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City of Harrisonburg, Hirginia
Planning Commission Meeting
August 13, 2014
7:00 p.m.

Regular Meeting
409 South Main Street

Call to order, roll call, determination of quorum, and review/approval of minutes from the July
9, 2013 regular meeting.

New Business

Alley Closing — Adjacent to 40-N-6 through 13, 13A, & 14 (LFSVA)

Consider a request from Lutheran Family Services of Virginia, Inc. (LFSVA) the sole “member” of
Massanutten Street, LLC to close approximately 5,857 +/- sg. ft. of an undeveloped public alley right-of-way.
The entire alley stretches about 660 feet between Jackson Street and West Washington Street, however, the
section requested for closure extends from Jackson Street southward about 410 feet. No section of the alley is
developed. The section to be closed is about 14 feet wide and is adjacent to tax map parcels 40-N-6 through 13,
13A, and 14.

Rezoning — 907 North Main Street (Portion of 41-C-44 from R-2 to B-2C)

Public hearing to consider a request from Farhad Koyee, Bahar Mikael, and Sabir Haji to rezone a 0.38-acre
(16,553 +/- sq. ft.) portion of a 0.52-acre (22,600 +/- sqg. ft.) parcel from R-2, Residential District to B-2C,
General Business District Conditional. The property is located along the north side of Ashby Avenue but is
addressed as 907 North Main Street. The parcel has 104 feet of lineal road frontage, where 40-feet of it is zoned
B-2 and 64-feet is zoned R-2. The split-zoned lot is one parcel removed from the corner of Ashby Avenue and
North Main Street and is identified as tax map parcel 41-C-44.

15.2-2232 Review — Park View Water Tank

Consider a request to review the proposed Park View Water Tank project per City Code Section 10-1-6 to
determine if the public facility is in substantial accord with the Comprehensive Plan as provided by the Code of
Virginia Section 15.2-2232. The proposed tank would be located on tax map parcel 48-A-1 and/or 2.

Zoning Ordinance Amendment — To Allow Public Uses to Deviate from Zoning Regulations by Special Use
Permit

Public hearing to consider a request to amend multiple sections of the Zoning Ordinance to allow public uses to
deviate from requirements of the Zoning Ordinance by approval of a special use permit. An additional
subsection will be added to each zoning district’s list of available special use permits to allow public uses to
apply to deviate from zoning regulations. The sections of the Zoning Ordinance that would be amended
include: 10-3-34, 10-3-40, 10-3-46, 10-3-48.4, 10-3-52, 10-3-55.4, 10-3-56.4, 10-3-57.4, 10-3-58.4, 10-3-63,
10-3-71, 10-3-79, 10-3-85, 10-3-91, 10-3-97, and 10-3-180.

Unfinished Business
Public Input
Report of secretary and committees

Other Matters
Adjournment

Staff will be available Monday September 8, 2014 at 4:30 p.m. for those interested in going on a field trip

to view the sites for the September 10, 2014 agenda.



MINUTES OF HARRISONBURG PLANNING COMMISSION
July 9, 2014

The Harrisonburg Planning Commission held its regular meeting on Wednesday, July 9, 2014 at
7:00 p.m. in the City Council Chambers, 409 South Main Street.

Members present: Richard Baugh, Gil Colman, Deb Fitzgerald, Jefferson Heatwole and Henry

Way.

Members absent: MuAwia Da’Mes and Judith Dilts.

Also present: Stacy Turner, Director of Planning and Community Development; Adam Fletcher,
City Planner; Alison Banks, Senior Planner and Secretary.

Chair Fitzgerald called the meeting to order and determined there was a quorum with five members

in attendance. She then asked if there were any corrections, co
minutes from the June 11, 2014 Planning Commission meeting.

Mr. Way moved to approve the minutes as presented fr
Commission meeting.

Mr. Heatwole seconded the motion.

nts or a motion regarding the

e 11, 2014 regular Planning

All members voted in favor of approving the June 2014mimttes (5-0).

New Business

Streets and Alley Closing — JMU Street Clos 0 of Chesapeake Avenue, East Grace

Street, Portion of South Mason Str
South Mason Street)

Chair Fitzgerald read the request

Sites:

North:

East:

South:

West:

da ey Located Between South Main Street and

review.

192 feet of Ches Avenue ROW is north of the Chesapeake Avenue section, R-3
Institutional Overlay’zoned property owned by JMU is north of East Grace Street, Martin
Luther King Jr. Way is north of South Mason Street section, and R-3 zoned property
owned by JMU is north of the alley

M-1 zoned property owned by JMU is east of Chesapeake Avenue, R-3 zoned property
owned by JMU is east of East Grace Street, R-3 Institutional Overlay zoned property
owned by JMU is east of South Mason Street, and South Mason Street is east of the alley

M-1 zoned property owned by JMU is south of Chesapeake Avenue, R-3 zoned property
owned by JMU is south of East Grace Street and South Mason Street, and R-3 zoned
property owned by JMU is south of the alley

M-1 zoned property owned by JMU is west of Chesapeake Avenue, South Main Street is
west of East Grace Street, R-3 and R-3 Institutional Overlay zoned property owned by
JMU is west of South Mason Street, and South Main Street is west of the alley



James Madison University (JMU) is requesting to close and vacate three public street right-of-ways
(ROWSs) and one public alley. JMU is the adjacent property owner to all ROWs requested for
closure.

The public street ROW closures include: portions of Chesapeake Avenue, East Grace Street, and
portions of South Mason Street. Chesapeake Avenue consists of 24,176 +/- square feet of ROW
located south of West Grace Street. The closure does not include the first 192.83 feet of this ROW
because JMU does not own the property on the western side of this section of Chesapeake Avenue.
East Grace Street would be closed in its entirety and includes 50,429 +/- square feet of ROW. South
Mason Street, south of Martin Luther King Jr. Way would also be closed in its entirety and includes
28,575 +/- square feet of ROW.

The public alley requested for closure is a 10-foot wide by 670.7-foot long ROW located between
South Main Street and South Mason Street and consists of 6,708 +/- square feet.

As explained within the letter submitted by the University, the p
and South Mason Street is to make these areas more pedestri

se for closing East Grace Street
bicycle friendly in association
areas in connection with the

support the Student Success Center.
The reasoning to close the identified portions of Chesa e Avenue is to incorporate that ROW
within their adjacent property to make square foot annex for Facilities
Management.

There are utilities such as water, se ctric located within all portions of the subject

If approved, the City will reserve easements for

plats prior to holdlng the City Co I"reading of the closings so that such plats can be

recorded with the ordinane the City Attorney. When redevelopment of the subject
areas occurs and relocation of th es takes place, the reserved easements can be removed
and new easements for the tilities can be recorded

except for the East Grace S ROW, where only a water main is located within the street.
Easements for these utilities must be in accordance with the City’s current standards for new
construction, where 20-foot wide easements are needed for individual water or sewer mains and 35-
foot wide easements are needed for water and sewer mains that are parallel to one another and to be
located within combined easements. Special consideration should be made for deep utilities or large
separations between parallel utilities. These locations may require greater than 20 or 35 foot wide
easements. The Department of Public Utilities specifically requested to review the proposed
easement locations and widths once these areas are better located.

With regard to gas utilities, Columbia Gas noted there is a 2-inch plastic main within Chesapeake
Avenue. This line is connected to lines located within West Grace Street. They also noted there are
service lines within this area that are not mapped. They also have a 2-inch plastic main within South
Mason Street, which is connected to infrastructure located in the ROW of Martin Luther King Jr.
Way. Columbia Gas prefers to have 25-foot wide easements centered on their mains.



Harrisonburg Electric Commission (HEC) has overhead power lines that run along the edge of
Chesapeake Avenue. They have requested that a 15-foot easement be reserved centered on the
overhead power line through this area. HEC also has overhead power lines located within South
Mason Street, which will also need the same width of easements reserved.

The Department of Public Works requested that easements be included for the maintenance of
traffic signals, sidewalk, curb, and gutter facilities at the public street intersections. Furthermore, if
gates are to be installed on East Grace Street and/or South Mason Street, or for any other planned
areas for that matter, coordination of their placement should occur with the Department of Public
Works to prevent vehicle queue spillover onto public streets.

The Fire Department noted that emergency vehicle access is an issue with which they have been
successful in working with JMU on a regular basis; so long as adequate access is provided for
apparatus responding to emergencies, they have no concerns with closing the subject ROWs.

If JMU is considering renaming any of these ROWs, the
coordinated with the City and with the Emergency Communi

ing of the streets should be
Center (ECC).

In conclusion, staff recommends closing the identified condition that appropriate

easements be reserved for all utilities.

Chair Fitzgerald asked if there were any questions
does not require a public hearing; however, we general
this time. Seeing no one, she asked Planning issi
this time.

earing none, she said this request
w anyone desiring to speak to do so at
ey had any discussion or a motion at

Mr. Way asked if there was a represe present at the meeting tonight.

Seeing no one, Chair Fitzgerald a had a general question to be answered.

Mr. Way said | have a few questio
speak to this.

ewhat surprised there is no one here from JMU to

Mr. Fletcher said you

Mr. Colman asked if therejw
this request and the easeme

uestions and we may know some of the answers.
ents regarding concerns about a citizen being against some of

Mr. Fletcher said not to my
reserved?

nowledge. Are you referring to the easements that need to be

Mr. Colman replied no, someone opposed to the closure and the easements.
Chair Fitzgerald asked if there had been any citizen concern.
Staff said they had not received any comments or phone calls regarding this request.

Mr. Baugh said he did have one constituent contact him regarding the closure. The concern was
particularly about the closure of the Mason and Grace Street portions. It was more of a general
question of why is the City “giving up” the street(s). | would not mind hearing staff discuss more
about that as well. Obviously, there is nothing within the staff report that raises a red flag against it.

Mr. Fletcher said until recently, there were still private property owners of which the public street
was serving the public interest for. There is no longer that case. When you look at JMU’s long
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term comprehensive plan you can see Grace Street with the improvements of narrower streets and
wider sidewalks, along with bus pull-offs for public transportation.

Mr. Baugh said the argument that this person was making was the perception that this was
something that was just being done for JMU. | attempted to point out that JMU does own all the
property around the public street; so | guess in theory anyone in the same situation could come to us
and make the same request. | am just throwing this out for discussion. This was only one person
who contacted me expressing any concern.

Mrs. Turner said it is really only unusual because JMU owns all the properties bordering those
streets. We do not usually have an entire block of property on an existing, developed, used street
that is owned by one party. It is not unique because it is JMU, it is unique because that situation
does not exist for most private property owners. There has definitely been a case in the past where
we have vacated a built street. You may not remember, but where Costco is now was a built street
and the property on all sides was one owner and he wanted to va the street to sell the properties
to Costco. The City vacated the street, it was torn out and C@8teo was built. It is not that it has
very many places where you

Mr. Baugh said arguably it has similarities to what ff North Main Street with Wilson
Avenue. What is different with that is it was part of g request; something we do not have
here.

Mr. Colman said is there any impact on the t
and Mason Street. Has the closing of the street

that some people use Grace Street
at with traffic studies?

