Albemarle County Planning Commission
June 26, 2012

The Albemarle County Planning Commission held all@gmeeting on Tuesday, June 26, 2012,
at 6:00 p.m., at the County Office Building, Lanadiorium, Second Floor, 401 Mclntire Road,
Charlottesville, Virginia.

Members attending were Richard Randolph, Bruce @opt&€d Smith, Thomas Loach, Don
Franco, Calvin Morris, Chair; and Russell (Mac) fedtfy, Vice Chair. Julia Monteith, AICP,
Senior Land Use Planner for the University of \iigiwas present.

Other officials present were Joanne Tu Purtsez®anner; Ron Lilly, Office of Facilities

Management; Dan Eggleston, Fire Chief; Summer FreldeThomas Jefferson Planning District
Commission; Rebecca Ragsdale, Senior Planner; 8teWeght, Permits Planner; Elaine
Echols, Principal Planner; Amelia McCulley, ZoniAgiministrator/ Director of Zoning; Ron

White, Director of Housing; Margaret Maliszewskiggign Planner; Sharon Taylor, Clerk to
Planning Commission; David Benish, Chief of Plagniwayne Cilimberg, Director of Planning
and Greg Kamptner, Deputy County Attorney.

Call to Order and Establish
Mr. Morris, Chair,called the regular meeting to order at 6:00 p.nd.established a quorum.
Other Matters Not Listed on the Agenda from the Pulic:

Mr. Morris invited comment from the public on otheratters not listed on the agenda. There
being none, the meeting moved to the next item.

Consent Agenda

Approval of Minutes: March 20, 2012

There being no requests to pull any item on thesenhagenda, Mr. Morris asked for a motion.
Motion: Mr. Franco moved and Mr. Smith seconded for apgiro¥/the consent agenda.
The motion passed by a vote of 7:0.
Mr. Morris said the consent agenda had been apgronanimously.

Regular Item:
SDP-2012-00015 lvy Fire Station at Kirtley Warehous — Minor
PROPOSAL: Parking space grade waiver associated airequest for a minor site plan
amendment to convert the existing Kirtley Warehotasa fire station. A critical slopes waiver
(was approved at the May 2, 2012 Board of Supersisweeting). Parking space grade waiver (is

for grades greater than five percent in the parlarep per Section 4.12.2(C)2 of the Zoning
Ordinance
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ZONING: LI — Light Industrial — industrial, officeand limited commercial uses (no residential
use)

COMPREHENSIVE PLAN LAND USE/DENSITY: Rural Areas Rural Area 1 - Preserve and
protect agricultural, forestal, open space, andrmagthistoric and scenic resources/ density (0.5
unit/acre in development lots)

ENTRANCE CORRIDOR: Yes

SECTION: 18-32 Site Plan; 18-27 Light Industry; 482.15C Maximum 5% Grade for
Parking; 18-4.12.2(C)2; 18-1.4 Safety and Welfare

LOCATION: 642 Kirtley Lane off of vy Rd. betweehée Volvo dealership and the Northridge
medical complex

TAX MAP/PARCEL: 05900-00-00-023B1

MAGISTERIAL DISTRICT: Samuel Miller

(Joanne Tu Purtsezova)

Ms. Purtsezova presented a PowerPoint presentatibisummarized the staff report.

The item before the Planning Commission is a parlgpace grade waiver associated with the
proposed Ivy Station at the Kirtley Warehouse jsigt off of lvy Road. The request is for seven
(7) additional parking spaces extending from emgstinonconforming parking spaces in the
travelway between the Volvo dealership and the INaje medical complex, which is Kirtley
Lane. Please note that the Ivy Fire Station miiterdan amendment is under ministerial review
by staff and is NOT before the Planning Commissibthis time.

Request

* Seven (7) additional parking spaces with a 12.7&aye grade

» The existing nonconforming parking spaces range ftd% to 12% grade

* The proposed parking spaces range about the same

» A parking space grade waiver per 31.8, which allttvesBoard of Supervisors to approve
modifications to the 5% maximum grade limit for jag areas under 4.12.15c. Because
staff is recommending denial they are requestingnithg Commission review and
provide a recommendation

» Section 4.12.15c¢ limits the maximum grade of pagkaneas to 5%, but the request is for
an average grade of 12.7%.

