Albemarle County Planning Commission
March 6, 2012

The Albemarle County Planning Commission held all@gmeeting on Tuesday, March 6, 2012, at 6:00,@trthe
County Office Building, Lane Auditorium, Second 6ip401 Mclntire Road, Charlottesville, Virginia.

Members attending were Bruce Dotson, Ed Smith, Td®moach, Richard Randolph, Don Franco, and Calvin
Morris, Chairman. Absent was Russell (Mac) Laffekice Chair. Julia Monteith, AICP, Senior Land&JPlanner
for the University of Virginia was present.

Other officials present were David Benish, ChiefRiénning; Wayne Cilimberg, Director of Planniagd Greg
Kamptner, Deputy County Attorney.

Call to Order and Establish Quorum:
Mr. Morris, Chairman, called the regular meetingtder at 6:00 p.m. and established a quorum.
Other MattersNot Listed on the Agenda from the Public:

Mr. Morris invited comment from the public on otheratters not listed on the agenda. There being ,nibwee
meeting moved to the next item.

Committee Reports:
Mr. Morris asked for committee reports from the Goissioners.

* Mr. Morris reported that the Pantops Community Adwy Council was beginning work on the trail systtat
is in and around the Pantops area.

*  Mr. Smith reported that the University of VirginMaster Planning Council met last Thursday and theas a
presentation on the University’s new bike sharegmam. Ms. Monteith provided a brief overview okth
program.

There being no further items, the meeting movetthéonext item.
Public Hearing Items:

ZMA-2010-00011, Estes Park (Sign #88 & 89)

PROPOSAL: Rezone 12.75 acres on Tax Map/ParceD@EIN003300 and TMP 03200000003400 from R-1,
Residential zoning district which allows 1 unit@ad¢o PRD, Planned Residential Development zonisgidi which
allows residential (3 — 34 units/acre) with limitedmmercial uses and to rezone 0.56 acres on Ta/Rarcel
046B4000000500 from R-1 Residential zoning distiicR-1 Residential zoning district and rezone 1B8n Tax
Map 046B40000005A0 from R-1 Residential zoning riistto R-1 Residential zoning district with profée
Proposed number of units is 68 for a density o8 auits/acre.

PROFFERS: Yes

EXISTING COMPREHENSIVE PLAN LAND USE/DENSITY: UrlmaDensity Residential — residential (6.01 — 34
units/ acre); supporting uses such as religiougtiiens, schools, commercial, office and seruises.

ENTRANCE CORRIDOR: No

LOCATION: in the southeast quadrant of the inteton of Proffit Road (Rt 649) and Worth Crossing,
approximately 800 feet south of Proffit Road in @@mmunity of Hollymead.

TAX MAP/PARCEL: TMP 03200000003300, TMP 03200008800, 046B4000000500 and TMP
046B40000005A0

MAGISTERIAL DISTRICT: Rivanna

(David Benish)

DEFERRED FROM THE JANUARY 24, 2012 PLANNING COMMISSION MEETING
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Mr. Benish presented a Power-Point presentationsamimarized the staff report. This proposal igdastruct a
development consisting of 68 single-family attacheds, in a pedestrian-friendly layout, with aegtr network, with
access to Worth Crossing, and with 25% open spetértcludes the stream on the property.

The Planning Commission initially heard this reques August 23, 2011. The applicant at that tiraquested
deferral to address issues that were identifiethByCommission, which he would briefly go over. fithevas also an
issue with an adjacent property owner that providietthe time a proposed second point of accessaidh/\Crossing.
That applicant withdrew his willingness to partiip in providing for that access. Over the intaimg period from
August to now the applicant had to work towardd tbsue as well, which contributed to some of takags.

The Planning Commission issues that were identdieithe August 23, 2012 meeting were:

1. Inadequate commitment to affordable housing. Thexs general consensus from the Commission that the
cash proffer amount for affordable housing shoudd based on the total number of dwelling units
consistent with the County’s cash proffer policy.was based on the additional units above theidgyt r
number.

2. The applicant should insure that there is adegpedtection of downstream properties, including Arbo
Lake, from erosion and sedimentation issues dutevglopment.

3. Provide for a tot lot or another recreational artyeim the 25% open space.

4. Improve temporary and long-term protection of tigdric cemetery on-site during construction aneraf
completion of the project.

5. One of the main issues was to provide adequate widitis to accommodate parking on both sides of all
roads. The initial road plan only allowed for pagkon one side.

6. The biggest issue was that access was to be pbva®loubry Lane with a second access to Worth
Crossing. The applicant should evaluate optionsafwother point of vehicular access instead of the
Moubry Lane interconnection. It was the generalsemsus of the Commission not to make a vehicular
connection to Moubry Lane. The applicant was adkepursue an alternative connection and to seek a
second means of access.

The applicant has responded to the Commission’saros through changes to both the proposed agplicptan
and proffers. The revised plan essentially adéseali of the major conditions at least in concéyajor changes to
the application plan since the version revieweAlgust are:

* The unit type has been changed from single-fangbached homes to single-family attached homes.

» A pedestrian, bicycle and emergency access onlgaxiion has been provided to Moubry Lane.

e The configuration for the roads have changed somewhHowever, the areas of development are
essentially the same. The sole access to thésgi@wv through a proposed public road to Worth €irug
through adjacent parcels on the north side of iiee INo second means of access to the site ishfeast
this time (except from Moubry Lane). Three roagbsbuts to adjacent properties have been provided f
on the application plan as possible future inteneations.