Mrs. Turner said | do not believe thg
view is that there will not be an ig
reason people would be using the
Luther King Jr Way intersectiog
the request.

has done an actual study on that. | think their
ing of the streets. For the most part, the only
for a cut through to avoid the Main Street/Martin
1S probably not a valid enough reason to be in opposition of

Mr. Baugh said | agre€;
a cut through, it does not v
cut through.

at is where any sentiment would be. No one would use that as
ell; but in some sense we are taking away the public’s right to

Mr. Way said on the merits of the request, it fits in with the JMU plan and the surrounding
properties. | think that it makes a lot of sense for this to happen. | do have questions about what the
actual plans are for Mason and Grace Streets. | wonder how much the alleyway is needed, the letter
talks about making it more pedestrian and bicycle friendly, so it seems a bit strange to remove an
alleyway if you are trying to achieve that. We are closing two reasonably sized streets and it would
seem like a good courtesy for JMU to come and answer some questions, or to speak on behalf of. |
do hope they come to City Council to talk about their plans.

Mrs. Turner said to add to Mr. Colman’s question about a traffic study; | do not think there was a
traffic study done about the closure. However, Public Works has been working with JMU since
before they acquired the old hospital property about impacts of JMU simply owning that property
and the rest of the property to the corner and what effects it has on Martin Luther King Jr Way and
on Main Street. They have been planning improvements to those areas as the plans have
progressed.



Mr. Fletcher said Planning Commission was presented, by JMU, their Master Comprehensive Plan
several years back; although many of you were probably not on the Planning Commission at that
time. It reflected the Grace Street Corridor closure and improvements.

Mr. Way moved to recommend approval of the request, with the hope that JIMU might come to the
City Council hearing.

Mr. Heatwole seconded the motion.

Chair Fitzgerald called for a voice vote on the motion to recommend approval. All voted in favor
(5-0). She then said this will move forward to Council on August 12th.

Special Use Permit — 2477 Reservoir Street (Multi-Family Units — Campus View Apartments)
Chair Fitzgerald read the request and asked staff to review.

Mrs. Banks said the Comprehensive Plan designates this ar.
Residential. This designation states that these largely undev,
medium density character of adjacent areas, but in a differe
single family detached and single family attached neigh
design features. Apartments could also be permitted
planned communities that exhibit the same innova
version of mixed residential development. The gross
be in the range of 4 to 12 dwelling units per ac
intensity equivalent to a Floor Area Ratio
commercial intensity in that way.

as Medium Density Mixed
ed areas continue the existing
They are planned for small-lot

of development in these areas should
cial uses would be expected to have an
though the City does not measure

The following land uses are located
Site: Single-family dwellig
North:
East:

South:
West:

The applicant is requesting a special use permit per Section 10-3-48.4 (6) of the Zoning Ordinance
to allow multiple-family dwellings within the R-3, Medium Density Residential District. The
property is located in the southeastern portion of the City along Reservoir Street, approximately 550
feet north of the City/County boundary. Currently, there is a single-family dwelling on the subject
property.

The proposed development is shown to contain three structures; two 12-unit apartment buildings
and a 1,440+/- square foot clubhouse facility. The apartment buildings are described as three
stories, with four bedrooms in each dwelling; for a total of 96 bedrooms. Parking is provided
throughout the remainder of the property. The applicant has demonstrated that a TIA is not needed
with this project.

Although addressed as Reservoir Street, the subject property has only a 15-foot wide pipe stem out
to the street. The majority of the site is situated 100 feet back from Reservoir Street; with vacant
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parcels between the site and street. At this time there are no plans to connect the proposed
development to Reservoir Street, and as shown on the drawing all traffic would be routed into the
existing Campus View complex which connects with Chestnut Ridge Drive. The applicant has
expressed a desire to have a temporary construction entrance off Reservoir Street during the
construction phase for this project and Reservoir Street widening; as well as a possible future gated,
emergency access into the site from Reservoir Street. This can be worked out during the
comprehensive site plan review phase.

The applicant has noted on the submitted plan that the property line between the existing Campus
View Apartments and the proposed new apartments would be vacated during the comprehensive
site plan review process. When the interior property line is vacated to create one lot the orientation
of the front, side, and rear setbacks changes as well. Staff has discussed with the applicant that the
setbacks should all conform to the existing phases of Campus View. Additionally, a shared parking
agreement would not be necessary once the property line is vacate

Per Section 10-3-48.6 (b), vegetative screening would be r

ed along the southern property
boundary where the parking lot is adjacent to single-fami i

gs. The submitted drawing
e (six-foot ultimate height)

required parking lot landscaping must be met; this wed during the comprehensive site
plan review.

As part of the requirements for obtaining a sp
district, an applicant must substantiate that
development. Briefly, the conditions sta

Existing multiple-family develop 3
to the Land Use Guide, is locaté@ha ¢ across the street from or in close proximity to the
proposed development.

The applicant has demog$tra at adeguate vehicular, transit, pedestrian and bicycle facilities

the proposal.

The applicant has demonstratéd that the proposed multiple-family development’s design is
compatible with adjacent existing and planned single-family, duplex and townhouse development;

The applicant has shown that the site is environmentally suitable for multiple-family development.

The applicant submitted a document to attempt to address these issues as numbered above; in
general the applicant states that:

1. The proposed development is adjacent to Phases I and Il of Campus View. The property line
between Phase Il and proposed Phase I11 will be abandoned during site plan development creating
one unified parcel.

2. There are two entrances on Chestnut Ridge Drive serving the existing Campus View Complex
that will serve this proposed Phase Ill. Sidewalks and bicycle facilities will be included with the
site plan development. A connection to Reservoir Street is also being considered in discussions



with the City. However, actual construction of such a connection cannot be completed until the
Reservoir Street widening project is completed.

3. Architectural design and landscaping will be similar to Campus View Phase | and Il. In
addition, screening shall be provided along the boundaries with two adjacent single-family detached
home parcels.

4. The site has an average, existing grade, south-to-north slope of 8.4%. This slope is similar to or
less than existing phases and there are no critical slopes.

Staff believes the proposed development meets the conditions set forth in Section 10-3-48.6 (e).
Currently, there are apartment complexes along this portion of Reservoir Street as well as adjoining
the site. Transit bus stops are located on Reservoir Street and Chestnut Ridge Drive adjacent to the
development and pedestrian/bicycle facilities are planned for the widening of Reservoir Street. The
gross density of the development is twelve units per acre, which dogs,fall within the range of 4 to 12
dwelling units per acre suggested in the Medium Density Mixed idential land use.

Staff does not have concerns with this proposed develop recommends in favor of the

special use permit request.

Chair Fitzgerald asked if there were any questions f
hearing and asked if the applicant or the applicant’s
speak.

aring nohe, she opened the public
ive would like to come forward and

Dick Blackwell with Blackwell Engineering
project. We have talked with the Public Wor
Reservoir Street, just for constructiongs
lots on either side of the entrance a
probably use the same constructie
we do want to have the capability G
in some fashion.

to answer questions regarding the
a t about the use of the entrance off of
e City owns and is planning on using the two
e the work on Reservoir is going on. They will
ass those lots as our project will. When complete
rance for emergency purposes; it would be gated

If there are any questig happy to answer them; as well, the owner is here with me
tonight.

Chair Fitzgerald asked if th
she asked if there was anyone W

anyone wishing to speak in favor of the request. Hearing none,
ing to speak against the request.

Steve Bender said | am the Treasurer of the Campus View Condominium Unit Owners Association.
Campus View JMU borders the property in question. It is our understanding that the applicant
plans to sell the land, once the special use permit is obtained, to Davis Mill, LLC, the current owner
of the property commonly known as Campus View Apartments. The subject parcel abuts both their
property and ours. There are several problems with their application that we would like to correct
for the record.

First, the application still fails to list all adjacent owners, and incorrectly lists Davis Mill as an
owner of Parcel 081-E-1. Until 2012, E-1 represented the entire parcel that was to be Campus View
JMU Condominium. In 2012, when Davis Mill bought the 7 acres of additional land not yet added
to the condominium, 081-E-1 ceased to exist in the Harrisonburg Real Estate Information System
(REIS) and the additional land was designated 081-E-7. Within the last month, 081-E-1 was added
back into the REIS, but once the parcel is selected, pages related to that parcel will not properly
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display any information—just “error on page” warnings. All it lists is Campus View JMU
Condominium Unit Owners Association Inc. Incidentally, this, too, is an error as the Association
does not own the land. Each of the 59 condominium units own an undivided interest in the property
and each of those unit owners should be listed among the adjacent owners. We appreciate the effort
that went in to notifying our members, but for many of them, the mailing address of record is the
condominium unit, and with most students now home, it is likely that they never received their
notices.

The apartment complex was originally planned to be additional units in the Campus View JMU
Condominiums, but due to the Declarant abandoning its project construction schedule, the
construction begun in 2008 was never finished and the later phases of our condominium complex
were never even begun, resulting in a 168 unit condominium being reduced to only 59 units.
Without complying with the law requiring that the existing unit owners be notified, the Declarant
amended the declaration and sold off all additional land to Bavis Mill along with the 12
unconstructed units, which were then built by Davis Mill while ding the apartments.

ions about Sec. 10-3-48.6 (e)
Apartments. We are not
as advised us that their

Second, the letter from Blackwell Engineering answering s
contains errors. In item (1) it refers to Phases | and Il
aware that Campus View Apartments was built in
understanding is that Phase I refers to the Condos.
is wrong. Page 4 of the attachment identifies the build
Declaration. In actuality, Building 2, 4, &
2008. Buildings 3 and 6 were added as Phas
Building 3 did not physically exist beyond th
development. The amended declarati i
legal and real property entities ang
be described as an arranged mar

t the Phase Lines are from the original
ase | of the Condominiums, built in
hip table in May 2009, even though
013. Pages 6-8 show the progressive
ach planned additional building as a separate
ped together in this manner. At best, it should

In Item (2) the letter states th are, two entrances on Chestnut Ridge Drive serving the existing
Campus View Apartmeqts: i ically true, but very misleading. The south entrance
closest to Reservoir i ium entrance. Under a use easement entered into by the

s were given the right to use the roads. However, this
agreement would not exten®

not have access to the Condo m streets without an additional agreement.

Davis Mill has indicated that they may want to include the planned additional units in their current
easement agreement with us. This easement goes well beyond the roads. It includes parking
access, stormwater facilities and sediment pond, and our recreational amenities. It also requires
them to pay a monthly fee for this service and a one-time per unit capital fee once certificates of
occupancy are received. While it may be possible to add the subject property to this agreement,
until that occurs the new units are not entitled to the same rights as the other units, including road
use. The Condominium would have no way to distinguish between tenants with and without access
rights. If you refer to Page 5, you can see the two alternatives for the subject property to ingress
and egress. Those residents would in all likelihood use our roads and recreational amenities without
our permission, leaving us with no way to enforce our rights and effectively putting us in the
position of giving it away for free if we cannot agree to extend the agreement to the additional units.



Please understand that the Condominium project has been a nightmare for our owners for the last
six years. We have faced liens from unpaid subcontractors, our clubhouse was placed in
receivership because the City did not properly record it as a common element and the Declarant has
failed to pay more than $125, 000 in assessments against units under his control. The bond
company holding the Declarant assessment bond denied payment, and we have been forced to bring
suit to recover our assessments. Additionally, despite the fact that they never finished the parking
lot, the Declarant certified to the State, as far back as 2008, that all common elements were
complete.

Last year we spent $31,000, simply to make the roads passable where they had sunk as much as
nine inches. At the time of the 2012 sale to Davis Mill, the two parties escrowed only $56,000, to
be released to the Declarant only upon completion of the lot. It should have been clear that $56,000
was not nearly enough and we strongly suspect that the Declarant never intended to complete the
lot. Davis Mill has notified us and the Declarant that if the lot is completed by the 17™ of next,
month, then the money will pass to Davis Mill and they woul@®not be required to finish the lot.
Completion costs would fall to the owners, who were enti and have already paid for a
e Condominium Act.