» Section 31.8 gives the Board of Supervisors sotkaaity to approve waivers. Staff has
reviewed the request against 4.12.2(c)2 and 1.#dthauBoard of Supervisors does not
need to make specific findings in support of itefidecision

Staff reviewed slides showing views of the existoanditions on site. To either side of the
travel way there are parking spaces that are ndocomg and have not been reviewed
explicitly by staff. However, they were looked ad existing conditions with the site plan in
2008 for the North Ridge Complex. Staff displayszlvs of the warehouse proposed for the Ivy
Fire Station. The addresses are 640, 642 and @4é\KlLane. As a comparison the approved
spaces that have been reviewed by staff are vaty Mithereas the nonconforming ones go
upward to Ivy Road.

FACTORS FAVORABLE :

1. The proposed parking exceeding 5% would be for eygas only associated with the
hospital only.
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2. The seven additional spaces would be similar irragttar/grade to the existing, non-
conforming spaces along the travelway.

3. A maximum grade of 13% has been approved admitiisthp before for a driveway;
however, conditions and expectations for the usa dfiveway are different than for a
parking.

FACTORS UNFAVORABLE :
1. Engineering recommends denial
2. A finding that the waiver would better serve puldafety, health, and welfare cannot be
made.
3. Public safety and property damage concerns, péatlgun inclement weather.
4. A maximum parking space grade greater than 10%é&esr been approved.

Staff is concerned primarily with inclement weatlenditions: slippery and slick conditions
while passengers and drivers are getting in anebileir cars. Staff cannot find that the waiver
would better serve public health and safety. lditaah, engineering and planning have checked
and a maximum parking space grade waiver has @@ approved for more than 10%.

Mr. Morris invited questions.

Mr. Loach asked how many compliant parking spagesdmwn at the bottom close to the
warehouse.

Ms. Purtsezova replied that she thought it was éeitwi 1 to 14 parking spaces.

Mr. Loach said if they are going to have one engio@n there, then they are talking about 3 to
5 persons. Therefore, they have enough parkingespa

Mr. Benish noted this is not parking that is reqdifor the fire station.

Mr. Loach said that was the one point he wantetiake. He has trouble with this only because
of the engineering documentation. On page 5 & sayce the Ivy Fire Station is proposed at this
location at 13 percent maximum grade the traves laay be potentially dangerous. The loss of
health or property is a danger such as during inefte weather the hazardous parking conditions
that otherwise could possibly be preventable actgde Then it goes on to say the maximum
parking grade space greater than 10 percent hagr negen approved. With that
recommendation and those caveats he was not swrédaould feel comfortable in supporting
it.

Mr. Lafferty noted one of the concerns was it wagppndicular parking. He realized the slope
was a problem. He asked could they go to diageaiing and put dividers so that people could
walk in between. Another thought is whether tkisni any way grandfathered in. He knows it
has been passed through several committees befdneocaaction has been taken.

Ms. Purtsezova said he believed he had two questi@me is whether this can be grandfathered
in. The second question is whether perpendicypaces or any other alternatives would be
possible. The applicant has provided a littledbiinformation on that. They have said that it is

not possible. They do propose on the site plamsto permeable pavers. She did not know if
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that makes a difference. As far as grandfathereshé did not know how they could grandfather
something that was never explicitly authorized.

Mr. Benish said they were asking for the new paglgpaces. So the existing spaces will stay.
The ones shown in the pictures will not change waildstay. The request is to add seven
additional spaces. Any other configuration (patair diagonal) that would provide additional
space, the applicant may best explain. Howeves,afithe goals is just a need for more parking
spaces in the general North Ridge area. Theyrdyeasking for seven parking spaces. So any
reconfiguration that would reduce means they dgaih very much. There is probably some
concern about the practicality of the request dythhave to widen the spaces, resulting in only
three or four parking spaces. He is sure that Rib@y has looked at some options and can
answer the question.

Mr. Lafferty said the actual fire department does meed additional spaces.

Mr. Benish replied this is related to the site ptarapprove the fire station, but this request is
really from the Health Science Foundation to augntlesir parking. It is part of looking at the
larger site there including North Ridge and LTECH.

Mr. Dotson asked if Health Sciences itself is resjug this as a state agency would they be
coming to us.

Ms. Monteith noted that it was Health Services amgla foundation and they are not an agency.

Mr. Randolph asked if this was in fact just a bass entity would they have come to a even
more rapid conclusion understanding that this payks to be used for employees for a fire

station, which is a public service, that becausthefcritical slopes that this should absolutely be
denied. He asked if they would have even gratggree of firmness about it or the same degree
of firmness.

Mr. Benish replied that staff would follow the saprecess.

Mr. Randolph said he wanted that on the recordttiexe is no differentiation between the two
and that they coming to this conclusion based emtbrits of the application.

Mr. Benish said that is the way staff has reviewed hey have looked at it as any other request.

