WINCHESTER COMMON COUNCIL
OCTOBER 14, 2014

AGENDA

7:00 P.M.

CALL TO ORDER AND ROLL CALL
MOMENT OF SILENCE
PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE

APPROVAL OF MINUTES - September 9, 2014 Regular Meeting, September 23,
2014 Special Meeting, September 23, 2014 Work Session, October 7, 2014 Work
Session, and October 7, 2014 Special Meeting

REPORT OF THE MAYOR

R-2014-35: Resolution — Recognition of the heroic actions of Josiah Duffy in an
emergency situation (pages 4-6)

REPORT OF THE CITY MANAGER
REPORT OF THE CITY ATTORNEY
PUBLIC HEARINGS

1.1 0-2014-37: Public Hearing — AN ORDINANCE TO VACATE
APPROXIMATELY 4,500 SQUARE FEET OF PUBLIC RIGHT OF WAY AT
THE SOUTH END OF ROBERTS STREET AND CONVEY IT TO THE
OWNER OF 1818 ROBERTS STREET TO ASSEMBLE IN WITH THAT
LOT SV-14-433 (pages 7-11)

1.2 0-2014-38: Second Reading— AN ORDINANCE TO AMEND SECTION
16.1 OF THE WINCHESTER ZONING ORDINANCE PERTAINING TO
ALLOWABLE BUILDING HEIGHT IN THE EDUCATION, INSTITUTION
AND PUBLIC USE (EIP) DISTRICT. TA-14-354 (REQUIRES
ROLL_CALL VOTE)(pages 12-16)

1.3 CU-14-485: Conditional Use Permit — Request of EFD Investments, LLC, for a
Conditional Use Permit for extended stay lodging at 132 N. Braddock Street
(Map Number 173-01-F-6 - > <01) zoned Central Business (B-1) District
with Historic Winchester (HW) District overlay (pages 17-21)

1.4 R-2014-33: Resolution — Approval of the series of amendments made to the
Citizen Participation Plan pending final public comment (pages 22-37)

1.5 R-2014-40: Resolution — Provisional approval of amendments to the 2013-
2017 Consolidated Plan pending future public comment (pages 38-42)



1.6 R-2014-42 — Adoption of Consolidated Annual Performance and Evaluation
Report (CAPER) (pages 43-77)

2.0 PUBLIC COMMENTS
3.0 CONSENT AGENDA

3.1 0-2014-39: First Reading — AN ORDINANCE TO AMEND AND REENACT
ARTICLES 1, 18, AND 19 OF THE WINCHESTER ZONING ORDINANCE
PERTAINING TO DEFINITIONS OF GROUP HOME; PROVISIONS FOR
TEMPORARY HEALTH CARE STRUCTURES; PERMITTING,
NOTIFICATION REQUIREMENTS, AND APPEAL PROCEDURES FOR
FAMILY DAY HOMES; AND SITE PLAN EXPIRATION TIMELINES. TA-
14-477 (Amendment modifies several sections of the Zoning Ordinance to
reflect changes made to the Code of Virginia in recent General Assembly
sessions) (pages 78-85)

3.2 0-2014-40: First Reading — AN ORDINANCE TO REZONE 7.7076 ACRES
OF LAND AT 940 CEDAR CREEK GRADE (Map Number 249-01- -2 - >
<01) FROM HIGHWAY COMMERCIAL (B-2) DISTRICT WITH PLANNED
DISTRICT DEVELOPMENT (PUD) OVERLAY AND PARTIAL
CORRIDOR ENHANCEMENT (CE) DISTRICT OVERLAY TO HIGHWAY
COMMERCIAL (B-2) DISTRICT WITH CORRIDOR ENHANCEMENT
(CE) DISTRICT OVERLAY. RZ-14-490 (pages 86-100)

3.3 0-2014-36: First Reading — AN ORDINANCE TO GRANT A PERMANENT
EASEMENT TO TAYLOR PAVILION, LLC WITHIN THE PUBLIC RIGHT-
OF-WAY IN FRONT OF 121-129 NORTH LOUDOUN STREET (pages 101-
104)

3.4 R-2014-38: Resolution — Approval of Meadow Branch Extension Project
(pages 105-184)

3.5 R-2014-39: Resolution — Approval of striping Meadow Branch Avenue (pages
109-184)

3.6 R-2014-36: Resolution — Adoption of City Council policy for remote
participation by members in case of emergency and personal matters (pages
185-191)

3.7 R-2014-41: Resolution — Authorization to submit an amendment application to
the Virginia Department of Housing and Community Development regarding
the City of Winchester Enterprise Zone Program (pages 192-214)

3.8 R-2014-44: Resolution — Initiation of TA-14-645 AN ORDINANCE TO
AMEND AND REENACT ARTICLES 3, 4,5, 5.1, 6, 7, 8, 9, 10, 11, 12, 13, 15,
15.1, 16, 16.1, 18, AND 23 OF THE WINCHESTER ZONING ORDINANCE
PERTAINING TO TELECOMMUNICATIONS FACILITIES, PERMIT AND
REVIEW REQUIREMENTS, AND FEES (pages 215-225)



3.9

Motion to approve the request of the City Of Winchester for preliminary
subdivision approval for a subdivision right-of-way dedication for Meadow
Branch Avenue at 200 Merrimans Lane (Map Number 149-01-7-A) and 470
Merrimans Lane (Map Number 169-01- -5), zoned Conditional Highway
Commercial (B-2) District, Education, Institution and Public Use (EIP) District,
Medium Density Residential (MR) District, Low Density Residential (LR) and
Residential Business (RB-1) District. SD-14-532 (pages 226-233)

4.0 AGENDA

4.1

4.2

4.3

4.4

4.5

4.6

, ,and
as in- house viewers for: AN ORDINANCE TO VACATE
APPROXIMATELY 4,500 SQUARE FEET OF PUBLIC RIGHT OF WAY AT
THE SOUTH END OF ROBERTS STREET AND CONVEY IT TO THE
OWNER OF 1818 ROBERTS STREET TO ASSEMBLE IN WITH THAT
LOT SV-14-433

Motion to appoint

Motion to appoint Lauri Bridgeforth as a member of the Community
Development Committee for a four year term expiring August 31, 2018

Announce the term expiration of Noah White as a member of the Board of
Equalization of Real Estate Assessments effective December 31, 2014. Mr.
White is eligible for reappointment.

Announce the term expiration of Michael Runion as an alternate member of the
Board of Equalization of Real Estate Assessments effective December 31, 2014.
Mr. Runion is eligible for reappointment.

Announce the term expiration of Cary Brubaker as a member of the Handley
Library Board effective November 30, 2014. Ms. Brubaker is not eligible for
reappointment.

Announce the term expiration of William Wiley as a member of the Planning
Commission effective December 31, 2014. Mr. Wiley is eligible for
reappointment.

5.0 ADJOURNMENT



__City of Winchester, Virginia |

PROPOSED CITY COUNCIL AGENDA ITEM

CITY COUNCIL/COMMITTEE MEETING OF: September 23,2014 _ CUT OFF DATE: 9/16/14

RESOLUTION X ORDINANCE PUBLIC HEARING

ITEM TITLE:
Resolution to recognize Josiah Duffy

STAFF RECOMMENDATION: The Winchester Fire and Rescue Staff requests approval

PUBLIC NOTICE AND HEARING:

ADVISORY BOARD RECOMMENDATION:

FUNDING DATA:

INSURANCE:

The initiating Department Director will place below, in sequence of transmittal, the names of each
department that must initial their review in order for this item to be placed on the City Council agenda.
The Director’s initials for approval or disapproval address only the readiness of the issue for Council
consideration. This does not address the Director’s recommendation for approval or denial of the issue.

INITIALS FOR INITIALS FOR

DEPARTMENT ROVAL DISAPPROVAL DATE
1. _\WFRD % Y

2.

3

4,

5. City Attorney Q‘j > /1t /2o />

6. City Manager _/cﬁ (( %ﬂ' (4

7. Clerk of Council

Initiating Department Director’s Signature: /M / 7

ate




CITY COUNCIL ACTION MEMO

To: Honorable Mayor and Members of City Council

From: Allen Baldwin, Fire Chief
Date: September 3, 2014
Re: Citizen Commendation Award

THE ISSUE:

RELATIONSHIP TO STRATEGIC PLAN:

BACKGROUND: On Wednesday night July 16th, Michelle Gordon was driving her children Cam, 10, and
Mac, 12, along with their sister Emerson, 4, and two of their friends — Josiah and his brother Jacob
Dufty, 10 — to their respective homes on Armistead Street in Winchester. The boys had finished a day at
First Baptist Church’s Vacation Bible School. Walking back to her vehicle, Gordon prepared to warn
Cam to be careful eating a hard candy that he received at the camp. But she got distracted, while securing
the five children in her SUV, and never issued the warning.

Before she could even leave her on-street parking spot, Cam, who was seated in the third row, leaned over
the seat in front of him with both hands placed on his neck. “He turned pale, and I asked if he was
choking,” Josiah recalled Friday morning. “I was a little scared and tried to tell my mom I was choking. I
told her in a weird voice,” Cam added. Sensing his friend was unwell; Josiah opened the van door
allowing Cam to exit, followed him out and started the Heimlich maneuver. As he performed it, Josiah
said he was thinking to himself, “I wasn’t sure if I was doing it right.”

Josiah did something right. Cam vomited in the middle of the street and the hard candy was there on the
pavement, still intact. Cam’s airway was clear and he started to breath normal again.

Josiah Duffy learned this technique along with other lifesaving techniques from his father, Mike Duffy,
who is a career firefighter with the Fairfax County Fire and Rescue Department.

BUDGET IMPACT:
OPTIONS:

RECOMMENDATIONS: It is the recommendation of Winchester Fire and Rescue staff that Council
approves this resolution recognizing Josiah’s heroism for helping his friend.



THE COMMON COUNCIL
Rouss City Hall
15 North Cameron Street
Winchester, VA 22601
540-667-1815
TDD 540-722-0782
www.winchesterva.gov

I, Kari J. Van Diest, Deputy Clerk of the Common Council, hereby certify on this 14" day of October 2014 that
the following Resolution is a true and exact copy of one and the same adopted by the Common Council of the
City of Winchester, assembled in regular session on the 14" day of October 2014.

RESOLUTION

WHEREAS, the fast thinking and training of a young individual helped save the life of his
friend; and,

WHEREAS, on July 16, 2014, Josiah Duffy, performed the Heimlich maneuver on his 10 year
old friend Cam Gordon, who was choking on a piece of hard candy; and,

WHEREAS, Josiah questioned himself if he was performing the procedure correctly, but he
knew his friend needed help; and,

WHEREAS, the knowledge and techniques Josiah learned from his father who is a career
firefighter allowed him to do just what was needed in this emergency situation and his calm demeanor
and concern for his friend’s well-being are astonishing for a person of this age; and,

WHEREAS, it is the opinion of the Fire and Rescue staff that it would be appropriate for Josiah
Duffy to be recognized by a resolution from the Common Council, for his heroism and fast thinking
during this emergency situation.