It is our understanding from counsel that since the Cit i ss from Reservoir Street,
i the proposed units would have no
over our properties. While the stated
arcel and the subject property would
| said earlier, the most direct access

access to public roads and are not, by right, entitled to
intent to erase the lot line between the curr
partially address that issue, it would not prote
is through our development.

both from substandard construction and from
n vehicles, we have concerns over the ability

Given the current condition of the
excessive wear and tear of the Ag
of fire and emergency vehicles to
have concerns that occupa ts to be built under the special use permit could potentially
bring suit against the Cag i \
roads without permissi 6 of the handout contain photos and Google Earth images of
the condition of the park

Although we believe we are g settlement with the Declarant and other defendants, the two
developers involved in the negotiations have dragged settlement discussions out for nearly six
months with continual questions and changes to the language of the agreement. Even if the
agreement is reached, it will be far less than satisfactory, with the owners receiving none of the
unpaid assessments, no attorney fees, and only a small part of the amount necessary to complete the
roads and parking areas.

Additionally, Davis Mill is avoiding, as part of the settlement agreement, responsibility for 8
months of assessments on their 12 condo units that they built on the slab. Also, they have yet to
deliver occupancy permits, or the $160 initial capital payment they were required to pay as part of
their agreement related to their previous purchase.

We were told that it is the prerogative of the Planning Commission to place conditions on a special
use permit request; one of which would be that you could require that the applicant guarantee that
the roads are complete, by paying for the completion of the project. In talking with our attorney
today, she informed us that is only if the applicant has the right to use the road; therefore, the
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Planning Commission cannot make the applicants enter into an agreement with the Condominium
Owners to get the roads complete. We understand that you cannot make the applicant enter into an
easement agreement with us, or force the applicants to pay for the completion of roads; but,
according to our attorney you could require them to place a barricade to insure that our road is not
used by those 24 units. If a gate or barricade existed, that allowed access by only those units that
currently exist there now it would be the only way to protect our rights from people using our roads
without permission to do so. We would like to make certain that before this is approved there are
protections in place for the Condominium Owners from the new units using our roads without
having the right to do so.

Chair Fitzgerald asked the developer if he would like to speak now regarding the comments.

Mr. Guy Blunden, 407 South Cherry Street, Richmond, VA, said he is the largest owner in the
Home Owners Association for the Condominium Owners. What | heard of importance from Mr.
Bender is that there would be the ability of people in the two newftnits to travel through the land
that is owned by the HOA. It is true, the 108 existing units wefhave, have an easement. We have
cross easements for parking and access between the apartm e HOA. It is true that people
ave to. We have our own

I think to recommend denial of this application beca ople that would live in the buildings
i ive. | would be very happy to instruct
ould like to enter into an agreement
buildings. | think there are some
0 so In order to construct the new buildings
sition. We would not like for that to happen;
ible entrance for the new buildings.

the people in those units not to use the HOA
with the HOA to extend the cross easements
people on the HOA who would like tQ
because it would put the HOA in 3
especially since we have a perfec

sible. | think it would be bit silly to say “persons in building
ance;” but it is perfectly possible. 1 do not think people in the
eir entrance; so it seems a bit of a stretch to say the persons in
r roads.

HOA are telling guests not t@
the new buildings would ruin t

Mr. Heatwole said one suggestion would be to put a construction entrance sign at the preferred
entrance.

Mr. Blunden agreed and said | am absolutely in favor of all trucks using the apartment
entrance/exit. That has been my intent all along.

Mr. Colman asked if there was a current access easement for the new units to drive across the
apartment property.

Mr. Blunden said that would be me giving myself an easement and it should not be needed if
subdivided.

Chair Fitzgerald asked if there was anyone else wishing to speak regarding the request.

10



Mr. Bender said let me just clarify that we do not really have objections to the buildings being built,
our concern is that once they are in we want to see to it that certain things are dealt with properly.
To date, dealing with our developer has been a nightmare, dealing with Davis Mills has at times
been tedious, and | suspect that we can get the easements in place for the additional 24-units. My
thinking behind asking for the condition, before our attorney said we could not ask for such, would
be that those cross easements be in place before approval of the special use. Our attorney said the
one restriction you could put in would be to ask for the gate, and obviously, the cost of the gate
would be so much more than just going into an easement agreement.

Chair Fitzgerald asked if there was anyone else wishing to speak regarding the request. Hearing no
one, she closed the public hearing and asked for discussion or a motion from Planning Commission.

Mr. Way moved to recommend approval of the special use permit request.

Mr. Heatwole said is there a way to put a condition or to recommen
at the road frontage to direct construction traffic so as not to imp.
know if we can recommend that; but, I just want it to be on re

hat clear direction (signage) is
on the HOA property. | do not
t we suggest it.

place clear directions as to where the construction en

Mr. Fletcher said are you essentially sayi
condominium property.

Mr. Heatwole replied yes.

Mr. Fletcher said a condition could
not own the property and they s
cannot make it a condition of the

UP, but it is somewhat redundant since they do
across it any way. | see no reason why you

Mrs. Turner said my é@Rcern of making it a condition would be that we would have a hard time
enforcing that as a zon irement. Also, who would we be taking to court for a Class 1
Misdemeanor for that? olld ye be taking the developer of the apartments, the construction
company, or the driver of thegWehicle? | really do not know how we would enforce that. |
appreciate the sentiment and maybe it could be a suggestion rather than a condition.

Mr. Heatwole agreed and seconded the motion to recommend approval.

Mr. Colman said he would like to mention that the use of gates or fencing could possibly block
parking and the Fire Department may have issues with gating the area between the apartments and
condominiums.

Mr. Baugh said if they choose to put up some type of gate, they would be required to work with the
Fire Department on that. We recently approved an ordinance to make certain that if an access gate
is in place the emergency services personnel are aware of it.

Chair Fitzgerald if there were any further questions or are we ready to vote. Hearing nothing, she
called for a voice vote on the motion.

All voted in favor of the motion to recommend approval (5-0).
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Chair Fitzgerald said the special use permit request will go before City Council on August 12" with
a favorable recommendation.

Special Use Permit — 206 Charles Street (Section 10-3-97(9) Religious Use in M-1)
Chair Fitzgerald read the request and asked staff to review.

Mrs. Banks said the Comprehensive Plan designates this area as General Industrial. This
designation states that these areas are composed of land and structures used for light and general
manufacturing, wholesaling, warehousing, high-technology, research and development and related
activities.

The following land uses are located on and adjacent to the property:

Site: Mercantile building, zoned M-1

North: Vacant parcel and tire business, zoned M-1

East: Vacant parcel and empty building, zoned M-1

South: Across Charles Street, vehicle repair business,#ened M-
West: Mercantile building and farm supply busi M-1

The applicant is requesting a special use permit (S r Section 10-3-97 (9) of the Zoning
i volent institutional use within the M-

the intersection of Charles and Jefferson Stree ed, Iglesia Cristiana Monte de Horeb
Pentecostes Church would continue taft ilding on site for worship service. The building
would not provide housing facilitig w

City staff became aware of the chuxgh wihe applied for a sign permit for the subject property.

Staff informed them that a ouldibe required for the church to continue operating at the site as

on the property. Section 10- (11), off-street parking regulations for churches, funeral homes,
auditoriums, theaters and similar uses of public assembly, allows Planning Commission, upon site
plan review, to modify these requirements when the assembly use requests borrowing parking from
other public or private parking facilities in close proximity. The applicant has permission to borrow
parking spaces from Valley Implement Sales, located approximately 70 feet west of the church
property, along the same side of Charles Street, should Planning Commission consent. The church
conducts services on Sunday mornings and two evenings during the week; whereas Valley
Implement Sales is open until 5:00 pm on Monday thru Friday and noon on Saturday.

Staff has also discussed with the applicant that the existing four, on-site parking spaces, which back
out directly into Charles Street, create an unsafe maneuver and that the applicants would be
responsible for any issues that arise from this use of the parking area.

The applicant has been informed by staff that if they receive approval of the request, they would

need to apply for a change of use permit from the Building Inspection Division. This would require

that all Building Code regulations be met for the proposed use. The applicants have met with
12



personnel from the Building Inspection Division to discuss the necessary requirements such as
needing a plan showing overall usage of the building and a seating plan chart; handicap accessible
restrooms and door sizes; and marking the handicap accessible parking space with a wall or pole
sign.

During a visit to the site staff observed that a convenience store was located directly adjacent to the
subject property. Convenience stores are allowed within the M-1 zoning district as a special use
permit; there is no record of a convenience store SUP for this site. Staff is currently working to
determine if the use is a non-conforming use. If it is concluded that the use is not, the property
owner could be cited in violation of zoning regulations and given 30 days to rectify the non-
compliance; which may lead to applying for a SUP for a convenience store use.

Staff does not have any concerns with a religious use at this location. The uses found along this
street are not intensive enough that a church at this location would be incompatible with the
surrounding uses. Staff supports the special use permit request.

Chair Fitzgerald asked if there were any questions for staff. ing none, she opened the public

speak.

Stephanie Floros said she was speaking on behalf i erez-Thomas and wanted to thank
Planning Commission for considering this on behalf o

Chair Fitzgerald asked if there were any other{ge
of the request. Hearing none, she closed the ing*and asked Planning Commission for
comments or a motion.

Mr. Heatwole said given our consi i @ parking agreement already being worked out, |
move to recommend approval of i

Mr. Colman seconded the motion.

Chair Fitzgerald called f@#"a voi : voted in favor of the motion to recommend approval of
the special use request

Chair Fitzgerald said this w

Special Use Permit — 130
Offices)

Chair Fitzgerald read the request and asked staff to review.

ovglforward to City Council on August 12™.
Clinton Pike (Section 10-3-97 (4) Financial Institutions and

Mr. Fletcher said the Comprehensive Plan designates this area as General Industrial. This
designation states that these areas are composed of land and structures used for light and general
manufacturing, wholesaling, warehousing, high-technology, research and development and related
activities.

The following land uses are located on and adjacent to the property:
Site: Undeveloped property, zoned M-1
North: Undeveloped property, zoned M-1
East: Undeveloped property, zoned M-1
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South: Across Mt. Clinton Pike, non-conforming agricultural operations, zoned M-1

West: Across Acorn Drive, undeveloped property, zoned B-2C and M-1

The applicant is requesting a special use permit (SUP) per Section 10-3-97 (4) of the Zoning
Ordinance to allow financial institutions and offices on a three acre tract of land located at the
northeastern corner of the Mt. Clinton Pike/Acorn Drive intersection. If approved, it is planned that
DuPont Community Credit Union (DCCU) would locate operations at this corner. Per Section 10-3-
130 (c), when a SUP is approved by City Council, the property owner has one year to establish the
use, or to commence or diligently pursue construction for the authorized use, unless at the time of
permit approval Council allots a different time period to do the same. The applicant has specifically
requested to have up to five years to begin construction.

The applicant’s submitted letter (prepared by Blackwell Engineering) describes several details
related to the SUP plan of development; the submissions expressedfih the letter are part of the SUP,
which if approved, must be adhered to.