Most of the issues have been addressed. In tefntiseostatus of the project the proposed plan isegmly

consistent with our Comprehensive Plan, excepthferinterconnectivity with existing public streedoubry Lane.

However, this proposal is consistent with the dicecthat the Planning Commission had provided dods not
provide for that connection. There is no secondmaedf access to a public road because there msnodher option
for that given this development location. Howebg applicant has provided for three other stuls-6w adjacent
properties, which would allow for future connectdout for the development over the long term.

The applicant in the revised proffers is requesfiegibility to address the affordable housing pglito provide
either affordable units or cash in lieu of unitssome combination. The prior request had been dwige simple
cash in lieu. Staff believes this is acceptablehas been done in other development proposalsrinept to allow
the option to do either/or or some combination.

Outstanding issues:
» Public road access located on two separate par&etgperty owners not party to this applicationéaet
yet provided a written agreement to provide acc@$ge development as proposed will not have adceas
public road and will not be developable withoutstagreement. However, staff has had letters froth b
property owners and they are in negotiations with dpplicant. They are working towards that arey th
have expressed a willingness to allow this roadwalawever, they have not put this in writing as.yet

ALBEMARLE COUNTY PLANNING COMMISSION — MARCH 06, 202 2
FINAL MINUTES



They are positively working towards that agreembat,staff cannot say it is in place at this time.

» Proposed cash proffer amount for Capital Improvemare not based on the total market units thahimig
be built in this development proposal as per Caslffé® Policy (Proffer 1). Now that the applicast
requesting flexibility to provide for in kind comatted affordable units or cash in lieu the wayt tthe
proffers are currently structured creates an ids®mause the total cash proffer amount is basedcion t
affordable housing units being provided. Thera @edit that is typically provided for affordahleits that
reduces the cash proffer amount to 58. Howevet tié flexibility that they are requesting thereyma
actually be more market units built than 58. St suggested that the cash proffer amount shmuld
based on the total number of market rate unitsdhatultimately built. Staff believes that the roaen of
market units can be tracked and corrections tatftgdable housing proffer can be made. He betlehe
applicant is basically offering a cash proffer amionased on 58 units.

* Modifications are needed to the Erosion/Sedimenit@b Proffer to reflect the applicant’s proposagtmmo
(Proffer 4). The applicant has provided a memdiming the enhanced measures that they would peovid
to address erosion and sedimentation in an enhamagdvith the development of this site. The County
Engineer has reviewed that memo and is generatbeafle to those methods. However, the proffériat
point in time does not specifically reference thenmo and it does not reference who makes the daasio
which improvements need to be made. There is sb@ae up to that proffer that needs to be worked ou

» There are also other technical corrections to dine fof the proffer document that need to be adedkss

Those are the primary issues with this developmeoposal. Otherwise, staff feels that it is cotsis with the
Comprehensive Plan and is generally a good propoSadff cannot recommend approval at this time guthe
outstanding issues. However, if the Commissioroisfortable and decides to recommend approval t@teed of
Supervisors staff would recommend that approvaldmwlitioned on addressing these issues prior tadBapproval
as identified.

Mr. Morris invited questions.

Ms. Monteith said as she understands phasing othévanmin this project is not typically how they ltha phasing.
In other words, phase one is 2012 and phase t201i4. It has more to do with the way that the sitgoing to get
built out. She noticed there is only a storm wéaeility in the phase two areas. She had two dgoest One, what
is the time lag between phase one and two. Tiseaa iexisting wetland and stream to remain that ghase one.
She just wondered what the buffering was on that.

Mr. Benish suggested the questions be left to pipdiGant to respond.

Mr. Randolph requested since several Commissiomers not here on August 23 an explanation of tiwkihg of
the Commission at that point as to why Moubry Lamald not be a viable second means of egress adss to
this proposed development.

Mr. Morris offered to answer the question sincehdots are in his area. If you go out to Moubrynkayou can see
that it was planned that there would be a connedfianother unit of Estes Park was ever built. wdwer, due to
the way that community has gelled that cul-de-sa& lrecome the community area where people gethierged

talk, children learn how to ride bikes, etc. Ishaally turned into a community meeting place. h&srecalled the
residents requested very respectfully that theytaia that away from them. Having gone out todite and seen
the way that neighborhood gels out there he wag warch in favor of leaving it the way it was. Howee, he

favored putting in a bicycle/pedestrian emergen®ado connect the two. The county has allowed ithaitther

areas such as Cascadia.

Mr. Dotson asked if the concern was with creatmgugh traffic in either direction, or that streeds a community
adopted space.

Mr. Morris said that was an excellent point becathsg was a major factor also. If that was a sdaonway of
getting out it would lead right to Profit Road. wbuld be very advantageous to a lot of peoplevamald probably
greatly increase the traffic on that particulardoa

Mr. Franco pointed out he was torn because the GBlaup calls for interconnectivity. However, thaffic and the
cul-de-sac were the two big issues. At the medtiegpublic spoke strongly about the interconnecti®Vith the
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Chair’s lead he basically followed along. Sincis ik one of the last pieces up there that he ceeddcontinuing to
develop it with cul-de-sacs and not having thatncwnnection. However, he was still torn becauswas
something in the Comp Plan.

