
Build on the region’s strengths to anticipate and respond to the 
changing business climate 

Lead Agency Partner Research Triangle Regional Partnership 

Public/Private 
Partnerships 

Higher education, institutional partners 

Actions 1. Increase communication opportunities through forums, 
meetings, and networking 

2. Monitor market trends through data analysis, surveys, and  
interviews with existing and new businesses 

3. Support efforts to develop the Convergence Center concept, 
an interdisciplinary, inter-institutional collaboration among 
the region’s universities and colleges to engender and pro-
mote capital investment and job creation in the  Triangle J   
region 

Estimated Costs $$ 

Alignment of Resources Higher education 

Barriers/Issues  Physical separation of stakeholders 

 Logistics of coordination 

 Recruitment 

 Funding needs 

Performance Measures  New companies / new product spin outs 

 New technologies 

 Patents developed 

 Student engagement 

 Number of meetings/networking/forums 
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Goal Number One 
Build on the Region’s Competitive Advantage 

and Leverage the Marketplace 

Objective 6 Provide support to encourage growth of existing businesses and 
attract new businesses 

Strategies Strategy 1 
Improve access to capital from regional and national resources, to 
support existing businesses and new business growth 
Strategy 2 
Ensure that entrepreneurial and small businesses are receiving 
support through all phases of the business cycle 

Lead Agency Partner Council for Entrepreneurial Development (entrepreneurial       
businesses), (partner for small businesses to be determined) 

Public/Private 

Partnerships 
Chambers of commerce, business incubators, economic              
development corporations 

Actions 1. Conduct an inventory of existing sources of start-up funding 
(regional and national) available to the region for business   
development 

2. Develop a regional clearinghouse to disseminate information 
about resources available to entrepreneurial start-ups and 
small businesses 

3. Create best practice guidelines and training programs to help 
entrepreneurial and small businesses seek funding or raise  
expansion capital 

4. Continue to conduct targeted recruitment of venture capital 
companies and corporate partnerships 

5. Identify and mobilize underutilized or rich resources within 
the region (businesses, organizations and individuals) to     
support start-ups and small businesses 

6. Cultivate homegrown institutions as sources of funding and 
other support for startups and small businesses 

7. Survey existing companies periodically to identify needs and 
potential moves 

8. Ensure that incentives are offered to significant expansions of 
existing industry as well as industry relocations 
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Estimated Costs $$$ 

Alignment of Resources Council for Entrepreneurial Development, NC Commerce, private 
companies, institutional partners 

Barriers/Issues  Resources available for implementation 

Performance Measures  Completion of initial inventory 

 Growth in funding inventory 

 Establishment of regional clearinghouse and measures of    
usage 

 Number of training programs offered and registrations 

 Funding support provided to start-ups 

 Business growth 
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Goal Number Two 
Establish and Maintain a Robust 
Regional Infrastructure 

Objective 1 Identify the region’s infrastructure assets (transportation, water/
sewer/gas, broadband, housing, etc.) 

Strategies Strategy 1 
Establish a regional databank of existing infrastructure 
Strategy 2 
Determine future capital needs to support infrastructure, growth 
and development 
Strategy 3 
Expand the number of state certified industrial sites in the region, 
as well as alternatively certified sites (for county level certification 
programs) 

Lead Agency Partner Triangle J Council of Governments 

Public/Private 
Partnerships 

Local governments, MPOs, Triangle Transit, utility companies, 
higher education, economic development corporations 

Actions 1. Compile maps and inventories of the region’s existing           
infrastructure 

2. Analyze local governments’ Capital Improvement Programs to 
understand infrastructure needs and projected spending      
priorities 

3. Offer technical assistance to local governments in the           
development of Capital Improvement Programs 

4. Support local efforts to achieve “shovel ready” certification for  
industrial sites 

Estimated Costs $$$ 

Alignment of Resources Local governments, institutional partners 

Barriers/Issues  Coordinating many partners 

 Compiling data from many different sources and making it   
uniform 

Performance Measures  Maps and inventories of existing infrastructure 

 Capital Improvement Program analysis 

 Technical assistance provided to local governments 
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Goal Number Two 
Establish and Maintain a Robust 
Regional Infrastructure 

Objective 2 Develop multi-modal transportation systems that address existing 
and future year mobility needs 

Strategies Strategy 1 
Increase regional transportation collaboration in planning,        
programs and project investments 
Strategy 2 
Expand transportation funding opportunities to support growth 
and development 

Lead Agency Partner Triangle J Council of Governments 

Public/Private 
Partnerships 

MPOs, RPOs, Triangle Transit, Regional Transportation Alliance’s 
Mobility Action Partnership (TriMAP), Joint MPO Land Use-
Transportation-Air Quality Technical Work Program, LUCID Forum, 
Triangle Main Line Forum 

Actions 1. Support programs and investments that match public and   
private land use and development decisions with existing and 
planned transportation investments 

2. Expand projects and programs – typically termed 
“Transportation Demand Management” – that influence     
employers and travelers to use the transportation system 
more efficiently through such means as public transit,       
ridesharing, walking, cycling and telecommuting 

3. Further the analysis and implementation of an expanded 
menu of transportation funding and financing options 

4. Advance efforts to collaboratively invest in the region’s main 
rail corridors to serve freight, interstate High Speed Rail,      
intercity rail, regional commuter rail and urban light rail in 
ways that are sensitive to the communities through which the 
rail lines run 

5. Pursue opportunities to expand airline service, especially to 
the West Coast and internationally 

6. Develop intermodal freight facilities in the region, focusing on 
locations with existing rail connections that could take         
advantage of links to east coast deep water ports expected to 
benefit from the expansion of the Panama Canal 

7. Support investments, including demonstration or pilot        
programs, in the uses of advanced technologies to make      
automobile, truck, rail and public transit travel safer, faster 
and more customer-friendly 
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Estimated Costs $$$$ 

Alignment of Resources Federal, State, Local sources 

Barriers/Issues  Differing viewpoints and priorities regarding transportation 

 Disaggregated decision-making and project implementation: 
multiple MPOs, RPOs, NCDOT divisions, transit providers,     
municipalities and counties 

 Limited funding for transportation projects, especially for   
non-automobile modes and “regional” or “local” tier roads 

Performance Measures  Proportion of workers at employers participating in TDM    
programs 

 Expanded transportation funding and financing options 

 Number of airline flights and routes from RDU 

 Number of intermodal freight facilities in the region 

 Vehicle miles of travel per capita 

 Number of travelers walking, biking and using transit 

 Number and proportion of jobs and population located within 
neighborhoods and activity centers well-served by transit 
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Goal Number Two 
Establish and Maintain a Robust 
Regional Infrastructure 

Objective 3 Ensure that water, sewer and natural gas infrastructure can      
accommodate future growth 

Strategies Strategy 1 
Develop a comprehensive regional water resources approach that 
takes into consideration how water resources fit with growth    
projections across the region  – includes raw water supplies, water 
treatment capacity,  water reuse, efficiency and conservation, and 
assimilative stream capacity to handle wastewater effluent and 
stormwater runoff 
Strategy 2 
Identify resources available from natural gas suppliers in the     
region to determine current capacity and plans for utility            
extensions; match with sites for potential development to          
determine adequacy 

Lead Agency Partner Triangle J Council of Governments 

Public/Private 
Partnerships 

NC AWWA-WEA, Jordan Lake Partnership, NC Rural Water          
Association, NC Water Resources Association, PSNC, economic  
development corporations 

Actions 1. Building on the Triangle Regional Water Supply Plan,;            
investigate the drivers of uncertainty in projection ranges (e.g. 
traditional vs. high efficiency use rates, water loss, variations in 
growth rates and methodologies, quality of base data, and  
system characteristics) 

2. Create an inventory of all current surface and ground water 
supply sources in the region; conduct comparative yield      
analysis; investigate opportunities for new or expanded water 
supply sources 

3. Investigate water and wastewater treatment capacity and   
opportunities for future expansion; investigate system         
interconnections and regional optimization of water and sewer 
service delivery 
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Actions 4. Create an on-line regional water supply dashboard  showing a 
standardized metric of public and private water supply status, 
water shortage response stage and applicable water            
restrictions or conservation measures by water service utility 

5. Develop and maintain minimum data standards for water use 
and accounting; promote data sharing and collaboration;    
encourage annual water audit for every public water system 
in the region 

6. Promote full-cost water and wastewater pricing including   
water supply protection; investigate innovative pricing models 

7. Promote water reclamation and non-potable water reuse; 
promote indirect potable reuse; promote rainwater,           
greywater and stormwater capture, treatment and reuse 

8. Assess regional water quality attainment measures; create 
regional water quality model and future scenarios; investigate 
assimilative capacity of surface waters; investigate costs/
benefits and potential market structures for crediting and 
credit trading; investigate most promising water quality    
strategies by county, municipality and development type 

9. Create local watershed plans region-wide beginning with    
water supply watersheds; identify degraded and threatened 
watershed functions and values, identify watershed             
restoration, enhancement and protection opportunities;     
establish collaborative watershed partnerships; establish and 
fund watershed coordinators; promote local watershed    
stewardship; encourage, support and incentivize watershed 
champions 

10. Investigate the options for governance, organizational,        
operational, staffing and legal structure of potential future 
river basin water resource management councils 

11. Meet with natural gas suppliers to discuss and review          
existing facilities and plans for added capacity 

12. Identify potential industrial sites in need of natural gas        
extensions to accelerate site development 
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Estimated Costs $$$$ 

Alignment of Resources Federal, State and Local governments; water and wastewater    

utility providers; higher education, water resource management  

councils 

Barriers/Issues  Insufficient resources currently available 

 Inconsistent drought and water supply metrics 

 Water and sewer rates insufficient to cover full costs of capital, 
maintenance, replacement and expansion 

 Current policies and codes hinder water reuse 

 Elevated nutrients in surface waters 

 Proprietary nature of natural gas lines and facilities 

Performance Measures  Regional Water Supply & Drought dashboard 

 Water supply source inventory 

 Full cost water and sewer pricing 

 Indirect potable reuse and large-scale water reuse 

 Regional water quality model with future strategies 

 Watershed plans, coordinators, and partnerships 

 Preferred options for Cape Fear and Neuse River Basin 
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Goal Number Two 
Establish and Maintain a Robust 
Regional Infrastructure 

Objective 4 Develop plans for the expansion of telecommunications and 
broadband infrastructure growth or identify their capacity is    
sufficient 

Strategies Strategy 1 
Draw on existing regional efforts to improve broadband access 
with the goals of attracting businesses and young people,            
improving teleworking options and expanding educational and 
healthcare access 

Lead Agency Partner NC Next Generation Networks partners 

Public/Private 
Partnerships 

Triangle J Council of Governments, higher education,                   
municipalities, NCDOT, Research Triangle Foundation, MCNC,     
potential service providers 

Actions 1. Support collaborations among universities, public agencies 
and the private sector to speed the development and            
implementation of next-generation network services 

2. Compile information and communicate it to elected officials 
and other decision makers about broadband and its value in 
economic development 

Estimated Costs $$$ 

Alignment of Resources Institutional partners, NCDOT, service providers 

Barriers/Issues  Limited deployment of fiber in the region 

 Pricing models for gigabit speed services that are not        
attractive to potential users 

 Establishing successful collaborations 

Performance Measures  Miles of optic fiber 

 Proximity of key points of demand to fiber resources 

 Increased or accelerated investments in broadband              
infrastructure 

 Availability and pricing of next generation network services 



  Strategic Plan

45| P a g e  

Goal Number Two 
Establish and Maintain a Robust 

Regional Infrastructure 

Objective 5 Develop equitable and affordable housing choices that address a 
wide range of incomes 

Strategies Strategy 1 
Develop local and regional housing approaches that consider local 
market conditions, work force needs and the value of living near 
work 

Lead Agency Partner To be determined 

Public/Private 
Partnerships 

Local governments, housing non-profits, Triangle J Council of   
Governments 

Actions 1. Identify and confirm lead agency partner 

2. Conduct a housing needs assessment for the projected      
workforce; identify gaps 

3. Develop a regional definition of “affordability,” in relation to 
comparable markets across the country 

4. Identify and promote the variety of housing markets             
represented in the Triangle J region 

5. Educate policy makers about the role affordable housing plays 
in supporting a healthy economy 

6. Build public awareness about the broad definition of        
affordable housing in order to reduce the stigma often         
associated with the phrase 

7. Encourage communities to include housing elements in their 
comprehensive plans 

Estimated Costs $$$ 

Alignment of Resources Non-profits, university resources, housing developers 

Barriers/Issues  Difficult economy for housing market 

 NIMBY opposition to affordable housing 

 Financial returns unattractive to private sector developers 

Performance Measures  Completion of housing needs assessment 

 Regional definition of affordability based on housing plus 
transportation costs 

 Single point for information/discussions of affordable housing 

 Housing elements in comprehensive plans 

 Increased stock of affordable housing near employment     
centers, community services and transit services 
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Goal Number Three 
Create Revitalized and 
Vibrant Communities 

Objective 1 Promote environmentally sustainable and healthy development 
patterns 

Strategies Strategy 1 
Work with local governments to improve development               
ordinances in the region 
Strategy 2 
Promote health as an integral aspect of the planning process and 
new development 
Strategy 3 
Develop and deploy tools and techniques to better understand 
the impacts and benefits of developments and investments, such 
as ‘triple bottom line’ economic calculators and quality               
development certification metrics 

Lead Agency/Partner Triangle J Council of Governments 

Public/Private  
Partnerships 

Local governments, Urban Land Institute, Active Living by Design,  

NC Sustainable Communities Task Force 

Actions 1. Collect and review unified development ordinances        
throughout the region 

2. Provide outreach to communities to convey the long-term 
benefits of sustainable development to economic vitality 

3. Offer technical assistance to communities that are interested 
in updating or creating their ordinances 

4. Bring together partners to continuously create, refine, analyze 
and communicate development scenarios for the region as a 
whole and for different portions of the region 

5. Research existing tools for evaluating the impacts and benefits 
of development investments; determine applicability to       
Triangle J region; adapt or develop a regional model 

6. Encourage healthy planning sections in comprehensive plans 

7. Expand bicycle and pedestrian facilities within and between 
communities 

8. Distribute information about grants and technical assistance 
for Health Impact Assessments 
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Actions 9. Encourage communities to conduct Health Impact                 
Assessments on proposed policies and developments 

10. Support the development of sports and recreation facilities to 
provide a wide range of experiences for all ages and abilities 

Estimated Costs $$$ 

Alignment of Resources Local governments, higher education, Triangle J Council of       

Governments, partner organizations 

Barriers/Issues  Lack of established mechanisms and funding sources to       
incorporate healthy and sustainable development 

 Limited staffing in many organizations to address topics 

 Negative view of  “sustainability”  

Performance Measures  Compilation of unified development ordinance sections       
addressing health and sustainability standards 

 Amounts and types of technical assistance provided 

 Established program to help organizations create and analyze 
development scenarios and their impacts 

 Comprehensive plans with health sections 

 Miles of sidewalks and bike facilities 

 Health Impact Assessments conducted 
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Goal Number Three 
Create Revitalized and 
Vibrant Communities 

Objective 2 Ensure that underserved and distressed communities are engaged 
in the planning process 

Strategies Strategy 1 
Develop and share alternative outreach methods that target     
underserved and distressed populations throughout the region to 
include them in planning processes 

Lead Agency/Partner Local governments 

Public/Private  
Partnerships 

Triangle J Council of Governments, community groups, faith-based 
organizations, social service agencies 

Actions 1. Identify underserved and distressed populations and            
determine current levels of participation in planning            
processes 

2. Organize an idea-exchange for elected officials and staff about 
innovative ways to engage underserved and distressed       
populations 

3. Use multiple avenues to communicate how planning is used 
and the importance of being involved in the planning process 

4. Canvass underserved neighborhoods and survey residents 

5. Hold public meetings at varying times of day to allow all       
interested parties to attend 

6. Encourage a diversity of residents to hold “planning parties” at 
their homes or neighborhoods where groups can discuss    
pertinent issues 

Estimated Costs $$ 

Alignment of Resources Local governments, community and faith-based organizations, 
social services agencies, state government 

Barriers/Issues  Lack of documents/websites addressed to non-English     
speaking populations 

 Availability of transportation to meetings/events 

 Staff needed to cover expanded outreach efforts 

Performance Measures  Increased diversity in planning participation 

 Planning events in targeted areas 

 Idea exchange forum for government staff 
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Goal Number Three 
  Create Revitalized and 
  Vibrant Communities 

Objective 3 Accelerate investments in healthy, safe and walkable           
neighborhoods 

Strategies Strategy 1 
Determine the status of neighborhoods in terms of health,   
safety and walkability 
Strategy 2 
Promote community engagement in neighborhood decision 
making 
Strategy 3 
Develop new and promote existing local policies to support 
community investment goals 

Lead Agency/Partner Local governments, Triangle J Council of Governments 

Public/Private  
Partnerships 

County Departments of Health and Human Services, Shape your 
World, Urban Land Institute 

Actions 1. Mobilize residents to conduct health, safety and walkability 
assessments of neighborhoods in the region 

2. Identify and prioritize community investments through   
public engagement 

3. Support policies that incentivize infill development in urban 
cores, town centers and designated activity centers 

4. Encourage mixed use development 

5. Prioritize bicycle and pedestrian infrastructure 

Estimated Costs $$ 

Alignment of Resources Local governments, Triangle J Council of Governments, public 
and private partners 