There being no further questions, Mr. Morris opetiepublic hearing and invited the applicant
to address the Commission.

Ron Lilley, with the County’s Office of Faciliti@evelopment representing the applicant in this
case, said that in an agreement with the Universityirginia to use a portion of Kirtley
Warehouse they agreed to take a site plan forwarthé necessary site changes there, which are
essentially parking configuration changes and yatdrobtain additional parking spaces in this
row of seven as part of an agreement. There wamrband fast promise that this is going to be
provided when it was discussed. Frankly, it was mnealized that a waiver was necessary for
those spaces. The spaces would be used by therdityfor employees at primarily LTECH
and that then frees up some of the spaces thathvibeuheeded down at the lower end of the site
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for the fire station and other sort of site useke hoped that clarifies that. That is why the
County is taking forward something really on thevénsity’s behalf.

Mr. Lilley noted that they do have a segment ofkpay down at the lower end that would be
permeable pavers, which have a little better toacti However, the segment they are talking
about here would just be regular asphalt just titeespaces that would be extended. He hoped
there is no confusion about that. From an applisgmoint of view the concern for health,
safety, welfare is certainly understood and he lstive University does as well. They would
take the position that with the existing contexaabw of 18 spaces it is pretty much like it in an
existing lane that is going downhill. There is cltange to the grade of the lane. Adding a
segment of seven spaces is a fairly minor adjudtteean existing situation that is sensible in a
case where parking is necessary. It is not talsatythis would make it right, but when you look
at the alternatives people may park in placesdhatess safe. He would take that into account.
He thinks for the most part it is within the exngfi context with the understanding that the
University is trying to do all they can to provideasonable parking. He would ask for
consideration of that. He would also say on thathesafety thing that there is a bit of common
sense for people who park there. As far as he kribare have been no incidents of people who
park there getting up the grade or having any ctoa$ic concern there. They did look at
alternatives of whether it would be angled or ppghaoving the proposed bay of spaces further
back so they could transition to a flatter surfaBeit that brings its own set of problems, namely
getting further into slopes and having a portiortheff row of parking further inset and perhaps
creating safety issues that are worse as a refsalitdoeing in line with the rest of the parking
there. He appreciates the Commission’s consiaerati the context. Fire Chief Dan Eggleston
is here for any questions. He might choose tolspe#he need and the understanding with the
University. To address technical questions Cradgakski is here from Timmons Engineering.

Mr. Morris invited questions for the applicant.

Mr. Smith noted that he had answered one of histgqures about any accidents. Today he called
a gentleman from the University that is involvedhmhis situation and asked him about any
incidents or accidents and he said there was rardexf anything in the last 4 years. He knew
they have had one bad winter in the last four years

Mr. Lilley said he could understand where someaoyied to make it up a lane of a substantial
slope could have an issue. Although he knows ppbas on lesser slopes as well. He has not
been aware of any accidents that are posed here.

Mr. Franco asked what the width of space is.

Mr. Lilley replied that he believed the spaces w&re

Mr. Franco asked if there is room enough to goo 1

Craig Kotarski, with Timmons Group, replied thagrté is not room to go to 10 without reducing
the number of spaces.

Mr. Morris invited public comment. There being meorthe public hearing was closed and the
matter before the Planning Commission.

ALBEMARLE COUNTY PLANNING COMMISSION - JUNE 26, 221 5
FINAL MINUTES



Mr. Smith said as the representative of the Samlilegr District he was in favor of the request.
He realized the slopes do not meet county standadistory has proven that what is there has
worked. He even questioned the gentleman this imgprinom the University why they even
applied because nobody ever applied before. Hedasky they did not go ahead and start using
it. Are they going to tell them that they can'tit® He said they can do it since it has been done
before. He has been up and down the road many time he supports the request. He moved
for approval of the request.

Mr. Franco said since the parking spaces are igoiinexl again there is not the same situation as
a shopping center where there would be shopping ead they would be worried about things
getting away and hitting cars. He would be more footable at 10’ so there was a little bit more
room for doors to swing. However, he was out theday and was able to open his car door
without any problem and close the car door on tiheroside as well. He tends to support the
request again mainly because it is not a requietafsparking. He would probably be more in
favor if they could label it “employees only” soathit is something they know is going to be
used just by the employees. He knows it is sepdrat far as an entrance goes, but he can
support this. He seconded the motion.

Mr. Morris noted that there was a motion and sedondpproval. He invited further discussion.

Mr. Lafferty pointed out he was for the fire depaent having a place there. However, they are
being asked to go against the recommendation of ethgineering department and the
recommendation of our own planning division. hlviere a 7/11 could we do this?