Mr. Morris pointed out that stretch of road frone tbul-de-sac to Profit Road is the greatest sttaigtay that they
have coming out of Estes Park. They could justise@5 mile an hour speed limit going by the wdgsi

Mr. Randolph asked if recreation space is the conityjiconcern would it be possible where lots 28 @idare
currently located which is directly southwest of ioy Lane, to designate those areas as a recrehspace. |If
Moubry Lane is taking on a social recreational fiorche was thinking about the objective of trytiegensure that
there is twin access into this new phase of Esaek. PHe suggested that perhaps lots 28 and 2d dmutiesignated
as a recreational area. He was struck by the anwdutevelopment in the space and the lack of egreal space.
He would love to hear from members of the commuhiy they would feel about that with 27 and 28 erhaps
lots 29 and 28. There should be some way thak#ricethe east side of Estes Park could be matdenmore of a
recreational area to meet the objective of thedezgs and thereby ensure that the traffic woulddraing through.
If both communities are using the space it is noe#dher/or proposition and it becomes a collecfiveposition
where the people in Estes Park and on Moubry Lawve la stake in ensuring that the speed limits beerved.
Anyone speeding could be kindly informed that thesed to slow down in the future by a member of the
homeowner association. He would like to see soetibetration on that. He was concerned about oalyriy one
way into this community. Given the level of deyateent and the number of people in there he waslkstiy the
fact that there is only one road.

Mr. Morris opened the public hearing and invited #&pplicant to address the Commission.

Scott Collins, representative for the applicanydRbend Management, on this project, said Mr. Bedis a great
job of summarizing where they are at this point aun@re they have been coming from the August mgétimow.
He would touch on a couple of items, as followse l&d no formal presentation because he thoupbsibeen well
done.

* Regarding the access agreement by Worth Crossidgtlan property owners, they are wrapping up
negotiations with both of those parcel owners thifitbe secured before the Board of Supervisorstinge
It will probably be secured by the end of this weéekhat is all going very well. They understandtth
mechanism needs to be in place in order for thenieg to go forth. That will all be taken care of.

e« The same goes as far as the erosion and sedimetmblcproffer that they have been working on with
Forest Lakes to ensure protection of Arbor Lakghat has all been worked out with the support aeBb
Lakes to date and with the county. It is just ateraof making the adjustments to the actual proffe
language, which they could not do before this nmegeti However, that will all be finalized betweeomn
and the Board of Supervisors meeting to incorpattaecouple of sentences that will link the memahi
proffer. They are all in agreement on that at time. That should be taken care of as well.

* Regarding the affordability proffer, the way evéiyg is written there is some ambiguity to how that
proffer is actually implemented. That is what thegve been faced with as early as Friday of lagkwe
Up until that point they were with the understamgdihat this project achieved the 15 percent affoifidgp
rate by them proffering ten affordable units. Tisachieved either by building those units andrsgithem
at the affordable rate or making a contributioritite Affordability Housing fund so they can heljthw
the down payments or help with future affordablegiog needs. With that contribution that shouldrto
against what they were providing. Therefore, mway they look at it they don't really consideattipoint
as a market rate based on that contribution tceaehaffordable housing. The way everything is temitit
is a little bit unclear as to how that is interpat He knew the Commission was going to be talkitittle
more this month about the affordable housing polie was sure that would come up as well.

« In addition, he wanted to touch base on the casfigus and the ability to get credit on the casbffers
when they are not increasing the density in a rempmuch more than they could already do on the
existing zoning. This property is R-1 zoning. Ylweuld actually do 18 lots by right. They arergasing
that to 68 units. The Comp Plan for this areascialt the density to be between 6 units an acre® (34
units an acre. They are developing at a densify.®funits an acre, which is far less than whay treuld
actually achieve. If they tie all that in togathleey can see that is somewhat fair not to haveatothe
proffers on these additional 10 units. In additithe fact that on the 18 units they can achigvedht,
they have been paying taxes for county serviceslfoost 25 to 30 years because it has been zondd la
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for that long. He hoped the Commission could t@kef that into account in their recommendationigint
as to whether the cash proffer for market rate lshbe based on 58 units and not the 68 units.

» Regarding the comments about the phasing, the stmnagement pond is shown in phase two. However,
for phase one development there will be a sedirhasin and storm management pond that will function.
Where they currently show lots 18, 19 and 20 tlusien and sediment control plan will show a bakat t
will be functional and operational in the area vehall of phase one will go in drainage to thatlfgci It
will be piped over from that facility over to thew storm water management facility once they gthaise
two. This will be over protected. The basin Wi oversized 50 percent for the wet volume andesOgmt
for dry volume to ensure adequate erosion contrdlsere will be different compartments in that bazs
well to help with the sedimentation of soils in thater and help address their additional erosiarrob
measures. In phase one, they will have a basiteqtiog the downstream lake and streams. As féhnhas
stream, they will keep the stream buffer aroundekisting stream through the property. They wilvé
trees on the back sides of those lots to help prttat stream corridor as well.

* Regarding the access question over to Moubry Latesden their developments, they worked on that
many months since the last meeting in August.edinss based on the Planning Commission comment that
connection is better suited as pedestrian accesgmergency connection. There are a couple ohtuts!
that can be lifted. If the access is blocked upMorth Crossing, there is the access there. Tiseaéso
additional access to the property from the nortmiog down Profit Road that goes right between the
existing church property and the existing commérpi@aperty. That access will still remain to that
commercial property. There is a third access pthiat could be used for emergency access if Worth
Crossing is blocked.

