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A regular day meeting of the Board of Supervisors of Albemarle County, Virginia, was held on
August 21, 2019, at 1:00 p.m., Lane Auditorium, County Office Building, Mcintire Road, Charlottesville,
Virginia. The regular night meeting was held at 6:00 p.m.

PRESENT: Mr. Norman G. Dill, Mr. Ned Gallaway, Ms. Ann Mallek, Ms. Diantha H. McKeel, Ms.
Liz A. Palmer and Mr. Rick Randolph.

ABSENT: None.
OFFICERS PRESENT: County Executive, Jeff Richardson, Deputy County Executive, Doug
Walker, Assistant County Executive, Trevor Henry, County Attorney, Greg Kamptner, Clerk, Claudette

Borgersen, and Senior Deputy Clerk, Travis O. Morris.

Agenda Item No. 1. Call to Order. The meeting was called to order at 1:04 p.m., by the Chair, Mr.
Gallaway.

Agenda Item No. 2. Pledge of Allegiance.
Agenda Item No. 3. Moment of Silence.

Agenda Item No. 4. Adoption of Final Agenda.

Mr. Gallaway asked the Board to amend the agenda to switch Agenda Item No. 11,
ZMA201800013 Rio West, and Agenda Item No. 12, Closed Meeting. He said the owner has a time
conflict and asked for this consideration. Board members concurred.

Ms. McKeel moved that the Board adopt the final agenda, as amended. The motion was
seconded by Ms. Mallek.

Roll was called and the motion carried by the following recorded vote:

AYES: Mr. Gallaway, Ms. Mallek, Ms. McKeel, Ms. Palmer, Mr. Randolph and Mr. Dill.
NAYS: None.

Mr. Gallaway asked if Board members needed to pull any items from the Consent Agenda. There
were none.

Introductions. Mr. Gallaway the presiding security officer, Sgt. Sean Hackney and Lt. Terry
Walls, and County staff at the dais.

Agenda Item No. 5. Brief Announcements by Board Members.

Ms. Palmer said that last time the Board met, she invited everyone to the North Garden
Community Day, which was held on Saturday, August 17™. She said that this has been going on for
seven years in conjunction with the North Garden Volunteer Fire Department and area church
associations, and it grows each year. Ms. Palmer said that this year, there were about 500 people who
attended. She said that there was free food, bounce houses and other kids’ activities, and cake walks.
Ms. Palmer suggested Board members look for this event again next year.

Ms. Palmer said that she, along with some members from the Solid Waste Committee, took a
field trip to the Chester County waste recycling facility and to the County waste Zion Crossroads transfer
station. She said that she could answer any questions and if there was a time, she could provide a report,
adding that she does not think it would happen during the present meeting.

Mr. Randolph reported that his representative on the Albemarle County DSS Advisory Board
informed him that the State is preparing for the potential for a work requirement and Medicaid expansion.
He explained that the upcoming changes in SNAP benefits, which would limit the amount of time that
adults without dependents could receive the benefits, makes it imperative that these individuals attain
meaningful employment. Mr. Randolph said that these changes are occurring during a time of full
employment and if there is a potential recession, the impact to these individuals not being able to receive
benefits, either Medicaid or SNAP, could be devastating.

Mr. Randolph said that on another topic, he reported earlier that the Boys and Girls Club ride,
which has traditionally taken place in Crozet, is still going to take place, but it is being organized by
several dedicated supporters, mainly members of the Charlottesville Chain Gang Bike Team. He said that
it would be an informal potluck event that would operate out of Walnut Creek Park, Shelter #1. He said
that they are offering 15, 25, 40, and 50-mile routes, and one could do 100 miles by doing the 50-mile
route twice. Mr. Randolph said that it starts at 8:00 a.m. on September 15, and attendees can show up
anytime between 8:00 a.m.-10:00 a.m. He said that he could offer more information as needed.

Mr. Randolph said that the Village of Rivanna Citizens Advisory Committee met on August 16%.
He said that there was not a quorum, but the Committee had hoped to have Tim Culpeper make a
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presentation. He said Mr. Culpeper is a representative of Robinson Development, which has taken over
the site, with the houses themselves being built by Ryan Homes. He said Mr. Culpeper did report that as
of last night 64 of the 74 proposed homes, or 86.5%, in Phase |, have been sold. He added that there are
a couple issues that need to be worked out with the County. Mr. Randolph said that townhomes starting
in the high $200,000 to single-family detached in the low $500,000 are selling well on the east side of
town.

Ms. McKeel provided Board members with a copy of a newsletter she received at the last Police
Citizens Advisory Committee meeting. She said the letter was compiled by the Albemarle County Police
Foundation, noting that the newsletter was available as a digital copy as well. She said that the
Foundation is very active and supports the work of the Police Department.

Ms. McKeel said that she has two arts initiatives, with one that rolled out yesterday, and another
that was coming soon. She said that the arts initiatives announced yesterday, which would also be
publicized on television that evening, is called “Art on Fire,” which is a fire hydrant mural project
sponsored by the Albemarle County Service Authority, Charlottesville Mural Project, the Bridge PAI, and
Albemarle County with in-kind services.

Ms. McKeel continued that she has been working with Gary O’Connell of the Service Authority on
the project for a year. She said that they selected five fire hydrants around the Barracks Road/
Georgetown Road/Hydraulic Road/Commonwealth Whitewood area, and there is a call to artists for
artistic design on the hydrants with a deadline of September 20. Ms. McKeel said that they are looking at
the project as a pilot and has planned such that if other community members or magisterial districts
citizens are interested, it could be adopted in other areas.

Ms. McKeel said that the second initiative would be announced within a few weeks and is called
“The Sense of Place,” which is an art project around two CAT transit stops at Stonefield. She said that
this project was being done by CAT, County of Albemarle, The Shops at Stonefield, Charlottesville Mural
Project, Bridge Progressive Arts Initiative (PAI), and the City of Charlottesville. Ms. McKeel said that there
was a call for artists to design one or both of the CAT bus stops at Stonefield, which could look very
different, as one has a shelter and the other does not. She said that they have to keep in mind that
Stonefield is essentially private property, which is one of the reasons why the project was started. She
added that Stonefield reached out to her.

Ms. McKeel explained this is a great opportunity on private property for two CAT bus stops, and it
has been planned in a way that could also be a pilot, making it possible to roll out a similar project at CAT
bus stops in the County or even in the City. She noted that the City bus stops have different regulations
than the ones the County has on VDOT roads. She added that Joel DeNunzio has taken part in the
meetings for this initiative. Ms. McKeel commented that she has been looking forward to this work and
trying to focus on arts in the urban rings.

Ms. Mallek asked Mr. Kamptner to, at a future time, help the Supervisors understand how they
could clarify their discrepancy over the leash law two categories in parks versus neighborhoods and what
would be involved in this. She asked if it was simply a matter of changing a sentence in order to
accomplish this. Ms. Mallek said that she would like feedback on this as the matter has come up in
several districts over the past six months, both in parks and in neighborhoods.

Ms. Mallek said that this morning, she was in Richmond for the second of the Chesapeake Bay
workgroup meetings. She said Albemarle County was invited to be part of the panel and reported on
some of the things that it has worked on since 1988 when the bill was adopted. She added that Loudon
County and Powhatan also attended the meeting. Ms. Mallek said there was a great discussion and she
would be bringing back more information as the reports are completed.

Ms. Mallek said at the VACo summit last week, they heard about the census. She said that she
hopes the Board will hear what the County is doing on the census to get a complete count. She said there
are many counties in Virginia who already have a complete count committee and she was unsure if there
was anything happening behind the scenes, but she has materials she could distribute as it needs to be
organized and not something to be put off until March.

Regarding leash laws, Ms. McKeel said that she has had two calls from two different
neighborhoods within the past week about dogs not being on leashes. She said there was much
confusion around what the ordinance actually says. She agrees with Ms. Mallek’s request and said that
the ordinance needs to be revisited, and it should not be a time intensive endeavor.

Ms. Mallek said that she thought this had already been taken care of.

Mr. Dill said that he was pleased to be at the Employee Town Hall in Lane Auditorium a couple
days ago. He said it was a fast moving display of team building and staff comradery. He said that many
key people from different departments gave examples of the work they do and the results that have
occurred because of the work. He added that it was well done.
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Mr. Gallaway noted that this was the first day of school and he wished the students a successful
school year. He reminded everyone that at bus stops, there are now cameras watching to make sure
drivers obey the rules and that the children are kept safe. Mr. Gallaway said that these cameras were
implemented over the summer and are now in full force. He said that hopefully everyone would be mindful
and the extra level of enforcement would help solve what has been an issue in the County.

Agenda Item No. 6a. Proclamations and Recognitions: Resolution in Support of Ratification by
Virginia of the Equal Rights Amendment to the United States Constitution.

Ms. Palmer read and moved to adopt the following Resolution:

Resolution in Support of Ratification by Virginia
of the Equal Rights Amendment to the United States Constitution

WHEREAS, equality under the law is a fundamental value of Americans and the people of Albemarle
County; and the United States Constitution does not explicitly guarantee equal rights and
equal protection for the sexes; and the 14th Amendment to the United States Constitution
does not provide the strict scrutiny for sex-based classifications that is provided for
classifications based on race, religion, and national origin; and

WHEREAS, state laws are not uniform, federal laws are not comprehensive and laws can be repealed or
reduced; and the Supreme Court can strike legislation or retreat from its own precedent; and
the people of the United States continue to experience the negative effects of lack of political
parity between men and women, workplace discrimination, health care inequities, disparate
rates of poverty, rape and domestic violence assaults; and

WHEREAS, the Equal Rights Amendment (ERA) provides that “Equality of rights under the law shall not
be denied or abridged by the United States or by any State on account of sex;” and the
Amendment would help ensure women and men have the same constitutional protections;
and

WHEREAS, the ERA was passed by Congress in 1972 and has been ratified by 37 states, requiring just
one more state to ratify to satisfy the constitutional requirement for the amendment to become
valid; and the time limit for the ERA appears only in the preamble and Congress presently is
considering a bill that removes the time limit for ratification of the ERA; and

WHEREAS, for 48 years, the Virginia State Constitution has sought to protect Virginians from
discrimination by the Commonwealth on the basis of sex;

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED that we, the Albemarle County Board of Supervisors, support the
ratification of the Equal Rights Amendment; and

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED that we, the Albemarle County Board of Supervisors, urge the General
Assembly of the Commonwealth of Virginia to ratify the ERA to the U.S. Constitution, as
proposed by Congress on March 22, 1972, during the 2020 legislative session.

Signed this 21st day of August 2019.

The motion was seconded by Ms. Mallek. Roll was called and the motion carried by the following
recorded vote:

AYES: Mr. Gallaway, Ms. Mallek, Ms. McKeel, Ms. Palmer, Mr. Randolph and Mr. Dill.
NAYS: None.

Ms. Virginia Daugherty addressed the Board and said that she has other representatives from the
Charlottesville NOW Board, as well as from the League of Women Voters. She thanked the Board for the
resolution. She said that each year since 1975, the Charlottesville Chapter of the National Organization of
Women (NOW) has asked its local governments to pass a resolution commemorating Women'’s Equality
Day. She said it is also an acknowledgment that women’s right to vote has not translated into full equality,
noting that there was still much work to do.

Ms. Daugherty said that last year, as part of a state-wide effort, NOW sought a resolution
supporting ratification of the Equal Rights Amendment, and they were proud to say that the Albemarle
County Board of Supervisors was among the first few to do so. She said that the Board’s actions served
as a model for the nearly 40 localities which followed. She said unfortunately, despite overwhelming
support by Virginia voters, local government leaders, and organizations, the General Assembly failed to
ratify the ERA in the 2019 session.

Ms. Daugherty said that what NOW learned is that a change in leadership is required and before
the ERA can be ratified, new leadership must be brought to the General Assembly. She said NOW is hard
at work to elect pro-equality candidates on November 5. She said that other states are also working
towards being the final historic state to ratify ERA, but Virginia is still considered to be the next most-likely
state to ratify. She thanked the Board again for leading the way in Virginia by issuing this proclamation.
She said that NOW would use it to help urge others to get involved, to raise awareness about the ERA,
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and to act to elect lawmakers who would finally do the right thing for Virginia families, Virginia women,
and women across the country.

Ms. Daugherty expressed NOW'’s gratitude to the Board for continuing to stand for equality for all
and thanked the Board for its continuing support and efforts on behalf of the community.

Ms. Palmer thanked Ms. Daugherty for her previous service on City Council and as Mayor of
Charlottesville.

Item No. 6b. Proclamations and Recognitions: Welcoming Week Proclamation.
Mr. Gallaway read and moved to adopt the following resolution:
Welcoming Week Proclamation
WHEREAS, Albemarle County strives to welcome people from all backgrounds and cultures; and

WHEREAS, immigrants and refugees bring a great deal of energy and creativity to our community and
have contributed to our economy and understanding of other cultures; and

WHEREAS, the Albemarle County Board of Supervisors is committed to creating an inclusive community
where the dignity and worth of each person is respected; and

WHEREAS, the annual Welcoming Week events help our residents appreciate the many contributions and
diverse cultures of our immigrants and refugees.

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED, that we, the Albemarle County Board of Supervisors strongly
supports residents in our community who have come here from other countries; and

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, that we, the Albemarle County Board of Supervisors do hereby proclaim

Friday, September 13, through Sunday, September 22, 2019
as
Welcoming Week

and urges County residents to attend the Welcoming Week events in order to
support and celebrate the immigrants and refugees who now live among us.

Signed this 21st day of August 2019.

The motion was seconded by Ms. Mallek. Roll was called and the motion carried by the following
recorded vote:

AYES: Mr. Gallaway, Ms. Mallek, Ms. McKeel, Ms. Palmer, Mr. Randolph and Mr. Dill.
NAYS: None.

Mr. Russ Linden, Chair of Welcoming Greater Charlottesville, addressed the Board. He said that
the proclamation was a wonderful set of words for people who have ancestors who chose to come to
America from other countries for different reasons, sometimes for a better life, sometimes to escape
oppression, and often to enjoy the blessings of liberty. He said that Welcoming Week shines a light on
these people, as often times they are talked about as abstract or numbers, explaining that these are
human beings who live in the County, contribute, pay taxes, and build schools and businesses.

Mr. Linden said that he is pleased the Board issued the proclamation stating its commitment. He
added that he knows these are more than just words, and he has seen several concrete actions from the
Board that demonstrate its commitment. He said that one example is that Ms. Siri Russell, of the Equity
and Inclusion Office, has worked closely with Welcoming Greater Charlottesville as they have developed
a variety of Welcoming Week and other activities. He said that this work has been invaluable, as Ms.
Russell has helped them connect with others that they would have otherwise not known about.

Mr. Linden said that the new Photo ID program gives verifiable photo IDs to people who
sometimes have trouble attaining a government ID. He said that over 400 people have signed up for the
program and are delighted to have IDs, and this opens all kinds of doors. He said it does not give them
the rights that they cannot have, such as to drive or vote, but it does open many other doors.

Mr. Linden continued that one of the interesting things about the program is that some people get
the ID card not only to have access to services that require an ID, such as healthcare and Social
Services, but some people get it because it makes them feel more a part of the community. He said that
Mr. Doug walker has given wise guidance as to how to implement the program, and Captain Sean
Reeves, of the Police Department, meets with the people who sign up for the program. He said this
contributes to community safety, as when police and communities work closely together, it increases
trust, and people are more likely to call the police if they have a problem. He said that all of these are
concrete actions that make a difference.
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NonAgenda. Mr. Gallaway stated that the Board has received a request from Mr. Don Franco,
representing the applicant for the Southwood presentation. He said the normal time allotted to the
applicant is 10 minutes, but because of the nature and complexity of the project, Mr. Franco has
requested 20 minutes for the applicant’s slot. Mr. Gallaway said he thinks it is a reasonable request and
asked for a vote on it whether to extend the applicant time to 20 minutes or not.

Ms. Palmer said that typically what is done is the applicant speaks for 10 minutes, they receive
the Board’s questions, and then frequently speaks for at least another 10 minutes. She said that she
wants to ensure that Mr. Franco has all the Board’s questions, and this would be her only concern.

Mr. Randolph explained that Mr. Franco communicated to him that he felt that 10 minutes that the
applicant had before the Planning Commission was insufficient to explain the range and depth of the
issues in anticipation of the questions. He said that Mr. Franco expressed that if he had had additional
time, some of the questions that had come from the Planning Commission would have been resolved
because he would have addressed them in his presentation. Mr. Randolph expressed that allowing Mr.
Franco with 20 minutes to present would hopefully be productive in ensuring that the meeting adjourns in
a timely way.

Ms. Palmer said that this would be fine, and that she wanted to make sure the applicant was
answering the Board’s questions. She said that her understanding was that Mr. Franco did go before the
Planning Commission a few times to answer its questions.

Ms. Mallek expressed her hope that the applicant would focus on the things they are certain on
and that she would like to have the proposal presented in a coherent way.

Mr. Randolph moved to extend the Southwood proposal’s applicant’s presentation time to 20
minutes. The motion was seconded by Ms. McKeel.

Roll was called and the motion carried by the following recorded vote:

AYES: Mr. Gallaway, Ms. Mallek, Ms. McKeel, Ms. Palmer, Mr. Randolph and Mr. Dill.
NAYS: None.

Agenda Item No. 7. From the Public: Matters Not Listed for Public Hearing on the Agenda.

Mr. Caetano de Compos Lopes addressed the Board and said that his organization, the
Charlottesville Climate Collaborative, is a non-profit organization that works to promote climate action,
both public and private. He said that they have engaged with businesses in the communities, with a
network of almost 100 businesses and about 250 households in the Charlottesville area. He expressed
his appreciation for the climate action engagement process the County held in the past two to three
months, noting that it was participative and affirmative. He thanked the Board for having climate change
as one of its priorities.

Mr. de Compos Lopes asked the Board to vote for climate options and goals aligned with the
IPCC and the recently approved goals of the City of Charlottesville. He said that in the week prior, the
CCC had an interesting engagement with the Southwood community and asked them how much they
cared about climate change, which resulted in a range of importance placed. He said that they are very
interested in climate change.

Mr. de Compos Lopes said that during the Back to School festival in Southwood, which he noted
that was very well organized, with help from County staff, he asked how much Southwood community
members pay in their electricity bills. He said that the response was about $500 on average per month on
electricity bills, with a number of members paying over $200, which he noted was interesting because
they are a small community with low-income households, but they pay more in electricity than most
members of the wider community. He said that this was an opportunity to say that climate action makes
economic sense and is an opportunity for the County, with the conversation about Southwood, to talk
about both affordable housing as well as energy and climate justice.

Mr. Grey McLean, a County resident in the White Hall district, addressed the Board. He thanked
the Board for its leadership and staff organization, as well as how the Board has indicated it wants to
allocate resources to the issue of climate. He encouraged the Board to adopt the goal IPCC ACLI goal of
45% reduction by 2030, and carbon neutral by 2050. He said that this was what was moving through the
process and expressed hope that it would come to pass.

Mr. McLean also encouraged the Board to move toward and require a greenhouse gas inventory
every two years, explaining that this was important because there has not been an update since 2008,
and they cannot tell whether or not they are making progress in terms of their climate goals if they do not
measure them. He said that in his experience, what gets measured gets done. He said that climate action
is often categorized as a government issue and it is obviously important to do municipal buildings, public
schools, etc., but it was so much more and interconnects with many other issues that the Board finds
important.

Mr. McLean said that a smart climate policy is smart economic development, it makes the
County’s businesses and community more attractive to businesses coming there, and lowers long-term
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operating costs for those businesses. He said that smart climate policy is smart transit and reduces
congestion on roads. He said that smart climate policy offers more affordable housing, as affordable
housing is not just about rent. He added it is also about clean air and water and community health. He
said that often, the interconnections are passed over.

Mr. Paul Grady, a resident of the White Hall district, addressed the Board. He said that in June
2016, he ran into a friend he had known for 40 years on the Downtown Mall. He said that after speaking
with him, he revealed that he was homeless and sleeping in the post office. Mr. Grady said that he took
his friend home that day, determined to help him find a place to live for the rest of his life. He said that
something about his friend was off and he seemed dazed and confused, and for the next 2.5 years, he
took him for every test he could think of.

Mr. Grady said that finally last December, an MRI revealed that he had had several strokes and
confirmed his suspicions that his friend was in early stages of dementia. He said this diagnosis actually
made it easier to find housing for his friend and because of his small income, he qualified for an auxiliary
grant from Medicaid, which would pay for his housing and care for the rest of his life and allowed him to
go straight into a nursing home. He said that during the entire process, he realized that his friend was
probably not the only person in the area who needed temporary housing while he looked for permanent
long term housing.

Mr. Grady said that he checked with The Meadows in Crozet, which has over a two-year waiting
list for subsidized housing. He said that Mountainside Living’'s waiting list is even longer. He said that after
many discussions with Albemarle County Social Services, he learned that most assisted living facilities do
not take Medicaid auxiliary grants and those who do only allow 5% of their beds to be for auxiliary grant
recipients. Mr. Grady said that he has an Albemarle County approved apartment in his home that he has
been renting for 15 years and has decided to turn it into the Crozet Home for Elderly Men.

Mr. Grady said that discussions with the Director of Albemarle County Social Services indicated
that no local or state permits are required for four or less rooms and he is simply a landlord. He said that
four rooms may only be a drop in the bucket, but he would at least be able to help four people at a time.
Mr. Grady urged the Board, as it grapples with the issue of affordable housing, to keep in mind the senior
population. He said that there are simply not enough places for them to live, especially if they want to live
alone. He said that studio and 1-bedroom apartments simply do not exist.

The Board thanked Mr. Grady for his dedication.

Mr. John Cruickshank, a resident of the Earlysville area of the White Hall district, addressed the
Board and expressed his support of the climate plan developed by County staff with a great deal of
community input. He said that he was speaking to represent his grandson, who is beginning kindergarten
in the County schools. Mr. Cruickshank said that he himself may not be around to experience the worst
effects of climate change but that his grandson would be, and he was very concerned about this. He said
that this has been a long time concern for him, noting that he served on the steering committee for the
local climate action planning process, along with Ms. Mallek.

Mr. Cruickshank said that much progress has been made along with good recommendations,
though he was concerned that there has not been a greenhouse gas inventory done for nine years. He
said that climate change was the greatest threat facing the human population of the earth and that looking
at Virginia Climate Fever, excessive heat and rising sea levels and the profound effect it is having on the
fauna and flora of Virginia and on human health is scary.

Mr. Cruickshank said that decisive action is needed now and was actually needed 15 to 20 years
ago. He said that it is not too late, however, and if decisive action is taken, the planet may be able to
avoid the worst effects of climate change. He said that if nothing is done, he is not sure what would
happen to the human population. He said that unfortunately, the federal government seems to be in
paralysis on this issue and it is up to state and local governments, businesses and institutions, and
individuals to take action. He said that greenhouse gas emissions need to be reduced by 50% by 2030,
80% by 2040, and 100% by 2050.

Mr. Cruickshank added everyone should be supporting legislation such as the Energy Innovation
and Carbon Dividend Act, which is a carbon tax. He said that he has heard about this tax for 15 to 20
years now, that it is needed and is working for other countries. He said that it is a fee on carbon and the
proceeds from the money collected is passed on to the citizens. He said that it incentives renewable
energy and energy conservation.

Ms. Emily Little, a resident of Albemarle County, addressed the Board. She said that she has the
privilege at the moment of being a stay-at-home mom and feels that two of her most foundational roles as
a mother are first, letting her children know unconditional, fierce, and powerful love; and second, keeping
them safe. She said that thinking ahead to her children’s future and in reading the IPCC report put out by
the UN and thinking about what 2030 and 2050 might look like for them, she feels sick. She said that this
morning, she dropped off her class of 2032 kindergartener and all she could think of was that, in 2032,
her daughter may not have a future. She said that time could run out by then; climate action has to
happen now.
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Ms. Little said that she thinks of small things she does every day to make her children safe and
loved, and then thinks about how individuals are using up the planet’s resources so fast that their dreams
may never be realized because of what generations of humans have done before them and what is
happening now. She said that the County and City has to act to set aggressive greenhouse gas goals so
that when their children and grandchildren look at them in 17 and 32 years, they could say that they did
something and started something in their own homes, businesses, County, and City, and in 2019, bigger
goals were set without the fear of failure. She said that the County is falling short because they know how
serious this is for the future of the children.

Ms. Little said that all of the everyday things done for children would not mean anything if they
cannot stop climate change. She said that as a mother she has to believe, in order to sleep at night, that
the people of the County can fiercely love its future generations in order to keep them safe.

Mr. Chip Boyles, Executive Director, Thomas Jefferson Planning District Commission, addressed
the Board and said that he wanted to speak to an issue Ms. Mallek brought up. He said that she and he
had rode together to and from the Chesapeake Bay Program meeting in Richmond and discussed
everything except for a census complete count committee.

Mr. Boyles said that he wanted to provide an update and that under the previous leadership of
Mr. Randolph, who was Chair of the Thomas Jefferson Planning District Commission, the Planning
District Commission budgeted some money and has begun moving forward on a regional census
complete count committee that would be a very large, comprehensive group of stakeholders with all local
governments, regional library, neighborhood associations and especially hard-to-count populations to
ensure they get as accurate a count as possible within the region. He said that from this very large
committee would be sub-committees where local governments could choose to have their own
communities, noting that the direction he was given was that most of the local governments prefer a
regional committee.

Mr. Boyles continued that this would take place through April 1, which is the count day, but would
also continue through June 30 so that the counts could be assessed with opportunity to question and
correct anything that may occur, as well as to try to get out to populations that did not respond on April 1.
Mr. Boyles added he has been working with County staff on this for the past month, and the first
committee meeting would take place in September.

Ms. Mallek said that at the VACo summit last week, the Supervisor from Rockingham County
described that in their census discussion, they would have their seniors in government with their student
laptops at schools all throughout Rockingham. She said that the thought is that people may be more
comfortable coming to a school and having a student help them fill out the census. She said that the fact
that so much of the push is online is seen as a deterrent to rural and older populations.

Ms. Palmer said that this was a great idea and wondered if they should be discussing this with
the schools.

Ms. McKeel said that because there were so many speakers addressing the issue of climate
change, she wanted to point out that on August 14, National Geographic published an article about tiny
pieces of plastic that have been found in the Arctic snow. She said that these are being found in France,
China, Germany, the Alps and other places, explaining that microplastics are now circulating in the
atmosphere. She said that there is an urgency to this.

Ms. Mallek noted that the plastics industry is discussing doubling production in the next six years
and expressed that this was terrifying.

Agenda Item No. 8. Consent Agenda.

Mr. Randolph moved that the Board approve the Consent Agenda. The motion was seconded
by Ms. Palmer.

Roll was called and the motion carried by the following recorded vote:

AYES: Mr. Gallaway, Ms. Mallek, Ms. McKeel, Ms. Palmer, Mr. Randolph and Mr. Dill.
NAYS: None.

Item No. 8.1. Approval of Minutes: September 12, 2018.
Mr. Dill had read the minutes of September 12, 2018, and found them to be in order.

By the above-recorded vote, the Board approved the minutes as read.

Item No. 8.2. FY 20 Appropriation.
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The Executive Summary forwarded to the Board states that Virginia Code §15.2-2507 provides
that any locality may amend its budget to adjust the aggregate amount to be appropriated during the
fiscal year as shown in the currently adopted budget; provided, however, any such amendment which
exceeds one percent of the total expenditures shown in the currently adopted budget must be
accomplished by first publishing a notice of a meeting and holding a public hearing before amending the
budget. The Code section applies to all County funds, i.e., General Fund, Capital Funds, E911, School
Self-Sustaining, etc.

The total change to the FY 20 budget due to the appropriation itemized in Attachment A is
$204,660.00. A budget amendment public hearing is not required because the amount of the cumulative
appropriations does not exceed one percent of the currently adopted budget.

Staff recommends that the Board adopt the attached Resolution (Attachment B) to approve the
appropriation for local government projects and programs as described in Attachment A.

*kkkk

Appropriation #2020016 $ 204,660.00

Source: General Fund balance $ 204,660.00

This request is to appropriate $204,660.00 from General Fund fund balance for leases at 400
Preston Avenue and 110 Old Preston Avenue and related operating and one-time costs pursuant to
Board of Supervisors action at its August 7, 2019 meeting. This funding will be allocated as follows:

Facilities and Environmental Services Department $ 15,898.00
Finance Department $ 55,090.00
Information Technology Department $ 56,936.00
Office of Economic Development $ 76,736.00

This proposed use of the General Fund fund balance will not reduce the County’s 10%
unassigned fund balance or 1% Budget Stabilization Reserve; however, it does reduce the amount of FY

19 undesignated funds that would be available for other uses.

By the above-recorded vote, the Board adopted the following Resolution to approve the
appropriation for local government projects and programs as described:

RESOLUTION TO APPROVE
ADDITIONAL FY 2020 APPROPRIATIONS

BE IT RESOLVED by the Albemarle County Board of Supervisors:

1) That Appropriation #2020016 is approved; and
2) That the appropriation referenced in Paragraph #1, above, is subject to the provisions set
forth in the Annual Resolution of Appropriations of the County of Albemarle for the Fiscal
Year ending June 30, 2020.
Fiscal Year: Budget FY20
APP# Account Description Amount
2020016 | 3-1000-51000-351000-510100-9999 SA2020016 GF FB: costs related to Finance and EDO $204,660.00
leases in IT, FES, EDO, and Finance
2020016 4-1000-12141-412140-800801-1001 SA2020016 Rent - 400 Preston Avenue $52,500.00
2020016 | 4-1000-81050-481050-800801-1008 SA2020016 Rent - 110 Old Preston Avenue $39,160.00
2020016 4-1000-12141-412140-530200-1001 SA2020016 Insurance - 400 Preston Avenue $90.00
2020016 | 4-1000-81050-481050-530200-1008 SA2020016 Insurance - 110 Old Preston Avenue $90.00
2020016 | 4-1000-12200-412200-800700-1001 SA2020016 Telephone/Network - Hardware - 400 $42,143.00
Preston Avenue
2020016 | 4-1000-12200-412200-520304-1001 SA2020016 Telephone/Network - WAN/MetroE - 400 $5,500.00
Preston Avenue
2020016 | 4-1000-81050-481050-540225-1008 SA2020016 Parking - 110 Old Preston Avenue $8,400.00
2020016 | 4-1000-81050-481050-800200-1008 SA2020016 Furniture - 110 Old Preston Avenue $20,376.00
2020016 | 4-1000-81050-481050-601700-1008 SA2020016 Copier Rental - 110 Old Preston Avenue $2,710.00
2020016 | 4-1000-43202-443200-331000-8110 SA2020016 Tenant Maintenance Responsibility - 110 Old $2,090.00
Preston Avenue
2020016 | 4-1000-43203-443200-332200-1401 SA2020016 Custodial Services - 400 Preston Avenue $3,890.00
2020016 | 4-1000-43202-443200-390000-1004 SA2020016 Moving Expense - 400 Preston Avenue $1,799.00
2020016 | 4-1000-43206-443200-301210-8110 SA2020016 Snow Removal - 110 Old Preston Avenue $1,670.00
2020016 4-1000-12141-412140-800801-1001 SA2020016 Utilities - 400 Preston Avenue $2,500.00
2020016 | 4-1000-81050-481050-800801-1008 SA2020016 Utilities - 110 Old Preston Avenue $5,000.00
2020016 | 4-1000-12200-412200-800700-1001 SA2020016 Telephone/Network - Hardware - 110 Old $7,793.00
Preston Avenue
2020016 | 4-1000-12200-412200-520304-1001 SA2020016 Telephone/Network - WAN/DSL - 110 Old $1,500.00
Preston Avenue
2020016 | 4-1000-81050-481050-540225-1008 SA2020016 Signage - 110 Old Preston Avenue $1,000.00
2020016 | 4-1000-81050-481050-800200-1008 SA2020016 Tenant Maintenance Responsibility - 400 $2,090.00
Preston Avenue
2020016 4-1000-43202-443200-390000-1004 SA2020016 Moving Expense - 110 Old Preston Avenue $1,799.00
2020016 | 4-1000-43203-443200-332200-8110 SA2020016 Custodial Services - 110 Old Preston Avenue $2,560.00
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Item No. 8.3. lvy Convenience Center Agreement Between the County of Albemarle and the
Rivanna Solid Waste Authority.

The Executive Summary forwarded to the Board states that on November 20, 1990, the City of
Charlottesville and the County entered into a Solid Waste Organizational Agreement for the purpose of
forming the Rivanna Solid Waste Authority (RSWA) to operate the Ivy Landfill. Following the closure of
the landfill in 2001, RSWA continued solid waste management operations at the site. The lvy Material
Utilization Center (MUC) includes numerous community services: a solid waste transfer station; a “second
hand shop” to divert items with remaining useful life from landfills; household hazardous waste and bulky
waste collection; wood waste-to-mulch recycling operation; and household food waste compost drop off.
The lvy MUC is also home to a small recycling convenience center where citizens may use to drop off a
limited range of recyclable materials.

Pursuant to Section 4.3 of the Organizational Agreement, the County has determined the need
for the Convenience Center to offer expanded recycling services at the lvy MUC and generally provide
similar services as the Mcintire Recycling Center. The Board of Supervisors allocated funding for this
purpose in FY2019. The construction is intended to by managed by RSWA, with costs reimbursed by the
County. A formal agreement between the parties is required before design and construction can begin.
Attachment A is the proposed draft Agreement.

In FY2019, the County appropriated $350,000 for the design and construction of the new
Convenience Center. Financial support for the operation of the facility was included in the FY2019
General Fund operating budget.

Staff recommends that the Board adopt the attached Resolution (Attachment B) approving the
Agreement and authorizing the County Executive to sign the Agreement on behalf of the County.

By the above-recorded vote, the Board adopted the following Resolution approving the
Agreement and authorizing the County Executive to sigh the Agreement on behalf of the County:

RESOLUTION TO APPROVE IVY CONVENIENCE CENTER
AGREEMENT BETWEEN THE COUNTY OF ALBEMARLE
AND THE RIVANNA SOLID WASTE AUTHORITY

WHEREAS, the Authority owns and operates the transfer station and provides other waste and
recycling services at the Ivy Landfill site pursuant to the Amended and Restated Ivy Material Utilization
Center Programs Agreement between the County and the Rivanna Solid Waste Authority (‘RSWA”) dated
May 4, 2016; and

WHEREAS, the Board finds it is in the best interest of the County to enter into an agreement with
the RSWA to provide for the design, construction and operation of an expanded convenience center at the
site to offer expanded recycling services that are similar to those provided at the Mcintire Recycling Center.

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED that the Albemarle County Board of Supervisors hereby
approves the vy Convenience Center Agreement between the County of Albemarle and the Rivanna Solid
Waste Authority, and authorizes the County Executive to sign the Agreement after approval as to content
and form by the County Attorney.

*kkkk

IVY CONVENIENCE CENTER AGREEMENT
BETWEEN
THE COUNTY OF ALBEMARLE
AND
THE RIVANNA SOLID WASTE AUTHORITY

This Ivy Convenience Center Agreement (this “Agreement”) is made this __ day of
, 2019 by and between the County of Albemarle, Virginia (the “County”) and the Rivanna
Solid Waste Authority (the “Authority”, individually a “Party”, and together referred to as the “Parties”).

WHEREAS, on November 20, 1990, the City of Charlottesville (the “City”) and the County entered into
a certain Solid Waste Organizational Agreement (the “Organizational Agreement”) for the
purpose of forming the Authority to operate the vy Landfill (the “Landfill”) and provide other
waste management services for the City and County;

WHEREAS, the Landfill operated continuously from 1968 until the closure of Cell 2 in 2001; however
the Authority continues to provide waste management services to the City and County and
has continuing obligations with respect to the closure, remediation and monitoring of the
Landfill;

WHEREAS, the Authority owns a transfer station funded by the County and completed in 2018 at the
Landfill site (the “Ilvy Transfer Station”) currently operated by the Authority and constructed
at the request of the County pursuant to the Ivy Material Utilization Center Programs
Agreement dated August 23, 2011 between the County and the Authority (the “lvy MUC
Programs Agreement”);
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WHEREAS, in addition to the Ivy Transfer Station, the Authority provides other waste and recycling
services at the Landfill site, commonly referred to as the “lvy Material Utilization Center”
(the “lvy MUC").

WHEREAS, the City, the County, the Authority and the University of Virginia entered into a
Memorandum of Understanding dated January 10, 2005 with respect to the sharing of
costs related to the closure, remediation and monitoring of the Landfill (the “Environmental
Expenses MOU”);

WHEREAS, the County, the City and the Authority entered into a separate Local Government Support
Agreement for Recycling Programs dated August 23, 2011, as amended by eight
amendments thereto, pursuant to which the Authority operates a recycling center on
Mclntire Road in the City as well as a paper sort facility in the City (the “Recycling Programs
LGSA”).

WHEREAS, the County has appropriated $350,000 in Capital Improvement funds for the Authority to
manage the design and construction of a new recycling convenience center facility (the
“Convenience Center”) at the Authority’s Ivy site as well as operate the Convenience
Center after its construction; and

WHEREAS, the County and the Authority have agreed to enter into this Ivy Convenience Center
Agreement pursuant to which the Authority will provide for the management of design and
construction of the Convenience Center and the operation by the Authority of the
Convenience Center on behalf of the County and the County will continue to provide for
financial support to the Authority to include the necessary capital, administration and
operating expenses allocated by the Authority to the management of the design and
construction and subsequent operation of the Convenience Center as defined above and
in the Authority’s adopted budget over and above the revenues, if any, received under, and
the costs covered by, the Ivy MUC Programs Agreement, the Environmental Expenses
MOU and the Recycling Programs LGSA, and other revenues received by the Authority.

NOW, THEREFORE, the Parties agree as follows:

1. County Reguest for Convenience Center

Pursuant to Section 4.3 of the Organizational Agreement, the County has determined the need for
the Convenience Center to offer expanded recycling services at the vy Material Utilization and
generally providing similar services as the Authority’s Mcintire Recycling Center and hereby
requests the Authority, and the Authority hereby agrees, to manage the design and construction
of, and thereafter operate, the Convenience Center and provide such services, subject to the terms
and conditions set forth herein.

2. County’s Financial Support of Authority’s Projected Annual Convenience Center
Operation’s Deficit

Based upon cost estimates and recommendations provided by an engineering firm selected and
retained by the Authority (“Engineer”), it is the expectation of the County and the Authority that
operating and administrative expenses of the Convenience Center will exceed revenues from any
fees charged for use of the Convenience Center and other revenues will be insufficient to cover
such expenses. The Authority shall prepare and adopt a budget based upon the Authority using all
reasonable efforts to effectively and efficiently operate the Convenience Center and including
reasonable reserves, balanced by using revenue to be contributed by the County, notwithstanding
anything contained in Section 4.3 of the Organizational Agreement to the contrary. The County
agrees to fund that portion of the operating, annual depreciation, and administrative expenses
related to operating the Convenience Center that exceeds revenues.

3. Quarterly Payments

If the Authority’s proposed annual budget for the Convenience Center is balanced by revenues to
be contributed by the County, the County agrees to provide such revenues by payments to the
Authority made quarterly on the first day of July, October, January, and April of such fiscal year of
the Authority.

4, Increase or Decrease in the Convenience Center Deficit

Payments by the County to the Authority for any particular fiscal quarter shall be increased or
decreased, as appropriate to take into account any extraordinary increases or reductions in the
Convenience Center expenses and/or reductions or increases in revenue not anticipated by the
adopted budget for such year upon the Authority’s submission to the County of an amended budget
approved by the Authority’s Board of Directors at least 30 days prior to the due date of the next
payment. Upon completion of the audited financial statements of the Authority for the prior fiscal
year, the County’s payments to the Authority shall be increased or decreased, as appropriate, to
take into account increases or decreases in actual Convenience Center expenses and/or
reductions or increases in actual revenues from those anticipated by the adopted budget as shown
by such financial statement; provided, however, that any such increase or decrease shall take into
account any increase or decrease in payments for such year pursuant to the most recently adopted
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amended budget of the Authority for such year, if any. In the event the amount of the County’s
payments exceed the amount of revenues needed by the Authority pursuant to paragraph 2 above,
the Authority shall remit such excess to the County, or in the event that the County extends this
Agreement as provided in paragraph 6 below, the Authority may carry such excess over to the next
fiscal year giving the County credit during such year for such excess.

5. Construction of Convenience Center and Operating Reserve

A.

The Authority will construct and operate the Convenience Center consistent with the
conceptual plan and site plan prepared by the Engineer (the “Conceptual Plan”), approved
by the Authority’s Board of Directors (Figure 1). The Convenience Center shall be designed
and constructed at the sole cost of the County with the design and construction cost to be
initially budgeted at the preliminary estimate of $350,000, including equipment and project
administration costs. The County appropriated $350,000 in July 2018 toward design and
other costs related to the Convenience Center.

Figure 1 — Conceptual Plan
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The Authority will be responsible for the permitting, design and construction of the
Convenience Center. The Convenience Center shall be constructed in a timely manner to
the extent of the Authority’s reasonable control. Reasonable efforts will be made to
expedite construction where practicable and within the reasonable control of the Authority.

The Authority will provide professional project management services throughout the
design, bidding and construction of the Convenience Center. Such services include
establishing and appropriately updating costs estimates for construction, engineering, and
management services at appropriate intervals as determined by the Authority and updating
project schedules. The Parties agree that the overall project costs for design and
construction of the Convenience Center will depend upon numerous factors, many of which
are beyond the direct control of the Authority including, but not limited to, market changes
in commodity prices, bid competitiveness within the construction industry, competency and
performance of the construction contractor which must be selected within the limitations of
the Virginia Public Procurement Act, and subsurface conditions later identified but not fully
known at the beginning of design. The Authority may make adjustments to the project
scope during design, bidding and construction based upon its reasonable updated
projections of cost and time, in order to maintain a high probability that the project will be
completed within the County’s budget; provided, however, that to the extent such project
scope adjustments may materially affect the Authority’s Conceptual Plan as further
developed by the preliminary design and detailed design, the Authority will consult with the
County before making such adjustments. To the extent the County may not desire project
scope adjustments materially affecting the Conceptual Plan as further developed by the
preliminary design and the detailed design that the Authority has concluded are necessary
to manage the project within budget, the County may authorize an increase in the project
budget and make any additional appropriation required therefor and/or modify the project
schedule in such a manner that the Authority may confirm the project scope adjustments
are no longer necessary, provided that the County acts within a timeframe permitting the
Authority to meet the timeline obligations in subparagraph C as reasonably determined by
the Authority. The Authority may authorize such change orders as it deems necessary and
appropriate for the management of the construction contract and within timeframes
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necessary to avoid delay claims from the contractor and will consult with the County’s
Director of Facilities and Environmental Services, or his designee, prior to execution of any
material change order. The Authority’s Executive Director shall obtain the approval of the
Authority’s Board of Directors prior to executing any change order in an amount which
would exceed the total amount budgeted for this project. The construction contract for the
Convenience Center shall be subject to approval by the Authority’s Board of Directors. The
Authority will provide the County staff or its Board of Supervisors with periodic updates
during construction of the Convenience Center as may be requested by the County.

D. The County will pay the Authority the amounts approved by the Authority for payment
pursuant to the design and construction contracts for the Convenience Center on a monthly
basis, within thirty (30) days of the Authority’s written request for such payment, which
request shall include copies of the contractor’s invoice.

E. The Authority shall maintain a general liability insurance policy with a minimum of two
million dollars of coverage and an excess liability policy with a minimum of ten million
dollars of coverage. In addition, the Authority shall maintain an environmental policy with a
minimum of one million dollars in coverage. The County will be responsible for any claims
arising out of the operation of the Convenience Center that exceeds the applicable
coverage limits.

6. Term of Agreement

A. This Agreement shall be effective upon execution. Subject to Paragraph 2 above, the term
of this Agreement shall be extended for additional one (1) year terms unless terminated by
the County by written notice received by the Authority not later than January 1st prior to
the then applicable expiration date of the Agreement.

B. Notwithstanding the above, this Agreement may be terminated upon thirty days written
notice by the Authority to the County if (i) the County fails to appropriate, within the
timeframes required under this Agreement, the funds necessary to fund any excess
expenses over revenues projected in the operating budget for the Convenience Center
under Paragraph 2 of this Agreement, or fund any reserves required under Paragraph 3 of
this Agreement; (ii) the County fails to pay when due any amounts owed to the Authority
under the terms of this Agreement and the County fails to make such payment within thirty
days of such written notice; or (iii) the County breaches any other term of this Agreement
and fails to cure such breach within ninety days of such written notice. The Authority, upon
termination of this Agreement, may recover its net expenses up to the date of termination
from operating reserves without prejudice to any claim for remaining expenses, including
costs of collection and legal fees. Upon any such termination, the Authority shall cease any
further design and/or construction of the Convenience Center, terminate any operation of
the Convenience Center and decommission the Convenience Center (if construction has
commenced). The County shall reimburse the Authority for all costs incurred by the
Authority, including, but not limited to, design and consultants fees, legal fees and other
“soft” costs in connection with the design, construction and/or operation of the Convenience
Center (collectively, the “Authority Costs”) and the Authority’s obligations to design,
construct and operate the Convenience Center shall terminate.