The submitted details first describe that the financial instit ice uses will be restricted to
utilizing no more than 8,000 square feet of building sp e made up within one or
more buildings. They noted that traffic trip generatio e not projected to exceed 99 in the

peak hour. Capping the size of the financial instituti

generate 100 vehicle trips in the peak hour, t
to perform a Traffic Impact Analysis (TIA). isydetail of the application, however, the
applicant should understand that any additional e footage for any other permitted use on the

of-way for, a right turn lane alongW\ inton Pike for vehicles turning onto Acorn Drive. With
regard to entrances for thegpropes e, there would be two. One will be an entrance off of a
shared ingress/egress b j operty and the adjacent property to the east (part of the
large tract of land iden parcel 44-C-2). The second entrance will be provided along
Acorn Drive located no cl@ DO feet to the Mt. Clinton Pike/Acorn Drive intersection.

Moreover, the applicant is als@jf€serving an area that is 30 feet in width along the entire length of
the subject property’s eastern boundary line for a potential public street. The reserved 30 feet is half
the width needed for a public street serving an industrial area. Ultimately, an additional 30 feet
would be needed from the eastern adjacent property if and when the construction of a public street
is to occur. Although the Comprehensive Plan’s Street Improvement Plan does not indicate a
planned public street within this area, staff believes another public street may be needed to alleviate
the pressure on Acorn Drive and to preserve its capacity as an industrial street. With respect to
staff’s concern, the applicant has provided they will dedicate, at no cost, 30 feet of public street
ROW along their eastern property boundary if and when the City deems a public street is necessary.
As noted by the applicant’s letter, this area shall be reserved only for a period of 10 years. The
applicant should understand that if the reserved area is to be taken advantage of, the property owner
may need to be involved in the platting/dedication of public street ROW for the creation of a public
street.
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While the submitted sketch of the layout is simply an example of how DCCU could configure an
entrance to the shared ingress/egress along Mt. Clinton Pike, staff suggested for them to consider
locating this entrance further to the north (a distance creating at least a 100-foot tangent between the
entrance and Mt. Clinton Pike) along the eastern boundary line so that if a public street is built
within this area, their entrance would be located far enough from Mt. Clinton Pike to function
properly. Doing so at this time would, although increase the length of the shared private drive they
would have to construct, allow them to internally design their site to accommodate a more northern
entrance so they would not have to deal with redesigning and relocating their entrance at a later
date. The applicant acknowledged this situation and noted that if they do not accommodate an
entrance further to the north at this time, they would be financially responsible for relocating their
entrance along the potential future public street.

Although not a matter associated with the SUP, regardless of how this property develops, the
property owner will be required to construct sidewalk along the psoperty’s Mt. Clinton Pike and
Acorn Drive street frontage. In addition, development of the prgperty will likely require extension
of a public sanitary sewer main as the closest mains are | bout 400 feet to the east and
roughly 500 feet to the west of the property.

With respect to the Comprehensive Plan, the subject
Use Guide—the property is zoned M-1 and is desig
All of the adjacent property and much of the surroundi
as the majority of the Mt. Clinton Pike andg#
General Industrial. With that noted howeve
manufacturing and processing uses that are per
properties include undeveloped |
Department of Agriculture and Cofs
office building, and the technold
Drive.

erty currently aligns with the City’s Land
Industrial by the Land Use Guide.
a also aligns with the Land Use Guide
rea is zoned M-1 and is designated

ng agriculturally used property, the Virginia
building, Rockingham County’s School Board

the City’s long term plams, for industrial operations for this area. Furthermore, at this time, the
patiBle with the existing surrounding uses. The applicant should
understand, however, that because the property is surrounded by M-1 zoned lots, the financial use
could be adjacent to intense industrial operations, which they may deem as undesirable neighbors.

Staff appreciates the applicant’s willingness to construct a shared entrance along Mt. Clinton Pike
as doing so will cut back on the number of entrances needed along this corridor. We also appreciate
the applicant’s submission to build a right turn lane along Mt. Clinton Pike and to reserve a 30-foot
strip of property along their eastern boundary for potential dedication for a public street.

Staff recommends in favor of the special use permit and further recommends granting the property
owner the ability to have five years from the date of approval to begin construction for the
authorized use.

Chair Fitzgerald asked if there were any questions for staff. Hearing none, she opened the public
hearing and asked if the applicant or the applicant’s representative would like to speak.
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Mr. Dick Blackwell of Blackwell Engineering said Adam has explained everything quite well. It
has been a working situation with the City; particularly with the Public Works Department as far as
turn lanes and entrances. We have done basically everything that was asked of us. | would like to
go on record as saying that we went to Public Works to do a traffic impact analysis for input since
we are not using an entire parcel for one use. When you do a traffic impact analysis, the reviewing
agency, the City in this case, takes a look at the scope of work that they are going to require to be
studied. In this case we just met with Jim Baker and his staff and they worked with us to determine
what they would need. So everything that we have offered is something that they felt was needed
by the traffic impact analysis. | do question if the 30-foot reserved area for a future road is a good
location; it is only 300 feet from a proposed signalized intersection.

I believe you have seen other buildings that DuPont Credit has done; they are all very attractive.
Through studies DuPont has done, they feel there is the need for an institution in this area along Mt.
Clinton Pike; particularly if the M-1 land is developed in the futur industrial, with the employee
pool.

If there are any questions | would be happy to answer them.
Mr. Colman said | have a concern about that entrance o ing there as well; but I am

Mr. Blackwell said I think there is a slim chance th oad would go through; therefore we
believe it is wise not to construct the entire 100 erved road to nowhere.

Opto speak in favor of the request. Hearing
opposition of the request. Hearing none, she
ission for discussion.

Chair Fitzgerald asked if there was anyone el
none, she asked if there anyone wishing

ions for staff. Last month we saw a rezoning
V=1 classification. Are there any concerns about the
agmentation of M-1 land?

request in this same area for a chang
reduction in the amount of

Mr. Fletcher said at thi
Economic Developmen
for this parcel.

the previous rezoning this SUP was discussed with the
irector an@d he was in favor of recommending in favor of the type of SUP

Mr. Colman said that is true, th1§"is not a rezoning.

Mr. Fletcher said remember any special use that is approved on any parcel, still allows for all the
underlying by-right uses.

Mr. Colman moved to recommend approval of the special use permit with the extension of five
years.

Mr. Way seconded the motion.

Mr. Baugh said | do not believe | have a conflict on this; but out of an abundance of caution | want
to note on the record that | have not participated in the discussion and | intend to abstain on this
vote. | will discuss this further with the City Attorney as for coming before the City Council.

Chair Fitzgerald called for a voice vote on the motion. All voted in favor of the SUP request with
the five year extension (4-0). Chair Fitzgerald said this will move forward to City Council on
August 12" with a favorable recommendation.

16



Unfinished Business

None.

Public Input

None.

Report of Secretary and Committees

Mr. Baugh said at City Council last night the rezoning on North Main Street was approved just as
before this body; the same for the approval of the Downtown Streetscape Plan. The M-1 zoning
amendments were postponed and | believe we are going to discuss those again in just a minute at
this meeting. The Major Family Day Home application was tabled. One of the Council Members
seemed to have some public safety concerns and there were some other neighbors that came
forward with concerns. Staff is getting more detailed and affirmative information from the Fire
Department and the Rescue Squad.

Mr. Fletcher said there is no proactive zoning report this mo
Other Matters

Mr. Fletcher said after listening to last month’s mi
and amend the motion regarding the zoning ordinan
motion was presented was specifically for onl of the zoning ordinance and not all of
the sections listed for changes. Therefore, wéi be redone including all of the five
sections that were proposed for amendments. F pest way to do this is if someone moves
to approve the zoning ordinance amendai

k it is best that this body go back
dments for junkyards. The way the

Mr. Way asked if it wagfethi a@ifferent way this time. | was very on the fence last time

Chair Fitzgerald asked MF
Commission to City Council.

Mr. Baugh replied not very often, but I reserve the right to do so.
Chair Fitzgerald called for a voice vote.

All voted in favor (5-0) of the motion to recommend approval of the zoning ordinance amendments
for the junkyard special use permit as presented by staff.

Chair Fitzgerald said this will move forward to Council on August 12" as well.

Mr. Fletcher said the second matter, not listed on the agenda, but something we wanted to discuss
with Planning Commission is regarding the way public uses or governmental agencies apply or
conform to the zoning ordinance. There was a time in the past that it was interpreted that the City
would follow its own zoning regulations; that is why you see public uses listed as a by-right use in
all zoning classifications. The City then went through a period where we said we do not have to
follow our regulations. We have come full circle on this now, back to the reality that it is good
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policy and practice to follow our zoning regulations. However, there are going to be certain
situations where there could be issues where public uses cannot abide by every single zoning
regulation in the best interest of the City. For example, the new water tank that is going to be built
on the EMU Campus is permitted by right; but, it does not meet the height regulations that are
regulated within the R-3 zoning district. What we are asking for on this is your input on the idea of
having a special use permit added to every zoning district that gives public uses the ability to
deviate from the zoning ordinance. This would allow for public hearings on issues, such as | have
described, where the City, in the best interests of providing a service, cannot abide by all the
regulations.

Mr. Way said this would allow for some type of a process when those things occur.
Mr. Fletcher said yes, a documented process to allow those things to occur.

Chair Fitzgerald said I like that idea.

Mr. Colman said it makes perfectly good sense.

There was some discussion among Planning Commission he variance process through
the Board of Zoning Appeals and this proposed Speci e. Ultimately, Planning
Commission agreed that staff should move forw endment to the zoning
regulations.

Mr. Fletcher said next month’s agenda has an abled from tonight, a 2232 hearing for
the water tower at EMU, possibly the zonin
lastly a rezoning request for a split-zoned parc
also the possibility of a SUP request fg

possibly setbacks, etc, of the zo t we are moving forward on the previous idea
that we did not have to conform to o tions.
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0 % Alley Right-of-Way Closing
W= . Lutheran Family Services of VA Inc (Massanutten St LLC)




ity of Harrigonburg, Wirginia

DEPARTMENT OF PLANNING AND COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT

STAFF REPORT
August 13,2014

STREET CLOSING - ADJACENT TO 40-N-6 THROUGH 13, 13A & 14 (LFSVA)

GENERAL INFORMATION

Applicant: Lutheran Family Setrvices of Virginia, Inc. (LFSVA) the sole “member” of the
propetty owner Massanutten Street, LL.C

Tax Map: Adjacent to 40-N-6 through 13, 13A, & 14

Acreage: 5,857 +/- square feet

Location: A 410 +/- foot in length section of an undeveloped public alley located between
Jackson Street and West Washington Street and parallel to North Liberty Street.

Request: Consider a request to close a 14 +/- foot wide by 410 +/- foot long section of an
undeveloped public alley. The area requested for closure totals approximately 5,857
square feet.

The following land uses are located on and adjacent to the property:

Site: Undeveloped 14-foot wide public alley

North: Public street right-of-way of substandard Jackson Street and industrial uses, zoned M-1

East: Minnick School, zoned M-1

South: Continuation of the 14-foot wide, undeveloped public alley extending to West Washington
Street

West: Restdential dwellings (single family homes and duplexes), zoned R-2

EVALUATION

The applicant, the owner/operator of the Minnick School, is requesting to close 5,857 +/- square feet of
the 14-foot wide undeveloped public alley right-of-way (ROW) adjacent to their property. The entire
alley stretches between Jackson Street and West Washington Street for a length of about 660 feet;
however, the section requested for closure extends from Jackson Street southward about 410 feet—the
length adjacent to the applicant’s property. If approved as requested, there would remain
approximately 250 feet in length as undeveloped public alley ROW extending to West Washington
Street,

The Minnick School has operated at the Massanutten Street location since 2007 after they received
approval of a special use permit per Section 10-3-97 (9) to allow the school within the M-1, General
Industrial District.