» As far as the recreational aspect of the cul-deesaMoubry Lane to Estes, they took the cul-deaaat
said that was the recreational space for ForeggeRidThen they planned their recreational spadbeat
intersection where they showed the tot lot and eattonal facility. They connected them with the
pedestrian pathway, which ties the two recreatiapalces together. That creates continuity betwieen t
two neighborhoods and the recreational facilithey hope that these two neighborhoods will ovewéh
their community programming and amenities and haotivities together that incorporate both
developments in the end. That was the reasoningdusting the design of the development and lgavin
some recreational space right there at that intéose with the access connection between the two
recreational spaces.

Mr. Morris invited questions.

Ms. Monteith asked as a follow up what is the tifreane between phase one and phase two. The appsaal
they are going to be retaining the buffers arouma éxisting wetland, but they don’t know what thase. She
asked what the buffers are.

Mr. Collins replied that it was the existing tre@ght now.

Ms. Monteith noted that it was not a typical strebaifer. It is not 50’ on either side of the midden of the
stream.

Mr. Collins replied no, it was not.

Mr. Monteith asked if his definition of buffer issies that happen to exist.

Mr. Collins replied that is correct.

Ms. Monteith asked what the time frame is betwdwentivo phases.

Mr. Collins replied right now the timing was goit@be market driven. First they are going to depgdhase one.
Another reason for developing the project in twagss is again addressing concerns of erosion atichesat
control. Obviously, this is not a 200 acre deveiept that would be undisturbed for two or threeryed a time. It
is good to phase projects in order to completepiase before going on to the next. If they did #ii at one time

it would be 12 acres of disturbed area open attiome They have proffered in their erosion andirsett control
additional implementation of sediment control me&asuwhich is to develop in phases down to 6 tcr@saat one
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time to help cut down on the amount of disturbesharThe timing will probably be in a manner ofoaigle years or
18 months.

Ms. Monteith pointed out she saw that in the starater proffers. She asked for a clearer definitbrvhat is in
phase one and two. She asked if he could givenunitbers.

Mr. Collins replied that everything west of the ekds basically phase one and everything to theisashase two.
The creek splits the two phases. Phase one isdtlgdots 1 through 13, 61-68, and 56-60. Lots15, 16, 17, 18,
19 and 20 would be in phase two because that wmilthe temporary storm water management facilitgtion for

phase one.

Mr. Randolph asked what the estimated value oraavguld be for these units.
Mr. Collins referred the question to the develogdan Taylor.

Alan Taylor, with Riverbend Management, said theyrevthe developer of the property and would devéiegots
and sell the lots to a home builder. He can’t kgedhe terms of what the overall value of the bamgoing to be.
He would anticipate in the $300,000 range, but abdypstarting in the high $200,000 range.

Mr. Randolph asked if it would be condominiums@wh homes.

Mr. Taylor replied that they would be fee simpléaahed units or technically a duplex. Regardirgritarket rate
versus affordable rate proffers, he questionedhéf policy has been changed. In the developmentsabebeen
involved with historically the way they have donéhere was 85 percent of the units at marketaate15 percent
of the units at the affordable rate. Thereforey thweuld pay market rate proffer on the market ratgs and then an
affordability proffer on the affordable units. M. Collins was saying, what has happened in teevaek or so is
that there was a market rate proffer on all thésuand then an affordability proffer on 15 percehthe units.

Essentially, there would be cash proffers on 11f6ex@ of the units. He was interested in knowinthére was a
new policy in affordable housing.

Mr. Morris noted the Commission would bring thatkdor discussion and ask the staff.

Mr. Taylor said to further expand on the accesseshe noted it was an issue they had been deaithgor months
and hope to have a signed agreement this weele fiffd draft was circulated today.

Mr. Morris said one of the items brought to the @oission in the August meeting was an agreement thith
Forest Lakes residents.

Mr. Taylor replied that they had been meeting with Forest Lakes residents, which was where theierand
sediment memo circulated by Glenn Brooks had caom.f Mr. Collins met with Mr. Brooks a number ghes to
implement above and beyond measures to make sair¢heh siltation events that have happened to Fhamsees
historically don’t happen with this development.

There being no further questions, Mr. Morris indifgublic comment.

Peter Walpole, resident of Moubry Lane for 11 yeaesd he was here at the August meeting and waatéthnk
the Commission. He brought his son, Max, who spatkihat meeting. They all understood about tleegxisting

idea of there being an access road through MoubneL. Moubry Lane has evolved into a very spgiade. The
cul-de-sac has very little traffic and the residemse that area as a recreational and meeting. glaeeefore, the
residents would like to preserve that area. Theyewery positive to the possibility of the meldinfj the

communities over time. They were very open toeheergency access for the vehicles. The idea ofgdke cul-

de-sac and having cars running up and down the madds him very sad. That is why they came toAthgust

meeting and why they were here tonight to try totget what is a very special place for the comnyunite

renewed their plea from August to save Moubry Lérgewaly it is.

Ms. Mappi, on the Board of Directors for the Foreglge Homeowner Association, agreed with Mr. Wdpabout
how they all feel about Moubry Lane. When devetbpggeally was not developed properly for connatti They
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have no sidewalks, which they have been back amnld ém. The problem is the children walk to thbaa bus at
Profit and Moubry and there are no sidewalks. Retrp to cut through and don't pay attention te 86 mile per
hour speed limit. Therefore, she worries aboutstifety of the children if they change Moubry Langce it would
destroy the area. She asked that they keep Mduthry as it is.

Stenala Preston, resident of Moubry Lane, agredd the previous speakers and asked that Moubry barieft as
it is. A direct connection would jeopardize themmounity by the danger of the cars coming througtsShe
supported having the emergency access and metggngommunities together. Having direct drive tigtowvould
jeopardize lives at Moubry Lane.