7. Solid Waste Organizational Agreement

The Parties enter this Agreement notwithstanding any provisions in the Organizational Agreement
conflicting with this Agreement and agree that in the event of any such conflicting provisions, this
Agreement shall control.

8. Voluntary County Funding

Nothing in this Agreement shall be construed as creating a claim, cause of action, or right of
recovery against either the County by the Authority or by any creditor or claimant of the Authority.
The Authority acknowledges that the County is not under any legal or equitable obligation to provide
funding to the Authority, but that it has voluntarily chosen to do so for the sole reason of insuring
the continuation of a certain level of solid waste disposal and recycling services to be provided by
the Authority at the Convenience Center, and the County acknowledges that in the event such
funding is not made available to the Authority, the Authority will necessarily have to curtail those
services.

9. Non-Appropriation

This Agreement is subject to the approval, ratification, and annual appropriations by the Albemarle
County Board of Supervisors of the necessary money to fund this Agreement for this and any
succeeding fiscal years. Should the County fail to appropriate the necessary funding, it shall give
prompt written notice to the Authority of such nonappropriation and this Agreement shall
automatically terminate without further notice by or to any Party.
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10. Amendment

Any amendment to this Agreement must be made in writing and signed by the Authority and the
County.

11. Governing Law
This Agreement shall be governed in all respects by the laws of the Commonwealth of Virginia.
12. Notices

Any notice, invoice, statement, instructions, or direction required or permitted by this Agreement
shall be addressed as follows:

a. To the County: Office of the County Executive
401 Mclntire Road
Charlottesville, VA 22902

b. To the Authority: Office of the Executive Director
Rivanna Solid Waste Authority
P.O. Box 979
Charlottesville, Virginia 22902-0979

or to such other address or addresses as shall at any time or from time to time be specified by any
Party by written notice to the other Party.

13. Execution

This Agreement may be executed in two or more counterparts, each of which shall be deemed an
original, but all of which together shall constitute one and the same instrument.

WHEREAS these terms are agreeable to the County of Albemarle and the Rivanna Solid Waste
Authority, and each Party offers its sighature as of the date below.

THE COUNTY OF ALBEMARLE:

Jeff Richardson Date
County Executive

RIVANNA SOLID WASTE AUTHORITY:

William I. Mawyer, Jr., P.E. Date
Executive Director

Item No. 8.4. Accepting Offer of Dedication of Public Roads in Crozet.
The Executive Summary forwarded to the Board states that:

Oak Street and “15 ft. Space for Drive” By deed dated December 16, 1946 and recorded January
6, 1947 in Deed Book 272, pages 111-113, S.W. Barnes subdivided certain property south of the
present CSX railroad and east of the presently Crozet Avenue in Crozet. The plat recorded with
the 1946-47 deed (Attachment A) establishes certain rights-of-way, including Oak Street and a
“15 ft. space for drive” immediately south of the “C & O Depot Lot” (presently The Square).

Crozet New Town Property

Crozet New Town Associates, LLC is the owner of certain property located in Crozet, described
as Albemarle County Tax Map Parcels Nos. 56A2-0-25, 26, 71 and 71B, containing 20 acres,
more or less. As part of its plan to redevelop the former Barnes Lumber site in Downtown Crozet,
Crozet New Town is offering to dedicate to public use certain rights-of-way, including (a)
extensions of both The Square and Library Avenue, (b) a connector road between them, and (c)
associated traffic circles, all shown on the attached Attachment B.

The dedication of Oak Street and the area entitled “15 ft. space for drive” is a common law
dedication that requires the Board of Supervisors to accept the dedication. The Board has previously
(e.g., Board resolution dated May 16, 1963 requesting the State Department of Highways to accept
identified segments into the secondary system of highways) accepted other segments of right-of-way
shown on Attachment A.

The acceptance of these dedications would allow the proposed redevelopment of the former
Barnes Lumber site in Downtown Crozet to proceed as planned. The performance agreement with Crozet
New Town Associates, LLC, approved by the Board on June 19 and by the Economic Development
Authority on July 16, reflect the importance of the proposed Crozet redevelopment to the County.

There would be no budget impact if the County accepts the common law dedications. If the
County does not accept the dedications, the County could need to acquire the 15 foot alley/drive located
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between The Square’s store fronts and the County parcel, as well as the Oak Street 40 foot right-of-way
unless the lands adjoining Oak Street are subdivided or developed as explained in the next paragraph.
Using the average assessed land value of $21.49/square foot for the properties adjacent to The Square
and the current assessed value of $2.81/square foot for the Barnes property, staff estimates that the
acquisition cost would be in the range of $150,000 - $200,000. Should the assessed land value of the
Barnes property increase after the rezoning is approved, this would increase the cost of the Oak Street
right-of-way.

The Oak Street alignment is located on the Crozet New Town property and its general location is
shown on the Crozet Master Plan Transportation Plan. Therefore, even if the Board does not accept the
common law dedication, the County may in the future require the Oak Street alignment to be dedicated to
the County when the Crozet New Town property is subdivided or developed by subdivision plat or site
plan, respectively, under Virginia Code 88 15.2-2241(2) and 15.2-2265, and County Code 88 14-409 and
18-32.7.2.2.

Staff recommends that the Board adopt the attached proposed Resolution (Attachment A).
By the above-recorded vote, the Board adopted the following Resolution:

RESOLUTION APPROVING THE ACCEPTANCE OF
THE DEDICATION OF CERTAIN RIGHTS-OF-WAY IN CROZET

WHEREAS, by deed dated December 16, 1946 and recorded January 6, 1947 in Deed Book 272,
pages 111-113 (the “Deed”), S.W. Barnes subdivided certain property south of the “Main Line Chesapeake
& Ohio [presently CSX] R.R.” and east of “Miller School Road [presently Crozet Avenue]” in Crozet; and

WHEREAS, the plat recorded with the Deed (the “Plat”) establishes certain rights-of-way, including
Oak Street and a “15 ft. space for drive” immediately south of the “C & O Depot Lot” (presently The Square);
and

WHEREAS, the Board finds it is in the best interest of the County to accept the dedication of Oak
Street and the “15 ft. space for drive” immediately south of the “C & O Depot Lot,” as shown on the Plat;
and

WHEREAS, Crozet New Town Associates, LLC (“Crozet New Town”) is the owner of certain
property located in Crozet, described as Albemarle County Tax Map Parcels Nos. 56A2-0-25, 26, 71 and
71B, containing 20 acres, more or less; and

WHEREAS, as part of its plan to redevelop the former Barnes Lumber site in Downtown Crozet,
Crozet New Town is offering to dedicate to public use certain rights-of-way, including (a) extensions of both
The Square and Library Avenue, (b) a connector road between them, and (c) associated traffic circles; and

WHEREAS, the Board finds it is in the best interest of the County to accept the dedication of (a)
the extensions of both The Square and Library Avenue, (b) the connector road between them, and (c) the
associated traffic circles, all as shown on the approved final site plan for the Crozet New Town property.

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED that the Albemarle County Board of Supervisors hereby
approves the acceptance of the dedication of Oak Street and the “15 ft. space for drive” immediately south
of the “C & O Depot Lot,” as shown on the Plat, and authorizes the County Executive to sign any
document(s) accepting this dedication once the County Attorney has approved the document(s) as to form
and substance; and

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED that the Albemarle County Board of Supervisors hereby accepts the
dedication of (a) the extensions of both The Square and Library Avenue, (b) the connector road between
them, and (c) the associated traffic circles, , all as shown on the approved final site plan for the Crozet New
Town property, and authorizes the County Executive to sign any document(s) accepting this dedication
once the County Attorney has approved the document(s) as to form and substance.
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WITNESS the following signature and seal.
J. W.

STATE OF VIRGINIA,

COUNTY OF ALEBEMARLE, TO-WIT:

‘la widower, whose name is signed to the foregoing writing, bearing date g

and State aforesaid.

Nancy H. Wade, Notary Public.
VIRGINIA,

IN THE CLERX'S OFFICE OF ALBEMARLE CIRCUIT COURT, JANUARY 4, 1947.

This deed was »nresented to me in said office and with certificate annex
admitted %o record at 12:15 P. M. & $1.65 Stamp affixed.

Teste:
au& bcmamu-dkuu , C1

S. W. Barnes, a widower, party of the first part, and Walter N. Gentry,

lof the second part,

WITNESSETH:

is hereby ackanowledged, S. W. Barnes grants, bargains, sells and convey
general warranty of title unto Walter N. Gentry, all those two certain
land «t Crozet in Albemarle County, Virginia, designated as lots 17 und
plat of Hugh F. Simms & Son, C. L. S's dated December, 1946 and attache
Hugﬁ T. Wiley and wife by deed dated January 20th, 1944 and recorded in

Clerk's Office of the Circuit Court of Albemarle County in D. B. 259, p

hy will probated in said Clerk's Office October 25th, 1944 and spread i
B. 37, n. 275. Reference is made to said deed and plat for a more coms

description of the said lots.

1. That for a period of twenty years from January

Hildebrand  (SEA
I, Nancy H. Wade, a Notary Public in and for the Cou
Albemarle aforesaid, in the State of Virginia, do certify that J. W. Hil
18th day of December, 1946, has acknowledged the same before me in my County

Given under my hand, this 18th day of December, 1946. i

Hy commission expires on the 25th day of July, 19Ke; - .}

That for znd in consideration of $750.00, receipt of

as a part of this deed, being part of the land conveyed to Ethel E. Barnes Dby

and being also a part of the land devised to . W. Barnes by Ethel B. Barnes

1947, said lots shall be used for residential purposes and shall be used for

no other purposes except with the written consent of S. W. Barnes or higs

ed

Tk,

THIS DEED, made this 17th day of December, 1946, between 5. W.

party

whick
with
lots of
13,

il hereﬁ

the

i

109, |

h W

lete

Said lots are conveyed subject to the following resfrictiq

lst,

Sd.

Barnes

To B/S

- Walter N. Ge:

Fee $1.75
Tux .96,
Tran 1.00
Plat 2.C0

Pd. $5.7L

Z?QAL«rTll?‘

()
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assigns first obtained.
2. Said lots shall not be sold, leased to or occupied ?
by 4 person of legro race, but this shall not he construed to-prohibit the
keening of Negro Servants on the property.

3. No huildings costing less than 44,000.00 except the!
usual and necessary outbuildings used in connection with the residence, shall et
be erected on said land.

b No nuisance shall be maintained on said préperty.

5. W. Barnes covenants with Walter N. Gentry that he has

the right to convey said land to the grantee; that the grantee shall have

quiet possession of said land, free from all encumbranées; that he has done f
no act to encumber said lund; and that he will execute such further assuranc#s
of said land as may be requisite. 7 ‘ | _
WITNESS the following signatnreland seal. j 1-4
8. W. Barnes (SEALY
STATE OF VIRCINIA,
COUNTY OF ALBREMARLE, TO-WIT:
I, Prances 0'Neill, a Hotary Public for the'County afore-
saild, in the State of Virginia, do hereby certify that S. W. Barnes, whose
name is signed to the foregoing writing bearing date on the 17th day of
December, 1946, has acknowledged the same before me in my County and State
aforesaid.
Given under my hand this 18th day of December, 1946.

My commission expires September i, 1aga.

Frances O'Neill, Notary Public.

(See Plat on Next Page)

|
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Plat of lots situated at Crozet, AlbBemarle, Co., Va. [The
‘ E Property of Silas W. Barnes. Scale 1" - 1007 £11 aneles based on line .
l Beuring W 69 1/4 W Adjoining Gentry & Rosenkrans Tract. December 1946.

Hugh F. Simms & Son, C. L. S.'s

VIRGINIA, i !
o Y THE CLIERK'S OFFICE OF ALBEMARLE CIRCUIT COURT, JANUARY 6, 1947. %
! 1 This deed was presented to me in said office and with cdrtificate annexed

admitted to record at 11:00 A. M. & #1.10 Stamp Affixed |& Plat Attached.
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Item No. 8.5. Coles Rolling Road Rural Rustic Road Designation.

The Executive Summary forwarded to the Board states that a 2.75-mile section of Route 712,
Coles Rolling Road, is scheduled to be paved in two phases; Phase 1: From Glendower Road (Route
713) to 1.40 miles east of Glendower Road on Coles Rolling Road, and Phase 2: From end location of
phase 1 paving (1.40 miles east of Glendower Road) to 2.75 miles east of Glendower Road on Coles
Rolling Road. This paving project was previously prioritized by the Board and approved in the most recent
Secondary-Six Year Improvement Program (SSYP) on June 19, 2019. Phase 1 paving of Coles Rolling
Road in the SSYP is fully funded in FY 2020. Phase 2 paving of Coles Rolling Road in the SSYP is
partially funded in FY 2020 and fully funded in FY 2021. The Virginia Department of Transportation
(VDOT) requires that the governing body of the jurisdiction within which a road proposed for paving under
the Rural Rustic Road program is located, adopt a Resolution designating that road as a Rural Rustic
Road.

Each spring the Board approves the SSYP, which includes funds dedicated to paving unpaved
roads in the County under the Rural Rustic Road (RRR) Program. The RRR Program is VDOT'’s preferred
approach to paving low-volume roads. The goal of the program is to keep traditional rural lane ambience,
while improving the road surface within the current right-of-way. In FY 2020 Albemarle County was
allocated approximately $550,000 in funds toward paving unpaved state-maintained roads, which
includes the funds to pave Coles Rolling Road (Route 712) Phase 1 and which partially funds Phase 2 at
$52,158. The remainder of Phase 2 is to be funded in the FY 2021 SSYP at $312,342.

The process for identifying and prioritizing RRR paving projects in Albemarle County begins with
an evaluation of submitted paving requests to identify eligibility and need. The Board then approves the
prioritized list of projects and the SSYP that reflects those priorities. Prior to a road being designated RRR
and being paved, adjacent landowners are notified and given an opportunity to comment. Following that
comment period, the Board is presented with a Resolution designating the road RRR.

Property owner notifications were sent out on June 25, 2019 for Coles Rolling Road requesting
comments back by August 1, 2019. Three landowners responded to the notifications with two being very
supportive of the paving and one not in support. The landowner not in support shared that the notification
letter was their first- time hearing of the paving.

Coles Rolling Road provides through-road connection to primary Route 20 and is located in an
area of the County designated by the Comprehensive Plan and zoned as Rural Areas. The SSYP
Average Annual Daily Traffic (AADT) for Coles Rolling Road was 300 vehicles per day from 2012 and is
unlikely to increase because of the Rural Areas designation.

Adoption of this Resolution will have no impact on the County budget. This authorizes VDOT to
expend state funds on a project to which the Board has previously recommended state funds be allocated
through the SSYP.

Staff recommends that the Board adopt the attached Resolution (Attachment A) to designate
Route 712, Coles Rolling Road, as a Rural Rustic Road.

By the above-recorded vote, the Board adopted the following Resolution to designate
Route 712, Coles Rolling Road, as a Rural Rustic Road:
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RESOLUTION TO DESIGNATE ROUTE 712,
COLES ROLLING ROAD, AS A RURAL RUSTIC ROAD

WHEREAS, Virginia Code § 33.2-332 permits the hard-surfacing of certain unpaved roads deemed
to qualify for designation as a Rural Rustic Road; and

WHEREAS, any such road must be located in a low-density development area and have no more
than 1,500 vehicles per day; and

WHEREAS, the Board of Supervisors of Albemarle County, Virginia desires to consider whether
Route 712, Coles Rolling Road, from Route 713, Glendower Road, to 2.75 miles east of Route 713,
Glendower Road, should be designated a Rural Rustic Road; and

WHEREAS, the Board is unaware of any pending development that will significantly affect the
existing traffic on this road; and

WHEREAS, the Board believes that this road should be so designated due to its qualifying
characteristics; and

WHEREAS, this road is in the Board’s six-year plan for improvements to the secondary system of
state highways.

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED, that the Albemarle County Board of Supervisors hereby
designates Route 712, Coles Rolling Road, from Route 713, Glendower Road, to 2.75 miles east of Route
713, Glendower Road, a Rural Rustic Road, and requests that the Resident Engineer for the Virginia
Department of Transportation concur in this designation; and

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, that the Board requests that Route 712, Coles Rolling Road, from
Route 713, Glendower Road, to 2.75 miles east of Route 713, Glendower Road, be hard-surfaced and, to
the fullest extent prudent, be improved within the existing right-of-way and ditch-lines to preserve as much
as possible the adjacent trees, vegetation, side slopes, and rural rustic character along the road in their
current state; and

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, that a certified copy of this resolution be forwarded to the Virginia
Department of Transportation Resident Engineer.

Item No. 8.6. SDP201900038 Verizon - Shadwell (Easton Property) Tier Il PWSF Special
Exception Request.

The Executive Summary forwarded to the Board states that a special exception request was
submitted with an application to construct a Tier Il personal wireless service facility. The proposed 100.5’
tall monopole will be sited near Easton’s Furniture, between 3646 Richmond Road and Interstate 64.
(See Attachment A — Application Materials).

County Code § 18-5.1.40.a(12) allows special exceptions to waive or modify the requirements of
County Code 8 18-5.1.40 for personal wireless service facilities. The applicant has requested the
following special exception:

1. Modify County Code § 18-5.1.40(b)(2)(c) projection of antennas

Staff analysis of the request is provided as Attachment B.
Staff recommends that the Board adopt the attached Resolution (Attachment C) approving the
special exception, subject to the conditions attached thereto.

By the above-recorded vote, the Board adopted the following Resolution approving the
special exception, subject to the conditions attached thereto:

RESOLUTION TO APPROVE SPECIAL EXCEPTION FOR
SDP201900038 — VERIZON — SHADWELL (EASTON PROPERTY) - TIER || PWSF

WHEREAS, the Owner of Tax Parcels 079A1-00-0C-00300 and 079A1-00-0C-01600 filed an
application for a Tier Il Personal Wireless Service Facility, and the application is identified as Site
Development Plan 201900038 (“SDP 19-38”); and

WHEREAS, SDP 19-38 included a request for a special exception to modify the requirements of
County Code 8 18-5.1.40(b)(2)(c); and

WHEREAS, Albemarle County Code § 18-5.1.40(b)(2)(c) requires that antennas be mounted so
that in no case shall the closest point of the back of the antenna be more than twelve (12) inches from the
facility, which may be modified by special exception.

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED that, upon consideration of the foregoing, the staff report
prepared in conjunction with the application, all of the factors relevant to the special exceptions in County
Code 88 18-5.1.40(b)(2)(c) and 18-33.49.B, and the information provided at the Board of Supervisors
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meeting, the Albemarle County Board of Supervisors hereby approves the special exception to modify the
requirements of County Code 18-5.1.40(b)(2)(c), subject to the conditions attached hereto.

SDP201900038 — Verizon — Shadwell (Easton Property) - Tier Il PWSF
Special Exception Conditions

1. The antenna shall be installed as depicted on Sheet C-3 of the site plan referred to as “Shadwell
3646 Richmond Road Keswick, VA 22947” prepared by Justin Y. Yoon, last revised on March 22,
2019.

2. No antenna authorized by this special exception shall project more than eighteen inches (18”) from

the monopole to the back of the antenna.
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Agenda Item No. 9. Work Session: Work Plan for Housing Policy Update.

The Executive Summary forwarded to the Board states that during the April 3, 2019 meeting of
the Board of Supervisors, the Board discussed the results of the Comprehensive Regional Housing Study
and Needs Analysis report, which outlines the affordable housing needs of current and future County
residents. Among the actions taken, the Board approved a staff recommendation to seek Planning
Commission approval to amend the Comprehensive Plan with an updated Affordable Housing Policy
using results of the housing study as guidance for this update. The Planning Commission approved a
Resolution of Intent for this amendment during the Commission’s July 23, 2019 meeting. Board members
also directed staff to draft a community engagement work plan and timeline for the policy update and to
present the draft plan to the Board at a later date.

County staff has developed a draft work plan and timeline for the Affordable Housing Policy
update, copies of which are included as Attachments A and B to this agenda item. The policy update will
involve a three-step process that includes community engagement, drafting an updated policy document,
and development of a draft policy implementation plan.

To help ensure the new housing policy represents the housing needs and aspirations of all
members of our community, the work plan incorporates a variety of community engagement tools
designed to reach a broad spectrum of County residents. The community engagement tools proposed for
this effort include: creation of both stakeholder and technical advisory committees, a series of focus
groups with a cross-sector of community members, a series of community-wide meetings, a project-
specific webpage, and a resident questionnaire.

Upon completion of the initial phase of community engagement, staff will work with both advisory
committees to analyze the information collected and develop recommendations for broad housing policy
goals, as well as developing recommendations for housing priorities, specific numerical targets for
housing development and preservation, and the strategies needed to meet those targets. Additionally, a
series of housing metrics to track the County’s progress towards meeting housing goals will be developed
along with the mechanisms to collect, and report out, those metrics. Staff anticipates completion of the
draft housing policy and associated housing strategy document by September 2020. A more detailed
description of the proposed work plan can be found in Attachment A, which includes recommendations
received from the Planning Commission on July 23, 2019.
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There is no direct budgetary impact specifically related to the work plan identified. Required staff
resource in-kind costs are already included in the current budget.

Staff recommends the Board receive the information provided in the presentation and provide
feedback on the proposed work plan (Attachment A) and project timeline (Attachment B).

Ms. Stacey Pethia, Housing Planner for Albemarle County, said that when she presented the
results of the Regional Housing Study in April to the Board, the Board approved at that time staff moving
forward with the Resolution of Intent to the Planning Commission to amend the Comprehensive Plan with
an updated housing policy. She said that she was happy to say that the Planning Commission approved
this on July 23, 2019, but at that time in April, the Board also asked her to come back with a work plan of
how that housing policy would be updated, which she would present.

Ms. Pethia provided background on the housing policy. She said the current policy was first
adopted into the Comprehensive Plan in 2004. She said that there had been some minor amendments to
the policy with the Comprehensive Plan update in 2015. She reiterated that the Planning Commission did
approve a Resolution of Intent to move forward with updating the policy at the present time. She said the
current policy provides strategies and recommendations to support affordable housing in the County, with
affordable housing defined as “houses affordable to County residents with household incomes no greater
than 80% of Area Median Income.”

Ms. Pethia said that the policy addresses five broad housing objectives covering topics such as
safe and decent housing options, ensuring housing choice and equal access to housing opportunities as
well as community sustainability, noting that these broad objectives are addressed through five
overarching strategies. She said that the strategies include regulatory and administrative functions to
support affordable housing; affordable housing development; mechanisms for long-term affordability of
housing; private sector partnerships; and identifying additional resources for affordable housing projects
and programs.

Ms. Pethia explained why an affordable housing policy was needed at present time. She said that
the Regional Housing Study that was released in April, 2019 identified more than 10,000 County
households that are struggling with housing costs, with any of those families having incomes less than
50% of the Area Median Income. She said that the number of cost-burdened households in Albemarle
County is projected to increase by approximately 34% by 2040, which would be an increase to about
15,000 households. She said that completing a comprehensive review and update of affordable housing
policy now would help equip the County with the tools necessary to meet its current and future affordable
housing needs.

Ms. Pethia said that staff has identified a three-step process to update the housing policy, which
includes a community engagement and data gathering period, formulation of recommendations for the
affordable housing policy, and the creation of a policy implementation strategy to help meet those policy
goals.

Ms. Pethia gave a broad overview of how the update process would work. She said that it was
designed to engage with as many County residents as possible, and staff would utilize a wide variety of
engagement tools. She said that two advisory committees would be created, with one being a technical
advisory committee, which is more internal, comprised of members of different County departments such
as Community Development, Economic Development, the Housing Choice Voucher Program, and others.
She said the technical advisory committee would provide technical assistance to a stakeholder committee
that would also be created, and would help to ensure that policy recommendations conform with existing
policies and programs, such as the Comprehensive Plan and Project Enable.

Ms. Pethia said that staff would also convene a Stakeholder Advisory Committee comprised of 11
members comprised of a Supervisor; a Planning Commissioner; two lower income residents with one a
homeowner, one a renter, with hopefully one being a senior citizen; representatives from the City of
Charlottesville and Regional Housing Partnership; a residential developer; a landlord; and a
representative from the Thomas Jefferson Area Coalition for the Homeless. She said Impact has also
been invited to have a representative as well.

Ms. Pethia said that staff would hold a number of focus groups with specific sectors in the
community. She said that a sample of who they would like to speak with consists of for-profit residential
developers, non-profit housing providers and social service providers, representatives from the local
business community, County schools, and health sector. She said that most importantly, they would make
sure that underrepresented communities are involved in the conversation, and that staff would reach out
and work with various non-profits to convene focus groups of the clients they serve in order to have one-
on-one, honest conversations about their housing struggles and needs.

Ms. Pethia said that there would also be four community meetings held, with the three at the
beginning that would cover learning about affordable housing in the County; a listening session, which
would consist of small group discussions with residents speaking about their experiences with housing
and what they feel their needs are in the County; and working in small groups again to help identify
solutions that the County could use to address housing needs. She said that the fourth community
meeting would be held at the end of the process, which would be a public comment period on the draft
policy and strategies.
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Ms. Pethia said that staff is also working to create a webpage dedicated specifically to the
housing policy update and all materials from the community meetings will be posted there as well as
mechanisms for residents unable to attend those meetings to provide feedback on that material. She said
that general housing information would be placed out, and staff has created a number of infographics
related to affordable housing in terms of snapshots of how it relates to various other areas in society. She
said the webpage would also provide regular updates on the process.

Ms. Pethia said that staff has also been working with the Thomas Jefferson Planning District
Commission in their effort to develop a regional questionnaire that would be sent out to the various
jurisdictions in the Planning District region to understand what their housing needs are. She said that she
has worked to ensure there are questions relevant to the County, and information would be constantly
shared between them.

Ms. Pethia explained that once the community engagement process is finished, staff would work
with both the Stakeholder and Technical Committees to create draft recommendations for a housing
policy and an implementation strategy. She said that background work for both of those documents, such
as reviewing current policies and enabling legislation and best practices research, is currently underway.

Ms. Pethia said that staff would work with the advisory committees to develop policy
recommendations based on community input and available data, establish County-wide goals for
affordable housing, and identify tools and programs to meet those goals. She said that the advisory
committees would also help to develop a series of housing metrics, which would be used to track the
County’s progress towards meeting the goals identified in the policies and figuring out the most
appropriate ways to disseminate that information.

Ms. Pethia said that staff anticipates the housing policy update work to take a total of
approximately 16 months, with some of the work already under way. She said that they see the entire
project coming to a close by August and September of 2020. She said that the entire timeline includes
approximately three months for the community outreach work, which would be a time period to work with
the stakeholder committees to develop the recommendations and write the policy.

Ms. Pethia said that they anticipate a joint Board of Supervisors and Planning Commission work
session on the draft recommendations to take place in April 2020 and once that work session is complete
and the Board’s comments have been incorporated, a draft policy would go out for public comment May
through June of 2020, with the final draft recommendations coming to both the Board and the Planning
Commission in August and September of 2020.

Ms. Pethia said that some of the feedback that was received from the Planning Commission
during the July 23 meeting covered potential additions to the Stakeholder Advisory Committee; additional
research, data, and information needs for the process; definitions of affordable housing and workforce
housing moving forward; and they believed that the timeline was too long and wanted to see it done in a
much shorter time period. She said staff has worked to incorporate the Planning Commission’s comments
in various ways. She said that the Commission had recommended including a representative from JAUNT
on the Stakeholder Committee, and staff would include this person on the Technical Advisory Committee.
She said that the Planning Commission wanted to hold many of the non-profit and service sector
representatives on the Stakeholder Committee, but they were already included within the focus group
sectors. She said that there has been ongoing research and much of what the Planning Commission
asked for is already being collected and would be presented to the Stakeholder Advisory Committee to
help them form their recommendations on policy. She said if updated definitions of affordable and
workforce housing are needed, this would be a discussion held throughout the process and would come
out in the recommendations. She said as for a shortened timeline, staff believes that the amount of
community engagement necessary for the process would take longer than a couple of months. Ms. Pethia
explained that she has worked on these types of projects before where the community was not heavily
involved and the policy went nowhere. She said they still recommend that everything will be completed by
September 2020 at the latest.

Mr. Randolph asked if any thought has been given on including any veteran groups in the
process because the needs of veterans, especially those with PTSD and potential neurological problems
are perhaps unigue. He noted that he did not see them listed as a group and was not sure if they would
be included. Ms. Pethia said that she was looking at a focus group to include them, but she would look
into adding them to the Stakeholder Committee as well.

Ms. Mallek said that she was not sure where the discussion would best happen, but they should
be considered somewhere in the process. Ms. Pethia said that it was hard to say, and there was a good
place for them either way. Ms. Mallek said she wants people to feel as if they are being heard and
appreciated, and she was not sure whether or not a smaller group is better for this. Ms. McKeel agreed
that this was a good suggestion.

Ms. Mallek asked if Ms. Pethia could present the original stakeholder blocks again. She said that
though she does not mean to sound snarky, there are many City blocks included and suggested that if
this is supposed to be a County housing policy, their needs could be very different than the City’s. She
said that she would like for this to be more of the focus rather than having more than five of the groups
being potential City groups. She said that it was the County’s job as well as its citizens to take on.

Ms. Mallek also asked when the Board engages in overarching policy questions, such as
consideration of changing the long-time policy of not building and operating housing itself. She said that it
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seems as though this should be answered first before the process happens, or otherwise information is
being gathered and perhaps not acted upon later.

Ms. McKeel said that she has seen several places in the document that says “CAT/JAUNT” and
recommends it should say “CAT and JAUNT,” as CAT is City focused and while she understands that
they are looking at the County more, JAUNT is running commuter services and all kinds of opportunities
exist there. She noted that these should be separate seats.

Ms. McKeel said that she also noticed that one suggestion was to include discussions about
manufactured and modular homes. She expressed hope that they would be able to discuss this at some
point, as it has not been discussed in the community for a long time.

Mr. Randolph said that Ms. McKeel's question gets into the question of rehabilitation of existing
buildings and new construction, and that Tim Keller had suggested taking a look at modular and
manufactured housing. Mr. Randolph noted that traditionally, these were trailers, but it is very different
today. He added that he had a conversation with one of the members of the TIPDC housing group about
the challenge of rehabilitation, which is the “unknown unknowns” as one never knows when they get into
a project what they would open up (e.g., termites). He said it does provide for many of the residents an
opportunity to stay in place in a rural area, as has been seen in Alberene, which has been invaluable. He
said that it is also very site specific because it allows for rehabilitation of the community in an area with
substandard housing in place. He expressed hope that at some point, the Board would have an
opportunity to discuss rehabilitation versus new construction and where the Board wants to put its
resources moving forward.

Ms. Palmer said that in the many conversations she has had while dealing with Southwood and
talking about tree conservation zones, she acknowledged that this is healthier for the community and if
people are healthier, they would do better economically as well. She said that she has heard numerous
times over the past few months that acquiring these things would make projects more expensive,
therefore they should not be required. She said there is a minimum tree standard in the County that goes
by the Virginia State law, and she would like to see statements to encourage a healthy environment with
tree conservation zones, street trees, or other ways to do something more than the minimum requirement
of the State (10-20%, depending on density). She suggested that perhaps a landscape architect should
be on the Technical Advisory Committee, or someone who could intelligently and specifically guide some
policy with respect to new development, noting that they cannot require more than they are allowed to
require.

Mr. Dill said that he was having some of the same thoughts in regard to the Planning
Commission’s desire to have the process happen more quickly. He said that he understands the
sequence and logic of the plan, but said that he was unsure. He said that last year, it seemed as if the
County was not throwing its weight into low-income housing because TJPDC was doing their study,
resulting in a wait. He said that now, the process would not be complete for another year due to the
amount of citizen engagement and talks with experts. He said that there was no question about the need
for it, but that practically speaking, the Board would be doing its budget for affordable housing in the next
few months and it would be helpful to have guidance for that.

Mr. Dill said that he respects Ms. Pethia’s experience and judgment and expressed hope that
while the update process is happening, the Board could receive some guidance as far as what programs
are most effective now. He said that the problem of low-income housing is changing and confusing not
just in Albemarle County, but around the world, and they cannot wait until they have a final and perfect
solution before they begin moving on it. He said that he would personally like to receive some guidance in
the fall as the Board works on the budget.

Ms. Mallek said that she would very much support renovation because at least for 12 years, and
perhaps longer, the County budget has supported AHIP help people stay in the homes they are in. She
added that for the first time this year, they have participated with Leap for weatherization for the same
low-income folks so that they are able to be safer and warmer (or cooler) in their homes. She said that
she was shocked to see the $500 per-month electric bill in Southwood for 800 square-foot of living space.
She said that this was an ongoing budget item that she supports and hopes would be made bigger.

Ms. Mallek said that the update process was important as it would help the Board focus where
the highest priority is for Year 1, etc. and does not mean that they are not doing this, because they have
already been doing much and hopefully they would be doing them more, but assembling all the
investments they have made into one coherent place would help her (and perhaps the public as well)
understand the efforts made, noting that it was over $1 million last year when putting all the categories
into place.

Ms. Mallek said that the County needs to think about the best way to deliver affordable housing in
many different avenues, whether more modular such as the Beaver Creek neighborhood, where trailers
have been replaced with $50,000-$80,000 modular units. She said that there are great opportunities for
many approaches at various steps rather than just one magic bullet.

Mr. Gallaway said that, reinforcing the Planning Commission’s sentiment about the timeline with
community engagement, three months is a relatively quick engagement period but as opposed to saying
to do it faster, he was trying to think of a way where they have received so much engagement from the
public on the issue in a variety of ways over the past few years that perhaps some time could be done
with meta-analysis on the research that has been done on the public engagement that has already been
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received. He said that this could shorten the public engagement period so that they are not starting from
scratch but rather, asking for feedback on what has already been received so that the things they do not
know could come up.

Mr. Gallaway also asked about the link or connection with the Regional Housing Partnership. He
presumed there would be many parallels going on with this group. He noted that under the homeowners’
section of participants (low to moderate income homeowner) and asked if there could be a value in the
County to have both urban and rural representation. He said that he has been struck by different times
when the Board has heard about the results in Albemarle in terms of how different the circumstances are
and asked the staff not to lose sight of this. He said that the experiences of urban versus rural
homeowners may warrant having both perspectives represented.

Mr. Gallaway reinforced what Mr. Dill commented on as far as how the update process aligns and
forms their budgeting. He said that it is either continued, one-time money investment or annual budget
dollars being programmed towards budgeting policy. He expressed concern about getting past another
budget cycle without having the work done, knowing that the work would help inform it, and encouraged
finding a way to get these in parallel so that whatever is learned while going through the update process
could be inserted into the next budget cycle.

Ms. Pethia said that she planned to provide regular updates in some form to all Supervisors so
what comes out of the public engagement period would be shared with the Board once it is summarized.
She said that this process would highlight where the community feels the priorities lie.

Mr. Dill noted that AHIP has laid off one of its crews because they have lost funding at the federal
and state level, and AHIP is not able to keep up with their goals. He said they need to look at the impact
of that lost. Board members concurred.

Agenda Item No. 10. Presentation: Claudius Crozet Park Aquatic and Fitness Center.

The Executive Summary forwarded to the Board states that Claudius Crozet Park (CCP) is a 23-
acre community, non-profit recreational facility open for public use that has been serving the Crozet and
Western Albemarle community since 1958. CCP is the home to the ever-expanding Peachtree Baseball
program, the Crozet Gators swim team, soccer and baseball fields, Quick Start tennis courts,
playgrounds, a community pool and recreation center open year-round through a joint venture agreement
with the Piedmont Family YMCA, Arts and Crafts Festivals, walking trails, dog park and the Crozet
Independence Day Celebration.

History of Cooperative Agreements

On November 6, 1985, CCP and the County entered into a Restrictive Covenant Agreement for
13.62 acres of park. This agreement establishes that the property be used solely for recreational and
public purposes. The County agreed to consider funding park improvements as part of its Capital
Improvement Plan (CIP) process and to have County staff assume responsibility for the maintenance of
these improvements. This agreement allowed the CCP Board to place all of its resources toward the
operation and maintenance of the pool, and to retire its pool debt of $50,000 in 1988.

In the mid 90’s, the CCP swimming pool was deteriorating rapidly, and the options before CCP
were to either renovate the pool for $200,000 (with no warranty) or to build a new pool for $330,000. The
CCP asked the County to assist with funding the construction of a new swimming facility and to assist
with master planning and funding additional recreational facilities at the Park. Recognizing the County’s
critical need for athletic fields and other recreational amenities and that a very vital part of Crozet’s history
and future was in jeopardy, the County agreed to enter into a joint operating agreement with CCP for the
Park’s operation in 1997. Under the 1997 Crozet Park Agreement and Restrictive Covenant, the County
agreed to contribute $200,000 to be used solely for the construction of a new swimming facility while the
CCP agreed that the entire 23-acre park would be solely used for recreational and public purposes in
perpetuity and would be open for public use, and if CCP ever ceases to exist as a legal entity, the fee
simple title to the park and all improvements will transfer to the County at no cost upon the County’s
request. This operating agreement provided CCP and the County, as partners, the opportunity to provide
needed recreational improvements and opportunities to serve the Crozet community and citizens of
Western Albemarle.

At present, CCP in partnership with the YMCA operates an Aquatic and Fithess/Wellness Center
in an existing facility, which was completely renovated several years ago. The current facility is now
inadequate due to its membership growth and size to meet the recreational needs/desires of the steady
growth in the Crozet/Western Albemarle community. The 2018, Community Recreation Needs
Assessment acknowledged that recreational opportunities need to keep pace with the growing population,
especially in the high growth areas. Through private and public partnerships, the CCP envisions a state of
the art facility by constructing a new facility with an overall square footage of 47,360 +/- which includes a
multi-purpose gymnasium, fithess and wellness area, indoor walking track, community room, a stay and
play area, after school and summer activities for elementary children and more. The County has enjoyed
a long successful working relationship with CCP, which has generated positive benefits for the citizens of
Crozet and the entire western region of the County. CCP has a dedicated, energetic and enthusiastic
group to volunteers. The County has emphasized the need and desire to pursue and promote
community/volunteer partnerships to the greatest extent possible to ensure the County’s vibrancy. The
proposal by CCP, as well as its passion and commitment to raising private donations for this project, are
truly reflective of the spirit and intent of the CCP Board’s strategic plan goal.
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There is no formal action required at this time.

Staff is requesting that the Board provide direction regarding this matter.

Mr. Bob Crickenberger, Director of Parks & Recreation, addressed the Board. He said that his
presentation was an opportunity for the Claudius Crozet Park to share with the Board its vision of
developing and constructing a state-of-the-art aquatic, fitness, and wellness center.

Mr. Crickenberger said that in its executive summary, staff tried to identify the long standing
relationship it has had with Crozet Park and how the partnership has transformed the park into what many
would consider to be the recreation hub of Crozet Park. He said that he has had the opportunity to work
with the Crozet Park Board for many years and it consists of a group of enthusiastic, energetic volunteers
that are willing to give something back to the community. Mr. Crickenberger then introduced one of the
volunteers, Mr. Drew Holzwarth.

Mr. Holzwarth addressed the Board and thanked them for giving him the opportunity to speak
about what would be a transformative facility for the residents of Albemarle County. He said that he has
been fairly active on the Claudius Crozet Park Board since 2014.

Mr. Holzwarth said that he would provide background of the park. He said the park was founded
by a generous donation by a Crozet resident in 1958, and that 22 acres were donated to the Albemarle
County community with the focus of providing affordable recreation for its residents. He said since that
time, much has transpired in Claudius Crozet Park but one thing that has been consistent all along is the
fact that it has been managed by a group of committed community volunteers with a close relationship
with Albemarle County Parks and Recreation. He said that this public-private relationship has been going
on for many years, and he wishes partnerships like this exists everywhere, adding that he was proud to
be a part of it.

Mr. Holzwarth said that the park has undergone a renaissance, specifically over the past 10
years. He urged those who have not been to the park to come see it, explaining it is an amazing parcel of
ground with amazing views, and that it was difficult to stand in any part of its 22 acres without feeling
inspired about the area.

Mr. Holzwarth said in the past, there has been a series of public-private partnerships, including
the long standing one with Albemarle County. He said that many volunteers have become close with Mr.
Crickenberger and others at Parks and Recreation. He said that in 2016, a dog park was built that has
been active every day of the week. He said in 2018, there was a fundraising campaign to add lights to the
lower field, which changed Peachtree’s baseball and softball league, which played recently in the World
Series. He said the success of the league continues to grow as the County grows.

Mr. Holzwarth said that there was a grant and a match to the grant to install a perimeter trail,
which is just under three-quarters mile. He said that at any time of day, people could be seen jogging and
walking their dogs on the trail, which was installed in 2018. He said that there was a generous gift that
was matched in 2017 to rebuild one of the pavilions, which is a great place to hang out at on a weekend
afternoon and a key facility during the Arts and Crafts Festival.

Mr. Holzwarth said that there is an opportunity that is being driven by the needs of the
community. He said that they are in the midst of an affordable after-school care issue in the County. He
noted that the opportunity to sign up for the after school program goes online and within three minutes, it
was already full for the County’s western feeder schools. He said that at the end of the three minutes, a
wait list was started, and currently for Merriweather Lewis, Brownsville, Crozet, Henley, and Murray
Elementary Schools, there were 129 children waiting on the list. He said what is not on the list is what
they consider to be the “shadow,” which are the parents that do not try to sign up because they do not
have the opportunity to get their children into after-school care or have the ability to pick them up on time.
He said that he attended the School Board meeting earlier in the month and they received a letter of
support from the School Board. He said that not only is there a clear need with the children on the waitlist,
but there is also a shadow inventory that they do not really know.

Mr. Holzwarth said that, as was noted in the June 13 Board of Supervisors meeting, there is a
critical need for indoor recreational space in the County. He said that in speaking with the School Board,
many children that do not have the facilities at home, whether broadband or wireless, or support at the
end of the school day, as their parents may work for a period of time, fall further behind their peers. He
said this was an opportunity for the park to work with transportation and have four elementary schools
and one middle school children bused to a facility, which would provide after-school care for 300 children
that currently do not have the opportunities their peers have with support at home.

Mr. Holzwarth said that one of the important things to the community is having scholarships
available, and one thing that would be key is that no family would be turned away for their inability to pay.
He said that there have been scholarships at Crozet Park for the families that have historically used the
facility, and this would continue. He said the new facility would provide additional space for the growing
number of community sports and civic organizations. He said that the Crozet Library has been great to
use for events but it fills up quickly and planning must be done early. He said that after school, there are
tutors at the library that run out of space. He said that work has been done with a national planner to
design the space to make sure the facility has spaces necessary to be on the cutting edge in terms of
what the community needs are. He said this is a national company called Grow that works with the
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YMCA, Boys and Girls Clubs, and other like facilities around the country. He said that the inside of the
space has been designed so that opportunity would be maximized.

Mr. Holzwarth said that in many communities, there is some sort of programming close by at
shopping malls, department stores, etc. where seniors could go during the day, walk, and feel like they
are part of something. He noted that this is particularly important in the winter months when they do not
want to drive 15 miles into a city to go to a shopping mall or senior center. He said that they would be
working with the local support for seniors to make sure there is programming and activities during the day
for seniors so they could stay active and connected all 12 months of the year.

Mr. Holzwarth said that in terms of facility concept, they have worked with the interior planning
and the main benefit they have at the park is that the 22 acres given in 1959 is debt free. He said that
they have taken on and paid off debt over the years, and the facility is currently debt free with cash in the
coffers. He said that looking at the opportunity for the project, all that is being looked at are the vertical
construction costs and the furniture, fixtures and equipment. He said that the current concept calls for
different rooms and active spaces on the first floor, as well as a large lobby. He said that there would be a
teen flex room, a stay-and-play for younger kids, a wellness room that would have cardio machines, and
a basketball court. He said in comparison with Brooks YMCA, the concept plan is slightly larger, with a
360-foot walking track suspended above two basketball courts. He said that the basketball courts would
be painted in a way that they would provide an opportunity for a variety of sports, including pickleball,
basketball, and gymnastics. He said that the exterior pool would remain the same in terms of Phase |,
and the facilities would be built around the existing pool. He indicated the current facility and existing
parking lot on a plan, and said that they are building and planning the building in a way to enable the
current operations of the park to continue while the new facility is built, and there would be a period of
time in which they would move into the next building.

Mr. Holzwarth said that on the second floor, there would be a mezzanine, a community room, two
large rooms that could be used for meetings or exercise, a bridge programmed for couch space and the
potential to play card games during the day, and another room for cycling. He mentioned again that this
plan has been created in consultation with the company Grow. He said in terms of costs, the site work is
targeted at $780,000. He said that the vertical construction of the facility is $5.2 million. He said FF&E
would be another $550,000, with a total budget on the project of $6,530,000. He said that his team has
looked at and scrubbed the budgets for the site work and they are working closely with RE Lee in a
design-build Concept, as well as a local architect. He said that in looking at the numbers, they are great
numbers for a facility of this size. Mr. Holzwarth remarked that what is not seen is that the land is paid for
and the facility they are planning is a metal building. He said that metal buildings could be attractive,
noting that several local churches have been built with metal. He said they are energy-efficient, lifetime
buildings and they are designing a building that is incredibly efficient.