Barriers/Issues  Limited coordination between public health and planning 

 Difficulty retrofitting auto-oriented development 

 Complexity of financing for infill/urban development 

Performance Measures  Health, safety, walkability assessments done 

 Public involvement in prioritization processes 

 Incentives offered for infill 

 New sidewalks and bike infrastructure implemented 
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Goal Number Three 
   Create Revitalized and 
   Vibrant Communities 

Objective 4 Promote the restoration and preservation of urban and town 
centers and crossroads communities 

Strategies Strategy 1 
Stimulate private investment in urban and town centers and 
crossroads communities by leveraging public resources 
Strategy 2 
Identify opportunities for, and support investment in,            
community appearance and aesthetics through redevelopment 
and restoration 

Lead Agency/Partner Downtown development organizations, local governments 

Public/Private  
Partnerships 

Developers, economic development corporations, NC           
Commerce-Community Development, NC Rural Center 

Actions 1. Identify and support public-private partnership investments 
to provide civic, cultural, educational and enterprise-support 
facilities and services 

2. Encourage downtown development planning in communities 
in the region 

3. Inventory available properties that need restoration and/or 
preservation, including brownfields 

4. Establish business improvement districts in targeted areas 

5. Ensure that historic preservation and restoration tax credits 
are publicized 

6. Share best practices and policies that encourage downtown 
redevelopment and restoration 

7. Support and promote cultural arts venues and activities as 
catalysts for rejuvenating downtown redevelopment 

Estimated Costs $$$ 

Alignment of Resources Federal funding (e.g. Main Street), public-private partnerships 

Barriers/Issues  Limited funding 

 Scale of opportunities in smaller communities 

 Insufficient or deteriorating infrastructure 

Performance Measures  Inventory of available properties 

 New Business Improvement Districts in region 

 Tax credits claimed by developers/property owners 
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Goal Number Three 
    Create Revitalized & 
    Vibrant Communities 

Objective 5 Enhance job growth by building the local food economy,         
preserve and enhance residents’ connections to agrarian life 
and increase residents’ access to fresh locally grown foods 

Strategies Strategy 1 
Foster development of a sustainable local food economy from 
farm to fork including infrastructure and market development, 
farmer and new food business entrepreneurial support and   
improved access 
Strategy 2 
Promote land use policies and development standards that    
encourage preservation of working lands (rural and urban 
farms/ranches; community, school and homeowner gardens) 

Lead Agency/Partner Center for Environmental Farming Systems 

Public/Private  
Partnerships 

NC Cooperative Extension Service, NC Department of               
Agriculture & Consumer Services, NC Sustainable Local Food 
Policy Council, UNC-CH Center for Health Promotion & Disease 
Prevention, Carolina Farm Stewardship Association, NC Division 
of Public Health, NC Farm Bureau Foundation 

Actions 1. Develop county and regional Agricultural and Economic    
Development and Farmland Protection plans that support 
the local food economy 

2. Develop initiatives to connect food producers to local     
markets and institutions, including farm-to-school programs 

3. Conduct assessments of local food systems, including      
identification of infrastructure needs and business creation 
opportunities 

4. Invest in business planning and management support for 
local food and farming enterprises including, for example, 
new distribution, aggregation, processing centers and       
beginning farmer support 

5. Support and promote policies that dedicate vacant land and 
underutilized infrastructure to promote farm, garden, and 
agri-business market development 
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Actions 6. Determine current status of regional coordination among 
agricultural and economic development groups to        
enhance opportunities for addressing regional food      
system needs 

7. Develop measures to quantify the economic and social 
impact of locally-driven agri-food businesses and          
non-profit ventures 

8. Reduce development pressure on farmland by limiting 
utility extensions into those areas. 

9. Revise land use plans and zoning regulations and atlases 
in such a way as to encourage preservation and             
expansion of working lands 

Estimated Costs $$$$ 

Alignment of Resources NC Cooperative Extension Service – County Local Food       

Coordinators, NC Division of Public Health, small-farming 

community, non-profit organizations, higher education 

Barriers/Issues  Lack of dedicated funding and staff at the regional level 
to coordinate research, development and                     
communications 

 Lack of standardized measures and easily accessible data 
to track changes in the growth in sustainable local food 
economies, land use policies and development standards 

 Lack of structural information networks to collect and 
disseminate information and encourage collaboration 
across the region around growing food systems 

Performance Measures  Staff and funding at regional level to support the growth 
of agribusiness and development of community-based 
food systems 

 Set of measures to track growth in local food system and 
local food economy 

 Comprehensive county-level and regional Agricultural 
and Economic Development and Farmland Protection 
plans to support development of local food economy 

 Land use and zoning measures that encourage          
preservation and expansion of working lands 
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Goal Number Four 
   Develop Healthy and 
   Innovative People 

Objective 1 Foster recruitment and retention of a skilled workforce 

Strategies Strategy 1 
Work systematically to attract skilled workers to match           
requirements of the region’s key industries 
Strategy 2 
Align educational offerings and workforce development         
programs with the evolving needs of existing, emerging and   
expanding businesses 

Lead Agency Partner To be determined 

Public/Private  
Partnerships 

Triangle Work Source, work force development boards, higher 
education 

Actions 1. Identify and confirm lead agency partner – suggested lead:  
Triangle Work Source 

2. Conduct a comprehensive analysis of skill sets needed in key 
industry and emerging clusters on an ongoing basis 

3. Compare existing workforce needs with skills of                  
underemployed workers 

4. Maintain, expand and connect online regional platforms   
promoting the qualities of the region, job announcements, 
companies, and educational, cultural and work                   
opportunities 

5. Extend and improve outreach to WIA eligible populations 

6. Promote innovative programs and regional assets that make 
working in the region more attractive 

7. Increase communication between and coordination of     
workforce development boards within the labor shed 

8. Inform businesses about Career Readiness Certificates and 
encourage them to accept these as proper job credentials 

9. Support the development of continuing education             
opportunities for certification and licensing 
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Actions 10. Support and enhance an annual education and 
workforce development forum that brings together 
leaders in business and industry, economic          
development, education and government to       
exchange information about the regional economy, 
industry clusters, workforce needs, educational  
resources and best practices in workforce             
development 

Estimated Costs $$$$$ 

Alignment of Resources Federal and state sources, public-private partnerships 

Barriers/Issues  Political/philosophical differentiation 

 Geographical dispersion 

 Regional competition 

Performance Measures  Usage of online regional platforms 

 Workforce Development Forum attendance 

 Career Readiness Certifications in specific fields 

 Unemployment rate 
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Goal Number Four 
   Develop Healthy and 
   Innovative People 

Objective 2 Foster the education and development of a skilled workforce;    
analyze the region’s educational resources 

Strategies Strategy 1 
Integrate the region's higher education resources into all        
economic development efforts 
Strategy 2 
Assess and address the coordination between K-12 schools and 
community colleges with regard to workforce development, and 
identify opportunities for improvement 
Strategy 3 
Identify new, early opportunities to develop, promote and          
encourage entrepreneurship, starting at middle school 

Lead Agency Partner Community colleges 

Public/Private  
Partnerships 

Higher education, Research Triangle Regional Partnership,       
Triangle Work Source, work force development boards, NC New 
Schools Initiative 

Actions 1. Convene strategic partners to identify and confirm lead   
partner agency – suggested:  form a consortium of           
community college leaders in the Triangle J region to lead 
this effort (see Action 8 below) 

2. Inventory existing educational resources that support the     
region’s changing workforce needs, including short-term     
training available through continuing education programs 

3. Inventory and promote private industry scholarships for        
certification and advanced training 

4. Identify and address any gaps between the skills set analysis 
from Goal 4, Objective 1, and the educational resources        
inventories above 

5. Continue to convene higher education rapid-response teams 
for each targeted regional cluster 

6. Identify and continue to develop demand-driven specialized 
cluster programs, expertise and services housed at the      
region’s community colleges and market them as regional 
assets 
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Actions 7. Continue connecting industry leaders with those in education, 
to develop strategies to maintain the region’s national         
leadership in industry training and support 

8. Form a consortium of community college leaders within the 
Triangle J region to meet regularly to exchange information, 
successes and ideas 

9. Evaluate innovative programs in K-12 and early education and 
work with educators to determine how they might apply on a 
regional scale 

10. Continue to work on reducing high school drop out rates by  
expanding partnerships for career and technical education    
between private companies and community colleges 

11. Create and enhance job training programs in jails, prisons, 
youth development centers and youth detention centers 

12. Ensure that career counseling in schools includes career tracks 
for skilled workers with two-year degrees, certifications,        
apprenticeships and similar training 

13. Develop a broadly accessible, readily available pilot program 
for middle and high school counselors, to build awareness of      
options available for students with regard to two-year          
degrees, certifications, apprenticeships and similar                
opportunities 

14. Build on and promote existing regional and state                     
apprenticeship programs to increase participation and build 
awareness of the benefits to employers and workers 

15. Explore approaches to successful workforce training in “soft-
skills”, such as being on time, dressing appropriately, and     
communication 

16. Explore opportunities to include entrepreneurship education 
in K-12 and community colleges 

17. Provide internship experiences for students with                     
entrepreneurial companies and support organizations 

Estimated Costs $$$$ 

Alignment of Resources Federal and state sources, private companies, foundations and 

non-profit organizations 



  Strategic Plan

57| P a g e  

Barriers/Issues  No existing regional coordinating body 

 Tendency to approach training needs on a county-by-county 
basis, rather than labor shed 

 Funding constraints 

 Cost of facilities and equipment for technical training 

Performance Measures  Inventory of educational resources 

 Increased number of develop demand-driven specialized     
cluster programs 

 Community college consortium 

 Analysis and evaluation of K-12 best practices 

 Technical education in high schools 

 Job training programs in detention facilities 

 Increased participation in apprenticeship programs 

 Entrepreneurship education and internships 
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Goal Number Four 
   Develop Healthy and 
   Innovative People 

Objective 3 Improve access to and quality of child care and early childhood 
education options 

Strategies Strategy 1 
Acknowledge and address the need for improved early          
childhood education as a necessary element of a successful 
workforce 

Lead Agency Partner To be determined 

Public/Private  
Partnerships 

Child care resource and referral agencies, child care providers 
and educators, early childhood education foundations and      
organizations, community colleges, chambers of commerce 

Actions 1. Identify and confirm lead agency partner – suggested: Child 
Care Services Association 

2. Explore ways to inform employers about child care issues, 
challenges and solutions and their impact on the work force 

3. Identify and promote successful employer programs that 
support or provide child care options for their employees 

4. Explore opportunities for expanded affordability and        
convenience of education and certification for child care 
workers 

Estimated Costs $$$ 

Alignment of Resources Federal and state sources, private companies, foundations and 

non-profit organizations 

Barriers/Issues  Insufficient information for employers about cost/benefits of 
providing child care 

 Long work days for child care workers leave little time for 
training 

 Language barriers 

Performance Measures  Number of quality child care facilities 

 Increase in training opportunities and enrollments 

 Child care facilities and/or assistance provided by employers 
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Goal Number Four 
   Develop Healthy and 
   Innovative People 

Objective 4 Create an environment that fosters entrepreneurial                  
development and growth; create a culture that fosters             
entrepreneurial thinking 

Strategies Strategy 1 
Create a supportive community culture where entrepreneurship 
is a respected activity and aspiration —an Entrepreneurial      
Ecosystem 

Lead Agency Partner To be determined 

Public/Private  
Partnerships 

Council for Entrepreneurial Development, higher education 

Actions 1. Identify and confirm lead agency partner – suggested lead:  
Council for Entrepreneurial Development 

2. Create community one-stop-shops, or clearinghouses, 
where entrepreneurs can get the resources, information, 
and support they need 

3. Establish entrepreneur incubators, shared-space for start-
ups 

4. Provide technical assistance specifically for entrepreneurs, 
including management skills, accessing capital, accessing 
markets 

5. Expand and connect regional networking opportunities by-
entrepreneurs–for-entrepreneurs to share ideas,                   
information and experiences 

Estimated Costs $$ 

Alignment of Resources Council for Entrepreneurial Development, community colleges, 
universities, private companies 

Barriers/Issues  Limited resources 

 Outreach to entrepreneurs requires creative, non-traditional 
approaches 

 Time constraints for entrepreneurs 

Performance Measures  Clearinghouses for entrepreneurs 

 Number of incubators and shared-space facilities 

 Requests for assistance fulfilled 

 Number and type of classes, seminars and networking 
events and participation levels 
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Goal Number Four 
    Develop Healthy and 
    Innovative People 

Objective 5 Foster healthy and active behaviors throughout the region 

Strategies Strategy 1 
Develop and support healthy and active living programs and 
initiatives for all communities 
Strategy 2 
Engage K-12 students and residents in nutrition education and 
access to healthy food 

Lead Agency Partner County Departments of Health and Human Services 

Public/Private  
Partnerships 

School boards, local governments, UNC Gillings School of Public 
Health, NC Department of Public Health, public health        
foundations 

Actions 1. Increase involvement of medical community and universities 
in public education on good nutrition and healthy living   
habits 

2. Expand and strengthen North Carolina’s SNAP-Ed              
programming 

3. Support efforts to improve food environment, availability 
and access to fresh food from pre-K to high school 

4. Develop a school wellness symposium that addresses school 
policies affecting healthy eating and physical activity 

5. Support and promote an array of regional sports events to 
engage residents and inspire active living 

Estimated Costs $$$ 

Alignment of Resources Public, private, non-profit sources 

Barriers/Issues  Coordination of diverse organizations 

 Aggregating investments in healthy initiatives by state and 
local governments, education systems, health care providers 
and other non-profit organizations 

 Communicating the economic value of healthy populations 

Performance Measures  Healthy food in schools 

 Regional sports events 

 School wellness symposium 

 Number of people reached by SNAP-Ed programming 
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Glossary of Terms 
 
Adaptive Capabilities – the capacity to change, innovate, and adapt to the emerging environment     

rapidly and easily. 

 Source:  Data from Umit Bititci, “Developing the Adaptive Capabilities of Manufacturing SMEs  

 across Europe,” PowerPoint Presentation at University of Strathclyde, Glasgow, UK. 

Affordable Housing – housing that costs a household no more than 30 percent of annual income.    

Capital Improvement Program –  a document, typically spanning five to seven years, which details   

capital investments, such as buildings and infrastructure the organization wishes to undertake 

in that time frame.  Local governments, both municipal and county, as well as other non-

governmental service providers, use capital improvement plans to allocate funds for major   

infrastructure and capital investments over a specified time period.  Commonly part of the 

budgeting process, a CIP details a schedule for upgrading, expanding, and renovating            

community assets.   

Career Readiness Certificates – the state of North Carolina issues career readiness certificates            

developed by ACT, Inc. to workers who have taken the WorkKeys tests.  Those who have tested 

at or above the third WorkKeys level on all three tests (applied mathematics, locating infor-

mation, and reading for information) are awarded either a bronze, silver, or gold certificate.  

The career readiness certificates are industry-recognized, portable, and evidenced based, 

which measure “real world” skills employers believe are important to job success.   

 Source:  Rowan-Cabarrus Community College, “North Carolina Career Readiness Certification,”              

 http://www.rccc.edu/workforce/north-carolina-career-readiness-certification/                    

 (accessed November 8, 2012).   

Competitive Advantage –the ability of a firm or economy to produce a good or service at a lower cost, 

differentiated from other products, or with a value added that customers value more than the 

cost. 

 Source:  Richard P. Rumelt, “What in the World is Competitive Advantage,” The Anderson School at UCLA 

Policy  Working Paper 2003 – 105, August 5, 2003. 

Crossroads Communities— rural, unincorporated areas where buildings such as stores, churches and 

homes are clustered due to the increased accessibility provided by the intersection of two 

roads or highways. 

Entrepreneurial Ecosystem –  the existence of six general domains that affect entrepreneurial activity: a 

conducive culture, enabling policies and leadership, availability of appropriate finance, quality 

human capital, venture-friendly markets for products, and a range of institutional and           

infrastructural supports.  In other words, this ecosystem is a community culture that respects 

and supports entrepreneurship, through resource-leveraging organizations, community        

engagement, and the institutional infrastructure necessary to start new businesses. 

 Source:  Daniel Isenberg, “Introducing the Entrepreneurship Ecosystem: Four Defining Characteristics,” 

 Forbes.com, May 25, 2011.   

http://www.rccc.edu/workforce/north-carolina-career-readiness-certification/
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Graywater – untreated wastewater that has not been contaminated by any toilet discharge, has not 

been affected by infectious, contaminated, or unhealthy bodily wastes, and does not present a 

threat from contamination by unhealthful processing, manufacturing, or operating wastes. It 

includes wastewater from bathtubs, showers, bathroom washbasins, clothes washing           

machines, and laundry tubs, but does not include wastewater from kitchen sinks or               

dishwashers. 

 Source:  Bahman Sheikh. “White Paper on Graywater,” American Water Works Association, Water        

 Environment Federation. WateReuse Association, 2010. 

Health Impact Assessments – a systematic process that uses an array of data sources and analytic 

methods and considers input from stakeholders to determine the potential effects of a         

proposed policy, plan, program, or project on the health of a population and the distribution of 

the effects within the population.  It provides recommendations on monitoring and managing 

those effects.  

Source:  Katherine Hebert, “Health Impact Assessments in North Carolina: Promoting Public Health 

 Through Informed Decisions,” NCMJ 73, no. 4 (August 2010): 297 – 300.   

Industry Clusters – geographic co-location of firms in the same or similar industries to foster interaction 

as a means of strengthening each other and enhancing the community’s competitive  

advantage. 

 Source:  Steven G. Koven and Thomas S. Lyons, Economic Development: Strategies for State and Local 

 Practice, ICMA (2010). 