Jim Frye, retired CEO for Worrall, said in Augustrihg their discussion they came up with a wondeadea that
protected the cul-de-sac. The cul-de-sac has betlencenter of the community. He complimentsGbexmission
and Estes Park in coming up with a wonderful soluthat saved and protected their community andcaltiliy of
America to live and the people to grow.

Neil Williamson, with the Free Enterprise Forumidsthey have no position on the project. Howevbey are
concerned with some of the questions that have agmie recent weeks from the Commission. It sedmas they
are looking at a plan for land use and questiongicfng and timing beyond the questions that hasen proffered
with regard to phase one and two. These are mddasions. They are looking at a land use plahe cost and
timing of the units beyond the affordable units ao¢ in the Commission’s purview. Those are they few things
that government does not control in the developmentess.

Mr. Morris closed the public comment to bring thattar before the Planning Commission for discussion

Ms. Monteith noted in response to Mr. Williamsoosmment that the question she asked was a landuesgion.
She asked about the phasing specifically as ite#lto storm water. She questioned when that isadand use
issue.

Mr. Franco asked that the Commission get an anfamer staff regarding the confusion about the afédnle proffer
and how it overlaps with the cash proffer. It baen his experience in the past that there wereséparate proffers
that have been applied at 85 percent and 15 perétntisked if this is a change in the policy

Mr. Cilimberg replied that it was actually not. Be clear on the distinction, only market rate siaite under the
policy to be covered by the cash proffer policy lagion. Where that has been differentiated isemwhhe

affordable unit is not being constructed but indteash is being given in lieu of the affordabletsiniThe only

application of the cash proffer policy is to markate units. If they build 15 percent affordablets those would
not be subject to the cash proffer policy the was policy has worked. However, if they don’t buildd instead
give cash then those units will be market ratesuaitd would be subject to the cash proffer polfey way the

process has worked.

Mr. Franco said he did not think it has worked thay in the past.

Mr. Cilimberg said that he believed that it has.e membered this coming up with the Rivanna Vélag
Glenmore. That was discussed because there was goestion of whether or not there was going taies
produced or cash in lieu of units. That has besrrdtollection as to how the policy has worked.wieer, when
the units are being built as affordable they dapily the cash proffer policy.

Mr. Franco said that his memory has been the ofmodt seems like it is a change in policy. Hesvealittle
confused on how it would work if they take that eggrh. One of his complaints about the affordaddaasing
policy is the 90-day buy out since he thought theye losing opportunities. If the builder/developeilds a unit
and puts it out there and they can't fill it afé¥ days would they be released from the $21,000tHeun be subject
to the other proffer. He asked how that would work.

Mr. Cilimberg said it was based on the intent tbtbe unit as an affordable unit.

Mr. Franco said their intent was to sell it so tipey it up there and so it would not be subjedt.to
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Mr. Cilimberg said they made the unit availables e understands the way that policy has workeaitid not be
subject to that.

Mr. Morris said there is an element of confusidtowever, hopefully they can address it when théywath Ron
White.

Mr. Cilimberg noted that Ron White is not reallythrat part of the policy. He has made the chaicgoime proffers
whether or not they get the cash or have unitsymed. That has been an option that has beenitudt proffers
previously.

Mr. Kamptner pointed out the cash proffer policyswadopted by the Board in October, 2007. It layswhat
dwelling units are to be counted when determinimg ¢ash proffers that are designed to addressoiinetyc wide
impacts to schools, to public safety, and to parkd recreation. It provides that dwelling unitsalifying as
affordable housing under the county’s definitionafffordable housing are excluded from that totally.does not
reference cash in lieu of affordable units. Attttime in 2007, the Board had approved a numbeaepdnings
where the applicant had proffered cash in lieurahe option of either building or the cash in liglu So he thinks
if this particular policy for excluding built affdable units had intended to include cash in lies Board would
have used that language in the policy. But, itrabtl It refers to the units themselves.

Mr. Cilimberg noted that was the clarity he hopestso provide. He thought Mr. Kamptner did a g¢ald of
describing it. However, that is the way they haged the cash proffer policies application sinceds adopted.
They have to remember that actually a relativelglsmumber of projects have been through the psoaesler the
cash proffer policy. Many of the projects that &veeviewed during the 2000’s were before the casffgr policy
was put into place when there was not a specificyas to how to deal with the amount of cash peit. Back
then there were some affordable housing provisimasle as well. What Mr. Kamptner read was what they
understand the application has been. If they predhe unit they are not subject to the cash pragfiaicy.
Otherwise, if there is cash in lieu of the unigritthat unit was not produced. So it is goinggabmarket unit and
will be subject to it.

Mr. Morris asked if they have that policy in wrigirso that the applicant can look at.
Mr. Cilimberg pointed out the Board can decide aoyvfrom that policy.

Mr. Kamptner agreed since this is a policy and ambrdinance. Ultimately, the Board can decide tdaebr not
they want to strictly adhere to that policy or vdigm it. The Commission is free to make a recomdagion on
that particular question as part of their action.

Mr. Cilimberg asked to also note that Ron Whitads involved in the policy aspect. He is invohiedthe receipt
of the benefits from the policy and how they adjuate used.

Mr. Morris said he understands, but would think tiawould be keenly aware of exactly what theqyois.
Mr. Cilimberg agreed that he is.