As is standard practice, if the City approves the closing request, all property owners adjacent to the
requested areas for closure will have the opportunity to purchase up to 50 percent of the ROW width
along the entire length adjoining their property. If approved, the applicant could obtain the entire width
of the alley for the first 50 feet extending from Jackson Street as they own the private propetty on both
sides of this section of the alley. As noted by the submitted letter, the applicant is interested in
obtaining any portion of the alley that adjoining property owners do not wish to purchase.

During the review process, the applicant contacted each of the adjoining property owners to notify
them of their intentions to close the alley. This letter, and copies of the certified mailings, is included
within the packet of information. The alley closing application request was originally scheduled to be
heard at Planning Commission’s July regular meeting, however, while in review, an issue arose
regarding potential minimum building setback requirements and to work-out this issue the applicant
had to delay the request until Planning Commission’s August regular meeting. Since adjoining
property owners are not notified by the City during the Planning Commission review, the applicant
kept the adjoining property owners aware of the application process and sent them a follow-up letter
providing notice of the hearing’s delay. A copy of this letter is also included within the packet. (The
setback matter was eventually resolved.)

There is sanitary sewer infrastructure located within the northern section of the area requested for
closure. (See the aerial map included within the packet, which demonstrates the general location of the
sewer lines within this area.) Staff will recommend the Cily Attorney reserve an easement within this
area for the City to be able to maintain this infrastructure. The easement shall be at minimum 20-feet
wide centered on the utility fine. In addition, Columbia Gas of Virginia, Inc. has a 2-inch gas line that
runs the length of the entire alley. Staff will recommend the City Attorney reserve an easement over
the entire section of the alley to be closed so that Columbia Gas can maintain their infrastructure.
Because easements will be located within the entire section of the alley to be closed, no structures can
be located within this area.

The submitted survey of the alley demonstrates the area which the applicant is guaranteed to obtain if
the City approves the closing. The applicant should be aware, however, that before the second reading
can occur at City Council, the survey must be revised to demonsirate how the alley property is to be
distributed among the applicant’s and the surrounding property owners’ property. The survey must also
demonstrate the areas in which the City will reserve easements for the utilities discussed herein.

Aside from the utilities as described, the City does not need to maintain ownership of the alley ROW
to provide any other City services. Staff recommends closing the 5,857 +/- square feet of undeveloped
alley ROW with the following two conditions:

1. The City shall reserve, at minimum, a 20-foot wide sanitary sewer easement, centered on the
infrastructure within the alley.

2. The City shall reserve an easement over the entire section of the alley to be closed to allow
Columbia Gas of Virginia, Inc. to maintain their infrastructure.




City of Harrisonburg

Municipal Building
345 South Main Street
Harrisonburg, VA 22801

Certified Copy
Action item: 1D 14-069

File Number: ID 14-069

Refer a request to Planning Commission for the City to vacate an alley along the property of
Massanutten Street, LLC tax map 40-N-14.

Presented By: City staff

Referred to Planning Commission

[, Erica Kann, certify that this is a true copy of Action Item No. ID 14-068, passed by the
City Council on 5/27/2014.

e L A s e A
Attest: é’/ﬁ”f June 10, 2014
Erica Kann Date Certified

City of Harrisonburg Page 1 Printed on 6/10/2014
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Lutheran
Family Services
35 &fea ::‘:i.iiii?"i

proy

Tune 26, 2014

I & D Properties Harrisonburg, LLC
1891 Virginia Avenue
Harrisonburg, VA 22802

Ladies and Gentlemen;

Our organization, Lutheran Family Services of Virginia, Tng, is a not-for-profit organization providing
educational and social services to more than 400 Virginians from more than 20 service locations, One of
our service locations is the Minnick School located at 779 Massanutten Street in Harrisonburg, Virginia.

On May 13, 2014, our organization filed an “Application for Street or Alley Closing™ with the City of
Harrisonburg. We have requested that the City close the “alley” that currently exists between our
property on Massanutten Street and property that you own on North Liberty Street. This property has not
been in service as an alley for many years, although it continues to exist as such on the tax maps of the
City. The reason for our application to the City is simple; we want to make sure that the children who
attend our Minnick School have a safe environment in which to learn and to play, With the recent re-
opening of the poultry processing plant adjacent to our school and the increased traffic resulting
therefrom, we need to take reasonable steps to ensure the safety of our children. We have worked with a
local architect to create a plan to renovate the grounds of our school property with some landscaping and
some buffer fencing that will clearly denote a ““safe zone” for our children, and plan to start construction
on this project in July, While we realize that the possibility is remote, as long as the 14 “alley” exists on
the north side of the property, the alley could be opened again for traffic, which would have cars and
trucks passing within a few feet of the playground used by our students,

It is our understanding that if the City approves our application, you may elect to purchase the half of the
alley (a seven-foot wide strip of land) that borders your property from the City at a price to be established
by the City, If you elect not to purchase the portion of the alley adjacent to your property, then it will be
available for us to acquire. We have been informed by the City Planner for Harrisonburg that our
application will be considered by the Planning Comrmission at their July mneeting.

Please feel free to contact me at 540-562-8462 if you have questions, or you may call the City Planner’s
office at 540-432-7700,

Very truly yours,

GOt~

David A. Pruett, CPA
Chief Financial Officer

2609 McVitty Road, Roancke, VA 24018 @ {540} 774-7100 # fax (540) 774-1084 @ lisva.org




Lutheran
Family Services
of Virginia

Tuly 7, 2014

J & I Properties Harrisonburg, 1LLC
1891 Virginia Avenue
Harrisonburg, VA 22802

Ladies and Gentlemer:

This is a follow-up to the letter we sent to you dated June 26, 2014 regarding our application with the City
of Hawisonburg to vacate the “alley” that adjoins our propetty at 779 Massanutten Street, and your
propetty on Liberty Street.

After discussion with representatives in the City Planner’s office, we have asked that our application be
tabled and not discussed at their July meeting. Instead, our application will be considered by the Planning
Commission at their August meeting, which will be held August 13, 2014 at 7:00 p.n, at the
Harrisonburg City Council chambers.

Please feel free to contact me should you have questions or need more information,

Very truly yours,

K W s

David A. Pruett, CPA
Chief Financial Officer

2609 McVity Road, Roanoke, VA 24018 @ {540} 724-7100 ® fax (540) 774-1084 @ Ifsva.org
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Date application received: 6: / q / / 4
Application for Street or Alley Closing
City of Harrisonburg, Virginia

Review fee:  $50.00 _ Board of Viewers appointment $ Total Paid: §

Applicant’s Name: Lutheran Family Services of Virginia, Inc.

Street Address: 2609 McVitty Road E-mail: dpruett@ifsva.org

City:Roanoke State: Virginia Zip:24018

Telephone: Work 340-562-8462 Fax 540-774-1084 Mobile 540-353-5466
Representative (if any): Julie Swanson, CEO, David Pruett, CFQ and/or Ray Ratke, COO

Street Address: 2609 McVitty Road E-mail:dpructi@ifsva.org

City:Roanoke State: Virginia Zip:24018

Telephone:  Work340-562-8462 Fax 540-774-1084 Mobile 540-353-5466

Description of Request
Location Request is for the City to vacate an easement - sce attached for specifics of request

Square footage of area to be closed: 5: 357 V" ég' % .

Cost per square foot: § Total cost: §
Please provide a detailed deseription of the proposed closure ( B additional pages attached):

Name and addresses of adjacent property owners (  Additional names listed on separate sheet)

North: See attached for list of adjacent property owners

South:

East:

West:

Lhereby certify that it is my intention to have the above described Street(s) or Alley(s) closed and that the
information contained herein is true and accurate. In addition, 1 winderstand that alf requived advertising and

associated costs will be at the expense of the applicant.

__ Signature: Date: =/
Tt oo
I 7 CFed

ITEMS REQUIRED FOR SUBMISSION

Completed application [ Value per square foot of cost to purchase
Letter described proposed use [ Fees paid
Adjacent property owners C Other

Survey & metes and bounds description (prepated by a surveyor, engineer, ot other person duly
authorized by the State)

Please be advised, adjoining property owners shall be expected fo buy that portion of the street/alley which abuls
their property before second reading and final closing! The cost shall be a fair market value determined by the
Commissioner of Revente,




LIST OF ADJOINING PROPERTY OWNERS, MASSANUTTEN STREET ALLEY
CLOSING

—

. Tax Map Number 40-N-12, Jayme & Russell Rentals LLC, 7941 Eden Valley
Road, Harrisonburg, Virginia 22802,

N

. Tax Map Number 40-N-11, Diana Ludholtz Lantz, 764 Liberty Street,
Harrisonburg, Virginia 22802.

. Tax Map Number 40-N-10, Diana Ludholtz Lantz, 764 Liberty Street,
Harrisonburg, Virginia 22802.

&%)

4. Tax Map Number 40-N-8 and 9, Tue Heuang Syhabandith Sysounthone, 754
North Liberty Street, Harrisonburg, Virginia 22802.

971

. Tax Map Number 40-N-7, Victor M. Ortiz, 736 North Liberty Street,
Harrisonburg, Virginia 22802.

o

. Tax Map Number 40-N-6, J & D Properties Harrisonburg LLC, 1891 Virginia
Avenue, Harrisonburg, Virginia 22802.







e Rzonig -R-2 to B-2C
=¥ s Portion of Tax Map 41-C-44 (907 North Main Street)



City of BHarrisonbury, Mirginia

DEPARTMENT OF PLANNING AND COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT

STAFF REPORT
August 13,2014

REZONING - 907 NORTH MAIN STREET (PORTION OF 41-C-44 ALLONG ASHBY
AVENUE)

GENERAL INFORMATION
Applicant: Farhad Koyee, Bahar Mikael, and Sabir Haji

Tax Map: 41-C-44

Acreage: 0.38 +/- acre portion of a 0.52 +/- acre parcel
Location: Along Ashby Avenue (addressed as 907 North Main Street)
Request: Public hearing to consider a request to rezone a portion of a property from R-

2, Residential District to B-2C, General Business District Conditional.

LAND USE, ZONING, AND SITE CHARACTERISTICS

The Comprehensive Plan designates this area as Commercial. This designation states that these
areas include uses for retail, office, wholesale, or service functions. These areas are generally
found along the City’s major travel corridors and in the Central Business District of the City.

The following land uses are located on and adjacent to the property:

Site: Undeveloped split-zoned property, zoned R-2 and B-2

Notrth: Single family homes and undeveloped property, zoned R-2

East: Undeveloped property, zoned R-2 and office space and non-conforming apartments,
zoned B-2

South: Undeveloped property zoned B-2, and across Ashby Avenue, a non-conforming
residential dwelling, zoned B-2C

West: Across Ashby Avenue, duplex units, zoned R-2

EVALUATION

The applicants are requesting to rezone a split-zoned parcel located along Ashby Avenue that is
one lot removed from the corner parcel along the northern side of the North Main Street/Ashby
Avenue intersection. The request is to rezone the R-2 portion of the property, which is
approximately 16,900 square feet in size, to B-2C. The remaining 6,000 square foot section of
the property is already zoned B-2. Along with owning the subject parcel, the applicants/property
owners also own the corner parcel, which is zoned B-2,

The property’s split zoning is due to a 1979 rezoning. At that time, the applicant {(a previous
property owner) applied to rezone the entire lot to B-2 so they could utilize the parcel and the




corner parcel together to accommodate a larger commercial development. Several property
owners on Ashby Avenue and Madison Street opposed the rezoning and ultimately City Council
approved only a 40-foot strip of the subject property to be rezoned from R-2 to B-2, which is
how the property’s zoning remains today.