“Invest Local” – a new financial movement, where individuals support and invest in local small busi-

nesses in exchange for some sort of return (equity, share of profits, etc.).  It is also referred to 

as “locavesting.” 

Labor Shed – the area or region from which an employment center draws its commuting workers.  The 

distribution of workers is shown to be irrespective of natural or political  boundaries. 

 Source:  Iowa Workforce Development, “Laborshed Studies,”  

 http://www.iowaworkforce.org/lmi/labsur/index.html (accessed November 8, 2012).   

Location Quotient (LQ) –  the ratio of an area’s industry employment to national, state, or regional in-

dustry employment (depending on the unit of comparison chosen).  A LQ above 1 represents a 

greater concentration of that industry, indicated by a greater share of area employment, at the 

local level than the comparison geography.  It is calculated using the following equation: 

 

 

 

    
Source:  Steven G. Koven and Thomas S. Lyons, Economic Development: Strategies for State and Local 

 Practice, ICMA (2010). 

Local Industry Employment 
Total Local Employment 

National Industry Employment 
Total National Employment 

http://www.iowaworkforce.org/lmi/labsur/index.html
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Local Food Economy – an economy where local residents regularly consume foods grown, raised, 

caught, processed, distributed, and marketed by local producers and businesses (NC State Uni-

versity).   

Source:  Curtis, Jennifer, et. al. “From Farm to Fork: A Guide to Building North Carolina’s Sustainable Lo-

cal Food Economy,” a Center for Environmental Farming Systems report, Raleigh, N.C., April 2010.   

Mixed-Use Development – A mixed-use development is a real estate project with planned integration 

of some combination of retail, office, residential, hotel, recreation or other functions. It is pe-

destrian-oriented and contains elements of a live-work-play environment. It maximizes space 

usage, has amenities and architectural expression and tends to mitigate traffic and sprawl. 

 Source:  2006 Conference on Mixed-Use Development Press Release, November 17, 2006, Hollywood, 

Florida. 

Multi-Modal Transportation Systems – a transportation system that supports all modes of transporta-

tion – automobiles, trucks, mass transit, bicycles, pedestrians, trains, and airplanes – through 

both policy and infrastructure. 

SNAP-ED - Supplemental Nutrition Assistance Program – Education – a federal/state partnership that 

supports nutrition education for persons eligible for the Supplemental Nutrition Assistance 

Program (formerly Food Stamps). 

Transportation Demand Management  – a general term for strategies that increase overall system     

efficiency by encouraging a shift from single-occupant vehicle (SOV) trips to non-SOV modes, 

or shifting auto trips out of peak periods.  TDM seeks to reduce auto trips – and hopefully vehi-

cle miles traveled – by increasing travel options, by providing incentives and    information to 

encourage and help individuals modify their travel behavior, or by reducing the physical need 

to travel through transportation-efficient land uses.  

 Source:  The City of Seattle, “Seattle Urban Mobility Plan: Best Practices in Transportation Demand    

 Management,” January 2008. 

Venture Capital – financial capital provided to entrepreneurs by a wealth individual; usually provided in 

conjunction with participation in the management of the business and demand for a relatively 

large equity share of the business. 

 Source:  Steven G. Koven and Thomas S. Lyons, Economic Development: Strategies for State and Local 

 Practice,  ICMA (2010). 

Workforce Investment Act – federal legislation passed in 1998 governing workforce development. 
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Appendices 
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Chatham	County		

Chatham County is the geographic center of the state of North Carolina and one of the least populated 

of the seven Triangle J region coun es.  Pi sboro, the county seat, has a popula on of 3,743 and Siler 

City is the largest town, with a popula on of 7,887.  Chatham County is largely rural; the 2010 popula-

on of Chatham County was 63,505, transla ng to an average density of 93 residents per square mile.  

From 2000-2010, the popula on of Chatham County grew b 29%, which is less than the regional (33%) 

but significantly higher than the state’s (18%) rate of growth for the same period.  The county is ex-

pected to grow by another 39% between now and 2030.  The County’s popula on of people 65 and 

older is expected to grow to almost 30% by 2030, making it the largest age group, while the younger 

genera ons will con nue to shrink their percentages of total popula on.  The White popula on in 

Chatham County makes up almost 75%, with Blacks and Hispanics making up approximately 13% each.   

The eastern part of the county borders the urban coun es of Orange, Durham and Wake and is         

primarily residen al development.  In fact, Chatham County has the highest percentage in the region of 

taxable property classified as residen al—85%.  Only 52% of the workers in Chatham County work in 

Chatham County—most commute to Orange County, followed by Wake and Durham.  It has a high      

percentage of manufacturing jobs, second only to Lee County in terms of industry prominence.  Unique 

to Chatham County, however, is that agriculture jobs, as a percentage of the whole economy, grew 

from 2000 to 2010.  Chatham Co. has a strong agriculture industry, made up largely of small and        

organic farms and is ranked number one in the state for beef ca le and fi h for broiler chicken         

produc on.  Healthcare and Social Assistance and Construc on are two other employment sectors that 

are concentrated in Chatham County.  The County’s top employers are: 

Chatham County annual average wages are the lowest in the Triangle J region--$32,032—and below 

the region’s average of $37,080.  The per capita income for the county is $29,991, one of the higher 

levels in the region.  Interes ngly, the poverty level in the county for both adults (12%) and 

children (18%) are also below the state and regional average.  Of the four rural coun es,    

Chatham County has the highest percentage of people with at least an Associate’s Degree or 

Bachelor’s Degree.  These contras ng data are likely due to Chatham County’s proximity to the 

large employment centers in Orange, Durham and Wake coun es, as well as large re red and 

student popula ons. 

 Chatham County Schools 

 Townsend’s 

 County of Chatham 

 Carolina Meadows Inc. 

 Performance Fibers Inc. 

 Mountaire Farms of NC Inc. 

 Wal-Mart Associates Inc. 

 Chatham Hospital Inc. 

 Uniboard USA Inc. 

 Galloway Ridge Inc. 
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   682 square miles—

Chatham Co. is the 

4th largest county in 

the region by land 

area 

 63,505—Chatham 

Co. is the 2nd smallest 

county in the region 

by popula on 

 The county’s tax 

base is 85.4%        

residen al 

 Chatham Co.’s      

popula on grew by 

28.7% between 2000 

and 2010 and  is  

projected to grow by 

another 39.3% from 

2010‐2030 

 Chatham Co.’s      

Hispanic popula on 

grew from 9.3% in 

2000 to 13% in 2010 

Sources: 

 Tax Base: NC Dept. of Revenue 

 Popula on-US Census & NC 

State Demographer (es mates) 

Age Groups: US Census & NC 

State Demographer (es mates) 

 Race & Ethnicity: US Census 

http://www.dornc.com/publications/taxable_real_property.html�
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   28.4%—Chatham 

Co. has the largest 

percentage of Baby 

Boomers of all the 

region’s coun es 

 Chatham Co. also 

has the lowest   

percentage of    

Millenials—18% 

Asians and         

Hispanics make up 

0% of the            

Depression Era and 

Silent genera ons 

in Chatham Co. 

 Between 2000 and 

2010, crime rates 

for all crimes in 

Chatham Co. went 

up except for motor 

vehicle the  

Genera on ages: 

Gen Next: 0-14 

Millenials: 15-34 

Gen X: 35-44 

Boomers: 45-64 

Depression*: 65-80 

Silent**: 81+ 

 

*-Named for those 

people who were 

children of the 

Great Depression 

(born 1930-1945) 

**-Born before 

1929 

Source: 

“Genera on Y:  

America’s New 

Housing Wave,” 

Urban Land Jan/

Feb 2011, pp. 64-66 

Sources: 

Genera ons: US Census 

 Crime: NC Department of 

Jus ce 

http://crimereporting.ncdoj.gov/Reports.aspx�
http://crimereporting.ncdoj.gov/Reports.aspx�
http://crimereporting.ncdoj.gov/Reports.aspx�
http://crimereporting.ncdoj.gov/Reports.aspx�
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   Chatham Co. had 

the highest teenage 

pregnancy rate of 

all coun es in 

2010—53.8 per 

1,000 15‐19 year old 

girls 

 Chatham Co. had a 

higher than regional 

average increase in 

housing units from 

2000 to 2010 

 23.8%‐‐Chatham Co. 

has the second   

lowest adult obesity 

rate in the region 

 In 2010 Chatham 

Co. had a lower 

than average       

percent of people 

without health    

insurance—15.1% 

Sources: 

Housing Units: US Census 

 Teenage Pregnancy: APPCNC 

 Poverty: US Census 

Adult Obesity: Centers for Disease Control 

 Childhood Obesity: Eat Smart Move More NC 

Non‐insured: US Census 

http://www.appcnc.org/data/map�
http://apps.nccd.cdc.gov/DDT_STRS2/CountyPrevalenceData.aspx?mode=OBS�
http://www.eatsmartmovemorenc.com/Data/Texts/NCNPASS%202009%20County%202-18%20Years.pdf�


Average Annual Wage  Employment 
% of Popula on re-
ceiving food stamps 

2000  2010  2000  2010  2010 

$25,324  $32,032  26,068  30,099  5.4% 

   In 2000 Chatham 

Co. had more     

manufacturing jobs 

than any other    

sector, in 2010    

services was the 

biggest industry 

 The Chatham Co. 

unemployment rate 

in 2011 was 8%, it 

was 2.8% in 2000 

Median household 

income for Chatham 

Co. in 2010 was 

$57,034, up from 

$42,851 in 2000—

the second highest 

income in the region 

 The Chatham Co. 

per capita income in 

2010 was $29,991 

Sources: 

Employment Sectors: NC Employment Security Commission  

Unemployment:  NC Employment Security Commission  

Median HH Income: US Census 

Per Capita Income: US Census 

 Food Stamps:  US Census 

http://apps.nccd.cdc.gov/DDT_STRS2/CountyPrevalenceData.aspx?mode=OBS�


   The average   

commute  me to 

work in Chatham 

Co. in 2010 was 

26 minutes 

 51.7—the percent 

of Chatham Co. 

residents who 

work in Chatham 

Co. 

 Chatham Co. has 

30 family child 

care homes and 

25 child care   

centers 

 Chatham Co. had 

the highest drop‐

out rate of all 

coun es in SY 08‐

09 (5.69) 

Dropout rates are 

calculated by   

dividing the   

number of drop‐

outs by the total 

number of        

students 

Chatham County Residents 

Commute Pa erns 

Sources: 

 Commute Times: US Census 

 High School Drop Out Rates: NC Dept. of Public       

Instruc on  

 Commute Pa erns: CTPP 

 Child Care Facili es: NC Dept. of Child Development 

and Early Educa on 

http://dpi.state.nc.us/research/discipline/reports/�
http://dpi.state.nc.us/research/discipline/reports/�
http://dpi.state.nc.us/research/discipline/reports/�
http://dpi.state.nc.us/research/discipline/reports/�
http://ncchildcaresearch.dhhs.state.nc.us/Result_Search.asp�
http://ncchildcaresearch.dhhs.state.nc.us/Result_Search.asp�
http://ncchildcaresearch.dhhs.state.nc.us/Result_Search.asp�
http://ncchildcaresearch.dhhs.state.nc.us/Result_Search.asp�
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   43.8% of Chatham 

Co. residents have 

an Associate’s   

Degree, Bachelor’s 

Degree or        

Graduate Degree 

 84.5% have      

graduated from 

high school 

 64.1% of 3‐4 year 

olds in Chatham 

Co. were enrolled 

in Pre‐K programs 

in 2010 

 The number of   

doctorate degrees 

among Chatham 

Co. residents grew 

by 55.8% between 

2000 and 2010, 

approximately 2x 

the rate of        

popula on growth 

(28.7%) for the 

same period 

Sources: 

 Educa onal A ainment: US Census 

 Doctorate Degrees: US Census 

Doctorate Degrees 

   Number  % of Popula on 

2000  713  2.0% 

2010  1111  2.4% 
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Durham County  

Durham County is the second most populous county in the Triangle J region and the second smallest 

by land area (286 square miles).  Durham County is the only county in the region that contains just one 

incorporated city—the City of Durham is both the county seat and the largest city, with a population of 

228,330.  Durham city is located in the southern half of the county, leaving the north and northeastern 

parts with a rural landscape.  Durham is considered an urban county, with a population of 267,587 and 

an overall density of 935 people per square mile.  From 2000 to 2010 the population in Durham County 

grew by 20% and is expected to grow by another 28% by 2030.  The county’s over-65 population is   

expected to grow over the next few decades, but Durham will remain a predominantly younger coun-

ty; by 2030 the 20-44 age group will still constitute 36% of the population.  Durham is also the only 

county with less than half of the population identifying as White (46%), Blacks make up almost 40% of 

the population, Hispanics 13%, and Asians 5%.   

Durham County borders Chapel Hill in Orange County and parts of Raleigh in Wake County.  Research 

Triangle Park is partially in Durham County and Raleigh-Durham Airport is close.  Durham County has 

the lowest percentage in the region of taxable property classified as residential—61%.  There are large 

amounts of commercial and industrial property in the county, making it a county with a lot of jobs.  

Seventy-three percent of workers in Durham County work in Durham County, followed by Wake and 

Orange.  Similar to other counties in the region, the manufacturing sector in Durham has decreased 

since 2000 and the service sector has filled the gap.  Although it has declined, manufacturing is still 

concentrated in Durham County; other industries that are concentrated are professional and technical 

services, educational services, and health care and social assistance.  The County’s top employers are:  

 

Durham County average annual wage--$63,232—is the highest in the Triangle J region, while the per 

capita income --$27,503—is approximately equal to the regional average .  Interestingly, the adult 

(17%) and child (22%) poverty rates are above both the regional average and the state rates.  More 

than 51% of Durham County’s population has at least an Associate’s Degree and 45% has at least a 

Bachelor’s Degree; these are among the highest rates in the region.  The sharp contrasts in income, 

poverty rates and education levels reflected in these data are likely due to the high salaries at Duke 

University and the biotech firms located in the county, paired with a large low income population. 

 Duke University 

 International Business Machines (IBM) 

 Durham Public Schools 

 Cisco Systems Inc. 

 GlaxoSmithKline 

 Blue Cross & Blue Shield of NC Inc. 

 Veterans Administration 

 City of Durham 

 RTI International 

 Cree Research Inc. 
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 286 square miles—

Durham Co. is the 

2nd smallest county 

in the region by 

land area 

 267,587—Durham 

Co. is the 2nd largest 

county in the region 

by population 

 The county’s tax 

base is 38.5% non-

residential 

 Durham Co.’s     

population grew by 

19.8% between 

2000 and 2010 and  

is projected to grow 

by another 27.6% 

from 2010-2030 

 38%--Durham Co. 

has the highest  

percentage of     

African Americans 

in the region 

Sources: 

 Tax Base: NC Dept. of Revenue 

 Population-US Census & NC 

State Demographer (estimates) 

 Age Groups: US Census & NC 

State Demographer (estimates) 

 Race & Ethnicity: US Census 

http://www.dornc.com/publications/taxable_real_property.html
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 30.3%—Durham 

Co. has the  2nd 

largest percentage 

of Millenials of all 

the region’s     

counties 

 Durham Co. has the 

lowest percentage 

of Baby Boomers of 

any county in the 

region—22% 

 In Durham Co.    

African Americans 

comprise 41.6% of 

Gen Next and 

39.3% of Baby 

Boomers 

 Between 2000 and 

2010 the motor 

vehicle theft rate 

went down in 

Durham County, 

from 5/1,000    

people to 

3.52/1,000 

Generation ages: 

Gen Next: 0-14 

Millenials: 15-34 

Gen X: 35-44 

Boomers: 45-64 

Depression*: 65-80 

Silent**: 81+ 

 

*-Named for those 

people who were 

children of the 

Great Depression 

(born 1930-1945) 

**-Born before 

1929 

Source: 

“Generation Y:  

America’s New 

Housing Wave,” 

Urban Land Jan/

Feb 2011, pp. 64-66 

Sources: 

 Generations: US Census 

 Crime: NC Department of 

Justice 

http://crimereporting.ncdoj.gov/Reports.aspx
http://crimereporting.ncdoj.gov/Reports.aspx
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 Durham Co. had the 

2nd highest teenage 

pregnancy rate of 

all counties in 

2010—53.4 per 

1,000 15-19 year old 

girls 

 Durham Co. had a 

lower than regional 

average increase in 

housing units from 

2000 to 2010, a 26% 

increase 

 20%--Durham Co. 

has the second   

highest childhood 

obesity rate in the 

region 

 In 2010 Durham Co. 

had a slightly higher 

than average      

percent of people 

without health    

insurance—16.1% 

Sources: 

 Housing Units: US Census 

 Teenage Pregnancy: APPCNC 

 Poverty: US Census 

 Adult Obesity: CDC 

 Child Obesity: Eat Smart Move More NC 

 Non-insured: US Census 0%

5%

10%

15%

20%

25%

30%

35%

Adult Child (2-18)

Obesity Rates, 2009

http://www.appcnc.org/data/map
http://apps.nccd.cdc.gov/DDT_STRS2/CountyPrevalenceData.aspx?mode=OBS
http://www.eatsmartmovemorenc.com/Data/Texts/NCNPASS%202009%20County%202-18%20Years.pdf
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 The services sector 

in Durham Co.    

consisted of 51% of 

jobs in 2000 and 

57% in 2010 

 The Durham Co. 

unemployment rate 

in 2011 was 8.5%, it 

was 3% in 2000 

 Median household 

income for Durham 

Co. in 2010 was 

$49,506, up from 

$43,337 in 2000—

just below average 

income for the    

region 

 The Durham Co. per 

capita income in 

2010 was $27,503 

Sources: 

 Employment Sectors: NC Employment Security Commission  

 Unemployment:  NC Employment Security Commission  

 Median HH Income: US Census 

 Per Capita Income: US Census 

 Food Stamps:  US Census 

Average Annual Wage Employment  
% of Population receiv-

ing food stamps 

2000 2010 2000 2010 2010 

$49,452  $63,232  118,511 127,683 9.4% 

file://tjcog.org/voa/public/PLANNING/Development-Infrastructure/4907-Dev%20and%20Infrastructure%20Partnership/CIP%20files/CIP%20Study%202012/Demographic%20data/ent%20Security%20Commission%20%20http:/eslmi23.esc.state.nc.us/ew/MainMSAPR.asp?Report=1&Year=20
file://tjcog.org/voa/public/PLANNING/Development-Infrastructure/4907-Dev%20and%20Infrastructure%20Partnership/CIP%20files/CIP%20Study%202012/Demographic%20data/ent%20Security%20Commission%20%20http:/eslmi23.esc.state.nc.us/ew/MainMSAPR.asp?Report=1&Year=20
http://apps.nccd.cdc.gov/DDT_STRS2/CountyPrevalenceData.aspx?mode=OBS
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 The average   

commute time to 

work in Durham 

Co. in 2010 was 

21.4 minutes 

 72.9—the percent 

of Durham Co. 

residents who 

work in Durham 

Co. 