NOW THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED, that the Common Council of the City of
Winchester, Virginia and the citizens that it represents, recognizes the brave, calm, and caring manner in
which Josiah Duffy saved the life of his choking friend on July 16, in the year 2014.

Resolution No. 2014-00.
ADOPTED by the Common Council of the City of Winchester on the 14" day of October 2014.

Witness my hand and the seal of the City of Winchester, Virginia.

Kari J. Van Diest, CMC
Deputy Clerk of the Common Council



O-R014-2~

PROPOSED CITY COUNCIL AGENDA ITEM

CITY COUNCIL MEETING OF:_8/26/14 (work session), CUT OFF DATE: 8/20/14
9/9/14(1* Reading), 10/14/14 (public hearing & appoint viewers), 11/11/14 (2" reading)
ZZio neading), (/15723 (public nearing & appoin cading)

RESOLUTION ___ ORDINANCE X PUBLIC HEARING X

ITEM TITLE:

SV-14-433 AN ORDINANCE TO VACATE APPROXIMATELY 4,500 SQUARE FEET OF PUBLIC RIGHT-
OF-WAY AT THE SOUTH END OF ROBERTS STREET AND CONVEY IT TO THE OWNER OF 1818
ROBERTS STREET TO ASSEMBLE IN WITH THAT LOT

STAFF RECOMMENDATION:
Approval with conditions.

PUBLIC NOTICE AND HEARING:
Public hearing for 10/14/14 Council mtg

ADVISORY BOARD RECOMMENDATION:
Planning Commission recommended approval with conditions

FUNDING DATA: N/A

INSURANCE: N/A

The initiating Department Director will place below, in sequence of transmittal, the names of each
department that must initial their review in order for this item to be placed on the City Council agenda.

INITIALS FOR  INITIALS FOR

DEPARTMENT APPROVAL DISAPPROVAL DATE
1. Economic Redevelopment j?z,ﬂ LF/_QU// é';"
2. Public Services M 49/ Z%?& }/
3. City Attorney _{Z g/ﬂ//}o/%
4. City Manager /%‘ Z{ /% z20(¢
5. Clerk of Council

/ : % ,
Initiating Department Director’s Signature: 1«,—- )\‘W"‘"‘“ﬁ Zl2v| /i

(Planning Dept




CITY COUNCIL ACTION MEMO

To: Honorable Mayor and Members of City Council

From: Tim Youmans, Planning Director/)g
Date: August 20, 2014

Re: SV-14-433 AN ORDINANCE TO VACATE APPROXIMATELY 4,500 SQUARE FEET OF PUBLIC RIGHT OF WAY
AT THE SOUTH END OF ROBERTS STREET AND CONVEY IT TO THE OWNER OF 1818 ROBERTS STREET TO
ASSEMBLE IN WITH THAT LOT

THE ISSUE:

This resubmitted request of Mr. Richard W. Pifer (as 1818 Roberts L.C.) would eliminate the
southernmost segment of Roberts Street as a public street where the applicant owns land abutting the
right of way on all three sides. The physical travelway would remain to serve the adjoining private
property.

RELATIONSHIP TO STRATEGIC PLAN:
Goal #1: Grow the City

BACKGROUND:
See attached staff report

BUDGET IMPACT:
If conveyed, the City would receive approximately $11, 250 for sale of the 4,500 square feet of
vacated right-of-way.

OPTIONS:
» Approve with conditions as recommended by Planning Commission
> Approve with modified conditions
» Deny

RECOMMENDATIONS:
Planning Commission recommended approval with conditions.




Council Work Session
August 26, 2014

SV-14-433 AN ORDINANCE TO VACATE APPROXIMATELY 4,500 SQUARE FEET OF PUBLIC RIGHT OF WAY
AT THE SOUTH END OF ROBERTS STREET AND CONVEY IT TO THE OWNER OF 1818 ROBERTS STREET TO
ASSEMBLE IN WITH THAT LOT.

REQUEST DESCRIPTION

This resubmitted request of Mr. Richard W. Pifer (as 1818 Roberts L.C.) would eliminate the
southernmost segment of Roberts Street as a public street where the applicant owns land abutting the right
of way on all three sides. The physical travelway would remain to serve the adjoining private property.

COMMENTS FROM THE PLANNING
DEPARTMENT

This request had been approved by City Council on
August 12, 2003, but the applicant failed to follow
through on the Minor Subdivision to effectuate the
conveyance within the one-year timeframe spelled out
in State Code. The applicant then refilled the request
and it was approved by City Council on September 11,
2012. Again, the applicant failed to follow through on
the Minor Subdivision to effectuate the conveyance
within the one-year timeframe spelled out in State
Code. The applicant would now like to proceed with
the conveyance.

The applicant owns all of the private property served
by this dead-ended section of Roberts Street and there is no public purpose in retaining public ownership
of this right-of-way and the roadway improvements within the right of way. The applicant had previously
secured a rezoning of the property fronting along the east side of the subject section of Roberts Street and
a site plan for a commercial development with right-in/right-out access from/to westbound W. Jubal Early
Drive is awaiting approval. The vacation should be conditioned upon the applicant assembling the
vacated right-of-way in with the adjacent private property.

Back in 2003, City Council established a sale price of $2.50 per square foot subject to the applicant
establishing all necessary easements. This figure was reapproved with the 2012 action. City Council
should confirm whether or not the same sale price will be set for this 2014 ordinance.

RECOMMENDATION

At its August 19, 2014 meeting, the Planning Commission forwarded SV-14-433 to City Council
recommending approval because there is no long-term need for the public right-of-way. The approval is
subject to establishing necessary easements and subject to approval and recordation of a Minor
Subdivision assembling the vacated right-of-way in with the adjoining property.



AN ORDINANCE TO VACATE APPROXIMATELY 4,500 SQUARE FEET OF PUBLIC RIGHT OF
WAY AT THE SOUTH END OF ROBERTS STREET AND CONVEY IT TO THE OWNER OF 1818
ROBERTS STREET TO ASSEMBLE IN WITH THAT LOT.

SV-14-433

WHEREAS, the Common Council has received a request of Mr. Richard W. Pifer on behalf of
1818 Roberts L.C., owner of certain parcels of real estate known as 1818 and 1818% Roberts Street, to
vacate and convey to him excess public right of way of approximately 4,500 square feet comprising the
southernmost segment of Robert Street adjoining his property, said right of way depicted on an undated
exhibit entitled “Location Map~ Roberts Street Vacation™; and,

WHEREAS, the City is empowered to vacate rights of way in the City and convey them to certain
individuals as a condition of vacation pursuant to and in conformance with the provisions of Virginia
Code Section §15.2-2006 and §15.2-2008 et. seq., respectively, as amended; and,

WHEREAS, the Planning Commission of the City of Winchester has reviewed the aforesaid
request and, at its meeting of August 19, 2014, recommended approval of this action; and,

WHEREAS, a synopsis of this Ordinance has been duly advertised and a Public Hearing has been
conducted by the Common Council of the City of Winchester, Virginia, and viewers were appointed to
report on the inconvenience, if any, of said vacation, all as required by and provided for under the Code of
Virginia, 1950, as amended; and,

WHEREAS, the viewers have prepared a report in writing, said report concluding that an
inconvenience would not result from discontinuing the right of way so long as the necessary easements
are established; and,

WHEREAS, the applicant is the only property owner immediately adjacent to the public right of
way proposed to be vacated and conveyed; and,

WHEREAS, the Common Council has agreed to convey approximately 4,500 square feet of
vacated right of way to the applicant for Two Dollars and Fifty Cents ($2.50) per square foot subject to
the applicant establishing all necessary easements to the City of Winchester to be depicted upon a survey
plat.

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT ORDAINED by the Common Council of the City of Winchester,
Virginia, that approximately 4,500 square feet of public right of way comprising the southernmost
segment of Robert Street, said right of way depicted on an undated exhibit entitled “Location Map~
Roberts Street Vacation” be vacated and conveyed to 1818 Roberts L.C. subject to the applicant
establishing necessary easements to the City of Winchester.

10



BE IT FURTHER ORDAINED that this ordinance shall not take effect until such time as the
purchaser has secured City approval of an approved Minor Subdivision plat depicting the easements and
the required assemblage of the vacated area in with those certain adjoining parcels of real estate owned by
the applicant, with the sale price for the 4,500 square-foot more or less area being Two Dollars and Fifty
Cents ($2.50) per square foot. The City Attorney is directed to prepare a deed for this conveyance and the
City Manager is directed and authorized to execute all documents and take all actions necessary to carry
out this Ordinance.

O O~/ 6“L\[O
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CITY O E WAINICHESTERVIRGINIAT

PROPOSED CITY COUNCIL AGENDA ITEM

CITY COUNCIL MEETING OF:_8/26/14 (work session), CUT OFF DATE: 8/20/14

9/9/14 (1% Reading! 10/14/14 g2"d Readingégublic Hearing!

RESOLUTION __  ORDINANCE _X PUBLIC HEARING X

ITEM TITLE:

TA-14-354 AN ORDINANCE TO AMEND SECTION 16.1 OF THE WINCHESTER ZONING ORDINANCE PERTAINING TO
ALLOWABLE BUILDING HEIGHT IN THE EDUCATION, INSTITUTION AND PUBLIC USE (EIP) DISTRICT. Amendment
will allow for increased building height up to 45-feet with increased building setbacks.

STAFF RECOMMENDATION:
Approval with conditions

PUBLIC NOTICE AND HEARING:
Public hearing for 10/14/14 Council mtg

ADVISORY BOARD RECOMMENDATION:
Planning Commission recommended approval.

FUNDING DATA: N/A

INSURANCE: N/A

The initiating Department Director will place below, in sequence of transmittal, the names of each
department that must initial their review in order for this item to be placed on the City Council agenda.

INITIALS FOR  INITIALS FOR
DEPARTMENT APPROVAL DISAPPROVAL DATE

1. Planning Director 15— 9‘/"7‘7/ f“!
2. City Attorney % %/2@//

3. City Manager @( ZA % /4

4. Clerk of Council

Initiating Department Director’s Signature: é W —M 8/ 20 /¢y

(Zoning and Inspections)
./«’{C‘)RNEY@ 5
/i‘?" Received ’5\2\
[~ (@]
G g2 Vo m)
1O 18 A~ AT

7
/VCHEsT?»Q‘
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CITY COUNCIL ACTION MEMO

To: Honorable Mayor and Members of City Council
From: Aaron Grisdale, Director of Zoning and Inspections A6
Date:  August 26, 2014

Re: TA-14-354 — AN ORDINANCE TO AMEND SECTION 16.1 OF THE WINCHESTER ZONING ORDINANCE
PERTAINING TO ALLOWABLE BUILDING HEIGHT IN THE EDUCATION, INSTITUTION AND PUBLIC USE (EIP)
DISTRICT.