Mr. Loach said what he was hearing as the conflias they actually have two divisions of
government presenting conflicting views and opisioi®ne is from the engineering department
saying this is a safety and health issue. Thetbatthey just heard was that common sense
should allow us to overcome that, which is the fgob It may be right that there have not been
any accidents. The problem is, and perhaps he speomdmuch time in court, is that all they
need is one accident. Then the other problemshheg are suppose they have an accident that
is blocking the egress of the fire trucks. Theglzage in the report from the engineering
department is the reason he could not support it.

Mr. Randolph agreed with Mr. Loach.

Mr. Dotson said he visited the site today and @&nsed workable. However, he worried about
the precedent if they waive a standard to thisrgxttew do they say no to the next request.

Mr. Morris agreed that was a good point. Thatlyesims up his feelings. It seems that they
should not be recommending to the Board of Superyisomething that goes so far beyond our
standard at this particular time. He invited fertdiscussion.

Mr. Franco suggested that they better understamadhcern about the accidents and blocking.
They are adding a couple more spaces, but thegarehanging the travel way. So there may
be a little bit more activity there. In his mind far as health and safety goes they already have
people walking up and down that slope. Again, neaytey are adding some more people to that
slope with the extra parking spaces. Howevehefdriveway in general is in this 12% to 13%
range and people are parking at the bottom andingalkp it he was not sure he sees a whole lot
of difference of having a couple more spaces atih@n the fact that they would have a couple
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more opportunities to have problems there. Adlaéngoes with the fact that it has been sitting

there and has been working. It is not really beaguired for the required parking spaces. They
have the ability to control it with signage. Itos the opposite side of the building from the

patient parking. He was not sure he sees the samsequence as a 7/11 where they might be
asking for additional parking.

Mr. Loach said that Mr. Franco may very well behtig If the language was not such in the
report he would probably go along and may be usectimmon sense scenario as presented
tonight. That said that is not the case that ferleeus now with the recommendation for denial
from engineering. He questioned if the county wanttake the position that they will assume
the increased liability because of this. That Wsother thing; too, that he was not sure what he
was hearing from the position of the county anddksumption of such liability. Not only as
Mr. Dotson pointed out to us that we break precedenif the language was such that it gave
him some feeling that it has more of a grade bay tlon’t see it as being problematic even
though there is the potential. But, the languadairly clear in the report.

Mr. Smith said he had a question for staff. Whegtpens if somebody parks there on the grass?

Mr. Benish replied he was not sure he would paekdlgiven its existing condition there. That is
at someone’s risk.

Mr. Franco said he thought they would have to régrthe site to make it accessible because it is
coming up from the back of pavement. It is notlyagoing to work.

Mr. Lafferty said it was mentioned before that imldealership uses parking in there. In one of
the photographs there is parking on both sides.asked if there is any way to take the Volvo
parking and have it serve the purpose.

Ms. Purtsezova replied she was not sure whetheWdheo dealership is inclined to do that.
However, she did know there may be a shared pagngement with the Korean Community
Church, which is also listed as a minor requesbweler, it was recently withdrawn, but the
project is still in process.

Mr. Benish noted that they were not aware of tmareyement. As far as staff can tell, the county
has never approved those sites. In the LTECHpate it did recognize that existing travel way,
Kirtley Lane, and the spaces on it. There was mewre actual approval of those. Any
arrangement that have been made with Volvo andtther property owners is probably a private
agreement. So he does not know if that is possibit.

Mr. Franco said there was one other thing that puiscontext for him. When he was on site he

had his wife drive him over there. When he opetfedpassenger side and his wife opened the
driver’'s side he asked her what she thought alhoutiér comment was that it was not nearly as
bad as some of the spaces downtown in the parkisg |IAn example is where they have the

farmer’s market and things like that. So thesespaxist in places and for the limited number

that it is it helped him feel more comfortable.

Mr. Randolph pointed out that this is the countg ant the city.

Mr. Morris asked that the role be called.
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Restated Motion Mr. Franco moved and Mr. Smith seconded to recemumapproval of the
parking space grade waiver associated with SDP-BA52 lvy Fire Station at Kirtley
Warehouse.

The motion failed by a vote of 2:5. (Franco, Smitited aye) (Lafferty, Loach, Morris, Dotson
and Randolph voted nay.)

Mr. Lafferty voted nay because of the recommendatiothe engineering department.

Mr. Kamptner pointed out that the Commission atyua¢eds to take another motion because to
make the recommendation they need something ativento go on to the Board.

