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Planning Commission

January 12, 2010

Meeting followed the joint Public Hearing held at 6:00 pm
Attendees:

Dan Talbot/Chair Cole McGregor/Vice Chair

Vic Corbo Charlotte Shifflett/ Administrative Secretary
Madelyn Dixon Cathy Mottison/Secretary

Goldie Helsley

Absent:

Margretta Isom/Council Representative Excused for Commuttee Meeting
Guests:

Jason Blose

Did: Hensley

The meeting began at 6:45 pm with Dan Talbot presiding.
Old Business:

Discussion:

Review Public Hearing Results

1) Miller property located 509 Shenandoah Avenue

a. 131B1- (A)- L 7 and 10
b. currently zoned M 1
c. proposed zoning — R 4

An issue arose with the proposed rezoning when Attorney, Lauri Sigler investigated and
found that the lots noted are divided by a street, Shenandoah Avenue.

Planning Commission members expressed concern that the property tax map numbers would
have (3) zonings. The town controls the portion of land that lies within the town boundaties.
Based on the fact that Shenandoah Avenue is a major road this should not create any further
problem.

Chairman Talbot polled members to accept or reject the proposed change from M 1 to
proposed zoning of R 4 as displayed on the zoning map; Tax Map No’s. 131B1- (A)- L. 7 and 10
Reject proposed zoning (Nay)

Voice Vote =0

Accept proposed zoning of M 1to R 4

Voice vote = 6-0 (Yea)

D. Talbot, Cole McGtegor, Vic Corbo, Cathy Motrison, Goldie Helsley, Madelyn Dixon

2) Charles Whistleman property located on 601 W Spotswood Tt.
a. B 2= Tax Map No. 131B1-(1)- B 16 Lot 35, 36 .
b. R 4 = Tax map No. 131B1-(1)- B 16 Lot 33, 34
Mr. Whistleman spoke at the Public Hearing and requested all (4) lots become R 4
His business has not operated out of the Southern Windows & Doors location for
approximately 3 years

Chairman Talbot polled members to accept or reject the request to change B 2 ( Tax Map No’s.
131B1-(1)- B 16 Lot 35, 36) .as displayed on the zoning map; to R 4 zoning. When the map is
finalized all (4) lots (Tax Map No. 131B1-(1)- B 16 Lot 35, 36 . and Tax Map No’s. 131B1-(1)- B
16 Lot 33, 34 shall be displayed as R 4. (residential) The noted request shall become a part of these
minntes Exhibit 1.
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Reject proposed zoning and honor Mr. Whistleman’s request to display (4) lots as R 4
Tax Map No’s. 131B1-(1)- B 16 Lot 33, 34, 35, 36

Voice vote = 6-0 (Yea)

D. Talbot, Cole McGregor, Vic Corbo, Cathy Morrison, Goldie Helsley, Madelyn Dixon

This change will noted on a revised zoning map.

3) Mary Ann Baugher property located on corner of Wirt/Fifth Street.

a. 131B1-(")- B 14 Lots 15 thru 24
b. current zoning is B 2
c. proposed zoning is R 5

Mrs. Baugher presented a letter addressed to Mayor, Council, and Committee dated
December 30, 2009.  She requests that her propetty be left as B 2 (Business). The letter shall
become a part of these minutes. Exhibit 2

Chairman Talbot polled members to accept or reject Mrs. Baugher request that lots,
located on the cotner of Wirt/Fifth St; Tax Map No’s. 131B1-(!)- B 14 Lots 15 thru 24 be
left as B 2 (Business)

Reject proposed zoning and honor Mrs Baugher’s request to leave as B 2

Tax Map No’s. 131B1-(1)- B 14 Lots 15 thru 24

Voice vote = 6-0 (Yea)

D. Talbot, Cole McGtegor, Vic Corbo, Cathy Morrison, Goldie Helsley, Madelyn Dixon
This change will noted on a revised zoning map.

4 Lyon Property located on the corner of N First St/W Spotswood Tt.

a. 131B1-(1)-B 201 3
b. currently zoned as B 2
c. proposed zoning is R 4

Robert Lyon
Tax map # 131B1-(1)- B20 L 3

Tenant, Mrs. Scherry Smith responded on behalf of Mr. Lyon, who received a first notice letter
dated August 6, 2009. He would like to remain B 2 (Business) the letter shall become a part of these minntes
Exhibit 3. Reference Tax Map 131B1-(1)- B20L 3

After a brief discussion, it was noted that allowing Mr. Lyon’s property to remain B 2
(Business) rather than accept the proposed zoning of R 4 (residential) may be perceived as spot
zoning; in which case issues may arise.

Chairman Talbot polled members to accept or reject Mr. Lyon’s request that the lot
located on corner N 1% Street/W Spotswood Ave Tax map # 131B1-(1)- B20 L 3 be left as B 2
(Business) or changed to the proposed zoning R 4 (residential).
Reject proposed zoning (Nay)
Voice Vote = 0
Accept proposed zoning of B2 to R 4
Voice vote = 6-0 (Yea)
M. Talbot, Cole McGregor, Vic Corbo, Cathy Morrison, Goldie Helsley, Madelyn Dixon
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~ Vic Cotbo made a motion to approve the Zoning Map, as displayed in the Public Hearing, with the
exception of (2) lots on the corner of 2™ St/609 W Spotswood Tr. owned by Charles Whistleman and
defined as (Tax Map No. 131B1-(1)- B 16 Lot 35, 36 and displayed as B 2, include in R 4 zoning
In addition, leave the (10) lots owned by Mary Ann Baugher located on the corner of 5% Street/Wirt
Avenue defined as 131B1-(1)- B 14 Lots 15 thru 24, displayed as proposed R 5 zoning, leave as B 2
Cathy Morrison seconded the motion.

Voice vote = 6-0 (Yea)

D. Talbot, Cole McGregor, Vic Corbo, Cathy Morrison, Goldie Helsley, Madelyn Dixon

Attached Exhibits to become a part of the minutes
Exchibir IV Response form letter dated August 6, 2009 and mailed to proposed rezoning
property owners

Exchibir V7 Letter was mailed to all affected property owners in areas of proposed rezoning.
Exhibit V1 Letter was mailed to all adjacent property owners, abutting and/or across the
street.

Amendment to the Elkton Town Code
As initially approved by the Planning Commission December 3, 2009
Second Reading January 18, 2010

1) §110-606. Residential District R-4. The following is to be added as a Permitted
Use under subsection B:
(__) Single-family attached dwellings, provided that no more than two dwelling units shall
be permitted in each single-family attached dwelling.
Cole McGregor made a motion to approve amendment as presented at the Public Hearing. The
motion was seconded by Vic Corbo.
Voice vote = 6-0 (Yea)
D. Talbot, Cole McGregor, Vic Corbo, Cathy Morrison, Goldie Helsley, Madelyn Dixon
Motion Carried

Amendment to the Elkton Town Code
As initially approved by the Planning Commission December 3, 2009
With an Amendment approved by the Planning Commission January 12, 2010
Second Reading January 18, 2010

§110-610. Downtown Business District B-1
§110-611. General Business District B-2
§110-613. Light Industrial M-1

The following is to be added as a Permitted Use in the above-tefetenced sections:
[Italicized language as approved by the Planning Commission January 12, 2009]

B. Permitted uses.

(__) Single-family detached dwelling, provided that the single-family detached dwelling is
existing and otherwise conforms with all other requirements in Chapter 110 as of the date of the
adoption of this ordinance and there shall be no more than one single-family detached dwelling
per lot. _Any future modifications shall conform to R-3 standards.

-3.-
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Cathy Morrison made a motion to accept the amendments as presented at the Public Hearing
but insert a sentence at the end of the last sentence as published in the DNR advertisement.;

B. Permitted uses.

(___) Single-family detached dwelling, provided that the single-family detached dwelling 1s
existing and otherwise conforms with all other requirements in Chapter 110 as of the date of the
adoption of this ordinance and there shall be no more than one single-family detached dwelling
pet lot. Any future modifications shall conform to R-3 standards. Cole McGregor seconded the
motion.

Voice vote = 6-0 (Yea)

D. Talbot, Cole McGregor, Vic Corbo, Cathy Morrison, Goldie Helsley, Madelyn Dixon

Motion carried
[Italicized language as suggested by Town Attorney after consultation with Chairman, Dan
Talbot, to conform to other provisions in Chapter 110.]

B. Permitted uses.

(__) Single-family detached dwelling, provided that the single-family detached dwelling is
existing and otherwise conforms with all other requirements in Chapter 110 as of the date of the
adoption of this ordinance with lot regulations and accessory uses consistent with R-3 District standards,
and there shall be no mote than one single-family detached dwelling per lot.

Pathforward:

Charlotte Shifflett/Zoning Administrator shall attach a list of existing homes in the effected
areas in §110-610. Downtown Business District B-1, §{110-611. General Business District B-2,
§110-613. Light Industrial M-1 dated January 12, 2010. The list shall become a part of these

minutes.

Amendment to the Elkton Town Code
As initially approved by the Planning Commission December 3, 2009
Second Reading January 18, 2010

. §110-910. Lot Line Revisions and Vacations. The amendment to this section changes the
approval process for obtaining a lot line vacation requiring the Zoning Administrator to review
requests for lot line vacations for compliance with Chapter 110 Land Development, of the
Elkton Code who shall then have the sole authority to approve the plat if he/she finds all to be
in compliance with provisions of Chapter 110. The approval process for obtaining a lot line
revision remains unchanged and requires the approval of the Planning Commission and the
Town Council.

A. A lot line on an existing parcel may be revised or vacated if the revision or vacation will
not be in conflict with any provisions of this chapter.

B. Vacation: The property owner or proprietor of a tract of land in Elkton shall file a plat
meeting the requirements of § 910-908. The Zoning Administrator shall review requests
for lot line vacations for compliance with this chapter and shall approve the plat if
he/she finds all to be in compliance with provisions of this chapter





Planning Commission

C. Revision: The property owner or proprietor of a tract of land i Elkton shall file a plat
meeting the requirements of § 910-908. The Planning Commission shall review the
proposed revision and make recommendations to Town Council. Council consideration

will follow the process outlined in § 110-909.

Cole McGregor made a motion to accept the amendments to § 110-910 Lot Line Revisions
and Vacations as passed and recorded in the Planning Commission minutes dated December 3,
2009. and presented at the Public Hearing January 12, 2009. This motion was seconded by
Madelyn Dixon.

Voice vote = 6-0 (Yea)

D. Talbot, Cole McGtregor, Vic Corbo, Cathy Morrison, Goldie Helsley, Madelyn Dixon
Motion Carried

Minutes:

Cathy Morrison made a motion to accept the minutes dated December 3, 2009; seconded by Vic
Corbo.

Voice Vote 6-0  (Yea)

Motion carried

New Business:

At this point in the meeting Dan returned to the Council Chambers with the Planning
Commission voting results and recommendations following the Public Hearing.

Cole McGregor/Vice Chair resided in Dan’s absence.

Jason Blose
ZP  2009-066

Evelyn and Jason Blose submitted a request to sub-divide property and vacate lot lines on
property located at 16745 E Spring Ave, Tax map No’s. (131B4-(1)-B 32 lots 13, 14, 15). Mrs.
Evelyn Blose will retain a life estate on Lot 15 which has her existing home.

Vic Corbo made a motion that the Planning Commission recommend vacating all lot lines as
noted on preliminary plat by Randall Newman dated December 30, 2009. In addition, once lot
lines are vacated, sub divide the property into (2) separate lots as noted on the preliminary plat
by Randall Newman dated December 30, 2009. This action will bring 131B4-(1)-B 32 lot 15 into
compliance with R 4 zoning district. Remaining lots 131B4-(1)-B 32 lots 31, 14 will become (1)
lot containing 10,829 sq. ft. and in compliance with R 4 zoning. Mr. Blose shall apply for
another permit to build a single family residence.

Voice Vote  5-0 (Yea)

Cole McGregor, Vic Corbo, Cathy Morrison, Goldie Helsley, Madelyn Dixon

Motion carried

Chairman Talbot returned and continued with the meeting.
Didi Hensley Issue

Tax map 131B4-(3) B2 L 5
16868 E Washington St
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In the October 6, 2009 meeting of the Planning Commission Mr. Hensley approached the
members and reiterated that he is still pursuing the issue of rezoning his property located on E
Washington from R 2 to R 4 zoning.

From October 6, 2009 Minutes:

(Mr. Hensley approached the members to inquire about the possibility of rezoning property from R 2 to R 42 He
has been disapproved twice for identical requests-

2007-081 Disapproved by Zoning Administrator Jan/ 07/2008
Fee of $100.00 posted Dec 13, 2007
2008-044 Disapproved by the Planning Commission Aung/ 05/ 2008

The question arose as to how to proceed with the issue from this point?

A suggestion directed to Mr. Hensley offered him an opportunity to poll his neighbors on his side of the street and
bring back responses as to whether they wonld object to a rezoning of his lot from R 2 to R4? "This action would
provide a convincing reason to investigate the requested changes. A new oning application, along with the fee,
shall be implemented if Mr. Hensley pursues the issue.)

Mr. Hensley attended the January 12, 2010 meeting and distributed copies of signatures he had
collected from property owners adjacent to and surrounding his lot on E Washington Ave.
Chatlotte was requested to summarize Mr. Hensley’s documentation and file the original copy.
The issue was tabled until the next regular meeting which tentatively is scheduled for February 2,
2010.

With no further business to discuss, Vic Corbo made a motion to adjourn; seconded by Cathy
Mortrison. The next regular scheduled meeting is February 2, 2010 at 7:00 pm at the Elkton
Area Community Center located on Blue & Gold Dr.

Submitted By:
ﬂ Charlotte Shifflett
; ) g/ V0 \ SNy,
/ Dan Talbot/Chair J E';,_ Cathy M(\)*ﬁjson/ Secretary

LC
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Meeting Minutes
February 2, 2010

Present:
Cole McGregor, Vic Corbo, Madelyn Dixon, Cathy Morrison

Excused:
Daniel Talbot, Goldie Helsley, Margretta Isom

Due to imclement weather conditions a decision was made to move the 7:00 pm meeting to 2:00
pm. The press was notified in advance and the meeting was open to the public. It was held in
the Zoning Administrator’s Office and it was emphasized that the Lyon rezoning issue needed
to be revisited and a poll taken from the members.