THE ISSUE:
Privately sponsored zoning ordinance text amendment to amend the provisions for allowable building heights in
the EIP district.

RELATIONSHIP TO STRATEGIC PLAN:
Goal 4 —Create a More Livable City for All, Objective 3 — Manage future growth, development and redevelopment
consistent with City’s vision, comprehensive plan and development standards and policies

BACKGROUND:

This is a privately sponsored text amendment to amend the allowable height provisions within the EIP district to
allow for increased building height provided that additional setback is provided. The request provides language
that is identical to height provisions for public or semipublic buildings such as a school or church in the LR, MR, HR,
HR-1, and RO-1 districts. (Full staff report attached).

BUDGET IMPACT:
No funding is required.

OPTIONS:
- Approve the conditional use permit
- Approve the conditional use permit with conditions
- Deny the conditional use permit

RECOMMENDATIONS:
The Planning Commission unanimously recommended approval.
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City Council Work Session
August 26, 2014

TA-14-354 — AN ORDINANCE TO AMEND SECTION 16.1 OF THE WINCHESTER ZONING ORDINANCE
PERTAINING TO ALLOWABLE BUILDING HEIGHT IN EDUCATION, INSTITUTION AND PUBLIC USE (EIP)
DISTRICT.

REQUEST DESCRIPTION

This is a privately sponsored text amendment to amend the allowable height provisions within the EIP
district to allow for increased building height provided that additional setback is provided. The request
provides language that is identical to height provisions for public or semipublic buildings such as a school
or church in the LR, MR, HR, HR-1, and RO-1 districts.

Similar to the allowable height provisions in the LR, MR, HR, HR-1 and RO-1 districts, this provision
mitigates potential impacts from increased building height by requiring structures taller than 35 feet,
but no more than 45 feet, to have increased setback of at least one foot per additional foot in building
height.

RECOMMENDATION
During their August 19, 2014 meeting, the Planning commission forwarded TA-14-354 with a favorable

recommendation because the amendment, as proposed, presents good planning practice by providing
for additional building height for public and semipublic buildings with an increased setback.

14



AN ORDINANCE AMENDING SECTION 16.1 OF THE WINCHESTER ZONING ORDINANCE
PERTAINING TO ALLOWABLE BUILDING HEIGHT IN EDUCATION, INSTITUTION AND PUBLIC USE
(EIP) DISTRICT.

TA-14-354

Draft 1-6/2/2014

Ed. Note: The following text represents an excerpt of Article 16.1 of the Zoning Ordinance that
is subject to change. Words with strikethrough are proposed for repeal. Words that are
boldfaced and underlined are proposed for enactment. Existing ordinance language that is not
included here is not implied to be repealed simply due to the fact that it is omitted from this
excerpted text.

SECTION 16.1-7. HEIGHT REGULATIONS
16.1-7-1 Buildings may be erected up to thirty-five (35) feet from grade except that:
16.1-7-2 Church spires, belfries, cupolas, chimneys, flues, flag poles, television antennas,

radio aerials, and equipment penthouses are exempt.

16.1-7-3 A public or semipublic building such as a school or church may be erected up
to forty-five (45) feet provided that each side yard is fifteen (15) feet plus one
(1) foot for each additional foot of building height over thirty-five (35) feet.

15



” ECEIVE
Pennon" / JUN 02 2014

PENNONI ASSOCIATES INC. BYL—-ML*

CONSULTING ENGINEERS

June 2, 2014

Mr. Aaron Grisdale

Director of Zoning & Inspections
City of Winchester

15 N. Cameron Street
Winchester, VA 22601

RE: PROPOSED ORDINANCE AMENDMENT -
ALLOWABLE BUILDING HEIGHT WITHIN THE EIP DISTRICT

Dear Aaron,

Please find attached the following submission materials as required for a zoning text
amendment application:

¢ Signed application
e Proposed Zoning Text Amendment for allowable height within the EIP (Education,

Institution and Public Use) District
e Application fee in the amount of $600

The proposed modification to the zoning ordinance would allow for up to 45 ft. maximum
building height within the EIP zoning district, the same as allowed in residential district for
school or public use buildings.

If you have any questions please feel free to contact me at 667-2139.

Sincerely,

PENNONI ASSOCIATES INC.

Ronald A. Mislowsky, PE

117 East Piccadilly Street « Winchester, VA 22601 + Ph 540-667-2139 » Fx §40-665-0493
www pennon)com



__ _CITY OF WINCHESTER, VIRGINIA

PROPOSED CITY COUNCIL AGENDA ITEM

CITY COUNCIL MEETING OF: 09/23/14 (work session) CUT OFF DATE: 9/17/14
10/14/14 (regular mtg)

RESOLUTION _  ORDINANCE _  PUBLIC HEARING X

ITEM TITLE:
CU-14-485 Request of EFD Investments, LLC for a conditional use permit for extended stay lodging at 132 North
Braddock Street zoned Central Business (B-1) District with Historic Winchester (HW) District overlay .

STAFF RECOMMENDATION:

Approval with conditions.

PUBLIC NOTICE AND HEARING:
Public hearing for 10/14/14 Council mtg

ADVISORY BOARD RECOMMENDATION:

Planning Commission recommended approval with conditions

FUNDING DATA: N/A

INSURANCE: N/A

The initiating Department Director will place below, in sequence of transmittal, the names of each
department that must initial their review in order for this item to be placed on the City Council agenda.

INITIALS FOR  INITIALS FOR

DEPARTMENT APPROVAL DISAPPROVAL DATE
1. Zoning & Inspections _ AuGe o { l'l) [k

2. City Attorney % L 2/2/&(%
3. City Manager /@/ _ (§§€(J(' (4

4. Clerk of Council

Initiating Department Director’s Signature: o > O O 77// 71! ‘L
(Planning Dept) | Q
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CITY COUNCIL ACTION MEMO

To: Honorable Mayor and Members of City Council
From: Tim Youmans, Planning Director
Date: September 17, 2014

Re: CU-14-485 Request of EFD Investments, LLC for a conditional use permit for extended stay
lodging at 132 North Braddock Street (Map Number 173-01-F-6) zoned Central Business (B-1) District
with Historic Winchester (HW) District overlay .

THE ISSUE:
Conversion of ground floor office space and two second floor apartments to extended stay
lodging.

RELATIONSHIP TO STRATEGIC PLAN:
Vision 2028, Principle 3: Vibrant Downtown; #6: Increased occupancy with more people living in
the Historic Old Town

Vision 2028, Principle 5: Great Neighborhoods with a Range of Housing Choices; #2: Choice of
housing opportunities - different life style and price points

Goal 3: Continue Revitalization of Historic Old Town; Objective 5: Increase the number of
residents living in Downtown

BACKGROUND:
See attached staff report

BUDGET IMPACT:

N/A

OPTIONS:

1. Approve with conditions as recommended by Planning Commission
2. Table request

3. Deny

RECOMMENDATIONS:

Recommend approval
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City Council Work Session
September 23, 2014

CU-14-485 Request of EFD Investments, LLC, for a Conditional Use Permit for extended stay lodging at
132 N. Braddock Street zoned Central Business (B-1) District with Historic Winchester (HW) District
overlay

REQUEST DESCRIPTION

The request is for Conditional Use Permit (CUP) approval under Section 9-2-19 of the Zoning Ordinance
pertaining to extended stay lodging. The ground floor vacant and retail spaces and the two second-floor
apartments in the two-story structure are proposed for conversion to extended stay lodging.

AREA DESCRIPTION

The property and all adjoining properties along
both sides of N. Braddock Street are zoned B-1
with Historic Winchester (HW) overlay District.
The site is also located in the Winchester National
Historic District and restoration of the circa 1945
Jacobean Tudor Revival structure would likely be
eligible for State and Federal Tax Credits. The
subject stretch of N. Braddock Street has
structures primarily associated with commercial
use, including numerous offices and some retail.
The site immediately to the south was recently
approved for a 4-unit Extended Stay Lodging
facility. The site falls within the 100% parking
exempt district, although the applicant proposes
to lease spaces in the Braddock Street Auto Park
or in a private surface lot across the street.

STAFF COMMENTS

The CUP request for conversion of the ground-floor nonresidential space and upper level apartments to
extended stay lodging use is outlined in a letter from Mr. Dearing of EFD Investments, LLC to the City
dated July 29, 2014 (see attached). The Tudor Revival structure has an exterior appearance that lends
itself to either commercial or residential use. It already contains two apartments on the upper level of
the building. The door and window openings are more typical of a multifamily structure rather than a
retail storefront. The building currently has a single recessed doorway directly oriented to N. Braddock
Street providing access to all spaces within the building.

There is very little distance between the front of the structure and the public street. The applicant
should consider some planter boxes to place out along the front of the building to create some
separation between the windows of the front living room space and the public sidewalk. Two 2-
bedroom units are proposed on the first floor. They do not have any bedrooms facing toward the street.
All four units would have access to a hallway connecting to the front door of the building. No rear access
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from the ground floor units is proposed since the building effectively takes up the entire lot area except
for a narrow strip along the south side of the building. There is green area behind the building, but it is
owned by a separate property owner.

In his letter, the applicant notes the commitment to provide weekly maid service and owner
maintenance to ensure that the property is taken care of in a way consistent with the intent of an
extended stay lodging facility. Because this is an Extended Stay Lodging proposal (as opposed to a
ground-floor residential conversion), there is no provision for the Planning Director to make a
determination whether or not the segment of N. Braddock Street represents a major commercial street,
thus potentially restricting the ground-floor residential conversion. If proposed as multifamily instead of
Extended Stay Lodging, the four units probably would not meet the average minimum floor area
requirements for two-bedroom units.

Section 1-2-35.1 of the Zoning Ordinance defines ‘EXTENDED STAY LODGING’ as: One (1) or more
buildings containing individual sleeping rooms, designed for and used primarily by business travelers for

more than thirty (30) consecutive days, with garage or parking space conveniently located to each unit,
Cooking facilities are provided for each unit. Units are not intended to be primary residences.

A similar type of Extended Stay Lodging facility was approved by City Council for the building just to the
south at 126 N. Braddock Street. At its June 10, 2014 meeting, Council approved that Conditional Use
Permit (CU-14-267) subject to:

1. Weekly maid service provided for all four (4) units to ensure consistency with definition of the
units as accommodations serving business travelers, not primary residences; and,

2. Leasing of at least 4 parking spaces in the Braddock Street AutoPark or other nearby parking lot
to ensure compliance with the requirement for garage or parking space conveniently located to
each Extended Stay Lodging unit.