 Durham Co. has 

184 family child 

care homes and 

164 child care 

centers 

 Durham Co. had 

the lowest drop-

out rate of all 

counties in SY 07-

08 (3.83) 

 Dropout rates are 

calculated by   

dividing the    

number of drop-

outs by the total 

number of        

students 

Durham County Resident 

Commute Patterns 

Sources: 

 Commute Times: US Census 

 High School Drop Out Rates: NC Dept. of Public 

Instruction  

 Commute Patterns: CTPP 

 Child Care Facilities: NC Dept. of Child          

Development and Early Education 

http://dpi.state.nc.us/research/discipline/reports/
http://dpi.state.nc.us/research/discipline/reports/
http://ncchildcaresearch.dhhs.state.nc.us/Result_Search.asp
http://ncchildcaresearch.dhhs.state.nc.us/Result_Search.asp
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 51.2% of Durham 

Co. residents have 

an Associate’s   

Degree, Bachelor’s 

Degree or        

Graduate Degree 

 86.4% have      

graduated from 

high school 

 58.3% of 3-4 year 

olds in Durham Co. 

were enrolled in 

Pre-K programs in 

2010 

 The number of  

doctorate degrees 

among Durham Co. 

residents grew by  

41.9% between 

2000 and 2010, 

more than twice 

the rate of        

population growth 

(19.8%) for the 

same period 

 Duke University 

conferred 329   

doctorate degrees 

in the 2009-2010 

academic year 

Sources: 

 Educational Attainment: US Census 

 Doctorate Degrees: US Census 

Doctorate Degrees 

  Number % of Population 

2000 5500 3.8% 

2010 7807 4.5% 
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Johnston County  

Johnston County is located at the crossroads of Interstates 40 and 95, in the southeastern corner of the 

Triangle J region.  At almost 800 square miles, Johnston County is the second largest county by land 

area and the third largest by population (168,878) in the region.  The County has eleven towns, ranging 

in size from Micro (population 441) to Clayton (population 16,116), with Smithfield as the county seat.  

Johnston County is a rural county, with an average density of 213 people per square mile.  The          

population of the County grew by 38% between 2000 and 2010, the second highest rate of growth in 

the region, just behind Wake County.  The County’s population is expected to grow by another 35% by 

2030, maintaining its position as the third most populous county.  Although the County’s population of 

people 65 and over is growing, it is not expected to be the largest age group—the 20-44 age group will 

continue to retain that position, making up 31% of the population by 2030.  Johnston County is a fairly 

white county, with Whites making up almost 75% of the population, followed by Blacks at 15%,         

Hispanics at 13%, and Asians at <1%.   

Johnston County borders the southeastern part of Wake County, and is connected to the primarily by 

Interstate 40.  Eighty-one percent of the County’s taxable property is residential, and only 54% of    

Johnston County workers work in the county—43% of them commute to Wake County.  Service         

industry jobs are the primary industry sector in Johnston County, followed by manufacturing,           

construction, and public administration.  The number of manufacturing jobs decreased since 2000 at a 

similar rate that the service industry jobs increased.  Though not a large percentage of Johnston County 

jobs, agriculture industry jobs are concentrated there; in fact, the County has the largest number of 

working farms in the State.  Other industries that are concentrated in Johnston County are                

construction, manufacturing, retail trade, and accommodation and food service.  The County’s top    

employers are:  

Johnston County’s average annual wage is $33,592, below both the regional average and the state’s 

average.  The per capita income is $22,437, the second lowest in the region.  Not surprisingly,              

considering the low incomes and wages, the poverty rate in Johnston County for adults (16%) and chil-

dren (23%) are higher than both the regional and state rates.  In line with these trends, the percentage 

of Johnston County residents with at least an Associate’s Degree is 30% and the percentage with at 

least a Bachelor’s Degree is 20%; these are among the lowest rates in the region.  These trends likely 

reflect the historic dominance of agriculture in Johnston County, a sector that is declining and generally 

low-wage. 

 Johnston County Schools 

 Talecris Biotherapeutics Inc. 

 Johnston Memorial Hospital Authority 

 County of Johnston 

 Wal-Mart Associates Inc. 

 Flanders Airpure N.C. Division 

 Johnston Technical Institute 

 Asplundh Tree Expert Co. 

 Corestaff Services Lp. 

 Novo Nordisk Pharmaceutical 
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 791 square miles—

Johnston Co. is the 

2nd  largest county 

in the region by land 

area 

 168,878—Johnston 

Co. is the 3rd largest 

county in the region 

by population 

 The county’s tax 

base is 81.2%        

residential 

 Johnston Co.’s      

population grew by 

38.4% between 2000 

and 2010 and  is  

projected to grow by 

another 34.8% from 

2010-2030 

 Johnston Co.’s Asian 

population more 

than doubled from 

368 in 2000 to 1,021 

in 2010 

Sources: 

 Tax Base: NC Dept. of Revenue 

 Population-US Census & NC 

State Demographer (estimates) 

 Age Groups: US Census & NC 

State Demographer (estimates) 

 Race & Ethnicity: US Census 

http://www.dornc.com/publications/taxable_real_property.html
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 23.4%—Johnston 

Co. has the largest 

percentage of    

Generation Next of 

all the region’s 

counties 

 Johnston Co. also 

has the 2nd lowest 

percentage of    

Silent generation—

2% 

 Johnston Co.’s Gen 

Next is 32.2%     

minority and its 

Depression Era 

generation is 15% 

minority 

 Between 2000 and 

2010, crime rates 

for robbery and 

motor vehicle theft 

went down, all  

others went up 

Generation ages: 

Gen Next: 0-14 

Millenials: 15-34 

Gen X: 35-44 

Boomers: 45-64 

Depression*: 65-80 

Silent**: 81+ 

 

*-Named for those 

people who were 

children of the 

Great Depression 

(born 1930-1945) 

**-Born before 

1929 

Source: 

“Generation Y:  

America’s New 

Housing Wave,” 

Urban Land Jan/

Feb 2011, pp. 64-66 

Sources: 

 Generations: US Census 

 Crime: NC Department of 

Justice 

http://crimereporting.ncdoj.gov/Reports.aspx
http://crimereporting.ncdoj.gov/Reports.aspx
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 Johnston Co. had a 

higher than average 

teenage pregnancy 

rate in 2010—49.9 

per 1,000 15-19 

year old girls 

 Johnston Co. had a 

higher than regional 

average increase in 

housing units from 

2000 to 2010 

 Johnston Co. has the 

highest adult      

obesity rate (34.4%) 

and the highest 

child obesity rate 

(23.7%) in the     

region 

 In 2010 Johnston 

Co. had a higher 

than average      

percent of people 

without health    

insurance—17.2% 

Sources: 

 Housing Units: US Census 

 Teenage Pregnancy: APPCNC 

 Poverty: US Census 

 Adult Obesity: Centers for Disease Control 

 Childhood Obesity: Eat Smart Move More NC 

 Non-insured: US Census 

http://www.appcnc.org/data/map
http://apps.nccd.cdc.gov/DDT_STRS2/CountyPrevalenceData.aspx?mode=OBS
http://www.eatsmartmovemorenc.com/Data/Texts/NCNPASS%202009%20County%202-18%20Years.pdf
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 From 2000 to 2010 

the services sector 

in Johnston Co. 

grew from 35% to 

45% of the county’s 

employment 

 The Johnston Co. 

unemployment rate 

in 2011 was 9.6%, it 

was 2.9% in 2000 

 Median household 

income for Johnston 

Co. in 2010 was 

$48,789, up from 

$40,872 in 2000—

below the region’s 

average income 

 The Johnston Co. 

per capita income in 

2010 was $22,437 

Sources: 

 Employment Sectors: NC Employment Security Commission  

 Unemployment:  NC Employment Security Commission  

 Median HH Income: US Census 

 Per Capita Income: US Census 

 Food Stamps:  US Census 

Average Annual Wage Employment 
% of Population re-
ceiving food stamps 

2000 2010 2000 2010 2010 

$26,052 $33,592 62,167 71,359 10.0% 

file://tjcog.org/voa/public/PLANNING/Development-Infrastructure/4907-Dev%20and%20Infrastructure%20Partnership/CIP%20files/CIP%20Study%202012/Demographic%20data/ent%20Security%20Commission%20%20http:/eslmi23.esc.state.nc.us/ew/MainMSAPR.asp?Report=1&Year=20
file://tjcog.org/voa/public/PLANNING/Development-Infrastructure/4907-Dev%20and%20Infrastructure%20Partnership/CIP%20files/CIP%20Study%202012/Demographic%20data/ent%20Security%20Commission%20%20http:/eslmi23.esc.state.nc.us/ew/MainMSAPR.asp?Report=1&Year=20
http://apps.nccd.cdc.gov/DDT_STRS2/CountyPrevalenceData.aspx?mode=OBS
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 The average    

commute time to 

work in Johnston 

Co. in 2010 was 

27.7 minutes 

 53.8—the percent 

of Johnston Co. 

residents who 

work in Johnston 

Co. 

 Johnston Co. has 

53 family child 

care homes and 

82 child care   

centers 

 Dropout rates are 

calculated by    

dividing the   

number of drop-

outs by the total 

number of        

students 

Johnston County Residents 

Commute Patterns 

Sources: 

 Commute Times: US Census 

 High School Drop Out Rates: NC Dept. of Public 

Instruction  

 Commute Patterns: CTPP 

 Child Care Facilities: NC Dept. of Child               

Development and Early Education 

http://dpi.state.nc.us/research/discipline/reports/
http://dpi.state.nc.us/research/discipline/reports/
http://ncchildcaresearch.dhhs.state.nc.us/Result_Search.asp
http://ncchildcaresearch.dhhs.state.nc.us/Result_Search.asp
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 29.7% of Johnston 

Co. residents have 

an Associate’s   

Degree, Bachelor’s 

Degree or        

Graduate Degree 

 82.6% have      

graduated from 

high school 

 53.4% of 3-4 year 

olds in Johnston 

Co. were enrolled 

in Pre-K programs 

in 2010 

 The number of   

doctorate degrees 

among Johnston 

Co. residents grew 

by 33.3% between 

2000 and 2010, 

slower than the 

rate of population 

growth (38.4%) for 

the same period 

Sources: 

 Educational Attainment: US Census 

 Doctorate Degrees: US Census 

Doctorate Degrees 

  Number % of Population 

2000 287 0.4% 

2010 347 0.3% 
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Lee	County		

Lee County is tucked between Chatham County and Moore County and is the smallest of the seven 

coun es in the Triangle J region.  At just 255 square miles and 57,866 people, Lee County is a rural 

county with an average density of 223 people per square mile.  Sanford—popula on 26,897—is the 

county seat and the largest town, followed by Broadway, which is the only other incorporated town in 

the County.  From 2000 to 2010 the popula on of Lee County grew by 18%, which is approximately 

equal to the state average growth rate but significantly lower than the Triangle J regional average 

(33%).   The County is expected to grow by another 14% by 2030, a rate of growth equal to less than 

half of the regional rate.  The popula on of people 65 and older is expected to increase, but will s ll 

not be as large as the younger popula ons, par cularly those under age 44.  Lee County is one of the 

more racially diverse coun es in the region; Whites make up 67% of the popula on, Blacks 20%,       

Hispanics 18%, and Asians <1%.   

Lee County is fairly far from the major employment centers in the region and is not located on a major 

interstate.  Highway 1 connects parts of the County to Wake County and Raleigh, and Highway 501 

connects to Orange County and Chapel Hill.  Twenty‐five percent of the taxable property in Lee County 

is classified as commercial or industrial, which is the second highest in the region a er Durham County.  

This is consistent with the fact that 76% of Lee County workers work in Lee County—followed by Wake 

and then Chatham County.  Manufacturing is huge in Lee County, making up 35% of the jobs, the    

highest concentra on in the region.  The u li es sector is also concentrated in Lee County (rela ve to 

the rest of the country), though it only makes up 1% of the jobs.  The service industry has grown in Lee 

County in the last decade, ul mately comprising 34% of the jobs.  The top employers in Lee County are: 

The average annual wage in Lee County is $37,648, just above the regional average of $37,080.       

However, the per capita income for Lee County residents is the lowest in the region‐‐$21,061—

compared with the regional average of $27,469 and the state per capita income of $24,745.               

Interes ngly, the adult (15%) and child (21%) poverty rates are similar to the region’s average and just 

below the state rates.  Lee County has the lowest percentages of residents with at least an Associate’s 

Degree (29%) and with at least a Bachelor’s Degree (19%) in the region.  These educa onal and income 

trends are likely due to the dominance of manufacturing in Lee County, which tradi onally has not   

required a higher degree for a decent paying job.   

 Lee County Schools 

 Pilgrim Pride Corpora on 

 Coty LLC 

 Sta c Control Components Inc. 

 American Cyanamid Co. 

 The Pantry Inc. 

 Kelly Services Inc. 

 Amisub of North Carolina Inc. 

 Central Carolina Community College 

 Pentair Pool Products Inc. 
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   255 square miles—

Lee Co. is the     

smallest county in 

the region by land 

area 

 57,866—Lee Co. is 

also the smallest 

county in the region 

by popula on 

 The county’s tax 

base is 26.2% non‐

residen al 

 Lee Co.’s popula on 

grew by 18%         

between 2000 and 

2010 and  is          

projected to grow by 

another 14.1% from 

2010‐2030 

 Lee Co.’s Hispanic 

popula on grew 

from 11.7% in 2000 

to 18.3% in 2010, the 

highest percentage 

of Hispanics in the 

region 

Sources: 

 Tax Base: NC Dept. of Revenue 

 Popula on‐US Census & NC 

State Demographer (es mates) 

Age Groups: US Census & NC 

State Demographer (es mates) 

 Race & Ethnicity: US Census 

http://www.dornc.com/publications/taxable_real_property.html�
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   44.4%—The        

percentage of Lee 

Co. residents who 

are under age 35 

 In Lee Co.,          

Hispanics make up 

27.5% of the Gen 

Next, and 24.4% of 

the Millenial      

genera on 

Up to age 65, 

males outnumber 

females in Lee Co.  

A er 65 years old 

there are more 

women than men 

 Between 2000 and 

2010, murder and 

robbery were the 

only crimes whose 

rates went up in 

Lee Co. 

Genera on ages: 

Gen Next: 0‐14 

Millenials: 15‐34 

Gen X: 35‐44 

Boomers: 45‐64 

Depression*: 65‐80 

Silent**: 81+ 

 

*‐Named for those 

people who were 

children of the 

Great Depression 

(born 1930‐1945) 

**‐Born before 

1929. 