Mr. Holzwarth said that they are asking the County for $2.4 million of CIP funding split evenly
over the next two budgeting years. He said the balance of the cost would be financed through a
community fundraising effort and structured debt through a local community bank. He said that
considering what the County could receive for an investment of $2.4 million, it is unparalleled.

Mr. Holzwarth said in terms of operating the facility, there is a current operator of the facility that
is their tenant in Western Albemarle (YMCA) and because of the commitment they are asking from the
County, they would issue an RFP for who would operate the facility at the time construction begins. He
said that Crozet Park, together with Albemarle County Parks and Recreation, would continue its long-
standing relationship that has lasted for years and would continue to grow and build a partnership into the
future.

Mr. Holzwarth anticipated questions about how the money would be raised. He said that the
reality is that the debt coverage could be financed by the operations and by members of the facility, even
at discounted rates. He said that over the most recent years, they successfully put together, executed,
and paid off the debt of the dome project over the pool. He said that they successfully raised money for
the interior components of the Crozet Library and dog park. He said most recently, they raised $126,000
in five weeks for lighting of the baseball field at Crozet Park, noting that the money ran over what they
were asking to raise and used the extra money to add a high-tech lightning detection system for the park
that is used by the umpires on the baseball field, SOCA, and the pool for when storms move over the
mountain. He said that what is interesting about the fundraising for softball and baseball was that this was
a very small sector of the market, yet they were able to raise a large amount of money in five weeks.

Mr. Holzwarth said that the project’s transformative nature makes it different, explaining that it hits
every segment of the population. He said that they are fortunate as to where they live and for the
enormous amount of wealth in the community, and they feel confident with the campaign they are
preparing to release. He said that he has already distributed to the Supervisors some collateral material
and explained that when they reach out to the stakeholders and community members, they would come
up with a raise to hopefully be debt free by the time the facility is finished and, if not, they have the
backdrop of a local community bank that could fund the project.

Mr. Randolph recalled Mr. Holzwarth’s comment about there being an enormous amount of
wealth in the community, and yet he is asking County taxpayers, many of whom live in the northeastern
and southeastern part of the County, who would never utilize a Crozet YMCA facility. He asked why they
should dedicate $2.4 million of scarce CIP funds when, over the course of the last six years, the Board
has committed money to build in a centralized location in the County senior center and a YMCA that is
conveniently and geographically accessible to the maximum number of people. He asked if, in fact,
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Crozet has enormous wealth in the community, why the County should offer 36.8% of the financing for
this facility. Mr. Holzwarth said that this was a great question that he appreciated. He stated that looking
at the CIP needs, there is a limited amount of money to be spread around the County. He asked the
Board that as they are looking at the needs, to consider where else they could take $2.4 million of the
scarce funds, leverage them, and get a facility that would change the lives of the amount of people that
this facility would. He said it would change the lives of the children that are being sent home to empty
houses until their parents come home, the lives of active people from teens to baby boomers, the lives of
the aging population such as those in Murray and Merriweather, and commented that a large segment of
the County would benefit from this facility.

Ms. McKeel said that she was struggling with the idea, because if this question was asked of her,
she would answer that that amount of money leveraged in the urban ring, where they have a high level of
poverty, would really improve the lives of the people in the urban ring, noting that they have no access.
She said that the Board provided money for the YMCA on Route 250, and she is still struggling as to why
her urban ring students, who live blocks away, could not get to that facility to learn how to swim. She said
that there are children on the campus of Albemarle High School, Greer, and Jack Jouett who have no
access to swimming lessons. She said that again she was struggling with the idea, which has taken her
aback, considering the CIP’s limited funds. Ms. McKeel asked if Mr. Holzwarth was asking her to support
the request at present time. Mr. Holzwarth responded “no”. Ms. McKeel expressed it was a presentation
that would come back to the Board at a later time. Mr. Holzwarth said that he understands where Ms.
McKeel was coming from in terms of the opportunities in the urban ring, acknowledging it is a challenge in
the community. He said that in the urban ring, there is a Boys and Girls Club, the YMCA, and Senior
Center. He said that looking at the people in need, those are the people who cannot get into the urban
ring, and looking at the population going to the four elementary schools and the western feeder program,
they go to their farms and the same needs are there. He asked the Board to consider a facility that would
change the lives of those folks as well. Ms. McKeel suggested that the schools in the urban ring have a
hugely long waiting list for after school childcare and while she appreciates Mr. Holzwarth’s remarks, the
western feeder pattern is not the only group of schools that have such a waiting list.

Ms. Palmer expressed appreciation for the work done on the proposal. She commented that she
voted for the Senior Center and YMCA, and frankly, not many of the people in her district can take
advantage of those places because they are very inconvenient for the people in her district. She said that
the proposal is more convenient for the people in her district. She said that this being said that, she does
have a difficult time with these types of projects in general. She said that one of the things that struck her
about the proposal, and about the Senior Center and YMCA, was that it suddenly came up. She said
there have been items in the CIP and capital needs assessment for years that grind through the
evaluation by County staff, and yet this proposal would jump in front of many of the needs they already
have in the CIP. She said that it is not that she does not see the value in what Mr. Holzwarth is talking
about, because she does and sees the professional effort from the community put into the project.

Ms. Palmer said that she wished she could have heard about it earlier in order to have more time
to consider it, because the ask is for the next two years, which bothers her as it jumps in front of the other
items, much like the Senior Center and YMCA did. She recalled that the YMCA was the precedent the
Board used to address and vote on the Senior Center. She said that at some point, the Board needs to
make a decision on how it handles these types of requests in general that come through the CIP, which
was a separate discussion. She again expressed her appreciation for the effort put into the project and
said that she needs time to think more about it.

Mr. Holzwarth noted that while Claudius Crozet Park is a new project, the need for a recreational
center either central or west in Albemarle County is something that has been discussed for quite some
time to the Board. He said that while the project is new, the discussion is not.

Ms. Palmer said that one of the big things the Board has on its plate currently, in terms of
recreation, is Biscuit Run Park, which is uncertain as to whether or not they would receive money from the
State for it. Ms. Mallek noted that everything is shut down. Ms. Palmer agreed and noted that there is a
long list for recreational needs. She said that she does agree with Mr. Holzwarth that there is a need for
this type of recreational facility and for after-school care all over the County.

Ms. McKeel agreed that there is a need all over the County, with the need in some areas more
than others, looking at it through an equity lens.

Mr. Dill said that another metric that should be considered, especially with talks of climate action,
relates to the lighting and the pool put in, which takes up a tremendous amount of energy. He said that it
would be good when the Board hears a project like this that they understand they are trying to go to net
zero carbon emissions by 2050 and a 45% reduction by 2030. He said that this project would add another
large chunk of energy that would have to be offset somewhere, if they have any hope of reaching those
goals. He said that this should be part of any project, and he was not just singling out this proposal but it
has been mentioned to other groups as well. Mr. Dill said that it was important to look at this and asked if
the annual energy costs have been estimated, noting that he thinks it could be a tremendous amount of
energy. Mr. Dill clarified that Mr. Holzwarth does not have to answer immediately, but he was asking him
to consider how the project would affect the County’s climate action goals, just as he would ask other
groups.

Ms. Palmer noted that what would actually reduce transportation costs is if people in the area are
going elsewhere. She said that from that standpoint, concentrating the activities in the area could be
beneficial. Mr. Dill commented that it is complicated when trying to figure out factors such as this.
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Ms. McKeel agreed that it does become very complicated. She said that she recently read in the
paper that Western Albemarle is requesting $400,000 for more parking for more students to be able to
drive to school. She said that she understands it is separate from the proposal and it comes from a
different budget, but when looking at environmental issues, she wonders why they are considering putting
more parking at a school that has the Environmental Academy. Mr. Dill said they need to change the way
they look at things. Ms. McKeel said that at some point, they need to figure this out as a community.

Ms. Mallek invited the other Supervisors to speak to the School Board members in their districts,
as she has raised the issue to them for years. She said that it used to be that when she was in high
school, only the seniors with jobs got to drive to school and expressed that it is ridiculous what is going on
and its impact on the community. She noted that this was not Mr. Holzwarth’s issue.

Ms. Mallek said that she agrees with all the comments, but added that this was only a proposal to
think about and she did not hear Mr. Holzwarth ask that it be done in the current year. She said that there
is no perfect time to present the proposal, as Mr. Holzwarth would either be told to raise the money first or
it is too late because the CIP process is over. She said that the point was simply to present it as an
opportunity and allow the Board to consider it.

Mr. Dill said that he was very impressed with the community’s involvement. Ms. Palmer agreed.
Mr. Dill said that this addresses a need and he does not want to sound too discouraging.

Ms. McKeel said that there is a need to recognize that there are some communities that cannot
present this type of community involvement and work because they are struggling.

Ms. Mallek said that department staff needs to step up and do this.

Mr. Holzwarth welcomed the Supervisors to come out to Claudius Crozet Park on a Saturday or
Sunday, because one of the things the community has struggled with in the last few years is inclusion. He
said that you get a “slice of life” at the park every Saturday morning, with all sorts of people utilizing the
park, and the park brings the community together like nothing he has ever seen.

Mr. Randolph said that the Board received an excellent email from David Storm, who advocated
for the Board to seriously consider the fact that Crozet is in the midst of revising its master plan. He said
that it was important for the Board to see what is in this master plan, as there could be other priorities that
arise in the community, and then the community has to provide input as to what they feel are the
priorities. He said that Mr. Holzwarth is up against the fact that the Board has to prioritize for the whole
County, and this is one or two magisterial districts that would be affected by this, with four others. He said
that Mr. Storm made a good point that while there is never ideal timing, the Board was all caught off
guard by the amount of money that is being asked of the County for the project. Mr. Randolph said that
this was subject to further discussion and thanked Mr. Holzwarth for presenting.

Mr. Gallaway asked if the School Division in its letter of support was committing busing for the
project. Mr. Holzwarth explained that the School Board wants the project to work with transportation to get
busing from the four elementary schools and middle school to get to the park.

Mr. Gallaway asked if this was the park providing the busing, or the schools. Mr. Holzwarth said
that it was the school transportation providing the busing.

Ms. McKeel said that this was very interesting because she has been working for three years to
try to get busing for her urban ring students to the YMCA on Route 250.

Mr. Holzwarth clarified that it was not committed, but he was encouraged to work with
transportation.

Ms. Mallek noted that school transportation already drops off in many places on the ride home.

Mr. Holzwarth added that the current facility at Claudius Crozet Park has 27 children going to
after-school care and there is currently busing going from Crozet and Brownsville Elementary schools to
the park, and has been this way for years. He said that the proposal would include the other two
elementary schools and Henley Middle School.

There was no further discussion at this time.

Agenda Item No. 12. Closed Meeting.

At 2:53 p.m., Mr. Dill moved that the Board go into a closed meeting pursuant to Section 2.2-
3711(A) of the Code of Virginia:

) Under Subsection (1), to discuss and consider the annual performance of the County
Attorney; and

. Under Subsection (7), to consult with legal counsel and briefings by staff members
pertaining to actual litigation between the Board of Supervisors or the County and:
1. The Scottsville Volunteer Rescue Squad;
2. The holder of a special use permit;
3. A taxpayer; and
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. Under Subsection (8), to consult with and be briefed by legal counsel matters requiring
legal advice relating to the requirements pertaining to construction and demolition
activities resulting in fill and waste activities under the State Stormwater Management
Act, the Water Protection Ordinance, and the Zoning Ordinance.

The motion was seconded by Ms. Mallek. Roll was called and the motion carried by the following
recorded vote:

AYES: Mr. Gallaway, Ms. Mallek, Ms. McKeel, Ms. Palmer, Mr. Randolph and Mr. Dill.
NAYS: None.

Agenda Item No. 13. Certify Closed Meeting.

At 4:59 p.m., Mr. Dill moved that the Board of Supervisors certify by a recorded vote that, to the
best of each Supervisor's knowledge, only public business matters lawfully exempted from the open
meeting requirements of the Virginia Freedom of Information Act and identified in the motion authorizing
the closed meeting were heard, discussed, or considered in the closed meeting. The motion was
seconded by Ms. Mallek.

Roll was called and the motion carried by the following recorded vote:

AYES: Mr. Gallaway, Ms. Mallek, Ms. McKeel, Ms. Palmer, Mr. Randolph and Mr. Dill.
NAYS: None.

Agenda Item No. 11. ZMA2018000013 — Rio West.

The Executive Summary forwarded to the Board states that at its meeting on July 17, 2019, the
Board of Supervisors voted (4:1 Palmer absent, Dill dissent) to defer a vote on this application to August
21, 2019. The reason for deferral was to allow the applicant to consider revisions to the application materials
to address the Board’s desire that the applicant make a commitment to the timing of the residential building
in Block 1.

At its July 17 public hearing, the Board discussed the need for a timing commitment for the
construction of the proposed residential Block 1 building relative to the timing of the proposed interior
storage building in Block 2, in order to achieve the goals of the Rio29 Small Area Plan and Neighborhood
Model Principles. The Board also discussed the need for a commitment to the daylighting of the stream
through the proposed greenspace in Block 3 rather than relying on public funding for these
improvements.

The applicant resubmitted materials on July 31, 2019 with the following changes:

1. Revised Code of Development with language requiring an annual cash contribution in the
amount of $10,000 if the Block 1 building has not commenced within 2 calendar years,
starting on December 31 of the year the Block 2 building CO is issued. “Commencement”
is defined as obtaining a building permit and completion of initial zoning inspection for the
Block 1 building (Attachment G — Pg. 8).

2. Revised proffer statement with a commitment to “daylight” the stream prior to the
issuance of a Certificate of Occupancy (CO) for the second building on site, or upon
demand of the County, to allow the improvement to occur concurrent with adjoining
sections of path and stream (Attachment H - Proffer 3).

3. Additional clarifying language in the Code of Development and proffer statement about
interim Block 1 landscape and streetscape improvements, which are to be completed if
Block 1 building is not commenced within 1 year of issuance of CO of the Block 2
building. Proposed improvements include an 8-foot sidewalk and compliance with the
landscaping requirements of County Code § 18-32.7.9 and the Entrance Corridor Design
Guidelines (which will include street trees and parking lot screening).

Staff recommends that the Board determine whether it believes the revisions achieve its desire
for a good faith commitment to the construction of the Block 1 building to ensure that the project is
consistent with the Rio29 Small Area Plan and Neighborhood Model Principles. If the Board wishes to
approve ZMA201800013, staff recommends the Board adopt the attached Ordinance to approve
ZMA201800013 (Attachment ) and the Resolution to approve the special exception for a mix of housing
types (Attachment J).

Ms. Rachel Falkenstein, Principal Planner, addressed the Board. She said that a public hearing
was previously held on July 17, 2019 for the request, which is to rezone 3.3 acres from C-1 Commercial
to NMD Neighborhood Model District.

Ms. Falkenstein said that at the July 17 public hearing, the Board voted 4-1 to defer the vote to
the present time. She said that the reason for the deferral was a request from the Board for the applicant
to make a commitment to the timing of the residential building in Block I, which she would discuss in more
detail.
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Ms. Falkenstein said that the project is located on Rio Road West and consists of 4 parcels at
about 3.3 acres. She indicated on a map the current zoning of the property, which is C-1 Commercial,
and noted that the adjacent properties are also C-1 Commercial, or HC Commercial. She said that the
area falls within the Rio 29 Small Area Plan and is within the Core area along the frontage of the property
on Rio Road. She said that the back portion of the property is designated Flex space.

Ms. Falkenstein said that the proposal divides the property into three blocks. She indicated Block
| and noted that the applicant has designated it as “Active Urban Space,” with proposed mixed uses
allowed in the block. She noted that the applicant’s intent is to construct a residential building in Block I,
with the first floor being designed to allow conversion to commercial uses in the future. She added the
applicant is dedicating 15% affordable housing.

Ms. Falkenstein said that Block Il is labeled “Local Manufacturing and Neighborhood Service,”
which also allows for a mixture of uses, such as office, flex, and light industrial. She noted that the
applicant has stated their intention of building an interior self-storage building in Block II.

Ms. Falkenstein said that Block Il is about one-half acre and is being committed to greenspace.
She said the applicant is committed to constructing a shared use path in this block, a new commitment of
daylighting the stream, and dedicating land to the County for a future linear park that is shown in this area
on the Small Area Plan.

Ms. Falkenstein presented a slide showing the site section viewing the site facing west. She
indicated Rio Road on the left, noting Blocks | and Il. She recalled from the discussion from July 17 that
the applicant has shared their intent to construct Block Il first, which is the interior storage building. She
said that staff and the Board concurred during their discussion that without the construction of Block |, this
site would not be consistent with Neighborhood Model (NMD) principles, nor the Rio 29 Small Area Plan.
She said that the July 17 submittal did not have a commitment to the timing of the Block | residential
building, so the Board asked for a commitment, which was the reason for deferral.

Ms. Falkenstein said that the Board also discussed the stream in Block IlI; the previous
application did not demonstrate the applicant daylighting the stream and relying on public funds for a
future public park to daylight the stream.

Ms. Falkenstein said that the applicant has since submitted revised materials that contain three
major changes: 1) a commitment within the Code of Development requiring a $10,000 annual cash
contribution if the Block | building has not commenced within two calendar years of the completion of
Block II; 2) a revised proffer statement with a commitment to daylight the stream in the greenspace
behind the Block Il building and Block Ill; and 3) clarifying language in the Code of Development in the
proffers about the interim Block | condition, noting that if Block | does not commence within one year of
Block Il, the storage building, the applicant has committed to providing landscaping and streetscape
elements along Rio Road, including the sidewalk and street trees.

Ms. Falkenstein said that there are still five proffers such as with the last application, but with
some changes, including the sidewalk construction along Rio Road as well as daylighting of the stream.
She said that the $10,000 commitment she previously mentioned is in the Code of Development.

Ms. Falkenstein reminded the Board that there was a special exception request associated with
the project and when the Board takes action, there would be a second action on the special exception.
She said that the exception is a request to waive the requirement for a mix of housing types, which is
required within the NMD zoning district. She said that staff is supportive of this because of the adjacent
housing options in the area as well as the applicant providing the 15% affordable housing.

Ms. Falkenstein concluded her presentation, stating that she has two motions for the Board when
ready, and offered to answer questions.

Ms. Palmer asked if the sidewalk would go along all three blocks. Ms. Falkenstein responded “no”
and that the sidewalk would be located along Rio Road. Ms. Palmer said that she knew it would be along
Rio Road, but asked on which blocks this would be. Ms. Falkenstein responded that the sidewalk is just
located along Rio Road. She added they are constructing a sidewalk onsite whenever the site
construction is done to access Block Ill. She said that because of the slope, she believes there would be
a staircase along a portion of that sidewalk.

Ms. Mallek asked if there was an approximate range of a real number of units of housing or if the
number was still up to 112. Ms. Falkenstein responded that the minimum number of units was 34. Ms.
Mallek asked if there was parking onsite for all the units, even up to 200 spaces. Ms. Falkenstein
responded “yes”.

Ms. McKeel said that in looking at the language that describes the contribution commitment after
two years, it specifically states, “starting on December 31 of the year of the Block Il building.” She asked if
this would essentially make the time frame three years. Ms. Falkenstein responded that it depends on
when the Certificate of Occupancy (CO) is issued. She explained that if the CO is issued on January 1, it
would be three years. Ms. McKeel said that this would give the applicant an extra year. Ms. Falkenstein
responded yes and said that if the CO is issued December 30, it would be two years. Ms. McKeel said
that it seems as if the applicant is possibly trying to get three years rather than two. Ms. Falkenstein
responded that it was possible.
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Ms. Palmer asked if it was possible if they could word the language in such a way where the
applicant would only get two years and if there was any reason why it was worded the way it was. Ms.
Falkenstein responded that the applicant proposed the language and perhaps they could speak to it.

Mr. Gallaway asked how the items in Attachment 6 would play out, if approved, and why they
were not clarified ahead of time. He clarified this was the attachment stating, “COD Application Materials
and Proffers,” which was the staff's second factor unfavorable, continuing that it, “needs several minor
clarifying changes and small subsequent changes prior to Board of Supervisors approval, as described in
this report and summarized in Attachment 6.” Ms. Falkenstein said that all the changes were addressed
and were with the Planning Commission staff report. Mr. Gallaway said that he had misunderstood that
there were still items that, if approved, would still have to be handled. Ms. Falkenstein clarified that these
have been addressed.

Mr. Gallaway asked if the applicant would like to come forward to address Ms. McKeel’s question
of two versus three years.

Mr. Justin Shimp, Engineer of the project, addressed the Board. He said that the language was
worked so as to bring consistency and clarity, i.e., knowing that there is a specific date, and said that he
has no problem with the two-year time frame.

Ms. Palmer asked if this would be two years from the issuance of the CO. Mr. Shimp responded
“yes”. Ms. McKeel added that they would take out the date.

Ms. Kelsey Schlein, Planner with Shimp Engineering, explained that including the date was to
have a certain date where the money is due for tracking purposes. She said that, as Mr. Shimp stated,
they are open to making the time frame two years from the CO.

Mr. Shimp presented a graphic or cross section of the interim condition. He recalled from the last
discussion with the Board that there was a question about what would happen if Block Il was built and
there was a delay. He said that for the record, the delay was not in the applicant’s interest and they want
to see the residential building built, noting that sitting on vacant land is expensive. He clarified that the
existing oak trees would stay and they do not need to be removed to build the back building.

Mr. Shimp said that per the proffer, the applicant would have to plant trees along the sidewalk,
which he indicated on the graphic, noting that the sidewalk is $50,000 and if the applicant does not make
its one-year deadline, they would have to build the front building, destroy the sidewalk, and build it again.
He said that there is, therefore, a $50,000 incentive for the applicant to get Block | started within one year.

Mr. Shimp indicated on the graphic a representation of the storage building. He indicated two
stories on one side and noted that there are two basements, as the site slopes so steeply. He explained
that from Rio Road, one would see street trees, with large shade trees required by the ARB every 40 feet
along the parking lot, and internal trees within the parking areas. He stressed that the interim condition
would not look like a big box with no landscaping and he hopes the cross section would prove to be
helpful to the Board.

Ms. Mallek asked if the beige layers above are what was allowed by the ordinance and if the
applicant was not planning to do this. Mr. Shimp responded this was correct. He noted that if it is a
storage building, it would not be built that tall.

Ms. Palmer noted that there would be many elevators if that was the case. Mr. Shimp responded
“yes” and added that there are fire codes and other reasons not to do this.

Mr. Gallaway asked if Mr. Shimp had anything else to add. Mr. Shimp responded that he believes
it is in the applicant’s best interest to build the residential building, expressing that the plan was
complicated and they have come so far that it was more profitable to follow the plan as quickly as
possible.

Mr. Randolph asked Mr. Shimp about page 7, VIII Lot and Building Height Regulation, Section
20a.5i. on the original Code of Development on that page, they had cited on the ground floor
transparency minimums on the front facade, the rear facade, and all other facades residential. He said
that on the new submission, this has been omitted. He asked Mr. Shimp to explain, adding that it was
subsumed under Section VII, but Section VIl does not specify any of the minimums. He said that the
submission has gone from a high degree of specificity, which the Board had seen before, to a lack of
specificity in regard to ground floor transparency. Ms. Schlein responded that the Code of Development
dated July 31, includes this in Section VII.

Mr. Randolph said that he was looking at Section VIII, Table D, Lot and Building Regulation that
was on page 7. Ms. Schlein said that the applicant added additional architectural standards in Section VI
on page 5. She said those revisions were made in consultation with the County’s Entrance Corridor
Review Planner and Historic Resources Planner. She said the applicant and staff reviewed architectural
standards together and provided stricter standards, which are included in Section VII on page 5. She said
that in the previous submittal, this was lacking, so the architectural standards were provided for in the
table Mr. Randolph had been looking at. She clarified that Section VII is now the supplement, which
includes much more information and specificity about how the buildings need to be constructed.
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Mr. Randolph said that this answered his question. He added that the allowable building square
footage was originally to be 290,900 square feet and noted that it was now cited as below 310,000 square
feet. He asked why this changed. Ms. Schlein said that she was looking at the July 31 submittal at page
3. Mr. Randolph said that he was looking at page 7. Ms. Schlein said that in the July 31 submittal to the
County, it is listed as 290,900. She said that it previously was 310,000, which was the maximum that
could be built on the site encompassing all of the provisions for open space provided and maximum lot
coverage provided, noting that there is a maximum percentage of the lot that could actually be covered.
She explained that the 310,000 was in a prior submittal and now, in the July 31 submittal, is listed as
290,900 for every table.

Mr. Randolph asked if, regarding page 5 under “Parking Standards,” an example could be cited
where the County has accepted bicycle parking as a substitute for automobile parking in an urban area.
Ms. Schlein responded that she may have to defer to the County planners for a specific example and said
that it was outlined in the County Code when exploring parking reduction requirements. She said that it
notes that shared parking agreements and bicycle parking could be explored, which is where this line
originated.

Mr. Shimp said that this code does not necessarily give the applicant a break by saying if 10
bicycle spaces are provided, it does not have to provide 10 car spaces. He said that rather, it is saying
that in the future, when the applicant applies for the site plan, the County zoning officials could consider
things such as bicycles and alternate transit to reduce the parking requirement and would be at their
discretion, adding that they have a standard procedure for a parking waiver. He said that the submission
was giving consideration to that as it could be part of the future in this corridor.

Ms. McKeel said that looking at the Code of Development, specifically the June 24 copy on pages
1 and 2, it seems as though an auto dealership would be permitted on Block Il, but to put an auto
dealership on Block | is by special use permit. She questioned the permitted piece and asked that if Block
I never happened, they would end up with a by-right auto dealership. Mr. Shimp said that the display
would only take place inside the building. He said that the use itself is allowed, but the display of vehicles
outside is not, and that this would be a separate special use permit. He said that perhaps when both
buildings are built, it would make sense to have this, but it would not be permitted without having to come
back to the Board.

Ms. McKeel said that she was concerned about the $10,000 contribution, expressing that this
amount was low and she would prefer to see it at a higher number. She said it seems as though $10,000
in escrow was a low amount if the construction is not commenced in two years. She said that often,
penalties are simply regarded as the cost of doing business and this particular penalty seems low.

Mr. Gallaway asked if there was a rationale behind arriving at this number. Mr. Shimp responded
there was. He explained that the $10,000 is not a one-time payment, but an annual one. He said that if it
was five years, for example, it would total $50,000. He said that the maximum amount allowed by zoning
is a $5,000 one-time fine. He said that this was discussed at the very beginning and perhaps the
discussion never evolved. He said that this $5,000 was doubled to account for a two-year timeframe,
thinking along the lines of what the County would consider to be a maximum possible fine.

Mr. Shimp said that this also came from Mr. Randolph’s suggestion from the last discussion about
a bond and that the bank would be paid $10,000 per year in bond fees. He said that the applicant would
rather pay the County $10,000 a year to put towards infrastructure and sidewalk improvements in that
neighborhood than pay a bank. He said that the deal becomes more complicated as time goes on and it
is a liability to the property, and every economic incentive exists to build the residential building in the
front. He said that the only way it does not get built is if it was not approved, as zoning is not currently
allowed. He said that the $10,000 seems reasonable to the applicant but it can be discussed.

Mr. Randolph asked if his understanding was correct, that if at the end of two years the building is
not constructed, the applicant would need to pay the County $10,000 a year for five years. Mr. Shimp
responded it would be an unlimited number of years until the building is constructed.

Mr. Gallaway asked if the landscaping component would still be done. Mr. Shimp responded yes.
He said that it would be a $50,000 hit at year one, and $10,000 for every subsequent year thereafter. Ms.
McKeel said that this needs to be very clear.

Mr. Gallaway asked if the $50,000 piece was the cost to construct the sidewalk until the building
would be constructed. Mr. Shimp confirmed this.

Ms. Falkenstein said that the statement that needs to be clearer, as Ms. McKeel suggested, is
listed in the proffers.

Ms. Palmer asked Mr. Shimp to explain once more about the $50,000 sidewalk. Mr. Shimp said
that their proffer requires them to build all streetscape improvements on Rio Road, an 8-foot sidewalk and
landscaping if the residential building is not started within one year. He said that if the four-story building
is built next to the sidewalk, the sidewalk would be destroyed and the applicant would have to pay to put it
in again. He said that this in and of itself is an incentive to start the building in the first year.

Ms. Mallek said that she was interested in the last presentation about daylighting the stream and
appreciates what the applicant said that in Proffer 2 about being “on demand by the County.” She said
that it seems it would make sense that this work be done while the equipment was there constructing the
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building on Block Il as opposed to waiting until sometime 10 years in the future when the County might
have something next door. She said that she would rather get the work done while the machinery is there
and asked if there was a reason why it was a problem to do it that way, expressing that it would be
difficult to get machinery in that location later. Ms. Mallek continued that the proffer, 11.0, first page,
seems to be written to only be allowed when adjoining sections are ready. She explained that if it says,
“on demand by the County,” then it should be on demand of the County without restriction. She asked Mr.
Kamptner if this was legitimate.

Mr. Kamptner asked for clarification on where this was written. Ms. Mallek said that she was
looking at the Executive Summary, 11.0, number 2 under the discussion given by staff, and specifically
regarding the three changes the Board was asked to focus on. She said that she was referring to
Attachment H, Proffer 3. Mr. Shimp said that the proffer says, “Prior to the Certificate of Occupancy (CO)
of the second building, or upon demand of the County.” He said that Ms. Mallek was likely correct and
that it would make sense to use the machinery while it was already there, as it would be more expensive
to mobilize after. He agreed that practically, this is where the work would occur. Ms. Mallek said that she
would be content with cleaning up the language in that section.

Mr. Kamptner said that if this was approved and the County made a demand tomorrow, and
articulated when they wanted the path constructed, this would be acceptable under the language. Ms.
Mallek asked if his understanding was not that the demand has to wait until the adjoining properties were
doing something. She said that this was her concern and she wants to take care of each parcel as they
go along rather than having it rely on something someone east or west is doing. Ms. Palmer agreed and
suggested doing the work immediately. Mr. Kamptner said that he could read it this way as well.

Ms. Palmer asked if clarification was needed. Mr. Kamptner said that they could strike the clause
to allow installation concurrent with adjoining sections of the path. He asked if, from a trail construction
standpoint, this makes sense. Ms. Falkenstein noted that this could result in some time where it is a trail
to nowhere on either side.

Ms. Mallek said that it was the daylighting of the stream that was so important and not the tralil,
and the trail was incidental by comparison. She said that it was important to remove the pipe and this
needs to happen when there is a backhoe and other machinery on the site.

Ms. Palmer agreed that the trail was not needed at this time.

Mr. Dill asked if the trail was part of a larger trail for the area. Ms. Mallek responded that perhaps
it would be in the future.

Ms. McKeel noted that they would not want to see this go away, but that the daylighting was
priority.

Mr. Kamptner said that they could strike the next sentence, “Concurrent with construction of the
multi-use path...” and replace it with “upon demand by the County, the property owner shall remove the
pipes and stabilize the stream channel.”

Mr. Shimp said that the County could demand this with the site plan approval by specifying that
within a certain amount of time of breaking ground, the applicant would need to daylight the stream.

Ms. Mallek said this would take place after the disturbance is done and before the machinery
leaves.

Mr. Kamptner asked if they were talking about opening the stream, or opening the stream and
constructing the path. Ms. McKeel responded that the stream was the important thing and the trail could
come later.

Ms. Mallek said that she would not mind the trail piece being done as well.

Mr. Gallaway said that he expects the applicant would want to do what costs them the least
amount of money.

Ms. Mallek said that the next paragraph looks fine as well.

Mr. Randolph said that he has a question for staff about Proffer 1. He read the last sentence, “At
the time of easement recordation, the property owner and the County shall agree to the terms of the
easement to include location width and maintenance.” He said that he believes this was open-ended and
thought that, operating under form based code, they would want to know these things going in at the
beginning rather than leaving it subject to negotiation down the line. He said that he wants to ensure that
this is all worked out as cleanly as possible before the Board so that there are no unanswered questions
going forward. Ms. Falkenstein agreed and said that this was a good point, but they do not know the
location of the road. She said that there has not been survey work done yet to know precisely where the
road location would be and the intent was to figure this out at a later date when adjacent properties
develop. She noted that the applicant noted on the application plan generally where it would be located,
and believes the language was such that it would be in a sensible location to provide a future connection.

Ms. McKeel said that at this point, the building would already be onsite, and that has precedence
to where the road would go.
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Mr. Shimp said that there would be three or four travel ways across the street in that direction,
and the location depends on what develops next door as well as the elevations because of the hilly
terrain. He said that if a road is set now, it could be later determined that a connection could not be made.
He said that because it is unknown what would happen around the site, they could not pin down the
location for certain.

Mr. Randolph said that he was not asking for it to be pinned down exactly, but having an
approximate location, width, and some definition of the maintenance may be helpful rather than leaving it
completely wide open to interpretation. He agrees with Mr. Shimp that they cannot ask for specificity at
this point and that the site plan would be the appropriate avenue for a resolution to the question, but it
seems very open ended to him.

Ms. Mallek said that the diagram shows the shape and width.

Ms. Schlein said that the sentence with “interconnected streets and transportation network” talks
about the possible Type C local street, which is an internal future street and not the Rio Road West right-
of-way improvements. She said that the Type C local street is identified in the Rio 29 Small Area Plan and
in the application plan, which works concurrently with the proffer statement in the Code of Development,
they have an approximate location for the Type C street.

Mr. Shimp said that the Type C street does have its own dimensions and details, generally
defined.

Mr. David Benish, Chief of Planning/Interim Director, said that the way the proffer is worded does
require an agreement, and the County does have control in being comfortable at that point in time and
where the location is. He said that the wording perhaps could be stronger, but he was comfortable that
the statement, “The County shall agree with the applicant,” gives the County leverage to control the best
location.

Mr. Kamptner said that with the correction of the proffers, this would be an amendment to the
proffer after a public hearing, and there is a motion needed to waive the public hearing. He said that it is a
material change, although it just pertains to the timing, it does not affect use or density. He said that they
need a motion to waive the public hearing for the amended proffers.

Mr. Randolph moved to waive the public hearing for the amended proffers for ZMA201800013
Rio West. The motion was seconded by Ms. McKeel.

Roll was called and the motion carried by the following recorded vote:

AYES: Mr. Gallaway, Ms. Mallek, Ms. McKeel, Ms. Palmer, Mr. Randolph and Mr. Dill.
NAYS: None.
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Mr. Kamptner noted that the language he corrected was the language that deals with the timing of
the daylighting of the stream. He said that the construction of the trail could be built as early as the
applicant would like.

Ms. McKeel noted that this could be done however it makes sense. She asked if there was
already the change in the language for the two-year time period for committing to the Block | residential
building versus the three-year possibility.

Mr. Kamptner said that he sent Ms. Borgersen some language for the Code of Development and
asked her to display it on the screen. Once displayed, the Board members agreed that the new language
would work. Mr. Kamptner added that he would write in “as further amended on this date” in order to
capture everything in writing. Mr. Shimp concurred with the language.

Mr. Gallaway moved to adopt the ordinance to approve ZMA201800013 Rio West as amended,
related to the $10,000 annual payment and the issue around the daylighting of the stream. The motion
was seconded by Mr. Dill.

Roll was called and the motion carried by the following recorded vote:

AYES: Mr. Gallaway, Ms. Mallek, Ms. McKeel, Ms. Palmer, Mr. Randolph and Mr. Dill.
NAYS: None.

ORDINANCE NO. 19-A(13)
ZMA 2018-00013

AN ORDINANCE TO AMEND THE ZONING MAP FOR TAX PARCELS
04500-00-00-01000, 04500-00-00-0100A, 04500-00-00-01010, 04500-00-00-0101B

WHEREAS, the application to rezone Tax Parcels 04500-00-00-01000, 04500-00-00-0100A,
04500-00-00-01010, and 04500-00-00-0101B (the “Property”) from C1 Commercial to NMD Neighborhood
Model District to allow a mix of uses with a maximum of 112 units for a proposed density of approximately
34 units per acre is identified as ZMA 2018-00013 Rio Road West (“ZMA 2018-13"); and
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WHEREAS, the Planning Commission held a duly noticed public hearing on ZMA 2018-13 on June
18, 2019 and recommended approval of ZMA 2018-13 contingent on the Applicant meeting all of staff’'s
recommended changes, and providing landscaping and screening of Block 2 and construction of the
sidewalk and street trees along Rio Road within one year of the issuance of a Certificate of Occupancy for
the Block 2 building in lieu of staff's recommended timing commitment; and

WHEREAS, the Applicant submitted revised materials on June 26 in which most of staff's
recommended revisions were made, with the exception of two recommendations regarding building height
and stepback; and

WHEREAS, the Applicant submitted further revised materials on July 15 in which all of staff's and
the Planning Commission’s recommended changes were made; and

WHEREAS, on July 17, 2019, the Albemarle County Board of Supervisors held a duly noticed
public hearing on ZMA 2018-13, and discussed the need for a timing commitment for the construction of
the proposed residential Block 1 building relative to the timing of the proposed interior storage building in
Block 2, and the need for a commitment to the daylighting of the stream without relying on public funding,
and deferred a vote on this application to August 21, 2019; and

WHEREAS, the Applicant submitted further revised materials on July 31, 2019; and

WHEREAS, on August 21, 2019, the Board determined that the revised materials for ZMA 2018-
13 achieve the Board’s desire for a good faith commitment to the construction of the Block 1 building.

BE IT ORDAINED by the Board of Supervisors of the County of Albemarle, Virginia, that upon
consideration of the transmittal summary and staff report prepared for ZMA 2018-00013 and their
attachments, including the revised proffers, code of development, and application plan, the information
presented at the public hearing, any written comments received, the material and relevant factors in Virginia
Code § 15.2-2284 and County Code § 18-20A, and for the purposes of public necessity, convenience,
general welfare and good zoning practices, the Board hereby approves ZMA 2018-00013 with the Code of
Development entitled “ ZMA2018-13 Rio Road West Code of Development,” prepared by Shimp
Engineering, P.C., dated October 18, 2018 and last revised on July 31, 2019, and as further amended on
August 21, 2019, the Application Plan entitled “Zoning Map Amendment 2018-00013 Application Plan, Rio
Road West, TMP(s) 45-101, 45-101b, 45-100-A, 45-100, Albemarle County, Virginia,” prepared by Shimp
Engineering, P.C., dated October 18, 2018 and last revised on June 24, 2019, and the Proffers dated July
31, 2019, as amended on August 21, 2019.
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Original Proffers ___ X
Amendment

PROFFER STATEMENT

ZMA Number: 2018-00013

Tax Map and Parcel Number: 04500-00-00-10000, 04500-00-00-100A0, 04500-00-00-10100,
04500-00-00-101B0

Owner: Auto LLC

Date of Proffer Signature: 'J'\A\v\ 2\ , 2.0l 9
Rezone 3.32 acres from C-1 to NMD

Auto LLC, is the owner (the “Owner”) of Tax Map and Parcel Numbers 04500-00-00-10000,
04500-00-00-100A0, 04500-00-00-10100, 04500-00-00-101B0 (the “Property”) which is the
subject of rezoning application ZMA No. 2018-00013, a project known as “Rio Road W” (the
“Project”).

Pursuant to Section 33 of the Albemarle County Zoning Ordinance (Chapter 18 of the Albemarle
County Cede), the Owner hereby voluntarily proffers the conditions listed below which shall be
applied to the Property if ZMA 2018-00013 is approved. These conditions are proffered as a part
of the requested rezoning and the Owner acknowledges that the conditions are reasonable. Each
signatory below signing on behalf of the Owner covenants and warrants that they are an
authorized signatory of the Owner for this Proffer Statement.

1) INTERCONNECTED STREETS AND TRANSPORTATION NETWORKS:
Upon demand by the County, the property owner shall draft and record an access
easement for the purposes of interparcel connectivity and shared access to Rio
Road W for adjacent parcels. The location of the access easement shall be
provided in general accord with Sheet 4 of the Application Plan, prepared by
Shimp Engineering dated October 18, 2018 and last revised June 24, 2019; this
plan depicts the general location as “possible future local type ‘C Street.”” At the
time of easement recordation, the property owner and the County shall agree to
the terms of the easement to include location, width, and maintenance.
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2.) BLOCK 1 LANDSCAPE IMPROVEMENTS
The property owner shall install landscape improvements in Block 1 adjacent to
the Rio Road W Right-of-Way in accordance with all applicable provisions of
Sec. 32.7.9 of the Code of Albemarle and Entrance Corridor Design Guidelines
within one year of the issuance of Certificate of Occupancy for any building in
Block 2 and the owner shall construct an 8’ sidewalk consistent with the
Technical Conceptual Section shown on Sheet 7 of the Application Plan, prepared
by Shimp Engineering dated October 18, 2018 and last revised June 24, 2019,
provided that commencement of construction of any building in Block 1 has not
occurred, where construction shall be considered installation of utilities, building
footers, or other site improvements necessary for building completion. If
commencement of construction of any building in Block 1 has occurred within
one year of issuance of Certificate of Occupancy of any building in Block 2, the
property owner shall provide landscape improvements in accordance with all
applicable provisions of Sec. 32.7.9 of the Code of Albemarle and Entrance
Corridor Design Guidelines within one year of the issuance of Certificate of
Occupancy of any building in Block 1.

3.) MULTI-USE PATH AND LINEAR PARK

A multi-use path shall be constructed in Block 3 to comply with Class A-type 2
low maintenance, multi-use path standards as outlined in the Albemarle County
Design Standards Manual, with a revision date of April 27, 2015, or to any
standard approved by the Director of Planning. The path shall be constructed prior
to the issuance of Certificate of Occupancy of the 2™ building on-site or upon
demand of the County to allow installation concurrent with adjoining sections of
the path, whichever occurs first, and shall be constructed to align with adjacent
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sections of path that are planned or already constructed. Conédrrént witth thé
cf)‘h\ét}-&éﬁomof-themulti-usepa’eh, the property owner shall remove the HDPE 2
pipes and stabilize the stream channel and bank on the property for the purpose of
stream daylighting. Pipe removal and stream channel and bank stabilization shall ‘8/ 2 , M
be completed to the reasonable satisfaction of the County Engineer.

‘

Upon demand by the County, the multi-use path constructed in Block 3 shall be
donated to the County for public access and maintenance. This dedication shall
occur prior to the development of any portions of the trail located directly
adjacent to the property. Concurrent with the dedication of the multi-use path to
the County, the property owner shall dedicate the portion of the property inclusive
of the stream and north of the stream, approximately 0.4 acres, to the County to be
incorporated into a linear park network as proposed in the Rio29 Small Area Plan

dated December 12, 2018.
‘/ ) 2 3
I Greuoc Ceo Geegiaar fﬁ'/v’ﬁwﬂﬂéﬂr Prpreies.
by

AuTRoRIZED el 7

4.) STORMWATER MANAGEMENT
All design and engineering for improving the property will comply with
applicable County and State regulations. Stormwater management design will be
consistent with similar urban development projects and will utilize on-site
underground detention and/or infiltration below the parking area in Blocks 1 and
2. A minimum of 25% of treatment shall be provided on site.

5.) RIGHT OF WAY
a. IMPROVEMENTS
The property owner shall dedicate eleven (11) feet of the property, along
Rio Road W, as shown on Sheet 7 of the application plan, to public right
of way. Landscape improvements shall be provided in the Right-of-Way
as approved by VDOT or the Director of Planning and installation shall
occur concurrently with Block 1 Landscape Improvements.

b. DEDICATION

If commencement of construction of any building in Block 1 has occurred
within one year of issuance of Certificate of Occupancy of any building in
Block 2, dedication of right of way shall occur prior of issuance of
Certificate of Occupancy for any building in Block 1. If commencement of
construction of any building in Block 1 has not occurred within one year
of issuance of Certificate of Occupancy for any building in Block 2 then
dedication of right of way shall occur upon completion of improvements
provided for in Proffer 2.



August 21, 2019 (Regular Meeting)

(Page 38)

The undersigned Owner hereby proffers that the use and development of the Property shall be in
conformance with the proffers and conditions herein above. This document shall supersede all
other agreements, proffers or conditions that may be found to be in conflict. The Owner agrees

that all proffers shall be binding to the property, which means the proffers shall be transferred to
all future property successors of the land.

WITNESS the following signature:

Auto )L.C
By: )5o|<, Me_m\oo(

Julie Kay (N uw:Lm
COMMONWEALTH OF VIRGINIA

CITY/COUNTY OF B]mﬂmglb , to wit:

The foregoing instrument was acknowledged before me this_#| dayof  July 2019
by Auto LLC. )

My Commission expires: 8 /31 /2022
‘“‘“I"l“"u""
s@\«‘ OLE ...... SC':;”‘";
$ < NOTARY 'O %,
5,'% EXPIRES /< §
%%, 0012022 S E
AR
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Initial: October 18, 2018

Revised: March 12, 2019

Revised: April 29, 2019

Revised: June 3, 2019

Revised: June 24, 2019

Revised: July 15, 2019

Revised: July 31, 2019

Revised: August 21, 2019 (BOS Approval Date)

ZMA2018-13 Rio Road West

Code of Development

The following is a Code of Development drafted in accordance with Sec.20A.5 of Chapter 18 of the Code of
Albemarle; this Code of Development is specific to tax map parcels 45-101, 45-101B, 45-100A, and 45-100 in
Albemarle County. This Code of Development establishes the unifying design guidelines, specific regulations, and
block characteristics of this Neighborhood Model District. The COD also provides certainty about the permitted uses,
locations and appearance of central features.