RECOMMENDATION

At their September 16, 2014 meeting, the Planning Commission forwarded CU-14-485 to Council
recommending approval per Sections 9-2-19 of the Zoning Ordinance because the proposal, as
submitted, will not adversely affect the health, safety or welfare of persons residing or working in the
neighborhood nor be detrimental to public welfare or injurious to property or improvements in the
neighborhood. The approval is subject to:

1. Weekly maid service provided for all four (4) units to ensure consistency with definition of the
units as accommodations serving business travelers, not primary residences; and,

2. Leasing of at least 4 parking spaces in the Braddock Street AutoPark or other nearby parking lot
to ensure compliance with the requirement for garage or parking space conveniently located to
each Extended Stay Lodging unit.

20



July 29, 2014

City of Winchester
Planning Commission

Planning Commission Members:

EFD Investments, LLC has a contract to purchase 132 North Braddock Street. The building
currently has two apartments upstairs. The North side of the downstairs s vacant and the South
side is leased for retail use. The site is zoned B-1.

EFD Investments, LLC previously purchased 126 North Braddock Street, the next building to the
South, and was granted a conditional use permit to convert the entire building to extended stay
lodging.

This request is for consideration of converting 132 North Braddock 1o extended stay lodging, as
defined by 1-2-35,1 of the City of Winchester Zoning Ordinance. The two apartments would
remain upstairs and the ground floor would be converted to two apartments. As defined these
units will be fully furnished units which will be primarily rented to business travelers who are
relocating to the area or are in the area for short term assignments,

1S use 15 fisted as a conditional use in the B-1 District. No additional variances are being
requested. Although this location is parking exempt, we proposc to lease space in the Braddock
Street Parking Garage for use of the tenants to satisfy the requirement that extended stay units
have nearby parking available.

The building is in the Historic District and no changes are proposed to the building footprint or
exterior. Since this project is eligible for Federal and State Tax Credits. the final design will have
to be approved by these agencies. The fagade of this building, as the 126 North Braddock Street
building, has a residential appearance with no display type windows that would be covered or
altered.

We believe that this is an appropriate use for the building. Business travelers typically like the
fact that they can walk to the Loudoun Mall arca 3o take advantage of the many restaurants and
shops. We believe that this project furthers the goal of having people live and shop in the
downtown area. We see no negative impact. These units are designed for single adults. Traffic
impact will be minimal since in most cases there would be only one or two trips a day resulting
from each unit. These units provide for weekly maid service and owner property maintenance
which will insure that the property is well taken care of, The completed project will result in an
increased real estate tax base as well as generate revenue through the patronization of local shops
and restaurants.

T you for your ideration,
- W

Eugene F. Dearing If]

EFD Investments, LLC
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PROPOSED CITY COUNCIL AGENDA ITEM

CITY COUNCIL/COMMITTEE MEETING OF: August 19,2014 CUT OFF DATE:

RESOLUTION X  ORDINANCE  PUBLIC HEARING X

ITEM TITLE: Adoption of a Resolution that Authorizes a Series of Amendments to the City of
Winchester's Citizen Participation Plan

STAFF RECOMMENDATION: Approval

PUBLIC NOTICE AND HEARING: Authorize advertisement of amendment to Citizen Participation
Plan for the purpose of receiving public comment and hold public hearing September 9th, 2014.

ADVISORY BOARD RECOMMENDATION: The Community Development Committee
recommends the City's approval of the amendments

FUNDING DATA: N/A

INSURANCE: N/A

The initiating Department Director will place below, in sequence of transmittal, the names of each
department that must initial their review in order for this item to be placed on the City Council agenda.

INITIALS FOR  INITIALS FOR
DEPARTMENT APPROVAL DISAPPROVAL DATE

1.
2.
3.
4. City Attorney

5. City Manager
6. Clerk of Council

Initiating Department Director’s Signature: \ _,Qk\(k 7/ /

O/Q’WNEY% Economic Development Coordinator

Revised: September 28, 2009



CITY COUNCIL ACTION MEMO

To: Honorable Mayor and Members of City Council

From: Tyler Schenck, Economic Development Coordinator

Date: 8/19/2014

Re: Adoption of a Resolution that Authorizes a Series of Amendments to the City of
Winchester's Citizen Participation Plan

THE ISSUE: The City of Winchester's Citizen Participation Plan has not been updated to
accommodate changes to the CDBG Program or changes in staff since 2004. This update will
streamline the public input/notification process and retain all HUD required regulations.

RELATIONSHIP TO STRATEGIC PLAN: Goal Two: Develop a High-Performing City
Organization

BACKGROUND: The City of Winchester's Citizen Participation Plan dictates the public
input/notification requirements for the City’s administration of the Community Development
Block Grant Program

BUDGET IMPACT: N/A

OPTIONS: Council may approve or disapprove this Resolution

RECOMMENDATIONS: City Staff recommends that the Common Council approve this
Resolution.
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A RESOLUTION THAT AUTHORIZES A SERIES OF AMENDMENTS TO THE CITY OF WINCHESTER'S
CITIZEN PARTICIPATION PLAN

WHEREAS, the City of Winchester’s Citizen Participation Plan dictates the required citizen input
and notification requirements for the City’s administration of the Community Development
Block Grant Program (CDBG); and

WHEREAS, the United States Department of Housing and Urban Development requires all CDBG
entitlement communities such as Winchester to maintain and update their Citizen Participation
Plan as needed; and

WHEREAS, the City’s Citizen Participation Plan has not been reviewed or updated since 2004.
NOW THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED, that the adoption of this Resolution shall serve as

provisional approval of the series of amendments made to the Citizen Participation Plan
pending final public comment.
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Notice of Public Comment on a Series of Proposed Amendments to the City of Winchester's Citizen Participation Plan

A public comment period will be held August 18, 2014 through September 17, 2014 on the series of proposed amendments to the City of
Winchester's Citizen Participation Plan. This Plan provides direction regarding the public notification/input requirements for administration of the
Community Development Block Grant (CDBG) Program. Please note that the CDBG funds in Winchester are directed by the Community
Development Committee and Winchester City Council. Copies of the Plan are available from the City of Winchester's Department of Economic
Redevelopment.

Please take note of the opportunity for public comment, outiined below: Members of the public have an opportunity to comment on the draft Citizen
Participation Plan during a 30-day public comment period running from August 18, 2014 through September 17, 2014. Comments regarding the
Citizen Participation Plan may be submitted in writing to City of Winchester, Attn: CDBG, 15 N. Cameron Street, Winchester, Virginia 22601.
Members of the public may also attend the Winchester City Council regular meeting on Tuesday, September 9 at 7:00 pm (Rouss City Hall, 15 N.
Cameron Street) to address the Council regarding the Citizen Participation Plan for the City of Winchester. Draft copies of the Citizen Participation
Plan may be requested from the City's Department of Economic Redevelopment.

Citizens may attend and participate in the September 9 meeting or submit written comments regarding the Plan to:

The City of Winchester

Attn: Department of Economic Redevelopment
15 North Cameron Street

Winchester VA 22601.

Interpretation and special needs services are available for public meetings upon request. Individuals that request accommodations for accessibility

or language should contact the City of Winchester at least seven (7) days prior to assure requests can be accommodated.
City Staff will review all comments received during the September 9% Winchester City Council public hearing.
The City of Winchester ensures nondiscrimination and equal employment in all programs and activities in accordance with Title VI and Title VIl of the

Civil Rights Act of 1964. If you have questions or concerns about your civil rights in regards to this program or special assistance for persons with
disabilities or limited English proficiency, contact Tyler Schenck, Economic Development Coordinator, at tyler.schenck@winchesterva.gov.

25



Citizen.
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Enti enﬁregra
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Introduction

The Community Development Block Grant Entitlement Program provides annual grants to
entitled cities. Entitled cities are central cities of Metropolitan Statistical Areas (MSAs); other
metropolitan cities with populations of at least 50,000; and qualified urban counties with
populations of at least 200,000 (excluding the population of entitled cities). The City of
Winchester and the Counties of Frederick and Hampshire combined make up a Standard MSA,
with Winchester designated as its central city.

As an entitled city, Winchester, Virginia began its first program year July 1,2004. The purpose
of the Entitlement Grant is to develop viable urban communities by providing decent housing
and a suitable living environment, expanding economic opportunities; it is primarily focused on
serving low and moderate-income persons. Grantees are required to develop and carry out a
Citizen Participation Plan that affords citizens an active role in the development and
implementation of the CDBG Entitlement Program activities,

Purpose

The Citizen Participation Plan for the City of Winchester will serve as a guide for handling public
input, suggestions and complaints regarding the Consolidated Plan process including the
development of the Consolidated Plan, Annual Action Plan, Analysis of Fair Housing, and
Performance Management. The goal of the Citizen Participation Plan is to.encourage citizen
participation in defining housing, community development and public services needs; services to
be provided by community-based organizations; funding priorities and target populations; and in
any amendments as may be required by the Department of Housing and Urban Development or
otherwise. The Citizen Participation Plan encourages participation from citizens, recognized
neighborhood and community-wide citizen organizations, non-profit agencies, and for profit and
private entities.

Summary of Objectives

The Citizen Participation Plan includes the following objectives and describes how each will be
met to ensure compliance with federal regulations. The objectives of the Citizen Participation
Plan are to:

Objective 1:

Encourage citizen participation by providing citizens with information concerning funding,
proposed range of activities, targeted populatiornis, pragram requirements, and approved use of
funding.

Objective 2:
Encourage citizen participation by inviting input from all sectors of the community, concentrating
on persons included in targeted populations and neighborhoods.

Objective 3:

Encourage citizen participation by preparing a summary of comments or views received from
citizens in writing or orally through public hearings, focus groups, community meetings and other
methods as well as any suggested amendments.

Objective 4.

Encourage citizen participation by providing criteria for determining what constitutes a substantial
change inthe planned or actual activities described in an approved plan, which would require an
amendment to the Plan.

Objective 5:

Encourage citizen participation by providing technical assistance to groups and interested
residents that request such assistance in developing proposals for funding assistance under
federal and local funding sources covered by the Consolidated Pian.
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PlanAdoption

Itis anticipated that following two weeks public notice and a public hearing on September 9,
2014, the Winchester City Council will adopt this Plan, (Attachment 1) as dictated by the Citizen
Participation Plan. The provisions concerning the citizen involvement for implementing and
assessing the Community Development Block Grant programs apply to all activities that are in
progress, as well as to all future activities. This Plan shall remain in effect until all activities
assisted under the Community Development Block Grant programs are completed or until it is
superseded by a new plan. Upon request by HUD, this plan shall be submitted to HUD to
facilitate monitoring and evaluation. The Plan will be reviewed annually and substantial
amendments approved by Winchester City Council.