Motion: Mr. Dotson moved and Mr. Loach seconded to reconthaemial of the parking space
grade waiver associated with SDP-2012-015 Ivy Biagtion at Kirtley Warehouse based on the
staff report recommendation.

The motion passed by a vote of 5:2. (Franco, Saathd nay)

Mr. Morris noted that a recommendation for denialhe parking space grade waiver associated
with SDP-2012-015 Ivy Fire Station at Kirtley Waoeise will be forwarded to the Board of
Supervisors to be heard on July"11

Work Sessions

Off-Site Signs
Discussion of the criteria and reviewing procegsafgplications for special use permits for off-
site signs. (Amelia McCulley)

The Planning Commission held a work session tageaeral direction on the following issues:
Off-Site Signs - Discussion of the criteria andiegwing process for applications for special use
permits for off-site signs. (Amelia McCulley)

Ms. McCulley, with the assistance of Steward Wrightesented a PowerPoint presentation
entitled ZTA 2012 — 010 Off-Site Signs - Planningn@mission Work Session

Ms. McCulley noted in July, 1992 they first did engprehensive rewrite of our sign ordinance.
At that time they decided to reduce the height amk of signs, number of signs, and
proliferation of signs. They basically wanted tdlaw billboards. What they did is they said by
definition a billboard is an off-site sign that eecls 32 square feet and any off-site sign requires
a special use permit with some exceptions.

She handed out a sketch for the Commission’s neferes they discuss off-site signs. Staff
forwarded an email from Ben Foster, local sign campowner. Mr. Foster recommends that
off-site signs be an administrative review procasd the criteria be based on the fact that the
applicant cannot derive equivalent benefits frostafling onsite signs.

Background:
» Off-Site Signs: Signs that are not located onddw@e lot with the use to which the sign
pertains.
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» Most off-site signs are allowed only by Special UBermit (SP),_exceppolitical,
subdivision or temporary signs, signs within plahndevelopments or off-site

agricultural product signs.
» Approval of an S.P. for an off-site sign does nitdve an additional sign or additional

sign area than is otherwise allowed for the prgpert

Parccl B

*

Road

Parcel A *

O\
Road

Off-Site Sign

Freestanding signage permitted in typical situations is one {1) 32sq ft sign per street frontage {can
also be divided into two (2} signs not exceeding 16 sq ft cach per entrance}. Approval of a special
use permit for an off-site sign to serve parcel B allows an off-site cstablishment to be listed on the
signs allowod for parcel A. No additional signs or sign arca is provided through the special permit.

Parcel A qualifies for two freestanding signs. Matspecial use permit, parcel B can use part or
all of one of the signs allotted to parcel A. T®&. does not authorize an additional sign or a
larger sign. It is a very confusing concept.

Focused Discussion

1. Appropriate QualifyingCriteria ;
2. Location from which the Sign shoul@ffectivelyCommunicate Its Message; and

3. TheApproving Body

Background

» Off-site sign Special Use Permits are issued byBiterd of Zoning Appeals (BZA).

» In addition to the general criteria applicable toSP, current criterion requires a finding
that the off-site sign is necessary “because arsitensign would be ineffective to
communicate its message off-site because of topbgrar vegetation.” [Section 4.15.5
cl]
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Off-site sign special use permits are one of ohige types of special use permits (all for signs)
that the BOS has delegated to the BZA. The cuketdrion for an off-site sign is problematic:
an on-site sign would be ineffective to communiciddéemessage off-site because of topo or
vegetation.” Let’s talk further about appropriatéeria.

Quialifying Criteria
» Current ordinance language is overly limiting ive®l aspects:

o a) justification is restricted to topography or g&gion and does not consider
many other valid factors such as safety considerafi b) does not require
applicant to exhaust other remedies such as usiageosigns, subdivision signs,
VDOT signs, etc.; and c) treats all uses the sammetiver or not they have high
public safety demands (such as a hospital or ngitsdme).

The current ordinance language limits the qualifocafor an off-site sign to two factors. This
does not consider many other valid factors suctagesty considerations. It also does not require
the applicant to exhaust other remedies for signalyer does it distinguish between uses as
qualifying for an off-site sign.

Quialifying Criteria
a) Because many factors can impact the visibility mfoa-site sign, staff recommends not
limiting the factorghat are beyond the applicant’s control.
b) In addition, we recommend that the applicant exhatier remedies before applying for
an off-site sign.
c) Finally, justification based on the type of use e®mkome sense but can be problematic.