A quorum was present, therefore, Cole McGregor/Vice President called the meeting to order.

Vic Corbo made a motion to approve the January 12, 2010 meeting minutes, seconded by
Madelyn Dixon.

Voice Vote  (yeas) 4.0

Motion Carried

Cole McGregor, Vic Corbo, Madelyn Dixon, Cathy Morrison

O1d Business:
Discussion:

Council held their monthly meeting on January 18, 2010 and passed all the rezoning
recommendations sent to them by the Planning Commission on January 12, 2010, with the
exception of the Lyon property, located at 632 W Spotswood Avenue.

Mr. Corbo was approached and asked if the Planning Commission would consider allowing the
Lyon property to remain B 2 (Business) rather than the proposed zoning R 4 (Residential)
The basis for this request was due to a Planning Commuission vote which allowed Mary Ann
Baugher’s property on Wirt Avenue to remain B 2 (Business) rather than go to the R 5
proposed zoning.

Charlotte Shifflett/ Zoning Administrator received a faxed letter from Mr. Lyon dated January
21,2010. 'The letter has been mnserted as part of the minutes and details his reasoning for
desiring to remain B 2 (Business.)

Mr. McGregor reviewed the vote taken after the Public Hearing on January 12, 2010.

Lyon Property located on the corner of N First St/W Spotswood Tr.
Tax map # 131B1-(1)- B20 L 3
a. currently zoned as B 2
b. proposed zoning is R 4
Tenant, Mrs. Scherry Smith responded on behalf of Mt. Lyon, who received a first notice letter
dated August 6, 2009. He would like to remain B 2 (Business) #he letter shall become a part of these
minutes Exchibit 3. Reference Tax Map 131B1-(1)- B20L 3

-1-





Planning Commission

After a brief discussion, it was noted that allowing Mr. Lyon’s property to remain B 2
(Business) rather than accept the proposed zoning of R 4 (residential) may be perceived as
spot zoning; in which case issues may arise.

Chairman Talbot polled members to accept or reject Mr. Lyon’s request that the lot
located on corner N 1" Street/W Spotswood Ave Tax map # 131B1-(1)- B20 L 3 be left as
B2  (Business) or changed to the proposed zoning R 4 (residential).
Reject proposed zoning (Nay)
Voice Vote = 0
Accept proposed zoning of B 2 to R 4
Voice vote = 6-0 (Yea)
D. Talbot, Cole McGregor, Vic Corbo, Cathy Morrison, Goldie Helsley, Madelyn Dixon
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Planning Commission

February 2, 2010
Revisit Lyon Request
Points of discussion:

1) Nothing new has been presented that would change the Commissioner’s minds

2) The Baugher lots actually fit into a business atea since they sit directly across the
street from the Elkton Car Wash and Lawson’s Garage.

3) The Planning Commission felt they did not want to be perceived as spot zoning

in the area surrounding W Spotswood Avenue. Itis currently an attractive
residential neighborhood and it seems logical to have it remain that way to
ensure an unwanted business would not be constructed in future negotiations.

4) Mr. Lyon submitted a late request but members felt they owed him the courtesy
of an opportunity to present his analysis.

The Planning Commission would like to note for the records that they feel the Lyon
property should be changed to the proposed R 4 (Residential) as opposed to remaining
B 2 (Business).

Cole McGregor thanked the members for their time and made a motion to adjourn,
seconded by Cathy Morrison.

The next regular scheduled meeting is March 2, 2010 at 7:00 pm at the Elkton
Area Community Center located on Blue & Gold Dr.

mitted By
Ch;Qlotte tt
e (*bae@\\w )
Dan Talbot/ Chair y Orris ecretary
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- Meeting Minutes
Matrch 2, 2010

Present:
Cole McGregot, Vic Cotbo, Madelyn Dixon, Cathy Mortison, Goldie Helsley, Daniel Talbot
Administration: Lauri Sigler and Charlotte Shifflett™
Excused:
Margtretta Isom
Guest:

Pete Bonavita

Dan Talbot/Chair called the meeting to order @ 7:05 pm. Cathy Morrison made a
motion to pass the minutes dated February 2, 2010; seconded by Cole McGregor.
Voice vote  6-0
Motion Catried

Downey Knolls
Pete Bonavita attended the meeting to update members on the status of the Boundary Line
Adjustment between Downey Knolls and the Town of Elkton.

. Attorney/Lauri Sigler is working with Tom Miller/Rockingham County Attorney in an
attempt to reach an agreement for the transaction.

. Mr. Bonavita hopes to be ready within the next two months and hopes a Public Hearing
may be scheduled.

. Plans are ready to construct a new restaurant on site. Mr. Lucci is anxious to get started
on the restaurant. The plans and design were drawn to be in compliance Elkton Town
Code.

. Reid Wodicka and Mayor Bompiani don’t foresee any problems with moving the project
forward once the critetia has been evaluated.

. Mt. Bonavita would like to revise the Master Plan to add some duplexes. He noted that
when he first began the design; duplexes were not in demand but he is getting inquires
recently.

. A proffer needs to be revised to allow future business owner’s an option; they may chose
not to have a flat roof. This change will not effect any ordinances.

. Mzr. Bonavita has bids out to begin construction of a public road. A temporary cul-de-
sac will be located at the end of “C” Street.

. Site plan Review is subject to the following issues:

a. Subject to an agreement between the town and county
b. Subject to rezoning.

. Sign Ordinance review to be a future item for discussion by members; signs will be
requested immediately after agreement is finalized.

Pathforward:

Planning Commission needs to revisit Code 110-706 (Sign Ordinance)

Plans to begin restaurant construction has been tentatively scheduled for June, 2010. There are
no requests for change in the area designated for business.
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Summary:

. Boundary agreement between town and county needs to be finalized.

. Rezoning may take 2-3 months.

. The time frame will need to allow the Zoning Administrator to write letters to adjacent

property owners and place advertisements in the daily newspaper notifying the public of
the date set for a public hearing.

. Set a Public Hearing date. It may be possible to hold the hearing by month’s end.
. The property seems best suited to R 8 zoning.
Pathforward:

All membets are requested to read R 8 zoning 110-609 before next month’s meeting.

Official Zoning Map
Council needs to pass a resolution to officially accept the new zoning map as recommended by
the Planning Commission.

Special Use Permit

Charlotte Shifflett/ Zoning Administrator has been requested to wrtite a letter to the existing
Nursing Home located at 516 W Spotswood Trail. In the recent rezoning they went from B 2
to R 4, which requires a Special Use Permit. The traditional fee shall be waived on their behalf
and the process will bring the business into compliance with the Code.

Foundation Sutvey:

Proposed Amendments to the Town of Elkton Code
Adding Section 713 to Chapter 110- Land Development,
Article VII, Use Regulations

June 2, 2009
March 2, 2010 Requested by Council to Revise
§ 110-713 Foundation Surveys
A. A foundation survey shall be obtained for the following structures:

M New structures, renovations, or additions that require a foundation or footer
inspection;

(2) Manufactured homes, decks or other additions over three (3) feet by three (3)
feet within a manufactured home park or manufactured home subdivision
established after 1995.

B. The foundation survey shall be prepared by a certified land surveyor licensed to
practice in the commonwealth after the footer or foundation (whether existing or new
construction) has been inspected and approved by the building inspector.
Construction above the foundation, slab, or pier shall not commence until the survey
has been approved.

C. The foundation survey shall document the location of the foundation, slab, or piers
relative to property lines to confirm that the construction complies with setback
regulations.

-2-
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D. Exceptions. The following are exemptions from those requirements:

(1)

2)

©)

(4)

()

The placement of manufactured homes on a manufactured home park lot
that existed prior to 1995 does not require foundation, slab, or pier survey.
County staff shall determine if sufficient space for the requested unit
complies with the current building code.

A new structure or the addition to an existing structure, on a tract of land that
has a valid survey, does not require a foundation, slab, or pier survey if a
certified land surveyor licensed to practice in the commonwealth confirms by
letter that the construction is more than 40 feet from all property lines. This
determination must be made by the surveyor after the approval of the footer
inspection.

Survey may be waived on parcels of 3 acres or larger if the owner of the land
states in writing that the structure in question is more than 40 feet from all
property lines.

Survey may be waived for structures of record, at the time of adoption of this
regulation, with non-conforming setbacks as long as the remodeling of an
existing porch or deck does not further decrease setbacks. This situation
applies to the creation on non-conforming structures resulting from widening
or relocation of roads of the construction.

If application is made for an addition to a structure, and the applicant
presents a previous survey of the property that shows the existing structure
meets setbacks, and it can be determined that the addition shall meet all
setbacks, that survey may be used and a new foundation survey may not be
required.

E. Exemptions: The following are exempted from these requirements:

(1)
()

Storage building that is less than two hundred fifty six (256)
square feet and not on a permanent foundation.

Deck, stoop, or porch, without a roof and not located in a
manufactured home park or manufactured home subdivision
established after 1995.

Cole McGregor made a motion to accept 110-713 as presented with changes as noted;

Remove last two (2) sentences from Section C.

c. D Z@3) change 6 acres to three (3) acres and 60 feet to 40 feet.

‘@cond g by Vic Corbo.

“ a.

&(9\ b. D F(2) change 60 feet to 40 feet.
A ?9

Council had some concerns with passing an extra expense along to residents when requiting
surveys. The Planning Commission has been requested to trevisit the issue. During the
discussion that followed some items were mentioned:

a.
b.

C.

Some owners do not have survey plats.

Presenting an official survey eliminates questions.

Dan Talbot may attempt to attend the Council Workshop on Tuesday to address
concerns.
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d. Cole made a suggestion that the 40 feet mentioned in the proposed ordinance
may possibly be revised to read “Us more than 10 f2”.

Public Hearing/Ordinances:

Cole McGregor made a motion to schedule a public hearing to take comments on previously
adopted ordinances, seconded by Madelyn Dixon.

§°110-703

B 1 district

“off street parking”

Voice Vote = 5-0 (Mr Corbo excused early)

Dan Talbot, Cole McGregor, Madelyn Dixon, Cathy Motrtison, Goldie Helsley

Motion Carried

With the conclusion of business, the meeting adjourned. The next meeting is scheduled for
April 6, 2010 at 7:00 pm. The date and time is subject to change depending on schedule for
public hearing. Members shall be advised in advance of any change.

Submitted By:

an ’fal-_'bot/ Chair
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Meeting Minutes
April 6, 2010
Present: ‘
Cole McGregor, Vic Corbo, Madelyn Dixon, Cathy Mottison, Goldie Helsley, Daniel Talbot
Administration: Laun Sigler and Chatrlotte Shifflett
Excused:
Margretta Isom
Guest:
Ted Hayes
Cole McGregor/Vice Chair called the meeting to order @ 7:05 pm. Vic Corbo made a
motion to pass the minutes dated March 2, 2010; seconded by Madelyn Dixon.
Voice vote  4-0
Cole McGregor, Vic Cotbo, Madelyn Dixon, Goldie Helsley
Motion Carried

Dan Talbot/Chair arrived and continued the meeting

Special Exception:

The nursing home known as Elkton Manor, located on W Spotswood Tr., was rezoned from

B 2 to R 4 during the recent rezoning process. In district R 4 a nursing home is not a permitted
use, therefore; it is required to have a Special Exception Permit.

Vic Corbo made a motion to recommend the Town issue 2 Special Exception Permit to Elkton
Manor due to rezoning approved by Council. He recommended that a Public Hearing be
scheduled and the fee be waived for the permit due to action by rezoning. Cole McGregor
seconded the motion

Voice vote  6-0

Cole McGregort, Vic Corbo, Madelyn Dixon, Goldie Helsley, Cathy Morrison, Dan Talbot
Motion Carried

Town Attorney, Lauri Sigler noted it will probably be May before a Public Heating will be
scheduled through Council.

Lot Line Vacation/Lot Line Adjustment:

A discussion was held regarding property located at 270 Millbank Ln, Elkton, Va. Charlotte
Shifflett, Zoning Administrator, was advised to write the requestor a letter to include the
following:

<> TOWN OF ELKTON

173 WEST SPOTSWOOD AVENUE
Elkton, Virginia 22827
540-713-4062

Thursday, April 08, 2010
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Dear Mr. Bompiani,

The local Planning Commission met on Tuesday, April 6, 2010. Your zoning
application was discussed and | was advised to forward the following information:

a. Millbank Ln is a private road but since (2) lots existed at the time of the
request you will be allowed entry to both lots by using Millbank Lane
entrance.

b. Your request was for a lot line vacation and a lot line adjustment.

C. The Commission has no objections and you are allowed to proceed.

d. Please present an updated surveyor’s plat which displays the lot lines to be

vacated and the new boundary line. This issue will be placed on our agenda
for the May meeting.

You are in the R 2 zoning district which requires each lot to have at least 12,500 sq.
ft. per lot with public water and sewer.

It was the Commission’s pleasure to advise you and assist you in resolving your
request.

o vt SOM gt

Zoning Administrator ¢ 7

Downey Knolls:
Attorney Sigler, was requested to give an update on this issue. Rockingham County has
not gotten back with her

Discussion:
° The business area should be brought in as B 2 Business District.
° The residential area would be best suited to R 4 zoning due to the fact Mr. Bonavita may

revise the plan and consider building duplexes.
° Leave the 3 area, the open field as A 1 District.

a. If a rezoning request is submitted it will need to submitted with a Master Plan
] The project will be bound to the proffers as offered.

Foundation Survey:
¢Dan Talbot attended the March 15, 2010 Council meeting to be available to answer questions
from Council regarding the implementation of the Foundation Sutvey.
° He opened the floor to suggestions as to where to go from here?
o Council seemed to be split about 50%/50% on the issue.
] Council did not want to place the burden entirely on the Zoning Administrator.
. Another concern was the extra cost it places on town residents.
° Section :”’D” (2) , of the proposed ordinance, may allow some discretion to applicants
applying for an addition to their existing dwelling. Maybe no Foundation Survey will be
required.
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Cathy Morrison made a motion to delete more-than-40-feetfrom-all-propertylines. from D (2)

and read :
A new structure or the addition to an existing structure, on a tract of land that has a
valid survey, does not require a foundation, slab, or pier survey if a certified land
surveyor licensed to practice in the commonwealth confirms by letter that the
construction meets current required setbacks. meore-than-40-feetfrom-all-property
lines. This determination must be made by the surveyor after the approval of the
footer inspection. The motion was seconded by Cole McGregor.