.  Table of Uses by Block (Section 20A.5a)

The table below establishes the permitted residential and non-residential uses, special uses and prohibited
uses by block.

“P" = “Permitted”
“SP" = “Special Use Permit”
“N” = “Not Permitted”

Table A. Uses: By Right, by Special Permit and Not Permitted
Restrictions & Requirements Associated with standards in the table:
Mixed uses (residential and commercial) are allowed in Blocks 1 and 2.

Table A. Uses: By Right, by Special Permit, and Not Permitted
BLOCK BLOCK 1 BLOCK 2 BLOCK 3
. Neighborhood Services Neighborhood
Rotlva Urkan & Local Manufacturing Greenspace
Residential
' ) SP SP N
Single Family Attached/Townhouses
Multifamily P P N
Non- Residential
) ) ) ) P P N
Retail (Neighborhood, Community, Regional)
) ) P P N
General Commercial Service
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Office / R&D / Flex P P
. . o SP P
Light Industrial / Self-Storage / Distribution
. . SP P
Auto Commercial Sales & Service
Institutional P P
Parking Facilities/Structured Parking P P
Water, sewer, energy and communications P P
distribution facilities
Accessory uses and buildings including storage P P
buildings
Temporary construction headquarters and P =
temporary construction storage yards (reference
5.1.18)
) P P
Public uses (reference 5.1.12)
Group Homes P P
Tier | and Tier Il personal wireless service P P
facilities (reference 5.1.40)
Outdoor storage, display and/or sales serving or
associated with a permitted use, other than a N SP
residential use
Greenspace and Amenities P P

Notes to Table A:

1.) Reference to uses not otherwise defined or listed in this Code of Development shall be defined as listed
first, in the Albemarle County Zoning Ordinance or second, in the adopted Comprehensive Plan. If no
definition of the use is provided in any of the three noted documents (Code of Development, Zoning
Ordinance, Comprehensive Plan) then such use must be officially determined by the zoning administrator

to be permitted in a particular Block pursuant to subsection 8.5.5.2(c)(1).

2.) Accessory uses in Block 3 shall be accessory to the recreational use of the block

Il. Use Requirements and Restrictions (Section 20A.5.e)
Uses and buildings permitted within the neighborhood greenspace shall be accessory to recreational use.

Hotels, motels, and inns shall be considered general commercial service use.

lll.  Prohibited Uses (Section 20A.5.f)

The following are prohibited uses within the NMD:

e All uses expressly provided for in Sec. 26.2(d) of the Albemarle County Code.

Rio Road West-Code of Development

2
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¢ Single Family Detached Residential

IV. Development Square Footage Proposed and Residential Density (Section 20A.5b & c)

Table B. Density, Housing Type and Non-Residential Use by Block
MAX y
Approximate WIN MAX Block Permmed, | I N MAX Non-
. Dwelling | Dwelling Housing Residential . -
Block Size ; ; Gross Residential SF
Units Units ; Types SF
Block Density
Block 1 64,033 SF
Multifamily,
Active Urban 1.47 Ac 30 112 76 DUA Group 0 290,900
Homes
Block 2 56,628 SF
ity Multifamily,
Local 1.3 Ac 0 62 47.7 DUA Group 0 290,900
Manufacturing Homes
Block 3 23,958 SF
Neighborhood Not
Greenspace A g g g Permitted g el
TOTAL 3.32 Ac 30 112 33.7 DUA 0 582,400

Notes to Table B:

1.) Non-residential square footage allowed in neighborhood greenspace to accommodate structures such as
picnic pavilions and buildings accessory to the recreational use of the block.

2.) 15% of the residential units built within the NMD will be designated as affordable for a period of 10 years from
the date of issuance of certificate of occupancy. The units will rent at a rate making them affordable to those
making no more than 80% of Albemarle County’s median family income. The monthly rental rate shall not
exceed 30% of the monthly gross income of a family making 80% of Albemarle County’s median family
income. The property owner shall maintain records documenting the household income of the occupants of the
affordable units; and upon request by the County, the property owner shall provide the County with these
records.

If the residential units within the NMD are built incrementally, one (1) affordable unit shall be provided for every
seven (7) market rate units built.
V. Green Space & Amenities (Section 20A.5d)

The table below establishes green space and amenities provided by block. The Greenspace provided in Block
3 is within the Amenity Area. The Amenity Area in Block 3 is to be outdoor, ground story open space.

Table C. Minimum Green Space and Amenities by Block

Table C. Minimum Green Space and Amenities by Block
BLOCK Amenity Green Space
Area MIN Area MIN Green Space Elements
Block 1
Landscaping and Screening in
Active Urban 0 0 accordance with Sec. 32.7.9 of the
Albemarle County Code
Block 2
Local Landscaping and Screening in
Ma.nUfaCtu"ng & 0 0 accordance with Sec. 32.7.9 of the
Nelghbethood Albemarle County Code
Services
Block 3
Designed Landscape including Canopy
Neighborhood Cover and Understory, Landscaping and
Greenspace SR Bl Screening in accordance with Sec.
32.7.9 of the Albemarle County Code
% of total area 16.5% 15%
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VI. Parking Standards

Parking provided on site shall comply with regulations outlined in Sec. 4.12.6 of the Albemarle County Zoning
Ordinance unless a future parking and loading needs study is approved to allow for a lesser parking standard on the
property.

Bicycle parking may be one method utilized to alleviate the need for automobile parking.

Parking shall be constructed on site concurrent with the affiliated use.

VIIl.  Architectural Standards (Section 20A.5g)

The form of the building and proportions of structures shall be informed by the lot and building regulations provided for
within this code of development.

Architectural design and detail of structures visible from an Entrance Corridor in Block 1 and Block 2 shall be subject
to Architectural Review Board (ARB) review and Sec. 30.6 “Entrance Corridor Overlay District” of the Albemarle
County Code. ARB review shall occur during site plan review.

Additional Architectural Standards:

The rear fagade of any building containing a primary use in Block 2 shall be subject to the following
architectural standards:

Material Treatments MIN EIFS Treatment Transparency MIN
Coverage MAX
3 49% 9%

1.) Windows and doors shall not contribute to the minimum number of material treatments

2.) Fagade relief shall be consistent with Image 1 provided in this Code of Development

3.) Whichever material treatment is used on the rear fagade nearest to the corners (shared by the rear and
side fagades) shall extend horizontally for a minimum of 5’ along the side facades

Image 1.
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Historic Resources
There are no designated historic sites or structures on the property.
VIIl. Landscape Treatment (Section 20A.5h)

Landscaping and screening shall be provided in accordance with Sec. 32.7.9 of the Albemarle County Code.

Additional Landscape Requirements:
Block 2/Southern Portion of Block 3: The area located at the rear of Block 2 adjacent to Block

3 and the southern portion of Block 3 shall feature medium or large trees appropriate
for the planting conditions at a minimum spacing of 30’. One and a half (1.5) understory canopy
trees shall be provided for every medium or large tree located in this area.

Landscape improvements in Block 1 and the Right of Way Dedication area shall be provided in accordance with the
proffer statement provided with this ZMA. Block 1 shall be a maintained landscape until the Block is improved with
structures.

IX. Lot & Building Height Regulation (Section 20A.5i)

Table D. Lot & Building Regulation

Rio Road West-Code of Development

Table D. Lot and Building Regulations
BLOCK 1 BLOCK 2 BLOCK 3
Neighborhood i
Active Urban Services & Local N;Lgegggrgizd

Manufacturing P
Building Height
Stories
Primary 3 Min.— 6 Max. 2 Min.— 6 Max. 1 Max
Sround Floor o 14’ Min. 9’ Min N/A
Floor
Setbacks
Front 2' min. — 12" max. N/A 5" min.
Side (0} [0} 5" min.
Rear o o 18" min.

Minimum 18" after the
Minimum 15’ after the 4th Floor Ceiling
4th Floor Ceiling Height or 50' Vertical
Stepbacks Height or 50’ Vertical Height whichever is N/A
Height whichever is lesser
lesser (see note 3 for rear
stepback)
Frontage Build-out 70% min. N/A N/A
Other
g::'°""ab'e Buliding 290,900 290,900 600
Min Lot Size SF 2,000 2,000 N/A
Front Fagade:

Ground Floor residential: 30%; .
Transparency MIN commercial 60% [Bee Seatimvil) A
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Rear Facade:
Residential: 10%
Commercial: 15%

All Other Facades:
Residential: none

required
Commercial: hone

required
MIN Distance
Between Front . ) . ) ) .
Facade Ground re&dentlaAI ‘lI %% re&dentla_l ‘l| %[C)) ;
Floor Pedestrian elelfplanzliel! commercia
Entrances
Lot Coverage 90% Max 90% Max P ——

Notes to Table D:

1.) Porches, eaves and awnings are considered to be part of the structure and shall not encroach into the
minimum setback.

2.) Non-residential square footage allowed in neighborhood greenspace to accommodate structures such as
picnic pavilions and structures accessory to the recreational use of the block.

3.) The rear fagade of any building in Block 2 shall not extend more than 50’ vertical height without a 15’ stepback,
where the rear fagade height is the average height of three equidistant points measured from grade along the
rear fagcade. This stepback is a rear a fagade stepback.

4.) Front setback for Block 1 shall be measured from the edge of the future ROW dedication line for Rio Road W
as shown on Sheet 7 of the Application Plan.

5.) Frontage build-out is measured as the portion of the minimum front setback line that must be occupied by a
structure.

6.) Lot Coverage is the amount of impervious surfaces permitted in each block.

7.) Buildings within the NMD shall be constructed in accordance with all applicable USBC standards, including
building separation.

X. Phasing
The purpose of the following conditions is to ensure mixed-use development of the property satisfies
Neighborhood Model District principles and objectives outlined in the Rio Road W Small Area Plan and

Albemarle County Comprehensive Plan.

Block 1 Landscape Improvements

The property owner shall install landscape improvements in Block 1 adjacent to the Rio Road W Right-of-Way
in accordance with all applicable provisions of Sec. 32.7.9 of the Code of Albemarle and Entrance Corridor
Design Guidelines within one year of the issuance of certificate of occupancy for any building in Block 2 and
the owner shall construct an 8’ sidewalk consistent with the Technical Conceptual Section shown on Sheet 7 of
the Application Plan, prepared by Shimp Engineering dated October 18, 2018 and last revised June 24, 2019,
provided that commencement of construction of any building in Block 1 has not occurred, where construction
shall be considered installation of utilities, building footers, or other site improvements necessary for building
completion. If commencement of construction of any building in Block 1 has occurred within one year of
issuance of certificate of occupancy of any building in Block 2, the property owner shall provide landscape
improvements in accordance with all applicable provisions of Sec. 32.7.9 of the Code of Albemarle and
Entrance Corridor Design Guidelines within one year of the issuance of certificate of occupancy of any building
in Block 1.

Block 1 Building Construction

A building permit for any primary building in Block 1 shall be obtained within two years of issuance of certificate
of occupancy of any primary building in Block 2. If, for any reason, a building permit for any primary building in
Block 1 is not obtained and actively pursued within two years of issuance of certificate of occupancy of any
primary building in Block 2, then the property owner of Block 1 shall make a cash contribution to Albemarle
County. A cash contribution payment shall commence two years after issuance of certificate of occupancy for
any primary building in Block 2 (the “anniversary”) and shall be paid to the County within 30 days after the
anniversary and within 30 days after every subsequent anniversary until an initial zoning inspection affiliated
for a building permit is obtained for any primary building in Block 1. The annual cash contribution amount shall
be $10,000.00.

*kkkk

Mr. Gallaway moved to adopt the resolution to approve the special exception to waive the
requirement of mix of housing types. The motion was seconded by Ms. McKeel.

Roll was called and the motion carried by the following recorded vote:

AYES: Mr. Gallaway, Ms. Mallek, Ms. McKeel, Ms. Palmer, Mr. Randolph and Mr. Dill.
NAYS: None.

RESOLUTION TO APPROVE SPECIAL EXCEPTION
FOR ZMA201800013 RIO ROAD WEST

WHEREAS, the Owner of Tax Parcels 04500-00-00-01000, 04500-00-00-0100A, 04500-00-00-
01010, and 04500-00-00-0101B (the “Property”) filed a request for a special exception in conjunction with
ZMA201800013 Rio Road West to waive the requirement for a mix of housing types within the
Neighborhood Model District as depicted in the pending plan and Code of Development under review by
the County’s Department of Community Development.
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NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED that, upon consideration of the foregoing, the Board’s
approval of ZMA2018-00013, the Staff Report and Transmittal Summary prepared in conjunction with the
special exception request and the attachments thereto, including staff’'s supporting analysis, and all of the
factors relevant to the special exception in Albemarle County Code 88 18-20A.8(a) and 18-33.49, the
Albemarle County Board of Supervisors hereby approves the special exception to waive the requirement
of a mix of housing types for the development of the Property.

Recess. At 5:41 p.m., the Board recessed. The Board reconvened into open session at 6:00 p.m.

Agenda Item No. 14. From the Public: Matters Not Listed for Public Hearing on the Agenda.

There was no one present.

Agenda Item No. 15. Public Hearing: ZMA201000018 Crozet Square (Barnes Lumber).
MAGISTERIAL DISTRICT: White Hall Magisterial District.

TAX MAP/PARCELS: 056A2010007100, 056A20100071B0 (part), and 056A2010002500 (part).
LOCATION: 5755 The Square, the western portion of 5627 & 5625 The Square, and a small
portion of a property adjacent to and south of CSX Railroad (approximately 1,000 feet east from
the intersection of Crozet Ave. and the railroad tracks).

PROPOSAL: Rezone property to allow for a mixed use development including a civic plaza.
PETITION: Rezone 6.25 acres from HI Heavy Industry (industrial and commercial uses, no
residential use) and C-1 Commercial (retail sales and service; residential by special use permit
(15 units/acre)) to DCD Downtown Crozet District (commercial, office, service, mixed with
residential (up to 36 units/acre), light industrial uses and single family detached dwellings by
special use permit) to allow a mixed use development.

OVERLAY DISTRICT(S): EC, Entrance Corridor; Steep Slopes.

PROFFERS: Yes.

COMPREHENSIVE PLAN LAND USE/DENSITY: Mixed Office/Research & Development/Flex
and Commercial which allows a mix of employment, retail, service uses with light industrial and
residential uses (up to 36 du/acre) as secondary uses and Downtown which allows commercial,
employment, office, institutional, office, research and development, and residential uses (up to 36
du/ac) in the Crozet Community.

(Advertised in the Daily Progress on August 5 and August 12, 2019.)

The Executive Summary forwarded to the Board states that the Planning Commission conducted
a public hearing on August 6, 2019 and voted to recommend approval of ZMA201800017. The
Commission’s staff report, action memo, and minutes are attached (Attachments A, B, and C).

At the Planning Commission meeting, staff recommended approval of the proposed
Zoning Map Amendment application. The Planning Commission voted 6:0 (Firehock absent) to
recommended approval of ZMA2010000018.

Staff recommends that the Board adopt the attached Ordinance to approve ZMA201000018
(Attachment D).

Mr. David Benish, Chief of Planning/Interim Director, presented. He explained that this was a
proposal to rezone 6.25 acres from Heavy Industrial and C-1 to Downtown Crozet District (DCD). He said
the DCD encourages and permits a mix of uses; light industrial, single-family detached, residential, and
commercial-type uses. He said the proposal is located in Downtown Crozet at the site of the old Barnes
Lumber building just south of the South Fork Rivanna River. He indicated on a map an area larger than
the rezoning, noting that he would later show a map of the more precise location. He said that the map
shows the entire Barnes Lumber property as well as a connector road that would run through the entire
site and connect to the development to the east.

Mr. Benish provided background on the proposal. He said the County initiated a rezoning of
Downtown Crozet in 2008. He said that this rezoning established the DCD in the area that is designated
Downtown in the Comprehensive Plan. He said that the particular site, the Barnes Lumber business
operation, was still operating at the time, and the owner declined to participate in the County-initiated
rezoning. He said subsequently, the business ceased operation, and there was a request from a different
application that was submitted in 2010, which is the reason for the old number on the request. He said the
application was deferred, and that applicant subsequently left the project. He said that the current
applicant purchased the property and reactivated the rezoning in 2014, which was a request to rezone the
entire approximately 19-acre portion of the Barnes Lumber property. He said in 2017, the applicant
modified that rezoning proposal to reduce it down to a smaller portion of the Barnes Lumber site, which is
the current proposal for the 6.25 acre portion. He said the applicant has been working with the community
and the County to develop the project concepts that would implement the vision of the Master Plan, which
was part of the current proposal.

Mr. Benish added that in June 2019, the Board of Supervisors approved a development
agreement, or performance agreement, that provides for commitments that are intended to enable certain
projects to be undertaken in the area, including the construction of a civic plaza to be dedicated to public
use; and the construction of what is referred to as “Main Street” in the Master Plan, which is the extension
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of Library Avenue to connect to existing streets being constructed to the east and other residential
developments. He said with the connecting street, the “Main Street Project”, the County received a
revenue-sharing grant award, and the project is currently under design.

Mr. Benish said that the applicant has engaged in a number of public processes over the course
of his control of the property since 2014. He said there have been many meetings that include general
citizen meetings, community events, the CCAC, and the Downtown Crozet Initiative (DCI).

Mr. Benish said that regarding the recommendations in the Master Plan for the area, the area is
designated as a Downtown area, which encourages a mix of uses promoting commercial, employment,
and office uses. He said the Master Plan further recommends that the Downtown area serves as the focal
point for the community, as the Downtown area is identified as one of the priority areas in Crozet, which
are areas where both public and private investment are encouraged to occur first in the development
area. He said that it calls for the civic green/plaza, and the construction of “Main Street”, which would
ultimately connect to the future eastern avenue. He said the vision of the Master Plan emphasizes the
importance of Downtown as a vibrant place for activity and identifies it as the largest and most important
center.

Mr. Benish said that in regard to the DCD being requested, the DCD is a form-based code type of
ordinance and has elements of that, where the ordinance establishes requirements for the physical form
of development and some of the arrangements of the uses. He said it was specifically designed to
implement the vision for Downtown Crozet and is consistent with other Neighborhood Model principles.
He explained that because of the structure of the DCD district, it eliminates the need for a code of
development and a more detailed application plan, which is often seen in development proposals. He said
that in this case, the DCD essentially establishes those items that are normally seen in a code of
development.

Mr. Benish referenced a map that outlines the area that is subject to the rezoning. He indicated
an area that was a future phase that is currently under review. He said that the development concept for
the area under review is approximately 58,000 square feet of retail, a hotel, office uses, and the potential
of approximately 52 residential units.

Mr. Benish presented an illustrative conceptual layout. He said this particular drawing was not
proffered, per se, and reiterated that the DCD district dictates the form of development, making it less
necessary. He explained that this was the conceptual layout to date for the plan, and the applicant could
speak to more detail to it, if needed. Mr. Benish indicated to the plaza, the connecting road, and the
phase of development that continues on east to Hilltop Street.

Mr. Benish said that some of the aspects of the performance agreement, which identifies the
improvements that would occur in the area, include the road improvements. He explained that the private
developer is responsible for the County’s match ($2 million) towards the revenue-sharing project, is
developing the road plans and submitted them for review as part of the revenue-sharing project. He said
the County’s role and responsibility related to the performance agreement and the roads is that its
Department of Facilities and Environmental Services is managing the construction and the County would
ultimately be responsible for road maintenance for the parts of the road adjacent to the plaza where there
is landscaping that transitions from the plaza into the road. He said for the plaza improvement, the
developer has committed to getting the construction loan of $1.6 million and is the contractor for
developing the plaza. He said the County is responsible for an in-kind like $1.6 million contribution,
construction contract approval, construction inspection, plaza maintenance, and for leasing of the
property and controlling it or providing it for other entities to manage.

Mr. Benish said there are two proffers associated with the request. He said the proffers commit to
constructing the green and to undertaking a transportation study, which is referred to the Central Crozet
Transportation Study. He added that there is also a contribution towards funded projects for
improvements in Downtown Crozet.

Mr. Benish said that the application plan is fairly simple because of the DCD district, but it does
identify the plaza and the road construction as a major feature that would need to be constructed and
would run with the approval of the rezoning.

Mr. Benish said that in staff’'s analysis of the proposal, staff found that it is consistent with the
Master Plan in terms of land use, mix of uses, development form, and the location of the development,
which is in the priority area. He said the proposal is consistent with the County’s Economic Development
program and goals. He said there would be a significant impact to Downtown traffic, particularly to some
of the intersections along Crozet Avenue. He added that there are also improvements being committed to
by the applicant that will, in the long run, develop a network that would be a net benefit to the
transportation system, and the applicant is also committing to a transportation study to determine what
improvements would be needed in the future to address not only the development of this property, but the
overall growth in the Crozet area as it impacts Crozet Avenue and Downtown.

Mr. Benish said the project is a development that would allow for a vertical mix of potential
residential, apartment units. He said that the potential impact to schools could be six elementary students,
two middle and three, with the potential of up to 52 units in this phase of development. He said that there
is a capacity issue currently with Crozet Elementary School, which is projected to be 40 students for
2019-2020. He said however, the impact from this development should be fairly minimal to the school.
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Mr. Benish said that no affordable housing is proposed with this phase of development. He
pointed out that no other development that was rezoned to DCD is subject to the cash proffer policy. He
said that at the time the County initiated the rezoning, the property would have been added to the district
if the property owner would have been willing. He said that staff's opinion was that subjecting the property
to affordable housing policy requirements would put it at a competitive disadvantage to the other rezoned
properties that were provided DCD zoning with the County initiated rezoning.

Mr. Benish said that as Downtown activity continues to be generated, there would continue to be
an additional parking need, and this development would likely add to the demand for more parking. He
said as part of the performance agreement, the County has agreed to undertake a parking study, which
they would be carrying out as part of the Crozet Master Plan update.

Mr. Benish said that the property is within the Crozet Historic District; however, there are no
contributing structures on the property and, therefore, would be no impact to that district. He said that a
portion of the site is in the Entrance Corridor and would be subject to ARB review. He said the applicant is
working on design guidelines for the full site and has been working with the County and the community in
developing those guidelines, which are still in process.

Mr. Benish said there was some soil contamination found on a portion of the site, and the County
has received a grant from the state to further assess this issue. He said the developer, as part of the
agreement, is paying for the local match for the grant.

Mr. Benish said that the factors unfavorable for the development include the impacts to
intersections along Crozet Avenue with the construction of the development. He said the project would
create additional pressures for parking in the greater Downtown area, and there is a potential impact to
Crozet Elementary School. He said factors favorable include consistency with the Crozet Master Plan and
it falls within the priority area for the Crozet Master Plan, the most important priority area for development.
He said that the project provides for a major road network improvement that would improve the overall
transportation system in the area. He said it is providing for a traffic study that would identify the needed
improvements in the Downtown area and Crozet Avenue. He said that it provides for the construction and
dedication of a civic plaza to be dedicated for public use. He said the project supports the Board of
Supervisors’ strategic plan goal for revitalizing urban neighborhoods.

Mr. Benish stated that staff recommends approval of the proposal and he offered to answer
guestions. He added that Mr. Roger Johnson and Mr. Kamptner could help answer any performance
agreement questions. He said that Mr. Kevin McDermott could answer any questions regarding
transportation issues.

Hearing no questions from the Board, Mr. Gallaway invited the applicant to come forward.

Mr. Frank Stoner addressed the Board and said that he was present on behalf of Milestone
Partners, developer of the Barnes Lumber property, as well as the owner of the property (Crozet
Newtown Associates). He said that the rezoning application was an important milestone for the project
and that there would be many more. He said that they are currently working with staff, DCI, and VDOT on
the final road design, which has proved to be somewhat challenging. He said they are also working with
staff and DCI on a set of architectural guidelines for the Barnes Lumber property, which would overlay
and interface with the County’s existing architectural guidelines for all of Crozet. He said they are working
with the local builders and businesses who have an interest in being a part of the new town center, and
there would be a Phase Il rezoning application.

Mr. Stoner acknowledged that it would take a number of years to build out the project, but with
the Board’s approval, tonight they would be taking another significant step forward. He thanked the
members of the Board for their time and patience in all the presentations made as well as for their
receptive responses.

Mr. Stoner thanked staff for their tireless efforts, noting that almost every department has
participated in the project. He thanked the CCAC and the DCI, noting they are important groups in Crozet
who have been very active as the plan has been developed and refined over time. He said they are in the
fifth year of the project and they would not be here without all the people he just mentioned, adding that
their participation and commitment has been instrumental in approving the plan. He said that the
applicant is excited about the possibility of creating a vibrant town center for Crozet, which is long
overdue.

Mr. Stoner said that in the interest of time, he does not have a formal presentation but offered to
answer any questions.

Ms. Palmer said that she was caught by surprise when Mr. Stoner said the project has been
going on for five years, noting it has been going on a long time, but at the end of the day, it was a great
project. Mr. Stoner responded that the community is very excited about it.

Mr. Randolph said he wants to review different aspects of the project that the applicant has
voluntarily offered to fund. He listed the aspects: 1) a $2 million local match for VDOT revenue sharing
program funds for a western connector of Library Avenue, 2) road plans for the roads associated with the
project, 3) Central Crozet Transportation Study, and 4) Virginia Brownfields Restoration and Economic
Redevelopment Assistant Program local match. Mr. Randolph asked if there was anything else the
applicant has offered in this program in working with the County to help offset some of the impacts of the
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projects. Mr. Stoner responded that they are also offering $800,000 for the right-of-way. Mr. Randolph
said that this was a very comprehensive list and that he wanted to recognize and applaud Mr. Stoner for
this.

Ms. Mallek said that she would add the design charrettes and the landscape architect who did
multiple iterations of the plaza design that the County would have had to pay for otherwise.

Mr. Gallaway opened the public hearing.

Mr. Paul Grady, of the White Hall District, said that Mr. Stoner did a great job involving the
community in the process, but he does have two concerns, parking and density. He said the Board of
Supervisors did the County a great disservice years ago when it excessively lowered the parking
requirements in the Downtown Crozet Commercial District (DCD), thereby committing the County to pay
for building not one, but two, parking garages in the DCD. He said the growth areas in Albemarle County
are beginning to suffer from what he calls the “Growth Area Syndrome.” He said that diminishing
developable areas, high land costs, high costs of living, and a high construction cost translate into higher
rents.

Mr. Grady said that there have been a number of businesses that have opened in Crozet in the
past 45 years that he has seen flounder for 3 to 4 years and then close, all for the same reason: not
enough customers walking through the door each day. He noted that there are currently five empty
restaurants, which has never happened before. He said that currently, the center of Old Trail would be as
densely populated as Barnes Lumber, and Crozet needs to start thinking of itself much like
Charlottesville. He explained that Charlottesville could not grow out, so it started growing up.

Mr. Grady said that 3- and 4-story buildings on the Barnes Lumber property simply would not be
enough, and rents would be too high. He said that years ago, the County made the mistake of limiting the
height of buildings in the DCD to 40 feet. He said that as a Class A contractor, he knows that the most
expensive parts of the building are the foundation, the first floor, and the roof, and each additional floor
adds a marginal amount to the cost. He said in a three-story building, each floor has to pay one-third of
the mortgage, while in a six-story building, each floor only has to pay one-sixth of the mortgage. He said
that therefore, rents in a six-story building could be lower than in a three-story building and if the upper
floors are all housing, the taller buildings provide more customers for the businesses on the first floor. He
asked who would be patronizing those businesses in the middle of February when there are 10 inches of
snow on the ground, and said the answer was the people who could walk there.

Mr. Grady said that some time ago, he offered the idea of 1,000 housing units on the Barnes
Lumber property and he received some pushback for that. He did not say at the time was that he hoped
that at least one-half of the units would be a studio or one-bedroom apartments or condos. Mr. Grady said
that he came up with an idea that he thinks would at least partially solve some of his concerns about
Barnes Lumber, but it would require the County to amend the Crozet Master Plan, explaining that if the
property purchaser was willing to put in underground parking then he should be allowed to build a six-
story building. He said the two buildings just west of the plaza would be prime candidates for this option.

Mr. Grady said that if the property purchaser was willing to contribute money to construct a
parking deck on its block, he should also be able to build a five-story building. He said that because of the
change in topography, the block just east of the plaza would be a perfect location for this option. He said
if the County was willing to amend the Crozet Master Plan to allow for these two options and make it
retroactive to the Phase | development, the County may only have to build one parking garage and could
save an excess of $5 million.

Mr. Doug Bates, of the White Hall District, said he was a member of the Crozet Community
Advisory Council (CCAC) and a Board member of the Downtown Crozet Initiative (DCI), and said that he
could speak on behalf of both of those organizations. He said that in the week prior, the CCAC
unanimously passed a resolution in support of the rezoning application, and the DCI fully supports the
activities of the Barnes Lumber reconstruction. He said that the groups respect, and are equally
concerned with the issues raised by Mr. Grady but nonetheless, the rezoning proposal was an important
interim step. Mr. Bates recalled that he last spoke to the Board in June in support of the financing
arrangements that were agreed upon and expressed his appreciation of the Board’s efforts there. He
expressed that he would likely be speaking in front of the Board again in the future regarding the project
and that Crozet was looking forward to the project.

There being no further comments from the public, the public hearing was closed.

Mr. Gallaway asked staff if the impact made on the schools was in regard to the entire project or
just the current phase. Mr. Benish responded that it was only for the current phase. Mr. Gallaway asked if
staff has looked at the impact to the schools by the full development. Mr. Benish said that there was no
plan yet for Phase Il, and this was something that the applicant would be coming back to staff with
shortly.

Mr. Gallaway said that his Planning Commissioner was struck that there was not anyone present
at their meeting to speak favorably to the project and it would have helped inform him about what was felt
because typically when transportation is a potential negative impact from a development, it brings out
many people in opposition. He said that his Planning Commissioner expressed surprise that his
community was okay with the impact. Mr. Gallaway asked Ms. Mallek if she could speak about what the
CCAC has discussed.
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Ms. Mallek said that there has been much discussion for years about how the community has
absorbed 5,000 new units in the last decade, and there has been much adjusting. She noted that,
however, the staff report very clearly reflected the improvements which have already been made and the
improvements which the applicant is proposing to carry out, which would help all across the Downtown
zone. She said that this is where the comfort from the community came from, as well as knowing that
there are other high priority items working their way through the Board'’s list that would help spread out
the traffic and connect many of the streets, which individual developers have been building linkages of
over the past 10 years as well.

Ms. Mallek said that some crucial connections are needed, including Library Avenue from the
Square to Parkside Village which would give everyone a different east-west way to connect, a way for
easterners to get to Downtown, and for Downtown folks to get out of town easily without having to go onto
Crozet Avenue and down to Route 250 directly. She said that this should take a lot of pressure off of
those high-density intersections.

Ms. Mallek said that among 100 people in Downtown Crozet, there are 100 different ideas of how
to solve the issues around the four streets coming together, and they are continually debating with VDOT
about this. She said that this is something that has been going on for the past 10 years, unrelated to the
project. She said that the community is intent to solve these problems, though they do not have the
solution yet.

Ms. Mallek moved that the Board adopt the proposed ordinance to approve ZMA201000018
Crozet Square, as proffered. The motion was seconded by Ms. McKeel.

Roll was called and the motion carried by the following recorded vote:

AYES: Mr. Gallaway, Ms. Mallek, Ms. McKeel, Ms. Palmer, Mr. Randolph and Mr. Dill.
NAYS: None.

ORDINANCE NO. 19-A(14)
ZMA 2010-00018

AN ORDINANCE TO AMEND THE ZONING MAP
FOR TAX PARCEL 056A2-01-00-07100, 056A2-01-00-071B0, AND 055A2-01-00-02500

WHEREAS, the application to rezone 6.25 acres on Tax Parcel 056A2-01-00-07100, 056A2-01-
00-071B0 (portion), and 055A2-01-00-02500 (portion) is identified as ZMA 2010-00018 Crozet Square
(Barnes Lumber, Phase 1) (“ZMA 2010-00018”); and

WHEREAS, on August 6, 2019, after a duly noticed public hearing, the Planning Commission
recommended approval of ZMA 2010-00018; and

WHEREAS, on August 21, 2019, the Albemarle County Board of Supervisors held a duly noticed
public hearing on ZMA 2010-00018.

BE IT ORDAINED by the Board of Supervisors of the County of Albemarle, Virginia, that upon
consideration of the transmittal summary and staff reports prepared for ZMA 2010-00018 and their
attachments, including the revised Application Plan, the information presented at the public hearings, any
written comments received, the material and relevant factors in Virginia Code 8§ 15.2-2284 and County
Code § 18-20B.1, and for the purposes of public necessity, convenience, general welfare and good zoning
practices, the Board hereby approves ZMA 2010-00018 with the Application Plan entitled “Barnes Lumber
— Phase 1 Concept Plan,” prepared by Timmons Group, dated October 2, 2017, and revised on July 22,
2019, and the Proffers dated August 8, 2019.

*kkkk
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Original Proffers
Amendment
PROFFER STATEMENT
Project Name: Crozet Square (J. Barnes Lumber, Phase 1)
Date: August 8, 2019
ZMA #: ZMA 2010-00018

Tax Map Parcel # TMP 056A2-01-00-07100 and 056A2-01-00-071B0 (portion) and 056A2-
01-00-02500(portion), (the “Property™)

Rezone one parcel and portions of two additional parcels totaling 6.2407 acres, more or less,
from Heavy Industry (HI) to Downtown Crozet District (DCD) and a portion of one from
Commercial (C-1) to Downtown Crozet District (DCD).

Pursuant to Sections 33of the Albemarle County Zoning Ordinance (Chapter 18 of the Albemarle
County Code), the Owner hereby voluntarily proffers the conditions listed herein which shall be
applied to the Property if the Zoning Map Amendment identified as ZMA 2010-00018 and
referred to as “Crozet Square” (hereinafter the “ZMA”), is approved by the County of Albemarle
(the “County™). These conditions are proffered as a part of the requested ZMA and the Owner
acknowledges that the conditions are reasonable. These conditions are proffered as a part of the
requested ZMA and it is agreed that: (1) the ZMA itself gives rise to the need for the conditions,
and (2) such conditions have a reasonable relation to the rezoning requested.

The term “Owner” as referenced herein shall mean the owner of record and successors in interest
of the Property.

The Phase 1 Plan shall refer to that certain Application Plan prepared by Timmons Group dated
October 2, 2017, and revised July 22, 2019, labeled “Barnes Lumber — Phase 1 Concept Plan,
Exhibit A” (hereinafter referred to as “Phase 1 Plan”).

The headings of the proffers and conditions set forth below have been prepared for convenience
or reference only and shall not control or affect the meaning or be taken as an interpretation of
any provisions of the proffers.

This proffer statement shall supersede and replace in all respects the proffer statement approved
by the Board of Supervisors on December 21, 2016 in connection with ZMA 2016-20, with
regard to the Property.

Each signatory below signing on behalf of the Owner covenants and warrants that they are an
authorized signatory of the Owner for this Proffer Statement.

1. Plan of Development
The property shall be developed in general accord with Exhibit A, General Plan of Development

for the subject property, titled “Barnes Lumber Phase 1 Concept Plan”, prepared by the
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Timmons Group, dated 10/2/17, and revised 7/22/19, and must reflect the following elements as
shown and noted on the plan:

e Construction and dedication to the County for public use the civic plaza; and
¢ Construction of the roads shown on the plan (labeled Primary, High St. Ext, Road A, and
the extension of existing Library Avenue to High St Ext.).

These elements will be constructed in accord with the terms of the Development Agreement
between The County Of Albemarle, The Economic Development Authority of the County of
Albemarle, And Crozet New Town Associates, LLC signed and executed as of 2019,
and/or their respective successors and assigns.

2. Off Site Transportation Contribution.
Upon demand by the County and approval by VDOT of the final road plans as shown in Exhibit

A to be constructed under a revenue share agreement between VDOT and Albemarle County,
Owner will undertake, or fund an amount not to exceed $48,000 for a traffic study to, A)
estimate traffic volumes for the 20 year horizon for Crozet Avenue, Eastern Avenue and Route
240, once the Eastern Avenue connection is made and additional residential density has been
constructed, and B) prepare a detailed analysis for the 20 year planning horizon to determine
what future road and intersection improvements will be helpful for reducing traffic congestion
and improving connectivity. The Owner will contribute $27,000 toward either A), the
installation of the required traffic signal if, in the future, warrants are met for a traffic signal at
the Crozet Avenue/Library Avenue intersection, or B) other transportation improvements
identified that improve the Crozet Avenue/Library Avenue intersection, the Crozet
Avenue/Jarmans Gap Road intersection, and/or the intervening section of Crozet Avenue. The
contribution shall be paid by Owner when the balance of the funding has been allocated in the
County’s Capital Improvements Program or VDOT Six Year Improvement Program for either
one of the improvements identified in A or B above.

WITNESS the following signature:

Crozet New T Associates, LLC

/Zﬁgf%

vaank R. Stoner, Marfager

*kkkk

| NOTES

FUTURE ROAD NETWORK IS CONCEPTUAL.
. CIVIC PLAZA IS APPROXIMATELY 26,000 SF.
PHASE 1 1S APPROXIMATELY 6.24 AC.
CROSS- SECTION OF ROADS ARE AS REQUIRED BY THE DCD
ZONING AND VDOT.
BIKE AND PEDESTRIAN FACILITIES WILL BE PROVIDED AS
REQUIRED BY THE DCD ZONING AND VDOT.
. SWM WILL BE HANDLED BY THE REGIONAL FACILITY AND
OTHER OFF-SITE FACILITIES PER THE ORDINANCE.
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METES AND BOUNDS DESCRIPTION

NOTES:

PHASE 1 — CROZET NEW TOWN ASSOCWTES, LLC

A PARCEL OF LAND IN THE TOWN OF CROZET, VIRGINIA, BEING A PORTION OF THE LANDS CONVEYED TO CROZET NEW
TOWN ASSOCIATES, LLC BY DEEDS RECORDED N DEED BOOK 4568, PAGE 724 (TWP W-V!-DD—WINM -07‘!))
AND DEED BOOK 4565, PAGE 223 (TP 058A2-01-00-02500) AND AS SHOWN ON PLATS RECORDED IN

808, PAGE 240, PLAT BEGINNING AT PAGE 252 (PARCEL 71); DEED BOOK |m.mmmnmnm

m(mmm);mmmw PIGEIB,PMTMWIMATPIEZJSNTNEG.ERK'SMKM
CIRCUIT COURT OF ALBEMARLE COUNTY, MORE PARTICULARLY DESCRIBED BY METES AND BOUNDS AS FOLLOWS:

NER WITH, NOW OR FORMERLY THE LANDS OF CSX TRANSPORTATION, INC. ON THE

BEGINNING AT AN IRON ROD, A COR!
SOUTHERN RIGHT OF WAY CSX BEING 50 FEET FROM THE CENTERUNE OF THE MAIN LINE;

ASSOCHTED, LLC;
ALONG SAD SOUTHERN RIGHT OF WAY LINE OF CSX AND WITH THE NORTHERLY LINE OF TWP
NAmﬂmmmmAmﬂmormms&
MINUTES 20 SECONDS, AN ARC DISTANCE OF 147.27 FEET, A
FEET, AND A CHORD Y

F 292082 FEET, A TANGENT DISTANCE OF 73.65
DECREES HMIM’E JZSEWNWW A CHORD DISTANCE OF 147.25
FEET TO A POINT ALONG SAD SOUTHERN RIGHT OF WAY LINE OF CSX;

1.) SURVEY PREPARED FOR: CROZET NEW TOMN ASSOCHTES, LLC.

2.) TNLE SOURCES:
CROZET NEW TOWN ASSOCHTES, LLC

m soox 4563, PAGE 724 (PARCEL TWO)
OOK 806, PACE 24, 252 (PLT)

b oo-01- 000071

DEED BOOK 4568, mtm(mmo[)

DEED BOOK 1925, PAGE 372, 373 (PLAT)

DEED BOOK 1440, PAGE 567, 568 (PLAT)

THP 05642-01-00-02500

DEED BOOK 4565, PAGE 223, 233 (PLAT)

3.) PROPERTY ADDRESS:

THP 056A2-01-00-07100 — #5755 THE SQUARE

THP 05642-01-00-07180 ~ #5707 THREE NOTCH'D ROAD

THP 05642-01-00-02500 ~ NONE ASSCNED.

4) THS SURVEY IS BASED ON A FIELD BOUNDARY SURVEY PREPARED BY

THIS FIRM ON NOVEMEER 21, 2014,

THENCE LEAVING THE SOUTHERN RIGHT OF WAY LINE OF CSX TRANSPORTATION, INC., AND TRAVERSING THROUGH THE
LANDS OF CROZET NEW TOWN ASSOCIATES, LLC THE FOLLOWING FIVE (S) COURSES.

1.) SOUTH 12 DEGREES 06 MINUTES 22 SECONDS WEST, A DISTANCE OF 279.06 FEET TO A POINT;
2.) ALONG A CURVE IN A CLOCKWISE DIRECTION HAVING A DELTA ANGLE OF 25 DEGREES 46 MINUTES 13 SECONDS, AN
MCWM[OFVJ!BFEEIAMW?&J.MFE’ATWNMU A A CHORD

DELTA ANGLE OF 1
MMWWMWHOJFEELAWIISWZWWFETATM .50 FEET, AND A
mmmwwu WTES“SWIDSWESTAC'WWMIXG’W.”FEHTDA

&)WH?ZDEWSH MINUTES 22 SECONDS WEST, A DISTANCE OF 15.74 FEET TO AN IRON ROD AT THE
NORTHEAST CORNER OF TMP 05642-02-04-00100;

E NORTH 72 DEGREES 59 MINUTES 22 SECONDS WEST, A DISTANCE OF 548.21 TO AN IRON ROD ON THE
NORmD?LY LINE OF LIBRARY AVENUE:

THENCE WITH SAID LIBRARY AVENUE THE FOLLOWING THREE COURSES:

1.) NORTH 09 DECREES 43 MINUTES 20 SECONDS EAST, A DISTANCE OF 26.40 FEET TO AN IRON ROD;

2) ALONG A CURVE IN A COUNTERCLOCKWISE DIRECTION HAVING A DELTA ANGLE OF 00 DEGREES 49 MINUTES 19
'SECONDS, AN ARC DISTANCE OF 16.89 FEET, A RADIUS OF 1177.42 FEET, A TANGENT DISTANCE OF B.45 FEET, AND A
cmmlmormwmaonm:suuur:sms:musnsuwmmzonmrmmuw_-
3) ALONG A IN A CLOCKWISE MWADKTAMMOFDIKGEMHIWTBJIMM
MBE’WCEW!}.MFETAMJSOFTHH‘FETATM ISTANCE OF 15.32 FEET, AND A CHORD
mmurmmmumm« mwnummmummm
A COMMON CORNER OF TMP 056A2-01-00-07000, Mmmumvn:wnsernmmnvmas

HEGKIMSES SAD LBRARY AVENUE AND WITH THE WESTERN LINE OF TMP 056A2-01-00-07100 THE FOLLOWING
1.) NORTH 26 DEGREES 17 MINUTES 24 SECONDS EAST, A DISTANCE OF 247.28 FEET TO AN IRON ROD;
2.) NORTH 26 DEGREES 17 MINUTES 24 SECONDS EAST, A DISTANCE OF 74.86 FEET TO AN IRON ROD;
3, IORTH B2 DEGREES 48 MINUTES 48 SECONDS WEST, A DISTANCE OF 5.00 FEET TO AN IRON ROD;
) NORTH 27 DEGREES 11 MINUTES 12 SECONDS EAST, A DISTANCE OF 96.18 FEET TO THE POINT OF BEGINNING
TANNG 6.2407 ACRES MORE OR LESS.

ZONNG EXHIBIT SHOWING
PHASE 1
BENG THE LANDS OF

CROZET NEW TOWN ASSOCIATES, LLC
CONTAINING 6.2407 ACRES

WHITE HALL MAGISTERIAL DISTRICT
TOWN OF CROZET, VIRGINIA

FEBRUARY 1, 2016

KIRK HUGHES & ASSOCIATES
LAND SURVEYORS & PLANNERS
zzo EAST HIGH STREET

FILE: 2014-158, WO: 2016-012
\ 2\ vy
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281493
2920.82
283.00
200.00
1177.42
1144

NO. | BEARING DISTANCE

32.59

26.40"

6.18"

43.26'

TWP 056A2~01-00-07000
N/F ELEFTERIOS K. VASSNLOS

05642-01-D0~071AD

™
N/F CHARLOTTE B. DANMAN AND SARA LEE FRIZZELL

TMP 05642-01-00-07100
N/F CHARLOTTE B. DAMMAN AND
SARA LEE. FRIZELL

TWP 056A2-01-J1-02400
N/F COUNTY OF ALBEMARLE,
VIRGINA

WP 05642-01-00~02400
N/F CSX TRANSPORTATION, BC.

THP 056A2-D4-00~05100
N/F NICHOLA PROPERTEES, LLC.