Under (a), staff suggests that the qualifying fextgshould be those factors beyond the
applicant’s control rather than something, suchoaation of the sign, that is within his/her
control. As a practice, (b) makes sure the o#-sign may be the only remedy because other
options are exhausted. Under c), a distinctioretbas the public safety needs associated with
the use can get complicated if it goes beyond aitals

Location from which Sign shouldEffectively Communicate its Message
» This is probably the greatest point of debate. Bbard recently confirmed the intent for
off-site signage is not way-finding or marketing w@jor roadways. Current ordinance
language simply requires the sign to be visiblenfiather properties.
» Staff suggests that a sign should be visible frbv@ primary access to the property
because signs are oriented to motorists.

With the ROI for this ordinance amendment, the B8firmed staff's statement of intent that
off-site signs are not intended for way-findingnoarketing on high-volume roadways.

Staff discussed the Independence on Pantops, washone of the applications that the BZA
had for an off-site sign. The discussion was ltsitate how difficult it can be to try to figure
out what is the point from which an on-site sigowdtl be visible.

Location from which Sign shouldEffectively Communicate its Message
» If the subject property is located at the end adad, an onsite sign at the primary access
road serves limited purpose for directing traffic.
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» To direct motorists, signhage is helpful at majaning decisions but is not practical for
every turn.

For your consideration

» Currently the Z.0. allows several types of signsicwhidentify development with
multiple establishments/tenants —residential subidinr signs shopping center sigrasd
planned development signs The gap (and the SP for off-site sign) is foosin
establishments or tenants not located within a isigidn, shopping center or planned
development.

» One option is to create a new freestanding sige Bymilable by-right, “development
sign?” This is not an additional sign.

» The development sign must be located at the erdrtm@ road serving more than one
parcel. The sign can list those tenants or busegeserved by the access road. There
would be very limited circumstances this would setve and a special use permit would
be necessary.

The Approving Body
» With a revised ordinance more clearly stating thgent and criteria for off-site signs,
staff recommends that the BZA is the most approp@ag@proving body. We suggest that
given the issue (an off-site sign shares onsitemagg allowances), the review and
timeline for a BZA application is more appropriate.

Questions or Comments
» Next step — draft ordinance language and set apléaring with the Commission.
Staff requested input from the Commission on the tree issues:
1. Appropriate QualifyincCriteria ;

2. Location from which the Sign shoulBffectivelyCommunicate Its Message; and
3. TheApproving Body

Public comment was taken from the following person:

Neil Williamson, with the Free Enterprise Forumtetbthe peach signs in Crozet he followed to
turn in to the location to purchase peaches. Hedeed how that rural use of signage would fit
because it certainly was not on-site. What isgbal of the off-site ordinance? What are they
after? It seems like the idea of preferred usedleiges his way of thinking. There was a big
discussion about not regulating content — he fe#t heeds to be about the signs and not about
the content. When a business chooses their pysofueras hospital or other use the signage and
visibility are part of their decision making. Shauwff-site signs have preferential treatment
based on use? He tends to think not. He tendhbiné if they look at the ordinance as a
mechanism to serve a purpose whether it is limitirgnumber with bundle signs or whatever it
is, he thinks if the purpose is such that it im#arm purpose the application should be uniform
as well.

The Commission commented on the information provided as follows and asked staff to take
these comments into consideration in the continuing work regarding on-site signs.
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1- For an emergency situation for signage — suchraadclosing more than 24 hours- they
need to create a class of signage to allow a bssitzestay in operation. Staff noted that
there is provision for temporary signage and VDQOgnage that can deal with this
situation.

2- Be sensitive to needs of businesses coming intedbety to allow their business to be
competitive.

3- Solicit other localities similar in size to see hdwvey handle off-site signs. It would be
helpful to get their information.

4- Consideration should be given to the bundling ghsiin one location in RA.

5- Agreed with staff's recommendation that the apprguwody should continue to be BZA
since the process would be more timely.

6- Requested staff to work on development signs taiplysdo a definition and come back
to the Commission with examples.

7- Look at comparables and precedents of other contresir@nd to understand how VDOT
works to narrow approach. They have not narrowes dptions enough to really
understand how to approach this. It seems thaémstehding how the VDOT system
works in terms of those blue signs would be helpful

8- Signage should be administratively approved by ssamuch as possible.

9- If something is truly unique maybe a variance iprapriate unless there is something in
the ordinance that says they can’t vary that. Irigo that they were exhausting on-site
remedies. The idea is appropriate. Supports e & the staff, but not the Planning
Commission and the Board making these decisions.

10-The idea of a development sign sounds like somgtbime might call a sign planning
program even outside of Planned Districts whereaum of people collaborate. One
Commissioner called it a bundle sign. There wasessupport for bundle signs.