Voice vote  6-0

Cole McGregot, Vic Corbo, Madelyn Dixon, Goldie Helsley, Cathy Mortison, Dan Talbot

Motion Carried

Madelyn Dixon made a motion to carry forward and return the Foundation Survey to Council
for approval.

The motion was seconded by Goldie Helsley<

Voice vote  6-0

Cole McGtegot, Vic Corbo, Madelyn Dixon, Goldie Helsley, Cathy Morrison, Dan Talbot
Motion Carried

Proposed Amendments to the Town of Elkton Code
Adding Section 713 to Chapter 110- Land Development,
Article VII, Use Regulations
June 2, 2009
Rev. March 2, 2010
Rev. April 6, 2010

110-713 Foundation Surveys

A. A foundation survey shall be obtained for the following structures:
1 New structures, renovations, or additions that require a foundation or footer
inspection;
(2) Manufactured homes, decks or other additions over three (3) feet by three (3)
feet within a manufactured home park or manufactured home subdivision
established after 1995.

B. The foundation survey shall be prepared by a certified land surveyor licensed to
practice in the commonwealth after the footer or foundation (whether existing or new
construction) has been inspected and approved by the building inspector.
Construction above the foundation, slab, or pier shall not commence until the survey
has been approved.

C. The foundation survey shall document the location of the foundation, slab, or piers
relative to property lines to confirm that the construction complies with setback
regulations.

D. Exceptions. The following are exemptions from those requirements:

(1 The placement of manufactured homes on a manufactured home park lot
that existed prior to 1995 does not require foundation, slab, or pier survey.
County staff shall determine if sufficient space for the requested unit
complies with the current building code.
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revised

A new structure or the addition to an existing structure, on a tract of land that
has a valid survey, does not require a foundation, slab, or pier survey if a
certified land surveyor licensed to practice in the commonwealth confirms by
letter that the construction meets current required setbacks. more-than-40

—delete—feet from-all-property-ines. This determination must be made by the

@)

4

©®)

surveyor after the approval of the footer inspection

Survey may be waived on parcels of 3 acres or larger if the owner of the land
states in writing that the structure in question is more than 40 feet from all
property lines.

Survey may be waived for structures of record, at the time of adoption of this
regulation, with non-conforming setbacks as long as the remodeling of an
existing porch or deck does not further decrease setbacks. This situation
applies to the creation on non-conforming structures resulting from widening
or relocation of roads of the construction.

If application is made for an addition to a structure, and the applicant
presents a previous survey of the property that shows the existing structure
meets setbacks, and it can be determined that the addition shall meet all
setbacks, that survey may be used and a new foundation survey may not be
required.

E. Exemptions: The following are exempted from these requirements:

(1
(2)

Storage building that is less than two hundred fifty six (256)
square feet and not on a permanent foundation.

Deck, stoop, or porch, without a roof and not located in a
manufactured home park or manufactured home subdivision
established after 1995. '

Sign Ordinance:
Dan Talbot/Chair informed the group he has received inquiries from several businesses
requesting Special Exceptions to increase the size of their signs. The newly formed Economic
Community Development Committee (ECDC) is concentrating on an effort to attract more
business into town.

J We need to revisit the sign ordinance.

° Decide what we are attempting to achieve?

L Will be able to allow any flexibility on the major highways?

Pathforward:

Place on next month’s agenda

B 1 Parking Requirements:
A decision needs to be made if the Planning Commission would like to further pursue making
changes to the parking requirements for downtown distticts zoned as B 1 Business.

Pathforward:

Place on next month’s agenda
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Chairman Talbot noted we help the landowners as much as possible. How much land
lies in the R 2 districts? How does rezoning affect our Comprehensive Plan? Itis a
struggle to please the requestor. If the Planning Commission felt it should be R 4 they
would have done so at the time of annexation.
Mr. Hensley’s interpretation to Councilwoman Isom is that he is going through the
processes as advised but it seems the Planning Commission is not doing a lot.
Councilwoman Isom expressed an opinion that she hopes Mr. Hensley is not being
misled by receiving false hope.
Members are unsure if the persons who signed the petition understood the question
since it seems to be read either way; a single lot or entire block for rezoning. No one
else has presented an application to the Zoning Administrator.
Members were asked if anyone would like to make a motion. No response.
The property was putchased by Mr. Hensley when it was part of Rockingham County
and he was hoping to have a buildable lot.
Councilwoman Isom pointed out that Mr. Hensley is a land developer with smaller
projects rather than large sub divisions. But on the flip side, it seems the Commission
spends hours and hours with some people while others don’t get to do anything.
Sometimes the commission does seem to be mote sympathetic towards a property
owner and lives on it vs. the person building for profit. He has a right to a Public
Hearing but like to know if its worthwhile?
A government body in Town needs to propose the area to be rezoned, namely the
Council.
Would the Commission be willing to revisit the issue and vote on block rezoning?
Technically, the Commission needs to move forward—maybe fast forward-but if it 1s his
property only it will be spot zoning!
Since it was unclear how Mr. Hensley presented his questlon when he petitioned the
neighborhood the Chairman felt he needed to poll the members as to how they felt lead
to vote?
Support whole block being rezoned?

Maybe Cole McGregor

No Vic Cotbo, Dan Talbot and Madelyn Dixon
Supportt rezoning only Mr. Hensley’s property?

Yes Goldie Helsley, Margretta Isom
Margretta Isom/Council Representative, will present the member’s final results, as
recorded in the minutes, at the next Council meeting on May 17, 2010.

Pathforward:
Margretta will advise Planning Commission members of the next step in the process.

Comprehensive Plan

The existing Comprehensive Plan needs to be reviewed evety five years which makes our
review 1n 2011.

Members need to understand the impact of rezoning in relation to the Comprehensive
Plan.

'The recent rezoning results are not reflected in our current Comprehensive Plan

Five years ago when the Comptrehensive Plan was reviewed the R 2 was in alignment
with plan. The rezoning created 2 new population change in the area from town houses
to another variety of construction.
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® Charlotte commented that the Comprehensive Plan is the main tool when making
decisions. The existing Comprehensive Plan is well thought out.

® Chairman Talbot noted that all members need to familiarize themselves with the
Comprehensive Plan. Ask yourself “Why is the land zoning displayed as such?” A lot of
changes will likely occur in a five years petiod. Times and our economy have changed a
lot. You all should ask yourself “What is justified?” when making changes to fit in with

today’s environment?
Pathforward:
Place review of Comprehensive Plan on next month’s agenda.

Signs:

e Virginia Cabinet Works. Inc located on W Spotswood Trail, owned and operated by the
Velker Brothers, had Charlotte pass out a preliminary sketch of signs they are
consideting painting on their building. It was very impressive.

e Mike Lucci is awaiting answets on 2 new sign to be placed in Downey Knowles on 2

proposed restaurant.
Pathforward
Place Sign Ordinance on agenda.

Vic Cotbo made a motion to adjourn, seconded by Cole McGregor. The next meeting is
scheduled for June 1, 2010 at 7:00 pm.

Submitted By;
Charlotte Shifflett

QC‘C\(\\N\(" \\\j

CFairman/ Dan Talbot Secretary/ Catthfm/,ﬂ“ o
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o meann x Meeting Minutes
May 4, 2010
Present:
Cole McGregot, Vic Cotbo, Madelyn Dixon, , Goldie Helsley, Margretta Isom, Daniel Talbot
Administration: Lauri Sigler and Charlotte Shifflett
Excused:
Cathy Morrison
Guest:
Pete Bonavita

Dan Talbot/Chairman called the meeting to order at 7:05 pm. He began with the “Pledge of
Allegiance”.

Cole McGregor made a motion to accept the April minutes, seconded by Vic Corbo.

Voice Vote  (yes)

Cole McGregort, Vic Corbo, Madelyn Dixon, Goldie Helsley, Margretta Isom, Daniel Talbot
Motion Catrried

Old Business:
Public Heatings

a. A Special Exception Permit for Elkton Manor due to rezoning.

b. Foundation Survey has been recommended for a joint Public Hearing.
Attorney Sigler will advise Council of the Planning Commission’s request and
attempt to schedule in July 13, 2010, the earliest date after boundary line
adjustment. Combine

Zoning Permit Graph

Charlotte researched the issue of tequiring a survey and found that four buildings and possibly
three new residences would have been required to present a Foundation Survey if the ordinance
had been enforced at the time of permit issuances. Financially, it should not create a hardship
since most applicants apply for pools, decks, fences, and sheds on runners< under the 150 sq, ft
hmit> In this case the applicant is not required to go to Rockingham County.

Downey Knolls
° Downey Knolls Boundary Line Adjustment Agreement has been completed between
\ Rockingham County and the Town of Elkton.
] Public Hearing held on April 28, 2010
) Effective July 1, 2010
SPECIAL COUNCIL MEETING
TOWN OF ELKTON
April 28, 2010
7:00 p.m.

Mayor Larry A. Bompiani has called a Special Meeting of the Elkton Town Council on
Wednesday, April 28, 2010, at 7:00 p.m., at the Rockingham County Board of Supervisors Board
Room, located at 20 East Gay Street, Harrisonburg, Virginia.

Agenda
1. Public Hearing.

Regarding proposed agreement of a boundary line adjustment between the Town of
Elkton and Rockingham County on the northern side of U.S. Route 33 (Spotswood Trail) and on the
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eastern side of Route 979 (Stephens Conrad Road) near the intersection of Route 981 (Rockingham
Pike).

The agreement changes the boundary line so that a portion of a parcel known as County
Tax Map No. 130-(A)-L9 containing 55.146 acres, more or less, owned by BPML Properties, LLC is
incorporated as part of the Town of Elkton. This parcel is adjacent to Quail Subdivision Section Four
and Section 1 of Elkton Plaza Subdivision. This boundary line adjustment is being made at the
request of the landowner. A true copy of the agreement is available at the Town Manager's office,
173 West Spotswood Avenue, Elkton, Virginia.

2. Vote to approve boundary line adjust between the Town of Elkton and Rockingham
County so that the parcel of real estate owned by BPML Properties, LLC with County Tax Map
No. 130-(A)-L9 containing 55.146 acres, more or less, will be wholly incorporated as part of
the Town of Elkton.

L Pete Bonavita requested permission to discuss future zoning. He passed out a
smaller sheet version of the Master Plan approved by the county.

L] Note # 3 --Would like to modify language to include duplexes. Roads won’t
change but some lot sizes may change.

° The Master Plan was passed to comply with County R 4 and R 5 Zoning.
However, these Zonings do not match Town districts.

° Mr. Bonavita requested to change the plan and build duplexes with seperate
owners of each half.

. Reference Street “D” The lot sizes on this street are 5400 Sq Ft but our zoning
requires a minimum of 6,250 Sq Ft.

° The discussion continued with an attempt to identify the Master Plan drawing to
match existing Town Codes. To bring property mto Town by annexation or
Boundary Line Adjustment typically requires a code change.

° Charlotte was requested to find out what 110-406 stated before it was revised
9/17/2001.

° It currently states:

§ 110-406 Annexed Territory {Amended 12-18-2000, 9-17-2001}

Any territory hereafter annexed to the Town of Elkton shall continue to be
subject to the county zoning classifications and regulations as such territory was
subject at the time of annexation until otherwise changed by rezoning.

L Mt. Bonavita is willing to revisit the Codes and make the Master Plan work.

® If Master Plan is changed will it effect zoning? It appears that the our R 8is
similar to the county’s R 5.

L A. Smaller lots are best suited for duplexes.

b. Larger lots should be reserved for single-family residences.

L No time estimate can be given It will depend how which way Mr.

Bonavita decides to go from advice obtained tonight. He will decide to go with
the Master Plan or do something different.

. Chairman Talbot commended Mr. Bonavita for coming to the meeting of the
Planning Commission and allowing members to chose a zoning as close to the
existing Town Code as possible..

L The property designated as A 2 is not included in the request.

L The discussion was approved tonight in hopes that members would grasp the
concept of the final project. Commissioner Corbo felt that concept is not the
problem; density may become an issue.

° Front yard and side yard setbacks differ in the County Code. After observation

it appears most will not meet Town requirements.
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] Council Representative Isom had a question relative to the 55 years and older
housing prerequisite. Virginia State Code does not allow more than a 20% ratio
to be under 55 yeas old.

[ The Master Plan displays an emergency road for ingtess only. In addition it was

passed by the County Fire Marshall for emergency vehicle use. Two lots are
adjacent to this road and neither has the street frontage required in our codes.
The driveway will enter from the street and a Special Exception Permit may be
considered to allow the public street requitement to note the property as
adjoining the emergency road.

L Business (B 2) will require no changes other than a request to allow an option

other than the flat roof as specified on the Master Plan.

Chapter 6
Boards, Committees, and Commissions
Planning Commission
<Adopted 6-19-1980 as Secs. 6-1-1 through 6-1-6 of the 1980 Code>

§ 6-1.  Creation
Pursuant to state law, a Planning Commission for the Town is hereby created.

§ 6-2 Composition; appointment, terms.

The Planning commission shall be composed of seven members, who shall be appointed

By the Town Council. all of whom shall be residents of the town and frecholders qualified
by knowledge and expetience to make decisions on questions of community growth and
development. One member of the Commission may be a member of the Town Council and
one member may be a member of the administrative branch of government of the town.
The term of each of these two membets shall be co-extensive with the term of office to
which he or she has been elected ot appointed unless the Town Council, at the first regular
meeting each year appoints others to sere as their representatives. The remaining members
of the Commission shall serve terms of four years each.

§ 6-3 Compensation
Subject to the Code of Virginia, § 15.2-2212, all members of the Planning Commission shall
serve as such without compensation.

§ 6-4  Removal of Members
Any member of the Planning Commission may be removed from office for malfeasance in
office

§ 6-5 Filling Vacancies
Vacancies upon the Planning Commission, however caused, shall be filled by Council for the
unexpired term only.