Later, in 2009, the property owner, at that time (different from the previous and current property
owners), requested the subject parcel, the corner parcel, and two parcels to the north to be
rezoned from B-2 and R-2 to M-1C, General Industrial District Conditional. Their proffers
included retaining the following industrial uses: warehousing and other storage facilities
provided that the size, volume and contents shall be governed by applicable safety regulations;
mercantile establishments and office facilities accessory to and supportive of the sale, processing
and storage of goods and materials as permitted in this district; accessory buildings and uses
customarily incidental to any of the above listed uses; public uses; and public and privately
owned parking lots and parking garages. That applicant also proffered buffering the property
from the adjacent residential areas. Their intended development plan was to install mini-storage
units. Staff recommended denial and Planning Commission also unanimously recommended
denial of the request. The applicant ultimately withdrew their application and it was never heard
at City Council.

With the current request, the applicants are proffering the following:

¢ Along the entire length of the western and northern property lines, where the adjacent
property is zoned residentially, for a width of 10-feet, the existing vegetation (including
all trees and shrubbery) shall be maintained to assist in providing a buffer between the
property and the adjacent residentially zoned property. In addition, evergreen trees shall
be planted and maintained within the 10-foot buffer zone with the intent to form a dense
screen. The evergreen trees shall be three to four feet in height at the time of planting and
shall be planted at no greater than 5-foot centers.

* A six-foot solid, opaque fence shall be installed along the same boundaries as identified
above.

If approved, the above conditions would only be applicable to the approximate 16,900 square
foot portion of the property. The fence may or may not be installed within the first 10-feet of the
property lines, but must be installed along the stated boundaries. The existing B-2 portion of the
subject parcel would not be restricted to the submitted proffers. This is important to understand
because there is a small section of residentially zoned property to the north of the existing B-2
portion of the parcel.

Along with the proposed buffering, current minimum building setback regulations within the B-2
portion of the Zoning Ordinance will also provide helpful separation of uses protection between
the commercial and residential properties. Regardless of the property’s zoning, a 30-foot
minimum building setback must be applied along Ashby Avenue. Then, regarding side and rear
yard setbacks, a 30-foot setback must also be applied along property lines that adjoin
residentially zoned property; this includes the western and northern property lines. Furthermore,
if a structure is built that is greater than 35 feet in height, an additional one-foot of building
setback must be applied along the lines that adjoin residentially zoned property for every foot
above 35 feet. If property lines adjoin commercially zoned property, a 10-foot building setback




may be applied. It is important to remember, however, these setbacks are for structures and that
parking lots are not bound by the same setback requirements.

The applicant has discussed with staff their intended plan to develop on this property, which
includes utilizing the subject parcel and the corner parcel together to develop retail space and a
vehicle repair shop. If the rezoning is approved however, all permitted B-2 uses could operate
from this site and the property owners could apply for any listed special uses.

The subject property (and the corner parcel that they also own) is designated Commercial by the
Land Use Guide. The subject property’s western property line and portions of the northern
property line mark the Land Use Guide’s boundary between the Commercial designation and
adjacent residentially zoned property being designated Medium Density Mixed Residential. The
City designated the entire subject property Commercial with the approval of the current 2011
Comprehensive Plan update; the 2004 Comprehensive Plan designated the subject parcel
Commercial for the B-2 portion and Medium Density Mixed Residential for the R-2 portion.

As demonstrated further by the Comprehensive Plan, the subject parcel (and the corner parcel)
falls within a Corridor Enhancement Arvea. Parcels that are located within these corridors
strongly influence the City’s accessibility, attractiveness, and its economic vitality. The City
recognizes the importance of these areas and the impact they have on the overall quality and
character of the city, and therefore, strongly encourages all proposals and construction to
embody quality development and to contain exemplary attributes such as improved streetscapes,
multi-modal transportation enhancements, conservation of special features, and other upgrades
while also incorporating aesthetic signage. Existing zoning regulations (i.e. minimum setback
regulations, parking lot landscaping standards, etc.) and Design and Construction Standards
Manual requirements should help influence and control the interests we have for such properties.
Staff did not encourage additional controls for matters related to signage as the property is
designated Commercial.

It is important to understand, and the applicant is aware, regardless of how the property develops,
they will be required to construct sidewalk along the entire property frontage of the parcels they
are developing. Depending upon how this corner area develops, the dividing line between lot 43
and 44 may need to be vacated. Ultimately, the subdivision and/or the development of the
property could require them to dedicate public street right-of-way (ROW) along the frontage of
both Ashby Avenue and North Main Street as neither of those streets appears to have the
minimum amount of public street ROW width needed for all public street improvements.
Furthermore, when the corner parcel is developed, the Master Transportation Plan designates
street improvements along its North Main Street frontage to include a center turn lane and to
remove parking on North Main Street. The Plan also specifies that this section of North Main
Street does not have adequate bicycle facilities, thus the developer could be required to not only
dedicate ROW, but also build the necessary street improvements. Since sidewalk already exists
along North Main Street, they could be required to remove it and move it back further to
accommodate the widening and bicycle facilities. Depending upon how this corner area
develops, the City may also wish to have all site entrances located along Ashby Avenue, with no
North Main Street access.

Neither the applicant nor staff knows exactly where the western and northern property lines are
located in relation to the existing tree line and other vegetation. These areas already provide a
relatively nice existing buffer between the residential uses to the west and north of the subject




property. However, the intent of the buffering proffers are not only to preserve as much of the
existing buffer as possible but also to enhance and strengthen these and any areas that may not
already be protected by installing an opaque fence and additional evergreen vegetation to form a
dense screen.

Given the well-intended proffers and the fact that the City has planned for this parcel to contain
commercial uses, staff recommends approving rezoning the existing R-2 portion of the property
to B-2C, General Business District Conditional.







Deed | ROCKINGHAM COUNTY
Chaz W. Evans-Haywood
CLERK OF COURT

U S

Instrument Number: 2014- 00014503

As
Recorded On: June 17, 2014 Deed of Bargain & Sale
Parties: |LEX LLC '
To
KOYEE FARHAD
Recorded By: BANKERS TITLE OF SHENANDOAH LLC Num Of Pages: 4

Comment: PARCEL HBURG

** Examined and Charged as Foliows: **

Deed of Bargain & Sale 6.50 10 or Fewer Pages 1450  Deed Processing Fee 20.00
Transfer Fee Cily 1.00
Recording Charge: 42.00
Consideration
Tax Amount Amount  RS#HCSH

Transfer Tax Grantee 558,33 167,500.00 State Grantor Tax 0.00 214 Grantee City Tax 139.58

: N State Grantee Tax 418.75 220 Grantor County 0.00

213 Grantee County Tz 0.00 223 Grantor City 0.00

Transfer Tax Grantor 167.50 167,500.00 State Grantor Tax 83.75 214 Grantee City Tax 0.00

' Stafe Grantee Tax’ 0.00 220 Grantor County 0.00

213 Grantee County Tz 0,00 223 Grantor City 83.75

Tax Charge: 725,83

** THIS PAGE IS PART OF THE INSTRUMENT **
' hereby certify that the within and foregoing was recorded in the Register of Deeds Office For: ROCKINGHAM COUNTY, VA

File Information: Record and Return To:
Document Number: 2014~ 00014503 BANKERS TITLE OF SHENANDOAH LLC
Receipt Number: 292718 ) " 2040 DEYERLE AVE
Recorded DatefTime: June 17, 2014 04:29:36P SUITE 202
Book-Vol/Pg: Bk-OR VI-4425 Pg-261 HARRISONBURG VA 22801

Cashier / Station: A Wolverton / Cash Station 3
THE STATE OF VIRGINIA}
COUNTY OF ROCKINGHAM)

¥ curtify that the document to which this authentication Is affixed s a true
copy of a recard in the Rockingham County Circuit Court Clark's Offics
and that ) am the custodian of thet record,

#4gD.

[T Sr——e)

CLERK OF COURT
ROCKINGHAM COUNTY, VIRGINIA




Title insurance is provided by Investors Title Insurance Company,
Consideration: $167,500 Assessed Value; $167,500

Tax Map No. 41-C-43 and 44
THIS DEED, made this 11th day of June, 2014, by and among ILEX. I.I.C, a

Virginia limited liability company, Grantor, and FARHAD KOYEE, BAHAR MIKAEI, and
SABIR HAIJI, Grantees,
WITNESSETH:

That for and in consideration of the sum of Ten Dollars ($10.00), cash in hand
paid by the Grantees to the Grantor, before the execution and delivery hereof and of other good
and valuable consideration given, the receipt of all of which is hereby acknowledged, the Grantor
does hereby grant and convey with General Warranty and English Covenants of Title, unto
Farhad Koyee, Bahar Mikael, and Sabir Haji, Grantees, in equal interests, as joint tenants with
rights of survivorship, all that certain lot or parcel of land, together with all rights, privileges,
appurtenances and easements theigunto belonging or in anywise appertaining, located in the
northwest corner of the intersection of Ashby Avenue and North Main Street, in the City of
Harrisonburg, Virginia, and described according to a survey made by James C. Wilkins, C.L.S.,

dated May, 1963, as follows:

"Beginning at an iron pin set at the point of intersection of the northwest line of North
Main Street and the northeast line of Ashby Avenue; thence, with the northeast line of the
said Ashby Avenue, N, 52° 00' 57" W. 241.19 feet to an iron pin set at a corner with
Flmer Roller's lot; thence, with the said lot N. 39° 08' 38" E. 185.08 feet to an iron pin
found in Wampler's line; thence, with the said Wampler's line, S. 32° 40' 03" E. 295.00
feet to an iron pin set at the northwest line of the aforesaid North Main Street; thence,
with the said street, S. 63° 04' 57" W. 96.41 feet to the beginning, and enclosing an area

of 36,463 square feet, more or less."

Prepared By & Return to: Layman & Nichols, P.C., (VSB #25131) 268 Newman Ave, Harrisonburg, VA 22801
1




The real estate herein conveyed is the same property conveyed to the Grantor
herein by Deed dated June 22, 2009, which said deed is duly of record in the Clerk's Office of the
Circuit Court of Rockingham County, Virginia, in Deed Book 3545, page 144,

This conveyance is made subject to-all recorded easements, conditions,

restrictions and agreements as they may lawfully apply to the real estate hereby conveyed or any

part thereof.

Reference is hereby made to the aforesaid deed and survey plat for further
description and derivation of title to the property described herein. -

This deed was prepared without benefit of a title examination by its preparer;
however, a title examination was performed by Bankers Title Shenandoah.