11-In our cell tower policy they were very careful tese the word visible. One
Commissioner noted he gets a little nervous whesy ttalk about “effectively” or
“ineffectively” communicate since he did not knovwhat that is. However, visible he
did.

12-The extreme situation is that there are some bssasewhere it was assumed they pay
less rent because they are on the back side. @nment was the sign ordinance should
not make those primary spaces as if they were upemain drag.

13-Don’t want a “South of the Border” proliferation off-site signs.

14-The health, safety, and welfare of the people tleAdarle County give them some ability
to prioritize signage.

15-One thing that is a little off the subject but iretreport again is the lack of staff. This
keeps coming up that Albemarle County does not laaeguate staff to do all the things
that they are asking them to do or they have toirddheir normal routine. The
Commissioner was not saying go out and hire somelmat noted it keeps coming up
and somehow the Board of Supervisors needs ta@kento account.

16-There was some discussion about having signageruprieyards, having it all the same.
Staff noted there is a fairly new provision for -sffe signs by-right for agricultural
products. The suggestion was made that the couiglgt want to come up with some
uniform sign and rent space instead of raisinggaxeor different businesses they could
have a uniform sign.

No formal action was taken.

Affordable Housing
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As a follow-up to the March 20 report on affordabtaising proffers, this work session includes
responses to a number of questions from Planningrissioners and a discussion of potential
issues related to managing existing and craftingréuproffers given significant changes in the
housing development and financing markets. (Ront&yhi

The Planning Commission held a work session onrd@dfnle housing as a follow-up to the
March 20 Planning Commission meeting. The worlsisesincluded responses to a number of
guestions from Planning Commissioners and a dismuss potential issues related to managing
existing and crafting future proffers given sigo#ént changes in the housing development and
financing markets. A summary of the questionsteelao addressing the affordable housing
needs, types of units that are being built undemtioffers and if these are addressing the needs,
process and procedures, financing, and other mexhanwas provided. Also included was
some other issues of which he brought to the Cosiamsin the brief time they had together
back in March.

The following was initially noted by the Commission

* What form should the proffers take?

» Should the proffers provide for actual housing sioit monies in lieu of units?
* What is our goal with the affordable housing pdkicy

* Isthere alack of units now?

Public Comment was taken from the following persons

- Neil Williamson, Free Enterprise Forum. He spoka tmoncern that cost of cash proffers
is paid by home buyers, but it does not alwaysltresuhe production of new units as
some of the cash is paid to rehabilitate existingsng stock. He felt that rehab is a
great program, but proffer proceeds are the wrargkét of money to help pay for it. He
also expressed concern about the lack of deedctests or other mechanisms such as
trust funds to assure that the value realized enldhver price of affordable housing for
the initial buyer is passed on to subsequent ownfesach housing.

- Jeff Werner, Piedmont Environmental Council. He kepto the need for more facts,
figures, and sincerity in the conversation abofdrdfble housing and who pays for it.
He offered that it is a shared responsibility foe twvhole community and all have to talk
honestly about how the issue can be addressed.

The Commission noted the following:

- Concern about County accepting cash in lieu ofrdéble units in the 15 percent proffers
money vs. units.

- Timeframe for people to have the opportunity tocpase proffered affordable units
when made available. Look at programs that othelities have.

- Need to understand how many affordable units aeeed on a yearly basis.

- Opportunity to exercise flexibility in moving fromaffordable units for purchase to
affordable rental. Need to include the city in thecussion of demand and provision of
affordable housing.

The following are to be done as follow up:

- Mr. White to send an electronic copy of the affdri@éahousing proffers data to Mr.
Cilimberg who will forward to Planning Commissioser

ALBEMARLE COUNTY PLANNING COMMISSION - JUNE 26, 221 13
FINAL MINUTES



- The Housing Committee has been disbanded. A wodumrreviewing Affordable
Housing policies is being formed. Mr. White wilbtify Mr. Cilimberg and the two
volunteers from the Planning Commission (Don Fraaod Rick Randolph) of the
meeting dates.

No formal action taken.

The Planning Commission took a break at 8:03 p.m.ral the meeting reconvened at 8:12
p.m.

Livability Project Goals
Topics for Joint Comprehensive Plan Goals:
Historic Preservation,
Entrance Corridors, and
Environmental Resources. (Summer Frederick)

The Planning Commission held a work session t@eeéral direction on three of the identified
topics identified both through the public workshagl at the last joint Planning Commission
meeting with the City where the City and County ldocome up with language that would be
reflective of each other in the individual compnesige plans.