Mr. Benish said just to be clear in terms of megtime affordable housing policy, they have. Tipeoffer is very
consistent in concept and they are providing 1&qmEr They are offering to do that in kind or tigb the cash in
lieu. What they see as the deficiency to the poiscjust a measurement of what was the cash anfmased on
market rate units, which they feel can be easijystidd. It just depends on the total amount thatGommission
and the Board wish for in this case.

Mr. Cilimberg pointed out they are actually covetsdtwo separate policy areas. It is two separadéfgrs. The
affordable housing and how that is provided is pneffer. The cash proffer for capital improvememteds is
another proffer. They are addressing two sepaextds identified by the county.

Mr. Randolph said if they just say theoreticallgs$h units were to sell for $300,000 what wouldHeedffordable
housing costs of these units. He asked if theee firmula that it would be two-thirds or three daes. He was
trying to get a handle here of what affordable nsaéfhypothetically they were looking at units &@,000.
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Mr. Morris said that as he understands it is bagezh the average wage and is not on the cost dfdhse itself.
Mr. Cilimberg said there is a purchase price thatlifies as affordable, which was previously $180,0

Mr. Kamptner agreed. However, he was probablyyrostwhat that exact dollar amount is right now. 2D07 or
2008 it was in the low 200’s. However, as Mr. @itierg said it is probably lower than that now.islprobably
around $190,000.

Mr. Cilimberg said that is one thing they confirnitwMr. White on as the units are coming on the katito be
actually produced. Ultimately, it is as the apalit mentioned they may be two years out in somm fof the
development. So the affordable rate at the timaettiey would produce a unit might be differenttbaday.

Mr. Randolph said therefore if again hypotheticdtgse units were to be sold for $300,000 and fordable

purposes they would be $190,000, then they arentatibout a significant incentive for somebody vidia county
employee or whatever they are profiled to if they eligible for affordable housing to be in thesétai They are
getting a new unit at a very good competitive manede compared to what the rest of the units witthie

community will be going for. That is all he wagitrg to work out in his own mind. That is one bétreasons why
he was requesting just a hypothetical figure asvkat the units will cost because they needed th ahlout

affordable housing. He was also interested in resting what the value of these units were compaoethe

existing units in Mourbry Lane. He wanted to findt if there was a differential in terms of the kimg value

between the two. He did not see a differentiadlat That was the basis of his earlier questiast jo go on the
record.

Mr. Dotson asked staff what the status was conegreomething he heard several years ago about Vile@diring
two points of access if streets were to be public.

Mr. Benish said the state policy right now has esodd from where it previously was to require tHaedjacent
properties be provided with potential connectianghie future. In VDOT's review of this alternatipéan there are
stub outs that provide access to multiple locatioB® VDOT has determined this is consistent enowidth their

current policies.

Ms. Monteith said the other issue is they are mliog a secondary emergency access route, whickually a
major driver of these kinds of issues.

Mr. Cilimberg said there was an interconnectivitdéx he believed that VDOT has developed and wamgunto
place. That has been scaled back basically anddesmodified to no longer be applied.

Mr. Dotson requested to ask a question of the dgezl
Mr. Morris asked Scott Collins to come forward.

Mr. Dotson asked about the little cemetery in thener where the proposal is to put some fencingy&e curious
what kind of fencing, how tall and whether it wolldve a locked gate.

Scaott Collins replied that basically they were ilagkabout a wrought iron fence around it aboutrdheight. It is
more of an amenity to the development as opposédacking it away and protecting it from anybodyhere is a
cemetery in Old Trail where he lives. Every weeakéis children want to ride bikes and the firshththey want to
do is stop at the cemetery and walk around the et is a little bigger than this one and iklesed by a 3’
stone wall. Cemeteries can be an amenity. Thdldeva little walking path over to the facilityThere will be a
gate.

Mr. Dotson said he was trying to figure out how tieenetery plays out in the future and if thereragembers of the
Estes family still living locally. In reading thetaff report there is talk of an access easemenShenandoah
National Park, for instance, there are cemeteriesrevfamilies are allowed to go back and visit. ddked if that is
what is in mind here.
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Mr. Collins replied certainly. This is an open spaand will be maintained by the HOA. There isamgess
easement that provides access to the cemeteridguublic. Anybody could essentially go down thiblg street
and get on the public access to go visit the cempete

Mr. Dotson said in looking at the site the cemelenked like it was pretty well grown over. It dibt look like a
mowed cemetery. It looked like a forest that ptipdad some fallen over stones and maybe some plhees of
missing stones.

Mr. Collins replied that is correct. That is onktlee things that will be done when the fence i$ awound the
cemetery and it is maintained by the HOA. It vai#l cleaned up and taken care of with the landscapgact for
the development.

Mr. Dotson said his concern is with vandals. lsr¢hany thought about making certain that the hewmneos on
adjacent properties are notified through their deesbme other mechanism that this is a cemetery.

Mr. Collins replied that it was not part of theiroperty and it would show up on the subdivisiort fit& the entire
development. Since this is an open space, itéslel® and owned by the HOA. There won't be any ciafuthat
the homeowners adjacent to the cemetery would tthialcemetery is their property and would push laingt over
to that area.

Mr. Dotson said he was a little torn about the atyearersus the attractive nuisance and vandaligmes of this.
Mr. Collins suggested that he check out the cemete®©Id Trail.
Mr. Smith said that by definition it now is a grayard. It will become a cemetery when it is maimea

Mr. Morris noted that was the request by a persbn 8 on the historical society that they were hgpthat this
would be taken under the wing of the developertardieveloper agreed to it. It was not part oftlae originally.
The developer has agreed to take that on.