Amendments

Further amendments to this plan shall be approved by City Council when deemed that
significant changes are required to the approved document .ingl ding amendments required by
the Department of Housing and Urban Development. A public notice must be advertised and a
public hearing held prior to adoption by City Council perthe rcuirements of the Citizen
Participation Plan. Substantial amendments shall incliide those ¢ anges that change the nature
of the identified objectives. Amendments calling for action to affir ively further stated
objectives may be approved by the CDBG Adviscry I'eam.

Citizen Participation Assurances and Certifications

To ensure implementation of the Citizen Participation plan with:respect to Gom unity
Development Planning, the Citizen Participation Plar or.othe (elated activities that affect public
interest will be reviewed annually arid amended as ne-ded. In addition, each cotirse of action
that requires a citizen participation p cess\shall include = statement of certification and
assurance of compliance to be signe %y@we City_ Managen Attachment 2). This Statement of
Certification does not exhaust the requir=menis of the Citizen [ articipation Plan, but rather is an
indication of compliance.

Objectives and Action [etail
Objective 1:
Encourage citizen participation by o oviding citiz-ns with information concerning funding,
proposed range of activities targe'ed¥populations. and program requirements and approved use
of fundin%
Aclions:
» Postall proposed =id:approved documents on the City website
Publish sumiiiaries of cli;proposed documents in the local newspaper

Objective 2:
Encourage citize|) participation by inviting input from all sectors of the community, concentrating
on persons includcd in targeted populations and neighborhoods.
Actions:
> Attend regular nei hborhood association and community meetings
> Network witl) local human service providers, boards and councils

Objective 3:
Encourage citizen participation by providing appropriate feedback to the community.
Actions:
> Publish summaries of citizen comments collected during public meetings and
otherwise
» Perform necessary follow-up to comments made by citizens in a timely manner
> Provide regular updates through direct communication with individuals and
organizations who have expressed interest in the City's Community Development
efforts
> Grievances shall be handled according to the City of Winchester's Grievance
Procedure (Attachment 5) approved on 10/08/02 by City Council.
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Objective 4:
Encourage citizen participation by providing criteria for determining what constitutes a
substantial change in the planned or actual activities described in an approved plan, which
would require an amendment to the Plan.

Actions:

» Substantial changes will be proposed and approved by the Winchester City

Council inthe case of one of the three following scenarios:

» Changes in allocation priorities or distribution of funds;

* Addition of an activity or program that was not previously included; or

*+ Changes inthe purpose, location or beneficiaries of an activity or program.
> Any substantial change or adjustment to a Consolidated Plan project budget will

be treated as an amendment subject to public notice, review, and comment

through the City's CDBG budget review process:

» Substantive amendments to any portion of the<Community Development Process
will be publicly advertised at least two wee rior to consideration of the
amendments by the City Council in accor¢ance with the Citizen Participation Plan
to allow time for public comment

Objective 5:
Encourage citizen participation by providing t<chnical assistance to groups. and interested
residents that request such assistance.
Actions:
> Provide technical assistance to organizations and individuals to velop plans to
address community i sues.cescribed in't e Consolidated Plan
> Review all plans require: for Certification by the City Manager as a result of the
City's participation inthc ©DB®, “ntitlement P, ogram
> Facilitate communication “nd partne ship opportuniiies between local human
service organizations

Statement of Jurisdiction Responsibility

The requirements for Citizen Particép tion do notrestrict the responsibility or authority of the
jurisdiction for the develop nent and execution of ts consolidated plan.
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Attachment 1

A RESOLUTION THAT AUTHORIZES A SERIES OF AMENDMENTS TO THE CITY OF WINCHESTER'S
CITIZEN PARTICIPATION PLAN

WHEREAS, the City of Winchester’s Citizen Participation Plan dictates the required citizen input
and notification requirements for the City’s administration of the Community Development
Block Grant Program (CDBG); and

WHEREAS, the United States Department of Housing and Urban Development requires all CDBG

entitlement communities such as Winchester to maintain and. pdate their Citizen Participation
Plan as needed; and

WHEREAS, the City’s Citizen Participation Plan has not been revi=ved or updated since 2004
NOW THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED, that the adoption of this Resolution.shall serve as

provisional approval of the series of amendments made to the Citizen Pa ticipation Plan
pending final public comment.
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Attachment 2
Citizen Participation Assurances and Certification

The applicant assures and certifies that it has provided its citizens adequate opportunities to
participate in the development of this proposal by:

Holding at least two public hearings, one of which a public hearing in the locality prior to the
submission of the proposal; and the second held at least seven days after the first. Participation by
low-and moderate-income residents and stakeholders in the project or service area and the
community at large were encouraged to attend. The hearings were held at times and locations
convenient to potential beneficiaries and with accommodation for the disabled.

Date of public input meetings: AND

Publishing a notice to advertise the public input meetings::n avaigability of proposal information at
least seven days prior to the dates of the hearings in th n-legalisection of a NEWSPAPER of
local general circulation and AT LEAST ONE OTH YFPE OF ANNOUNCEMENT.

The advertisement ran on AND

in: AND

contain proof of publication of the hearinginotices, written and/or recorded minutes of the input
meetings, and lists of citizens attending‘the hearings.

Making program and proposal documentation available to the public for comment during regular
office hours. This documentation should include tnge of proposed activities, the estimated
amounts of funding wrg\\c@\\@wjjlg‘ : efit low- a%odera e-income persons, the plans to minimize
displacement and provide’displacement assistricedwhere applicable, and a summary of the
proposed application.
Providing technical assistance to groups representative of persons of low- and moderate- income
that requests such assistance:in developing proposals for the use of funds, with the level and type
of assistance deleiinined by locality.

Adhere o the Ciiy's adopted Gricvance Procadure

Accomiiiociating the needs non-E%glish speaking residents at public hearings where more than
5% of th ndees can berogsonably expected not to speak English.

Maintaining files that contain documwm ry.evidence thatthe hearings were held. These files must

Name Title

Signature Date

NOTE: This Statement of Certification does not exhaust the requirements described in the Citizen
Participation Plan, but is an indication of compliance.
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Attachment 3

Residential Anti-Displacement and Relocation Assistance Plan
Adopted by City Council, 09-09-14

The City of Winchester will replace all occupied and vacant occupiable low/moderate-income
dwelling units demolished or converted to a use other than as low/moderate income dwelling unit
as a direct result of activities assisted with funds provided under the Housing and Community
Development Act of 1974, as amended. All replacement housing will be provided within three (3)
years of the commencement of the demolition or rehabilitation relating to conversion.

Before obligating or expending funds that will directly result in such demolition or conversion, the
City will make public and advise the state that it is undertaking such an activity and will submit to
the state, in writing, information that identifies:

(1) A description of the proposed assisted activity;

(2) The general location on a map and approximate nuiiiber of dwelli g:units by size (number of
bedrooms) that will be demolished or converted.to a use other tha ow/moderate-income
dwelling units as a direct result of the assisted:activity;

(3) A time schedule for the commencement and completion of the:.demolition or conversion:

(4) The general location on a map and @ proximate numb:r.of dwelling units by size (number of
bedrooms) that will be provided as replacements dwelling units;

(5) The source of funding and a time schedule for tie provision of replacement dwelling units;

(6) The basis for concluding that < “ch replacer ent dwelli g tnit will remain a low/moderate-income
dwelling unit for at least 10 years fiom the daie:of.ifiti=l occupancy: and

(7) Information demonstrating:that an Ms;'oposed rep@gement of dwelling units with smaller dwelling
units is consistent with th-:housingsnceds of low- and moderate-income households in the
jurisdiction;

The Gi=niee will provide relocation assistance (0.each low/moderate-income household

displac the demoliti housingior by the direct result of assisted activities. Such
assistance s iall be that provi%%eunc?é'%gftion 104 (d) of the Housing and Community
Developmen of 1974, as amended, or the Uniform Relocation Assistance and Real Property
Acquisition Po ct of 1970§§‘s amended.

In all cases, an occipiable strgcture will be defined as a dwelling that meets local building codes
or a dwelling that can be rehabilitated to meet code for $25,000 or less.
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Attachment 4
Community Development Committee

The City of Winchester hereby adopts the following structure for the official community development
citizen advisory body. The name of the citizen advisory body shall be the Community Development
Committee.

Members: the Community Development Committee shall consist of seven members. The
representation of the committee shall be as follows:

(1) No member of the Advisory Committee may vote on a proposal initiated by a neighborhood
organization of which he or she is a member.

(2) Terms: All members will be appointed annually by City Council for a period of four years. No
person may serve for more than two consecutive terms:

(3) Recruitment: The Department will initiate a citywide citizen participation program, designed to
encourage greater citizen participation in all relative’%sp&ts of local government. A part of
this process will involve soliciting nominations of?;?g&rticipation on the Community
Development Committee.

N

Objectives: The Community Development Comiiitice shall make recommendations to the City
regarding projects and plans for the Community‘&@%%elopment Block Grant programs, and generally
to actin an advisory capacity to the City with referto the programs and related. project activities.
Officers: the officers of the commiﬁeeﬁh@%e a chairman “ndvice- chairman.

* Chairman: the Chairman shamg@si e.at all meetings of the Team. Except as otherwise

authorized by resolution of the T&am, ti 1€ Ehairman shilsign all official documents and other

instruments to be executed by th \%%Q‘Imltt
* Vice-Chairman: Inthe.absence or incapacity of:tfie.Chairmapythe Vice- Chairman shall

preside at all m etinﬁf\ ithe committ: 3 at?é other duties as may be
required by thé Chairma

\

* Recording Se‘%%;t\ary: The Recording Secieta pthe records of the Committee, act

as secretary to all. "eetings e Commi‘?@% record all votes and shall keep a record of the
Nkhe Economig@%evelopment Coordinator or his designee

proceedings of the Committee.
shalliact as fecording ‘secietary. “The recording secretary shall not be a member, and will
hno vO ihg%ﬁower; ho 'eggr, he‘cﬁ%\s articipate in discussions, and provide such

rmation as req sted b the committeci >

n

= X X

Regular Me in s: The purpose of the rlar meetings of the committee is to review the progress
and/or general\e&\rislated business regardmhe CDBG programs, and to review funding requests.
These meetings'shall be open toithi > public. The agenda for any regular or other public advisory
team meeting will b& provided to all Team members in writing four days before the meetings.

Meeting dates and tim-s:shall be determined by consent of committee members.

Special Meetings: The Chai%@n or Economic Development Coordinator may, when itis deemed
necessary and expedient call'a special meeting of the Committee for the purpose of transacting any
business designated in the call. No business shall be considered other than as designated in the
call.