ADJOINING PROPERTY OWNERS

WP 056A2-04~00-02200
N/F WLLUAN 1. AND ALYSON R.
CORMAN

TMP 056A2-04~00~02100
N/F EMMETT DARIN AND MICHELLE
SUE SWPSON

TMP 05642-04-00-02000

N/F RYAN C. AND MOLLY D. MARACLE

TP 056A2-04-00-01900
N/F ROGER S. AND LAURA C. MITCHELL

THP 05642-04-~00-000AS

N/F PARKSIDE VILLAGE HOMEDWNERS ASSOCIATION,
"

TMP 056A2-02-0A—01500
N/F PATTE L BABER

TP 05642-02-04-01000
N/F WLLAM A. JR, D TERESA K. BLACK

TMP 05642-02-0A-00300
N/F MRON RHODES AND RACHEL SHWP

TUP 0S6A2-02-0A-00800
N/F PATTE L. BABER

WP 056A2-02-04-00700

N/F KEVIN C. AND CAROLYN M. SANDRIDGE
NP 056A2-02-DA~00800
N/F ELLEN C. MCKENNA

TWP 05642-02-0A-00500
N/F DABNEY 7. AND CONNE J. SANORIDGE

TWP 056K2-02-0A-00200

N/F CHARLES F. SHFLETT
THP 0562-04~00-05000
N/F NCHOLA PROPERTIES, LLC. TUP 056A2-02-0A-01400
v ® ue N/F PATTE L. BABER W /;“: ngw-w‘:gmm
®

THP 05642~ 04-00-04900
N/F MATTHEW STRARTIANN

TP 056A2-04-00~04800
N/F TARA L. BEUSCHER

TP 056A2-04—00-000AS
N/F PARKSIDE VILLAGE HOMEOWNERS
ASSOCITION, INC.

THP 05602-02-04-01300
N/F XU MO XUE AND TIAN BIN ZHENG

THP 056A2-02-0A-01200
N/F WILLAM A, R, AND TERESA K. BLACK

THP 05642-02-0A-01100
N/F WILLAN A R, AND TERESA K. BLACK

WP 05642-01-00-01600
N/F WARNER P. AND PAMELA H. GSTATTENBAUER

THP 058A2-01-00-018A0
N/F CARROLL AND DONNA CONLEY
TWP 056A2-01-00-01500
N/F CHARLES R. WIT, J2 AND HERBERT A
PICKFORD, TRUSTEES FOR

TABOR PRESBYTERAN CHURCH
TWP (05642-04-00-02300
N/F SUSAN D. ALMARODE
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Agenda Item No. 16. Public Hearing: ZMA201800003 Southwood.

PROJECT: ZMA201800003 Southwood Phase 1.

MAGISTERIAL DISTRICT: Scottsville.

TAX MAP/PARCEL(S): 090000000001A0; 090A10000001E0; 076000000051A0.

LOCATION: Southwood Mobile Home Park located along Old Lynchburg Road (State Route 631)
off of Hickory Street approximately 350 feet from Ambrose Commons Drive.

PROPOSAL: Rezone property from residential to a mixed use- mixed income development.
PETITION: Rezone 33.96 acres from R2 Residential zoning district, which allows residential uses
at a density of 2 units per acre, and Neighborhood Model District (NMD), which allows residential
uses at a density of 3-34 units per acres, mixed with commercial, service, and industrial uses, to
Neighborhood Model District (NMD). This request includes amending a portion of ZMA200500017
Biscuit Run included on TMP 90A1-1E which is zoned NMD to remove the proffers from the
parcel. A maximum of 450 units are proposed for a gross density of approximately 13 units per
acre and a net density of approximately 19 units per acre. A maximum of 50,000 non-residential
square footage is also requested.

OVERLAY DISTRICT(S): Flood Hazard Overlay District; Steep Slopes- Managed and Preserved.
PROFFERS: Yes.

COMPREHENSIVE PLAN: Parks and Green Systems — parks, playgrounds, play fields,
greenways, trails, paths, recreational facilities and equipment, plazas, outdoor sitting areas,
natural areas, preservation of stream buffers, floodplains and steep slopes adjacent to rivers and
streams; Urban Density Residential — residential (6.01-34 units/acre); supporting uses such as
places of worship, schools, public and institutional uses, neighborhood scale commercial, office,
and service uses with a Center in the Southern Neighborhood within the Southern and Western
Urban Area Master Plan.

MONTICELLO VIEWSHED: Yes.

(Advertised in the Daily Progress on August 5 and August 12, 2019.)

The Executive Summary forwarded to the Board states that subsequent to a work session on
June 4, 2019, followed by a revision to the proposal, a Planning Commission public hearing was held on
July 23, 2019. At its meeting the Planning Commission voted 6:1 (Riley voted nay) to recommend
approval of ZMA201800003. The Commission’s staff report, action letter, and minutes are attached
(Attachments A, B, and C). A number of emails were sent from community members to the Planning
Commission concerning this application prior to the public hearing and they are provided in Attachment F.

Since the Planning Commission meeting, the applicant has updated the Code of Development to
provide non-substantive clarifications and to correct typos. One of the changes is in response to Planning
Commissioner Dotson’s request made at the Planning Commission meeting. He requested a commitment
be made that the buildings within Block 11 be located away from Old Lynchburg Road, as it was depicted
on the concept plan. The applicant has since revised the Code of Development to require parking
between the trail buffer and any proposed buildings within Block 11 to address this request.

The revised Code of Development is found in Attachment D. In addition, at its meeting on July
30", the Planning Commission adopted two resolutions concerning the Southwood application. They are
provided in Attachment G.

Staff recommends that the Board adopt the attached Ordinance to approve ZMA201800003
(Attachment H) with the Signed Amended Proffer Statement (Attachment E).
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Ms. Megan Nedostup, Principal Planner, presented. She acknowledged that there would be many
guestions and comments, and that in the staff report, her goal was to provide a detailed and extensive
analysis of the development. She said that she would quickly provide an overview of the property’s
location, highlight the proposal, give an update on what has occurred since the Board last saw the
proposal over a year ago at the joint work session with the Planning Commission, and then provide a
more detailed look at the proposal and some of the concerns that have been raised. She noted that Ms.
Stacy Pethia, Housing Planner; Mr. Frank Pohl, County Engineer; and Mr. Kevin McDermott,
Transportation Planner, would be able to provide information as well.

Ms. Nedostup presented a map that was an aerial photograph, and another map that shows the
environmental features. She indicated Old Lynchburg Road and three parcels highlighted on each of the
maps. She said that Biscuit Run Park and the Whittington Subdivision are located to the south, Mosby
Mountain Subdivision is located to the west, and the County Office Building and The Covenant School are
located to the north. She said that three parcels are being requested at this time. She said the properties
are mainly wooded and contain a number of environmental features including streams, managed and
preserved steep slopes, and flood plain. She indicated the features on the map.

Ms. Nedostup said that there are 341 existing mobile homes on what would be future phases of
the redevelopment for Southwood, however, this area is not requested for rezoning at this time. She
indicated to this area on the map. She presented the proposed application plan and explained that Old
Lynchburg Road is located along the top of the map. She said the proposal is for the first phase of the
Southwood redevelopment, which includes the three parcels for a total acreage of 33.96 acres that are
currently greenfield. She said that the proposal is to rezone from R-2 Residential and Neighborhood
Model District (NMD) to all NMD. She said there is a parcel that is referred to as the “exchange parcel”
that was part of the Biscuit Run ZMA and is currently zoned NMD, noting that this was the portion that
would be rezoned to NMD but with a different design. Ms. Nedostup indicated to the outline of Phase |
and said that 450 maximum residential units and 50,000 square feet of non-residential is proposed. She
said that green space that would contain trails, steep slopes, streams, buffer, and floodplain are within
Blocks 1 and 2. She also pointed out the trail buffer located along the perimeter of Old Lynchburg Road.

Ms. Nedostup said that the recreational areas that meet the requirements of the ordinance
contain both active and passive recreation are distributed across the rest of the blocks. She said that
programming of those recreational areas would occur by the residents of Southwood at the site plan
stage, which is typical for a rezoning.

Ms. Nedostup presented the application plan that the Board last viewed in August 2018 to remind
them that Block A was located in a different location, which she indicated on a map, and explained that
now, Block B is closest to Old Lynchburg Road, also pointing out Hickory Street on the map. She said
that within those blocks are character areas and so the Code of Development and the application plan
were revised to have each of those character areas become its own block. She said that the road network
has stayed the same and indicated the proposed Blocks 3 through 8 being contained within what was the
old Block A. She also explained that Blocks 9 through 12 are within the old Block B.

Ms. Nedostup recapped what staff heard at a high level. She said there was much discussion at
the joint work session, and the highlights out of that meeting were that general consensus among the
Board and Planning Commission was that Block A, now Blocks 9 through 12, are acceptable and should
not require any significant changes; and that for Block B, more detail was requested for stepbacks,
massing, density, greenspace, uses, and how it would connect to Block A and the existing Southwood
community and relate to its neighbors across Old Lynchburg Road. She said a concept plan was
recommended, and the consensus from the Board was that it did not need to be a Master Plan. She said
that the feedback from the Board was to show connectivity and how the proposed and existing
neighborhoods would relate to each other. She said that other feedback received was that the required
affordable housing was requested and should be provided within the development of Southwood and not
in another jurisdiction.

Ms. Nedostup said that since the 2018 work session, Habitat for Humanity has led workshops
with the residents for the design of Block B, now Blocks 9 through 12. She said that Habitat and County
staff have worked together to revise the Code of Development, and some of the outcomes of this was that
the affordable housing language was revised to state that those units shall be provided within Southwood,
and an illustrative concept plan was provided for Phase II.

Ms. Nedostup said that the Planning Commission held a work session on June 4 and following
the work session, these changes occurred. She said that the Code of Development and application plan
were updated and reformatted, based on feedback resulting in the character areas becoming their own
blocks. She said that the building height for blocks adjacent to Hickory Street were reduced from 65 feet
to four stories, or 45 feet; and within a new Neighborhood Special Area, the height was reduced to four
stories, or 50 feet. She said that building regulations were updated to include Old Lynchburg Road and
the recreation amenities were clarified in a table format.

Ms. Nedostup said the Board approved a performance agreement for Southwood on June 19,
followed by a public hearing on July 23, where the Planning Commission voted for approval by a vote of
6-1. She said the Planning Commission then adopted resolutions on July 30 to forward to the Board,
noting this was included in the Board’s packet. She said that since the public hearing, Habitat revised the
Code of Development with some technical and clarification changes to the table for greenspace and
amenities, as well as a couple other clarifying items within the Code of Development.
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Ms. Nedostup presented a slide that showed the application plan that the Board last saw,
compared to the new application plan. She explained that Block 2 contains the trail buffer along Old
Lynchburg Road, which is 30 feet. She said that Blocks 9 through 12 allow residential and nonresidential
uses, and a Neighborhood Center Special Overlay was added along Hickory Street within Blocks 11 and
12. She indicated the Overlay located on either side of Hickory Street allows for a building height of four
stories, or 50 feet, with a 15-foot stepback requirement at three stories or 45 feet. She said Blocks 3
through 8 contain mostly residential uses, and there is opportunity for small scale nonresidential retail and
restaurants but those uses are restricted at 1,600 square feet. She said that within Blocks 9 through 12
outside of the Neighborhood Center Special area, an additional 20-foot setback for the buildings is
required from the trail buffer area.

Ms. Palmer expressed confusion about the buffer along Old Lynchburg Road along Block 11. She
asked if it was 30 feet from the trail, or 30 feet including the trail. Ms. Nedostup responded that it was
including the trail.

Ms. Nedostup spoke to some of the concerns that were raised. She said that one is concerning
the Center designation within the Southern and Western Neighborhood’s Master Plan. She said that this
Master Plan designates these properties as Urban Density Residential (6 to 34 units per acre), with a
Center designation at the intersection of Hickory Street and Old Lynchburg Road, and pointed out Old
Lynchburg Road on the map. She said the Master Plan recommends 1 to 3 stories for Urban Density, and
additional height where appropriate. She said Southwood is also listed in the Master Plan as a priority
area and is also designated as an opportunity zone. She said there have been concerns raised about the
location of the Center, shown on the Master Plan, and the building height proposed for Southwood. She
noted that the Center is a focal point and not a geographical location, and Centers are recommended in
the Comprehensive Plan to be visually discernible to help create and facilitate a sense of arrival. Ms.
Nedostup said that staff analyzed the appropriateness of the proposed four stories, considering the
guidance in the Comprehensive Plan. She said since the Master Plan designates a Center at this
location, which was discussed through a community vetted process during the update to the Master Plan
in 2015, and the Comprehensive Plan states that Centers are the most intensive. She said along with the
guidance that Southwood should be a mixed-income, mixed-use community with retail and/or service
areas provided for the neighborhood, staff found the increase in height as appropriate in this location.

Ms. Nedostup said another concern that has been raised that relates to the scale along Old
Lynchburg Road is whether or not a buffer or larger setback is appropriate, considering the form of
development in the area. She indicated an aerial map and pointed out Old Lynchburg Road, Hickory
Street and Mosby Mountain. She explained that the map inset is from the Parks and Green Systems Plan
within the Master Plan, indicating to Old Lynchburg Road, Mosby Mountain and the Southwood parcels.
She said a buffer is not shown or recommended in the Master Plan in this area, and there is language
regarding buffers near Southwood within the Master Plan, stating that a vegetative buffer be provided
along 5% Street, Old Lynchburg Road, south from the southernmost edge of Southwood on both sides of
the street. She said this indicates that a buffer is not recommended for Southwood but should be provided
south of the property. She added that while Mosby Mountain is not in the rural area, it is a by right rural
subdivision design with large lots and setbacks. She said there is language within the Comprehensive
Plan that states when development occurs on the edge of development areas in the rural areas that a
discernable boundary should be provided and a transitional area between the rural area and the
development area should not be required. She said this being stated, the applicant is providing a 30-foot
trail buffer area outside of the right-of-way along the property line along Old Lynchburg Road south of
Hickory Street.

Ms. Nedostup said that the factors unfavorable for the application include that the rezoning
request would add additional students to Cale Elementary, which is over capacity with no identified plans
for expansion at this time; and the rezoning would add additional traffic to Old Lynchburg Road, 5" Street
Extended, and impact existing intersections along the corridor. She said improvements have been
identified as high priority; however, funding has not been identified for those projects to date.

Ms. Nedostup said that the factors favorable for this request include that the rezoning request is
consistent with the recommendations within the Southern and Western Neighborhoods Master Plan and
Comprehensive Plan; the rezoning is within the priority area of the Southern and Western Neighborhoods
Master Plan; the rezoning is consistent with Neighborhood Model Principles; the rezoning provides
affordable housing that meets the Housing Policy within the Comprehensive Plan; the rezoning request
allows for future connections to Biscuit Run Park; and the rezoning supports the Board of Supervisors’
strategic plan goal for revitalizing aging urban neighborhoods and is within an opportunity zone.

Ms. Nedostup said that based on the favorable factors, staff recommends approval, and she
offered to answer questions.

Ms. Palmer asked Ms. Nedostup to present the slide on factors unfavorable again. She asked

when the Master Plan for the area was completed, and how old it is. Ms. Nedostup said that she has a
slide to present the history of the Master Plan. She indicated the Master Plan from 1980 and explained
that at that time, the development area boundary hugged Mosby Mountain. She said at this time, it was
designated as low density. She said in 1989, the plan was revised, with the same designation of low
density residential. She said that in 1996, the density was revised to increase to 3 to 6 units and became
Neighborhood Density Residential. She said in 2015, the development area boundary was extended to
include the rest of Mosby Mountain and Whittington, as a jurisdictional area request was approved and
per the County’s policy, the services and utilities should be in the development areas, so these were
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included. She said that at that time, the Center designation and Urban Density Residential designation
was approved.

Ms. Palmer said that on what could be required by State law for tree cover is different for different
densities. She asked what this would be, given there is such a wide range of units per acre on Block B,
and if it would be 10%. Ms. Nedostup said that she believes it was, and she would have to look at the
ordinance to verify.

Mr. Randolph said that as a point of clarification, there is no Master Plan for this community and it
is the Comprehensive Plan that serves as a substitute for a designated Master Plan. He said that 5" and
Avon CAC has been asking for a Master Plan, but that this is not a Master Plan. He said that the 2015
plan shows the changes consistent with when the Board updated the Comprehensive Plan. He said that
he wanted to clarify for the record that they are not looking at a Master Plan, but rather, a Comprehensive
Plan that applies broadly for the area. He said that it is included in the Comprehensive Plan, but it does
not have a Master Plan like Crozet and the Village of Rivanna have, noting they both have defined and
designated Master Plans. Ms. Palmer thanked Mr. Randolph for the clarification, as she did not recall
going through a Master Plan process for this area.

Mr. David Benish said that this could be a matter of semantics, but the Comprehensive Plan
contains the Southern and Western Neighborhoods Master Plan. He said that it was done as part of the
Comprehensive Plan update and though it did not happen as a separate process, but at least by title it is
referred to as a Master Plan.

Mr. Randolph said that he understands and acknowledged it has been a point of contention for a
long period of time by residents of 51" and Avon because they look at it as a Comprehensive Plan being
applied to the area rather than having the kind of dedicated focus as has Crozet or the Village of Rivanna.
He said that he understands that in the Comprehensive Plan, it states it is a Master Plan, but that it does
not actually exist independently.

Mr. Gallaway asked about factors unfavorable regarding Cale Elementary. He asked if staff
arrived at a number of students. Ms. Palmer asked for this slide to be presented again. Ms. Nedostup
said that it would be between 50 and 70 elementary students.

Ms. Mallek asked if there would be a discussion about possible stormwater levels later, or if there
was an update. Ms. Nedostup said that Mr. Pohl would be able to answer questions about this.

Ms. Palmer asked Ms. Nedostup to present the slide showing the buffer area where there were
slopes, steep slopes, and the floodplain. She said there was a list of things allowed in the buffer area, and
asked Ms. Nedostup if she could point out which areas those things could go into. Mr. Randolph asked
Ms. Palmer if she was referring to the Code of Development. Ms. Palmer responded “yes”. Ms. Nedostup
presented a slide showing the application plan. She said there are other green space areas that are not
designated as preserved slopes, stream buffer, or flood plain that are designated as green space within
that area, and those uses could go within the area of green space that are outside of those features.

Ms. Palmer asked if this was what Ms. Nedostup was indicating to on the screen, along Block 4.
Ms. Nedostup said that it is Block 1. She said the applicant could speak more about where they anticipate
those uses.

Ms. Mallek asked if Mr. Pohl could help explain how the stormwater would be considered for a
project like this one and what his determination has been. Mr. Pohl suggested that the applicant would
explain the plans, and then he would be happy to respond.

Mr. Gallaway said that the Board voted earlier in the day to approve the applicant’s request to
extend their presentation time from 10 minutes to 20 minutes. He invited the applicant to come forward.

Mr. Don Franco, Principal at Roudabush & Gale, presented on behalf of Habitat for Humanity of
Greater Charlottesville, owner and developer of the property, and the design team, which includes BRW,
Timmons and Water Street Studios, and the resident planners who participated in the process, making up
about 200 of the 341 units.

Mr. Franco presented the pursued concept on the screen, noting that it was not the proffered
plan, but a picture of what they are trying to execute with the Code of Development. He said that staff has
hit most of the highlights and what he wants to concentrate on are some of the important planned
features, noting that the Center has been talked about in detail and adding that Mr. Grady, in the previous
rezoning, mentioned businesses in Downtown and Old Trail that struggled for a few years before
disappearing. He said similar to Old Trail, there has been discussion about putting the Center internal to
Southwood, but they are not interested in doing this. He explained that the way it is set up, Southwood
would have about half the size, half the units, as Old Trail and it would set them up for failure to put it in
the Center. He said that the same observation was made by the former County Economic Development
Director. He said that they believe it is in the right place and is consistent with the Master Plan and
wanted to highlight the comment from the last rezoning.

Mr. Franco acknowledged that there was a question about stormwater. He said that the easiest
way to explain the stormwater is that stream renovation is not an approved water quality facility and is not
allowed for in DEQ’s program at this time. He said there have been discussions and they are open to
trying to refine it, but the project is trying to pursue renovating and restoring the streams that are internal
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to the site and receive credit for this. He said when they were going through the rezoning, part of the
process was staff reviewing it, and as they reviewed it, Mr. Pohl’'s objection was not to have the applicant
proposing something that was not approvable by him because it is not an approved measure. He said
that instead, Mr. Pohl asked the applicant to do the standard and then allow for the other alternatives in
the future once they begin the site plan process and begin to work with DEQ. He said that the applicant is
pursuing innovative features but at this point, standard is what they have to apply for until they receive
approval of the innovative features.

Ms. Palmer asked if the applicant does not get approval, which could very well happen by the
time they go to the site plan process, what “Plan B” is. Mr. Franco responded that Plan B is the standard
features, which is why they have to do it this way. He said that they could accomplish stormwater
management and are not asking for waiver of it, but clarified that it would be more standard and
traditional as opposed to something innovative, such as stream restoration.

Ms. Palmer said that she would later ask what “standard” means after Mr. Franco finishes
presenting.

Mr. Franco said that another topic related to the site plan has been private roads and there has
been confusion on this. He said that they asked for private roads because there would be alleys for
townhouses. He said that they want to ensure they have the ability to build these types of roads in
general. He said our goal is to make everything public, if possible, because of the economics. He said
that it would make much more sense not to have the residents and HOA maintaining the roads, but to
make them public roads maintained by VDOT. He said that this is the goal, and not to put private roads
everywhere, but to have the ability to do them when needed.

Mr. Franco said that two other recent topics have been open space uses and active recreational
spaces. He showed an enlarged picture of Block 1 with the open space that has been discussed, and
indicated to a list of the different uses allowed in that space. He noted that the colors provided, with the
blue being designated as the 100-year flood plain, aqua representing the 100-foot buffer for the streams,
and green being the preserved slopes. He noted that all of these are in the open space, but as seen in
Blocks 4 and 7, there are places that are not within one of those special areas. He said that this is the
reason they have the extra requests, and there was also the potential in the future for a relatively flat spot
for the residents to have a field. He said that this possibility has been reserved as being listed as a
potential use, recognizing that being in the floodplain and stream buffer have checks that would have to
go through another approval process with the Board. He said that they did not want to have to do a
rezoning as well as a special use permit in order to allow for that use in the future.

Mr. Franco said that with active recreational space, some of the feedback received early on from
the Planning Commission was that they were not interested in seeing a trade of trails proposed within the
open space for one of the project’s tot lots. He said they have taken the trade off the table and made a
prediction of, if this develops, what would the requirement be by Code for the project. He said that what
they found is that what they offer exceeds the minimum standards for the active recreation required for a
project of this size, or group of projects of this size. Mr. Franco said that he put together a graphic of the
different blocks and how they would develop, indicating Blocks 9 through 11 and sections of 100 square
feet of recreational or active facility required for that area. He noted that the areas not filled in with
shading are 100 square feet that are missing, and the circles filled in represent the amount of trail. He
said that in this case, each dot is about 300 linear feet of trail, totaling 1800 feet of trail that is being
offered as part of Blocks 9 through 11 and it is short about 2,300 to 2,400 square feet. He said in Blocks 5
through 8, it is closer but is short about 400 square feet, and the reason these are coming up short is
because one of the things the Planning Commission wanted to see was a larger open space recreational
opportunity at the beginning at the Neighborhood Center. He said that they have provided a 6,500 square
foot field in that area that could be used for informal pickup games, gatherings, etc. He indicated to
orange areas representing square footage provided but not required. He said that considering scale,
looking at the different areas, one could see that they are providing above and beyond the recreational
requirement that would need to be met during the site plan level, without taking advantage of the trails.

Mr. Franco presented highlights of the rezoning Code of Development. He said that there have
been many uncertainties about the plan itself, much of which does not have to do with land use but how
the whole program and project would work. He said that he heard that the applicant was not providing
certain information to the Planning Commission, with the first being the concept plan for all of Southwood,
and the second being a detailed rehousing plan for the entire 341 homes. He said that these are things
that could not be provided at this point in time and includes areas that are not being rezoned now and
have not been planned. He said they have done the best they could with trying to give the Planning
Commission an idea of what is going on. He said that, for instance, they provided a graphic representing
what the project would potentially look like. He said that in particular areas, they showed where
anticipated green space would be located, where lots tend to be front-loaded basement lots because of
the grade itself and would likely be single-family detached or attached housing in that area. He said that
they showed where the higher density would make the most amount of sense. He said that this is as far
as they have been able to go because in the process, the residents would be planning the areas.

Mr. Franco said that there have been other questions about the longer term costs relative to
affordability. He said that there was much confusion about how the program works and concerns about
HOAs, as well as condo and apartment fees. He said that the partner-family housing as well as rentals
that Habitat would provide in that area would be based on affordability. He said that in mortgage and in
rentals, it is 25% to 30% of the income of the owner or renter, as a general rule, and this number includes
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HOA dues, utilities, etc., and is considered as part of the process. He said that we can rest assured that
affordability is being considered.

Mr. Franco said that there have been many questions about non-displacement, and that it is one
of the things on the list in the performance agreement that would have to be produced and provided to the
County when that occurs. He said the goal of Phase | is to not displace anyone, and that is why the plan
has not been created at this point. He said that as the project advances, if someone wants to or has to be
displaced for some reason, that plan would have to be produced both as a requirement of the state and
federal funding in the County performance agreement.

Mr. Franco said that the next two topics dealt with complete misunderstandings and he was
asked to walk through how the program would work. He said that one issue was segregation, and the
other was understanding how the lowest income families would be taken care of. Mr. Franco presented a
graph, which has been included in the handouts provided to the Supervisors, that shows Phase | with a
dark circle, which represents what is envisioned to be the first village, or cohort of people to be going into.
He said that roughly 90 people have showed interest and are signing up to participate in Phase I, with 30
being in the first group. He said this first group would begin to plan their own rehousing area, which would
include market rate as well as replacement housing opportunities, and while this is happening it would go
through a site plan approval phase while the next village is planned, and so on. He said that this is why
there is not much detail, as he does not know what this would look like yet. He said that a framework of
the road network has been provided for it but as far as where the units are, what they would look like, and
where the open space would be, this is information he could not provide at this time. He assured that it
would meet the Code, the minimum, and everything all other developments have to do, and the flexibility
being asked for at this point is to allow the residents to design where and what it is.

Mr. Franco presented a picture of the first cohort of 30 people signing up for the first area. He
said that it was an enhanced image of Blocks 3, 5, and 8 and explained that it is the area that would be
planned out by the first group. He said they would be responsible for deciding where the open space is,
what kind of housing they would have and where it would be located, and provide for market rate lots. He
said the lots on the outside are set up as front-loading, likely single-family detached or attached, housing.
He said this would probably be more market rate driven, but there would be opportunities for trading of
houses, as they would decide where this is going. He said it is not segregation in any form, but would be
integrated back and forth between the areas, noting that it was up to the residents to provide for the
market rate group.

Mr. Franco said that another question that has come up is regarding how the project would all be
done. He said there is much confusion about what it looks like and how it would work. He presented a
graph, noting it was in the documents the Supervisors received, that breaks down how many people
would be in each of the AMI groups. He said that looking at the numbers, 25% to 80% AMI is the group
that would be served by Habitat, which is roughly 73% of the project. Pointing to the outliers on the graph,
Mr. Franco said that about 4% or 12 residents from 2013 are in the 80% to 100% or 120% AMI. He added
that about 80 families being in the 0-25% AMI would primarily be rentals. He said that he also wanted to
consider that, because this is a multi-year project, what could happen to the group that is 15% to 25% in
terms of working with Habitat to try to lift up their incomes and give them an opportunity to purchase a
Habitat partner-family home. He said looking at this, about 66 of the 80 are in this group and to extend it
this far, it takes the numbers up to almost 80% that then could be part of the Habitat program. He said
that it becomes fairly realistic to execute.

Mr. Franco said that questions have also been asked as to how they would deal with the very
low-income residents. He said that he was involved in the Sunrise project that Habitat did several years
ago, and the basic philosophy was to fundraise and build the replacement as the Promise-Keeper House
condo building. He said it rehoused individuals from the trailer park that was redeveloped and because it
was fundraised, the renters there had an agreed upon rate of rent that was based on their income. He
said if there were any changes in the rent; for instance, several years ago, there was an increase in the
HOA dues as well as a $1,500 special assessment, it did not affect what the renters pay and was
absorbed by Habitat as part of the program, and they were able to absorb this because the building had
been totally fundraised and paid for at the beginning of the project. He said that on the other side were
partner families, and it was more challenging for them, but Habitat worked with them to rewrite their
mortgages so that the new expense could be accommodated within their budgets. He said that whether it
is a rental or a Habitat partner family house, or even a market rate house, the project can be done and be
very executable. He offered to answer any questions.

Ms. Palmer said that she misunderstood Mr. Franco at the CAC meeting, expressing she thought
he had said the buffer along Old Lynchburg Road in Block 11 was going to be 30 feet, not including the
trail. She asked if this was not the case. Mr. Franco responded “no”; there is a 30-foot parcel buffer that
exists where the trail would go in the first 30 feet. He said the trail is being designed to minimize any tree
taking required, and likely there would be some thinning down of bushes. He said they would try to work
in the trail between the trees. He said that this is the first 30 feet, and the next 20 feet, with some in Block
11 is eased or has part setback, and they have agreed with some of the residents on the other side of
Mosby Mountain to make sure that the parking lot is between the buildings in Block 11 and Old Lynchburg
Road. He said this would be exclusive of the buildings in the town Center on Hickory Street.

Ms. Palmer asked if the trail was 8-foot asphalt. Mr. Franco responded “yes” and that it is the
multi-use trail.
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Ms. Palmer asked for the explanation of Plan B for stormwater. She said there are many different
BMPs that could be done for stormwater and her understanding was that they have to do 75% for water
quality onsite. Mr. Franco said that it would be a combination of ponds and the porous material are more
near-source alternatives, such as rain barrels and rainwater detention on the sides of the road. He said
that all of that stuff is in play. He said their first choice is to try to do it with the channels of the natural area
as it adds value to the property to start with. He said that they are eroded now and to restore those areas
would be a great benefit to the property itself. Ms. Palmer said her understanding is that the applicant has
already spoken to VDOT and asked this, and that they have said that “no”. She asked if this was not the
case. Mr. Franco responded “no”, this was not the case. Ms. Palmer said that this was another thing that
she had misunderstood. She asked if the applicant would consider restoring the streams if they did not
receive credit for it. Mr. Franco responded that this was a possibility and it was not off the table. He said
they were not ready to proffer that or something. He added that specific questions could be answered by
his design team.

Mr. Dill asked if Mr. Franco could speak to how the resident designers choose where their houses
would be located, what they would look like, and who leads these sessions. Mr. Franco said that when
designers from BRW started working with Southwood residents a couple years prior, they worked with
them both in a group and one-on-one to create a common language to help the residents understand how
design works. He said that this would be the same team, along with Habitat, to sit with the residents on
the design details on a house-by-house basis. He said they try to reserve the potential for almost any kind
of product, keeping the scale appropriate. He said they were going to do it with the help of the design
team.

Mr. Dill asked if there was a basic format to follow, such as having to be energy efficient, have a
certain amount of installation, certain appliances, etc. He asked if there was a framework to follow with
choices to make, as well as receiving financial advice. Mr. Franco said that he believes this was all part of
the package and that Habitat could be brought forward to answer questions as needed. He said that
generally, what would happen is they would start with the “dream” where needs and wants are discussed,
then there would be discussion with Habitat as far as what the residents could afford. He said the Habitat
Partner Family Program takes about 18 months from start to finish, and this is about the time it would take
to get through the resident design process and site plan process. He said that the idea is to give people
what they want and need.

Ms. McKeel said that going back to the topic of stormwater, there was some concern about
buying off site credits. Mr. Franco said that this was an alternative allowed and it may be something the
applicant pursues, noting that they have not taken any options off the table. He said that it could be a
combination of buying credits as well as doing individual near-source or ponds. He said that they have
tried to demonstrate to staff that it could be addressed and accommodated for within the plan, which
follows the main goal of the rezoning to lay the groundwork and ensure that when they come to the site
plan process, stormwater management is taken care of.

Ms. Mallek said that she did not see where there are currently any drop inlets or places for the
rainwater to go, due to the old road design. She affirmed that the new ones, even if in the same location,
would have drainage and the other pipes would lead into their features, noting that she was excited by the
possibility of having the stream daylighted as much as possible as it is wonderful for the families who live
there.

Mr. Randolph said that a year prior during charrettes, residents placed a priority in setting aside
green space for active recreation for their children; yet the design presented in the Code of Development
has drastically reduced shared open space in Phase I. He said that he understands that the current
amount meets the County’s minimum requirements. He asked since Habitat is representing the best
interests of the residents why it would not seek more recreational space rather than settling for the
minimum. Mr. Franco said that there were a number of meetings with the residents and over the last 2.5
years, the design team and residents met every Thursday, totaling about 117 t0120 meetings. He said
that from the charrettes, there were meetings that delved into questions like that. He said that discussion
points that influenced decisions the residents made were concerns about costs and if they needed that
much open space, explaining that there were several soccer fields on the original plans but as these were
assessed, the residents decided they did not need that much space. He said that the first plan probably
could have been accommodated, but it would have meant that all the replacement housing was multi-
family, which is not what the residents were interested in. He said giving up some of the open space was
a trade-off choice that the residents made during the process, and an emphasis was placed on smaller,
better spaces spread out within the development. He said there is nothing that prohibits the residents
from putting more than the minimum requirement, but as a rezoning, it is a better idea to make sure they
comply with the ordinance but not to proffer the residents’ dreams.

Mr. Randolph said that the only problem he has with this was that the residents are designing for
themselves and yet, looking at who would be living there, the residents constitute a smaller than majority
portion. He said that he would revisit that point later. He continued that 4,900 square feet of green space
is set aside in residential Blocks 5 through 8, but 4,900 square feet now proposed in Block 12 remains
inadequate, given the residents’ expressed design preference for nearby usable recreational space. He
said given that these 4,900 square feet areas, even if used for soccer or other sports activities, would
need to compete with other non-recreational uses identified in the Code of Development, page 11, this
approximately 200 x 25 foot area would probably not survive as a dedicated team sport recreational
space. He said that Rivanna Village at full build out would have a permitted maximum of 400 new
residential uses, but 8.315 acres of dedicated green space. He asked if the applicant really believe that
4,900 square feet of recreational space is adequate to meet the recreational needs of a maximum of 450
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new dwelling units in Phase I. Mr. Franco responded that of the 8.315 acres in Rivanna Village, there
were some trails passing through as well as a dog park but for the most part, it was passive recreational
area. He said Southwood would have at least this in Blocks 1 and 2. He said that they would have a large
area for passive recreation, and the focus has been on the active recreation facilities and the tot lot,
soccer field, etc. He said the total area in Blocks 1 and 2 for the trail areas is 9.4 acres, which is in excess
of what Rivanna Village had with about the same number of residents.

Mr. Randolph said that two residents spoke at the Planning Commission meeting to their
concerns about personal safety regarding high winds and the multi-limbed trees that overhang the
residences. He said in addition, in the three charettes he had attended, the Southwood residents in the
winter, spring, and summer of 2018 repeatedly revealed in their design plans a concern with safety,
especially for their children. He said their design plans across three early adopter groups showed
commercial activities as best situated on the north side of Phase | so the commercial traffic could be
minimized where they saw their children playing; yet the Code of Development (page 10) for Blocks 3
through 8 indicates that tourist lodging, farmers markets, retail or service stores, eating establishments,
and religious assembly all would be permitted in these blocks, all of which have the potential and reality of
introducing outside traffic to these blocks. He asked how the Code of Development squares with the often
cited residents’ safety concern he heard stressed repeatedly, as did Supervisor McKeel. Mr. Franco said
that this was the back and forth of balancing the desires and goals of the residents. He said a provision
has been made so that most of the non-recreational area in Phase 1 is in Block 12. He said that as much
as 5,000 square feet is allowed in Blocks 3 through 8 and the real reason it is there is that it does not
have to be in one use, and the residents wanted to reflect how Southwood is today. He said that there is
an environment where there are many businesses amongst the housing now, and they wanted to
continue to allow for that possibility without cutting people out or making people change the way they live.
He said there were some uses the residents were concerned about, such as automobile services, and
those have been banned and not provided for. He said that the residents specifically looked at what
businesses exist today and wished to continue to make a provision for it within an appropriate scale. He
said that with respect to parking or other things, when this comes in as a site plan, they would ensure the
parking is provided for.

Mr. Randolph said that it feels strange that in the three charrettes, there was consistency in each
one of the designs emphasizing safety. He said that the charette then takes place after last August’s joint
Planning Commission and Board meeting to which no one from the County was invited, and then they
were told that the residents have changed their minds. He said that he wants the residents to know that
the Board is asking these questions because they heard their concerns about safety at the three
charrettes. He said that it feels odd that the Supervisors participated in these sessions, and after a
charette occurred that they were not invited to, things changed.

Mr. Randolph said that at the Planning Commission meeting, it was revealed for the first time that
an HOA would be responsible for maintaining the proposed green space and roads in the community, in
other words, the residents would have to pay monthly, semi-annually, or annually and be assessed
annually for Homeowner Association (HOA) fees. He said this raises the fundamental question of how
hard working, blue collar families within Southwood who currently seek to save money for their children’s
higher education, who send funds from their income weekly to support family members still residing in
their countries of origin, and who also apply a portion of their earnings yearly into growing their
businesses would manage budget wise to pay annual HOA fees on top of rent and utility costs in the
apartments and accessory units. Mr. Franco said that the previous graphics he showed demonstrated
that the executability of the project that the Habitat Partner Family Program could cover 80% of the
homes that are there and that Habitat has dealt with the rental side as well. He cited Sunrise as an
example, where fixed rents were established in the beginning and was based on keeping expenses
inclusive of HOA dues, utilities, rent, etc., and all this was considered in keeping that within 25% to 30%
of their income. He said this number could change depending on who it is and how much is going home
and could go lower. He said that they have been able to maintain this by fundraising for the rental so that
when dues go up or there is a special assessment, they have been able to accommodate it without
increasing the cost of rent. Mr. Randolph said that he appreciates Mr. Franco’s answer, but he was
sensitive to the fact that the world economy was teetering, with a possibility of recession and an
administration that denies that such a recession occurs is doing everything possible to batten the hatches
for an economic downtown to occur. He said that Phase | is basically 3 to 4 times the size of Sunrise in
terms of the number of individual and Habitat needs to fundraise to cover the costs of Phases I, I, IV,
and V going forward. He said that at the same time, it is incurring costs to cover HOA fees and rents. He
said that there are concerns there for residents about the economic viability. Mr. Franco presented a
graphic and noted that there was the potential of 150 residents going into that area. He said that each
village would be about 50 units, with 30 of those likely being Habitat replacement housing and the other
20 being market rate, noting that there could be changes to those numbers. He said that 30 units is in the
wheelhouse of Habitat and is half the size of Sunrise and if this is a year-long project, they are building 30
units per year now and stepping up so that in a couple years, they would be building 35 units a year. He
said that this is why the villages are being formed at that scale in that development so that it is feasible by
Habitat. He said that it was not a big issue, as it is something Habitat has been doing now for the last
several years. Mr. Randolph agreed in terms of ability to build the units and said that his question was
about being able to sustain covering HOA fees and rental costs.

Ms. Mallek asked if the roads would be public roads, except for alleys in the back where they do
not meet state qualifications but allow for people to park behind their houses. Mr. Franco said that this
was correct, for the townhouses.

Ms. Mallek said that this would not be burdening an HOA because the roads would be public.
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Ms. Palmer asked if this was in the Code of Development for assurance that these would be
VDOT roads, except for the alleyways.

Ms. McKeel said that she was concerned about the other parking areas, not the alleyways, that
are private and not public, but perhaps she was confused and the Board needs more education about the
parking and roads.

Ms. Mallek said that this should be made clear now and easy for everyone to understand.

Mr. Randolph noted that Commissioner Bivins was concerned that the design of Phase | would
contribute to segregation in Southwood by concentrating lower AMI residents primarily in one or two types
of housing being apartment buildings or accessory units. He said that while some lower AMI residents
may initially be housed in accessory units behind single-family units, demand driven market forces may
quickly drive up the rents on these same units as they have out in Old Trail, forcing lower AMI residents
who wish to remain in their community to have the apartments as their only housing option. He said
although the apartments are designed and pitched as being multi-use and multi-income, the reality is that
a higher concentration of lower income residents in these buildings would over time quite possibly tip the
units into becoming majority lower income housing units. He asked how this would be prevented from
happening. Mr. Franco thanked the Board for the extra time to present, noting that he did not have this
ability at the Planning Commission meeting and so there were misunderstandings. He said that he spoke
with Commissioner Bivins after that meeting, and much of his understanding was that the replacement
housing was occurring in a single area, which he indicated on a slide, and clarified that this was not true.
He explained looking at rental opportunities, there would be mid-sized, three-story apartment buildings
along with accessory units. He said that if they are built within the indicated blocks, they could be built
and added on as part of the Habitat partner families and as such, they would be restricted and
guaranteed through the Habitat Partner Family Program. Mr. Franco said that LIHTC, if it occurs, would
be another possibility. He said that though he does not have a quick or detailed answer because they do
not yet have the economics of all the residents; but the goal is to put everyone into a unit that is
sustainable at their economics.

Mr. Randolph asked if this degree of assurance was anywhere in the Code of Development. Mr.
Franco responded “no”; it would need to be in the performance agreement as it is not land use related at
this point, but related more to the performance of the project. Mr. Randolph asked if this was perhaps
something that is not in there that should be. Mr. Franco agreed.

Mr. Dill said that as far as the affordability and HOA fees, he understands that there would be
personal individual and family counseling for the residents and asked if this was true. Mr. Franco
responded this was true. Mr. Dill asked if there was someone on staff who speaks to the residents and
plans their budgets. Mr. Franco said that Habitat could answer this question. Ms. McKeel said that Habitat
would have someone on staff to do this. Mr. Franco said that Habitat has a program where counselors
work one on one with the family to talk about their finances, help understand what it means to be a
homeowner and how to budget for it correctly, how to clean up their credit to receive loans, etc. He said
that this is an 18-month program where they work with the families to advance them. He said that there
are also counselors that would get the incubator businesses to either move into the 5,000 square foot
area or build half of this size as part of their complex in the neighborhood, or to take one of the incubator
spaces in Block 12. He said that this is being approached on multiple levels.

Mr. Randolph said that Attachment | is “Typology of Housing Types” to be constructed in
Southwood and it contains no information about the apartment buildings in which current residents are to
be housed and were not identified as a housing option until the Planning Commission meeting. He said
that what was also not defined were the monthly outlays that are projected to be required of relocated
residents. He said Attachment | sampling of the applicant’s proposed housing types provides projected
monthly payment costs for condos, townhomes, single-family attached, and single-family dwelling owners.
He noted that no monthly rental and overall costs are identified for apartment dwellers, nor for anyone
living in an accessory dwelling unit (ADU), despite the reality admitted to at the public hearing at the
Planning Commission meeting on July 23 that the bulk of Southwood’s current displaced residents would
occupy these two housing types. He asked why this information was not included in Attachment I. Mr.
Franco responded that he does not expect for the bulk of the replacement housing for the residents would
be apartments, explaining that this is something the residents have pushed back against. He
acknowledged there are people who want apartments and want to rent, such as seniors not willing to
invest, or people who cannot afford to buy. Mr. Franco said that there would be meetings between
residents and Habitat staff to come up with what the number is that they can afford, and this is where it
would be capped. He said that affordability is based on the residents’ income and would not exceed 25%
to 30% of their income. He said that this was talked about in other places that the typology was there and
referenced Sunrise, but there was not much in the mechanics of the costs and how it would be done
because Sunrise was done by fundraising for the construction of the building in total, which is what
enabled them to be able to maintain the rents at that level.

Mr. Randolph said that to assume, for example, that he lives in Southwood and operates a lawn
maintenance business, and therefore he has a trailer and associated equipment. He said in the Code of
Development (pages 11 and 12), Blocks 3 through 12 indicate that storage yards are permitted as non-
residential uses. He said while such spaces may enable current residents to store their work related
vehicles and trailers there, he asked where residents would store their hand-operated equipment such as
riding mowers, weed whackers, and similar equipment in the design plan going forward. Mr. Franco said
that this was for the residents to decide. He said that there are sheds and many outdoors spaces and the
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residents, when designing the neighborhood, could provide for that outdoor storage. He said that the
major thing the applicant is making a provision for was the offsite parking, explaining that there was a
goal to move the work vehicles away from the housing side. He said the idea behind the storage lots was
to have a provision for the bigger vehicles to be stored elsewhere. He said that when the residents design
their houses, they could design sheds in the back and was all part of the program.

Mr. Randolph asked who would build and operate the storage yards. Mr. Franco said that this
would all be done as part of the development project. He said in Forest Lakes and Glenmore, they are
operated by the developer and by the homeowner’s association (HOA). He said that they are not allowed
to have RVs in the home areas at those subdivisions, and both had secure, offsite storage yards.