Mr. Randolph asked how the perimeter of the graa yhas been established. He asked how they knwavew
graveyard ends.

Mr. Collins replied that the cemetery has beerdf@irveyed. They went out there with county stathey all met
one day and established the limits of the cemetEmerybody put stakes in around there. Then taeye back and
surveyed it. They also had some tests performadake sure there were no graveyards outside oflabation.

That has all been confirmed.

Mr. Loach said as far as the affordable housing g policy is 15 percent. He was glad to hkardeveloper say
he was committed to building the affordable unittssounded like last time that the county was sgyhat they did

not want the units, but they wanted the money. fditethat is not the way the county should be agtiThey have
the 15 percent to increase the number of affordablesing units. If in fact they have reached thatshold, then
there should be no other need especially to askékelopers to pay for 15 percent if in fact tigatvhat the county
is saying. Again, he was glad to hear that commmitintonight. As far as the road he agreed withanco that it

was touch and go as far as the connectivity. Hddclive with what has been agreed to. When tleits go the

Board it might be more problematic if it is anytilike the high end apartment up on Rio where thtking path

was to connect to that one other subdivision. Toatinto a fairly heated discussion with the Boafd&Gupervisors

on the connectivity. Now it is just a walking patHe congratulated the developer on committinthéounits.

Mr. Kamptner noted that was Arden Place.
Ms. Monteith said she was impressed that the neighlhave come out for a second time.

Mr. Randolph suggested that this should be remahae# to staff. He was struck by the fact that dn@inage
issues remain on 18, 19 and 20. They need tonbézéd and be in writing so that they see whatldees finalized.
He thought there should be a recreational spacbdtir Forest Ridge and Estes Park. He askedri¢ thas some
way of incorporating that with Moubry Lane thatibuld be wonderful. The right way is not finalizett is not a
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done deal. He was very uncomfortable going ahatidam application where it remains not finalizedlong with
what Mr. Loach said the affordable housing issuisusre not optional, but are a necessity. If ¢tbanty keeps
taking money in lieu of affordable housing the t@eailability of affordable housing will continue decline. Unit
68 needs to be moved and repositioned so instetatiofy the street it needs to be at a creativéeanfhat was an
issue earlier that staff brought up in terms o8t proximity to the stream. He just feels ttiedre are still a lot of
nuts and bolts issues, or mechanical issues thet tee be worked out. He was not comfortable votingthis
application at this point until they are. That do®t mean that he is prejudiced against the agifgit. He thinks
the developer has shown a real commitment to remgrk. He appreciates the community for coming ou
number and having eloquent presentations about togicern for the cul-de-sac. He has learned frbat and
therefore certainly will withdraw his feeling thatsecond point of access should be through MoulanelL He
remains concerned, however, that there is onlymeans of access at this time into this project. wdeies about
the precedent of that and how that could come badtaunt us in the future. At this point he canrmeally vote to
move this application forward.

Mr. Morris asked if he had looked at the conditiansl if a lot of his concerns were covered in theditions.

Mr. Loach asked staff if after hearing from the eleper and the Commission tonight if his recomméndawas
still for denial.

Mr. Benish replied that in essence either actiolh giwe staff proper direction. If the Commissicnuld cite the
specific issues they have that are concerns t@tad of Supervisors, then they can engage withafiicant to
address those issues. He thought ideally they dvbilkié to have those issues as straight as possitite the
Commission’s recommendation to the Board. Giventime it has taken to get this project to thigpbe thought
conditions giving clear direction on what the expéions the Commission has for what goes to ther®ém a
reasonable approach.

Mr. Morris said that was his primary concern.
Mr. Loach noted that they could add additional ¢tbons if they wanted to.

Mr. Franco said he would like to react to one @& domments about the recreational space. It isfimpbto note
that these are two different developments and #neynot talking about public parks. So the idesequiring the
applicant to build recreational spaces to servacajt communities while laudable may not be pratfiom that
sense. If the county were willing to take it ovaedamnaintain it, then that would be another stardowever, if they
are asking a group of the private citizens to na@mé public park for the rest of the communitydig not think that
was fair.

Mr. Dotson commented back to Mr. Franco. They dlawe public land that is being used essentiallpraste
recreation, the cul-de-sac. So it is both wayke iBsue that primarily concerns him is if not heveen, where will
they require interconnectivity. They are potetiadding this Estes Park development with thres siuts. So
what does that stub out into? It is going into sovacant land that somebody is going to developeyTwill
attempt to connect to those stubs. Then the netsidd Estes Park will come to us. He thoughtaswne of those
situations where if he lived on Moubry Lane he vababt like it if the connection was contemplatedwvas going to
be made. Then in the next breath he would thinkvbeld say well there is a reason for it and it & necessarily
his preference, but there is a reason for it. @foee, he needs to accept it. He comes back agdihe question of
if not here, where. They are not talking aboutrgdanumber of units. Quite frankly, in driving almbking at the
area it seems that the people on Moubry Lane waostdthe streets of Estes Park more likely tharpdaple of
Estes Park would use Mobry Lane because he dithimit that area of Profit is very much a destinatidle did not
know what they would be going to. Instead, he gidwhat they would do is go up to the major sthashind the
shopping center if they wanted to get up to the inadacilities on Profit. He did not think theyowld go back
down Moubry Lane. He did not see the traffic gobark down that way. He sees the traffic goinghrpugh
Estes Park. That is a concern.