Quorum: At all meetings of the Committee, a majority of the total membership shall constitute a
quorum for the purpose of transacting business.
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Attachment 5

Grievance Procedure
Amended by City Council, 09-09-14

The City of Winchester has adopted an internal grievance procedure providing for prompt and
equitable resolution of complaints alleging any action prohibited by the Department of Housing and
Urban Development's (HUD) (24 CFR 8.53(b) implementing Section 504 of the Rehabilitation Act of
1973, as amended (29 USC 794). Section 504 states, in part, that "no otherwise qualified
handicapped individual...shall solely by reason of his handicap, be excluded from the participation in,
be denied the benefits of, or be subjected to discrimination under any program or activity receiving
federal financing assistance..."

Complaints should be addressed to: Tyler Schenck, Economic Development Coordinator,
City of Winchester, Rouss City Hall, 15 North Cameron Street, Winchester, VA 22601,
(540) 667-1815, who has been designated to coordinate Section 504 compliance efforts.

- A complaint should be filed in writing or verbally contain the name and address of the person filing it,
and briefly describe the alleged violation of the regulations.

. A complaint should be filed within five days after the complainant becomes aware of the alleged
violation. (Processing of allegations of discrimination occurring before this grievance procedure was
in place will be considered on a case-by-case basis.)

. An investigation, as may be appropriate, shall follow a filing of a complaint.

The investigation will be conducted by Tyler\$§chenck. These rules contemplate informal but thorough
investigations, affording all interested persons and their. representatives, if any, an opportunity to
submit evidence relevant to.ascomplaint. Under 24 CFR 8:53(b), the City of Winchester need not
process complaints fromé\ﬁ%pﬁf%%ﬁls for employment or from applicants for admission to housing.

. A written determination as to the validity of the complaint and description of resolution if any shall be
issued by Tyler Schenck and a copy forwarded to the complainant no later than seven days after its
filing.

. The Section 504 coordinator shall maintain thediles and records of the City of Winchester relating to
the complaints filed.

. The complainant can requesta reconsideratign of the case in instances where he or she is
dissatisfied with the resolution. The request for reconsideration should be made within seven days
to Eden Freeman, City Manager, 15 North Cameron Street, Winchester, Virginia 22601.

. Theright of a person to a romﬂggga‘e?d equitable resolution of the complaint filed hereunder shall not
be impaired by the person’s>pdrstiit of other remedies such as the filing of a Section 504 complaint
with the Department of Housing*and Urban Development. Utilization of this grievance procedure

is not a prerequisite to the pursuit of other remedies.

. These rules shall be construed to protect the substantive rights of interested persons, to meet
appropriate due process standards and to assure that the City of Winchester complies with
Section 504 and the HUD regulations.

Grievances relating to fair housing should be reported directly to the Federal Fair Housing Office
by sending a letter to the nearest fair housing office:
1250 Maryland Avenue, SW Phone: (202) 708-3354
Portals Bldg., Suite 200 Website: www.hud.gov/fairhousing
Washington, DC 20024

35
10



Appendix A

(*) denotes required activities

* Notice of Informal Citizen Participation Meetings
Advertisement placed two weeks prior to First Meeting

* Informal Citizen Participation Meetings
Held at least two weeks before “due date” for Consolidated or Action Plan

*"Due Date" for Consolidated or Action Plan/ Review
One week before ad/ summary scheduled to run
* Advertisement, with Summary of Consolidated orAction Plan in Newspaper/ Public Comment
Period/ Final informal citizen participation period; to be opened by a City Council Public Hearing
Ad placed 30 days before close of Citizen Participation Period
Ad placed two weeks before final informal citizen participation meeting

* Notice of Public Hearing regarding Consolidated/ Action Plan
(Final day of Citizen Participation Reriod)
Ad placed two weeks prior to Public Hearting

* Memo to Council/ Packet
Packet sent ‘one week prior to Council Meeting
Packet mailed three days prior

* City Council Meeting/ Public Hearing
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Notice of Amendment
Citizen Participation Plan

The purpose of the Citizen Participation Plan is to provide a documentable and meaningful
process that ensures opportunities for the public to be involved in all phases of the housing and
community development planning processes.

Public participation means participation in planning by people outside the staff, committees, and
board members; by citizens of the service area including low income and minority populations. It
is a process of taking part in the housing and community development planning and decision
making that affects the community.

In 2004, the City of Winchester adopted a Citizen Participation:Rlan in order to comply with
federal regulations regarding receipt of federal funds, namely the'Community Development
Block Grant Funds. The proposed amendments to the plan are in part an effort to simplify the
plan and provide a more user-friendly document for public access.

The Proposed Plan articulates efforts to secure patticipation that will:be targeted to citizens,
stakeholders and other interested parties that cd@i‘ﬁg significantly*cffected by the housing and
community development planning recommen.dﬁﬁ%ns or could significantly.influence
implementation. Stakeholders and interested parties include, but are notlimited to citizens,
affected public agencies, service providers, service consumersxand comm nity.residents.

The Proposed Citizen Participation Rlan:contains the iollowi g elements:

* Involvement Opportunities: provide the public to‘be:involved in all parts of the planning
process

« Communication: establish mech ni\sms for maintaining. communications between the
public and local officials such as pro% sses lik mailings, 'egal ads, and displays

* Information: epgtirextiat technical information is 2vailable 3nd in simplified,
understanda l@f%ﬁh.

+ Response to'Rublic Input: escription of the methods used to respond to comments
from the public.

This documeént establishes the basic technijues for disseminating the information to the public
and engaging cilizens intinteractiyc.discussions about the housing and community development
plannin%process. Staffwill:contintic to develop performance measures in order to quantify the
results of.te public participation effoiis and generate a report annually as part of the
Consolidated Planning Process. Staff will begin with the following measures:

* attendance and input ai public infoimation meetings and public hearings

* number cf oroanizations and groups to which mailings were sent

* number of fiembers on the email listing

* communications ‘received rom public whether they use mail, email and comment at

public information tings or public hearings
* tracking of presentdlioi's given to public groups

Copies of the proposed Citizen Participation Plan are available for review and public comment at
the following locations:
+ Office of Economic Redevelopment
Handley Regional Library
* Rouss City Hall

¢ www.winchesterva.gov/ohnd

Please contact the Office of Economic Redevelopment, located at 15 N. Cameron Street in
Winchester at tyler.schenck@winchesterva.gov or 540-667-1815 with any comments on the
proposed Citizen Participation Plan.
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PROPOSED CITY COUNCIL AGENDA ITEM

CITY COUNCIL/COMMITTEE MEETING OF: October 7, 2014 CUT OFF DATE:

RESOLUTION X _ ORDINANCE = PUBLIC HEARING X

ITEM TITLE: Approval of Amendment to the 2013-2017 Consolidated Plan

STAFF RECOMMENDATION: Provisional Approval Pending Future Public Comment

PUBLIC NOTICE AND HEARING: Authorize advertisement of proposed amendment to adjust
CDBG goal outcome indicators for the duration of the plan

ADVISORY BOARD RECOMMENDATION: The City's Community Development
Committee has discussed and recommends the attached amendment

FUNDING DATA: N/A

INSURANCE: N/A

The initiating Department Director will place below, in sequence of transmittal, the names of each
department that must initial their review in order for this item to be placed on the City Council agenda.

INITIALS FOR  INITIALS FOR
DEPARTMENT APPROVAL DISAPPROVAL DATE

1. Finance —ﬁ 9 Il)ﬁ/'\f

. City Attorney //‘/ 9/%/20//
. City Manager /f{)( 1% g/p(' (4

. Clerk of Council

2
3
4.
5
6
7

Initiating Department Director’s Signature: \ >Q q / l 6/ [ L{
(8

ic elop%ent Coordinator Date'

Revised: September 28, 2009
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CITY COUNCIL ACTION MEMO

To: Honorable Mayor and Members of City Council

From: Tyler Schenck, Economic Development Coordinator

Date: October 7, 2014

Re: Approval of Amendment to the 2013-2017 Consolidated Plan

THE ISSUE: Recipient jurisdictions of Community Development Block Grant, HOME Investment
Partnership, Emergency Shelter or Housing for Persons with AIDS/HIV program funding must
submit to the US Department of Housing and Urban Development (HUD) a Consolidated Plan
for use of federal funds on a 3, 4, or 5-year frequency for use of specific allocations in a given
fiscal year. All substantial changes or amendments to the Consolidated Plan must be approved
by City Council before being submitted to HUD

RELATIONSHIP TO STRATEGIC PLAN: The proposed amendment will adjust CDBG goal
outcome indicators for the duration of the Consolidated Plan

BACKGROUND: The amendment to the Consolidated Plan is awaiting provisional Council
approval and will be final upon the conclusion of the public comment period. The amendment is
subject to final revisions by staff and public comment after Council approval until the conclusion
of the public comment period at 11:59PM on October 14™, 2014. The proposed amendment
regarding the Consolidated Plan is listed below:

 Public Facility or Infrastructure Activities other than Low/Moderate Income Housing
Benefit: 500 People Assisted

Approval of the amendment will have no impact on current CDBG City activities. To date, the
City has repaid $403,213.07 of the $1,000,000 loan. At current/expected CDBG allocation rates,
the City will be able to repay the remaining balance in 2-3 years.

BUDGET IMPACT: N/A

OPTIONS: Council may approve or disapprove the proposed amendment
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RESOLUTION THAT AUTHORIZES THE CITY MANAGER TO SUBMIT AN AMENDMENT TO THE
CONSOLIDATED PLAN TO THE U.S. DEPARTMENT OF HOUSING AND URBAN DEVELOPMENT

WHEREAS, agencies that receive U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development {HUD)
funds must prepare and submit a Consolidated Plan every five years; and

WHEREAS, the City of Winchester desires to receive HUD funds to develop a viable urban
community and to expand economic opportunities; and

WHEREAS, the City of Winchester has developed a Consolidated Plan and has satisfactorily
followed HUD requirements for the creation of each; and

WHEREAS, amendments to the 2013-2017 Consolidated Plan require public comment and
Common Council approval; and

WHEREAS, the City of Winchester Community Development Committee and Winchester
Common Council desire to adjust CDBG goal outcome indicators over the life of Consolidated Plan (five
years).

NOW THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED, that the adoption of this Resolution shall serve as
provisional approval of the amendment to the Consolidated Plan pending final public comment; and

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, that the Mayor, or presiding officer, is hereby authorized to affix
their signature to this Resolution signifying its adoption by the City Council of the City of Winchester,
and the City Clerk, or their appointed deputy, is directed to attest thereto; and

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, that the City Manager, or their designee, is directed to submit the
amendment to the Consolidated Plan to the U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development.
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Rouss City Hall Telephone: (540) 667-1815
15 North Cameron Street FAX: (540) 722-3618
Winchester, VA 22601 TDD: (540) 722-0782

Website: www.winchesterva.gov

TO: COMMON COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF WINCHESTER

FROM: TYLER SCHENCK, ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT COORDINATOR
DATE: OCTOBER 7, 2014

RE: COMMENTS ON AMENDMENT TO THE CONSOLIDATED PLAN

SUBJECT

To accommodate for reporting errors encountered in the U.S. Department of Housing and Urban
Development’s (HUD) Integrated Disbursement & Information System (IDIS), the City of
Winchester is submitting an additional amendment to the 2013-2017 Consolidated Plan. All
incorrect performance measures within the current Plan will be adjusted due to the City’s
commitment to repaying its outstanding Section 108 Loan. The only remaining performance
measure is listed below:

Public Facility or Infrastructure Activities other than Low/Moderate Income Housing
Benefit — 500 Persons Assisted

Completion of this amendment will allow the City to submit an accurate Consolidated Annual
Performance Evaluation Report (CAPER) that will correctly reflect our progress and ability to
reach our Community Development Block Grant (CDBG) goals. Through coordination with
HUD, the City has received a 30-day deadline extension of the CAPER that will allow the City
to complete the necessary changes to the Consolidated Plan.