§ 6-6  Functions, powets, duties, and limitations
The Planning Commission shall have the functions, powers, and duties and be subject to the
limitations, which are prescribed by § 15.2-2221 of the Code of Virginia
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Pathforward:
Attorney Sigler will bring copies of the Code of Virginia 15.2212 and 2221 to our next meeting for distribution.

By-Laws

By-Laws should be reviewed every two years. Charlotte was requested to mail each member
a current set of By-Laws before the next meeting... Please track any corrections and/or
errors.

§ 110-609
R 8 Code

Review for any modifications.

Comprehensive Plan
Place on next month’s agenda for review.

Fees
Are we collecting enough money to cover advertising costs?

Didi Hensley Request

® Mr. Hensley has submitted a request to rezone propetty, located on E Washington St,
from R 2to R 4 Tax Map #131B4-(3)-B2L 5 He had been advised by this body to
collect signatures from residents on his block and in that atea to poll them for an
opinion about changing the zoning.

® Documentation was filed with the Planning Commission minutes in Jan 2010.
However, a question was asked, if Mr. Hensley explained to the petitioners who signed
the paperwork, #f they were expressing a desire to change all the surrounding property or just the lot
owned by Mr. Hensley?

® Council Woman Isom noted that the Planning Commission works with other people but
why not Didi Hensley?

e Commissioner Helsley made a2 motion to rezone Tax Map #131B4-(3)-B2L 5 from
R 2 zoning to R4. The motion was not seconded but evoked a lengthy discussion.

® Lot 5 is approximately 50 ft. frontage and 200 ft. depth. Water and sewer have been run
to the property line. Mr. Hensley’s theory is that the Town needs money to pay the
expense of water/sewer lines in the Pentecost Hill Area but refuses to rezone his
property which would be $10,000 revenue for the Town. The property would also
require a Sub-Division of his lot.

® to rezone a single lot would appear to be spot zoning the whole block that lies between
North side of E Summit/South side of E Washington and East of High Street would
need to be rezoned in order to avoid the appearance of spot zoning.

® What was told to property ownets in order to produce signatures? Were they told only
Hensley lot would be rezoned or the whole block?

® A description of the question to property owners is displayed at the top of the signature
page.

e Advertising costs for Public Hearings can be quite expensive.

® How will rezoning, if passed, affect our Comprehensive Plan?

® Councilwoman Isom wondered why we spend time listening to some people and seem
not to listen much to others? We seem to find ways to resolve other issues but not this
one.
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Zoning Permit Chart
Chatlotte was requested by members to revise the document and actually define how many of
the permits issued in 2009 would have requited the Foundation Survey, had it been an ordinance?

Pathforward: Place on next month’s agenda

With the conclusion of business, the meeting adjourned. The next meeting is scheduled for
May 4, 2010 at 7:00 pm. The date and time is subject to change depending on schedule for
public hearing. Members shall be advised in advance of any change.

Submutted By:

S/ha ﬂmté.»s}iﬂ'ﬂéfg M P : )

Diin Talbot/Chair Cathy Momson/se%/
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Meeting Minutes
June 1, 2010
Present:
Cole McGregot, Vic Corbo, Madelyn Dixon, , Goldie Helsley, Margretta Isom, Daniel Talbot
Administration: Laun Sigler and Charlotte Shifflett
Excused:
Cathy Morrison

Dan Talbot/Chairman called the meeting to order at 7:00 pm. He began with the “Pledge of
Allegiance”.

Cole McGregor made a motion to accept the May minutes, seconded by Vic Corbo.

Voice Vote 6-0  (yes)

Cole McGregor, Vic Corbo, Madelyn Dixon, Goldie Helsley, Margretta Isom, Daniel Talbot
Motion Carried

Old Business:

Vitginia State Codes

Lauri Sigler, Attorney passed out copies of the 15.2-2212 thru 15.2-2221. These address local
Planning Commission guidelines.

Capital Improvement Program (CIP)
The Planning Commission needs to obtain information regarding the Newtown Rd sewer line
project. The Comprehensive Plan should include CIP plans.

By Laws:
o Election of Officers:
o Nominations for Chairman?
. Margretta Isom nominated Dan Talbot as Chairman; seconded by Goldie
Helsley.

Voice Vote  (yes) 5-0
Cole McGregor, Vic Corbo, Madelyn Dixon, Goldie Helsley, Margretta Isom
Motion Carried

o Nominations for Vice-Chairman?
. Vic Corbo nominated Cole McGregor; seconded by Madelyn Dixon.
Voice Vote  (yes) 5-0
Dan Talbot, Vic Cotbo, Madelyn Dixon, Goldie Helsley, Margretta Isom
Motion Carried

o Nominations for Secretary?
. Madelyn Dixon nominated Cathy Morrison; seconded by Vic Corbo.
Voice Vote  (yes) 6-0
Cole McGregor, Dan Talbot, Vic Corbo, Madelyn Dixon, Goldie Helsley, Margretta Isom
Motion Carried

Congratulations to all individuals who were elected and accepted the nominations.






SPECIAL PLANNING COMMISSION MEETING
TOWN OF ELKTON
June 15, 2010 at 7:00 p.m.

Present:
Margretta Isom, Goldie Helsley, Dan Talbot, Vic Corbo, Cole McGregor

Excused:
Cathy Morrison, Madelyn Dixon

Dan Talbot./Chairman opened the meeting at 7 pm. Revised plats of the Downey Knolls Sub-
Division were distributed. '

Foundation Survey:
The Council will hold a first reading of the Foundation Survey on June 21* at the regular
meeting. A joint Public Hearing will need to be scheduled afterward.

Downey Knolls:
. Charlotte received an electronic copy of the revised plat
. Some lots were revised to accommodate duplexes.
. These lots are displayed on streets “D” and “E”.
o (2) lots will be required per structure (1 duplex with 2 units -includes common
wall).
. Lot 83 has increased in size.
. Lot 84 is a new lot.
. Lots 44 and 45 are adjacent to the Emergency Access Road as displayed.

Lots 43 and 46 may not have required road frontage.

. Look into the overall density.

. Business District should be B 2, Residential District should be defined as R 4 and the
open area should be zoned as A 1.

. R 8 zoning will need to be revised if assigned.
i Single family attached as amended in R 4 may become a permitted use
inR 8.
. The developers would like to continue to handle zoning according to County Codes.

R 8 Code versus Rockingham County R 5.
. In Downey Knolls a single family attached will be (2) lots added together.

. Development project will have a 55 years old and older project.
O Will side yard set backs be lowered in the senior area?
. Developers do not have duplex designs yet.

o Will homes be designed to fit existing lots?

. When the county passed the Master Plan the developer could call his setbacks. Under
Town Codes the developer cannot change his setbacks .
i The Town would like to make minimal changes to our code.

. Mr. Beatty feels comfortable with existing side yard setbacks.





Bompiani Plat

Vic Corbo made a recommendation to send the plat of Tax Map #130A-(A)-L 12, 270
Millbank Ln zoned as R 2 as presented by Surveyor, Randy Newman, dated May 27, 2010
which displays a Boundary Line Adjustment. In addition the plat includes a lot line vacation
of Tax Map 130A-(A) L 13. The motion was seconded by Goldie Helsley.

Voice Vote 5-0 (yeas)

Margretta Isom, Goldie Helsley, Dan Talbot, Vic Corbo, Cole McGregor

Motion Carried

Downey Knolls Discussion Continuation
Emergency Access Road
. The developers are open to combining Lots 44 and 45 —if deemed necessary.

m An emergency access road is displayed on the Plan.

i Charlotte will check with Chief Kibler of the Elkton Fire & Rescue to see if
removing the emergency access road from plans would create a problem. The
developer’s noted it was not a requirement from the county or the Fire
Marshall’s Office.

o If permission is granted to remove the emergency access road from the existing
plan the developer’s agree to combining lots 44 and 45 and make it (1) lot.

Community Center Discussion

. The Community Center will require a Special Exception Permit.

. The Community Center is for Downey Knoll‘s residents, not for use by the public.

. Could the lot the center will sit on be moved to the East?

. The center will be constructed when it is economically feasible.

. Is there a plan to have covenants?

. What is the actual lot size? Parking requirements will depend on the square footage of
the lot. Our Code specifies 1 space per 50 Sq. Ft.
m] This subject will require more discussion although Mr. Bonavita feels the

Community Center will be conforming as displayed.
o May the lot line be adjusted if needed?

Cul-de-sac
. The proposed 120 ft diameter temporary Cul-de-sac will exist under VDOT Codes.
. The Town Code has surface specifications.
Bond Issue
. Final Master Plan—post bond for entire project?
. Requirement does not kick in for Business District.
. No timing required as to when the Final Plan is filed.
. Approved Plan vs. Final Master Plan
] 1 year limitation.
Rezoning
. Rezone property as R 4 with Special Exception Permit/
. Approve plat as shown for sub-division?

. Modify R 4?

Questions and/or Discussion

Bobbi Rae Monger/Guest inquired what changed with lot size and house size.
. Plan shows lots for proposed duplexes.





. The engineer laid out proposed lots for duplexes and met Town Code requirements.

. Changes were made to make 42 duplex lots rather than 28 single lots.
Derek/Guest questioned if we were proposing to rezone to R 4 or R 8?
. Either zoning selected will require implementation of a revision (s).
Master Plan
. R 4 won’t have approval of a Master Plan
. R 8 requires Master Plan approval.
. Issues needed to be Resolved:
o Road issue
m] Community Center lot
Master Plan (con’t)
a Proffer relative to livestock. None shall be placed in the adjoining field
zoned as A 1.
i Cul-de-sac specifications need to be discussed in a future meeting.
mi R 4 seems to be the correct zoning. Special Exception Permits will be required

for the Community Center.

With no further business to discuss, the meeting was adjourned. The next meeting is
scheduled for July 6, 2010 at 7 pm. A joint Public Hearing is scheduled for July 13, 2010 at 6
pm. Schedules are subject to change until the Downey Knolls issue is resolved.

Submitted By;
Charlotte Shifflett/Zoning Administrator
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Meeting Minutes
July 6, 2010
Present:

Cole McGregor, Vic Cotbo, Madelyn Dixon, , Goldie Helsley, Margretta Isom, Daniel Talbot
Administration: Lauri Sigler and Charlotte Shifflett

Excused:

Cathy Morrison

Guests: Gene Kite, William Shifflett and others

Dan Talbot/Chairman called the meeting to order at 7:10 pm. He began with the “Pledge of
Allegiance”.

Vic Corbo made a motion to accept the June minutes seconded by Cole McGregor.

Voice Vote  6-0  (yes)

Cole McGregor, Vic Corbo, Madelyn Dixon, Goldie Helsley, Margretta Isom, Daniel Talbot
Motion Carried

Gooden Property  Fairfax Avenue

Tax map #131B3- 5) B7L 3

Vic Corbo made a motion to recommend to Council to sub-divide Lot 3, Fairfax Avenue, into
(2) separate lots as displayed on a plat signed by Newman Surveying, dated June 30, 2010. The
motion was seconded by Margretta Isom.

Voice Vote 6-0  (yes)

Cole McGregor, Vic Corbo, Madelyn Dixon, Goldie Helsley, Margretta Isom, Daniel Talbot
Motion Carried

Bible Holiness Church Sign

Pine Street R2

William Shifflett attended the meeting and was the spokesperson for the Bible Holiness Church.
An image of the proposed sign was projected for viewing.

. A base exists for the proposed sign.

. Reface the existing sign which is attached to the brick base.

. Replace 2 sign on top portion of the base.

. The sign would be used by the church for announcements.

. New signs would be designed with LED lightening.

. Were the signs grandfathered in during open annexation period?
Discussion:

The church is zoned R-2 and sits in a residential area which places some limits on the square
footage. Flashing and or scrolling messages are not permitted in any district under the revised
sign ordinance which was amended 1n November, 2007.

. An option may be a message board similar to the one sitting at the Community Center.
Letters would need to be changed.

. Annexation is irrelevant to the sign issues regarding the church. The sign in the frame,
which sits atop the base, has been missing for more than 2 years which makes it non-
conforming.

. No Sign Ordinance is in the Code relative to a church sitting in a residential area.
However, the Commissioners are open to define church, public buildings, community
centers, patks, schools, nursing homes, etc. that fall into Special Exception. Members
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are not opposed to improve definitions for signs but it would be at least Winter before

action may be taken due to the workload.

One member suggested most signs that draw attention are placed for destinations , not

necessarily for information.

a Information may be circulated through additional resources, namely bulletins,
newsletters, e-malil, etc..

Chairman Talbot noted that proximity to other residential lots and/or areas could be

discussed. Lots of factor to address to make the sign like you want.

110-706

Section “E”  Signs as special exceptions.  The following signs are permitted for uses

pursuant to special exception permits:

(1) Except as hereinafter provided within any residential district, signs for building
and uses permitted pursuant to a special exception permit are permitted,
provided that they shall not exceed 20 square feet per sign area; shall indicate
nothing other than the activity engaged in the name of the owner, firm,
organization, or agency, and the hours of activity, shall be limited to two signs
per use; and may be indirectly illuminated at the discretion of the Council. In
any business and industrial districts, signs for buildings uses permitted pursuant
to a special exception permit, provided that all requirements of sign area and
characteristics for permitted are met.
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-} ORDINANUE AMENIMNG AND RE-ENACTING 55 CTION
116-706
CODE OF TITE TOWY OF ELKTON, VIRGINTA

Chapicr 110
LAND DEVELOPMENT
Article ¥1I
Use Regulations

Yertion L10-7C6 D. Signs us permitted uses, Tha tollowing signs are permilled vxes in
the folivwing disiricte:

{3) Muriness Wistrices. Within ewy busivess distriut, ke Sllawing signs are parmiltsd:

{n) An elecironiz message heard sigh may be allacsed Lo either 3 Clazs & oz Clase B
freestandiap sipt. Aoy electronic message bound sign so utiached shall-bol exoeed six foxt
ity Lemyzth wr 12 aquare fect in sign area. Sigo arcs o7 the attached elesirnnic messere
boerd 5,:all be included for puspasss of comprt’ing sign azea o! the Class A or Class B
Teestgrading siym. Any clestronic message board sipn must mee: the requiremerts
woriained in Saction 110-706 F (3} holow.,

Section 110-706 £, Signs prohibiicd in all districts. "The futlowing signs are prohibited In
all distriats,
¢3) Any sign whick displays scroking taxi, flacsice or intzomittent Jights, or other liphts

of chanp’ng degenes of intensity, beighihesa or color, exvepl v sigr indicaring ‘ima ot
temperatire, Whish chanaes al‘eration un not Jess than u Rve-seeond cycle.