Mr. Randolph asked if, in this case, it could also be a possibility that it would be a HOA-managed
storage yard. Mr. Franco responded that it would be accommodated by the HOA who would have to use
and maintain it. Mr. Randolph noted that this would be another cost for the residents in terms of the HOA.
Mr. Franco said that this lowers the amount that could not necessarily be paid in dues but could go
towards principal. He said that if one is capped at $250, for example, the fact that another $50 has been
added to the expenses does not change the $250 they would pay.

Mr. Randolph recalled Mr. Franco’s remark on the Center, that concerns were raised by residents
of Mosby Mountain and members of the Planning Commission about the location of the Center being on
the periphery of Hickory Street and Old Lynchburg Road. He said that the section of the Comprehensive
Plan for this area (page 28) states that centers are focal points or places where people congregate. He
said the Master Plan within the Comprehensive Plan says (on page 39) that centers are places where
people congregate for retail or other services. He said that there is no mention of a condominium building
or a 6,500 square foot field serving as a center. Mr. Franco responded that this was all part of the idea of
mixed use, that there would be different uses, including residential, in the buildings. He said that part of
the challenge was that the Comprehensive Plan calls for 6.01 to 34 units per acre for this development.
He said that looking at the standards for R-6, it would be a 35- to 40-foot tall building, and as soon as
going over R-6, it would be 65 feet. He said that much of this could be looked at as the residential project
that it is with some accessory non-residential, noting the building heights seem appropriate and because
of the density there, the Planning Commission wanted to see a public feature such as the field. He noted
that is how it ended up there.

Mr. Randolph asked if the map that was presented at the Planning Commission meeting could be
presented. He said that this was the first time the Planning Commission had seen this, as well as the
Board. He said that this was showing Phase Il to the east of Blocks 9 through 12, and pointed out that
they are continuing a large condominium building design plan into Phase II. He asked if Ms. Nedostup
could present his (Mr. Randolph’s) extrapolation of this. He pointed out that these are 275 foot long
buildings and are 72 feet wide, which is 6 feet short of the length of Center Court at Wimbledon. He
expressed that these are very large buildings. Mr. Randolph pointed to his extrapolation and explained
that he continued the design motif. He acknowledged that the residents, nor Habitat, has approved it, but
he was following the design plan he sees being extended down Hickory Street with the massive
structures. He noted that he suspended the structures in the middle where currently, there is the Boys
and Girls Club, as well as the Habitat Community Center and it continues on. He said that his point was
that if, in fact, they continue to look at different phases and follow a certain logic, they may see high
density continuing across Hickory Street, which would therefore serve, based on Commissioner Bivins’
concern, in essence as a four-story, 45- to 50-foot building barrier between the north side of Habitat’s
Southwood and the south side.

Mr. Franco responded that one of the challenges of preparing an overall concept plan for the
development, especially phases that are 15 years in the future that are resident driven, is that he cannot
answer Mr. Randolph’s points. He indicated a corner on the map that shows a potential extension and
said in this area, it makes sense to extend the building because of the potential of the LIHTC and
mirroring that building, it comes to 160 units and is a more attractive project. He said that is why
conceptually said go here. He said the residents have been talking all along about more townhouse
development and density there and have not been talking about continuing apartments all the way down.
He said that this has not been an area of focus, and smaller planning groups of 50 would be taking those
areas. He said that he does not anticipate 275 foot long apartments continuing down the street because it
was not the product they are looking for and said that instead, he anticipates higher-density townhouses
potentially there.

Mr. Randolph stated that the location of the tallest buildings and the highest density in the
proposal, directly across from the Mosby Mountain community, is why many Mosby Mountain residents
are concerned about the project, beyond a normal fear of increased traffic and congestion. He said there
is a reasonable planning basis for Mosby Mountain residents to undertake this position as he was also
raising questions this evening. He said the argument made by three advocates of the Southwood
application at the Planning Commission meeting that, “Elitism and classicism were the center of the
Mosby Mountain’s concerns were insulting to those residents whose communications with the County and
the Planning Commission hearing about the application have all referenced their support for the
redevelopment project. He said that they have a basis for those ongoing concerns. Mr. Randolph thanked
Mr. Franco for his patience and responsiveness.

Mr. Franco said that he agrees with Mr. Randolph’s last statement and, in fact, the applicant has
worked hard with Mosby Mountain residents recently to compromise and find common ground. He said
that they have been receptive and they have a reasonable understanding, and the applicant has done
what they can to accommodate this. He said that the face of the building that shows towards Old
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Lynchburg Road is basically two single-family houses next to each other at 10 to 15 feet taller than a
single-family house. He said that it may sound huge when talking about 50 feet on its own, but it does
have the stepbacks, so it is 40 feet before the stepback occurs. He said they have tried to respond to
Mosby Mountain residents’ concerns with the design features on the buildings and site features by
buffering and moving buildings back.

Ms. Mallek said that there had been a drawing that showed the Old Lynchburg Road view with
buildings, trees and the sidewalk and asked if it was available to be shown. Mr. Franco responded that it
was not part of his presentation, but he did include it. He said that one of the studies they did when they
went to the Planning Commission was to look at what it would look like from different places on Old
Lynchburg Road. He said part of the compromise was to move the bigger buildings away from Old
Lynchburg Road instead of having them front there. He indicated the elevations starting on the southern
end of the property and an etching of what the buildings would look like at the designed height and
pushed back away from the road. He indicated the large trees in that area and explained that the
buildings are not even approaching the height of the trees, noting that they are dealing with heights much
lower in order to screen the buildings. Mr. Franco also presented a picture that was taken across the
street from the entrance to Mosby Mountain and indicated a large tree that could be seen for reference
when sitting at that location. He indicated an etching of the building and noted that it was pushed away
from the road, with the parking in between, and showed a picture of what the property looks like standing
from that intersection at Old Lynchburg Road. He noted that a 35-foot tall telephone pole there that was
added as a reference, explaining that this is the height of a single-family detached building. He said that
the building is stepped back, and not all 50 feet of it is against Old Lynchburg Road.

Mr. Palmer asked if the picture was not in the Code of Development, but a possibility. Mr. Franco
responded it is a possibility, and that the residents of Mosby Mountain have been offered a place on the
ARB for the development and have them have a voting right in order to participate in the elevation and
make it look nice. He said that the stepback is in the Code of Development as a requirement, as well as
the buffers. He said that the parking lot between the buildings in Block 11 and Old Lynchburg Road is
also in the Code of Development. He said that they have tried to accommodate different design features
in order to soften the look and mitigate the residents’ concerns.

Mr. Randolph shared pictures he took the day of the balloon test, noting the arrow that points to
the 50-foot balloon. He indicated the entrance at Hickory Street. He explained that using a physician’s
ruler, he drew an even line across the 50 feet, and then began an angled line as the road dips down as it
goes south while keeping the proportions the same. He noted that the orange line which shows the 50
feet continuing. He showed another balloon picture that was taken from the entrance to Mosby Mountain
and said that one of the reasons why the residents were concerned was because of the size of the
building and that they would be looking at it directly in front of them, with the trees felled. He said that
there should be discussion to try to ensure that there is maintenance of a tree buffer there in the right-of-
way to shield the massive buildings visually along the Entrance Corridor and along Old Lynchburg Road.

Mr. Franco said that they would be happy to have this conversation. He said that the design team
used 3D modeling to represent the location, not just the heights. He said that looking at his pictures
again, the height of the building is much lower because it is pushed back with the parking lot, which was a
mitigation they spoke with the residents about. He indicated on a picture the 65 foot to 75 foot tall tree
seen in Mr. Randolph’s drawing and noted that the reality is, when the building is pushed back from the
road 100 to 150 feet, the height of the building would visually have less impact. Mr. Randolph agreed that
it would shrink but it was a question about, academically, how much. He said that he does understand Mr.
Franco’s points.

Ms. Palmer expressed her worry about what was actually in the Code of Development so that
they can be assured before they do any up zoning that the County gets what they think they are getting.
She said that with respect to tree cover, this has been a real concern of hers. She said that it is healthier
to have good tree cover and the effects of it are very local. She said there is nothing in the project about a
tree conservation plan and how much tree cover there would be. She acknowledged the project would
meet the minimum standards that the State requires, which is what the County would require as well, but
expressed her disappointment that there was not more in the Code of Development that shows what the
plans are for these quality of life concerns, as well as in regard to stormwater.

At this time, the Chair opened the public hearing.

Mr. Sunshine Mathon, Executive Director of Piedmont Housing Alliance and resident of Albemarle
County in the Rio District, addressed the Board. He said that in recent years, the region has become a
nationally recognized epicenter for cutting edge, resident led redevelopment areas by and with historically
poor communities of color. He said these transformational efforts are recognized as exceptional and
nationally significant because they are being planned on the community’s terms, honoring and building
upon the community members’ rich history and future aspirations. He said as an architect and Executive
Director, and having had experience working with Friendship Court residents to co-design their future
community, he could say with complete conviction that these rare inclusion processes, like Southwood,
result in plans that are profoundly more responsive and unequivocally more accountable to the
community than traditional planning processes. He said that this kind of process often takes
unconventional pathways, has untraditional responses to civic conundrums, and requires acknowledging
different sources of wisdom. He said that this kind of process, in fact, justifiably celebrates these, as
should everyone.
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Mr. Mathon said that at the same time, any such development must also align with the
jurisdiction’s Comprehensive Plan, reflecting long term strategic goals linked to growth, density, and
usage typologies. He said that in all regards, his professional opinion was that the Board has an
extraordinary plan in front of it, not only is the overall plan reflective of the community’s aspirations, but he
can see consistent align with every relevant Comprehensive Plan goal such as density, the planned
Neighborhood Center, planned trail connections, and the task of provision of affordable housing within a
mixed-income development model. He said the rezoning request explicitly acknowledged by staff as
being consistent with the recommendations with the neighborhoods Master Plan and the County’s
Comprehensive Plan does a remarkable job at addressing every guideline and goal in terms that also
address resident hopes for their own futures. He acknowledged some of the minutia are judiciously
nuanced to respond to specific local conditions and the significant complexities that arise from a phased
approach that honors both resident insight and market feasibility. He said that any intricate
redevelopment would require such flexibility and partnership from the jurisdiction. He said with their
support of the rezoning application, staff is providing that partnership, and he urged the Board to do the
same. He said that in closing, he strongly supports the Southwood rezoning application because it
demonstrates a future defined by the community itself and yet, more than that, based on its merits as a
planning document, robustly consistent with the County’s Comprehensive Plan goals.

Mr. Ron Wiley, a resident of the City of Charlottesville and a real estate attorney in the community
since 1983, addressed the Board. He said that for many years, he has been a Habitat construction
volunteer with a group of area Presbyterian congregations and has worked with both the Charlottesville
Habitat Chapter in acquiring property for development and with Habitat homeowners in purchasing their
homes. He said in his more than 35 years as a local real estate professional, Habitat for Humanity stands
out as the most creative and reliable developer of affordable housing in the community. He said the Board
of Supervisors should approve Habitat's application to rezone Phase | of the Southwood project to allow
for the ultimate redevelopment of Southwood as planned by the Southwood community itself in
partnership with Habitat. He said that there should be faith based in Habitat as it has shown its
commitment to disrupting racial and economic segregation in the community by partnering with others to
develop integrated neighborhoods. Mr. Wiley said that he was amazed several years prior when another
mobile home park, Sunrise, was redeveloped in the city without dislocating any residents who wanted to
remain. He said that many residents of the mobile homes moved to brand new apartments and some
became homeowners in the new neighborhood. He said that today, Sunrise is a model of what
Southwood would become if the Board listens to and trust the community in partnership with Habitat. Mr.
Wiley suggested visiting any neighborhood where Greater Charlottesville Habitat has built homes in the
past decade or more to see some of the best of the community, with integrated neighborhoods where
residents from very different backgrounds live together. He said that one cannot tell Habitat partner
families from other residents, which is the beloved community that should be built, noting it cannot wait
forever. He asked the Board if it would have the foresight to share the vision of the community for a
brighter future. He said the community is watching and he encouraged the Board to move forward with
their long awaited dream.

Mr. Keir Zander addressed the Board as a representative of the Community Investment
Collaborative, which is a non-profit that supports under resourced entrepreneurs building businesses in
the community. He said that he attended the last Planning Commission session and he worries that the
large number of supporters that were present may have been mischaracterized to some degree. He
acknowledged there were residents who perhaps applauded out of turn or cheered at different moments,
but this was evidence of a large portion of the community attempting to participate in a democratic
process. He said that he does not believe anyone there was seeking to stifle the expressions of those
present, nor be intentionally disruptive or coercive. Mr. Zander said that he was very concerned to hear
that their presence was perceived in this way and that he, as much as anyone, appreciates the
importance of rules and decorum. He said that they care deeply that everyone has the opportunity to
voice their opinion freely, but if there is concern with stifling expression, a moment could be taken to
appreciate the expression of new voices. He said if the residents come out to participate in the process of
local government, they would have the opportunity to participate in decisions being made on their behalf.
Mr. Zander said that the supporters are now present attempting to follow the appropriate process and
urged the Board to forgive the attendees’ lack of experience in these proceedings, explaining that they
are passionate about the importance of the request and eager to make that passion felt. He said that
there are more than 80 small businesses currently in Southwood and the big barrier to them was access
to available commercial spaces. He said that the rezoning proposal allows for the creation of those
commercial spaces. Mr. Zander said that the requirement of having four floors in some of the buildings
allows for commercial spaces on the ground floor as well as creates spaces that residents can walk to
and have access to important amenities and allows for the businesses they support to be present in their
neighborhoods. He added that all the requests made by Habitat fall within the Comprehensive Plan
guidelines, follow the resident density guidelines, and follow the determinations for where economic
development should be taking place. He said that if the County wants affordable housing in
Charlottesville, market developers should be allowed to participate in the process as parts have to be sold
to market developers in order to afford the sewer systems, roads, and infrastructure needed for the
development. He asked for the Board’s support of the rezoning request.

Mr. Will Hueston, a resident of the White Hall District, addressed the Board. He said that he grew
up in a Virginia where neighborhoods and communities were segregated by socioeconomic status and
race. He said that he wants to see movement towards a County that is diverse and provides options for
housing for all. He commended the Board on the Comprehensive Plan, for the priority it set for 2021 for
revitalizing urban neighborhoods as a high priority, and for the proof that action is taken according to the
plans and the partnership forged with Habitat. He said that the Habitat partnership is innovative, out of the
box, and involves partnering with the residents in the development of a plan that addresses a wide range
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of concerns, both legal and community concerns. Mr. Hueston said that the other aspect that is often
misunderstood is that the Habitat proposal is built on the idea that affordable housing could be developed
by partnering with the public and private sectors and by incorporating market rate lots into the community
to make the rest of the Habitat homes affordable. He said that he sees the Southwood redevelopment
and rezoning proposal as a win-win, notably, a win for the residents of Southwood getting the chance to
for agency to help determine their future in terms of safe and decent housing, recreation opportunities,
and business and economic growth. He said they get the opportunity to make a better world for their
children. He said it is also a win for the residents of Albemarle County as they get to address the biggest
concentration of substandard housing in our County. He said that it is a win for Albemarle County
because it is a wise investment, and the leverage that the County gets with their commitment to Habitat
would be repaid dramatically by the increased value of the community. He said the County’s leveraged
investment would pull in $250 million in the redevelopment. He said that importantly, a safety factor would
also be put in to ensure that Habitat fulfills its purpose. He said that in conclusion the lack of affordable
housing is a growing problem in Albemarle County and elsewhere, and Southwood represents a big step
in the right direction.

Mr. Overton McGehee said that he no longer works for Charlottesville Habitat but served as its
Executive Director when it bought Southwood. He pointed out how consistent the plan has been for
Southwood from that time. He said Southwood was already part of the County designated growth area
when Habitat began to look at it in 2006. He said that at that point, they began discussing with County
officials the possibility of redeveloping Southwood to a mixed-income, mixed-use development that would
include affordable housing for the current residents. He said the plan was always for it to be mixed-use
and mixed-income with a wide range of income, and for the current residents to help plan the
development as is occurring now. Mr. McGehee said that the plan that was discussed with County
officials in 2006 was 900 units with some commercial space. He said that some of these units would be
built by Habitat and some by private builders. He said the lots they sold to private builders would help
them pay for the affordable units that would be sold or rented to current residents. He said that Ms. Minor,
who owns Southwood, sold it to Habitat because of this plan. He said that because it was in the County
designated growth area, other developers wanted to buy Southwood and get it rezoned to a higher
density, but Ms. Minor sold it to Habitat because they had a plan to prevent displacement. He said after
Habitat bought Southwood, Albemarle County revised the Comp Plan to show Southwood as appropriate
for mixed-use and mixed-income, up to 900 units. Mr. McGehee said that currently, Habitat is applying for
the first phase of a 700 unit mixed-income neighborhood. He expressed his hope that the Board would
approve the plan to strengthen an already strong, tightly knit community at Southwood. He said there
have also been questions tonight raised about Habitat's commitment to the long term affordability of the
owner occupied houses and townhouses as well as to the affordable rentals, and how the private
donations and volunteer labor play a part. He said that those questions go to the core of what Habitat
does worldwide. He encouraged the Board to ask Charlottesville Habitat to address those questions.

Ms. Jeanne McCusker, representing Habitat, addressed the Board. She said that she has served
with Habitat partner families as an advocate on their journey towards home ownership, which she
expressed has been an amazing process that works. She said that she was on the Board when they
voted to buy Southwood. She said that people thought they were crazy but that it was the right thing to
do. She said that it had to be done, and the alternative was to do nothing and watch the families at
Southwood being sent off. She said that this is happening throughout the country as well as through
Albemarle County. She said the Habitat Board has been very intentional throughout the entire process
and created a core set of values that they apply to every decision made regarding the community. She
said that one core value was a promise of non-displacement, and Habitat for Humanity is keeping that
promise. She said that the promise was also kept at Sunrise Trailer Park in 2010, noting it was the only
trailer park transformation in the country that the residents were not displaced and Habitat is proud of this
project. She said the promise of non-displacement also extends to businesses that exist in Southwood
and provide a lot of income for its residents. She said a viable neighborhood Center that is visible to the
community and attracts business from outside of Southwood is critical. She said that staff and Board
members traveled, researched, and found successful elements of other larger scale projects. She said as
the Habitat Board, they supported staff's desire to go beyond what anyone has ever done in terms of the
depth of community development and engagement. She said that they knew from experience that the
process of designing the community’s future is even more important than the final product, which is what
makes redevelopment successful and sustainable. Ms. McCusker said that as a County resident, she has
been on the Habitat Board for nine years, and was proud to be part of a County that says “yes” to
initiatives such as this, and creativity is required to make change. She said that as a local business
owner, she is very vested in the community’s success as well as her neighbors’. She said that her
business is healthy because her community is healthy, and vice-versa. She said the support the County
has provided, the sense of partnership and the realization that this is truly a national model has enabled
the Southwood community to get to this watershed moment. She said the whole process started because
of Jennie Sue Minor, who loves Southwood and wanted the community to continue to flourish. She said
that the Southwood community is an amazing group of people that she is very proud to call her
neighbors. She asked the Board to join Habitat by voting their approval to unlock the power of community
and confirm for hundreds of families that they are important to the community.

Ms. Annie Stup, a resident of the City of Charlottesville, addressed the Board. She expressed her
support for rezoning Southwood and strong belief in the residents’ vision of their community. She said it
deserves her support, the support of the entire community, and most importantly of the Board of
Supervisors. She said that as a former Habitat employee, she spent many hours at Southwood getting to
know community members and seeing the redevelopment process evolve. She said that she has now
worked at UVA for a year, but has kept up to date on Southwood’s progress and remains deeply
committed to the project on a personal level. Ms. Stup said that from a professional standpoint,
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Southwood is a great opportunity to show the world the best of its community, adding that Southwood is
truly the best. Ms. Stup said that after spending week after week there for a few years, she could truly
attest that the residents are fully in the lead and have developed a very sophisticated understanding of
complex planning concepts. She said that she watched the residents take the guidance of County staff,
Habitat staff, and planning experts and become experts in their own right, noting that she was always
impressed by their planning and design choices that put the needs of their community above their own
individual interests. She said they prioritized safety, affordability, and inclusivity with the least disruption to
everyday life as possible, and that she cannot imagine that anyone who has seen the process firsthand
could decline to support launching the project into its next phase. Ms. Stup noted that there have been
some criticisms from neighbors, Commissioners, and Supervisors about the scale and location of
buildings and community centers, among others. She assured that the designs are fully aligned with the
Comprehensive Plan and with County designated uses for this urban development area, and Southwood
residents clearly desire to provide a visible entrance corridor that welcomes the public to enter their
neighborhood. She said that they want to invite the larger community to take part in their businesses,
share their resources, and get to know the neighbors. She said as seen clearly during July’s Planning
Commission meeting, members of the surrounding communities support the rezoning, even those with
some reservations about its specific details. She said that the turnout of more than 450 people was
heartwarming and showed that the larger Albemarle County population wants to see Southwood succeed
and wants the region to set an example for the rest of the country. She urged the Board to support the will
of its constituents and leave a legacy of inclusion, innovation, and progress by supporting Southwood’s
rezoning and helping to take it into the next phase. She said this is a truly historic endeavor that deserves
a vote.

Ms. Faith Andrews Bedford, a resident of the Samuel Miller District, addressed the Board. She
said that she volunteered building Habitat houses for decades and drove for Meals on Wheels for 30
years, noting that many of her clients were in the Southwood area. She said the growing excitement was
palpable from them as the project came up. She said that over the last two years, as she travels and
people ask her where she is from, she answers that she is from Charlottesville, and there is a pause. She
said that they respond with condolences. She said the County has an opportunity to approve the program
and be a beacon on the hill, rather than people remembering that two years ago, Charlottesville meant
“hate” and “division” and “not inclusive.” She said Southwood could set an example for America of a
community that takes the most needy and holds them high, and that the County is inclusive and gives
people an opportunity to make the American Dream theirs, as so many have had a taste of it already.

Ms. Rosa Calvario Smith addressed the Board and explained she would be speaking on behalf of
her mother. She read her mother’s statement. “| would like to tell you a little bit about my life for the past
10 years then | can explain why this redevelopment is so important to my family and the other families
living in Southwood in 2009. | moved into Southwood in 2009. | was extremely excited about owning my
own home. | got it at a great price because my in-laws are moving back to Mexico. In the beginning, | was
angry that Habitat wanted to take the trailers out. This is mine, but after two years, | realized that | hated
living there. | cannot flush tissue down my toilet because it backs up the pipes in half of the park. This
caused issues at school, since my kids assumed that it was normal not to flush tissue. | ended up
realizing | needed to explain our home was not like the most. My electric bill is about $400 a month in the
summer and between gas and electric, it runs closer to $500 in the winter. Every time there is a storm, we
evacuate to Wegman'’s parking lot. If there is a storm that is late, we all sleep in the living room. There are
trees falling all the time, sometimes it is not even during storms. This may sound extreme to you, but it is
not even the worst. Our biggest fear is fire. We know if there is a fire, we do not try to save each other.
We only have a few seconds to get out. We are aware our pets will most certainly die and it is
heartbreaking. Honestly, | do not want a huge home with all the amenities; | simply do not want to live in
constant fear; fear of storms, electric bills, not being able to get caught up, or that my neighbor’s heater
might cause a fire that could make me lose everything. Please understand that having an exact rehousing
plan is not possible for Habitat, since all residents have not decided if they want to rent or own. My family
wants to own, but | would not try in the first phase because | am getting my finances in order, thanks to
Habitat for Humanity. | know there has been some worry about the Community Center, and | want to
move my business out of my home. | have been translating for about 12 years, and | know having an
office would make my business seem even more professional, not to mention putting it in the middle
would cause displacement of someone since the building would be done where no one is living, but
putting my office so far from traffic would make it less accessible to anyone outside of Southwood, which
would not be good for my business. Honestly, | cannot think of anything else to tell you. | am sorry |
cannot read this myself — | am crying just writing it down. Please approve of this for no other reason
because our families do not want to live in fear.”

Mr. Aaron Winston, an organizer with the Charlottesville Low Income Housing Coalition (CLIHC),
addressed the Board. He noted that the CLIHC fully supports the Southwood redevelopment process and
thinks the rezoning application is appropriate and is a necessary next step in the process of this project.
He said the region is in the grips of a serious housing crisis and it is not just a Charlottesville problem, but
a problem in Albemarle, regionally, and nationally. He said that mobile home parks like Southwood are, in
many ways, on the front lines of the battle against displacement and this project is a truly innovative and
groundbreaking way to tackle that problem. He said in an alternate world, we could easily envision
Southwood as being bought by a for profit developers with the current residents being displaced and
thankfully, the reality is this was not happening. He said Habitat for Humanity has a proven track record
for providing affordable housing, and he urged the Board of Supervisors to lend them its full faith. He said
that they are not operating with a hidden ulterior motive but are a proven provider of housing. He said the
project has been conducted in a groundbreaking way by centering the needs and desires of the people
who live in the project. He said that they are conducting an experiment in a participatory, democratic
development. He said this is a model that could be replicated all over the country and that all eyes are on
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Charlottesville. He urged the Board to take the risk, noting it is uncharted territory and questions about
affordability are valid, but Southwood cannot bear the burden of providing all the affordable housing for
the region and it must be a district wide solution. He said while the Board’s concerns are important,
expecting Southwood to answer every problem related to affordable housing in the Albemarle County
region is not realistic. He said that the project as it stands is a good one and if allowed to continue, would
be instrumental in tackling this problem.

Ms. Jennifer Flores, a UVA student, addressed the Board. She said that she would be reading a
statement on behalf of Guie Avarrado, who is also a mother figure to her. She read: “My name is Guie
Avarrado. | have lived in Southwood for more than 20 years. | arrived in Southwood before Habitat bought
the trailer park, and | have seen all the changes that have happened over the years. Before, people had a
lot of trash on their lots, and Habitat started to put order and fined people who did not cooperate with the
new rules. We want to live in a place that is clean, safe, and peaceful. When | came here with my young
boys, they attended the schools of Cale, Walton, and Monticello. My youngest son had amazing help from
the Boys and Girls Club. He was the first Hispanic child to attend the club. For the entire community, the
Boys and Girls Club was essential for the children’s growth. The redevelopment is very important for us
but most of all, for our children. My children no longer live in Southwood, and | live alone. That is why, on
my income alone, | could not pay for more expensive housing. We are a hardworking community who
follows the laws of this country, such as paying taxes. We like living in Southwood because it is close to
the best schools in the area. The location is good because we are close to the stores, the highway, and at
the same time we are not within the city limits. We are close to our jobs, and we now have public
transportation. We are very happy and excited for the redevelopment because we need better streets,
lighting, and a better drainage system. We have a very old system. There is also no good signal for
internet or cable, and it cannot be improved because of how old the system is. The most important thing
is the water and the drainage. It is a necessity and it needs to be replaced. It is very uncomfortable to live
like this. | share a septic tank with my neighbors and it is not nice. | would love to move to another place
but I do not have the money to pay a higher rent. Something else that is dangerous is living in the middle
of the forest. Although it is very pretty and healthy, it is a huge danger every time there is a storm. We
fear that a tree, or in the best case scenario, a branch would fall on top of our trailers. When you do not
have these problems, you do not understand how it is to live with these dangers and discomforts. Only
the people who live in Southwood know our needs. We do not move to another place because we don’t
have enough money to pay the rent in another place. We want a safer place to live as well as more
services. Because Southwood is an old trailer park, it is no longer functional. We also know that we have
to sacrifice something in order to obtain the money for the land for one of the entrances in Southwood.
That is the only way we can obtain the money for such an expensive project. The land has always been
vacant, so that the sale does not affect us, but instead it helps us to construct these economic homes. We
as a community know what it is like to have to make sacrifices in order to obtain something — we do it
every day. We look for solutions for our community to live better. We know our plans for the
redevelopment because we have worked for more than two years to create them. We met every week for
this. These are not the plans of one sole person, but of the community as a whole. It was a lot of work in
the beginning, but we adapted and learned how to work together. If you would like, you could come to
Southwood and we could show you, step by step, how we came to this great plan. Of course, the
architects helped us and that is how we learned, but we put in the effort. We would like for you to help us
to keep on going with the redevelopment.”

Mr. Steven Randilla addressed the Board. He said that he would be reading a statement for
Mercedes Gomez, who was in the audience. “Hello, my name is Mercedes Gomez. | have lived in
Southwood for 12 years. | have two children who were born in Southwood, and | am in favor of the
Habitat project because Habitat has promised us low-cost houses. Many of us could not buy homes at
market rate, and if you approve the project, it would make many families — including mine — happy to be
able to have the opportunity to have a dignified and safe home in Southwood.”

Ms. Carolina Campos, a UVA resident, addressed the Board and said that she would be speaking
on behalf of Rena Vasquez. “Good evening. Thank you for giving me the opportunity to speak. My name
is Rena Vasquez. | have lived in Southwood for more than 11 years and have been part of 47 planning
meetings towards redevelopment. | am proud because during this time, | have learned to give
presentations, communicate with neighbors, and participate in the organization of autumn and winter
festivals. A few weeks ago, | had an interview that was published in the Washington Post where | talked
about my life in Southwood. There, | mentioned the importance of having a good relationship with the
neighbors and how we help each other, especially when we collect the leaves and snowfalls. | also talked
about the repairs | am making to my trailer and how delicious | cook. My tortillas are made by hand, and
everyone says | am a good cook. In Southwood, | am not only happy because | live with my family and
my children have grown up there, but also because Habitat staff is always available to help us understand
the mail we receive or requests from work, school, etc. They also connect us with other organizations and
services. This year, | had the opportunity to file my taxes with a staff member. They not only help us, they
guide us, and this makes me more independent. Today, in this important meeting, | want you to know that
we, the residents of Southwood, are learning, designing, and participating in the redevelopment process.
Our opinion is taken into account, and that is why | am here. | also want to tell you that during the July 23
meeting, the Planning Commissioner said that we want many soccer fields. That is not true — we want
green areas and, if possible, a soccer field. Our goal is to have homes for all Southwood residents.”

Ms. Rebecca Alemayehu, a student at UVA, addressed the Board and said that she would read a
letter on behalf of Ms. Joann Peu, who was in the audience. “Dear Mr. Randolph, and the Albemarle
Board of Supervisors. My name is Joann Peu, and | have lived in Southwood for 25 years. | have been
participating in their redevelopment design process since January 2017 and have attended 50 different
workshops. | came to the PC meeting on July 23 with the rest of my neighbors to show my support for the



August 21, 2019 (Regular Meeting)
(Page 68)

rezoning application. When | found out that the PC talked about the Southwood application at the
following meeting on July 30, I did not think it was right for them to discuss it without letting us know. If we
had known, we would have been present for a conversation that is about us. We have been in the
process for a long time and would like to know and find out everything that is going on related to the
project. Southwood is important to me because of the people and how they get along, how they help you
if you need it, and how they stick by you. We are what you call a family community, and we would like to
continue being that way. We would appreciate if you could help us with redevelopment and help us solve
the many problems we have, the lighting, the sewer, and the roads. | have volunteered on many different
festivals we have here May Market Day, Christmas, Halloween, and Back to School. | have volunteered
with the Senior Bingo and the redevelopment committee. | try to help out and do my best whenever | can
for the Southwood community. At a lot of the meetings we went to, we found out that everyone wants the
same thing, we all do. We want to be a respected community and a safe place for our families. We get
tired of going out of here and hearing, ‘Southwood is this,” and ‘Southwood is that.” And nobody knows,
because they do not live here, and they have not seen the new Southwood. We wish you would
appreciate us and listen to what we have to say about the redevelopment project. We would appreciate
anything you could do for us because we really need to keep our community together. | hope you would
vote yes to our rezoning application and support affordable housing.”

Ms. Maria Jimenez, a resident of Southwood, addressed the Board. She said that she has a
dream for her kids and it was an affordable house. She said that this was the American Dream. She said
that she is working every Thursday for 2.5 years with the other residents and Habitat, noting several of
the residents present who have worked at those meetings.

Mr. Frank Valdez, a friend of Maria and a UVA student, read Maria’s letter. He read: “My name is
Maria Jimenez and | have been a resident of Southwood for 15 years. | am here to speak in reference to
the Southwood project. When they started a plan for redevelopment, we as residents were invited to give
our ideas about how we would like Southwood to be. For the last 2.5 years, we have been going every
Thursday to share our ideas at the table. It has been a very beautiful experience, an opportunity that not
everyone would give us. As residents, we have participated a lot to share what we want, what we do not
want, and what works and does not work for us. For example, the soccer fields, or if we want a
community center, or if we want a church. For all these ideas, we decided if they worked for us and did
not. No one just came and built something and said that, ‘Here it is.’ It has not been like that. We have
been working together with Habitat completing each step, combining our ideas, and sharing our ideas.
We say this is our project because we, as residents, have worked together with them, so this project is
part of us and we have the satisfaction that it is ours. No one told us what we wanted or what to say, or
what decision we had to make. No one said that — on the contrary, it is our own, from our own minds. We
hope that in the future, it would become a reality — this dream that belongs to Southwood residents —
because we are hard-working people. We may be poor, but with great desire to achieve the American
Dream. Keep in mind that we have ideas, too — we have the capacity to think and have opinions and to
develop many things for the future, for our own children as well as for other children and the whole
country, too. In reference to the Neighborhood Center — we, as residents, who participated in the
planning made that decision. We considered many factors, for example, the traffic and safety of the
children. If more cars travel inside the community, there could be more people that we do not know, and
that could be dangerous for the children because many children walk to the club. We also planned where
to locate the club. We also planned the soccer field for children from the Southwood community to play
on. It should not be too big.”

Ms. Sheila Herlihy addressed the Board. She said that she has worked in the Rio Hill District of
the County for the last 6 years as the Church of the Incarnation. She said that for most of that time, she
has served on the Board of IMPACT, the Interfaith Movement Promoting Action by Congregations
Together. She said over the last two years, she has been a co-chair of IMPACT Housing Committee and
through research, they have seen numerous times the shortage of affordable housing options in the
community. She said the development being proposed at Southwood is a breath of fresh air in the midst
of that trend. She said at Southwood, residents have been heard and seen as partners, which has led to
proposals which would increase affordable and mixed-income housing in the County. She said that
through the Southwood rezoning and redevelopment, not only would current residents have access to
decent and affordable housing, but more units would be built for new residents all along the income
spectrum. She said residents have led the decisions, which have resulted in the plans before the Board
this evening. She said that she has been impressed with the listening oriented processes at Southwood
and looks forward to seeing their hard work vindicated by the Board’s support tonight. She said IMPACT
works on a structural level to help create a community where better opportunities, like more access to
affordable housing, are available. She said the work at Southwood has the potential to make some of
these opportunities a reality for the residents. She said that not only are the results essential for the
County, but the process that created the proposal was exemplary. She said many of the members of her
church are residents at Southwood, and several of them have spoken. She said that she has been to the
community for prayer services, rosarios, and the pilgrimage for Guadalupe. She said Southwood has a
wonderful community spirit, and the rezoning allows the spirit to shine and to be visible to the broader
community. She said the residents of Southwood have been empowered to control their own destiny, to
listen to each other, and to design a neighborhood that capitalizes on their gifts. She said IMPACT
recognizes the importance of the development, and encourages the Board to vote in favor of rezoning.

Mr. David Hirschman, a resident of the City, thanked the Board for the opportunity to speak in
support of the rezoning. He said that his environmental firm, as well as another local environment firm
(Eco System Services), were assisting Habitat very early on in the process, even before any lots, roads,
or any preliminary designs. He said they were identifying, at that early stage, the environmental features
of the site as seen in some of the graphics presented. He expressed his wish that all developers in the
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community would be as proactive as Habitat has been in this regard. He said that they helped Habitat
secure an environmental planting grant from the National Fish and Wildlife Foundation to promote the
innovative stormwater strategy that was spoken about. Mr. Hirschman said that he would not go into
elaborate details about the discussions they have had with DEQ about promoting an out-of-the-box
concept, but noted that it was an ongoing process. He said that the site has been used to work with Mr.
Frank Stoner and the County staff engineer to apply and refine their protocol for identifying perennial
streams and stream buffers, promoting an open process. He said in spending much time on the site and
working with Habitat and the design team, he witnessed the very deliberate and collaborative process that
Habitat carried out to engage the residents at every step. He said that the property and landscape was
extremely unique, as well as the water surrounding it. He said that it was a unique and wonderful
community and expressed his hope that the Board would support the rezoning application.

Ms. Putnam Ivey Day Cortez, a resident of the White Hall District, addressed the Board. She said
that over the past four years, she has had the opportunity to get to know members of the Southwood
community in both a personal and a professional capacity and out of this, she has spent at least one, if
not two or three, nights every week for the past four years in Southwood. She said that a great example
of the community engagement and resident led programming that Habitat supports was that she helped
support a group of women, many of whom have spoken, to start what was first a weekly walking group,
which then became a Zumba dance group. She said they celebrated their two-year anniversary of
dancing together for 1.5 hours every week in May, which is something that Habitat supported in terms of
finding a space to do the activity, figuring out AV and all the logistics. She said that in this time, she has
heard a lot, both from staff and community members, about the redevelopment process, and one of her
favorite things was to go across the street from the community center to the big white trailer and take a
look at what has been going on, the posters on the wall, and the Lego models from the design charrettes.
Ms. Cortez said that she knows that everyone on the team has spent so much time thinking about what
the development would look like and discussing the tradeoffs that are found in any design project. She
said that with everything the Board has alluded to, the residents have talked about and considered what it
means for themselves and their neighborhoods. She expressed that the team has come up with the best
vision possible for what they want for their community and as a relatively recent homeowner herself, she
hopes the Southwood residents would be able to have the same opportunity she has had and she
assumes the Board and many other County residents have had, to have permanent, stable, affordable
housing with updated and modern infrastructure.

Ms. Molly McCumber, staff at the Southwood office, said that Ms. Lucy McCauley was in the
audience but was unable to stand at the podium herself. She said that she would read her statement. She
read: “I have lived in Southwood Mobile Home Park for over 35 years and since 2017, | have attended 51
meetings concerning the redevelopment. The residents have come together and expressed their ideas of
the improvements that have been submitted to you. | realize it would be a big project; however, after the
completion is done, it would be a big improvement for Southwood. It would make Southwood more
affordable for the residents and give them a stable place and not have to worry about moving unless they
want to. We have put in a lot of hours, and we are still reviewing them at each meeting. Given the
opportunity to pass the redevelopment of Southwood, | think the community would be surprised how
much improvement this development could make for Southwood instead of the negativity people have
had for the community.”

Ms. Estephanie Lopez addressed the Board. She said that the last time she attended a Board
meeting, she read a statement from her mother, Isabelle, but this time she would make her own
statement. She said that being a part of the community is great and important for her because they are
able to afford to live near friends and family. She said if Southwood was expanded, she believes more
people would love living there. She expressed her wish for families, kids, pets and their owners to enjoy
walking the trails or around Southwood. Ms. Lopez said that as a younger kid, she always wanted a big
house with her little brother and parents and she was sure other kids want this to, but they are unable to
afford it. She said that she thinks Southwood would make that happen. She said that there would be other
types of houses, not just trailers, and she wants to see the other kids happy and make it a good
community. She said that this would also prevent trees falling on their houses and cars. She said they do
not want trees everywhere, but they want them in some parts and most importantly, she wants people to
feel safe and happy in Southwood. She thanked the Board for listening and expressed her hope that they
would be persuaded to approve the request.

Ms. Jennifer Flores, through a translator, Ms. Lourdes Vazquez, addressed the Board. She said
that she has lived in Southwood for 11 years and participated in 43 redevelopment planning meetings.
She thanked the Habitat President, Dan Rosensweig, and his whole team, and the architects and
engineers for trusting and believing in the residents and involving them in the project. She said that they
may not have the same university education as them or as the Board, but they know how to make a good
plan and understand what they want for their families. She said that they are not making sandcastles,
they are making their homes for their families. In the past two years that they have been coming to the
meetings as they have been waiting and hoping for confirmation, she has seen five to six new
construction projects in the same area and asks herself why their project is so difficult, noting that they
work in a team, have a table, papers, and wooden blocks they have been using to design the green
spaces, entrances, exits, and play areas for the children. She said that they worry about the number of
trees that could fall, but they are also considering planting many new trees, perhaps not at the same
height, and they want their neighborhood to look beautiful. They are a community of Mexicans,
Americans, Hondurans, Salvadorans, Puerto Ricans and she would not go on because she would never
finish. She said that there are many diverse cultures. She said that she believes that for her, everyone’s
culture is beautiful. She said that for her, her culture is her people, the music, the food, and the
friendships, but does not want this mixed up with their culture for houses, noting that their culture is not
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living in trailers. She said that perhaps there are neighborhoods with a lot of trash, not like their own, or
maybe others have space to store things inside their houses while they do not. She invited the Board to
visit their community and meet the humble people who work hard and pay taxes. Their dream is to have a
house where their children can live much better, noting that they currently live in a trailer and though
outside it looks ugly, inside it is beautiful. She said that this is where their children are, they are a united
family who do not have luxuries, but they have cleanliness and are teaching it to their children so they
could value the efforts they are making to have their homes. Ms. Flores acknowledged the Board worries
about the people who could live there in the future and what lifestyle they could have instead of
considering the plans they have made. She urged the Board not to focus on their culture; they will take
their cultures with them to their new homes. She said that they will not lose faith the Board would vote
“yes”, and if the Board votes “no”, they will keep working even harder. She said that perhaps some of the
Board members do not understand the project or how the residents have designed the entrance to the
neighborhood or the green spaces. Ms. Flores said that the residents understand what they want, and the
engineers have demonstrated to them in many different ways, yet some people still do not understand.
She said that they will not stop and even if they are told “no”, they will keep going and will not give up.

Mr. Stephen Von Storch, resident of the Samuel Miller District, addressed the Board. He said that
he was going to speak to some of the technical points but they all have been covered. He said that
looking around the room, if anyone has a question about how America would become great again, this
was the answer. He said that many questions have been asked, except for the three most important
ones: if not Habitat, who; if not Southwood, where; and if not now, when. He asked the Board to vote

yes”.

Mr. Alfredo Martinez, through a translator, said that he has been a resident of the Southwood for
nearly 12 years and is the owner of a small business that generates jobs, pays taxes to the County, and
helps him give a future to his family. He said that almost every day, he visits families in Charlottesville for
his work. He said that it makes him happy to see so many families with signs on their properties that say,
“It doesn’t matter who you are or where you are from. The important thing is that | am happy that you are
my neighbor.” Mr. Martinez remarked how marvelous it would be if everyone united together in this
sentiment since, since at the end of one’s life cycle in this world, everyone would go to the same place
they have come from and be judged by the same Creator and judge. He said that the Board is an
important link and popularly elected by families of different races, and obligated to work for the benefit of
all without singling out anyone. He said that today, August 21, could be historic for the Board and for the
community by permitting the project of new houses for the Southwood community through Habitat to be a
reality. He wished God to bless everyone, Charlottesville, and the United States of America.

Ms. Guadalupe Manuel Flores addressed the Board. She said that she is a 16-year-old student at
Monticello High School who has lived in Southwood for more than 10 years. She said that she grew up in
Southwood playing with many of the kids of the neighborhood and many of them have become a family.
She said that she works hard and closely with Habitat for Humanity with its amazing projects, including
this one. She said that many of the Southwood community members and team have worked very hard to
make this life changing project be possible. She said that many families, including hers, do not feel safe
living in trailers and having the project move forward would be something extraordinary. She said that
many of the families who live in Southwood and who are involved with the redevelopment project have
never owned a house. She expressed her belief that having a safe home is a right and not a privilege.
She reminded the Board that this would be her home, her neighbors’ and everyone who lives in
Southwood. She expressed her support for the project and hopes the Board would support it as well.

Ms. Rose Glasgow, a resident of Southwood, addressed the Board, noting she has lived there for
a long time. She said that like everyone, she believes in the American Dream of home ownership and
would not be in Southwood if not for other circumstances. She said that she had planned on moving out
of Southwood and had saved enough money to purchase a home, but with a cancer diagnosis seven
years ago and with the surgery, treatment, and medication, it all wiped out her savings. She said that this
was now her second chance to own something and leave a legacy for her daughter, which is what every
parent wants to do for their children. She said that she believes in the redevelopment project and asked
the Board to help her get her second chance.

Mr. Luis Ayolla, a resident of Old Lynchburg Road and neighbor of Southwood, addressed the
Board. He said that while he is an organizer at Legal Aid Justice Center, he was speaking on his personal
capacity. He said that he supports the resident led redevelopment plan of Southwood as proposed and
has known and been friends with the residents of Southwood for nearly a decade. He said that he can
say that Southwood comes closest to a true community in the greater Charlottesville area. Mr. Ayolla said
that regarding the concerns he has seen expressed about the affordability and land use for the
development, though he believes developers should be questioned for their integrity and affordability; but,
he has not heard these concerns for development proposals in the County that look more like Mosby
Mountain, Redfields or those on 29 North. He asked why that detail is not acknowledged and why the
burden of proof is on low income neighborhoods like Southwood. He said this is a unique project that can
set a powerful precedent for the greater Charlottesville area. He said the low income residents in the area
are too used to having to oppose developments that do not represent their interests, just to be ignored.
He asked the Board to listen to what they have heard about the thorough process, the potential, and the
great need from the residents. He said that the residents have said all that needs to be said that. He said
that, “Residents of Southwood, we are with you.”