WITNESS the following signature and seal:

ILEX, LLC

By [) 4&1\/ for Ty UL a5 #¥A50- (SEAL)

Its: /f/]ﬁnfmr’r

COMMONWEALTH OF VIRGINIA,
CITY/COUNTY OF __{ Q&iﬂh , to-wit:

The foregoing instrument was acknowledged before me in the jurisdiction

aforesaid this ﬂ!!’thday of r(k_ﬂ\_b , 2014, by & -
MMW on behalf of ILEX, LLC.
My commission expites: Sllﬁ)]( WJO cgo/lﬁ
Notary Registration No.: ?JQ { "’}Q#

" Kimberly D. Sheffer

Cominenwealth of Virginia
Notary Public

& Commisslon No, 323174

47 My Gommisslon Expiran 08/30/2014




Grantees' Address:

195) Rhidwion Lane,

Havisonwy, B 2260

C\CLIENT,DEECALEX LLC TO KOYCE MIKABL & HAJ CEED
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City of Harrisonburg, Virginia
DEPARTMENT OF FLANNING AND COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT

STAFF REPORT
August 13, 2014

15.2-2232 REVIEW - PARK VIEW WATER TANK

GENERAL INFORMATION

Applicant: City of Harrisonburg

Tax Map: 48-A-1 and/or 2

Acreage: 10.05 +/- acres

Location: 1181 Smith Avenue

Requests: Consider a request to review the proposed Park View Water Tank Project per

City Code Section 10-1-6 to determine if the public facility is in substantial
accord with the Comprehensive Plan by the Code of Virginia Section 15.2-
2232,

LAND USE, ZONING, AND SITE CHARACTERISTICS
The Comprehensive Plan designates this area as Institutional. This designation states that these
areas are for development by certain nonprofit and public institutional uses such as private
colleges and universities, hospitals, offices of nonprofit organizations, community assembly uses
and institutions that provide for the shelter and care of people.,

The following land uses are located on and adjacent to the property:

Site: Eastern Mennonite University Seminary, Discipleship Center building, and parking
lot, zoned R-3/1-1

North; Single family dwellings, zoned R-2; and Eastern Mennonite University campus,
zoned R-3/1-1

East: Eastern Mennonite University campus, zoned R-3/1-1

South;: Single family dwellings and townhouses, zoned R-3
West: Across City/County boundary, single family homes, zoned R-2 (County)

EVALUATION

Per Section 10-1-6 of the City Code, the proposed Park View Water Tank Project is under
review. This section stipulates that “if a public facility subject to Section 15.2-2232 of the Code
of Virginia is not already shown on the comprehensive plan, the planning commission shall
determine whether the location, character and extent of such public facility is in substantial
accord with the comprehensive plan as provided by Section 15.2-2232 of the Code of Virginia
and the terms and conditions set forth therein, as may be amended from time to time.”




Section 15.2-2232 states that when a locality has adopted a comprehensive plan, “it shall control
the general or approximate location, character and extent of each feature shown on the plan.”
The code section then lists items, citing among others, public buildings and public structures, and
stating that unless features are already shown on the plan, they “shall not be constructed,
established, or authorized, unless and until the general location or approximate location,
character, and extent thereof has been submitted to and approved by the commission as being
substantially in accord with the adopted comprehensive plan or part thereof.” Under Section
15.2-2232, a public hearing is not required unless directed by City Council. On June 24, 2014
City Council referred this item to be reviewed by Planning Commission; this directive did not
include holding a public hearing.

Staff believes the proposed project and site are substantially conforming to the Comprehensive
Plan per the following goal, objective, and strategy:
o Goal 11: To support a vital city with community facilities, infrastructure, and services,
which are efficient, cost-effective and conserving of resources.

o Objective 11.1: To continue to provide high quality public water service.

=  Strategy 11.1.1: To construct needed water supply, treatment, storage, and
pressure improvements, including: Storage tank and upgrade of booster pump
station in the Parkview Pressure Zone.

The 1991 Comprehensive Plan identified that the Park View Sector of the City had areas with
low water volume. The Public Utilities Department has known for many years that the water
tank would best serve the area if it were located on the Eastern Mennonite University (EMU} hill
and in 1996 had an engineer study the Park View Sector. This study also identified the EMU hill
as the best location for tank placement.

The 1998 Comprehensive Plan noted that proposed improvements to the water distribution
system were needed in the Park View area to upgrade existing fire service delivery. The 2004
Comprehensive Plan, more or less, had the same goal, objective, and strategy as in the 2011
Plan, Both the 2004 and 2011 Comprehensive Plans specifically note that the Parkview Pressure
Zone is an area of concern in the current storage and distribution center and that this area is in
need of upgrade for the booster pump station and the storage tank.

The application of Goal 16 within the 2011 Comprehensive Plan, which includes coordinating
and collaborating with EMU, is also employed, as EMU recently accepted the idea of placing the
water tank on their property and is working with the City on the project. In addition to working
with EMU, the City has also solicited input from the Park View area and the City residents
generally, both through meetings and on-line.

Staff believes the general and approximate location, character, and extent of this facility is
substantially in accord with the Comprehensive Plan. As noted by the existing and past
Comprehensive Plans, this public facility has been needed and has been planned for some time.

Staff recommends the Commission communicate the same findings to City Council that the Park
View Water Tank project conforms to the Comprehensive Plan.










Park View Tank and Pump Station
Project Timeline






Tank

Pump Station

Insurance Services Office (1ISO)

Mr. David Gray
Engineering Division
Harrisonburg Public Utilities IRRRERE




Alternative Tank Sites

Primary Tank Sites

Validation Of Primary Tank Site

Mr. Tom Fitzgerald
Engineering Consultant SHPHSHN

Wiley & Wilson RN




Landowners of Potential Sites
Landowner of Primary Site
Neighbors and Community at Large

Final Input

Ms. Mary-Hope Vass
Public Information Officer SRR

City of Harrisonburg




Collection of Requirements

Cost/Feasibility/Benefit Analysis

Scope/Cost/Schedule

Mr. Mike Collins
Director of Public Utilities eI

City of Harrisonburg




Asset Management . . . is a systematic process of
operating, maintaining, upgrading and disposing of
assets cost-effectively.



* Current tank was constructed in 1960 to serve the
small Park View community and Eastern Mennonite
College.

* Tank holds 75,000 gallons of water

* Park View area was annexed to the City in 1983




in 1993, 2006 and 2011.

* During these inspections minor repair needs have
been identified to keep the tank operational.

* The City has installed a cathodic protection system
to protect the tank from rust decay, but only slows
the process.



* To continue to operate the tank beyond 2016 major
repairs will be required.

* The tank must be stripped and repainted and
several safety and structural issues addressed.

» Estimate from the 2011 inspection totaled $267,500
in repairs (Likely much higher).




*The existing pump station on Greystone Street was
constructed with the tank in 1960.

*The pump station has a maximum output capacity
of 300 gallons per minute

*The pumps are now obsolete and repairs are
becoming increasingly more difficult.



*The ISO (Insurance Services Office) establishes
standards for the amount of water that should be
available to fight a fire.

* 750 gpm for residential dwellings

* 1,000 gpm for many commercial structures

» Upwards of 1,500 gpm for institutional structures
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* The existing tank and pump station are nearing the
end of their useful life

*The neighborhood has grown beyond what the
system was designed for in 1960.

* Additional fire protection would benefit the
neighborhood
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1. Piping Upgrades

2. Pumping Upgrades

3. Ground Tanks

J- 4. Elevated Tank

’ 5. Optimization of all four

VIRGINIA AVE

and Altcrnﬂtl"’e Tank Slzcs Park

Flre Flow Demand

3.000 gpm 540 000 galsm hrs}

Peak Park View Pumping Rate (Propased)

1,300 gpm; 234,000 gal’3 hrs)

Fire Flow Demand from Storage (Proposed)

1,700 gpm; 306 000 gal/3 hrs)
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450 gpm / .65 MGD

1 Turnover Time: Diurnal Storage Volume®. -

300,000 gal 11hrs: § gal

400,000 gal 13 hirs: 94,000 gal
500,000 gal 19 hrs: 194,000 gal
750,000 gal 28 hrs: 444,000 gal




Figure 1: Park View Area Water System
Improvements - Altemate Site Map

1. Ground Tanks
2. Elevated Tanks
3. Pump Stations
4. Pipeline Improvements
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Figure 2: Park View Area Water System.
Impravements — Waterline Roulings
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Tank Size
Access Needs

Ancillary Costs
Basis of Design
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- To keep all stakeholders in the community informed

- Provide resources and information on the overall project
- Collect feedback and ideas from the community

- This is accomplished through various methods of outreach



-Individual meetings with stakeholders

-Meetings within the community

- Website (www.HarrisonburgVA.gov/Park-View-Water-Tank)

- Online forum (www.BeHeardHarrisonburg.org)

« Public information session

- Press releases, media coverage



- Online forum available for residents to post comments
about city projects

- Residents must go through a simple registration
process

- Online conversation and idea collection process among
community members and city officials



» Online forum (www.BeHeardHarrisonburg.org)

- Comment sheets available tonight
- Emailing a city staff member

- All comments will be due by the end of January 2014



» Connectivity = Pump station and demand

~+1SO =Volume
- Cost = Buildable and operable
- Opportunity and risk management

- Sustainable = Community value



Type of water tank
Color and style
Graphics and text
Architectural amenities
Landscaping

Access

Ancillary uses

Lighting




« Submit comments to city staff by the end of January 2014

-Rationalize the comments received and confirm preferred design

- Presentations to Harrisonburg Planning Commission and City Council
for approval

- Final decision on scope cost and schedule
» Complete the design of tank and pump station

» Construction is anticipated to begin in 2015!







sorvind Central Indly

Above: Brownsburg, IN — 1,000,000 gallons
Top left: Alabaster, AL — 1,500,000 gallons
Top middle: Canton, MS - 1,500,000 gallons|
2nd left: Fountain Inn, SC - 2,000,000 gallong

e mChaﬂeston B E\'S 3rd left: Colombia, SC — 2,000,000 gallons

B 1 o Waler Sysl

Bottom left: West Point, GA — 1,000,000 gallons,

Bottorn middle: Eden Prairie, MN — 2,000,000 gallons|




COMPOSITE TANK
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ORDINANCE
AMENDMENT

- To Allow Public Uses to Deviate from
Requirements of the Zoning Ordinance
by Approval of a Special Use Permit




City of Harrisonburg, Virginia
DEPARTMENT OF PLANNING AND COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT

STAFF REPORT
August 13, 2014

ZONING ORDINANCE AMENDMENT
Amend Sections: 10-3-34, 10-3-40, 10-3-46, 10-3-48.4, 10-3-52, 10-3-55.4, 10-3-56.4, 10-3-57 4,
10-3-58.4, 10-3-63, 10-3-71, 10-3-79, 10-3-85, 10-3-91, 10-3-97, and 10-3-180

Staff is proposing an amendment to several sections of the Zoning Ordinance in order to allow
public uses to better conform to zoning regulations. A public use is defined as “Any instance
where a lot or parcel of land, or any improvement on a lot or parcel of land, is used by (1) the
City, or (2) another governmental entity having a contractual relationship with the City for the
use of such lot or parcel or improvement.”

In the City’s recent history, we have relied on the fact that the City is not legally obliged to
follow its own zoning regulations. However, recent discussion on 2232 review has led staff to
the conclusion that it is best for the City to follow zoning requirements.

Public uses are permitted by right within all zoning districts; however, there are times when, in
the best interest of providing services, the City cannot adhere to all the requirements of the
Zoning Ordinance (i.e. height restrictions, mimimum building setback requirements, parking
regulations, etc.). The Zoning Ordinance provides a variance procedure through the Board of
Zoning Appeals (BZA) public hearing process to allow for relief from yard and lot area
requirements, if the property owner can prove a hardship. A BZA variance, however, does not
give relief from all requirements of the Zoning Ordinance, such as parking or landscaping
regulations.

Staff is proposing the language “Public Uses which deviate from the requirements of Title 10,
Chapter 37 be added as a subsection to the special uses within the following zoning districts
offering public uses the opportunity to request deviating from zoning regulations: R-1, R-2, R-3
(Multiple Dwelling), R-3 (Medium Density), R-4, R-5, R-6, R-7, MX-U, MH-1, MII-2, B-1A,
B-1, B-2, M-1, and U-R.