BE IT ORDAINED BY TIIE TOWN COUNCIE OF FLKTON, AS FOLLOWS:

Section | 10-TOED(3)C) and Section TASF(3) 115-2 of the Code 02 the Town of Elkinn -
arc hereby amended in ascordance with cue attechsd provisione.

BE 1T FURTHER ORDAINVED that thiz crdirance is snacted and shell be effective
tom the 7% day of November, 2007,

ADOTI'TED AND APPROVED this Fib" day uf November, 2007,
i Joo g2

Wayhe E, Prinle
Wayur, Town of Flkton

COBY

This is the first request presented to the Planning Commission, for a sign, by a church located in
a residential district. The Sign Otdinance shall be placed on the August Agenda for discussion:
. Define a public building
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Planning Commission

. Flashing of any kind will not be permitted.

. Size may be increased?

. Factor a church into a residential district.

. Indirect, illuminated message boards?

. Special Exception Permit?

Downey Knolls

Old Business:

. Keep Emergency Access Road per Huddle from Fire and Rescue at Rockingham
County.

. Define a “Private Street” on the two lots affected by the Emergency Access Road.

. Planning Commission is leaning towards identifying residential area as R-4.

. Mr. Bonavita may need to proffer the way R-4 is presented.

. Place revision of R-8 Code on the August agenda. We need to amend by inserting a

“Phasing Development” Otrdinance.
Tentative Public Hearing Dates:

Regular Planning Commission Meeting August 3, 2010
Joint Public Hearing August 10, 2010
Council Meeting August 16, 2010

Cole McGtregor made a motion to tecommend that a Joint Public Hearing be scheduled on
August 10, 2010 to rezone Downey Knolls to B 2 for Business and R 4 for residential as drawn
on plat by Hamrick Engineering., seconded by Madelyn Dixon.

Voice Vote 6-0  (yes)

Cole McGregor, Vic Cotbo, Madelyn Dixon, Goldie Helsley, Margretta Isom, Daniel Talbot
Motion Carried

Gary Wood  2010-0028 138 North Street

Tax map # 131B2-(A)-9 A 1

Vic Corbo made a motion that the Planning Commission send a recommendation to Council to
allow a sub-division of TR Map 131B2-(A)-9A1 as drawn on a plat by Bobby Owens and dated
June 30, 2010. The motion was seconded by Cole McGregor.

Voice Vote 6-0  (yes)

Cole McGtegor, Vic Corbo, Madelyn Dixon, Goldie Helsley, Margretta Isom, Daniel Talbot
Motion Carried

Proffers:

Charlotte Shifflett, Zoning Administrator was requested to implement a file to record Proffers
between Developers and the Town of Elkton. Furthermore, she will go back thru old files;
investigate and record any past agreements that have occurred.

Traffic Impact Analysis (TIA)

VDOT tequires a study before new developers begin construction. Lauri will contact VDOT
and make sure all is well with the Downey Knolls Sub-Division. Place an item on the agenda to
revise Codes to make sure the (TIA) is included with site plans.





Planning Commission

RV’s
Cole presented a brief slide show which displayed RV’s parked in vatious areas of Town. He
wondered if some are patked illegally. This issue will be discussed at another meeting due to
time.

East Washington Street Discussion

Didi Hensley

Matgretta Isom, Council Representative had information from the Council meeting which was
attended and had comments presented by Mr. Hensley. Mr. Gene Kite, Councilman was also
available for questions.

. Why was Didi advised by the Planning Commission to bring signatures of residents in
the area of E Washington St if they had no intention of recommending the rezoning?

. Town Manager had remarked that residents affected in the recent rezoning paid no fees,
E Washington street residents should not pay a fee for a request to rezone property.

. Time changes things-maybe time has forced a second look at the current zoning on East
Washington Street.

. The Comprehensive Plan remains balanced by the Planning Commission.

. Mzt. Kite noted he is a Councilman and sees a need for utility fees to increase the

revenue collected from that area to defray the costs accumulated by running water and
sewer after annexation of Pentecostal Hill.

Path forwards:
* Signs
Possible Revision
* Revise R-8 code
Phasing Development
Include TIA study for developers

With the conclusion of business, the meeting adjourned. The next regular meeting is scheduled
for August 3, 2010 at 7:00 pm.

\&uﬁ\ DNV
Cathy Magdisor

Chairman/Dan Talbot Secretaryf Cathy Motrison G’ «yQS







Planning Commission

Meeting Minntes
August 3, 2640
Present:
Cole McGregor, Vic Corbo, Madelyn Dixon, , Goldie Helsley, Margretta Isom, Daniel Talbot
Administration: Laurn Sigler and Charlotte Shifflett
Excused:
Cathy Motrison
Guests:

Charles “Chuck” Berry, Mr./Mrs. Mel Kirkendall, Pat Grieser and Gene Kite

Dan Talbot/Chairman called the meeting to order at 7:00 pm. He began with the “Pledge of
Allegiance”.

Cole McGregor made a motion to accept the July minutes after several typing errors were
corrected. The motion was seconded by Margretta Isom

Voice Vote 6-0  (yes)

Cole McGregor, Vic Corbo, Madelyn Dixon, Goldie Helsley, Margretta Isom, Daniel Talbot
Motion Carried

Joe/Lisa Gooden

A request to sub-divide 2 lot and make (2) existing lots on the comer of North/Hillside Avenue,
was presented to members. Mr. Gooden noted he is in the R 4 zoning district and plans to place
a duplex on the property as defined in the revised ordinance:

§ 110-606 Residential District 4

The following is to be added as a permitted use under sub-section B.

(-) Single family attached dwellings, provided that no more than two dwelling units shall be
permitted in each single family attached dwelling.

Vic Corbo made a motion to recommend to Council that Tax Map 115E4-L 2, (zoned R 4) as
shown on plat and drawn by Randell Newman, dated August 2, 2010; be sub divided into (2)
separate lots. Goldie Helsley seconded the motion.

Voice Vote 6-0  (yes)

Cole McGregor, Vic Corbo, Madelyn Dixon, Goldie Helsley, Margretta Isom, Daniel Talbot
Motion Carried

Alley Closure:

Discussion:

° Elkton Police Chief submitted a letter confirming that the alley closure would
not effect the department.

[ ] Reid Wodicka, Town Manager submitted his findings, noting the alley closure would not
effect the Town.

L Tim Turner/Public Works Director needs to investigate the alley closure and submit a
letter from a utility point of view. In addition, he needs to pursue the issue regarding a
culvert that exists on Park Avenue.

L Petitioners were encouraged to join the discussion and answer some questions:

1) In the event the alley were to be closed would the back lots remain separate lots
or would they be combined with the front lots?
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2)

3)

9
Opinions:

1)
2)
3)

Follow Up:
)

Planning Commission

If the back lots remain separate no future development will be allowed. Code
requires residences to front on a public street. No street exists and the Town
will not open a street.

On old Town maps Park Avenue was shown to run parallel behind the back lots
but the GIS program shows Mary A Baugher owns the property that was

once Park Avenue. and now identified as Tax Map # 131B3-(A)-L 5.

A title search may be required to determine the history of Park Avenue.

The Planning Commission will have no objections if Park Avenue proves to be
non-existent.

Governing bodies shall need to be very careful with interpretations for future
reference when permanent closures are requested.

Point three ---Discuss your intent about dividing property among owners.

Charlotte will follow up with the Public Works Director regarding alley closure

vs. .utilities.

Patk Avenue may need a title search?

1) Lauri Sigler/Town Attorney will speak with Reid Wodicka/Town
Manager regarding a possible title search for Park Avenue.

Mr. Berry inquired how value is determined? Several options are available:

D Appraisal

2) Market value of land.

3) Council negotiates the value with the buyer.

4) The Planning Commission deals with the issue of land use only!

All housing in the Town must front on a public street.

1) In this case, if Park Avenue does not exist, then the front and back lots
should be combined.

2) The Commission may not approve land-locked lots.

3) Members need to be aware the decision may be scrutinized by other

residents. The alley and/or street closures tend to be very touchy
issues so we need to be specific how the Town interprets the message.

Comptrehensive Plan Review:

Charlotte accepted the responsibility at last month’s meeting to gather information
regarding the number of dwellings, apartment units, duplexes, and estimated growth of each
item 1n each zoning district. This plan was originally implemented to gather information to
present to Council as reasoning behind the recommendation #of 7o regone Didi Hensley property
located on E Summit Ave from R 2 to R 4.

Dan Talbot/Chairperson issued each member a form “2010 Zoning Review for the
Town of Elkton” identified as Attachment IT and dated August 3, 2010. Any information
compiled for this project will be used as material to revise the existing Comprehensive Plan in

2011.
]

Proposed Outline

1) Transfer data from excel spreadsheet into the new form.
2) Break out where we currently stand.

Structures in all zonings:

D) Percentage of non-conforming

2) Percentage occupied by owner.

3) Percentage occupied by renters vs homeowners.

4) Estimate how many buildable lots remain in each zoning district.

2.





Planning Commission

° R 8 Zoning
1) R 8 zoned as R 3
2) R 8zonedasR 5
Proposed Master Plans: Elkwood, Dominion Ridge , and Senior Housing by
Koogler

It was also noted that assembling the information could be time consuming so Charlotte
may need some volunteers to assist with details. The Central Shenandoah Valley Planning
District may be able to provide some data via the website.

East Washington Street Rezoning:

Dan Talbot visited several residents in the area of proposed rezoning on E Washington St. He
talked to several people who had signed the petition distributed by Didi Hensley. At least one
petitioner noted that he was asked if he objected to Mr. Hensley building a new house on the lot
in question. He did not read the petition before placing his signature on the paper. This brings
us back to the question as to whether neighbors clearly understand the question when
approached and asked for a signature. This issue will be continued to be pursued.

W Summit Property:
Mt. Wood has passed away and his Executrix contacted Charlotte/Zoning Administrator to
inquire if livestock would be allowed to be kept on the property when 1t is sold?
L If 2 years has not passed, without livestock occupying the lot, it will stll be
permitted.

Path forwards:
* Signs
Read and make comments about proposed revisions.
* Revise R-8 code
Phasing Development
Include TIA study for developers
o Trigger point is rezoning requests.
o Another trigger point is sub-division request
o Any VDOT routes involved such as Rt 33 and/or Rt 340.

Public Hearing August 10, 2010 6:00 pm

With the conclusion of business, the meeting adjourned. The next regular meeting is scheduled
for September 7, 2010.

Q St Q WA

Chairman/Dan Talbot Secretary/Cath 60N
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Joint Public Hearing
August 10, 2010
6:00 p.m.

A Joint Public Hearing of the Elkton Town Council and Elkton Planning
Commission was held to receive public comments regarding a request to rezone a portion
of a parcel of land recently brought into the Elkton Town limits as a result of a boundary
line agreement with Rockingham County.

The Joint Public Hearing was held at 6:10 p.m. on August 10, 2010, at the Elkton
Area Community Center. Mayor Larry A. Bompiani presmled The following Council
members, staff and Planning Commission members were presen’e*

PRESENT ABSENT -
L. Bompiani, Mayor P. W Vrkman Council Membg:r
M. Dearing, Vice Mayor
M. Isom, Council Member

H. Armbruster, Council Member
D. Kite, Council Member

R. Snow, Council Member

PRESENT  ABSENT

Reid A. Wodicka, Town Manager " Allison Marris, EACC Administrator
Lauri A. N. Sigler, Town Attoria@y Timmy Turner, Public Works Director

Clairen Sipe, Towtt Treasurer
Rodney Hensley, Police Llcu

Keyin Whitfield, Chief of Police

: g ABSENT
Daniel Talbot Planning Cormmss:on Chair Madelyn Dixon, Planning Commission
Cole McGregor, Planning Commission
Victor Corbo, Planning Commission
Goldie Helsley, Planni issi
Cathy Morrison, Planning Commission
Margaretta Isom, Council Representative

PUBLIC HEARING
It was noted that the meeting was properly advertised.

(A copy of the Notice is appended to the minutes and marked as “Appendix A”.)





Mayor Bompiani called the meeting to order and the Clerk was asked to call the
roll.

Please note that during this meeting Mr. Bonavita spoke from the audience.
Therefore, some of his comments cannot be heard and have been noted as being
(Inaudible).

Town Manager Reid Wodicka stated that the purpose of the meeting was to solicit
public input regarding the rezoning of 39.872 acres, more or ,lcss owned by BPML
Properties, LLC. He noted that the rezoning is a portion of 2 patcel of land recently
brought into the Elkton town limits as a result of a boumdary line agreement with
Rockingham County containing a total of 55.146 acres, n;ére’ tdess, and is a portion of
Tax Map No. 130-(A)-L9. He noted that the parcel is located on orthern side of U.S.
Route 33 (Spotswood Trail) being adjacent to Quail: Run Subdivisio
eastern side of Route 979 (Stephens Conrad Road) near the inters
(Rockingham Pike). .

,of Route 981

Gary Monger, Elkton, stated that he had reeently reviewed the plat and proffers
for the Downey Knolls project. He ngted concern regarding a road that centered between
Lots 44 and 45. He inquired as to whatmgasures would be taken to prevent traffic from
traveling that road. He suggested a fac ol gate be put in: piace to deter travel. Mr.
Bonavita responded that, although unnece; suant to VDOT’s approval of his plan,
there would be a gate installed and the Fionly'be used for fire and rescue
emergencies (/naudible). -

Mr. Talbot clarified that the road nﬁ%q‘aestlon was a proposed maintenance
entrance on the plat. Mr. Bonav1 : ed that the road would have a gated entrance.

Mr M g noted addmonal concerns regarding the following:

L . Provision that stated 25% of the homes being required to have brick,
stucco or “stene_ifoundatio s had been removed from the proffers.

2. PrOV1s1on that stated the evergreen buffer would surround all of the
property had been changed to state that the buffer would surround business lots only.

3. 42 duplexes added to the plat, when previously all dwellings were single-
family.