At 9:19 p.m., hearing no further comments, Mr. Gallaway called a Board recess. The Board
reconvened at 9:31 p.m.
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At this time Mr. Gallaway announced that the public hearing was closed and the matter was
brought back to the Board.

Ms. Palmer thanked the members of the public who spoke. She said that all the Supervisors
appreciate their remarks and would have something to say about them. She said the Board has been
working on the project for over two years now, along with Habitat, and has committed almost $4 million of
taxpayer money to the project. She said that they are putting $20,000 per Habitat house for the 75 homes
that are getting replaced in Phase |. She said that she wants everyone to understand that the Board has
made a large commitment of taxpayer money to the project. She acknowledged that this is a large
rezoning and only 16% of the houses are guaranteed to be affordable, which are the Habitat houses. She
said that for the rest, though there is some potential for some LIHTC housing, the majority are market-rate
housing. She said the Board supports mixed-use housing and the idea Habitat is putting forward. She
said that there are some from the Board who understand what it is like to live in a trailer and be afraid it
would catch on fire. She said that she was very happy to hear some of the discussion about the
environmental issues because, as she has mentioned before, the Board would expect to have more
information in a situation like this one. She said that Blocks 12, 11, 10, and 9 will be sold, hopefully soon,
to developers and will be out of Habitat's hands. She said that she is very concerned about the buffer
along Old Lynchburg Road because there are more people involved in this than the 75 families who will
have new homes, which she expressed gratitude for those homes. Ms. Palmer said that the Board got
involved because they knew the potential that could happen with the affordable housing that is present
and the fact that it is not substandard housing. She stated that she wishes there was more in the Code of
Development. She expressed appreciation for hearing Mr. Hirschman, who used to work for the County,
speak about the buffer.

Ms. Palmer expressed her appreciation for Mr. Franco answering many of the questions, adding
that she wished those items were in the Code of Development and that when the Code of Development
comes before the Board in Phase I, they would see these things outlined and be assured that they would
happen. She expressed her hope that, on the site plan level, they figure out a good way to handle
stormwater, even if DEQ does not allow stream restoration because the Board still wants to see
innovative changes. She noted that there are best management practices with stormwater management
other than stream restoration and some are better than others. She expressed her hope that they can put
more in the next Code of Development to prove to us that all these great things that you have said are
going to happen will happen.

Mr. Dill said that a lot of the problems raised could be addressed. He expressed frustration that in
the last few months, he has attended many community meetings and has been part of the approval
process for two large hotel chains in Pantops, his district. He said that the Board approves hotels, car
dealership expansions, Wawa, etc., because those players know how to work the system and are good at
it. He said that there is a unique opportunity with Southwood to have the public meaning government
working with the private sector, with Mr. Franco and many others giving their time with discounted rates or
no rates and there was an incredible amount of a community effort here put in for something the County
wants. Mr. Dill asked what else the County would want to do with those acres and noted that many things
could go in the development area. He said that this was a unique and amazing process, and he did not
realize until recently reading that Habitat has been working with Southwood for almost 30 years. He said
had been a sad place, but Habitat has done so much to improve the site. He acknowledged people’s
concerns about the organization, whose budget is $590 million nationwide, noting that Habitat is
financially strong with many volunteers around the world. He said we should be ready to go since they
have answered most of the questions, though it would be great to know how the stormwater would be
handled, but this is a detail that he trusts Habitat to take care of and they certainly have the financial and
human resources to do this. He said that he would rather approve the request with some minor water
issues than approve a business such as a convenience store selling petroleum products and junk food.

Ms. Mallek said that she would personally hold applicants accountable for the things they
represent at a public meeting, and it is the most important gathering of information about an application
that there is because it is the basis on which decisions are made and what the public hears at the public
hearing. She said that if they can find a way to go through the minutes and make lists of all the things that
were presented, that this is the given, these are how we are going to do these things that it would be a big
step forward towards assuring members who are concerned. She said that there are likely gaps in the
Code of Development that she has missed as well and this would help make sure they are doing the best
they can to nail down the details. She said that it is difficult to look at plans, and in the district she
represents, there are many old buildings and new buildings side by side, noting that the new buildings
look big by comparison. She said that the Habitat project in Wickham Pond has been a fantastic success,
but there were pre-established three-story condos there meeting the maximum of what the County allows,
noting that the heights there were already present and the new ones matched it. Ms. Mallek invited
everyone to drive into Old Trail to see the heights of the tall buildings that are located right up to the road.
She said that it is different, but it is not the end of the world and she thinks that several residents of the
neighborhood have expressed that it would all work out. She acknowledged that residents of Mosby
Mountain have been very supportive of the effort and she thinks they can figure out ways with the
stepback and setback to assure that those larger buildings at Southwood would not be imposing. Ms.
Mallek said that she had thought about the mass and thought that it is almost exactly the same size the
Board approved earlier for Rio West. She said that if this is okay in one spot, then perhaps it is okay in
another. She expressed her hope that if anyone have particular questions left, they would be raised now
so that they can discuss them and a decision be made.

Mr. Randolph said that he wrote a statement a couple weeks prior in preparation for this meeting.
He said that President Ronald Reagan famously quipped that his approach with nuclear arms reduction
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with the Soviet Union would rely on trust but would verify. Mr. Randolph wrote that he would reverse that
adage, explaining his approach would be to seek to verify information that is not clear or spelled out in the
Code of Development and the Supervisors’ questions have been based on a similar spirit of seeking to
clarify the Code of Development. He said that he wrote only after doing so would he feel comfortable
committing his full trust to the application as only then would he know that the concerns he has about the
immediate and long-term welfare of the current residents, who are his constituents, are addressed and
resolved. Mr. Randolph said that for those in the audience who want to keep score by rumbling about any
critical questions asked here tonight, he would say this was not a game of winners and losers. He said
that everyone on the Board is seeking to ensure that the best interests of the current residents, and
taxpayers, are protected as much as possible. He said that he still has questions about the apartment
buildings that are not covered in the Code of Development and about the tree preservation and having
the trees identified in a plan to mitigate the visual impact of those buildings along Old Lynchburg Road,
even if set back. He acknowledged that there is a slope there going up Hickory Street and that 50 feet
added on to the height of the slight rise makes it look closer to 60 feet. He said that he would like more
specifics on stormwater. He said Southern Environmental Law Center’'s Morgan Butler observed in his
remarks before the Planning Commission on July 23 that the Code of Development notes, “It is important
to the resident community to preserve and honor the streams and other natural features that surround
much of the site, specifically in Blocks 1 and 2.” He said Mr. Butler had said that there are contending and
conflicting uses identified in the Code of Development for the buffers and steep slopes in the blocks such
as undisturbed green space, stormwater facilities, utility right-of-way, i.e., gas, electric, wireless, potential
public uses, a farmer’s market has been cited, and recreational uses. He said that this still has not been
sorted out this evening and stormwater is just one issue, with the more encompassing issue being what is
going in Blocks 1 and 2.

Mr. Randolph said that he would also like to see some effort in the Code of Development to
address the impacts that are real and present for Cale Elementary School, as well as transit impacts, not
so much roads, now that his concerns have been allayed now knowing that the roads would be VDOT
compliant but more about public transit. He said that he does not see any effort on the site to demonstrate
that there would be bus stops and provision to meet the needs of the residents. He said that the existing
bus stop is too far away for the convenience of residents, especially if they are handicapped, wheelchair
bound, etc. He said that something that has been asked from the beginning, long before going to public
session with the Planning Commission in August 2018, is a more complete concept plan for the
application. He said there was some seen in the Planning Commission meeting but he still needs to see
more in terms of the concept plan of what is laid out there. He acknowledged that the residents have not
designed it yet, but noted that the residents have not designed what was shown to the Planning
Commission, and yet it was presented. He said that early on in the process, the residents could be told
that the plans are tentative and that their input would be determinative. He said that the County would not
say that they would hold the residents to the plans but rather, they want to have an idea of what the
roadmap is going forward.

Ms. McKeel thanked everyone for attending and it was great to hear their remarks. She
expressed appreciation for Mr. Franco answering the Board’s questions. She said that what she was
hearing were concerns about the Code of Development and some of the concerns the Planning
Commission had. She acknowledged this was Mr. Randolph’s district and that some of his questions
have not been answered, to which she agrees.

Mr. Randolph said that because he has these kinds of questions about significant issues, he feels
that residents need to know what the apartment buildings are, how they would operate, what they would
look like, and what the AMI and costs would be. He said that along with the other issues, he would have
to vote “no” because a year has passed and there are still too many unanswered questions for his level of
satisfaction. He said that he would not vote “yes” on an application if it came from a private developer and
he would treat this application just as any other application as it is planning and land-use based. He said
that he owes it to the County to evaluate it on those terms, especially because of the number of units in
the plan that would not be for residents of Southwood. He said that if it was 100% Southwood, it might be
different, but it is not. He said that the majority of units they are considering would be for non-Southwood
residents. He said that he does not want to vote against it and would feel much more comfortable getting
the issues worked out than to vote “no” on an application that he otherwise supports.

Ms. McKeel acknowledged that the Board has worked hard over the past two years on the project
and she was trying to determine how it could move forward. She asked Mr. Randolph if they took 10 days
or two weeks to get the answers to the Planning Commission and then revisit, would that suffice. Mr.
Randolph responded that he thinks that these are planning related issues, except for the AMI for the
apartment buildings. He said these were issues the Planning Commission was anxious to know more
details about as communicated to the Board and as they indicated in the hearing. He said that Ms.
McKeel's suggestion was something that could be worked out that he would feel comfortable with.

Ms. Palmer asked if Mr. Randolph would want the actual stormwater plan and how the buffers
would be used. Ms. Mallek recommended going down the list in an organized fashion.

Ms. McKeel said that there need to be concrete concerns and questions.

Ms. Mallek said that she was not sure if the list she wrote down was complete. She asked Mr.
Randolph what else, other than things he had just listed, were in items from the Planning Commission
that he thinks need to be readdressed. She said that if there is more discussion, she wants to know what
the questions are exactly and make sure that they are not questions that really pertain to the performance
agreement as opposed to the zoning issue. She said that talking about AMI and costs of apartment
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buildings, this sounds more like items for the performance agreement, which is not the role of the
Planning Commission but is the role of the Board and its legal advisors to figure out.

Mr. Kamptner said that this was covered by the performance agreement, recognizing the
performance agreement allows for some flexibility, as it was the way it was intentionally written
recognizing the project as it would extend 15-20 years for the buildout, plus the affordability commitment,
which is another four years beyond the completion of the structures. He said that in the email he sent out
earlier in the day, he noted that even though there is some flexibility in the meaning of affordability, how
the County monitors it and how the developer would provide it is described in the performance
agreement.

Ms. Mallek and Mr. Randolph said that they would check off this item on the list.
Ms. Mallek said that the next item Mr. Randolph raised regarded tree preservation.
Mr. Randolph said that he meant along Old Lynchburg Road.

Ms. Mallek said that the buffer people seem to be referring to is the VDOT buffer, which is not
something that the applicant can control. She said that it was there now, and if for some reason it was
knocked down, something could be written in that they would thicken it up again. She said that this is
something they do not do and have not done in any other project that she can recall over the past 12
years.

Ms. McKeel noted that this was at the right-of-way as well.

Ms. Mallek asked if they are expecting more than what the Board’s standard process is and
asked staff to weigh in. She asked if, on the tree preservation question, they have the authority to require
this in this kind of circumstance, acknowledging that large trees on this site are potentially more
dangerous than in other places.

Ms. McKeel asked Mr. Randolph if his question was about trees in the buffer in the right-of-way.
Mr. Randolph responded “yes”.

Mr. Kamptner responded that this was a development area and if the trees are intended to make
the project invisible, it is a development area and everyone within the development area should have the
expectation that the land across the street is going to be developed. He said that there is that aspect of
the tree canopy and the tree preservation. He said the other aspect is mitigating the impact of the visibility
of a 40-foot structure, which is five feet taller than a single-family house, and they would be allowed to go
slightly higher. He said that when they go to the site plan process, if the trees are removed, there is a
landscaping requirement and tree planting requirements. He said that the trees would be replaced and
even without the 30-foot buffer they have already committed to, there is a landscaping requirement that
would also be in place.

Ms. Nedostup said that regarding Ms. Palmer’s earlier question about the ordinance for the tree
canopy requirements, it is use dependent and so really this happens at site planning, that a minimum of
10% tree canopy is required for commercial uses, and 20 dwelling units per acre is 10%. She said that
10-20 units per acre is 15%, and 10 units or less per acre is 20%. She said that if it is a mixed-use site
plan, they would go with the higher of the two.

Ms. Mallek asked if the higher number mentioned was 20%. Ms. Nedostup said that, for example,
the units per acre was between 10 to 20 and there was a commercial component, 10 to 20 units per acre
is 15% tree canopy, which is what they would require, noting that commercial is 10%.

Ms. Palmer asked about Blocks 9, 10, and 11 having a broad range of units per acre and
overlapped both ranges. Ms. Nedostup said that staff would review this as each site plan comes in and
the applicant would have to meet the requirement at each site plan stage. Ms. Palmer asked if it was by
each block or by the entire rezoning of the 33 acres, noting that where houses are, there would be more
trees. Ms. Nedostup responded that it would be by each site plan, which could be by block or by multiple
blocks. Ms. Palmer commented that they do not know how this would be broken down. Ms. Nedostup
agreed.

Ms. Mallek said that the result of this does not matter as they would still have the same
standards, whether its three villages or six. Ms. McKeel agreed. Ms. Mallek asked if there were more
concerns about tree buffers. Mr. Randolph responded “no”.

Mr. Randolph moved on to the stormwater item and the multiple uses of the greenspace that are
not specified. He said that it was said this evening by one speaker to the Board and audience that there
was a noteworthy stormwater management approach but he does not see any evidence of that in Phase
I. He said that he would like to see more creative stormwater management without relying on the Biscuit
Run tributary and watershed to move water out of the area. He noted that looking at retention ponds, this
was a net reduction in available green space that gets used up very quickly because of the size, and was
unclear as it was not put into the calculations.

Ms. Mallek asked staff when these questions would normally be answered.
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Mr. Dill noted that they were talking about approving Phase | and not the project for the next 30
years.

Mr. Pohl, County Engineer, said there are 15 different best management practices (BMPs) such
as bio-filters, ponds, rooftop plantings, wet or dry swales, and not all of these would apply to every
project, but perhaps 6 to 7 could be done on this project out of 15 possibilities. He said that they all have
their pros and cons and different levels of treatment efficiencies, noting there are two levels of biofilters
and in that, there is one particular BMP that ranges from 20% nutrient reduction to 80-90% for higher
level biofilters. He said that if the applicant uses a lower-efficiency type BMP, there would have to be
more of them. He said BMPs require maintenance agreements as well as easements, and if there are
many BMPs throughout the site, there would be easements on everyone’s property, which was found in
past projects to not be very effective and sometimes they are not even built because builders may not see
it and it was difficult to enforce long term. He said that when it comes down to practicality, the applicant
would have to determine what is best for their project and the County allows the flexibility the State
allows. He said that when he reviews a plan, he looks at State requirements, and his role is to make sure
they are meeting the State and County requirements. He noted that the County has a higher standard for
buffers. He said when discussing the buffers, he does not see stormwater facilities being allowed in a
stream buffer, but it is allowed in the open space. He said that perhaps the areas overlap in the Code of
Development, but the County’s ordinance does not allow stormwater facilities within buffers. He said that
it does currently allow for sediment and erosion control measures, but does not allow for permanent
stormwater facilities.

Mr. Pohl said that there was mention of 75%, and there are three instances in which a project can
use offsite nutrient credits and that is if the site is under five acres, which this was not; if the nutrient credit
reduction requirement is under 10 pounds per year. He noted something Ms. Palmer had indicated this
was around 29 to 30 pounds of requirements, so this could not be done in that scenario, or if 75% of the
nutrient reduction requirements are provided onsite, then the other 25% could be purchased offsite. He
said this last scenario has a condition or qualifier that if 75% can be achieved onsite practically. He said
that if the applicant cannot, they would have to show him that they could not. He said that there is some
other language that, if there is no way they could provide 75%, they could go lower, but this was not what
he heard from the applicant.

Ms. Palmer said that it sounded like from Mr. Hirschman that there has been some discussion
with the DEQ and that stream restoration has been applied for but not allowed. She asked if Mr. Pohl was
aware of what has transpired. Mr. Pohl said that Greg Harper went with Mr. Hirschman to Richmond to
the DEQ to discuss using the stream restoration as a comprehensive type of stormwater management
facility, but the County would have to be involved in it. He noted that it was not something that is
recognized as a BMP for private developments. He said that was that key that BMPs are specific in that
they are in the clearinghouses, with 15 and two more that are for more proprietary type systems. He said
that stream restoration is not recognized as a way to offset nutrient credit reduction requirements for
private development.

Ms. Palmer asked if the applicant continues to work with the DEQ to try to achieve this, if this is a
legislative or rule change. Mr. Pohl said that he believes it would require DEQ to process some kind of
legislative action, but he does not see this happening before this applicant decides to move forward. He
said that once this occurs, they would likely want to get started and would be looking at the currently
allowed measures.

Mr. Kamptner said that he believes the BMPs are at the regulatory or administrative level, as the
State statutes authorize DEQ to establish BMPs.

Ms. Palmer said that this was a major item, and asked if the chances of it occurring before the
site plan level would be low. Mr. Pohl stated that these things move slowly and he was not sure what kind
of change would be necessary.

Mr. Kamptner said that it requires a change to the regulations, including a public notice and
comment period. He said that one thing to keep in mind is that this phase of Southwood would not be built
over night. He said Phase | would be at least a several year process and even if there was a rule change,
it would miss the first village. Ms. McKeel acknowledged there would be time to catch up. Mr. Pohl said
that the plan could be modified later, even after plan approval.

Ms. Mallek said that she wrote down everything that was said and noted that this was all
established policy procedure, as far as Mr. Pohl is concerned. She asked if he has all the capability to get
this question answered over the next 18 months, or however long it takes, and the Board’s action this
evening would not interfere with what Mr. Pohl would have to do. Mr. Pohl responded “yes”.

Ms. Mallek said that she would then check the box on stormwater as well. Mr. Randolph agreed.
Mr. Pohl said that there was a long list of things for the applicant to go through and many details, and to
get into the details at this level may lock the applicant into a box that may not be appropriate down the
line. He said that there is some advantage to flexibility. Mr. Randolph commented that he just had a
desire to know.

Ms. Palmer said that the expectation is still that this would be an environmentally sensitive
development. Ms. Mallek stated that Mr. Pohl was an expert on this and he would take care of it. Ms.
Palmer said that the Board’s rules do not cover everything. Ms. Mallek commented that it was a site plan
item and that it would happen.
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Ms. Mallek said that the next item on the list was the use of the buffers. She said that she thought
that the buffers had been explained by Ms. Nedostup where these were the only areas where activities
such as farmers markets could happen because they were not steep slopes and/or floodplains or
floodways. She asked Ms. Nedostup if she had any concerns about any lack of clarity in the buffer use.
Ms. Nedostup responded “no”.

Ms. McKeel asked Mr. Randolph if this addressed his concerns. Mr. Randolph responded that he
had been echoing Mr. Butler’'s point that he had not seen it addressed, which is why he continued to raise
the concern. He said that the question was not answered at the Planning Commission level, and he did
not feel to date that it had been answered. He asked if this has been answered, noting there are multiple
uses in that area. Ms. Nedostup said that the green space was designated areas and within the green
space, there are steep slopes, floodplain, and stream buffers, but those uses are not permitted in those
environmentally sensitive areas. She said there are areas outside of those environmentally sensitive
areas where staff evaluated those uses and found that they are appropriate in the green space.

Ms. Mallek said that the example that came to her mind was that Belvedere has a huge soccer
field installation in the floodplain, and seems like a perfectly good use if they have the space. She said
that there was not a space that big in Southwood, but there would be plenty of places for pickup practice.

Mr. Randolph asked Ms. Nedostup if the buffers would be covered in site review. Ms. Nedostup
responded “yes”.

Ms. Mallek said that the next item was the impact on Cale Elementary, and that she does not
believe that they have the authority to use impacts on schools for any kind of zoning decision and asked
Mr. Kamptner to clarify. Mr. Kamptner said that there is an impact on capital facilities but they are already
over capacity and his understanding was that the expansion for Cale is not yet in the CIP. The
Supervisors confirmed this was correct.

Mr. Gallaway commented that the Long Range Planning Advisory Committee put their report in,
noting that the School Board received it at their earlier meeting and it was on their agenda the following
evening to approve. He said that the Cale expansion is #6 in the 5-Year Plan. He said that though it is not
funded, it is in their plan, but ahead of this was about $30 million in projects, including a Crozet
expansion. He said that the expansion for $5 million would include capacity for 100 students, which
covers the students that would be impacted from Southwood, 50 to 70, but to keep in mind that there
would be expansion and development going on directly next to Cale. Mr. Gallaway added that a six
classroom, 100-seat capacity buildout at Cale would certainly not meet the needs of this project and
others coming online. He noted that this was a bigger issue and one that he intended to raise as the
Board could be mindful of this going through their CIP process to properly plan for the School Division. He
said that he expects the School Board would approve it the next evening and that it would be a part of
their 5-year CIP plan.

Ms. Nedostup said that when she read the draft language of the long-range plan, her
understanding was that expansion was to cover the existing trailers that were on the property and not for
additional capacity. Mr. Gallaway said that he was sure of this, because it is not taking into account what
the new developments would do and was part of the issue with how we are doing planning.

Ms. McKeel said that Southwood was not approved before the School Board would vote, and that
is the disconnect. Mr. Gallaway pointed out that there may not be room to expand other than the six
classrooms there.

Ms. Mallek noted that the land there is small for playing space and stuff like that. She said that
she was not sure the Board could do anything about this, as far as assigning responsibility for that to
Southwood. Ms. Palmer agreed they could not. Mr. Randolph said that he just wanted to raise the
guestion with the Board.

Ms. Palmer said that it would be good to point out to Habitat that when they figure out the
financial plans for the 75 or 341 people that there would be higher taxes. She said that this is something
that Habitat would have to consider.

Mr. Kamptner said that the fact that it is not yet in the CIP is not fatal to looking at it, but what they
do not have is a value to assign to a particular development at this point. Ms. McKeel said that this was
no different from what they have had for every development they’ve reviewed.

Ms. Mallek said that she feels badly for the School Board as they are in an impossible position.
She said that a few years prior, there was a major redistricting away from Crozet Elementary and they
were down so small that they were going to lose their librarian. She said that suddenly, the school is back
to bursting at the seams in just five to six short years. She said that next on her list was impacts on
transit, noting that the VDOT roads were checked off. She asked where in the process does the Board
learn about bus stop locations and who is going to do that.

Ms. McKeel said that she was not an expert on transit and she was not as concerned about the
transit piece currently.

Mr. Kevin McDermott, Transportation Planner, addressed the Board. He said that the issue he
heard was that the single current bus stop would not be able to serve the entire area. He said that once
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the road system is built, the County can work with CAT on the existing service to try to reroute to better
serve the area and this should not be a problem. He said that they have enough connector roads so a
bus stop could be added in, noting that an increase in service frequency would require an increase in the
County’s funding of CAT. Mr. Gallaway said that this would be true if they presume fixed routes. Ms.
McKeel reminded the Board that other alternatives could be looked into and she would not say that transit
is a hang up for the project. She said it could be worked out.

Mr. McDermott said that the other alternatives for transit allow for more fluidity on where stops are
located. He said that transit would always be an issue, but the area is currently served by fixed route
service and if they need to make minor adjustments to this service, it should not be a problem to work
with CAT.

Mr. Randolph said that transit, for him, means covered bus stops and he does not see any
provision or mention of this in the planning process for Phase I. He said that the reason he was bringing
this up is because the taxpayers in the future would pay to put in bus stops when there is a development
being built up and the stops are not part of it. Mr. Randolph said that this was going backwards in terms of
everything the Board discussed earlier on climate change. He said that they want people to be taking
public transit and hopefully they would see more of it, as it would be more fuel efficient to take electric
buses than to be driving in internal combustion engine vehicles. He reiterated there was no provision
anywhere in the plan for a transit stop, network, or center within Southwood, nor mention that at some
point that a transit center would be there. He said he was expecting bus stops in Phase | and does not
see them. He said that rather than the residents having to walk three-quarters of a mile to the bus stop,
they would be going to a transit center to go in different directions in the community as a result of that. He
said that he believes this information needs to be in the plan as the Board looks at the project moving
forward.

Mr. McDermott agreed that identifying right-of-way or easements where the bus stops could be
placed was an important factor. He said that even shelters are often covered heavily by the feds and the
cost of the shelters are about $2,000 each and CAT was writing grants to get these fully funded and
installed where needed. He said that as long as they can be accommodated within right-of-way, the
County can work with the developer to determine where the stops would go, and it should not be a cost to
the County.

Mr. Randolph said that when he last looked at covered transit stops; they were at a minimum of
$14,000. Mr. McDermott said that including installation, it was about $14,000.

Mr. Gallaway said that there are single poles along well-developed areas in the County and the
reason there are not shelters there is because the fixed routes are not working to service those citizens.
He said that something besides fixed route would have to come into play. He said at the last Board
meeting, there was talk of hearing some ideas about this. He said that he would be happy if fixed routes
were something that could be gone because they would have a more creative way out of the Rio district,
and then he would be happy to send the fixed routes there to satisfy the request, which could free up the
money to go that way.

Ms. McKeel said that she believes this piece could be worked out.

Ms. Palmer reiterated that the expectation is that the roads would be VDOT accepted, even if it is
not in the Code of Development.

Mr. Kamptner said that Habitat intends to sell off some of the property and would have to go
through the subdivision process. He said that the subdivision ordinance makes public streets the default,
and the applicant has to get permission from the County to have a private street approved. He said that
even if they dot all the “I's,” it is not a mandatory approval. He said that Habitat has expressed their desire
for public streets, and that is the default under the subdivision ordinance.

Ms. Nedostup added that on page 17 of the Code of Development under “Framework Streets,” it
states that all streets are intended to be public right-of-way where possible. She said that as Mr.
Kamptner said that, they would have to go through the process for a private street request. Mr. Kamptner
said that as Mr. Franco mentioned, the alleys are an example of what would become private streets,
which happens in other projects.

Ms. Mallek said that with the project that the Board voted on earlier (Crozet), the reason the
private streets on either side of the plaza are designated is because it is the only way they could do away
with the curb that drops so that those streets could then become part of the activity space and they could
be closed off when community events happen. She said that otherwise, there are odd shaped curbs that
could cause people to fall.

Ms. Mallek said the last item on the list was the more complete concept plan for the rest of the
phases, and she would push back to say that this was not currently a fair expectation because the
applicant provided the villages and how they thought they would go in order based on topography, where
people are living, and how people would be able to move more efficiently.

Mr. Randolph said he hopes that when the Board considers Phase Il, there would be a Phase I
roughly identified to at least give the Planning Commission and the Board of Supervisors some idea of
where the development is going and what it would look like. He said that this was preliminary for the next
stage because they are depending upon the residents to provide input. He said that it is helpful from a
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planning standpoint to be aware of what the configuration would look like, with numbers not being
needed, especially for the larger structures which are defining for the community.

Ms. Palmer said that for future phases, she would like to see redlined version when the Board
receives additional Code of Development. She said that it saves the Board time and effort and decreases
the questions that staff and the applicant have to answer.

Ms. McKeel agreed and said that redlining was true of almost anything.

Ms. Mallek asked if there were other questions that Board members had questions about that
have been unanswered.

Ms. McKeel said that she appreciated Mr. Randolph’s questions and it has been good to be able
to work through them, as they had significant questions from the Planning Commission. She said that this
was helpful.

Ms. Palmer said that the fact that the expectations are now on the public record was helpful
because they did not know them coming into the meeting.

Mr. Gallaway asked if there were any other items. Hearing none, he said there have been two
applications that evening where Mr. McDermott wrote a letter to the Board about current failing items
around transportation before developments come into play. He said that he would appreciate having
some follow up conversation, whether at the Board level or a different level, as there is a planning
methodology that concerns him about allowing failing intersections to continue to fail with new
developments. He said that there are apparently different levels of failure apparently and he wanted to
make sure that is part of the conversation. He said transportation is the number one priority for CIP, is
always a concern for projects that come up, and the Board cannot continue to put a blind eye to it despite
community support. He said that the Board will deal with the traffic issues, but they still have to be
properly planning for it as that community support will not always be there as they are dealing with failing
intersections. He said that this does not need to be addressed this evening, but it needs to be addressed
in another conversation at another time.

Ms. McKeel said that she was just in Church Hill in Richmond and noticed small roundabouts alll
through the neighborhood.

Ms. Mallek said that 20 years ago, VDOT argued with her for 14 hours straight about that, that
they did not want to place roundabouts in Virginia.

Ms. Palmer said that she recently went on a roundabout inside a tunnel.

Mr. Gallaway remarked that this was the first project that, when he came onto the Board,
everyone met with him to make sure he was up to speed on it, as there were critical decisions being
made right away. He said that he had a great conversation with his Planning Commissioner in the past
week, and Mr. Dotson and he visited the white trailer at Southwood to see where the work is being done
on the project. He said that Mr. Dotson was not present when the Planning Commission voted on the
resolutions a week after it was in front of the Commission, but he thinks Mr. Dotson summed it up and he
concurs with his opinion. He said Mr. Dotson took questions about the buffer and building setback with
Mr. Franco during the Planning Commission meeting and posed to him the four questions he asked and
answered: was the project good; does it require an act of faith; are their risks involved; and are they
acceptable risks — all of which Mr. Dotson and Mr. Gallaway agrees the answers to be “yes”. He said that
relating to Mr. Dotson’s conditions, the proffers that are made and performance agreement in place are
the devices the Board uses to make sure there is acceptable risks and that they are protecting the County
assets they are putting into it, as well as the community it is going into.

Ms. McKeel said that it was wonderful that the Board had the opportunity to discuss the answers
to the questions and she feels more comfortable.

Ms. Palmer noted that the Supervisors all had in-depth conversations with their Planning
Commissioners for months, even years.

Mr. Dill added that it was very helpful for him.

Mr. Randolph then moved that the Board adopt the proposed Ordinance to approve
ZMA201800003 Southwood Phase I. The motion was seconded by Ms. Mallek.

Roll was called and the motion carried by the following recorded vote:

AYES: Mr. Gallaway, Ms. Mallek, Ms. McKeel, Ms. Palmer, Mr. Randolph and Mr. Dill.
NAYS: None.

Mr. Gallaway welcomed other Board members to make comments and acknowledged the staff
hours that have been put into the project. He thanked staff for the work that have been put into the project
and would continue to be put into it. He said that this was a major milestone with the efforts and work that
staff have done. He said that as Chair, he was incredibly grateful and appreciative of all the hard work
done. He welcomed other Board members to make comments as well.
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Ms. Mallek said she appreciates that everyone was willing to take an enormous leap in something
they have never done before and it was difficult to do because it was new. Ms. McKeel agreed.

Mr. Richardson expressed appreciation to the Police Department and staff. He said they have
done a wonderful job of being ambassadors for our organization and welcoming citizens into the building
to make sure people are maneuvering through the building well. He remarked that there was an unusually
large crowd and everything ran smoothly. He thanked those who worked behind the scenes to safely
move people in and out of the building, allowing them to participate.

ORDINANCE NO. 19-A(15)
ZMA 2018-00003
ZMA 2005-00017

AN ORDINANCE TO AMEND THE ZONING MAP
FOR TAX PARCELS 09000-00-00-001A0, 090A1-00-00-001E0, AND 07600-00-00-051A0

WHEREAS, the application to rezone 33.96 acres from R2 Residential and Neighborhood Model
District (NMD) on Tax Parcels 09000-00-00-001A0, 090A1-00-00-001EO0, and 07600-00-00-051A0,
including amending a portion of ZMA 2005-00017 Biscuit Run to remove the proffers from Tax Parcel
090A1-00-00-001EQ, is identified as ZMA 2018-00003 Southwood Phase | (“ZMA 2018-00003"); and

WHEREAS, on July 23, 2019, after a duly noticed public hearing, the Planning Commission
recommended approval of ZMA 2018-00003; and

WHEREAS, on August 21, 2019, the Albemarle County Board of Supervisors held a duly noticed
public hearing on ZMA 2018-00003.

BE IT ORDAINED by the Board of Supervisors of the County of Albemarle, Virginia, that upon
consideration of the transmittal summary and staff report prepared for ZMA 2018-00003 and their
attachments, including the revised Code of Development and the Proffers, the information presented at the
public hearings, any written comments received, the material and relevant factors in Virginia Code § 15.2-
2284 and County Code § 18-20A.10, and for the purposes of public necessity, convenience, general
welfare, and good zoning practices, the Board hereby approves ZMA 2018-00003 with the Code of
Development entitled “Southwood Phase | — A Neighborhood Model District — Code of Development”
prepared by Timmons Group, dated February 20, 2018, last revised on July 29, 2019, and the Proffers
dated August 2, 2019.

*kkkk
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1.0 INTRODUCTIGN

Redevelopment of Southweed is unique in a number of ways. The maest ebvious of which is the existing
trailer park community. Maost devalopment in the Charlottesville! Albemarle area is greenfield in natura.
Traditionally, lands sold by resident landowners are developed for news communities. Southwood is a
100-acre residential trailer park serving the housing needs of roughly 1,50 residents of Albemarle
County, residents who are the foundation of the vibrant community and culture that exists today.

The overall development philosophy envisions a multi-phase approach, sllewing groups of residents Lo
form multiple coherts and to design their replacement housing and neighoorhaads to their specific
needs and desires. The replacement housing site for the first of these coherts, the early adoplers, is
geographically located near the center of the first phase.

Southwaad is located along Gld Lynchburg Raad, just south of the City of Charlattasvilla where the four
lane divided street transitions to a two lane rural road {see FIGURE 1 Vicinity Map). The property is within
the County’s designated development
area. It is sumounded by a mixture of
residential and institutional/public uses
and shares its southemn property line with
the Biscuit Run State Park {see FIGURE 2
o A Regional Context Map).

S
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A areas that have hidden the trailer park for
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7 affordable  housing The Code of

@&, Development establishes dwelling units

for a mixture of incomes, non-residential

& uses, and vrovides the cpportunty to

continue the informal services offerad
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even small business ventures
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IGURE 2: Regional Context M:

The resident planners chose Lo start on greenfield lands Lo provide a way for the community Lo redevelop
without requiring off site renousing. Phase | provides for the rehousing needs of a minimum of seventy-
five famnilies. As these families relocale into thelr new homes, redevelepment opportunilies open up
within the existing trailer park, allowing development te “leapfrog” from one area tc the next.

Keeping residents on site throughout the development, this plan allows the existing community to
continue ta be the foundation of the redevelopment Key compenents of community, often lost through
temporary offsite housing, are preserved. Fir mixed use, mixed income projects are more sustainable.
and the sale of out parcels and lots to builders is eritical to fund the project’s financial needs

This decumant was praparad with the comprehensive participation and approval of the resident planners
and represents their approach towards the re-developrment of thelr own neighborhood.
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2.0 APPLICATION PLAN & CODE OF DEVELOPMENT

The following sections of this document include the Apulication Plan and the Code of Development and
are designed te work tegather to detail the design approach and provide specific metrics for the variaus
design elements. The Code of Development also includes concept drawings, that while not proffered,
provide a visual representation of cne of the possible outcomes provided through this Code. FIGURE 3
Prase | Cancept Plan is one such representation. The drawing shows conceptual locations for the larger
manmade alements such as the street network, pedestrian and bicyele facilities, buildings and parking,
and public aveas.

c Within South

The Southwood Trailer Park is served by private water and sewer systems. Public water is provided
through the park's private water distribution system. Wastewater north of Hickory Street is collected
through a privale sewer network and evertuzlly conveyed westward Lo the public sewer systerm.
Wastewater scuth of Hickory is collected via smaller networks and ultimately treated in septic fields Both
utility systems are aged and failing

Similarly. the private road network is aged and in need of significant repairs and upgrades to meet current
VDOT standards. Probably the mast impactful of these upgrades is increasing the width of the roads

FIGURE 4: Context with Southwood shows how the Phase 1 Concept Plan relates to the existing portions
of Southweed Flanning te date suggests that the future development will first continue south of Hickery,
i an effort Lo address the failing septic systems, before continuing into the northerr: part of the srojeet,
which are currently served by sewer.

The exhibil is included Lo provide & general sense o how Lhe resident planners see Lthe remainder of
the project developing. Thelr plan identifies conceptual densitiss, neighborhood centers, special areas
and specimen trees

FLGURE 5: Connections o Existing Infrastructure shows how the propesed infrastructure connects into
the existing netwerk of utilities and roadways

FIGURE 5: C: to Existing
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i
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3.0 BLOCK PLAN — GENERAL DESCRIPTION

The project consists of general arsas that are cnaracterzed by land use as primaily gresn space,
residential, or mixed use These areas may also include spectal dasignations, such as n
center and placemaking locations, that are speciiically identified by the County’s Comprehen:
through resident engagement

Blocks

Land use, density regulations, and built form characteristics in Southweod Phase 1 are governed by
blocks. The layoul of the blocks is established the framework streel nelwork shown in FIGURE 7
Application Plan  Applicable setbacks and building regulations with the blocks are measured from
framework streets and Old Lynchiurg Road. Approximate acreages of gach block are providad in the
supperting tables. The actual acreage of each block may deviate by 15%

Gre =

bernecd
sive Plan cr

Blocks 1 and 2 designate green space along the perimeter of the development While other blocks
contair: additional green spaces, these two blocks are used Lo protect environmental features such as
flocdplain, stream buffer, and presenved slopes, provide visual softening and screening and offer a natural
amenity to the larger commurity
Residential and Mixed Use - Blocks 3 through 12
These blacks are primarily designated for residantial use, although non-residential uses are allowed in
blocks 3-12. Density and intensity of nen-residential uses vary by block with a bias towerds single ‘amily
attached and det; units with occassional home type uses on the southem and eastern
edge of the preject and mulli-family with commercial busiresses in Slock 12, Block 12, designated for
mixed use LIHTC funding, is being pursued to help futher increase the County's stock of affordable
housing

fei ce Special
The County’s Comprehensive Plan :dentifies a neighborhood center along the initial section of Hickory
Street. As such, the Code of Development focuses the most intense and highest density uses in this area.
The area is defined as the arez balween Cld Lynchburg Read and Bitternut Lane. Threugh the use of
buitlding heights, existing and new buffers, building setbacks, and top floor stepbacks, the built form
standards aceommadate higher density and frame Hickery Stract while ensuring pedestrian orientation
and guiding the focus away from Old Lynchburg Road and towards the first internal intersection.
Residential Vill
Block § is the heart of the residential neighborheod and it is intended to host the majority of Southwoed
rehousing and allow for the most flexibility in design and use per site conditions and the Code of
Development. Tnis area will provide a mixture of housing lypes and allow for smaller residental
groupings on public or private amenities or strests. Aleys, greenways, andfor intemal sidewalk
connections betwesn residences and public amenities are permitted

Neighborhood Places

Blocks 6, 7, 8, and 9 mediate intensity and provide connection For axample, the Block & ares provides a
transition from higher density of Blocks 10 through 12 to the less intense residential uses in Blocks 3
through 5 These blecks provide a pedestian connection from the strest network to the permeter trail
network These blocks also provide an pportunity for a distinet identity, achieved either through use,
form, intensity, or as a place to gatner and connect to the natural area and trail amenity. Within these
blocks are ‘place-making” reference points that suggest transition and connection between the
developed cemmunty and the natural amenity and trail system while creating a varied pedestrian
experience and destination nodes’ alorg the streels,
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4.0 LAND USES BY BLOCK

Definitions

The following definitions supplant those found within Chapter 18 of the Albernarle County Code and in
some cases define new uses and supplemental design standards.

A separate, indepel dwelling unit clearly subordinate to the principal

single-t fam\ly dwelling unit, as distinguished from a duplex, or other two-family dwelling.
Flexible Use Structure: A separate, independent, accessory structure detached from or attached to, and
lecated on the same parcel as the principal single-family dwelling unit, as distinguished from a duplex,
or other two-family dwelling.
Event Hall: A community space to be maintained by the neighborhood association or some other third-
party organization or business, that can accommedate a variety of special events, public assemblies, and
celebrations open to rent to the neighborhood and cutside community. The event hall shall comply with

parking req for public in with the County Zoning
Ordinance.
Urban Agriculture: An agricultural use as defined in Chapter 18 Section 3 of the Albemarle County Zoning
Ordinance nctwithstanding any accessory processing facilities other than allowable accessory units.
structures, and/cr sheds and mcludmg the keeping of allowable animals as described below:

General and

shall be subject to the following

Accessory . Each accessory

a Not more than one (1) accessory apartment, attached or detached, shall be permitted with any single-
family dwelling
b The gross floor area devoted to an aceessory apartment shall have a minimum gross floor area of 200
square feet and not exceed 1,000 square feet or 30% of total gross floor area of the main dwelling unit,
wihichever is greater.
¢ The gross flocr area of an accessory apartment shall not be included in calculating the gross floor area
of the main dwelling unit for uses such as home occupations as provided in sections 5.2 and 5.2A and
other similar uses in this chapter whose area within a dwelling unit is regulated.

d. An accessory apartment shall enjoy all accessory uses availed to the main dwelling, except that ne
accessory apartment shall be permitted as accesscry to another accesscry apartment.

e An accessory apartment shall be provided with a minimum of one (1) off-street parking space,
arranged so that each parking space shall have reascnably uninhibited access tc the street, subject tc
approval of the zoning administrator.

1 Asingle-family dwelling which adds an accesscry apartment shall be deemed t¢ remain a single-family
dwelling and shall be considered cne (1) dwelling unit for purposes of area and bulk regulations of the
district in which such dwelling is located Accessory Apartments will nct count against the overall
dwelling unit allowances.

g The owner must reside in the main dwelling to which the apartment unit is accessory or the apartment
unit itself

Flexible Use Structure: Each Flexible Use Structure shall be subject to the following

a Not more than cne (1) Flexible Use Structure, attached cr detached. shall be permitted with any single-
family dwelling

b. The gross flcor area devcted to a Flexible Use Structure shall have a mimimum gross floor area of 200
square feet and not exceed 1,000 square feet or S0% of total gross floor area of the main dwelling unit,
whichever is greater.

< The gross floor area of the Flexible Use Structure shall not be included in calculating the gross floor
area cf the main dwelling unit for uses such as home cccupations as provided in secticns 5.2 and S.2A
and other similar uses in this chapter whose area within a dwelling unit is requlated

d. Maximum fcotprint area of Flexible Use Structures shall be limited to 1,000 square feet or 50% of total
gross floor area of the main dwelling unit, whichever is greater.

e. Minimum height of Flexible Use Structures shall be to 10 feet. Maximum height shall be limited to equal
or less than that of the main building

f. All Flexible Use Structures shall be lccated in the rear or side of the lot. Netwithstanding any cther
requirements of this Code of Development. Flexible Use Structure setoacks shall be the same as for the
principal building with which it shares a lot, except for the tear or side yard setback, which shall be a
minimum of {3} three feet

g Asingle-family dwelling which adds a Flexible Use Structure shall be deemed to remain a single-family
dwelling and shall be considered cne {1) dwelling unit for purposes of area and bulk regulaticns of the
distriet inwhich such dwelling is located. Flexible Use Structure will not count against the overall dwelling
unit allowances.

h. A Flexible Use Structure may contain a dwelling unit and/or any Home Occupation Class B subject to
special use permit and heme cecupaticon processes and requlations. A Flexible Use Strusture may be a
combination of allowed uses, subject to permitting processes and regulations,

i. A Flexible Use Structure requires cne (1) dedicated parking space unless the Flexible Use Structure isa
dwelling with three or more bedrooms, in which case the Flexible Use Strueture will require two (2)
parking spaces.
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Agricultural Use: in agricultural use shall be permitted on lots comprised of detached single-family
dwellings and attached cr semi-detached single-family Al {duplexes and townhomes) subject to
the following.

a The agricultural use may take place on a parcel subject to the following size requirements:
e The side and rear yard ("yard") shall be at least 30% of the associated dwelling's footprint
o This yard space shall incorperate a chicken coop or other adequate covered structure and shall
be fenced (ref adequate shelter Chapter 4 section 100 {5) of the Albemarle County Code).

the project It is not required that parking requirements be met on a parcel Calculations shall be balanced
at each subdivision plat submission and parking is to be within a 300’ radius of the furthest entrance on
the associated building.