Source: 

“Genera on Y:  

America’s New 

Housing Wave,” 

Urban Land Jan/

Feb 2011, pp. 64‐66 

Sources: 

Genera ons: US Census 

 Crime: NC Department of 
Jus ce 

http://crimereporting.ncdoj.gov/Reports.aspx�
http://crimereporting.ncdoj.gov/Reports.aspx�
http://crimereporting.ncdoj.gov/Reports.aspx�
http://crimereporting.ncdoj.gov/Reports.aspx�
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   Lee Co. had the 2nd 

lowest teenage 

pregnancy rate of 

all coun es in 

2010—35 per 1,000 

15‐19 year old girls 

 Lee Co. had a 21.2% 

increase in housing 

units from 2000 to 

2010, the 2nd     

lowest increase in 

the region 

 17%—Lee Co. has 

the second lowest 

childhood obesity 

rate in the region 

 In 2010 Lee Co. had 

the highest percent 

of people without 

health insurance—

18.6% 

Sources: 

Housing Units: US Census 

 Teenage Pregnancy: Kids Count 

 Poverty: US Census 

Adult Obesity: Centers for Disease    

Control 

 Childhood Obesity: Eat Smart Move 

More NC 

Non‐insured: US Census 

http://datacenter.kidscount.org/data/bystate/stateprofile.aspx?state=NC&loc=4962�
http://apps.nccd.cdc.gov/DDT_STRS2/CountyPrevalenceData.aspx?mode=OBS�
http://apps.nccd.cdc.gov/DDT_STRS2/CountyPrevalenceData.aspx?mode=OBS�
http://apps.nccd.cdc.gov/DDT_STRS2/CountyPrevalenceData.aspx?mode=OBS�
http://apps.nccd.cdc.gov/DDT_STRS2/CountyPrevalenceData.aspx?mode=OBS�
http://www.eatsmartmovemorenc.com/Data/Texts/NCNPASS%202009%20County%202-18%20Years.pdf�
http://www.eatsmartmovemorenc.com/Data/Texts/NCNPASS%202009%20County%202-18%20Years.pdf�
http://www.eatsmartmovemorenc.com/Data/Texts/NCNPASS%202009%20County%202-18%20Years.pdf�
http://www.eatsmartmovemorenc.com/Data/Texts/NCNPASS%202009%20County%202-18%20Years.pdf�
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   Lee Co. is the only 

county in the region 

that has a higher 

percentage of   

manufacturing jobs 

(35%) than service 

jobs (34%) in 2010 

 The Lee Co.          

unemployment rate 

in 2011 was 12.9%, 

it was 4% in 2000 

Median household 

income for Lee Co. 

in 2010 was 

$45,308, up from 

$38,900 in 2000—

the lowest income in 

the region 

 The Lee Co. per capi‐

ta income in 2010 

was $21,061 

Sources: 

Employment Sectors: NC Employment Security Commission  

Unemployment:  NC Employment Security Commission  

Median HH Income: US Census 

Per Capita Income: US Census 

 Food Stamps:  US Census 

Average Annual Wage  Employment 
% of Popula on receiving 

food stamps 

2000  2010  2000  2010  2010 

$27,196  $37,648  23,622  22,929  9.7% 

http://apps.nccd.cdc.gov/DDT_STRS2/CountyPrevalenceData.aspx?mode=OBS�
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   The average    

commute  me to 

work in Lee Co. in 

2010 was 22.5 

minutes 

 75.9—the percent 

of Lee Co.         

residents who 

work in Lee Co. 

 Lee Co. has 25 

family child care 

homes and 36 

child care centers 

 Lee Co. had the 

highest high 

school drop out 

rate in SY 2010‐

2011 (4.72) of all 

coun es in the 

region 

Dropout rates are 

calculated by    

dividing the   

number of drop‐

outs by the total 

number of        

students 

Lee County Residents 

Commute Pa erns 

Sources: 

 Commute Times: US Census 

 High School Drop Out Rates: NC Dept. of 

Public Instruc on  

 Commute Pa erns: CTPP 

 Child Care Facili es: NC Dept. of Child      

Development and Early Educa on 

http://dpi.state.nc.us/research/discipline/reports/�
http://dpi.state.nc.us/research/discipline/reports/�
http://dpi.state.nc.us/research/discipline/reports/�
http://dpi.state.nc.us/research/discipline/reports/�
http://ncchildcaresearch.dhhs.state.nc.us/Result_Search.asp�
http://ncchildcaresearch.dhhs.state.nc.us/Result_Search.asp�
http://ncchildcaresearch.dhhs.state.nc.us/Result_Search.asp�
http://ncchildcaresearch.dhhs.state.nc.us/Result_Search.asp�
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   29.1% of Lee Co. 

residents have an 

Associate’s Degree, 

Bachelor’s Degree 

or Graduate      

Degree 

 80.4% have       

graduated from 

high school 

 49.7% of 3‐4 year 

olds in Lee Co. 

were enrolled in 

Pre‐K programs in 

2010 

 The number of  

doctorate degrees 

among Lee Co.  

residents grew by 

66.4% between 

2000 and 2010, 

more than 3x the 

rate of popula on 

growth (18%) for 

the same period 

Sources: 

 Educa onal A ainment: US Census 

 Doctorate Degrees: US Census 

Doctorate Degrees 

   Number  % of Popula on 

2000  140  0.4% 

2010  233  0.6% 
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Moore County  

Moore County is located in the southwestern corner of the seven-county Triangle J region.  At almost 

700 square miles and 88,247 people, it is the third largest county in the region by land area and third 

smallest by population.  A largely rural county, Moore County has an average density of 126 people per 

square mile.  Moore County has eleven towns, including Carthage (population 1,402), the county seat, 

and Pinehurst (population 12,521), the largest town.  The Moore County population grew by 18% from 

2000 to 2010, the second lowest rate in the region.  It is expected to grow by another 27% by 2030, a 

rate lower than the regional average, but not the lowest in the region.  The population of people 65 

and older is expected to become the largest age group (28%) in Moore County by 2030, followed by 

people ages 20-44.  Moore is the whitest county in the region, with Whites making up 80% of the     

population.  Blacks are 13%, Hispanics make up 6%, and Asians are <1% of the population.   

Most of Moore County is closer to the city of Fayetteville and Fort Bragg than it is to the employment 

centers of the Triangle J region.  Eighty-three percent of the taxable land in Moore County is classified 

as residential.  Because it is relatively separated from the rest of the region, 79% of Moore County 

workers work within Moore County and 16% work in counties outside of the Triangle J region (namely 

Cumberland, Montgomery and Randolph).  Moore County’s service industry makes up 61% of the jobs 

in the county, followed by retail trade (13%).  This is because Moore County is home to world class golf 

courses and tourism and recreation in the area is huge.  In addition to recreation and accommodation 

services, health care and social assistance jobs are concentrated in Moore County.   The County’s top 

employers are 

 

The average annual wage in Moore County is $34,216—below the region’s average of $37,080.  The per 

capita income is $25,786, one of the lower incomes in the region, but higher than the state’s average of 

$24,745.  The Moore County adult poverty rate (13%) is lower than the regional average and the state 

rate, but the child poverty rate (22%) is higher.  Although Moore County has a below regional average 

number of residents with at least an Associate’s Degree or Bachelor’s Degree, the number of people 

who have graduated from high school is slightly above the regional average.   These trends can likely be 

explained by the presence of a large retired population and a strong tourism and recreation industry, 

which traditionally pays lower wages.    

 First Health of the Carolinas Inc. 

 Moore County Schools 

 Pinehurst LLC 

 County of Moore 

 Sandhills Community College 

 St. Joseph of the Pines Hospital 

 Wal-Mart Associates Inc. 

 Pinehurst Medical Clinic Inc. 

 Trident Management Inc. 

 Pinehurst Surgical Clinic PA 
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 698 square miles—

Moore Co. is the 3rd 

largest county in the 

region by land area 

 88,247—Moore Co. 

is the 3rd smallest 

county in the region 

by population 

 The county’s tax 

base is 82.9%         

residential 

 Moore Co.’s           

population grew by 

17.8% between 2000 

and 2010 and  is  

projected to grow by 

another 27.2% from 

2010-2030 

 Moore Co. had the 

highest percentage 

of white people in 

the region in 2010—

80.4% 

Sources: 

 Tax Base: NC Dept. of Revenue 

 Population-US Census & NC 

State Demographer (estimates) 

 Age Groups: US Census & NC 

State Demographer (estimates) 

 Race & Ethnicity: US Census 

http://www.dornc.com/publications/taxable_real_property.html
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 16.5%—Moore Co. 

has the largest   

percentage of    

Depression         

generation of all 

the region’s     

counties 

 Moore Co. also has 

the highest         

percentage of    

Silent generation—

6.2% 

 In Moore Co. the 

Gen Next is 28.2% 

minority and the 

Silent generation is 

9.2% minority 

 Between 2000 and 

2010, crime rates 

for all crimes in 

Moore Co. went up 

except for motor 

vehicle theft 

Generation ages: 

Gen Next: 0-14 

Millenials: 15-34 

Gen X: 35-44 

Boomers: 45-64 

Depression*: 65-80 

Silent**: 81+ 

 

*-Named for those 

people who were 

children of the 

Great Depression 

(born 1930-1945) 

**-Born before 

1929 

Source: 

“Generation Y:  

America’s New 

Housing Wave,” 

Urban Land Jan/

Feb 2011, pp. 64-66 

Sources: 

 Generations: US Census 

 Crime: NC Department of 

Justice 

http://crimereporting.ncdoj.gov/Reports.aspx
http://crimereporting.ncdoj.gov/Reports.aspx
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 Moore Co. had the 

4th lowest teenage 

pregnancy rate of 

all counties in 

2010—47.6 per 

1,000 15-19 year old 

girls 

 Moore Co. had a 

lower than regional 

average increase in 

housing units from 

2000 to 2010 

 Moore Co. was right 

in the middle of the 

region’s counties for 

adult obesity 

(26.6%) and child 

obesity (18.7%) 

 In 2010 Moore Co. 

had a lower than 

average percent of 

people without 

health insurance—

14.2% 

Sources: 

 Housing Units: US Census 

 Teenage Pregnancy: APPCNC 

 Poverty: US Census 

 Adult Obesity: Centers for Disease     

Control 

 Childhood Obesity: Eat Smart Move 

More NC 

 Non-insured: US Census 

http://www.appcnc.org/data/map
http://apps.nccd.cdc.gov/DDT_STRS2/CountyPrevalenceData.aspx?mode=OBS
http://apps.nccd.cdc.gov/DDT_STRS2/CountyPrevalenceData.aspx?mode=OBS
http://www.eatsmartmovemorenc.com/Data/Texts/NCNPASS%202009%20County%202-18%20Years.pdf
http://www.eatsmartmovemorenc.com/Data/Texts/NCNPASS%202009%20County%202-18%20Years.pdf
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 Moore Co. has had 

more than half of its 

jobs in the services 

sector in both 2000 

(52%) and 2010 

(61%) 

 The Moore Co.    

unemployment rate 

in 2011 was 9.5%, it 

was 3.6% in 2000 

 Median household 

income for Moore 

Co. in 2010 was 

$46,954, up from 

$41,240 in 2000—

the second lowest 

income in the      

region 

 The Moore Co. per 

capita income in 

2010 was $25,786 

Sources: 

 Employment Sectors: NC Employment Security Commission  

 Unemployment:  NC Employment Security Commission  

 Median HH Income: US Census 

 Per Capita Income: US Census 

 Food Stamps:  US Census 

Average Annual Wage Employment 
% of Population re-
ceiving food stamps 

2000 2010 2000 2010 2010 

$25,584 $34,216 33,346 33,246 6.9% 

file://tjcog.org/voa/public/PLANNING/Development-Infrastructure/4907-Dev%20and%20Infrastructure%20Partnership/CIP%20files/CIP%20Study%202012/Demographic%20data/ent%20Security%20Commission%20%20http:/eslmi23.esc.state.nc.us/ew/MainMSAPR.asp?Report=1&Year=20
file://tjcog.org/voa/public/PLANNING/Development-Infrastructure/4907-Dev%20and%20Infrastructure%20Partnership/CIP%20files/CIP%20Study%202012/Demographic%20data/ent%20Security%20Commission%20%20http:/eslmi23.esc.state.nc.us/ew/MainMSAPR.asp?Report=1&Year=20
http://apps.nccd.cdc.gov/DDT_STRS2/CountyPrevalenceData.aspx?mode=OBS
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 The average    

commute time to 

work in Moore Co. 

in 2010 was 22.7 

minutes 

 94.1—the percent 

of Moore Co.    

residents who 

work in Moore Co. 

 Moore Co. has 37 

family child care 

homes and 59 

child care centers 

 Moore Co. had 

the lowest high 

school drop out 

rate of all       

counties in SY 

2010-2011 (2.4) 

 Dropout rates are 

calculated by    

dividing the    

number of drop-

outs by the total 

number of stu-

dents 

Moore County Residents 

Commute Patterns 

Sources: 

 Commute Times: US Census 

 High School Drop Out Rates: NC Dept. of Public 

Instruction  

 Commute Patterns: CTPP 

 Child Care Facilities: NC Dept. of Child                

Development and Early Education 

http://dpi.state.nc.us/research/discipline/reports/
http://dpi.state.nc.us/research/discipline/reports/
http://ncchildcaresearch.dhhs.state.nc.us/Result_Search.asp
http://ncchildcaresearch.dhhs.state.nc.us/Result_Search.asp


Appendix A  Moore County 

99| P a g e  

 42.4% of Moore 

Co. residents have 

an Associate’s   

Degree, Bachelor’s 

Degree or        

Graduate Degree 

 89.5% have     

graduated from 

high school 

 58.8% of 3-4 year 

olds in Moore Co. 

were enrolled in 

Pre-K programs in 

2010 

 The number of  

doctorate degrees 

among Moore Co. 

residents grew by 

29.9% between 

2000 and 2010, 

faster than the 

rate of population 

growth (17.8%) for 

the same period 

Sources: 

 Educational Attainment: US Census 

 Doctorate Degrees: US Census 

Doctorate Degrees 

  Number % of Population 

2000 522 1.0% 

2010 678 1.1% 
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Orange	County		

Orange County is in the Northwest part of the Triangle J region and borders Durham to the east and 

Chatham to the south.  Chapel Hill is the county’s largest town (popula on 57,223) and home to the 

University of North Carolina; Hillsborough, to the north, is the county seat (popula on 6,087).  The 

County encompasses almost 400 square miles and has a popula on of 133,801—an urban county with 

a density of 336 people per square mile.  Orange County experienced the lowest rate of growth in the 

region between 2000 and 2010 (13%), but is expected to grow by another 30% by 2030.  People ages 

20‐44 make up the most prominent age group (39%) in Orange County and this age group is expected 

to remain the largest in the future.  This is largely due to the students a ending the University of North 

Carolina and recent graduates.  Orange County is predominantly White (74%), followed by Blacks 

(12%), Hispanics (8%) and Asians (7%).  

The eastern part of Orange County, including Chapel Hill, borders Durham County and forms a con gu‐

ous urbanized area.  Research Triangle Park and Raleigh are also easily accessible from the southeast‐

ern parts of Orange County.  Eighty‐four percent of the taxable property in Orange County is classified 

as residen al, making it the second most residen al county in the region.  Partly due to the low levels 

of commercial and industrial proper es, 40% of Orange County workers work outside of Orange Coun‐

ty—a full quarter of Orange County workers commute to Durham County.  Orange County is primarily a 

services‐based economy, with 61% of all jobs falling into that category.  Retail trade (15%) and Public 

Administra on (6%) are also big industries.  Other concentrated industries are accommoda on and 

food services; arts, entertainment and recrea on; and real estate and rental and leasing.  The County’s 

top employers are: 

The average annual wage in Orange County is $47,112, well above the regional average of $37,080 and 

second only to Durham County’s average.  The per capita income is $32,912, the highest in the region.  

Orange County’s adult poverty rate (18%) is the highest in the region, while the child poverty rate 

(19%) is just below the region’s average.  Orange County has the most educated popula on in the    

region, with 60% having at least an Associate’s Degree and 55% at least a Bachelor’s Degree.  The high 

wages, per capita income and high levels of educa on in Orange County reflect a por on of the       

popula on, but the surprisingly high adult poverty rate is likely explained by the large student           

popula on in the county. 

 UNC Department of Psychiatry 

 UNC Health Care System 

 Chapel Hill‐Carrboro City Schools 

 Orange County Schools 

 Orange County 

 Town of Chapel Hill 

 Eurosport 

 Aramark Food and Support Services 

 Harris Teeter Inc. 