Mr. Monger encouraged Council to preserve the residential character of the
established neighborhood and adopt the original proffers that were offered to the County.

Bobbie Rae Monger, an adjacent property owner to the project, stated that she
agreed with all points made previously by Mr. Monger. She asked Council to take into





He noted his agreement with the items that the Monger’s had brought to the Council’s
attention.

Mr. Talbot asked Mr. Miller to clarify his statement regarding the installation of a
fence. Mr. Miller stated that in the original design which had been brought before the
County, a divider fence was placed in between the properties. He noted that currently
there was a farming fence installed in that area. He noted that the fence matter was tabled
at one time and brought up a second time. He noted that he had inquired as to why the
fence was not on the plat and was told the fence was on the plat. However, he stated that
it was not. He noted his concern that there were a number of itéms from the original
design that had disappeared.

Mayor Bompiani summarized the citizen’s concerns as fo

1) Evergreen buffer around

2) Increased duplex lots.
3) Facade of the buﬂdmgs

4) Road access being closed.

been removed due to (Jnaudible) reasonaﬁfe
other side. He noted that there was a buffe
that there was never a proffer that a fence' oul

that the only ammals in that general area would be pets and thought unnecessary to install
another fence. Mr, Miller: agam noted his concern regarding the possibility of people and
traffic traveling in“that.area and noted additional measures should be taken to secure it.
Mr. Bonavita noted that the fence would take away from the aesthetics of the project and
was not needed since another fence was already there.

Mayor Bompiani stated that Council would take all of the matters discussed under
advisement.

Vice Mayor Dearing inquired as to why the fagade and flat roof requirements
were removed from the proffers. Mr. Bonavita responded that the restriction could create
design issues for certain businesses. He noted specifically, a restaurant to be developed





consideration the people who met with the County and Mr. Bonavita regarding the
project. She asked that Council provide the community and neighbors with a plan that
would benefit everyone. She noted that the expense of such projects should be paid by
the developer and not the Town. She encouraged Council to approve the same proffers
offered to the County.

Mrs. Monger inquired if gates and locks would be installed on the roads adjacent
to her property and Mr. Monger’s property which would be Mt. Hermon and Stephen
Conrad roads, respectively. She also inquired if a prov151on statmg such would be
provided in the proffers. (Inaudible). R

Mrs. Monger inquired as to the tax consideration tegar ',,ing the project and asked
for a better explanation on the matter. Town Attorney Slgler responded that all of the
real estate property would be taxed. She noted that the project would be developed in
phases. Mr. Bonavita noted that when a subdiisi 1
economic conditions (/naudible) 4 possibly fi
He noted that those lots would be recorded ;

Bonavita affirmed that statement and noted that tile ‘County does allow that to take place
He noted that a discussion had taken placeon the' matter when R-8 zoning was discussed.
However, he noted that.] his* pr ject would be zoned R-4.:

Town Attorne
She noted that currently: thy
sections. Whereas, she noted that*as b fivision under the Town’s code could be
developed in different sections, :She noted that a preliminary plat could be provided for
the entire subdivision and then e getion recorded as developed.

M. Talbot mqmred of a time line as far as when the different phases would be
developed. Mr. Bonavita responded that he was unsure since the economy was the main
factor in determining the development of the project.

Mrs. Monger inquired if the Downey Knolls project was eligible for a certain land
use program if the property was rezoned to R-4. Town Attorney Sigler responded that
she was not aware of any land use tax for residential or business properties. Mr. Bonavita
spoke (Inaudible).

David Miller, Elkton, stated that he was also an adjoining landowner. He noted
concerns with some of the proffers. He noted that a divider fence to be erected in
between the properties for safety reasons had been omitted from the proffers and the plat.





which had a very slight slope to the roof, but was not visible since the walls were higher
by a few feet than the roof. He noted that if certain restrictions were in place, that type of
proposed building design would not be approved. He noted that some restrictions and the
addition of duplexes were re-evaluated for the project. He noted that duplexes were
added after he had received several requests to include them. He felt that to go from
businesses to duplexes to single-family homes was a good transition.

Vice Mayor Dearing stated that when the project was initially presented to the
Rockingham County Board of Supervisors, the plan called for 53. and older residents to
occupy single-family dwellings. He noted, at that time, th@"\ms no discussion of
duplexes being added to the project. Mr. Bonavita agreed ygﬁi that statement and noted
that a duplex was a single family home that was attached

Mr. Talbot inquired of the Town Attorney ifithe: COunty L) ave considered a
duplex a single family dwelling. Town Attorney Sigler stated that sh&gig not have the
definitions from the Rockingham County code.and could legally give a igion at that
time. However, Mr. Bonavita stated that the an would be no. He gsioted that he
would have to change the master plan which he int to do, but didn’t want to execute
the same process in the County as hewould have to do"in.the Town. Mr. Talbot clarified
that Mr. Bonavita would have had to the County with a revised master plan and
proffers list to add the duplexes. .

Mr. Talbot asked Mr. Bonavita td: ddfess the mgfénals of construction for the
buildings. Mr. Talbot noted:that the rodf was a design issue, but the materials of
construction were entirely different. Mr. Bonav1ta responded that issue would be
addressed in the covenants for fl e subd1v1sxdm .4He noted there would be two sets of
covenants, one for a business.setting and onea*“l"or residential. He noted the covenants
f ,font of the building, the back would have to

Mr Talbot 1nqu1red if there was a reason why the items of concern that had been
discussed ‘atthe pubhc hearing couldn’t be proffered. He noted that the proffers list
would be the ’s legal document He noted that the covenants did not offer any legal
remedies to the Tawn and was mainly for the subdivision as guidelines. He noted that if
the items were listed. .in" the proffers, it would be very clear to all parties what his
intentions were. Mr. Bonavita noted that he would not have a problem with doing that.
He noted that he was only trying to simplify the process.

Mr. Bonavita stated that he would not mandate that the finish of each building.
He noted that whatever the quality of the front of the building would have to be equaled
in the back of the building. He noted that each plan had to be approved. He noted that
without the proper language in the proffers addressing the issue, other types of finishes
could be used such as cinderblock, metal, etc... Mr. Bonavita stated that he had no issue
with the suggestion.





Council member Isom inquired about the fence issue. Mr. Bonavita responded
that he forgot about the fence in the back. He was of the opinion that there was no need
for a double fence, but if cattle broke through one fence there would be an additional
fence for security. However, he did not want to install a farm fence in between
residential areas. He noted that the area would not be improved beautification wise by an
additional fence.

Council member Kite inquired about a quarry and what plans had been developed
regarding that area. Mr. Bonavita responded that his intentions were to fill in that area,
grade it and plant grass. He noted that a picnic pavilion wouid””be»created in that area
along with a walking trail.

Mr. Talbot wished to clarify the issue of duplexes being add;
inquired as to how the number of duplexes and their'specific desigfizw;
(Inaudible). Mr. Bonavita noted that he thoyght the number of d¥
sufficient. He noted that it was a possibility ipglie future, if he received maoge:s
single-family dwellings that he would return to th ifigs Commission ﬁfi request to
have some of the lot lines vacated in order to meet t and. He noted that he would
be willing to proffer that no additional duplexes woul uested other than 42,

to the project. He
iwas decided upon.

Vice Mayor Dearing stated that® avita could askifer additional duplexes in
the future especially if the demand called Mr. Bonﬁvxta responded that such a
request would need to be approved by the Council. own Attorney Sigler stated that
since the project would not'be, zoned R-8 ﬂ;xere was no master plan to approve and he
would not be allowe ithe 10% change as perthitted under the R-8 zoning. She noted that
Mr. Bonavita would cil to ask for more duplexes and have

the lots changed.

Mr. Talbot stated he wa§in favor of proffering the maximum number of duplexes
that would be allowed for the cte Mr. Bonavita stated he did not have a problem
with that, Mr. Bonavifa noted %ﬂxat some of the lots did not meet the Town’s
requlrements He noted that the ‘addition of duplexes resolved that issue since the lot
sizes would be smaller. He noted that would still afford him the opportunity if, in the
future, there was a. bigger demand for single-family homes as opposed to duplexes, to
return to the Council for approval to vacate some of the property lines making larger lots.

Mayor Bompiémi inquired as to how many single-family lots were available. Mr.
Bonavita responded there were 44.

The Planning Commission moved to one of the community rooms in order to
discuss the issues at the hearing.

As there were no additional comments, the public hearing was closed. No vote to
adjourn was taken at that time. A 5 minute recess was taken.






Planning Commission

Meeting Minutes Following Public Hearing

August 10, 2010 7:00 pm
Re: George Hensley Street Closure:

Vic Corbo made a motion to approve closing Henry Avenue, which is a non-conforming lot
consisting of 9,987 Sq Ftin an R 3 district (13 Sq Ft short of minimum requirements), as shown
on plat by Newman’s Surveying dated July 29, 2010. Any future development must meet all
current zoning ordinances that are i effect at the time of the proposed development The
motion was seconded by Goldie Helsley.

Voice vote  5-0

Dan Talbot, Cathy Morrison, Goldie Helsley, Vic Corbo, Cole McGregor

Motion Carried

Re: Foundation Survey

No comments were received at the Public Hearing regarding the Foundation Survey. A short
discussion followed and the following motion was made.

Cathy Mottison made a motion to adopt 110-713 with an amendment to F (2) “or structures
designed to aid disabled persons.” The motion was seconded by Cole McGregor.

Voice vote  5-0

Dan Talbot, Cathy Motrtison, Goldie Helsley, Vic Cotbo, Cole McGregor

Motion Carried

Re: Downey Knolls

Discussion:

. The plan contains 42 duplexes vs. 44 lots for single family.

° Mr. Bonavita shall place in the Proffers that he may not place more than the 42
duplexes in the sub-division.

] Calculations show the addition of duplexes increases the number of people to
approximately 30 more than the original plan.
° The Planning Commission prefers the Developer lists changes to Proffers rather than

covenants. The Town has no control to enforce covenants.

With the conclusion of business, the meeting adjourned. The next regular meeting is scheduled
for September 7, 2010.

Chairman/Dan Talbot Secretary/Cathy Mortrison





Joint Public Hearing
August 10, 2010
6:00 p.m.

A Joint Public Hearing of the Elkton Town Council and Elkton Planning
Commission was held to receive public comments regarding a request from George
Hensley to permanently close, vacate and transfer a portion of a street known as Henry
Street which is approximately 70 feet wide and located between West C Street and North
Terrace Avenue in the Town.

The public hearing was held at 6:00 p.m. on August 10, 2010; at the Elkton Area
Community Center. Mayor Larry A. Bompiani presided.” The following Council
members, staff and Planning Commission members wereé'p_resen :

PRESENT

L. Bompiani, Mayor

M. Dearing, Vice Mayor

M. Isom, Council Member

H. Armbruster, Council Member
D. Kite, Council Member

R. Snow, Council Member

PRESENT B A
Reid A. Wodicka, Town Manager Allison Morris, EACC Administrator
Lauri A. N. Sigler, Town Attorney Timmy Turner, Public Works Director

Clairen Sipe, Town Treasurer
Rodney Hensley, Police Lleutepant
Diane Johnson, Recreation Din
Denise R. Monger, Cletk-of Cournsi

~ Kevin Whitfield, Chief of Police

PRESENT B ABSENT

Daniel Talbot, Planning Comm1ssxon Chair Madelyn Dixon, Planning Commission
Cole McGregor, Planning Commission

Victor Corbo, Planning Commission

Goldie Helsley, Planning Commission

Cathy Morrison, Planning Commission

Margaretta Isom, Council Representative

PUBLIC HEARING

It was noted that the meeting was properly advertised.





(A copy of the Notice is appended to the minutes and marked as “Appendix A”.)

Mayor Bompiani called the meeting to order and the Clerk was asked to call the
roll.

Town Manager Reid Wodicka stated that the purpose of the meeting was to solicit
public input regarding the permanent closure of a portion of Henry Street.

It was determined that the portion of street to be closed wag approximately 70 feet

wide.

As there were no additional comments, the public hi
adjourn was taken at that time.







Planning Commission

Meeting Minutes

September 7, 2010
Present:
Cole McGregor, Vic Cotbo, Madelyn Dixon, , Goldie Helsley, Margretta Isom, Daniel Talbot,
Cathy Morrison

Administration: Lauri Sigler and Chatlotte Shifflett

Guests:

Pete Bonavita Gary Beatty Phillip Workman Chatles Berry
Pat Grieser Mike Lucci Didi Hensley

Dan Talbot/Chairman called the meeting to order at 7:00 pm and began with the “Pledge of
Allegiance”.

Minutes:

Cole made a motion to pass the minutes from August 3, 2010 and August 10, 2010 meetings.
The motion was seconded by Vic Corbo.

Voice vote  7-0

Mazgretta Isom, Goldie Helsley, Cathy Morrison, Dan Talbot, Madelyn Dixon, Vic Corbo,
Cole McGregor

Motion Carried

Planning Commission Re-Appointments:

Margretta made a motion, seconded by Cathy Mortison to recommend to Council to reappoint
Goldie Helsley and Cole McGregor to serve another 4 year term on the Planning Commission.
Voice Vote for Mrs. Helsley 6-0

Term Expites Oct. 31, 2010

Margretta Isom, Cathy Motrison, Dan Talbot, Madelyn Dixon, Vic Corbo, Cole McGregor
Motion Carried

Voice Vote for Cole McGregor 6-0

Term Expires Sept. 30, 2010

Margretta Isom, Goldie Helsley, Cathy Mottison, Dan Talbot, Madelyn Dixon, Vic Corbo,
Motion Carried

BZA Appointment:
Margretta will bring Anthony Lawson/Alternate to Council’s attention for teappointment.

Old Business:
Pete Bonavita for BPML
L] Who will hold the keys to Emergency Access Rd?
| County Fire Marshall procedure will be followed.

° The maintenance gate key will stay with the developer.
° Evergreen Buffer discussion:
O Remember a proffer is voluntary.
O At maturit; the trees will be attracfive. The best suited type for diffcrent areas
will be planted.
O The trees will beautify the sub-division and also serve as screening.
] Trees should mature to create a natural look.
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Rezoning:

Vic Corbo made 2 motion to recommend acceptance of rezoning of Lots B 1 thru B18. Job
#07057.06 Elkton Plaza West on a preliminary plat dated July 19, 2010 and revised August 18,
2010 by Hamrick Engineering, P.C. is rezoned to B 2 Business.