Summer Frederick, with Thomas Jefferson Plannirgiri@t and Elaine Echols, County Principal

Planner, presented a PowerPoint presentation orthtiee joint comp plan goals. Margaret

Maliszewski, Design Planner, was present to angwestions. Each topic was discussed with
the Commission with staff requesting feedback ftbe Planning Commission on the following

guestions.

The Planning Commission provided guidance and dirémn in response to staff’'s questions
regarding Joint City/County Comprehensive Plan Goa regarding Historic Preservation,
Entrance Corridors, and Environmental Resources asummarized below:

Historic Preservation:

Given the City and County’s differing approaches Mhstoric preservation, are there
opportunities for the City and County to createnjoigoal statements related to Historic
Preservation?

Historic Preservation Comments from PC

* There needs to be a map of places worth commemgratid remembering and seeing

* We should continue with voluntary efforts rathearttadopting a historic landmark
ordinance and using regulatory methods — excepg@ifoDotson. Mr. Dotson was not at
the point of saying he had made up his mind trstietly voluntary approach is the only
thing they ought to talk about. He was open-minaleithis point and did not know.

* We need to take advantage of historic tourism dppdres and need maps for City and
County cultural and historic resources and landssap

* Maybe put world heritage sites, presidential housethat map

» Perhaps provide a map of historic trails. It is@teducational opportunities.

» Cultural landscape is important to preserve

» Staff potentially needs to map conservation eas&radso and archeology

* Mr. Franco: We need more measureable goals on c@igs easements
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* Mr. Randolph: we need an inventory of historic tgses such as historic structures

* Ms. Monteith: the districts are a good way to goduse the pressure to designate
landmarks isn’'t so great

* We need to see minutes of each others’ (City anuthGadPC) meetings

» Staff should map historical markers Natural Resesiand Cultural Assets — contains
commitments — (don’t forget these) when reduciniy bu

Conclusion The County and City should work together to t¥eamap of environmental,
cultural, and historic assets together for puldisgée and potential tourist benefit

Entrance Corridors:
Is having two different approaches to maintainingdaenhancing the Entrance Corridors
appropriate?

Are there opportunities for the City and County develop joint goals related to Entrance
Corridors?

Comments from PC

Mr. Dotson —
* ECs are the threads that tie us together
* How do we link environmental corridors with the YAt

» Mr. Franco — Avon Street EC is a good example fl lase changes and design changes
between the City and County

Conclusion: Staff should compare the City guidedino the County guidelines — are they
similar? Are they different? If they are the samerhaps write them similarly for ease of
use in both localities

Environment:
- Water Quality
- Air Quality
- Development Area Tree Coverage

Environment:
Are there opportunities for the City and Countyteate joint goals to ensure high water quality
within shared waterways?

Is a joint Comprehensive Plan goal related to aiafity appropriate?

Is a Comprehensive Plan goal related to expandimg) maintaining tree coverage in the
Development Areas Appropriate?

Environmental Comments from PC

Environment — Water/Air/Tree Coverage
* Maybe we should have an affirmation from the Citgttwe have a strong relationship
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* Mr. Franco — what are the City standards for wpatetection? Are they different from
ours? Are there joint City-County regiorstbrmwater basins?

* Ms. Monteith — the upcoming TMDL (Total Maximum Dal oad) regulations proposed
for the Chesapeake Bay communities are going tcerttadm the same

Air Quality

» Check in with Steve Williams on thresholds befoeehvave to address the solutions with
regulatory measures

* Mr. Lafferty — to reduce pollution, limit the amauof driving and promote multi-modal
transportation and the use of bicycles. He nobed the City has been more proactive
because they own their own roads. In the Couniy more difficult when the property
rights go up to the center of the road to expamtimrt in bicycle lanes.

Conclusion: Get information on air pollution frdateve Williams before doing anything
else related to air quality

Additional conclusion relating to environmentalogsces: The City and the County should
affirm their relationship which benefits both loitigis.

Old Business

Mr. Morris asked if there was any old businesser€tbeing none, the meeting proceeded.
New Business

Mr. Morris asked if there was any new business.

* No meetings July 3, 2012 and July 10, 2012
* Next regularly scheduled meeting Tuesday, July2012

There being no further business, the meeting poerke
Adjournment
With no further items, the meeting adjourned a?%2n. to Tuesday, July 17, 2012 at 6:00 p.m.

at the County Office Building, Auditorium, Secontbér, 401 Mcintire Road, Charlottesville,
Virginia.

V. Wayne Cilimberg, Secretary
(Recorded and transcribed by Sharon C. Taylor,kClerPlanning Commission & Planning
Boards)
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