 AKG of America Inc. 
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   398 square miles—

Orange Co. is the 3rd 

smallest county in 

the region by land 

area 

 133,801—Orange 

Co. is the 3rd largest 

county in the region 

by popula on 

 The county’s tax 

base is 84%           

residen al 

Orange Co.’s popula‐

on grew by 13.2% 

between 2000 and 

2010 and  is project‐

ed to grow by anoth‐

er 29.6% from 2010‐

2030 

Orange Co. had the 

highest percentage 

of Asians of all   

coun es in both 

2000 (4.1%) and 

2010 (6.7%) 

Sources: 

 Tax Base: NC Dept. of Revenue 

 Popula on‐US Census & NC 

State Demographer (es mates) 

Age Groups: US Census & NC 

State Demographer (es mates) 

 Race & Ethnicity: US Census 

http://www.dornc.com/publications/taxable_real_property.html�
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   32.7%—Orange Co. 

has the largest   

percentage of     

Millenials of all the 

region’s coun es 

Orange Co. also 

has the lowest   

percentage of Gen 

Next—17.1% 

 The percentage of 

African Americans 

in each of Orange 

Co.’s genera ons is 

fairly steady,    

ranging from 11% 

of Millenials to 

13.6% of Depres‐

sion Era 

 Between 2000 and 

2010, crime rates 

for all crimes in 

Orange Co. went 

down except for 

rape and robbery 

Genera on ages: 

Gen Next: 0‐14 

Millenials: 15‐34 

Gen X: 35‐44 

Boomers: 45‐64 

Depression*: 65‐80 

Silent**: 81+ 

 

*‐Named for those 

people who were 

children of the 

Great Depression 

(born 1930‐1945) 

**‐Born before 

1929 

Source: 

“Genera on Y:  

America’s New 

Housing Wave,” 

Urban Land Jan/

Feb 2011, pp. 64‐66 

Sources: 

Genera ons: US Census 

 Crime: NC Department of 

Jus ce 

http://crimereporting.ncdoj.gov/Reports.aspx�
http://crimereporting.ncdoj.gov/Reports.aspx�
http://crimereporting.ncdoj.gov/Reports.aspx�
http://crimereporting.ncdoj.gov/Reports.aspx�
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  Orange Co. had the 

lowest teenage 

pregnancy rate of 

all coun es in 

2010—17.4 per 

1,000 15‐19 year old 

girls 

Orange Co. had the 

lowest increase in 

housing units from 

2000 to 2010—

12.8% 

Orange Co. has both 

the lowest adult 

obesity rate (22.7%) 

and childhood    

obesity rate (12.2%) 

in the region 

 In 2010 Orange Co. 

had the lowest    

percent of people 

without health    

insurance—12.1% 

Sources: 

Housing Units: US Census 

 Teenage Pregnancy: APPCNC 

 Poverty: US Census 

Adult Obesity: Centers for Disease      

Control 

 Childhood Obesity: Eat Smart Move 

More NC 

Non‐insured: US Census 

http://www.appcnc.org/data/map�
http://apps.nccd.cdc.gov/DDT_STRS2/CountyPrevalenceData.aspx?mode=OBS�
http://apps.nccd.cdc.gov/DDT_STRS2/CountyPrevalenceData.aspx?mode=OBS�
http://apps.nccd.cdc.gov/DDT_STRS2/CountyPrevalenceData.aspx?mode=OBS�
http://apps.nccd.cdc.gov/DDT_STRS2/CountyPrevalenceData.aspx?mode=OBS�
http://www.eatsmartmovemorenc.com/Data/Texts/NCNPASS%202009%20County%202-18%20Years.pdf�
http://www.eatsmartmovemorenc.com/Data/Texts/NCNPASS%202009%20County%202-18%20Years.pdf�
http://www.eatsmartmovemorenc.com/Data/Texts/NCNPASS%202009%20County%202-18%20Years.pdf�
http://www.eatsmartmovemorenc.com/Data/Texts/NCNPASS%202009%20County%202-18%20Years.pdf�
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   In Orange Co.,     

u li es, wholesale 

trade, retail trade 

and services were 

the only sectors that 

increased             

percentage of total 

employment        

between 2000 and 

2010 

 The Orange Co.   

unemployment rate 

in 2011 was 6.7%, it 

was 2.5% in 2000 

Median household 

income for Orange 

Co. in 2010 was 

$52,993, up from 

$42,372 in 2000—

the second highest 

income in the      

region 

 The Orange Co. per 

capita income in 

2010 was $32,912 

Sources: 

Employment Sectors: NC Employment Security Commission  

Unemployment:  NC Employment Security Commission  

Median HH Income: US Census 

Per Capita Income: US Census 

 Food Stamps:  US Census 

Average Annual Wage  Employment 
% of Popula on re-
ceiving food stamps 

2000  2010  2000  2010  2010 

$32,968  $47,112  63,153  65,908  5.5% 

http://apps.nccd.cdc.gov/DDT_STRS2/CountyPrevalenceData.aspx?mode=OBS�
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   The average   

commute  me to 

work in Orange 

Co. in 2010 was 

21.6 minutes 

 63.7—the percent 

of Orange Co.   

residents who 

work in Orange 

Co. 

Orange Co. has 27 

family child care 

homes and 78 

child care centers 

Orange Co. had 

the highest drop‐

out rate in SY 07‐

08 (5.07) and the 

lowest in SY 09‐10 

(1.82) 

Dropout rates are 

calculated by   

dividing the    

number of drop‐

outs by the total 

number of        

students 

Orange County Residents 

Commute Pa erns 

Sources: 

 Commute Times: US Census 

 High School Drop Out Rates: NC Dept. of 

Public Instruc on  

 Commute Pa erns: CTPP 

 Child Care Facili es: NC Dept. of Child     

Development and Early Educa on 

http://dpi.state.nc.us/research/discipline/reports/�
http://dpi.state.nc.us/research/discipline/reports/�
http://dpi.state.nc.us/research/discipline/reports/�
http://dpi.state.nc.us/research/discipline/reports/�
http://ncchildcaresearch.dhhs.state.nc.us/Result_Search.asp�
http://ncchildcaresearch.dhhs.state.nc.us/Result_Search.asp�
http://ncchildcaresearch.dhhs.state.nc.us/Result_Search.asp�
http://ncchildcaresearch.dhhs.state.nc.us/Result_Search.asp�
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   59.6% of Orange 

Co. residents have 

an Associate’s   

Degree, Bachelor’s 

Degree or        

Graduate Degree 

 89.9% have      

graduated from 

high school 

 85.6% of 3‐4 year 

olds in Orange Co. 

were enrolled in 

Pre‐K programs in 

2010 

 The number of   

doctorate degrees 

among Orange Co. 

residents grew by 

28.9% between 

2000 and 2010, 

more than 2x the 

rate of popula on 

growth (13.2%) for 

the same period 

 The University of 

North Carolina‐

Chapel Hill         

conferred  440   

doctorate degrees 

in the 2009‐2010 

school year 

Sources: 

 Educa onal A ainment: US Census 

 Doctorate Degrees: US Census 

Doctorate Degrees 

   Number  % of Popula on 

2000  5138  7.4% 

2010  6625  8.3% 
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Wake	County		

Wake County has more people than all the other coun es in the Triangle J region combined—900,993.  

The county contains large urban areas and small towns and farmland.  Raleigh, the capital of the state 

of North Carolina, is located in the middle of the county and is its largest city (popula on 403,892),    

followed by Cary (popula on 135,234).  At 835 square miles, the County is the largest by land area in 

the region and has an average density of 1,092 people per square mile.  Between 2000 and 2010 the 

popula on of Wake County exploded, growing by 44%, much higher than the regional average growth 

rate and more than double the state’s rate.  It is expected to grow by another 43% by 2030.  The 65 

and over popula on in Wake County is the only age group whose percentage of the popula on is  

growing, even though it is expected to remain the smallest of the age groups.  The 20‐44 age group is 

and will remain the largest group.  Wake County is one of the more diverse coun es in the region, with 

66% of the popula on white, 20% Black, 9% Hispanic and 5% Asian.   

Wake County contains Raleigh‐Durham Airport, North Carolina State University, and parts of the      

Research Triangle Park, a major employment center in the region.  Seventy‐seven percent of the      

taxable property in Wake County is classified as residen al, just above the regional average.  The      

significant amount of commercial and industrial land helps explain why only 18% of Wake County 

workers commute to jobs outside of the county—11% work in Durham County.  More than half of 

Wake County’s jobs are in the services sector, followed by retail trade and public administra on.      

Other sectors that are concentrated in Wake County are informa on, management, professional and        

technical services, and arts/recrea on/entertainment.  The top employers in Wake County are: 

The average annual wage in Wake County is $46,800, well above both the regional average and the 

state average.  The per capita income is $32,592 and is the second highest in the region.  Wake County 

has the lowest poverty rates in the region—11% for adults and 13% for children.  It also has the highest 

percentage of popula on who have graduated from high school (91%), and the second highest rates of 

people with at least an Associate’s Degree or Bachelor’s Degree.   Because of the concentra ons of 

government (public administra on) and other higher paying/higher educa on jobs in Wake County, 

the income and educa on levels of the residents are among the most equitable in the region. 

 Wake County Public Schools 

 North Carolina State University 

 WakeMed 

 Rex HealthCare 

 SAS Ins tute Inc. 

 Wal‐Mart Associates, Inc. 

 City of Raleigh 

 County of Wake 

 NC Dept. of Health and Human Services 

 NC Department of Transporta on 
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   835 square miles—

Wake Co. is the    

largest county in the 

region by land area 

 900,993—Wake Co. 

is also the largest 

county in the region 

by popula on 

 The county’s tax 

base is 22.7% non‐

residen al 

Wake Co.’s            

popula on grew by 

43.5% between 2000 

and 2010 and  is  

projected to grow by 

another 43.4% from 

2010‐2030 

Wake Co. was the 

only county where 

the percentage of 

African Americans 

increased between 

2000 (19.7%) and 

2010 (20.7%) 

Sources: 

 Tax Base: NC Dept. of Revenue 

 Popula on‐US Census & NC 

State Demographer (es mates) 

Age Groups: US Census & NC 

State Demographer (es mates) 

 Race & Ethnicity: US Census 

http://www.dornc.com/publications/taxable_real_property.html�
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   20.9%—Wake Co. 

has the largest  

percentage of Gen 

Xers of all the    

region’s coun es 

Wake Co. also has 

the lowest          

percentage of    

Silent genera on—

1.9% 

 In Wake Co., Gen 

Next is 60% white 

and the Silent    

Genera on is 

79.7% white 

 Between 2000 and 

2010, the murder 

rate remained the 

same (.04) in Wake 

Co., and MV the  

went down; all  

other crime rates 

went up 

Genera on ages: 

Gen Next: 0‐14 

Millenials: 15‐34 

Gen X: 35‐44 

Boomers: 45‐64 

Depression*: 65‐80 

Silent**: 81+ 

 

*‐Named for those 

people who were 

children of the 

Great Depression 

(born 1930‐1945) 

**‐Born before 

1929 

Source: 

“Genera on Y:  

America’s New 

Housing Wave,” 

Urban Land Jan/

Feb 2011, pp. 64‐66 

Sources: 

Genera ons: US Census 

 Crime: NC Department of 

Jus ce 

http://crimereporting.ncdoj.gov/Reports.aspx�
http://crimereporting.ncdoj.gov/Reports.aspx�
http://crimereporting.ncdoj.gov/Reports.aspx�
http://crimereporting.ncdoj.gov/Reports.aspx�
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  Wake Co. had the 

3rd lowest teenage 

pregnancy rate of 

all coun es in 

2010—35.1 per 

1,000 15‐19 year old 

girls 

Wake Co. had the 

largest increase in 

housing units from 

2000 to 2010—

43.6% 

Wake Co. has the 

3rd lowest adult 

obesity rate (26%) in 

the region 

 In 2010 Wake Co. 

had the 2nd lowest 

percent of people 

without health    

insurance—13.4% 

Sources: 

Housing Units: US Census 

 Teenage Pregnancy: APPCNC 

 Poverty: US Census 

Adult Obesity: Centers for Disease      

Control 

 Childhood Obesity: Eat Smart Move 

More NC 

Non‐insured: US Census 

http://www.appcnc.org/data/map�
http://apps.nccd.cdc.gov/DDT_STRS2/CountyPrevalenceData.aspx?mode=OBS�
http://apps.nccd.cdc.gov/DDT_STRS2/CountyPrevalenceData.aspx?mode=OBS�
http://apps.nccd.cdc.gov/DDT_STRS2/CountyPrevalenceData.aspx?mode=OBS�
http://apps.nccd.cdc.gov/DDT_STRS2/CountyPrevalenceData.aspx?mode=OBS�
http://www.eatsmartmovemorenc.com/Data/Texts/NCNPASS%202009%20County%202-18%20Years.pdf�
http://www.eatsmartmovemorenc.com/Data/Texts/NCNPASS%202009%20County%202-18%20Years.pdf�
http://www.eatsmartmovemorenc.com/Data/Texts/NCNPASS%202009%20County%202-18%20Years.pdf�
http://www.eatsmartmovemorenc.com/Data/Texts/NCNPASS%202009%20County%202-18%20Years.pdf�
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   In Wake Co., public 

administra on,   

finance & real     

estate, and services 

were the only      

sectors that         

increased             

percentage of total 

employment        

between 2000 and 

2010 

 The Wake Co.      

unemployment rate 

in 2011 was 8.3%, it 

was 2.4% in 2000 

Median household 

income for Wake 

Co. in 2010 was 

$63,386, up from 

$54,988 in 2000. 

This was the highest 

income in the      

region 

 The Wake Co. per 

capita income in 

2010 was $32,592 

Sources: 

Employment Sectors: NC Employment Security Commission  

Unemployment:  NC Employment Security Commission  

Median HH Income: US Census 

Per Capita Income: US Census 

 Food Stamps:  US Census 

Average Annual Wage  Employment 
% of Popula on re-
ceiving food stamps 

2000  2010  2000  2010  2010 

$35,412  $46,800  357,153  425,856  5.2% 

http://apps.nccd.cdc.gov/DDT_STRS2/CountyPrevalenceData.aspx?mode=OBS�
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   The average    

commute  me to 

work in Wake Co. 

in 2010 was 23.7 

minutes 

 85.3—the percent 

of Wake Co.     

residents who 

work in Wake Co. 

Wake Co. has 284 

family child care 

homes and 334 

child care centers 

Wake Co. had the 

lowest dropout 

rate in SY 06‐07 

(3.44) and SY 08‐

09 (2.73) 

Dropout rates are 

calculated by   

dividing the   

number of drop‐

outs by the total 

number of        

students 

Wake County Residents 

Commute Pa erns 

Sources: 

 Commute Times: US Census 

 High School Drop Out Rates: NC Dept. of 

Public Instruc on  

 Commute Pa erns: CTPP 

 Child Care Facili es: NC Dept. of Child   

Development and Early Educa on 

http://dpi.state.nc.us/research/discipline/reports/�
http://dpi.state.nc.us/research/discipline/reports/�
http://dpi.state.nc.us/research/discipline/reports/�
http://dpi.state.nc.us/research/discipline/reports/�
http://ncchildcaresearch.dhhs.state.nc.us/Result_Search.asp�
http://ncchildcaresearch.dhhs.state.nc.us/Result_Search.asp�
http://ncchildcaresearch.dhhs.state.nc.us/Result_Search.asp�
http://ncchildcaresearch.dhhs.state.nc.us/Result_Search.asp�
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   55.8% of Wake Co. 

residents have an 

Associate’s Degree, 

Bachelor’s Degree 

or Graduate      

Degree 

 91.9% have      

graduated from 

high school 

 65.2% of 3‐4 year 

olds in Wake Co. 

were enrolled in 

Pre‐K programs in 

2010 

 The number of   

doctorate degrees 

among Wake Co. 

residents grew by 

42.3% between 

2000 and 2010, 

just below the rate 

of popula on 

growth (43.5%) for 

the same period 

North Carolina 

State University 

conferred 499    

doctorate degrees 

in the 2009‐2010 

school year 

Sources: 

 Educa onal A ainment: US Census 

 Doctorate Degrees: US Census 

Doctorate Degrees 

   Number  % of Popula on 

2000  8424  2.1% 

2010  11991  2.1% 
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Regional Survey Results 

The online regional survey asked the 132 respondents to rate the importance of various objectives 

and evaluate the region’s readiness in each.  The results are depicted below in graph form,   

organized by goal. 

Goal One:   Build a Regional Competitive Advantage and Leverage the Marketplace 

  IMPORTANCE     PREPAREDNESS 

Ensure our region’s communities are capable of adapting to changing economic conditions 

Develop a regional economic marketing strategy 

Determine the features, benefits, and advantages of our region’s brand 

Identify, understand, and develop strategies to support the  
most important industry clusters in our region 
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Goal Two:  Establish and Maintain Robust Infrastructure 

  IMPORTANCE     PREPAREDNESS 

Assess the types, locations, capacities, and conditions of our region’s  
physical infrastructure assets  

Develop high-quality multi-modal mobility plans for people and freight 

Develop a long-term, comprehensive water resources plan for  
potable water, wastewater, and stormwater 

Ensure the region is on a path to be well-served by telecommunications infrastructure 

Help communities evaluate and prepare for evolving energy services and infrastructure 
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Goal Three:  Create Revitalized and Vibrant Communities 

  IMPORTANCE     PREPAREDNESS 

Define and promote environmentally sustainable development patterns 

Ensure that traditionally under-represented or distressed communities  
are engaged in development decisions 

Help communities create walkable, child-safe, and senior-friendly neighborhoods 

Promote the development, restoration, and preservation of city and town centers 

Provide a full range of fair and affordable housing choices 
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Goal Four:   Develop Healthy and Innovative People 

  IMPORTANCE     PREPAREDNESS 

Foster development, recruitment, and retention of a skilled workforce 

Identify and analyze educational resources, including gaps in our workforce training 

Identify health care resources and analyze gaps in service provision 

Foster an entrepreneurial culture 
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Primary Themes 
 

Better regional collaboration – General consensus that the region needs to work better together, 

be less competitive between jurisdictions, and learn from each other’s experiences.                

Participants agree that communities need to recognize that what benefits one, benefits the 

others.  Also, participants called for more robust regional conversations about important issues 

facing the communities – such as the future of transit.  Comments reinforced the call for more 

visionary leadership and long-term thinking.  This theme cuts across multiple goals. 

GOAL 1:  BUILD A COMPETITIVE ADVANTAGE AND LEVERAGE THE MARKETPLACE 

Start-up capital – In general, focus group participants agree that local existing and new businesses 

need to receive greater access to capital, including venture, incentive-based, and bank-

financed capital.  In general, participants agree the region lacks the start-up capital many 

young businesses need and infrastructure limitations (lack of direct airline routes) constrain 

access to venture capital markets on the West or East coasts. 

GOAL 2:  ESTABLISH AND MAINTAIN A ROBUST REGIONAL INFRATRUCTURE 

Water and sewer infrastructure – Many communities expressed concern over water and  

wastewater facilities, i.e. inadequate and old infrastructure, complicated systems, lack of      

service, etc.  General agreement that water will become an issue of contention in the future 

and that the problems  associated with water and sewer infrastructure are barriers to 

attracting new firms to the region. 

Transportation systems – Most agree that Region J has a strong existing transportation network – 

roads, airports, and railroads.  Many participants expressed concern about the increasing     

congestion on major interstates, the lack of direct service from the airlines (especially to the 

West Coast and internationally), and the absence of multi-modal transportation systems.  

There was a general consensus that the region needs a new transit system, one that takes    

people off the road. 

 

Focus Group Themes 

To further understand the perceptions and opinions of leaders throughout the region, 14 focus 

groups were held, including at least one in each of the region’s seven counties. One hundred sixty-

seven individuals participated in focus groups, which asked participants to discuss each of the four 

overarching goals of the strategic plan, paying particular attention to areas where gaps exist or im-

provements could be made.  Focus group results were compiled and analyzed, resulting in thirteen 

key themes, described below. Eleven of these were specifically incorporated into the strategic plan; 

two were determined to be cross-cutting, to be addressed throughout the plan.   
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Broadband – Another frequently mentioned infrastructure need, several communities expressed 

concern over how they would attract and retain businesses when, geographically, they did not 

have extensive broadband access.  This was also a concern in attracting young people, the abil-

ity to telework, and improving educational access and entrepreneurism.   