Mt. Corbo continued by recommending Lots 1 thru 82, Job #07057.06 Downey Knolls on a
preliminary plat dated July 19, 2010 and revised August 18, 2010 by Hamrick Engineering, P.C.
shall be rezoned to R 4 Residential. Cole McGregor seconded the motion.

Voice vote  7-0

Margretta Isom, Goldie Helsley, Cathy Mottison, Dan Talbot, Madelyn Dixon, Vic Cotbo,
Cole McGregor

Motion Carried

Proffers:

Cathy Mortison made a motion for approval to accept Proffers for Downey Knolls and Elkton
Plaza West on a preliminary plat Job #07057.06 dated July 19, 2010 and revised August 18, 2010
by Hamrick Engineering, P.C  with the proffers being signed on September 7, 2010 by Pete
Bonavita. The Proffets shall be amended to read in Sentence #1 as Lot 40 and Lot 41

Voice vote  7-0

Margretta Isom, Goldie Helsley, Cathy Mottison, Dan Talbot, Madelyn Dixon, Vic Corbo,

Cole McGregor

Motion Catried

Alley Closure M to N Street

Several property ownets were in attendance to obtain the status of a proposed Title Search by
the Town Attorney. Attorney Sigler discussed the 1955 Map of the Elkton Improvement
Company which displays a recorded opinion. This map does not conform to current sub-
Division Codes.

Former Town Manager/Gerald Monger was informed by past Town attorney Dale Davenport
that Park Avenue remains a town street. Attorney Siglet is leaning toward the fact that the
streets were dedicated.

° Everyone believes the Gables Sub-Division was never filed although it appears
on recent sutrveys.

] Mzr. Berty questioned whete the alley closure stands as of now?

° Attorney Sigler noted her goal is to have an opinion to offer at next month’s
scheduled meeting on October 5, 2010. However, she does feel that section of
Park Avenue exists today.

. The Planning Commission may hold a future investigation of undeveloped
streets.

] Dan advised the visitors to plan how the land is going to be split and how the
Town will be reimbursed.
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Didi Hensley Rezoning Request:

Didi did not receive a letter of notification of rezoning at the time of annexation.
He investigated and came to the conclusion that no-one on the East side of
Pentecostal Hill were included.

Cathy Mottison brought an original of the letter she received regarding
rezoning.

Documentation exists for the (3) Public Hearings that were held prior to
annexation along with the minutes noting attendees and their comment
verbatim.

Chatlotte has been working with Dan and has given him material to analyze data
to see if or how rezoning may impact the area. This issue will continue until next
month’s meeting.

Revised Sign Ordinance:
Attorney Sigler, Dan Talbot and Chatlotte Shifflett met last week to review the proposed revised
Sign Ordinance from a legal prospective

Pathforward:

Members commented that it was well put togethet.

The new revision allows a few additional options.

Signs need to balance out advertising versus the small town environment.

It was suggested we get input from a professional sign vendor. When signs are
placed at the correct height they appear much smaller to the eye.

A brief discussion was held regarding inserting the term “House of Worship”
along with the word church

The El Paso sign is an example of what the Code will allow the owner of

the business to place on his lot when road frontage is taken into consideration.
An issue will arise in the future when vacant R 8 lots will outnumber R 2 vacant
lots.

R 3 zoning was mentioned as a possibility to explore in the Hast
Washington/East Summit area. There are currently 77 vacant lots in R 2
Districts within town boundaries .

Rezoning from R 2 to R 3 would be identified as an up zoning and should not
create any problems. Ultility hook-ups exist if new customers wish to connect.
Some recent allegations need to be investigated.

Dan will continue to compile information given by Charlotte. The data gathered may serve a two-fold

interest

1)
2)

Impact of density in East Washington/East Summit area if rezoning is considered.
Information will be converted into statistics to be used in Comprehensive Plan review.

Cathy Morrison made a motion to adjourn, seconded by Madelyn Dixon. The next regular
meeting is scheduled for October 5, 2010.

Chatfman/Dan Talbot Sec?e/tary / Ca@\Moﬂi@g











Planning Commission

Meeting Minutes
OCTOBER 5, 2010
Present:
Cole McGregor, Vic Cotbo, Madelyn Dixon, , Goldie Helsley, Margretta Isom, Daniel Talbot,
Cathy Morrison
Administration: Lauri Sigler and Charlotte Shifflett
Guests:
Pete Bonavita Charles Berry Curtis Joiner/Eddie Edwards Signs
Pat Grieser Mel Kuykendall Chris Runion/Eddie Edwards Signs

Dan Talbot/Chairman called the meeting to order at 7:00 pm and began with the “Pledge of
Allegiance”.

Minutes:

Vic Corbo made a motion to accept the minutes from the last meeting. The motion was
seconded by Cole McGregor.

Voice vote  7-0

Margretta Isom, Goldie Helsley, Cathy Morrison, Dan Talbot, Madelyn Dixon, Vic Corbo,
Cole McGregor

Motion Carried

Alley Closure M to N Street

° Attorney Sigler has no final deposition on the ownership of Park Avenue. This should
have no bearing on the alley closure request.

L It appears Mr. Berry will be the most effected land owner.

° One of the visitors asked if 2 legal opinion had been reached regarding the owner of
Park Avenue? Is the Town or Mary Baugher the owner?

° Town Attorney Sigler was asked her legal position of Park Avenue?

a She advised the petitioners they may move forward with the request to close the
alley. Mr. Berry inquired if it will effect the decision of ally closure? May a legal
battle be involved over the issue?

O Attorney Sigler may need permission from Council to proceed with the title
search. She feels she has invested quite a bit of time into it and should let the
owners bear the burden. However, Mr. Betry may seek legal counsel if he
desires.

. Mr. Kukyendall owns propetty which was supposed to have a dedicated street when he
made his purchase. The Schumacher’s own (3) lots which may be effected. To have

Park Avenue as a town street would prove financially

] It was pointed out that the Town did not create the situation of ownership of Park

Avenue versus the public street dedication that is under discussion.

° Mrs. Baugher’s deed is dated 1966. Mr. Berry wondered what procedure was followed
when the transaction occurred?

O Did the seller follow the Code regarding dedication and/or closure of public
streets?

a Did the State Code have a statement in 1966 that would have changed and/or
affected the requirements? The state procedure would have applied if the town
did own the property.
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Discuss Alley Closure

J A statement is still needed from the Chief, or his designated assistant, determining the
effect, if any, the closure of the alley will have upon the Town.

A Public Heating needs to be scheduled as the next step of the process...

Evaluation of unopened streets, alleys should be performed procedurally.

The market value of the land needs to be determined.

The research brought several questions to light:

] Did the seller have a right to sell Mr. Baugher this property in 19667 Some
residents would benefit if Park Avenue is recognized as a town dedicated street.

m] What is Mrs. Baughet’s opinion regarding ownership of the street?

Vic Corbo made a motion and recommended to hold a Public Hearing on the closure of the
alley running between N and M Street. The motion was seconded by Cole McGregor
Voice vote  7-0

Mazgretta Isom, Goldie Helsley, Cathy Morrison, Dan Talbot, Madelyn Dixon, Vic Corbo,
Cole McGtregor

Motion Carried

Signs:
Mr. Chris Runion and Curtis Joiner, Eddie Edwards sign employee’s attended the meeting in an
attempt to enlighten the members on current sign issues.

° Both visitors had read over the new sign ordinance proposal.

L Mt. Runion is 2 member of the Rockingham County Planning Commission.

L What does Elkton want to accomplish as a community?

J The Davis Dental sign required additional study to make it in compliance with code;
even with the total road frontage of (2) streets. The code should not be so difficult.

° Chairman Talbot noted all business owners want to be treated fairly when erecting signs.
We are striving to get to that point. We need to find mutual ground for business and
residential.

° Mr. Runion suggested designing and implementing a chart that could be accessed and
compatrisons made “af —a-glance” for administrative purposes.

L Some business owners along the street have limited road frontage which means they
have limited sign square footage.

o Elkton leaders do not want tall signs nor do they want to change the town’s feel.

o Using signs to advertise is less successful when signs are not large enough to read at

regular speed limits. The city of Harrisonburg allows 50 sq. ft. signs.

° To be visible and readable at regular 55 MPH the lettering should be 127 tall.

) The county has free standing signs on primary roads which allows 112 Sq Ft signage.

° Primary highways Rts. 340 and Rt 33 pass through town . Both have a high volume of
traffic and high speed, at certain points, which makes it hard to make travelers aware of
what the town has to offer. VDOT controls some signage on both roads.

L [t was noted that the county requires a 30 foot setback.

L Elkton’s current Sign Codes needs to be cleaned up. The first thing may be to be
address road frontage. Members may need to compare other small town ordinances to
our codes. Possibly, Bridgewater and Dayton.

L The visitors may compile a list of signs that members could look at for evaluation. Since
we live in a technical world today we need to look at new ideas.

] Some of the banks offer community message services on their signs.
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Sign Violations

Several property ownets ate in violation of the Code. The Zoning Administrator will
contact the violators by letter.

] The process begins in the zoning office. Write a letter of violation.
o Give the offender a time limit to correct the issue.

o The propetrty ownet has the right to an appeal.

i The next step of the process is to get a court order to fine.

The revised sign permit is not ready for a public hearing. Place on the agenda and
dedicate the majotity of our next regular meeting for sign language discussion.

Suggest a joint public hearing for alley closure on Nov. 9, 2010.

Include the “Special Exception” for the Elkton Manor in the next public hearing
advertisement. It seems to have fallen in the cracks.

Move the regular November meeting back to October 25, 2010.

Request town attorney to attend the October 25 meeting for sign revision discussion.

Discussion M and N Streets
The group returned to the meeting to discuss the alley closure.

° Intentions are to move forward with the abstracting of deed information. A guest
commented there seems be a contradiction going on.
U If the street is determined to be private property what would the zoning be?

o The zoning would be R 4 like the surrounding lots.

° In order to develop a lot, Mrs. Baugher would need to dedicate a 50 ft. wide street to the
town.

L “M” Street only goes to Park Avenue. If land was dedicated to extend “M” Street would
enough land be left for a buildable space?

° The property in question lies in floodplain so special permits would be required to build
in either the floodway and/or floodplain.

L Council needs to be updated so they may give an opinion.

] At Matgretta’s “Council Representative’s” request ,Chairman Dan Talbot will
attend the Committee Meeting Workshop and give Council the recommendation
and details.

° Technically, only (1) building lot without street dedication.

L The petitioners “thanked” the commission for their time and efforts.

George Hensley

®  Henry Avenue has been purchased by Mr. Hensley but the plat has not been recorded.

®  Mr. Hensley submitted a plat requesting subdivision and lot line vacations of the entire
property. The land lies in an R 3 zoning district.

® It was suggested to contact Mt. Hensley and inform him to have the surveyor draw a

squate block in each of the (3) building lots so the commission would have a clearer
pictute regarding room for setbacks etc.

Charlotte contacted Mt. Hensley and he informed her to cancel the request. He
is not going to proceed with the sub-division request.

Mary Ann Baugher Sub Division

The burden is on Mrs. Baugher to determine who owns the right-of-way
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U West Marshall does not extend to the Baugher property. However, if she subdivides the
propetty she would need to dedicate 50 foot for a public street. She could name the
street West Marshall (Extended)?

L A triangular piece of property has been found that creates a mystery since no one can
positively identify the owner. It appears to be a part of the town right-of-way. She
could easily dedicate a street.

Town Charter

L] Since the town was incorporated in 1908 the Charter has been amended several times;
1908- 1954-1960 and 1970. We need copies of all the specified dates.

Comprehensive Plan

° Wortk has begun on review and updates to the Comprehensive Plan. Charlotte is
putsuing a copy of the last update. Otherwise a lot of retyping will need to be done.

2010 Zoning Review for the Town of Elkton (In relation to rezoning request for)

Didi Hensley Request

Chairman Talbot opened up the discussion regarding rezoning of the Didi Hensley lot at 16868

E. Washington Avenue. He began with a summary of information which potentially will be used

for the Comprehensive Plan. It gives a good feel for the overall zoning, and it’s directionally

correct. He continued by explaining the formula used to calculate percentages for goals. The

comprehensive goals are set at 80 %-single family-12% single family attached, multi-family 8%.

® A handout was presented to each member and contained percentages for dwellings and
vacant lots in each residential district. The data recorded will be used to determine
percentage goals set aside in the Comprehensive Plan. In addition, it will provide a basis
for Planning Commission recommendations to Council relative to rezoning in the
specified area.

e  Members wonder why time is spent on Downey Knolls vs. a citizen’s request? In reality,
East Washington St is an established neighborhood, whereas, Downey Knolls is in the
process of becoming a new neighborhood.

i Define established neighborhoods:
Lots that are interspersed between existing structures that already create an
environment ot feel that is appreciated by the current occupants/owners.

®  If the rezoning is permitted to become R 4 there is nothing to prevent Mr. Hensley from
building a duplex under the new ordinance. Single family attached dwellings currently
exceed 28% vs. the Comprehensive Plan’s goal of 12% growth

®  The commission believes that zoning is for the overall good of the community, not the
good of an individual. Money for the town is a consideration, but so is quality of life for
our citizens.

®  An affidavit was located that had been signed by the Cletk of Council in Dec 2004.
Attached was a list of recipients who were being annexed. This list included Mr. Hensley’s
E Washing ton St address and was mailed to a Ms. Theresa Jarrels, owner of the home at
that time.

®  The Planning Commission promised an answer to Council after this meeting.

e R 4 Amendment

O Amendment to the Elktc 1 Town Code
January 18, 2010
110-606 Residential District R 4
(--) Single family attached dwellings, provided that no more than two dwellings units shall be
permitted in each single family attached dwelling.
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Data presents no justification to change from town use prospective. We are at 28%
which is more than double our goal in that category.

Dominion Ridge and Elkwood plans are included in the study since the land, water and
sewer atre available.

Chairman Talbot noted he is inclined to move to an R 3 zoning. He went on to express
his feelings that the report, with analysis, is complete.