FINANCIAL IMPACT & SUMMARY
This Consolidated Plan amendment will have no impact on our CDBG funding or any related
activities.

RECOMMENDATION

It is the recommendation of City Staff that the Common Council proceed with resolution
approval. We have set a public comment period for September 15-October 14, during which
time members of the community may review the amended Consolidated Plan. Members of the
public may also attend the Winchester Common Council regular meeting on Tuesday, October
14,2014 at 7:00 PM to give verbal comments to the City Council.

“To be a financially sound City providing top quality municipal services
while focusing on the customer %hd engaging our community.”



Notice of Public Comment regarding Housing and Community Development activities in the Northern Shenandoah Valley Region:
HOME and CDBG Programs

Concurrent public comment periods will be held to solicit public comment on the draft 2013 Consolidated Annual Performance Evaluation Report
(CAPER) and amendments to the 2013-2017 Consolidated Plan for use of federal funding to meet housing and community development priorities for
the Northern Shenandoah Valley Region. The Draft CAPER summarizes use of federal housing and community development funds during Fiscal
Year 2014(ending June 30, 2014) and progress in meeting goals identified in the 2013-2017 Consolidated Plan. Proposed amendments are
summarized below. Please note that the CDBG funds in Winchester are directed by the Community Development Committee and Winchester City
Council, while the regional HOME funds are directed by the Housing and Community Services Policy Board and the Northern Shenandoah Valley
Regional Commission (NSVRC).

Copies of the draft 2013 CAPER are available from the respective office(s) as follows and can be downloaded from www.NSVregion.org.
- Winchester City Attn: Department of Economic Redevelopment, 15 North Cameron Street Winchester VA 22601
- NSVRGC, Attn: Community Development Program, 400E Kendrick Lane Front Royal Virginia 22630.

The following is a summary of the proposed amendments to the 2013 Consolidated Plan and 2011, 2012 and 2013 Annual Action Plans:

1. Reduce the proposed CDBG program benefits to 500 persons assisted through public facility or infrastructure activities other than
Low/Moderate Income Housing Benefit.

2. Reallocation of $263,422.42 of HOME funding available from 2011, 2012 and 2013 program years to the activities listed below. Funds
were originally proposed in the respective Action Plans for homeownership development in the Town of Shenandoah, Winchester City and
Frederick County (81%) and rental housing development (19%) in Woodstock :

- $15,000 for a Pre-Development Loan to evaluate site feasibility for development of affordable rental housing in Front Royal; and

- $248,422.42 for a rental housing development project known as Luray Meadows in Luray. The project was included in the
2013Annual Action Plan for funding; the total funding proposed to be available for the project if the current proposed Action Plan
amendment is approved will be $583,254.42,

Please take note of the opportunity for public comment, outlined as follows:

The City of Winchester staff will receive public comment on the CDBG portions of the CAPER and proposed Consolidated Plan amendment
identified in item one above. NSVRC staff will receive public comment on the HOME portions of the CAPER and proposed reallocation of HOME
funding identified in item two above.

Comments regarding the CAPER may be submitted to the appropriate contact during a 15- day public comment period beginning September 30,
2014 and ending October 14, 2014.

Comments regarding the proposed amendments to the 2013-2017 Consolidated Plan and 2011, 2012 and 2013 Action Plans may be submitted to
the appropriate contact during a 30-day public comment period beginning on September 15, 2014 and ending on October 14, 2014.

Written comment regarding CDBG matters may be mailed to: City of Winchester, Attn: Economic Redevelopment, 15 N. Cameron Street,
Winchester, Virginia 22601 or emailed to tyler.schenck@winchesterva.gov. Written comment regarding HOME matters may be mailed to: NSVRC,
Attn: Community Development Program, 400E Kendrick Lane, Front Royal, Virginia 22630 or emailed to aschweiger@NSVregion.org.

A total of three input sessions will be held during the comment periods. All scheduled input sessions fall within the comment periods. Those wishing
to submit comment in person regarding the proposed CAPER and CDBG Program Amendments may do so during a public hearing scheduled in
conjunction with the Winchester Community Development Committee Meeting scheduled for September 16, 2014 at 9 am. The meeting location is
Winchester City Hall, 15 North Cameron Street in Winchester, Virginia. Those persons wishing to submit comment in person regarding the CAPER
and HOME Program Amendments may do so during a public hearing scheduled in conjunction with the NSVRC's Housing and Community Services
Policy Board meeting scheduled for October 2, 2014 at 9:30 am at the NSVRC Office located at 400 Kendrick Lane, Suite E in Front Royal, Virginia.

A final Public Hearing for all matters described in this notice will be held on October 14, 2014 at 7 pm in conjunction with the Winchester City
Council's regular meeting in the City Council Chambers at Winchester City Hall, 15 North Cameron Street in Winchester, Virginia. Attendees may be
required to sign in to speak regarding this matter. The City of Winchester will take action regarding the 2013 CAPER and proposed amendments to
the 2013-2017 Consolidated Plan and 2011, 2012, 2013 Action Plans following the close of the Public Comment Period and Public Hearing.

Interpretation and special needs services are available for all three public meetings upon request. Individuals that request accommodations for
accessibility or language assistance should contact the City of Winchester or NSVRC at least 7 days prior to the respective scheduled meetings to
assure requests can be accommodated.

The City of Winchester and NSVRC ensure nondiscrimination and equal employment in all programs and activities in accordance with Title VI and
Title Vil of the Civil Rights Act of 1964. If you have questions or concerns about civil rights compliance with this program or require special
assistance for persons with disabilities or limited English proficiency, contact the office(s) listed above.
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PROPOSED CITY COUNCIL AGENDA ITEM

CITY COUNCIL/COMMITTEE MEETING OF: October 7, 2014 CUT OFF DATE:

RESOLUTION _X__  ORDINANCE _ PUBLIC HEARING X

ITEM TITLE: Approval of Consolidated Annual Performance and Evaluation Report (CAPER)

STAFF RECOMMENDATION: Approval for submission to HUD

PUBLIC NOTICE AND HEARING: Authorize advertisement of CAPER for purposes of receiving
public comment and hold public hearing October 14th, 2014.

ADVISORY BOARD RECOMMENDATION: The City's Community Development
Committee has discussed and recommend the attached proposal

FUNDING DATA: N/A

INSURANCE: N/A

The initiating Department Director will place below, in sequence of transmittal, the names of each
department that must initial their review in order for this item to be placed on the City Council agenda.

INITIALS FOR  INITIALS FOR
DEPARTMENT APPROVAL DISAPPROVAL DATE

. Finance /{> 9 IU ll\'l

1

2.

3.

4,

5. City Attorney =z~ Shoe/os 2
6. City Manager 1 @X/‘ Qw/ 7’
7. Clerk of Council y

/15114

i Da‘é‘iop?ncnt Coordinator Date/

Revised: September 28, 2009



CITY COUNCIL ACTION MEMO

To: Honorable Mayor and Members of City Council
From: Tyler Schenck, Economic Development Coordinator
Date: October 7, 2014

Re: The City of Winchester's Adoption of the Consolidated Annual Performance and
Evaluation Report

THE ISSUE: Recipient jurisdictions of Community Development Block Grant, HOME Investment
Partnership, Emergency Shelter or Housing for Persons with AIDS/HIV program funding must
submit to the US Department of Housing and Urban Development (HUD) a Consolidated Annual
Performance and Evaluation Report (CAPER) describing our use of federal funds on an annual
basis. The CAPER is submitted to HUD using the Integrated Disbursement & Information
System (IDIS). Most of the data provided in the CAPER is auto-populated by IDIS, and there
have been numerous technical difficulties associated with this program. Currently, our
numerical data in the CAPER reflects errors in IDIS, and we have been advised by HUD (see
attached memo) to submit our CAPER prior to the October 26" deadline despite the recognized
errors.

RELATIONSHIP TO STRATEGIC PLAN: Our allocations are used to help create a more livable
City for all.

BACKGROUND: The CAPER includes a summary and evaluation of how our Community
Development Block Grant and HOME funds were used to carry out the goals and objectives in
our Consolidated Plan and Annual Action Plan. The CAPER is submitted to HUD annually for
their review.

BUDGET IMPACT: The adoption of the CAPER has no impact on the City’s budget.

OPTIONS: Council may approve or disapprove the CAPER
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A RESOLUTION THAT AUTHORIZES THE CITY MANAGER TO SUBMIT THE CONSOLIDATED
ANNUAL PERFORMANCE EVALUATION REPORT TO THE U.S. DEPARTMENT OF HOUSING AND
URBAN DEVELOPMENT

WHEREAS, agencies that receive U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development (HUD)
funds must prepare and submit a Consolidated Annual Performance and Evaluation Report (CAPER)
every year; and

WHEREAS, the City of Winchester desires to receive HUD funds to develop a viable urban
community and to expand economic opportunities; and

WHEREAS, the City of Winchester has developed a Consolidated Annual Performance and
Evaluation Report and has satisfactorily followed HUD requirements for the creation of the document.

THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED BY THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF WINCHESTER, AS FOLLOWS:

SECTION 1. The adoption of this Resolution shall serve as provisional approval of the
Consolidated Annual Performance Evaluation Report pending final public comment.

SECTION 2. The Mayor, or presiding officer, is hereby authorized to affix his or her signature
to this Resolution signifying its adoption by the City Council of the City of Winchester, and the City Clerk,
or her duly appointed deputy, is directed to attest thereto.

SECTION 3. The City Manager, or their designee, is directed to submit the Consolidated
Annual Performance Evaluation Report to the U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development.
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Rouss City Hall Telephone: (540) 667-1815
15 North Cameron Street FAX: (540) 722-3618
Winchester, VA 22601 TDD: (540) 722-0782

Website: www.winchesterva.gov

TO: COMMON COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF WINCHESTER

FROM: TYLER SCHENCK, ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT COORDINATOR

DATE: OCTOBER 7, 2014

RE: COMMENTS ON CONSOLIDATED ANNUAL PERFORMANCE EVALUATION REPORT

SUBJECT

Per the current agreement with the Northern Shenandoah Valley Regional Commission
(NSVRC), the City of Winchester is responsible for compiling and submitting performance data
related to the use of CDBG funds and any other community development resources made
available. The NSVRC is responsible for compiling and submitting performance data related to
the use of HOME funds in the form of the Consolidated Annual Performance and Evaluation
Report (CAPER). This year, the CAPER is due to HUD no later than October 26, 2014. Prior to
submission to HUD, the CAPER must be made available for public comment during a 15-day
public comment period.