GOAL 3:  CREATE REVITALIZED AND VIBRANT COMMUNITIES  

Next Generation – Many communities expressed concern about how they would attract and retain 

young people, or the next generation.  This was a central discussion in rural communities, 

which recognize that the next generation wants to live close to their work and makes living 

choices based on quality of life.  This also came into play in discussions of downtown             

revitalization, job creation, and infrastructure improvements (especially transportation and 

broadband).  This theme applies to goals 2 and 4 as well. 

Local agriculture – Moderately mentioned, communities are interested in fostering the “buy local” 

and “farm to fork” initiatives that support local agriculture.  This was one area communities 

mentioned they could learn from their neighboring counties without sparking competition.  It 

was also mentioned as an option to encourage healthier communities, in addition to             

supporting local enterprises.  This is commonly acknowledged as a way to spend money locally.  

This theme applies to goal 4 as well. 

GOAL 4:  DEVELOP HEALTHY AND INNOVATIVE PEOPLE 

Skills gap – Education is consistently recognized as an asset for the region.  However, many focus 

group participants believe there is a technical skills gap in the workforce – not everyone needs 

to or should receive a four-year degree.  The lack of skilled, blue collar workers can and has 

acted as a deterrent to businesses wishing to locate in the area.   

 

Secondary Themes 

GOAL 3:  CREATE REVITALIZED AND VIBRANT COMMUNITIES 

Affordable housing – The lack of affordable housing close to where people work is forcing people to 

live far away from where they work and commute in (i.e. Johnston, Alamance, etc.).  This is 

important because vibrant communities are multi-layered – age, race, socioeconomic status, 

etc.  The Region needs entry level, good quality homes at a reasonable price. 

Community appearance – The first impressions of visitors to the area are a concern for                

communities with abandoned storefronts, run down neighborhoods, and other manner of 

blight.  Participants called for reinvestment in communities – to create noticeable                  

improvements in the aesthetics of a place. 
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Urban and rural balance – How do we share the prosperity of urban areas with rural areas?  
Some participants said we need to protect better our green space and farmland, rather than 
building on it.  Participants want to preserve open space and green space, if not expand. 

 
GOAL 4:  DEVELOP HEALTHY AND INNOVATIVE PEOPLE 
 

Early Education – Need to improve educational opportunities and system for pre-k and  
 elementary.  Many focus group participants believe there are problems in the system,  
 inadequate funding for schools, and insufficient focus on early education (as a preventative 

for other problems and to keep pace with other regions and countries). 
 
Nutrition/Obesity – The region has excellent healthcare facilities, but not the best healthcare    

outcomes.  Participants want to see strategies focused on changing lifestyles and providing 
more healthy options (food choices, exercise, recreation) and awareness of healthy choices. 
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Triangle J Council of 
Governments 

Local Capital Improvement Plans 

Development & Infrastructure  
Partnership 

Version 2.0 
October 2012 

The Development and Infrastruc-
ture Partnership was formed in 2008 
and designated Transit Investment 
and Long-term, Comprehensive Wa-
ter Resources Management as its 
top two priorities, falling under an 
overarching theme of Sustainability.  
Fitting under the main theme and 
the two top priorities are four stra-
tegic areas: Mobility; Water Re-
sources; Capital Investments; and 
Triangle, State and Federal Opportu-
nities. While all of the work being 
done through the Development and 
Infrastructure Partnership fits within 
this framework, this report on Local 
Capital Improvement Plans repre-
sents the Capital Investments strate-
gic area and illustrates the align-
ment of the member jurisdictions’ 
priorities with those of the Partner-
ship. 

   This report examines the capital 
improvement plans (CIPs) for each 
jurisdiction in Region J that had a 
current version*. A capital improve-
ment plan is a document typically 
spanning five to seven years that 
details the projects the organization 
wishes to undertake in that time 
frame.  Local governments, both 
municipal and county, as well as oth-

er non-governmental service provid-
ers, use capital improvement plans 
to allocate funds for major infra-
structure and capital investments 
over a specified time period.  Com-
monly part of the budgeting process, 
a CIP details a schedule for upgrad-
ing, expanding, and renovating com-
munity assets.  In the Triangle re-
gion: 

 Six counties, and twenty three 
municipalities within the re-
gion have current Capital Im-
provement Plans. 

 Johnston County is the only 
county without a CIP. 

 An additional fifteen munici-
palities are either updating 
their CIPs or do not have one. 

      Local governments in the Trian-
gle have identified almost $3.5 bil-
lion in capital improvements be-
tween fiscal year 2012-2013 and 
fiscal year 2017-2018.  While this 
report focuses on the five year span 
noted above, many of the jurisdic-
tions’ CIPs had much wider time 
frames. Table 1 shows the time 
frames for the region’s CIPs.  

   CIPs are important because they 
allow local governments to look 
ahead and plan infrastructure and 
other capital projects in accordance 
with anticipated population growth. 
The seven-county Triangle region is 
expected to grow by approximately 
600,000 people by 2030. 

   The format and content of the CIPs 
varied widely from jurisdiction to 
jurisdiction.  Most contained catego-

ries such as transportation, water 
and sewer, police and fire.  Some 
had more liberal definitions of capi-
tal improvements and included line 
items such as personnel and office 
supplies. Triangle J Council of Gov-
ernments wrote two documents to 
assist municipalities and counties in 
creating more uniform CIPs—CIP 
Good Practices and Structure for a 
Comprehensive CIP.   

   Every municipality and county has 
different funding streams for their 
capital projects, ranging from feder-
al funding, to bonds, to taxes. It is 
for this reason that funding sources 
are not included in this report.   

   Figures 1 and 2 on the following 
pages show the thirteen standard 
classifications targeted for funding 
by County and City CIP programs 
over the specified five year range. 
The charts indicate that counties are 
apportioning large percentages of 
their capital budgets for schools 
(43.7% of the 5 year projected 
spending) and public safety (22.5%), 
while municipalities are generally 
targeting wastewater (34.6% of the 
5 year projected spending), water 
(15%) and transportation (15%).  In 
addition to being the top priorities 
of the D&I Partnership, wastewater, 
water and transportation are slated 
to receive a total of 65% of munici-
palities’ capital spending over the 
next five years. The most notable 
differences between counties and 
municipalities are in the categories 
of schools and transportation.  

(Continued on page 122) 

* Johnston County, Broadway, 
Clayton, Kenly, Micro, Morris-
ville, Pinebluff, Pine Level, 
Princeton, Robbins, Rolesville, 
Smithfield, Southern Pines, Tay-
lortown, Vass, Wendell and Wil-
son’s Mills either did not have a 
CIP or did not have a current 
CIP. 

http://www.tjcog.org/Data/Sites/1/media/regional-planning/d&i-partnership/report2a.pdf
http://www.tjcog.org/Data/Sites/1/media/regional-planning/d&i-partnership/report2a.pdf
http://www.tjcog.org/Data/Sites/1/media/regional-planning/d&i-partnership/report3a.pdf
http://www.tjcog.org/Data/Sites/1/media/regional-planning/d&i-partnership/report3a.pdf
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School districts are predomi-
nantly funded by counties, 
whereas transportation projects 
are almost strictly paid for by 
municipalities and by the state.   

Figures 1 and 2 also reveal 
that jurisdictions are looking 
two to three years out to target 
bigger projects and larger 
amounts of money. For exam-
ple, the counties show a sharp 
increase in school funding be-
tween FY 2013 and FY 2014, 
largely due to Wake County 
schools.  Similarly, the munici-
palities have several big ticket 
projects planned for 2013 and 
2014 in parks & recreation, 
transportation and public safety 
that contributed to the almost 
$100 million increase from FY 
2012. 

This report, and the charts 
and tables within, do not show 
the entirety of current and pro-
jected needs of the region.  It 
should be noted that many gov-
ernment and public services are 
shared among the region’s juris-
dictions and, thus, may appear 
underfunded in some locations.  
For example:  

 Orange County and Wake 
County are major providers 
of Solid Waste Service. 
Member communities will 
not show planned future 
investments in this catego-
ry. 

 
 Raleigh provides water and 

sewer to numerous com-
munities. High expenditures 
for Raleigh also account for 
the underlying services be-
ing provided through the 
region. 

(Continued from page 121) 

 
 Cary provides water and sewer ser-

vice for Morrisville. 
 
 Chapel Hill, Carrboro and parts of 

Orange County have a private wa-
ter provider (OWASA). 

 
 Towns in Western Wake County 

will be sharing the costs of a 
shared wastewater facility. 

 
 Reclaimed water is becoming more 

popular among jurisdictions in the 
region and, as its use becomes 
more widespread it will change the 
infrastructure and spending needs 
in the water, wastewater and 
stormwater categories. 

 
   It is common practice for other or-
ganizations to have Capital Improve-
ment Plans, including public utilities, 
Metropolitan Planning Organizations 
(MPOs), transit agencies, and colleges/
universities.  

 Orange Water and Sewer Author-
ity (OWASA) has a CIP detailing 
almost $69 million in projected 
spending from 2013-2017. 

 Transit and transportation pro-
jects for the region are not fully 
factored into the local CIPs. For 
example, Chapel Hill Transit capi-
tal improvements are stand 
alone requests and are not in-
cluded in the town’s CIP unless a 
major structure is required.  

 The two transportation planning 
organizations in the region, Capi-
tal Area Metropolitan Planning 
Organization (CAMPO) and 
Durham Chapel Hill Carrboro 
Metropolitan Planning Organiza-
tion (DCHC MPO), have many 
projects listed for funding in their 
Transportation Improvement 
Programs that are not reflected 
in municipal or county CIPs.  

 

   The figures on the following pages 
illustrate the CIPs and spending prior-
ities for the counties and municipali-
ties.  While this report does not dis-
cuss specific projects, it does show 
the bigger picture of where the re-
gion is focusing its resources over the 
next five years.  This report also pro-
vides the potential for neighboring 
municipalities to collaborate on capi-
tal projects and share resources. 

   The data for this report was gath-
ered from county and municipal Capi-
tal Improvement Plans in the region.  
Many were published online and 
some were obtained by contacting 
the local governments individually.  
The data was standardized to accom-
modate the thirteen categories iden-
tified by the Development and Infra-
structure Partnership. Most of the 
capital projects and dedicated spend-
ing were easily placed into one of the 
thirteen standard classifications.  
However, it must be noted that there 
was a certain amount of subjectivity 
on the part of the authors when CIP 
line items were not easily classified. 
Please see appendix for notes on this.  

 

For more information, please contact: 

Bergen Watterson, Planner 
TJCOG 
bwatterson@tjcog.org 
(919) 558-2700 

 

Local Capital Improvement 

Plans 
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 Total 

Chatham County 2013-2019                             112,207,392  

Durham County 2012-2021                             202,755,498  

Lee County 2012-2016                             48,304,258  

Moore County 2014-2024                             68,001,887  

Orange County 2012-2017                             190,755,583  

Wake County 2013-2019                             463,283,000  

Total County   1,085,307,618  

 

Aberdeen 2007-2012                             4,382,000  

Apex 2012-2020                             151,042,000  

Benson 2012-2032                             3,977,500  

Carborro 2012-2018                             31,546,665  

Carthage 2011-2016                             7,920,954  

Cary 2012-2022                             328,300,497  

Chapel Hill 2011-2027                             11,807,805  

Durham (City) 2012-2017                             546,458,405  

Four Oaks 2012-2016                             2,045,000  

Fuquay-Varina 2012-2017                             8,603,353  

Garner 2010-2014                             40,530,263  

Hillsborough 2012-2018                             36,836,000  

Holly Springs 2012-2017                             147,960,900  

Knightdale 2010-2015                             9,970,000  

Pinehurst 2013-2017                             15,734,570  

Pittsboro 2012-2016                             62,500,220  

Raleigh 2012-2022                             653,611,929  

Sanford 2011-2016                             78,988,484  

Selma 2012-2018                             11,939,000  

Siler City 2006-2015                             16,075,000  

Wake Forest 2012-2017                             95,637,900  

Whispering Pines 2012-2017                             2,057,310  

Zebulon 2012-2017                             6,274,250  

Total Municipal   2,274,200,005  

Total County  + Muni. 
  3,359,507,623  

Table 1: Regional  
CIP Time Frames 
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Figure 1.  Triangle 

Capital Programs 

 Table 2: County Spending by 
Standard Classification 

Classification 2012-2013  2013-2014  2014-2015  2015-2016  2016-2017 2017-2018 

Schools  $  76,706,838   $  46,235,065   $133,992,145   $139,721,834   $  76,236,285   $    1,735,887  

Transportation  $                 -     $         60,000   $                 -     $                 -     $                 -     $                 -    

Parks, Open Space,  
& Recreation 

 $    3,797,127   $  15,690,398   $  19,190,330   $  18,029,200   $    2,020,000   $    1,570,000  

Arts & Culture  $         50,000   $    1,000,000   $    9,891,126   $  12,237,681   $  41,211,025   $    2,984,334  

Water  $    3,783,740   $    3,134,220   $    2,828,438   $       700,000   $    3,349,000   $       200,000  

Wastewater  $    3,030,450   $    1,675,000   $    5,875,000   $    2,000,000   $    1,168,000   $    2,250,000  

Stormwater  $                 -     $                 -     $                 -     $                 -     $                 -     $                 -    

Solid Waste  $    4,836,283   $    8,477,196   $  13,209,289   $    1,980,085   $    2,955,685   $       768,000  

Justice & Public Safety 
 $  41,815,531   $  48,753,312   $  44,198,322   $  35,894,000   $  50,491,000   $  22,867,000  

IT  $    3,669,000   $  12,451,000   $  11,284,000   $  10,988,400   $  14,981,920   $    8,718,728  

Housing  $       170,000   $       830,000   $    1,000,000   $    1,000,000   $    1,000,000   $    1,000,000  

Health & Human Ser-
vices  $  13,177,500   $       910,000   $    6,250,000   $    6,750,000   $                 -     $       200,000  

General/Other  $    7,218,334   $  12,326,634   $  24,459,676   $  17,953,100   $  12,329,000   $    8,041,500  

Total  $158,254,803   $151,542,825   $272,178,326   $247,254,300   $205,741,915   $  50,335,449  

Figure 1: County Totals by 
Standard Classification 
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Figure 2: Municipal Totals 
by Standard Classification 

Classification 2012-2013  2013-2014  2014-2015 2015-2016  2016-2017  2017-2018  

Schools  $         12,000   $                 -     $                 -     $                 -     $                 -     $                 -    

Transportation  $  68,546,971   $  93,679,139   $  62,048,391   $  50,190,767   $  57,386,038   $  12,789,045  

Parks, Open Space,  
& Recreation 

 $  18,178,937   $  47,941,140   $  58,651,737   $  55,235,405   $  25,732,740   $  10,709,435  

Arts & Culture  $       425,000   $       463,500   $       260,000   $       425,000   $    2,089,500   $         50,000  

Water  $  47,019,007   $  53,883,420   $  79,187,737   $  88,172,703   $  26,119,722   $  66,278,991  

Wastewater  $176,872,250   $195,356,818   $185,301,812   $163,126,690   $  34,273,944   $  31,454,938  

Stormwater  $    9,865,682   $  13,625,500   $  34,262,500   $  12,979,400   $    7,394,500   $    6,050,000  

Solid Waste  $    3,387,663   $    2,649,849   $    2,587,880   $    1,885,574   $    2,451,166   $    2,286,431  

Justice & Public  
Safety  $  39,609,346   $  61,896,902   $  40,073,294   $  32,384,133   $  66,695,073   $    4,384,542  

IT  $    2,268,300   $    2,773,400   $    2,088,808   $    1,563,000   $       795,500   $         12,000  

Housing  $    5,434,401   $    4,443,149   $    4,434,401   $    4,434,401   $       594,401   $                 -    

Health & Human  
Services  $                 -     $                 -     $                 -     $                 -     $                 -     $                 -    

General/Other  $  40,728,559   $  33,963,862   $  30,386,051   $  51,538,635   $  12,536,544   $  19,872,381  

Total  $412,348,116   $510,676,679   $499,282,611   $461,935,708   $236,069,128   $153,887,763  

Table 3: Municipal Spend-
ing by Standard Classifi-
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Table 4: County Totals, 
2012-2018 

County 2012-2018 Total 

Chatham County $112,207,392 

Durham County $202,755,498 

Johnston County $0 

Lee County $48,304,258 

Moore County $68,001,887 

Orange County $190,755,583 

Wake County $463,283,000 

Figure 3: Counties with CIPs, 
2012-2018 

   Between 2012 and 2018, the Triangle region counties have 
identified almost $1.1 billion in capital improvement projects. 
The two top categories for county spending are schools and 
justice/public safety, with 43.7% of this $1.1 billion going to 
school projects, and 22.5% going to justice and public safety 
projects.   
 
The top priorities for each county are: 
 Chatham: schools (47%), public safety (41%) and water 

(5%) 
 Durham: public safety (42%), schools (21%) and arts & 

culture (12%) 
 Lee: schools (78%), parks & recreation (10%) and public 

safety (9%) 
 Moore: schools (71%), general (19%) and public safety 

(4%) 
 Orange: schools (41%), public safety (19%) and parks & 

recreation (9%) 
 Wake: schools (47%), public safety (15%) and general 

(10%) 
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   Between 2012 and 2018 the Triangle region municipalities have 
identified almost $2.3 billion in capital improvement projects.  The 
top three categories for funding are wastewater, water and trans-
portation.  Of the $2.3 billion, 34.6% was identified for wastewater 
projects, 15.9% for water projects, and 15.2% for transportation. 
 