The special use permit would provide for a documented, public hearing process to allow public

uses, which may not meet all the requirements of the Zoning Ordinance, to oceur and still be in
compliance.

Staff recommends approving this amendment to allow public uses to deviate from the
requirements of the Zoning Ordinance by approval of a SUP.




ORDINANCE AMENDING AND RE-ENACTING SECTION
10-3-34
OF THE
CODE OF ORDINANCES
CITY OF HARRISONBURG, VIRGINIA

Be it ordained by the Council of the City of
Harrisonburg, Virginia:

That Section 10-3-34 Uses permitted only by special use permit shall be amended by adding
subsection (11) as shown:

(11} Public Uses which deviate from the requirements of Title 10, Chapter 3.

The remainder of Section 10-3-34 is reaffirmed and reenacted in its entirety, except
as hereby modified.

This ordinance shall be effective from the day of , 2014,
Adopted and approved this day of ,2014.

MAYOR

ATTESTE:

CLERK PRO TEMPORE



ORDINANCE AMENDING AND RE-ENACTING SECTION
10-3-40
OF THE
CODE OF ORDINANCES
CITY OF HARRISONBURG, VIRGINIA

Be it ordained by the Council of the City of
Harrisonburg, Virginia:

That Section 10-3-40 Uses permitted only by special use permit shall be amended by adding
subsection {12) as shown:

{12} Public Uses which deviate from the requirements of Title 10, Chapter 3.

The remainder of Section 10-3-40 is reaffirmed and reenacted in its entirety, except
as hereby modified.

This ordinance shall be effective from the day of , 2014,
Adopted and approved this day of ,2014.

MAYOR

ATTESTE:

CLERK PRO TEMPORE




ORDINANCE AMENDING AND RE-ENACTING SECTION
10-3-46
OF THE
CODE OF ORDINANCES
CITY OF HARRISONBURG, VIRGINIA

Be it ordained by the Council of the City of
Harrisonburg, Virginia:

That Section 10-3-46 Uses permitted only by special use permit shall be amended by adding
subsection (8) as shown:

(8) Public Uses which deviate from the requirements of Title 10, Chapter 3.

The remainder of Section 10-3-46 is reaffirmed and reenacted in its entirety, except
as hereby modified.

This ordinance shall be effective from the day of , 2014.
Adopted and approved this day of , 2014.

MAYOR

ATTESTE:

CLERK PRO TEMPORE




ORDINANCE AMENDING AND RE-ENACTING SECTION
10-3-48.4
OF THE
CODE OF ORDINANCES
CITY OF HARRISONBURG, VIRGINIA

Be it ordained by the Council of the City of
Harrisonburg, Virginia:

That Section 10-3-48.4 Uses permitted only by special use permit shall be amended by
adding subsection (11) as shown:

(N Public Uses which deviate from the requirements of Title 10, Chapter 3.

The remainder of Section 10-3-48.4 is reaffirmed and reenacted in its entirety,
except as hereby modified.

This ordinance shall be effective from the day of , 2014,
Adopted and approved this day of , 2014,

MAYOR

ATTESTE:

CLERK PRO TEMPORE




ORDINANCE AMENDING AND RE-ENACTING SECTION
10-3-52
OF THE
CODE OF ORDINANCES
CITY OF HARRISONBURG, VIRGINIA

Be it ordained by the Council of the City of
Harrisonburg, Virginia:

That Section 10-3-52 Uses permitted only by special use permit shall be amended by adding
subsection (7} as shown:

{1 Public Uses which deviate from the requirements of Title 10. Chapter 3.

The remainder of Section 10-3-52 is reaffirmed and reenacted in its entirety, except
as hereby modified.

This ordinance shall be effective from the day of , 2014,
Adopted and approved this day of , 2014.

MAYOR

ATTESTE:

CLERK PRO TEMPORE



ORDINANCE AMENDING AND RE-ENACTING SECTION
10-3-55.4
OF THE
CODE OF ORDINANCES
CITY OF HARRISONBURG, VIRGINIA

Be it ordained by the Council of the City of
Harrisonburg, Virginia:

That Section 10-3-55.4 Uses permitted only by special use permit shall be amended by
adding subsection (7) as shown:

(7) Public Uses which deviate from the requirements of Title 10, Chapter 3.

The remainder of Section 10-3-55.4 is reaffirmed and reenacted in its entirety,
except as hereby modified.

This ordinance shall be effective from the day of , 2014,
Adopted and approved this day of , 2014,

MAYOR

ATTESTE:

CLERK PRO TEMPORE




ORDINANCE AMENDING AND RE-ENACTING SECTION
10-3-56.4
OF THE
CODE OF ORDINANCES
CITY OF HARRISONBURG, VIRGINIA

Be it ordained by the Council of the City of
Harrisonburg, Virginia:

That Section 10-3-56.4 Uses permitted only by special use permit shall be amended by
adding subsection (h) as shown:

{h) Public Uses which deviate from the requirements of Title 10. Chapter 3.

The remainder of Section 10-3-56.4 is reaffirmed and reenacted in its entirety,
except as hereby modified.

This ordinance shall be effective from the day of , 2014,
Adopted and approved this day of ,2014.

MAYOR

ATTESTE:

CLERK PRO TEMPORE



ORDINANCE AMENDING AND RE-ENACTING SECTION
10-3-57.4
OF THE
CODE OF ORDINANCES
CITY OF HARRISONBURG, VIRGINIA

Be it ordained by the Council of the City of
Harrisonburg, Virginia:

That Section 10-3-57.4 Uses permitted only by special use permit shall be amended by
adding subsection (h) as shown:

(h) Public Uses which deviate from the requirements of Title 10, Chapter 3.

The remainder of Section 10-3-57.4 is reaffirmed and reenacted in its entirety,
except as hereby modified.

This ordinance shall be effective from the day of , 2014.
Adopted and approved this day of , 2014.

MAYOR

ATTESTE:

CLERK PRO TEMPORE




ORDINANCE AMENDING AND RE-ENACTING SECTION
10-3-58.4
OF THE
- CODE OF ORDINANCES
CITY OF HARRISONBURG, VIRGINIA

Be it ordained by the Council of the City of
Harrisonburg, Virginia:

That Section 10-3-58.4 Uses permitted only by special use permit shall be amended by
adding subsection (7) as shown:

{(7) Public Uses which deviate from the requirements of Title 10, Chapter 3.

The remainder of Section 10-3-58.4 is reaffirmed and reenacted in its entirety,
except as hereby modified.

This ordinance shall be effective from the day of , 2014,
Adopted and approved this day of ,2014.

MAYOR

ATTESTE:

CLERK PRO TEMPORE




ORDINANCE AMENDING AND RE-ENACTING SECTION
10-3-63
OF THE
CODE OF ORDINANCES
CITY OF HARRISONBURG, VIRGINIA

Be it ordained by the Council of the City of
Harrisonburg, Virginia:

That Section 10-3-63 Uses permiited only by special use permit shall be amended by adding
subsection (1) as shown:

(1) Public Uses which deviate from the requirements of Title 10, Chapter 3.

The remainder of Section 10-3-63 is reaffirmed and reenacted in its entirety, except
as hereby modified. '

This ordinance shall be effective from the day of , 2014.
Adopted and approved this day of , 2014.

MAYOR

ATTESTE:

CLERK PRO TEMPORE




ORDINANCE AMENDING AND RE-ENACTING SECTION
10-3-71
OF THE
CODE OF ORDINANCES
CITY OF HARRISONBURG, VIRGINIA

Be it ordained by the Council of the City of
Harrisonburg, Virginia:

That Section 10-3-71 Uses permitted only by special use permit shall be amended by adding
subsection (1) as shown:

(1) Public Uses which deviate from the requirements of Title 10, Chapter 3.

The remainder of Section 10-3-71 is reaffirmed and reenacted in its entirety, except
as hereby modified.

This ordinance shall be effective from the day of , 2014,
Adopted and approved this day of , 2014,

MAYOR

ATTESTE:

CLERK PRO TEMPORE



ORDINANCE AMENDING AND RE-ENACTING SECTION
10-3-79
OF THE
CODE OF ORDINANCES
CITY OF HARRISONBURG, VIRGINIA

Be it ordained by the Council of the City of
Harrisonburg, Virginia:

That Section 10-3-79 Uses permitted only by special use permit shall be amended by adding
subsection (2) as shown:

(2) Public Uses which deviate from the requirements of Title 10, Chapter 3.

The remainder of Section 10-3-79 is reaffirmed and reenacted in its entirety, except
as hereby modified.

This ordinance shall be effective from the day of , 2014,
Adopted and approved this day of , 2014,

MAYOR

ATTESTE:

CLERK PRO TEMPORE




ORDINANCE AMENDING AND RE-ENACTING SECTION
10-3-85
OF THE
CODE OF ORDINANCES
CITY OF HARRISONBURG, VIRGINIA

Be it ordained by the Council of the City of
Harrisonburg, Virginia:

That Section 10-3-85 Uses permitted only by special use permit shall be amended by adding
subsection (9) as shown:

9N Public Uses which deviate from the requirements of Title 10, Chapter 3.

The remainder of Section 10-3-85 is reaffirmed and reenacted in its entirety, except
‘as hereby modified.

This ordinance shall be effective from the day of , 2014,
Adopted and approved this day of , 2014,

MAYOR

ATTESTE:

CLERK PRO TEMPORE



ORDINANCE AMENDING AND RE-ENACTING SECTION
10-3-91
OF THE
CODE OF ORDINANCES
CITY OF HARRISONBURG, VIRGINIA

Be it ordained by the Council of the City of
Harrisonburg, Virginia:

That Section 10-3-91 Uses permitied only by special use permit shall be amended by adding
subsection (16) as shown:

(16)  Public Uses which deviate from the requirements of Title 10, Chapter 3.

The remainder of Section 10-3-91 is reaffirmed and reenacted in its entirety, except
as hereby modified.

This ordinance shall be effective from the day of , 2014,
Adopted and approved this day of ,2014.

MAYOR

ATTESTE:

CLERK PRO TEMPORE



ORDINANCE AMENDING AND RE-ENACTING SECTION
10-3-97
OF THE
CODE OF ORDINANCES
CITY OF HARRISONBURG, VIRGINIA

Be it ordained by the Council of the City of
Harrisonburg, Virginia:

That Section 10-3-97 Uses permitted only by special use permit shall be amended by adding
subsection (15) as shown:

(15)  Public Uses which deviate from the requirements of Title 10, Chapter 3.

The remainder of Section 10-3-97 is reaffirmed and reenacted in its entirety, except
as hereby modified.

This ordinance shall be effective from the day of , 2014,
Adopted and approved this day of ,2014.

MAYOR

ATTESTE:

CLERK PRO TEMPORE




ORDINANCE AMENDING AND RE-ENACTING SECTION
10-3-180
OF THE
CODE OF ORDINANCES
- CITY OF HARRISONBURG, VIRGINIA

Be it ordained by the Council of the City of
Harrisonburg, Virginia:

That Section 10-3-180 Uses permitted only by special use perm:t shall be amended by
adding subsection (10) as shown:

(10)  Public Uses which deviate from the requirements of Title 10, Chapter 3.

The remainder of Section 10-3-180 is reaffirmed and reenacted in its entirety,
except as hereby modified.

This ordinance shall be effective from the day of , 2014,
Adopted and approved this day of ,2014.

MAYOR

ATTESTE:

CLERK PRO TEMPORE