Mr. Morris said that he thought interconnectivitgshbeen a problem ever since they really startekirig at the
Comprehensive Plan and putting in interconnectiokk. Dotson was absolutely right that they werekiog at
Estes Park and needed to focus on it for a modarataint of housing. When they were faced withsthime thing
with another subdivision that had 365 units it wasntually approved with a stub out leading intothar place. It
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has been a contentious issue right from the $tartDotson was absolutely right and his questiors well put - If
not here, where, when because there is always goibg a fight.

Mr. Loach said if in fact the land itself had naem designed with the infrastructure to support, tiven it would
have felt more comfortable saying well the desigisthere for the connectivity so if and when tcaffid increase
there was the infrastructure of sidewalks to tete ©f it. However, that was not the case.

Mr. Franco said that he remained torn. In theinalgproposal the applicant did propose to prodiewalks along
Moubry. But the thing that pushed him over theestigsay let’s not have the connection was thaahtte cul-de-
sac but one-half way between the cul-de-sac anfit Road it is a fairly straight road. The sidelwalas going to
have to cross there and short of putting in spaedps or something like that, which they don’t want public
roads. Therefore, maintaining slower speeds thraihgre was going to be difficult. If there hadebeother
interconnections or something that gave it thad fgeling he probably would have been more adamBlotwever,
he agreed that they have this policy and they litetmhstantly. At what point do they say that tlaeg going to live
with it.

Mr. Smith said that it is a cul-de-sac and it i$ designed for stubbing. He agreed with Mr. Fratiai he would
hate to see the traffic go through the straiglgtslr. They would possibly double the number ofdesuthat way.
In thinking green they could ask the people on Mgulane if they would want to ride their bicycle.

Ms. Monteith noted she did pay some attention ¢ostiorm water issues on this development. Theonemich is

attachment C, is fairly lengthy in terms of whapayof improvements they are looking at. One ofttliegs she
paid attention to was there was quite a few thihgs they were tracking through the constructittowever, there
are also quite a few things that are built intoltrey term improvements of this site. Both of th@se important to
mitigate. However, she thought they have gottementetail on some of the storm water issues anéralad

issues here than they do in some other cases.

Mr. Franco agreed that they have an applicant tiaat gone well above what is required of them totniee
adjacent neighbors concerns.

Motion for ZMA:

Motion: Mr. Franco moved and Mr. Smith seconded to renend approval of ZMA-2010-00011, Estes Park,
based on the findings in the staff report with domditions identified by staff in the presentatioging addressed
prior to approval by the Board of Supervisors.

1. Right of access has been secured from the adjpegoéls TMP 46B4-5 and TMP46B4-5A for the
construction (and right of way dedication) of a liboad on these properties to serve the proposed
Estes Park development.

2. The Cash Proffer for Capital Improvements (#1)hanged so that the total cash proffer amount is
based on the total number of market value uniti.bui

3. Revision to the Affordable Housing Proffer (#2)dsthe satisfaction of the Housing Director, and th
Erosion and Sediment Control Proffer (#5) to thistaction of the County Engineer.

The motion was approved by a vote of 5:1. (Mr. dRdph voted nay.)

Mr. Morris noted that a recommendation for approvaZMA-2010-00011 would be forwarded to the Boafd
Supervisors to a date to be determined.

Mr. Dotson asked to restate the obvious. The amscexpressed by various members will be refleatethe
minutes that go forward to the Board of Supervisors

Mr. Morris replied absolutely in a verbatim format.

Mr. Kamptner noted there was also an action needeal critical slopes waiver, which would be recomded for
approval or disapproval as a special exceptiohedoard.

ALBEMARLE COUNTY PLANNING COMMISSION — MARCH 06, 202 12
FINAL MINUTES



Action on Critical SlopesWaiver

Motion: Mr. Franco moved and Mr. Dotson seconded to resend approval of the Critical Slopes Waiver for
ZMA-2010-00011, Estes Park, as recommended by. staff

The motion passed by a vote of 6:0.

Mr. Morris noted that the Critical Slopes Waiver #MA-2010-00011, Estes Park would be forwardeth®Board
of Supervisors with a recommendation for approval.

Old Business
Mr. Morris invited old business.

e Mr. Morris noted the Commissioners’ evaluation rdlsited last week and submitted tonight will beiegwed
and a report given at the next Commission meetimgunew business.

= Certified Planning Commissioner's Program — Mr. &alph and Mr. Dotson intend to enroll in the fall
program

There being no further old business, the meetingetdo the next item.
New Business

Mr. Morris invited new business.

e General discussion was held on affordable housimywhat the Planning Commission wants Ron White to
discuss. The Commission asked for a general profiaffordable housing program from Ron White.

o Mr. Franco noted the types of questions he woulceHar Ron White at the next meeting are reallyryo
to understand how successful the affordable hoysioffer has been. He asked the following question
= How many units have been built under that and hamymwere built and lost under that
via the 90 days.
= How many have been bought out and what the moneypéean used for.
= How many people have been helped with that fundvemat is the balance.
= He would like a profile of the program.

« The PC cancelled its next scheduled meeting on Ma#&® and moved those agenda items to the March 20
agenda.

= The next meeting will be held on March20

There being no further new business, the meetingehto the next item.

Adjournment:

With no further items, the meeting adjourned atZ772m. to the Tuesday, March 20, 2012 meeting G :m. at
the County Office Building, Second Floor, Room #2401 Mclintire Road, Charlottesville, Virginia.

V. Wayne Cilimberg, Secretary

(Recorded and transcribed by Sharon C. Taylor kGtePlanning Commission & Planning Boards)
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