The priorities for the top 5 spending municipalities are: 
 Raleigh: wastewater (32%), parks & recreation (15%) and water 

(14%) 
 Durham: wastewater (40%), water (36%) and public safety 

(11%) 
 Cary: wastewater (44%), transportation (20%) and general 

(11%) 
 Apex: transportation (18%), general (17%) and wastewater 

(15%) 
 Holly Springs: transportation (52%), wastewater (18%) and 

parks & recreation (12%) 

Municipality 2012-2018 Total 

Aberdeen $4,382,000 

Apex $151,042,000 

Benson $3,977,500 

Carborro $31,546,665 

Carthage $7,920,954 

Cary $328,300,497 

Chapel Hill $11,807,805 

Durham (City) $546,458,405 

Four Oaks $2,045,000 

Fuquay-Varina $8,603,353 

Garner $40,530,263 

Hillsborough $36,836,000 

Holly Springs $147,960,900 

Knightdale $9,970,000 

Pinehurst $15,734,570 

Pittsboro $62,500,220 

Raleigh $653,611,929 

Sanford $78,988,484 

Selma $11,939,000 

Siler City $16,075,000 

Wake Forest $95,637,900 

Whispering Pines $2,057,310 

Zebulon $6,274,250 

Table 5: Municipal 
Totals, 2012-2018 

Figure 4: Municipalities 
with CIPs, 2012-2018 
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   County and municipal CIP spending over the five years forms an imperfect bell curve, with the largest 
amounts of money identified in years two, three and four.  The final year shown below may be significant-
ly lower than the others because the time frames for the CIPs varied and some did not include FY 2017-
2018. Many of the CIPs showed more detailed, specific projects in the first few years, and gradually be-
came more vague farther in the future.  This tends to change annually, however, because the CIPs tend to 
be updated yearly through the budget cycle. 

Organization 2012-2013 2013-2014 2014-2015 2015-2016 2016-2017 2017-2018 

County CIP  $158,254,803   $151,542,825   $272,178,326   $247,254,300   $205,741,915   $      50,335,449  

Municipal CIP  $412,348,116   $510,676,679   $499,282,611   $461,935,708   $236,069,128   $    153,887,763  

Total  $570,602,919   $662,219,504   $771,460,937   $709,190,008   $441,811,043   $    204,223,212  

Table 5: County and Municipality 
Totals, 2012-2018 

Figure 4: County and Mu-
nicipal Totals, 2012-2018 

   The total amounts of the CIPs in the region vary from $2,045,000 in Four Oaks, to $653,611,929 in Raleigh. It is im-
portant to consider the populations of the jurisdictions in order to make comparisons.  The per capital spending graphs 
on the following page give a relative view of the CIPs in each county and municipality.   

Municipality: 
 Pittsboro: $16,604 per person 
 Chapel Hill: $205 per person 

County: 
 Chatham: $1,756 per person 
 Wake: $510 per person 
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Figure 5: County Per  
Capita Spending, 2012-

2018 

Figure 6: Municipal Per 
Capita Spending, 2012-

2018 
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Appendix 
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  Schools Transportation 
Parks, Open 

Space, & Rec-
reation 

Arts & Culture Water Wastewater Stormwater 

Chatham County 52,142,009 60,000 1,341,555 0 5,302,098 1,700,000 0 

Durham County 41,669,833 0 3,360,000 23,222,166 0 6,100,000 0 

Johnston County               

Lee County 37,522,158 0 5,025,000 0 0 0 0 

Moore County 48,010,887 0 1,100,000 1,000,000 1,300,000 950,000 0 

Orange County 77,583,167 0 17,211,500 7,575,000 4,444,300 6,948,450 0 

Wake County 217,700,000 0 32,259,000 35,577,000 2,949,000 300,000 0 

Total County 474,628,054 60,000 60,297,055 67,374,166 13,995,398 15,998,450 0 

Percentage of County 
Total 

43.7% 0.0% 5.6% 6.2% 1.3% 1.5% 0.0% 

Aberdeen 0 0 0 0 0 50,000 0 

Apex 0 27,538,000 22,810,000 0 17,350,000 55,550,000 0 

Benson 12,000 0 395,500 0 870,000 250,000 0 

Broadway               

Carborro 0 7,604,037 3,491,536 0 0 0 696,900 

Carthage 0 332,000 26,200 0 3,311,240 2,497,000 0 

Cary 0 67,133,754 31,718,939 554,500 21,483,178 145,958,168 6,400,000 

Chapel Hill 0 895,000 1,604,000 0 0 0 1,125,000 

Clayton               

Durham (City) 0 28,225,665 2,140,220 10,000 195,665,682 218,091,000 31,539,682 

Four Oaks 0 1,225,000 0 0 210,000 500,000 0 

Fuquay-Varina 0 0 864,559 2,125,000 0 0 0 

Garner 0 4,980,063 16,718,700 0 0 0 408,500 

Hillsborough 0 2,900,000 0 0 8,376,000 22,285,000 0 

Holly Springs 0 76,659,000 18,490,000 0 7,949,000 27,037,400 0 

Kenly               

Knightdale 0 4,820,000 3,350,000 0 0 0 0 

Morrisville               

Pinebluff               

Pinehurst 0 1,838,000 494,500 688,500 0 0 750,000 

Pine Level               

Pittsboro 0 810,000 133,340 0 6,558,480 53,260,400 158,000 

Princeton               

Raleigh 0 71,790,932 96,427,500 0 89,818,000 212,150,000 42,580,000 

Robbins               

Rolesville               

Sanford 0 7,000,000 600,000 0 6,635,000 32,092,484 0 

Selma 0 50,000 2,024,000 0 1,785,000 490,000 0 

Siler City 0 0 0 0 650,000 15,425,000 0 

Smithfield               

Southern Pines               

Wake Forest 0 39,570,900 13,053,500 335,000 0 0 450,000 

Wendell               

Whispering Pines 0 600,000 50,000 0 0 750,000 0 

Wilson's Mills               

Zebulon 0 668,000 2,056,900 0 0 0 69,500 

Total Municipal 12,000 344,640,351 216,449,394 3,713,000 360,661,580 786,386,452 84,177,582 

Percentage of Munici-
pal Total 0.0% 15.2% 9.5% 0.2% 15.9% 34.6% 3.7% 

Appendix A: 2012-2018 CIP Totals 
by Standard Classification 

Orange fill = no CIP available 
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Appendix A (ctd.): 2012-2018 CIP 
Totals by Standard Classification 

Solid Waste 
Justice & Pub-

lic Safety 
IT Housing 

Health & Hu-
man Services 

General/Other Total 

894,822 45,433,661 1,448,648 0 0 3,884,599 112,207,392 

0 86,841,254 19,574,400 0 13,217,500 8,770,345 202,755,498 

              

0 4,500,000 0 0 0 1,257,100 48,304,258 

0 2,750,000 0 0 300,000 12,591,000 68,001,887 

14,296,716 36,461,250 3,340,000 170,000 13,270,000 9,455,200 190,755,583 

17,035,000 68,033,000 37,730,000 4,830,000 500,000 46,370,000 463,283,000 

32,226,538 244,019,165 62,093,048 5,000,000 27,287,500 82,328,244 1,085,307,618 

3.0% 22.5% 5.7% 0.5% 2.5% 7.6% 100.0% 

685,000 3,432,000 0 0 0 215,000 4,382,000 

0 1,499,000 0 0 0 26,295,000 151,042,000 

0 1,075,000 60,000 0 0 1,315,000 3,977,500 

              

2,097,040 2,875,455 150,500 0 0 14,631,197 31,546,665 

0 1,360,014 15,000 0 0 379,500 7,920,954 

7,211,699 36,802,913 103,000 0 0 10,934,346 328,300,497 

0 1,350,000 240,000 2,972,005 0 3,621,800 11,807,805 

              

1,143,324 59,705,158 258,500 0 0 9,679,174 546,458,405 

0 0 0 0 0 110,000 2,045,000 

454,000 2,369,194 133,600 0 0 2,657,000 8,603,353 

0 1,169,000 600,000 0 0 16,654,000 40,530,263 

250,000 2,875,000 0 0 0 150,000 36,836,000 

614,000 8,996,500 1,654,000 0 0 6,561,000 147,960,900 

              

0 1,800,000 0 0 0 0 9,970,000 

              

              

1,730,000 1,950,500 443,000 0 0 7,840,070 15,734,570 

              

0 1,580,000 0 0 0 0 62,500,220 

              

300,000 69,471,896 5,047,408 16,368,748 0 49,657,445 653,611,929 

              

              

0 17,661,000 0 0 0 15,000,000 78,988,484 

50,000 2,245,000 18,000 0 0 5,277,000 11,939,000 

0 0 0 0 0 0 16,075,000 

              

              

616,000 24,374,000 485,000 0 0 16,753,500 95,637,900 

              

0 559,310 0 0 0 98,000 2,057,310 

              

97,500 1,892,350 293,000 0 0 1,197,000 6,274,250 

15,248,563 245,043,290 9,501,008 19,340,753 0 189,026,032 2,274,200,005 

0.7% 10.8% 0.4% 0.9% 0.0% 8.3% 100.0% 

  

Chatham County 

Durham County 

Johnston County 

Lee County 

Moore County 

Orange County 

Wake County 

Total County 

Percentage of County 
Total 

Aberdeen 

Apex 

Benson 

Broadway 

Carborro 

Carthage 

Cary 

Chapel Hill 

Clayton 

Durham (City) 

Four Oaks 

Fuquay-Varina 

Garner 

Hillsborough 

Holly Springs 

Kenly 

Knightdale 

Morrisville 

Pinebluff 

Pinehurst 

Pine Level 

Pittsboro 

Princeton 

Raleigh 

Robbins 

Rolesville 

Sanford 

Selma 

Siler City 

Smithfield 

Southern Pines 

Wake Forest 

Wendell 

Whispering Pines 

Wilson's Mills 

Zebulon 

Total Municipal 

Percentage of Munici-
pal Total 
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Chatham County 

Durham County 

Johnston County 

Lee County 

Moore County 

Orange County 

Wake County 

Total County 

Percentage of County 
Total 

Aberdeen 

Apex 

Benson 

Broadway 

Carborro 

Carthage 

Cary 

Chapel Hill 

Clayton 

Durham (City) 

Four Oaks 

Fuquay-Varina 

Garner 

Hillsborough 

Holly Springs 

Kenly 

Knightdale 

Morrisville 

Pinebluff 

Pinehurst 

Pine Level 

Pittsboro 

Princeton 

Raleigh 

Robbins 

Rolesville 

Sanford 

Selma 

Siler City 

Smithfield 

Southern Pines 

Wake Forest 

Wendell 

Whispering Pines 

Wilson's Mills 

Zebulon 

Total Municipal 

 

Total 
7/30/2010  
Population 

Per Capita 
Spending 

112,207,392 63,870  $   1,756.81  

202,755,498 268,925  $       753.95  

      

48,304,258 58,059  $       831.99  

68,001,887 88,594  $       767.57  

190,755,583 134,325  $   1,420.10  

463,283,000 907,314  $       510.61  

1,085,307,618 1,521,087  $       713.51  

100.0% 
    

4,382,000 6,379  $       686.94  

151,042,000 37,745  $   4,001.64  

3,977,500 3,335  $   1,192.65  

      

31,546,665 19,665  $   1,604.20  

7,920,954 2,213  $   3,579.28  

328,300,497 136,203  $   2,410.38  

11,807,805 57,432  $       205.60  

      

546,458,405 229,466  $   2,381.44  

2,045,000 1,936  $   1,056.30  

8,603,353 18,065  $       476.24  

40,530,263 25,932  $   1,562.94  

36,836,000 6,113  $   6,025.85  

147,960,900 24,838  $   5,957.04  

      

9,970,000 11,482  $       868.32  

      

      

15,734,570 14,783  $   1,064.37  

      

62,500,220 3,764  $ 16,604.73  

      

653,611,929 406,688  $   1,607.16  

      

      

78,988,484 28,178  $   2,803.20  

11,939,000 6,119  $   1,951.14  

16,075,000 7,933  $   2,026.35  

      

      

95,637,900 30,329  $   3,153.35  

      

2,057,310 2,940  $       699.77  

      

6,274,250 4,464  $   1,405.52  

2,274,200,005 1,086,002  $   2,094.10  

     

Appendix B: Per Capita 
Spending, 2012-2018 

Population data source: NC State Demographer, accessed September 2012 

http://www.osbm.state.nc.us/ncosbm/facts_and_figures/socioeconomic_data/population_estimates/municipal_estimates.shtm
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General 

Greenways classified under Transportation 

Equipment/fleet vehicles not specifically classified was put in Other (e.g. pick-up truck) 

Street resurfacing and transportation infrastructure under Transportation 

Public buildings not specifically classified were put in Other (e.g. Town Hall) 

Anything described as ‘public works’ was put in Other 

Dams were classified as Wastewater, unless otherwise specified 

Parking, unless tied to a specific category, was put under Other (e.g. Main St. parking deck) 

Telecomm Infrastructure was noted and put under IT 

Projects scheduled for after 2017-2018 were not included 

Economic development activities were classified as Other 

Did not include any Debt Service projects 

Lift stations were classified as Wastewater 

Streetscape/hardscape improvement and maintenance was classified as Other 

Radios were put under their respective category (fire, police, etc.) 

Wayfinding signage, gateways, and landscaping were put under Other 

Lights and electric were put under Other 

Plans and studies were put under Other 

Did not include Personnel for any category 

Durham County 

IT Fiber Backbone in 2012-2013--$134,000 was put under IT 

County facility light replacement was put under Other 

Sheriff IT upgrade was under IT 

Utility performance contract (audit/upgrade) was put under Other 

Chatham County Emergency Services Storage building was put under Public Safety 

Zebulon 
Community Center roof replacement was put under Parks and Recreation 

Buildings and ground maintenance went under Other 

Moore County Aerial digital photos were put under Other 

Selma 

Cemetery improvements were put under Other 

Telephone system upgrade was put under IT 

Electric fund projects were included in Other 

Appendix C: Notes on CIP  
project classification 
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Wake County 
‘Reserve for future projects’ was put under Other 

5-County Stadium, Green Square, Marbles IMAX were put under Arts and Culture 

Whispering Pines 
Dams were classified as Wastewater 

‘Lake Water Balancing’ was put under Other 

Wake Forest 

Professional video camera and gear were put under Other 

Stream restoration was classified as Stormwater 

Panoptix system to monitor HVAC was put under Other 

Police security bollards and planters were put under Other 

Road paving equipment, street sweeper, salt spreader were put under Other 

Raleigh 

Air handler was put under Other 

Façade improvements were put under Other 

Yard waste runoff compliance was classified as Wastewater 

SONET ring (running fiber) was classified as IT 

Apex 
Unspecified ‘facilities projects’ were put under Other 

Electric/power projects were put under Other 

Pinehurst 
2013 Fiber Connectivity between Track and Fair Barn $7500 was put under IT 

Fair Barn and Harness Track were put under Arts and Culture 

Cary 

Aerial topographic mapping was put under Other 

Baseball and soccer stadiums were put under Parks and Recreation 

Water Reclamation was classified as Wastewater 

Minivans and sedans (listed on CIP under Water) were classified as Water 

Water treatment projects were put under Wastewater 

Broadway 
Not included because the only expense was $10,000 for an unspecified water and 
sewer project in an unknown year – “planning year 5” 

Holly Springs 
Fiber optic network spread over 5 years--$125,000 was put under IT 

Athletic equipment was put under Parks and Recreation 

Four Oaks 
Vehicle purchases were not included in spreadsheet because they will be determined 
annually. 

Fuquay-Varina 

Historic Park project and Dog Park were put under Parks and Recreation 

Bay floor replacement station 1 was put under Public Safety 

Station 2 renovation was put under Public Safety 

Apparatus bay roof insulation replacement was put under Public Safety 
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Pittsboro Community house improvements was put under Parks and Recreation 

Durham Jordan Lake WTP (for drinking water, not sewage) was put under Water 

Chapel Hill 

Parking lots/paths/trails were put under Other 

Fiber Optic Network in 2012--$240,000 was put under IT 

Battle Branch Trail (pedestrian only) was put under Parks and Recreation 

523 Franklin renovations was put under Other 

Carthage 
Cemetery roads were put under Transportation 

Paper folder and mini-notebooks were not included 

Princeton 
Did not include in spreadsheet because projects were not specified by year and the CIP started 
in 2007 

Orange 

Library = culture 
Animal Services Facility = General/Other 
EDD Water and wastewater – divided between water and wastewater for each year 
Pump station = lift station = wastewater 
  

Benson Middle school property improvement was put under Education 


	Cover
	Table of Contents
	2018 Update
	Triangle-j-ceds_FINAL
	Cover - FINAL
	Table of Contents
	Executive Summary
	Introduction
	People and Process
	Regional narrative profile
	Region demographic profile
	Existing ED
	SWOC
	Strategic Plan Intro
	Strategic Plan FINAL
	Glossary
	Appendices Cover Sheet
	Chatham demographic profile
	Durham demographic profile
	Johnston demographic profile
	Lee demographic profile
	Moore demographic profile
	Orange demographic profile
	Wake demographic profile
	Survey Results
	Focus Group Themes
	CIP Report