‘Oppertunities for stand alone parking accessory to a use shall be permitted for werk or supplementary
vehicles to decrease the demand on on-street and off-street parking within a 1/4 mile of any ot it serves
or be lezated on a public transportation route

b. Cccps or structures must meet accessory structure setbacks 411.2). Opportunities for shared parking and shared driveways shall be permitted
¢ The parcel shall have a fiy-proof container for animal waste. " . y
d Hens, goats, or bees may be permitted on the parcel subject to the following: on of Paridng Req for Blocks 9-12: As an sggregate total theratio of parking spaces
& Nb PhoTethan'? hers to residential dwelling units (as determined by density count) will be a minimum of 15 spaces per
« No more than 2 goats dwelling unit.
» Beekeeping is permitted per County Ordinance TABLE L: PARKING SPACE LOCATIONS
« On-site slaughter of cne of each animal type is permitted per calendar year. _ _
e Agricultural uses shall not reguire addi parking s beyond compl with the TPARIGNG REGUIREIAENTS MAY BE MET IN ANY OF THE FOLLOW/ING LOCATIONS |
parking regulations for dwellings as described in this Code of Development. O STE ONSITE T ONSTREST | CARAGE ON GROFF-
P STAND (OFF- PARKING PARKING PARKING STE
E i A ALONE STREET) SHARED
Alley Parking: Perpendicular or parallel parking off of the alley. e ARG
Community Garden: A parcel on which gardening is the primary use. ﬁ\T OR
Stand-alone Parking: Stand-alone parking must be accessery to a use in Phase [ This use may be SINGLE FEMILY DETACHED,
residential, in which case the parking shall serve residential uses within the Southwood neighborhcod e
See parling section for regulations about the location of stand-alone parking - it is not required that HED X X X X X
parking requirements be met on a parcel AND ATTACHED UNITS
Amenity-Oriented Lots: Notwithstanding Chapter 18 sections 461 and 462 of the County Zoning =
Ordinance, attached and detached residential units writh the front of the lot facing a grass or b "p.," ,\‘mf,.,,_;“';,m X X X X X X
mall, park, green space, open space, garden, or any other similar amenity area {"amenity’) are permitted
throughout the development, provided that the amenity must be at least thirty feet {30) in width, and an lnu{um’wyuN: .
open area. from face of building to face of building must remain at forty feet (40" in width The lot R X X X x X x
frontage may be obtained by the amenity rather than a public or private street NN TSRS % = 3 X % %
Mixed Use: Mixed Use in a single building iresidential and non-residential are permitted
Land Uses

Parking

Parking areas with 5 or more spaces must be relegated from Framework Streets and provided at rear of
lots whenever possible. At a minimum, parking areas with 5 or more spaces must be behind the front
face of the building. Parking areas with 5 or mere spaces must be screened in accordance with Chapter
18 section 327.97. Safe pedestrian access from the parking spot to the associated building, parcel, or
amenity or tc a sidewalk must be provided for parking areas with S or more spaces. Requirements of
Chapter 18 section 4.12 apply except for the following:

of Location for Parking Spaces: The parking requirements for all residential
and non-residential uses may be met on-street, off-street, off an alley, in a parking lot, in a stand alone
parking lct, cr in some similar parking situation as described in TABLE 1 5o long as the total number of
required parking spaces for the total number of residential and non-residential units are provided across

All uses that reference a section of the Albemnarle County Ordinance are 1o include all uses, definitions,
and interpretaticns as specified in the aforementioned ordinance reference unless a use, ctherwise listed
in the ordinance reference, is separately and explicitly listed in the use lists within this Code of
Development. In this case, the zoning administrator shall refer to the separate listing for this specific use.

‘The zening administrator. after censultation with the director of planning and other appropriate officials,
may permit as a use by-right, a use net specifically permitted: provided that such use shall be similar to
uses permitted by-right in general character and more specifically, similar in terms of location
requirements, operational characteristics, visual impact, and traffic generation
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and Ne Uses Permitted/Prohibited by Block
TAELE 2. RESIDENTIAL USZ5 PERMITTED/PROHIEITED BY BLOCK
G \enity area Trail bufier

Uses Block 1 Slock 2 Block 3 Block 4 Block 5 Bocks Bock Bock8 Block 9 Biock 10 Block 11 Block 12
Accessory Uses and Buildings,
including storage buildings - - » [ 2 ® E) P [ ] P P
Home Occupation Class Ai52) | - . 0 [ v s s ) [ [ [3 3
Detached Single Farnil - - B e ® ® 2 » P 3 P 3
Boarding House - - ) ) ® ® E) ) [ e P P
Family Day Home (5156 - - B [ v » P P 3 P P P
Group Home (5,07} - - B P P » ) ) P ) P P
Multifarrily - - P ] ® ® L] P P P 3 P
Seni-detached and attached single
familly includng duplexes and

o P » ] ) o ) ) 3 3

Tourist lodging {5.L.17) n [ 3 i » n [ [ [ [
Accessory Aparimert n [} P » n » [ [ 3 3
Flexible | - - P P i3 o 3 P P P P P
Home Cecupation ClassBiS21 | - - P P S P P SE. sP 52 sp sP

Note All Residential Lots shall be outside of strearn buifers, preser ved slopes, and floodplains.
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‘TABLE 3. NON-RESIDENTIAL USES PERMITTED/PROHIBITED BY BLOCK
Nor-residenlial uses Block 1 Block 2 Block 3 Block 1 Block 5 Block 6 3lock 7 Block 8 Block 8 Block 10 | Block11 [ Block 12
Farmers Market (5.147) P P - é P P P P P P ® P
Public Uses: electric, gas, oil and corarnunication facilities, excluding
tower structures, owned and operated by a public utility [ P 4 12 3 v » [ ) 2 i )
Uses permitted by-right within floodway fringe in accordance with
3030512 of the Zoning Ordinance i3 3 3 3 - - E S 3 s & z
Uses permitted by special use permit within flosdway fringe in
with 3030522 of the Zoning Ordinance P P 58 E P P P E sP s P P
Sterm facilities P P P P P P P P P " P
Public recreational facilities. P P P P P P P P P P 7 P
Tier T and Tier Il wireless service facilities (51401 ® P - - - - 5 P 3 P 5
Public and parks ® P 3 13 ] 3 ® e P 2 P ®
Urban Agricultur » P P P P P P 3 3 P b
Cornmunity Garden B P 2 2 3 ] 3 3 3 P 3
Retail store of service i222 1a/bi 3 13 3 P ® 2 P 3 ® e
Ealing - 3 i3 3 3 i P P 3 ® e
Sterage yard - - F i £ = _r L4 i ki ;. P
Religious assembly = - P I3 P P P P P P P P
Public uses 3 2 P F P P P P P P F P
Community center (31.040/51.27) ot enter = - P 13 P I3 ® ] P 3 i3 ]
Temparary. uses (5115) 2 L P P P P P P P P P P
Stand-alone parking structures - 2 P P P P P P P P P »
Mixed Use - - P 3 [ I3 v [ 3 3 v 3
Day care child care or nursery facility (51.06) - - - - - sP P P 3 3 ® e
Assicted living < - - = - P [ P P P " P
Private schaol 2 = " " & 2 & 5 P P » »
Laundromat - 5 z 2 B P E - P [ v B
Finacial [nstitution : 5 Z 3 : B 3 P 3 »
Medical Cfice 3 P P 3
- - - N - 3 [ i3 3
- - - - - - - - 3 [ 3 P
L i esting - - - - - - - - B P P P
essingthssembly/Fabrication - - 5 . = E 3 ¢ P P P 3
Event Hall (8127) - : - & E 5 B : P 3 v B
Indoor Athletic Facilities - . = . = = = - 3 3 3 3
Cormercial ional E - - - - - - - - P 3 i3 P
Funeral Horne 3 3 P 3
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5.0 DENSITY & SQUARE FOOTAGE BY BLOCK TABLE 4: DENSITY REGULATIONS BY BLOCK SUMMARY
Table 4 Provides the metrics for development of each block, These metrics are subject to the LANDUSE BLOCK SITY “AREA RESIDENTIAL USES NON-RESIDENTIAL
Iollcwmg conditions: DESIGNATICN RANGE (ac) USES
{1) The final acreage and number of dwelling units per block may vary by 15% so long as the number of i
awel}mg units does not exceed the tctal minimums and maximums allowed acrcss the entire ) UM MAXIMUM MEXIMUM NON-
development. . ) DYELLING | DWELLING RESIDENTIAL
{2} The total minimum number of dwelling units shall be achieved. UNITS UNITS BUILDING (SF!
{31 The total maximum number of dwellings shall not be exceeded.
(4) At least two (2} different residential building typelogies shall be provided in Blocks 3-5 and 10-11 c‘“gﬁrs’;’:f“ 1 o 80 o 0 o
(5} The tetal gross maximum square footage of nen-residential uses shall not exceed 50,000 square feet 2 ° 13 o 2 o
{6) Retail stores and services in blocks 3 - 8 shall not exceed a ground footprint of 1,600 net square feet -
(7) Eating establishments in blocks 3 - 8 shall not exceed a ground foctprint of 1,600 net square feet N“C[:'EB&’IEROOD 3 3-8 L4 4 12 5000
4 3.6 15 5 14
URBAN DENSITY 5 6-18 7L ) 127
RESIDENTIAL
VILLAGE
NEIGHECRHOOD 5 0-28 11 0 31 10,000
MIXED USE £
NEIGHBCRHOOD 7 0-18 08 0 12
PLACES
8 0-13 10 ) 17
9 0-34 13 ) 61
URBAN DENSITY 10 6-34 18 ! 62 20,000
MDED USE
1 6-34 54 20 182
12 6-34 30 13 102 30,000
TOTAL MIN. AND MAX ALLOWED DWELLING
UNITS AND NON-RESIDENTIAL SQUARE 540 150 450 50000
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6.0 BUILT FORM REGQUIREMENTS BY BLOCK

TAELE 5: SETBACK + BUILDING REGULATIONS BY BLOCK

RECUREMENT BLOCKS3 - 4 BLOCKS BLOCHS & -9 BLOCKS 10 -12

UGG HEGHT

HIN KO RN o HO M ZSTOIS

X SSTORIES OK 55 ST $STORIES OR 45° 4 STORIES OK 55
TROMT SETRACR TR S0, T TIEHCHY,

MIN 5 s 5 1

X 25 25 15% s
STEIGACK

MIN N N& 13t 15 1t

AT BUILDING HEGHT OF au a0y SSTORIES OF 45
D 5 5 5 HOMIN

Max NoMax NG HAX NOMAX
TR SERACH

N NOMIN 5 5 HOMIN

» KO NAX NG RAX Nopex NS MAX NO M2

“TRAIL UUFFER SETUACK

HIN NA NA 20 SN o SN

ity N MAX HOYM
CARAGE SETBACK R "

FRONT ACCESS MINGAX TO COMPLY WITH A 1677 NO M s ARAGE ACCTSS ST SIE LOADED G R

OFTH
T POREH AND DECK T T 7 7 B
(CHOACHIERT

T AT A O 7 3 7 T 7
ENCROACHIENT
TG T R T3IG TP TS e

MAXNON RESIDENTIAL

STREET FACING DUILDING LENEHTH

NG KN NOMIN O MN NG MIN sy

M 200 200 2000 200 275

N 10 1o et 10 o

MIN AIR PASSAGE WITH

A Up to an additional 22' of front sethack may be provided for non-Tesidential and mixed-use buildings for use as a front patio or courtyard and shall not exceed 25% of the length of the front facade.
B in Block 11 for buildings over two (2) stories adjacent to the trail buffer parking and or drive aisles shall be between the building and the trail buffer

© The wall plane of all street facing garages must be set back a minimum distance of three feet {3') from the primary street facing building facade

D 4 ctepback iz not required for buildings with 3 front setback of at least 15

F Stepbacks apply to non-residential and multifarily residential buldings enly.

F Coops. other agricultural use structures and ther accessory buildings except for Flexible Use Struct

d Accessory Apartments must meet accessary o Xs (4112}

G Flexible Use Structures as defined in the Code of Development have the same minimum setbacks as the principal buildings with which they share a lot except for rear and side setbacks, which shall be a minimum of 3
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TABLE 6: SETBACK + BUILDING REGULATICNS BY BLOCK ILLLUSTRATIONS

BLOCKS 3 -4 BLOCKS BLOCKSS -9 BLOCKS 10 -12.

=IOV

7 WFICVFRAANG
ENCROACHM

\\?/ ENCRCATHWENT
0

ANG
ks

LSToRES R

=
NasioREs 08
NAKHET

4 PORCIOLS
FNCROAC INC)

<K

AX RONT= 5 M 25 MAKFRONT =

SETBACK STBACK

5N, 25 WAX RO
SETBACK

General Notes Applicable To All Blocks. §. Street Facing Building Length is defined as the single or aggregate combined length of any
: < g ;
1 All buildings adjacent to a Framework Street must have a minimum of one primary entrance S:Si‘;\agfds] Eengastamewcricsieetyithoubaniopen-ainpassageitodtherreanolithe parcel o1
f:a:‘"g the :’;‘"‘e‘[”""{; Street. Cime' buildings (facing two Framework Streets) may choose which & Allmax building heighis shall allow for exceptions and projections per 41032 and 41033 of the
rameonueetwillrecelve the plimanselance. s ; . zoning ordinance When the maximum height regulation in the TABLE § is given in feet and
2. Floor to Floor height for the ground floor as measured from the Finish Floor Elevation facing stories, it shall be imited to whichever value s less.
S”Q";'\‘:}‘;'g’sgif;l x‘;‘a"e & minimum of- 12707 regardiess ot Lise for bulldings in. the:Nelghborhood 7 Setbacks are measured from any Framework Street right-of-way, or back of sidewalk if sidewalk
2 s ek - i &
3. Building height is defined per Albemarle County Zoning Ordinance. is outside of right-of-way. 1ot line. or trail buffer. if cne is present. or Cld Lynchburg Read.
4. Side and rear minimum setbacks for any primary structure shall be constructed and separated in

accordance with the current edition of the building code, side setbacks for buildings that share a
common wall may be 0

Page 21
19 4:11 M
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Intemal ARB

An internal Scuthwood Architectural Review Board will review individual submissions for a new
building er willage's compliance with the Scuthwood Phase 1 Neighborneed Madel Cade of
Development's archileclure, landscaping, buffer, screening and other standards as sel forth herein. The
ARB's specific guidelines governing the quality and characteristics of the Character Areas will be
determined, maintained, and veriodically updated by the Scuthwood Architectural Review Board. The
ARB will be established prier to issuance of first building permit, and will be compri: eec‘l of at least 51%
Scuthwood residents, and will rem.
ceeupancy for Phase

7.0 GREEN SPACE AND AMENITY REQUIREMENTS BY BLOCK

i1 in place at least until the issuance of the fin ertificate of

TRAIL urFER

T

n.-m pedestrian conne
it pedle
- Sppace requirernent s curnuklive
300 SF distributed azoss blocks

ian connestions

" lvw/bepv-;vlll«l usrg ol more than 6 spaces rone of which can be sraller than

TABLE 7. MINIMUM GREEN SPACEZ AND AMENITY ARZA BY BLOCK SUMMARY
BLOCK | STEEP OPEN TRAILE | RECREATIONAL | MINIVUM RECREATIONAL AMENITIES TOTAL TOTAL
SLOPES | SPACE | PATH AMENTTY & GREEN | AMENITY iy
AWENITY | COAC SPATES SPACE 155
GREZN SPACE ARZA [BLOCK ' |
1 150 - 0 2000 LF Clss B e Lprtive Wil | o 00 10000 “Riall SUFFER ARFA (BIOCK 9}
EX T g [ED) 790 U= Clase B type 2 pedestran vl | 14 T70
CONCESTUAL LOCATION G ACTVE
3 ] T USLRLC ARLA
) [ H CONCEPTUAL LOCATION
| FeDSAN CORRECHON atea QA
500 57 neightorhood park
3 €00 LF Class 3 type 2 tralk -
3000 neignbarhocd park o
012 an recreational amenity 033 10508
Definiti
9-11 2170 LF Class B type 2 tatks ©
s B type 2 a Trall Buttor A
013 000 f rezreational amen 068 22700 The Trail Buffer Area, also known as Black 2, is an undistutbed or replanted landscaned suffer area with
> a trail and a minimum buffer width of 30, measurad from the property line along Cld Lynchburg Road.
2 018 €500 f active use ecreational are: | 015 6300
This Trail Buffer Area may be disturbed for trail censtruction, ‘nulr\tenamc, and support, and any
Torar | 190 707 05 ) 1041 58400 ry grading. so long as the trail ang plan!mcs are replaced. The charac of
area will be equal to or Class B

type 2 high maintenance pedestrian pash’ as
the Albemarle County Standard and Desi gn Manual -Engineering (page 20, year 2015). The Trail Buffer
Area shall be planted with a mixture of deciducus and evergreen trees and shrubs 1o be approved by the
director of planning. See FIGURE 9 Conceptual Lands=apa Flan for illustrative concept of plantings in the
Block 2 Trail Buffer Area and for the relationship between the Block Z Trail Buffer Area, proposed trail
selbacks, and buildings ir: the blocks along Old Lyachburg Read. Slecks § -
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20' BUILDING SET-
BACK BLOCKS 9 - 11*
30" TRAIL BUFFER
BLOCKS 9- 11

NEIGHBORHOOD-
CENTER SPECIAL AREA

END TRAIL BUFFER—

OLD LYNCHBURG ROAD

* IUILDING SETBACK DOES NOT APPLY TO NEIGHBORHOOD CENTER SPECIAL AREA

FIGURE 9: Conceptual Landscape Plan. Trail Buffer / Block 2
Trail Amenities
Animportant amenity of this project is a pedestian trail
of Block 1 and cont

ing within the 8.0 acre green space area
inuing within 2 13 acre Trail Buffer Arez of Block 2, which is Lo be used for passive
use recreational activity. The field-located trail amenity is to be within a quarter-mile of any residential
unit in the Phase 1 Seuthwood Development The trail may connect to any existing or future neswark of
trails and sidewalks internal te the Scuthweed neighborheod and 1s intended to help complete and
connect ta any potential future regional trails built by others in this southwestem area of the County.

hie trall network s to be consisient with the County's cesign standards for a Class B type L primitive
trail” in Black 1 and "Class B typa 2’ in Block 2 The general location of the trail is shown m FIGURE 8
Conceptual Location of Amenity Areas and FIGURE 9. Conceptual Landscape Plan: Trail Buffer. however,
exact trail locations shall be determined by the Cwner based on site conditions.

Paie: N C e

Pedestrian Cennection Area is 2 landscaped area with a minimum total width cof 10" which must
include a pedestrian and cyclist path with a minimum travel width of 5 The characteristics of this path
will be equal to or betzer than ‘Class B-type 2 high maintenance pedestrian path’ as k by the
Albemarle County Standard and Dasign Manual -Engineering (page 20, y=ar 2015) Thess areas will
cennect the Framework St sidewalk netwark to either the Block 2 Trail Buffer Area or the primitive
trail within Block 1. Pedestrian. Connection Areas may be interrupted by future roads, alleys, or parking
travelways and are not required te be continucus The characteristics of the landscape plantings in the
Pedestrian Connection Area contain 2 mix of trees, shrubs, and ground covar Within each 100 foot l2ngth
of Pedestrian Connection Area, the planting mix will conain a mintmum guantity and variable

lacations/groupings of the fallowing materials in addition to the trail surface: 4 flowering trees, 4 medium
shrubs. See TABLE 7. GREEN SPACE AND AMENITY AREAS BY ELOCK for required locations and quantity
and FIGURE 8: Conceptual Location of Amenity Areas for conceptual locations of the Pedestrian
Conneclion Areas.

COMPACTED
SUBGRADE,

Neighborhood Park

ANeighbernoed Park is defined as a minimum of 500 sf of contiguous land that is suitable for previding
passive gathering andjar unprogrammed oper spac the neighborhoed The ares must be accessible
from a public way by pedestrians The primary function of this space is te provide community-accessible
green and epen space for the neighboreed and the features and amenities within the Neighberhood
Park will be determined by resident planners at site plan.

Recreational Amenity

A Recreational Amenity is defined as a minimum of 500 sf of contiguous land that is suitable for avariety
of recreational activities. The area must have adequate drainage and proper prozserticns for recreational
activities and gathering. This area must be cpen to the public and must be accessible rom a public way
by pedestrians and cyclists. The area may be used for a variety of active-use recreational activities, such
as a basketball or sport court, sport field, playground, or some other use or uses to be determined by
resident planners at site plan. Amenities and facilities appropriate to the recreational use or uses must be
provided

Active Use Recreational Area

The fActive Use Recreational Area is defined as aminimum of 6,500 sf of contiguous land that is suitable
for a variety of recreational activities The area must have adequate drainage and proper sroportions for
recrealional aclivities and for players and spectators Lo gather. This area must be oper: to the public
must be accessible from Hickary Street by pedestrians and cyclists. This area may have a variet
functions during any given day, week season. or year and is intended tc be flexible to serve
pursoses, howaver, use as a community-accessible neighborhoed-scale active recreational scccer field
must be possible
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8.0 FRAMEWORK STREETS

-
-

e

EIGURE 11 Streets ical Plan

Framework Streets

The street and pedestrian system for Phase 1 at Seuthwood is envisioned as the connective framework
between the main entrance from Cld Lynchburg Rozd al Hickory and Lhe residential development of
Southwood Phase 1. The main framewaork road system sets up the first phase of a neighborhcod center
and ‘'main street’ along rcad 1A from Blocks & through 17 as it travels north to south toward Blacks 3
through 8. The internal street system throughout Blocks 3 through 8 provides a safe neighborhocd street
system with a variety of on street parking options, with block dimensions that reinforcs the seale and
canfiguration of the community, maximizing connection and minimizing dead-ends and cul de sacs.
Associated with the street system is 2 system of sidewalks and pedestrian connaction areas that separates
pedestrians from vehicles. This system provides safe and coherent connections between varicus areas
af the community and links the netwaork of intemal sidewalks to the trail system at specifically identified
pedestrian cannection areas.

The scale and configuration of road types vary in v niw to the density of develapment. If additional
roads are designated at Site Planning, these additional roads will not be considered framework streets

and will serve mere utilitarian purseses and these non-framewaork streats may be private znd secondary
All streets are intended to be public right-of-way where possible. The road sections on the following
page conform o Alsemarle County and VDOT standards The lacation and the design of framewaerk
streel seclions are inlended Lo provide the Southwood nelghborhood with safe, pedestrian and
neighborhood-friendly streets.

Possible Waiver Streets

In addition te the framework street sections provided within this Code of Development, the
neighbarhood is considering waivers to allow for road alements that deviate from current County and
VDOT Standards. These modified road sections will centinue to provide safe streets while integrating
specific resident values and censtraints. As shown in FIGURES 12 - 14, these possible road walver
sections focus on two values: calming traffic to provide safe pedestrian experience and apprepriately
reducing the width of the right-of-way to allow more space for heusing and amen

faiver Dia Reverse location of the
planting strip and the sidewalk provides the
perception of larger front yards and increased green
space

FLTFLARTNG ST

IGURE 13, Walver Diagram A Yield Street allows for a
reduced travel lane and provides on-streel parking Lo
calm traffic

FIGURE 14. Waiver Diagram To aliow for & reduced
sidewalk next to the curb asjacent to parking lane
will reduce the actual width o the right-of-way and
provide protection for the pedastrian

The actual non-residential squara footage and number of dwelling units will not excead an additional
daily vehicle trip count of 5000 for the entire Southwood development, TMPs 90A1-1E, 90-1A, 76-51A
90AL-1D, S0A-4, and S0A-1C. Each subdivision plal or site plar within the Property shall designate the
daily vehicle trip count provided and must be approved by VDOT.
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Framework Streets Sections

s s s,

SECTION 1 (TW0 LANE (TW0-UAY) Vi STRECT NG PARKING)

STRECT W1 PARKING]

STREET, WITH DPTIONAL PARKING]

SECTION S
SECTON |1 2 3 (4|5
HICKORY
St | X X x
ROAD 1A | X X
ROADIE | X X
R0AD1C | K X | X
ROADZ | X X
ROADI | X X
ROAD4 | X X X

“ SIDEWALK AND PLANTING 4880CIATED WITH THE S0UTH SIDE OF ROAD 12 MAY BE
CONETAUCTED DURING THE CONSTRUCTIGN AND CEVELOPWENT GF FUTURE

PHASES

4 6 BIKE LANE W11 RE ADDED T THE CHOSEN STREST SECTION FOR HEXGRY.
STREET ON T4E CLIMBING SIE, WTH THE CATION 10 A0 ONE 7G THE DOSNHILL
S10% OR F SHARROW PAVEMENT MARKINGS BIKF | SNES SRE CATIONAL ON

EETS AND \AY BE PROVIDEC AT SITE PLANNING 5TAGE,
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9.0 EVALUATION CRITERIA

As envisioned in the purpose and intent of the Neighborhood Medel District set forth in Chapter 18,
section 20.A1 of the Zoning Ordinance, the Plan of Development for Scuthwood has been designed to
further the fellowing principles:

Pedestrian orientation This plan envisions sidewalks on all framework street as well as a 3,200 foot trail
running frem the entrance along Old Lynchburg Read threugh Block 2 to the 8.0 acre amenity area of
Block 1 providing pedestrians with varied and secure options for mobility through all areas of Phase [
Because of this redundant system, there may be locations where it would be appropriate to have sidewalk
present on only one side of any framework street

Neighborhood friendly streets and paths. Streets will be designed with traffic-calming techniques that
will result in slow-moving traffic and minimized road widths to the extent allowed Building setbacks
appropriate to building scale will create a built form that addresses the street. The propesed path through
the natural areas will increase the community's ability to access existing natural resources.

streets and ‘The main road network propcsed for Phase | sets
a framework for developing a modified grid that both adapts to, and preserves the landscape to the extent
possible. It enables an interconnected street system that will make travel intuitive. This network has been
established with the opportunity for logical connections into the futwre phases of Southwood
redevelcpment and to the future Biscuit Run Park. This plan prioritizes a continuaticn and augmentaticn
of the existing transportation partnership between the City of Charlottesville and Albemarle County
which brings bus service to Southwcod

Parks and open space as amenities This plan proposes the preservation of more than 9 acres of natural
green space and amenity areas made up of sensitive ecological zcnes such as flocdplain, stream buffer
and steep slopes, as well as newly created recreational amenities and civic spaces, all to maintain the
area’s natural setting and feeling of tranquility in the future redevelopment. Potential connections to
future county and regional trails and the existing amenities in the Southwood community such as trails,
parks and sport courts will be able to provide multiple varied recreaticnal opportunities ¢ this
development.

Neighborhood centers: The Neighborhood Center Special Area marks the intersection of Hickory Street
and Old Lynchburg Road. This area serves as the entrance to the new Scuthwood, and as such is the
most appropriate area for more intensive uses. Building regulations at this area support an appropriate
scale to create non-residential opportunities and an activated street edge. The Neighborhcod Places in
Blocks 6 - 9 also provide opportunities for neighborhood commercial entities that would support the
new neighborhood

Buildings and spaces of hurman scale Maximum building heights proposed in this rezoning enable an
urban form at a pedestrian-friendly scale. Pedestrian-centered street design and continucus sidewalks
invite the neighborhood to engage with their community and create a neighberhood with a strong sense
of place.

Relegated parking This plan envisions alleys in addition to main roads to allow for rear-loaded parking
whenever apprepriate. feasible, and allowable, and to minimize curb cuts. The parking plan allows flexible

solutions like surface lots, on-street parking and shared driveways to allow for ample parking that can be
resporsive to exact site and conditions the future development presents. The parking requirements will
allow Southwood residents to have flexibility in locating required residential parking spaces to allow the
neighborhcod design flexibility to meet resident need. The preject is within a half-mile of an existing bus
stop in the adjacent Southwood Neighborheod. The project intends to encourage additional bus stops
‘within the development when possible. The project also intends tc encourage bike connectivity to a trail
network outside of the Southwood Community

Mixture of uses and types Phase | allows for a wide range of commercial and residential uses. with the
most intensive uses focused in Blocks 9 - 12 aleng Old Lynchburg Road, and less intensive uses in Blocks
3 - 8. There are cepertunities for commercial uses that act primarily as support services tc the residential
development in Blocks 3 - 8 The uses proposed in this Zoning Map Amendment have been designated
by comrmunity leaders and have been memorialized in the enclosed use tables.

Mixture of housing types and affordability The Habitat homeownership model alongside innovative
outside partnerships will provide sustainable affordable preducts available to awide range of area median
incomes There will be ownership or rental structures to fit with the goals and aspirations of the
community and the market. The Cede of Develcpment allows for a wide range of housing types such as
singl. tly detached. single-family attached, townhomes, duplexes. apartments, and flexible use
structures. Within blocks 3-5 and 10-11 &t least two of those such housing types will be provided to
ensure a varied built environment. Preactive financial coaching has already begun within the community
to best prepare residents for their future housing goals

Site planning that respects terrain The team of landscape architects and environmental engineers that
have been advising the redevelopment of Southwood have taken into consideration the unique
conditions and topegraphy present on this site. The road network’s curvilinear design responds directly
to existing grades and promctes the preservation of the natural areas at the edges of the site. All
development shall comply with Chapter 18 section 30.7 of the Albemarle County Zening Ordinance

Clear boundsries with rural areas. Southvwioed s located at the southemn edge of the growth area and
is bordered tc the south by County-leased parkland, serving as a natural and abundant barrier between
this residential urban development and the rural areas to the south. The nearest rural areas are 05 miles
to the west and 1.5 miles to the scuth. The Application Plan includes a 30" wide trail buffer from Hickery
Street south along Old Lynchburg Road.

Consi with the C Plan Southweed is part of Albemarle County’s Southem and
Western Development Area, which calls for an Urban Density Residential development with up to
34DU/acre and mixed-income, mixed-use development. The maximum density prepesed in this rezoning
application is 34DU/acre and is contained to the most dense section of Blocks 10 - 12, diminishing te a
maximum of §DUfacre in the more residential sections of Blocks 3 - 4. The building regulations identify
a Neighberhood Center as identified by the Comprehensive Plan, and the Trail Buffer Area of Block 2
along Old Lynchburg Road supports the designation of a ‘greenway” in that area.
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Proposed Impact on Public Facilities and Infrastructure

‘The Phase I development of Southwecod will connect to the existing internal read Hickery Street,
connecting approximately 320 south of Hickory Street’s intersecticn with Old Lynchburg Road. This first
phase does not contemplate large improvements at the intersection with Old Lynchburg Road, but does
anticipate upgrading Hickory Street to the intersection for the entrance tc Phase 1. Future phases and
rezonings will continue to analyze these areas for additional improvements. A traffic study has
contemplated total future build out to ensure long term development requirements are not missed
during the early stages of the development

Both water and sanitary utilities are located in the area The existing sanitary line, which follows the
stream, along the south end of the parcel, is well pesitioned to accept the flow from the first phase of
development. Connection to the existing sanitary line will need to be designed and constructed with
care, as it is located in the Water Protection Crdinance buffer, however connections of this type are
allowred per the ordinance.

‘The existing waterline network that is located in Southweod runs to a master meter. With the completion
of the Southwood Phase 1 project, it is anticipated that the neighborhood will eentinue to utilize the
existing master meter. All new taps will connect into the water main in Old Lynchburg Road. allowing a
service to be brought in 1o feed the first phase of development The extension of this service will allow
for individual meters tc be set for each use, including both residential type units and commercial spaces.
Coordinaticn with the Rivanna Water and Sewer Authority and Albemarle County Service Authority has
begun and will continue through the life of this project, including both during the rezoning application
and the site plar ivision plan st s, Because i has existing water and sewer users,
it is anticipated that redevelopment will be credited with an egual number of residential tap fees.
Conversations have already begun with RWSA to coordinate through the site plarming phases tc
caleulate for these tap fee credits.

The development of Southwoed also allows for the potential to extend access to a trail system and/or
wihat nay be Biseuit Run Park. This trail system will allow residents and the community to enjoy the
natural areas and terrain. including the stream that runs along the western and scuthermn borders of
Phase I

Impact on Environmental Features

This site is surounded by natural features, such as streams. smail areas of wetlands. and steep slopes.
Each of these features defines this area and has become impertant to the resident community to be
preserved and honored in the development of this first phase. Members of the resident design team have
walked the site and acknowledged the environmental features that make it unique, focusing on ways to
preserve and integrate each of these areas into the first phase of development

The infrastructure and potential layouts carefully consider preserving these areas, while also making
them accessible, allowing the envircnmental features of the area tc be available for resident enjoyment.
This access will be through a trail network developed in coordination with the Parks and Recreation
department.

The streams and wetlands on the site will be preserved in a way to honor the natural habitats associated
with each in partnership with the Ccunty of Albernarle. Restoration of some of the streams is being

contemplated. In addition, critical slopes are being honored along the south end of the property and
stormwater and sanitary pipes will be located as to mininize disturbance of steep slopes and
environmental features. When utilities are required to pass through steep slopes, all grades will be
restored to their predevelopment state

Strategies for Shared Stormwater

Blocks 3 -8 will feature a mix of residential type units, but will primarily be of a lower density, resulting in
less impervious surface and therefore a lower amount cf required water quality treatment. Conversely,
Blocks § -12 will feature a more dense development, having a higher ratio of impervious surface and a
greater need for water quality treatment. While all blocks will look to use non-proprietary measures such
as hioretention. infiltration, and preservaticn of weeded areas. Blocks ¢ -12 will most likely require some
form of proprietary treatment such as cartridge filtration or permeable pavers While all water quality
measures approved by DEQ will be a part of our toclbox during design, we will have a focus on the
different areas as noted. Additionally, off-site water quality credits, in accordance with DEQ may also be
used to meet requirements.

Additionally, Southwoed redevelopment. in partnership with Albemarle County staff, is simultaneously
exploring a potential pilot project with the Department of Environmental Quality (DEQ) to pursue stream
restoration as an on-site stormwater quality best g 1t practice. However, as that is not yet an
approved BMP. the cther options, previously menticned and shown on the concept plan can be
implemented if it is determined that stream restoration does net meet the state requirements for water
quality treatment

Water quantity requirements will be met on-site by outfalling directly to the stream, within the 10C year
floodplain. Providing a stommwater cutfall at this location will better move water trough the drainage
shed, versus allowing the upstreamn velume and flow to catch up to the on-site runoff.

Grading

An overlot grading plan and final design of retaining wealls shall be reviewed and approved in conjunction
with the site and subdivision development plans for Southwood Phase 1. Retaining walls shall be a
maximum of six (6] feet in height, as measured from the top of wall to the finished grade at the bottom
of the wall. The overall retained height may exceed six (6 feet with multiple stepped walls or, at the
discretion of the Director of Community Development, in a single wall
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10.0 AFFORDABLE HOUSING

The Owner shall provide affcrdable housing equal cr greater to fifteen percent (15%) cf the total number
of residential dwelling units constructed on the Southwood Property, subject to the following conditions

a

o

o

o

o

These units may be created as for-sale or rental The Owner reserves the right to meet the
affordable housing chiective through a variety of housing types. including but not limited te single
family detached, single family attached, multifamily, accesscry units, and Flexible Use Structures,
("Affordable Unit
“For-Sale Afferdable Housing Units” shall be & residential unit offered for sale to Qualifying Families
with incomes less than eighty percent (80%) of the area median income All purchasers of for-sale
affordable units shall be approved by Habitat for Humanity of Greater Charlottesville or Albemarle
County Office of Housing or its designee. The Owner shall provide Habitat or the County or its
designee a period cf 120 days to identify and pre-qualify an eligible purchaser for the affordable
units The 120-day period shall commence upon written notice from the Owner that the units will
be available for sale. This notice shall not be given mere than 20 days prior to the anticipated
receipt of the certificate cf cccupancy. If Habitat or Albemarle County or its designee does not
provide a qualified purchaser within this 120-day pericd for such For-Sale Affordable Housing
Units, the Cwiner shall have the right to sell the unitis) without any restriction on sales price or
income of the purchaser(s),

“For-Rent Affordable Housing Units” shall be a residential unit offered at an initial rent that dces
not exceed the then-current and applicable maximum net rent rate approved by the Albemarle
County Housing Cffice "Net Rent” is defined as the amount of rent not including any tenant-paid
utilities. Notwithstanding the foregoing, the monthly Net Rent may be increased by three percent
per year following the first year of tenancy and still be deemed affordable. The designated
affordable rental units shall remain affordable for a minimum of 10 years after initial cocupancy.
Affordable Units shall also be defined as any residential unit rented or soid to a current resident of
the existing Southwood community with housing costs capped at 30% of the family’s income

. Each subdivision plat or site plan shall designate the number of affordable units provided and the

rminimum number of required affordable units per the Cede of Development.

11.0 ATTACHMENTS

Technical Documents

Altached as a part of this Code of Development is a set of Technical Documents for the Project describing
Impact on the Planned Develcpment District, Existing Conditicns, the Application Plan, Technical Road
Grading Plan, Conceptual Utilities, Conceptual Stormwater Management Facility Locations, and
Framework Street Sections.
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APPLICATION PLAN
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WATER QUALITY ANALYSIS 3o

SITE DATA

; BLOCKS 2, 5-12 WATER QUALITY STRATEGIES

| STRATEGIES IN 3LOCKS 2, §-12 WILL BE SUCH TO ALLOW FOR DENSE
| DEVELOFMENT AS SUCH PRIMARY TREATMENT FOR WATER QUALITY WILL
INCLUDE THE USE OF CARTRIDGE FILTRATION, AS WELL AS HYDRODYNAMIC
SEPARATORS. OTHER FORMS OF WATER QUALITY TREATMENT. INCLUDING NCN
ARY TREATMENTS (SUCH AS BIORETENTICN OR WATER QUALITY
SWALES) WILL BE DETERMINED DURING FINAL DESIGN. OFFSITE WATER
‘QUALITY CREDIT PURCH, WITH DEQ.

BLOCKS 1, 3-8
TOTAL AREA = 20.98 ACRES
APPROXIMATE IMPERVIOUS AREA = 7.
BLOCK 2, 512
TOTAL AREA = 12.98 ACRES
APPROXIMATE IMPERVIOUS AREA = 11.07 ACRES

7ACRES

POST DEVELOPMENT LOAD (TP} {LE/YR] = 42.85 LB/YR
MAXIMUM PERCENT LOAD RECUCTION REQUIREL = 20%

TOTAL LOAD REDUCTION REQUIRED (LB/YR) = 29 03 LB/YR

NOTE
STORMWATER MANAGEMENT LOCATION AND SZING
18 CONCEPTUAL AND DOES NOT REPRESENT A
SPECIFIC MEASURE. FINAL LOCATIONS WILL BE
CEVELCPED WITH FINAL SITE AND VSMP PLANS.

inoirat for
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waterstreet studio

2 BLOCKS 1, 3-8 WILL FEATURE A LESS DENSE DEVELOPMENT AN WWILL
7% FOCUS ON INTEGRATING NON FROPRIETARY WATER QUALTY MEASURE:
77777 INTO THE LANDSCAPE. IT IS ANTICIPATED THAT BIORETENTION AND
ez INFILTRATION WILL BE USED THROUGHOUT THE SITE TO MEET WATER
%7~ QUALITY REQUIREMENTS. ADDITIONALLY, STHER FROPRIETARY AND NON
o OFFSITE WATER
DEQ.
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Original Proffers __ X _
Amendment

PROFFER STATEMENT
ZMA No. 2018-003
Tax Map and Parcel Number(s): 09000-00-00-001A0, 090A1-00-00-001E0, 07600-00-00-051A0
Owner(s) of Record: SOUTHWOOD CHARLOTTESVILLE, LLC

Date of Proffer Signature: ___ August 2, 2019

33.96 acres; TMP 90-1A (7.94 acres), TMP 76-51A (1.23 acres) to be rezoned from R-2 to NMD and TMP
90A1-1E (23.33 acres) which is to be rezoned from NMD to NMD.
Southwood Charlottesville LLC, is the owner (the “Owner”) of Tax Map and Parcel Number 69000-00-00-

001A0, 090A1-00-00-001E0, 07600-00-00-051 A0 (the “Property™) which is the subject of rezoning application
ZMA No. 2018-003, a project known as “Southwood Phase 17 (the “Project”).

Pursuant to Section 33.3 of the Albemarle County Zoning Ordinance, the Owner hereby voluntarily proffers the
conditions listed below which shall be applied to the Property if it is rezoned to the zoning district identified
above. These conditions are voluntarily proffered as a part of the requested rezoning and the Owner
acknowledges that (1) the rezoning itself gives rise to the need for the conditions; and (2) such conditions have a
reasonable relation to the rezoning requested. This proffer statement shall supersede and replace in all respects
the proffer statements approved by the Board of Supervisors in connection with ZMA 2005-00017.

1. Removal of Proffers and Amendment of Code of Development for Biscuit Run ZMA 2005-00017
included on Tax Map Parcel 090A1-00-00-001E0. All existing proffers associated with the Code of

Development, applications, and Application Plan for ZMA 2005-00017 relating to Tax Map Parcel 090A1-
00-00-001E0 are hereby removed and superseded by these proffers. Tax Map parcel 090A1-00-00-001E0
(along with parcels 09000-00-00-001 A0 and 07600-00-0051A0) shall comply with the application plan and
the Code of Development, entitled, “Southwood Phase I, A Neighborhood Model District,” dated February
20, 2018, last revised July 29, 2019.

2. Trails, Parks, Civic Spaces.

a. Greenway Connections to Potential Adjacent County Parkland. At any time from approval of this
rezoning application until the final certificate of occupancy is granted for Phase I, upon written
request by Albemarle County, the Owner shall dedicate to the County, at no cost to the County and
within six (6) months of the aforementioned written request, an easement, deed property within the 8.0
acre green space described in paragraph 2(b) to the County, and/or enter into an agreement with the
County to provide a public trail connection between the Trail described in paragraph 2(b) below and any
trail constructed by the County on abutting County property, TMP 09000-00-00-00500. The land under
easement, associated trail connection, associated signage, and any associated structures shall be
maintained in perpetuity by Albemarle County.

b. Trail Network. The Owner shall establish a trail on the Property (“the Trail), consistent with the
County’s design standards for a Class B type 1 primitive nature trail, within the 8.0 acre green space and
amenity area shown and described as Block 1 on pages 5 and 7 of the Code of Development. The general

location of the Trail is shown on the Application Plan on page 8 of the Code of Development; however
exact trail locations shall be determined by the Owner based on site conditions and the then-current uses
of the green space and amenity area and in coordination with the County. Installation of the Trail shall
commence concurrently with the site work for Blocks 3-8 and the entire Trail shall be substantially
completed prior to issuance of the one hundredth (100™) Permit for a dwelling within Blocks 3-8. The
Trail shall be maintained by a property owners association established for Southwood. The public trail
connection between the Trail and a potential, adjacent County trail network mentioned in paragraph 1(a)
shall be maintained by the County as described in section 2a above.

¢. Owner shall provide a pedestrian connection between the northern terminus of the trail within Block 2 to
the existing natural trail along the northern edge of the Southwood Trailer Park. The trail may be
provided as an enhanced sidewalk (minimum ten (10) foot wide) along the Phase 1 streets, a Class B type
2 pedestrian trail around the perimeter of Block 12, or, subject to agreement of VDOT and adjacent
property owner, as a Class B type 2 pedestrian trail within the ROW along Old Lynchburg Road, to the
public road reservation through TMP 76-51. The pedestrian improvements shall be constructed prior to
the issuance of the 300™ Certificate of Occupancy in Phase 1.

SOUTHWOOD CHARLOTTESVILLE, LLC,
a Virginia limitgd Iability compan

By:
Dan Rosefisweig, Manager




August 21, 2019 (Regular Meeting)
(Page 94)

Agenda Item No. 17. From the Board: Committee Reports and Matters Not Listed on the
Agenda.

Ms. Mallek said that she brought up the topic briefly during the Rio West discussion and it was
something for Mr. Richardson and staff to consider. She asked if there should be a minimum acreage for
a Neighborhood Model again, because there used to be one. She questioned that when there are many
uses, if three acres really sufficient.

Ms. Mallek said that in the County’s requirements only giant trees that finish out at 60 to 80 feet
are required. She said that it has come to her attention from citizens that in planning, perhaps trees
should be optimized to top out at 20 feet without overhanging the street and require constant pruning,
which creates a lot of work. She added that having the top chopped out of a large deciduous tree was
undesirable, because it would look bad and die.

Ms. Mallek remarked that this, along with the chloramine meeting, was one of the best things the
Board has done.

Ms. McKeel said there should be a way to better share the work the Board is doing with the
school system in regard to climate change so there is a better connection when discussing kids driving
versus riding buses to school, as well as work being done to lower the carbon footprint. She said that it is
almost as if they are operating on different tracks. She said there is a school with an environmental
academy and they are talking about adding more parking spaces so that more students could drive, and
there are also complaints about traffic at the intersection. She said that somehow, the connection needs
to be made.

Ms. Palmer said that with the stakeholders committee for climate change, the school is
represented. She said that hopefully, the School Board would be voting against expanding the parking.

Ms. Mallek pointed out that the joint meeting would be a great time to discuss these things.

Mr. David Benish said that regarding transportation planning and understanding the items seen in
the staff report, the Planning Commission has asked for a work session on how transportation analysis is
done. He asked if the Board would be interested in learning how this is done, what is and is not contained
in the analysis, level of service, etc.

Mr. Gallaway said he would be interested but would also be attentive and listen to the work
session when it is happening.

Mr. Benish said they would make the Board aware of when that work session is, noting that it has
not yet been scheduled and was likely a couple months away.

Agenda Item No. 18. From the County Executive: Report on Matters Not Listed on the Agenda.

There were none.

Agenda Item No. 19. Adjourn to September 4, 2019, 1:00 p.m., Lane Auditorium.

At 10:39 p.m., Mr. Gallaway adjourned the Board until September 4, 2019 at 1:00 p.m. in Lane
Auditorium.

Chairman

Approved by Board

Date 03/04/2020

Initials TOM