Mr. Talbot declared that the commission is committed to Council to write a
recommendation to apptove or disapprove. Frankly, he does not wish to go against the
Comprehensive Plan.

The discussion continued with a comment; if Council recommends the rezoning a public
hearing will need to be scheduled.

With no further business to discuss, the meeting adjourned. The next meeting has been moved
back to October 25, 2010 at 7:00 pm in the Council Chambers located on Blue & Gold Drive in
the Elkton Area Community Center.

e

Cttrman, /Dan Talbot Sectetary/ Catﬁ\ﬁﬁoﬁ:ison
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Meeting Minutes
October 25, 2010 (November Mtg.)
Present:
Cole McGregor, Vic Corbo, Madelyn Dixon, , Goldie Helsley, Margretta Isom, Daniel Talbot,
Excused:
Cathy Morrison
Administration: Lauri Sigler and Charlotte Shifflett

Dan Talbot/Chairman called the meeting to order at 7:00 pm and began with the “Pledge of
Allegiance”.

Minutes:

Cole McGregor made a motion to accept the minutes from the October 5, 2010 meeting. The motion
was seconded by Madelyn Dixon.

Cole McGregor amended his motion to change the date in the heading from September 7, 2010 to
October 7, 2010. He continued by withdrawing his prior motion and made a new motion which
would change the date from October 7, 2010 to October 5, 2010 and Vic Corbo seconded the motion.
The meeting continued by taking a voice vote.

Voice vote 6-0

Margretta Isom, Goldie Helsley, Dan Talbot, Madelyn Dixon, Vic Corbo, Cole McGregor

Motion Carried

Review Downey Knolls Sub Division Plat

* Requesting (2) lots be sub-divided in the B 2 (General Business District) referred
to as Elkton Plaza West.

° A surveyor’s line is displayed to separate the residential and business zonings.

A 20’ wide right-of-way, along Rt. 33, has been dedicated to VDOT

. A 50’ wide public street named Downey Knolls Drive has been dedicated to the Town of
Elkton as well as required utility easements.

) A private road is displayed, it joins the Elkton Plaza.

m] Subdivided Parcel Portion of Lot 130-A-L 9
Area dedicated to Rt. 33 = 0.144 acres
Area within other streets =1{0.179 acres
Area within lots = 8.165 acres
Section 1 =Lots Bl and B 2

) § 110-907
A. Preliminary sketch has been viewed as Code requires.

° Who will be responsible for lighting?

i The developer will have the responsibility of lighting. The provider will be
Dominion Power Co.

° The Zoning Administrator shall have a statement from an engineer or the town designated
employee responsible to give approval for proposed connections to existing sanitary sewers
and existing water supply.

° § 110-906
B. Relation to erosion and sediment control laws
0 At the time of filing a preliminary plat, an erosion and sediment plan shall also be

filed <see § Chapter 110-907-B (9) in accordance with the Town of Elkton Erosion
and Sediment Control Ordinance and the provisions of the Virginia Erosion and
Sediment Control Handbook.
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Recommendations for Downey Knolls:

Vic Corbo made a motion to recommend approval of sub-division Section 1, Lots Bl and B2, Elkton
Plaza West, as shown on plat by Hamrick Engineering, dated October 8, 2010 and include the
creation of Downey Knolls Drive and Elkton Plaza Road. Cole McGregor seconded the motion.
Voice Vote Yea 6-0

Cole McGregor, Vic Corbo, Madelyn Dixon, Goldie Helsley, Margretta Isom, Dan Talbot

Motion Carried

Pathforward:
Address lighting in the sub-division code.

Comprehensive Plan Review Update

) Charlotte is in the process of filling in the missing columns of data found in the Zoning
Review Sheet. This information will become a vital part of the Comprehensive Plan.
° Charlotte gave each member a book containing the 2009 Planning Commission Report. She

plans to follow-up with a 2010 version sometime in early 201 1.

Signs
° Cole McGregor will draft a new ordinance for new business locating in Town.
° Cole was advised to try to avoid architectural language.
Discussion
° Curtis Joiner, Eddie Edwards Signs, e-mailed Charlotte a list of signs located on Rt 33 from
Elkton into Harrisonburg, along with a size for each.
i Romanos-Electronic Message Center 527 X 96”
Thunderbird Diner 48” X 180” and 42” X 1127
Hanks 787 X 178” and 42” X 1127
Massanutten Billboard 9°6” X 125
Kyger Funeral Home 5 X10
Foodlion Letters on Bldg. 5 in height
. Using 55 MPH speed limit as a factor, we may consider a larger sign as a
special use.
. The percentage of increase will need to be determined. 20 Sq. Ft. is a normal size sign.
. The revisions need to cater to business, especially signs that are constructed in areas where

higher volumes of traffic exist.
° The list prepared by Eddie Edwards Signs, averages to approximately 50 Sq. Ft. per sign.

) Reference Draft Version 4 as Revised September 14, 2010
] C. General Requirements (No. 14)
Do we want to revise this statement and allow 25% greater at 50 MPH?
* How many signs will be allowed per business structure?

1) attached signs
2) free standing signs?
3) how many per building?

. Dan Talbot has the original sign revisions and will re-type as suggested.

) The Planning Commission would like to view a map of the old EDRC Downtown
Revitalization Plans in order to make some final determinations about percentage increases of
future sign ordinances.

BB & T Bank /Deed of Gift

) Lauri informed the members that the BB & T Bank was deeding some property to the town.
It is located on the opposite side of the pocket park on Elk Run Creek. The total acreage is
0.591.
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Recommendation for BB & T by Deed of Gift:

Cole McGregor made a motion to recommend approval of sub-division of Tax Map 131B1- (A)- L63
as identified on document drawn by Robert Jellum and dated August 11, 2010. The motion was
seconded by Vic Corbo.

Voice Vote Yea 6-0

Cole McGregor, Vic Corbo, Madelyn Dixon, Goldie Helsley, Margretta Isom, Dan Talbot

Motion Carried

Discussion M and N Streets
° Ongoing

With no further business to discuss, the meeting adjourned. The next meeting will be held December
7, 2010 at 7:00 pm in the Council Chambers located on Blue & Gold Drive in the Elkton Area

Community Center.

-
€©fiairman/Dan Talbot Secretary/ W
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Meeting Minutes
DECEMBER 7, 2010
Present:
Cole McGregor, Vic Corbo, Madelyn Dixon, Goldie Helsley, Margretta Isom, Daniel Talbot,
Cathy Morrison

Administration: Lauri Sigler and Charlotte Shifflett

Cole McGregor /Vice Chairman called the meeting to order at 7:00 pm and began with the “Pledge of
Allegiance”.

Dan Talbot arrived.
Minutes:
Vic Corbo made a motion to accept the minutes from the October 25, 2010 meeting with several
corrections as follows:
. Omit Cathy Morrison from the first vote; change number from 7 to 6.
) Cole will be writing an ordinance for new businesses locating in Town.
o Pg 2 change letters to EDRC
The meeting continued by a second from Margretta Isom.
Voice vote = 6-0
Margretta Isom, Cathy Morrison, Goldie Helsley, Dan Talbot, Madelyn Dixon, Vic Corbo,
Cole McGregor
Motion Carried

Charlotte will e-mail packets to Dan Talbot, Cole McGregor, Cathy Morrison, and Vic Corbo.
Madelyn Dixon, Goldie Helsley, and Margretta Isom will receive packets via delivery.

° Dan Talbot met with Council on November 30 at the Retreat Workshop.
° Petitioner’s requesting the closure of N to M Alley dropped in on the session for discussion.
) Pete Bonavita attended on behalf of the requestors. He addressed the following items in Sign
Ordinance regarding Elkton Plaza West and Downey Knolls Sub-Division:
= After 80% of lots are sold developer must take down “For Sale” signs.
s Mr. Bonavita is concerned that the percentage rate is too low. He would like to see
the number more than 80%.
= Since the project is being developed in stages the situation with sales will be unique.
= He inquired as to “who will enforce the code relative to sign ordinances?”

Code Enforcements

° State Code allows the Zoning Administrator to be the primary enforcer.
° Town Code —Ref. 110-1104
@ The Zoning Administrator may provide written notice of any violations of the

provisions of Article XI and may order in writing the remedying of any such
condition. Further, the Administrator may bring any legal or equitable action to
ensure compliance with the provisions of this chapter, including but not limited to
injunctive and equitable actions.

° No enforcement is defined in the Sign Ordinance.

° State Codes does not allow special power over signs. The same procedure is followed as
other violations.

° The Elkton Town Code has criminal penalties within the code; it is only a crime after
conviction and will be heard in court. Ref 110-1103

° No Civil Suit penalties are included in the Code.
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General District Court

Civil Rights

L In court all persons are entitled to a trial.

° The Zoning Administrator may write and mail a certified letter citing the violation.

° An option will be offered to pay the fine; <which is a determination of guilt>.

) If fine is unpaid, the Judge finds if the person is in violation and decides if he/she should be

convicted. No jury will become involved.

° A Judge retains the right to ask for an injunction <Stops Violation>.

® If the violation is defined as a Nuisance in Chapter 120 the judge may:
1. give time for clean-up
2. impose a penalty

Criminal Convictions

° If pursuing a criminal conviction most people will avoid being charged even though it is just
a misdemeanor.

° Violation letters are mailed by certified letter.

° Civil and Criminal procedures are basically the same. However, a choice must be made since
you can’t do both.

o Attorney Sigler passed out copies of enforcement ordinances from the Town of Herndon in
addition to Albemarle and Loudon Counties.

° Members were partial to the ordinances enforced by the Town of Herndon.

° Town employees would need to be educated regarding any new ordinances which may be

implemented. Charlotte would have authority to send maintenance personnel on the property
to mow, clean up etc .to bring the property into conformance.

Zoning Form:
° The Zoning Administrator should set-up a file to track all violations.

Proposed amendment to
CHAPTER 110, LAND DEVELOPMENT
Article VII, Use Regulations
Section 110-706. Signs
November 15, 2010

§ 110-706 Special Exception Permits.

A. Upon proper application, and after following the process described in Section 110-801(C)
herein, the Council may grant a special exception permit authorizing a sign which would
otherwise be prohibited by this Chapter. The permit may contain such conditions as the
Council deems proper. Nevertheless, the Council restates it’s holding that the substantive
provisions of this Chapter are generally in the Town’s best interests, and the Council anticipates
that special use permits as authorized by this section will be appropriate only in unusual
circumstances.

B. In evaluating the proposed special exception, the Council shall address the following
concerns:

1 Whether the special exception is consistent with the intent of the Town zoning
ordinance,
2 Compatibility with surrounding use,
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3) The proximity of dwellings, churches, schools, parks and other places of public
gathering,

“) The probable effect of the proposed sign on the peace and enjoyment of people
in their homes,

5) The probable effect of glare upon the uses of surrouhding properties,

(6) The contribution, if any, such proposed sign would make toward the
deterioration of the area and neighborhoods,

7 Whether the dental of the special exception would create undue hardship,

(8 Whether the propetty or aspect of the sign requiring the special exception is
special, extraordinary or unusual.

J Number 7 could reference a rejection of special exception
regarding a Bed & Breakfast and/or 2 home occupation.

Discussion:

BZA

® Chairman Talbot presented a suggestion noting that the BZA Board may need be the
governing body to assist with the enforcement.

) Councilman Workman suggested a team may need to be formed to review non-conforming
sign issues and requests.

o The main function of the board is to deal with variances. Enforcement is not listed in their
description as a duty.

[ ] Councilwoman Isom informed the group she had been advised the $300.00 fee was too high
to file a request with BZA.

Checklist:

Pathforward:

Charlotte was advised to design a checklist for future use by the Zoning Administrator. The
following items are several that should be included:

a. Designed to reflect a checklist.
b. Contents should be very rigid and very driven.
c. It should include guidelines that no one in the public sector is able to ignore.
d. Avoid any politics.
€. Have a requirement incorporated that requires signatures from various levels of the
governing body.
Church Sign:
° Councilman Snow inquired if Planning Commission members would consider visiting the
church site and possibly rezone the lot from business to residential?
@ This is an option but would need to be requested by a church official.
° No message board will be allowed in a residential area but could be displayed in a business

district. The new diagram presented by the church showed a sign on top of the base with a
message board in the center of the brick base.

° A question was presented asking if any business zoning existed in the general area?
@ B 2 exists, close by on the South Eastside H/Way and is a part of the Comprehensive
Plan.
° Business district proposal would allow larger signs than in residential districts.
o Once the Sign Revisions have been recommended to hold a Public Hearing and

hopefully revisions pass the zoning would allow applicants to apply the 50 mile
hour speed limit and increase the size 25%. As referenced in proposed draft:
Ref. C. General Requirements. Number 15.

Draft of Sign Ordinance:
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Meeting Minutes Following Public Hearing

August 10, 2010 7:00 pm
Re: George Hensley Street Closure:

Vic Corbo made a motion to approve closing Henry Avenue, which is a non-conforming lot
consisting of 9,987 Sq Ftin an R 3 district (13 Sq Ft short of minimum requirements), as shown
on plat by Newman’s Surveying dated July 29, 2010. Any future development must meet all
current zoning ordinances that are in effect at the time of the proposed development The
motion was seconded by Goldie Helsley.

Voice vote  5-0

Dan Talbot, Cathy Morrison, Goldie Helsley, Vic Corbo, Cole McGregor

Motion Carried

Re:  Foundation Survey

No comments were received at the Public Hearing regarding the Foundation Survey. A short
discussion followed and the following motion was made.

Cathy Morrison made a motion to adopt 110-713 with an amendment to F (2) “or structures
designed to aid disabled persons.” The motion was seconded by Cole McGregor.

Voice vote  5-0

Dan Talbot, Cathy Morrison, Goldie Helsley, Vic Corbo, Cole McGregor

Motion Carried

Re: Downey Knolls

Discussion:

- The plan contains 42 duplexes vs. 44 lots for single family.

) Mr. Bonavita shall place in the Proffers that he may not place more than the 42
duplexes in the sub-division.

L Calculations show the addition of duplexes increases the number of people to
approximately 30 more than the original plan.
L The Planning Commission prefers the Developer lists changes to Proffers rather than

covenants. The Town has no control to enforce covenants.

With the conclusion of business, the meeting adjourned. The next regular meeting is scheduled
for September 7, 2010.
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