FINANCIAL IMPACT & SUMMARY

For program year 2013, $455,775 was spent for housing and community development activities
in the City of Winchester and surrounding Northern Shenandoah Valley Region through regular
HOME and CDBG allocations. This amount reflects the NSVRC’s and City’s commitment to
fund identified activities in our Annual Action Plan and Consolidated Plan.

RECOMMENDATION

It is the recommendation of City Staff that the Common Council proceed with Resolution
approval. We have set a public comment period for September 30-October 14, during which
time members of the community may review the draft report and submit comments. Members of
the public may also attend the Winchester Common Council regular meeting on Tuesday,
October 14, 2014 at 7:00 PM to give verbal comments to the City Council.

“To be a financially sound City providing top quality municipal services
while focusing on the customer¥nd engaging our community.”



Notice of Public Comment regarding Housing and Community Development activities in the Northern Shenandoah Valley Region:
HOME and CDBG Programs

Concurrent public comment periods will be held to solicit public comment on the draft 2013 Consolidated Annual Performance Evaluation Report
(CAPER) and amendments to the 2013-2017 Consolidated Plan for use of federal funding to meet housing and community development priorities for
the Northern Shenandoah Valley Region. The Draft CAPER summarizes use of federal housing and community development funds during Fiscal
Year 2014(ending June 30, 2014) and progress in meeting goals identified in the 2013-2017 Consolidated Plan. Proposed amendments are
summarized below. Please note that the CDBG funds in Winchester are directed by the Community Development Committee and Winchester City
Council, while the regional HOME funds are directed by the Housing and Community Services Policy Board and the Northern Shenandoah Valley
Regional Commission (NSVRC).

Copies of the draft 2013 CAPER are available from the respective office(s) as follows and can be downloaded from www.NSVregion.org.
- Winchester City Attn: Department of Economic Redevelopment, 15 North Cameron Street Winchester VA 22601
- NSVRC, Attn: Community Development Program, 400E Kendrick Lane Front Royal Virginia 22630.

The following is a summary of the proposed amendments to the 2013 Consolidated Plan and 201 1, 2012 and 2013 Annual Action Plans:

1. Reduce the proposed CDBG program benefits to 500 persons assisted through public facility or infrastructure activities other than
Low/Moderate Income Housing Benefit.

2. Reallocation of $263,422.42 of HOME funding available from 2011, 2012 and 2013 program years to the activities listed below. Funds
were originally proposed in the respective Action Plans for homeownership development in the Town of Shenandoah, Winchester City and
Frederick County (81%) and rental housing development (19%) in Woodstock :

- $15,000 for a Pre-Development Loan to evaluate site feasibility for development of affordable rental housing in Front Royal; and

- $248,422.42 for a rental housing development project known as Luray Meadows in Luray. The project was included in the
2013Annual Action Plan for funding; the total funding proposed to be avaitable for the project if the current proposed Action Plan
amendment is approved will be $583,254.42.

Please take note of the opportunity for public comment, outlined as follows:

The City of Winchester staff will receive public comment on the CDBG portions of the CAPER and proposed Consolidated Plan amendment
identified in item one above. NSVRC staff will receive public comment on the HOME portions of the CAPER and proposed reallocation of HOME
funding identified in item two above.

Comments regarding the CAPER may be submitted to the appropriate contact during a 15- day public comment period beginning September 30,
2014 and ending October 14, 2014.

Comments regarding the proposed amendments to the 2013-2017 Consolidated Plan and 2011, 2012 and 2013 Action Plans may be submitted to
the appropriate contact during a 30-day public comment period beginning on September 15, 2014 and ending on October 14, 2014.

Written comment regarding CDBG matters may be mailed to: City of Winchester, Attn: Economic Redevelopment, 15 N. Cameron Street,
Winchester, Virginia 22601 or emailed to tyler.schenck@winchesterva.gov. Written comment regarding HOME matters may be mailed to: NSVRC,
Attn: Community Development Program, 400E Kendrick Lane, Front Royal, Virginia 22630 or emailed to aschweiger@NSVregion.org.

A total of three input sessions will be held during the comment periods. All scheduled input sessions fall within the comment periods. Those wishing
to submit comment in person regarding the proposed CAPER and CDBG Program Amendments may do so during a public hearing scheduled in
conjunction with the Winchester Community Development Committee Meeting scheduled for September 16, 2014 at 9 am. The meeting location is
Winchester City Hall, 15 North Cameron Street in Winchester, Virginia. Those persons wishing to submit comment in person regarding the CAPER
and HOME Program Amendments may do so during a public hearing scheduled in conjunction with the NSVRC’s Housing and Community Services
Policy Board meeting scheduled for October 2, 2014 at 9:30 am at the NSVRC Office located at 400 Kendrick Lane, Suite E in Front Royal, Virginia.

A final Public Hearing for all matters described in this notice will be held on October 14, 2014 at 7 pm in conjunction with the Winchester City
Council's regular meeting in the City Council Chambers at Winchester City Hall, 15 North Cameron Street in Winchester, Virginia. Attendees may be
required to sign in to speak regarding this matter. The City of Winchester will take action regarding the 2013 CAPER and proposed amendments to
the 2013-2017 Consolidated Plan and 2011, 2012, 2013 Action Plans following the close of the Public Comment Period and Public Hearing.

Interpretation and special needs services are available for all three public meetings upon request. Individuals that request accommodations for
accessibility or language assistance should contact the City of Winchester or NSVRC at least 7 days prior to the respective scheduled meetings to
assure requests can be accommodated.

The City of Winchester and NSVRC ensure nondiscrimination and equal employment in all programs and activities in accordance with Title VI and
Title Vil of the Civil Rights Act of 1964. If you have questions or concerns about civil rights compliance with this program or require special

assistance for persons with disabilities or limited English proficiency, contact the office(s) listed above.
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CR-05 - Goals and Outcomes

Progress the jurisdiction has made in carrying out its strategic plan and its action plan. 91.520(a)
This could be an overview that includes major initiatives and highlights that were proposed and executed throughout the program year.

Regarding 2013 CDBG funding, the following activities were funded in the noted amounts below:

e Section 108 Loan Repayment: $303,139.28
e Administration: $42,558.47

Regarding 2013 HOME funding, the following organizations were awarded the noted amounts below:
* Shenandoah Alliance for Shelter; Tenant Based Rental Assistance: $50,000

* Faithworks, Inc.; Tenant Based Rental Assistance: $42,000

* People, Inc.; Owner Occupied Home Repair: $45,000

» Blue Ridge Housing Network; Homeownership Development: $96,000

* Habitat for Humanity; Homeownership Development $78,000

The Tenant Based Rental Assistance program was able to assist 77 families at or below 80% area median income afford housing costs such as
rent, utility costs, security deposits, and/or utility deposits. Five homebuyers received direct financial assistance to help bridge the gap between
what they can afford and the cost of local housing. Four homeowners received funding used to assist low-income homeowners in the
rehabilitation of their homes. Such HOME assistance can meet a critical need for homeowners who lack the funds to make necessary physical
improvements to their homes.

Comparison of the proposed versus actual outcomes for each outcome measure submitted with the consolidated plan and

explain, if applicable, why progress was not made toward meeting goals and objectives. 91.520(g)
Categories, priority levels, funding sources and amounts, outcomes/objectives, goal outcome indicators, units of measure, targets, actual
outcomes/outputs, and percentage completed for each of the grantee’s program year goals.

CAPER 1

OMB Control No: 2506-0117 (exp. 07/31/2015)
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Goal Category Source / Indicator Unit of Expected | Actual— | Percent Expected | Actual— | Percent
Amount Measure - Strategic | Complete | - Program | Complete
Strategic | Plan Program | Year
Plan Year
Affordable
Housing
Address Public Public service activities
special needs | Housing CDBG: $- | other than Persons 100 0 0
population Non- HOME: SO | Low/Moderate Income Assisted 0.00%
housing Homeless Housing Benefit
Special
Needs
Affordable
Housing
Address Public Publi . iviti
ublic service activities
special needs | Housing CDBG: $- Households
. for Low/Moderate 5 100 0 0
population Non- HOME: SO ) Assisted 0.00%
. Income Housing Benefit
housing Homeless
Special
Needs
Affordable
Housing
Address Public TenSMRbased Tamhal
enant-based re
special needs | Housing CDBG: $- . . Households
. assistance / Rapid . 100 77 0
population Non- HOME: SO 1 Assisted 77.00%
. Rehousing
housing Homeless
Special
Needs
CAPER 2

OMB Control No: 2506-0117 {exp. 07/31/2015)
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Affordable
Housing
Address Public
. . ) Household
special needs | Housing CDBG: $- HIV/AIDS Housing Housin 25
population Non- HOME: SO | Operations Unit & 0.00%
housing Homeless
Special
Needs
Public Facility or
Create and ] Y .
Non-Housing | CDBG: Infrastructure Activities
Enhance . Persons
] Community [ $223294 | other than ; 500
Economic Assisted 0.00%
. Development | HOME: SO | Low/Moderate Income
Opportunities .
Housing Benefit
Create and . Public Facility or
Non-Housing b
Enhance . CDBG: §&- Infrastructure Activities | Households
. Community / 0
Economic HOME: S0 | for Low/Moderate Assisted 0.00%
. Development .
Opportunities Income Housing Benefit
Create and . Public service activities
Non-Housing
Enhance ) CDBG: $- | other than Persons
. Community 3 0
Economic HOME: SO | Low/Moderate Income Assisted 0.00%
. Development .
Opportunities Housing Benefit
Create and Non-Housi Public ice activiti
on-Housin ublic service activities
Enhance . 8 CDBG: §- Households
. Community for Low/Moderate . 0
Economic HOME: SO . Assisted 0.00%
. Development income Housing Benefit
Opportunities
Create and .
Non-Housing Facade
Enhance . CDBG: §- . .
. Community treatment/business Business 0
Economic HOME: $0 - o 0.00%
" Development building rehabilitation
Opportunities
CAPER

OMB Controf No: 2506-0117 (exp. 07/31/2015)
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Create and .
Enh Non-Housing CDBG: $
nhance 0 S-
an . Community Jobs created/retained Jobs 0 0
Economic HOME: SO 0.00%
. Development
Opportunities
Create and .
Non-Housing ]
Enhance Communit CDBG: - Businesses assisted Businesses 0 0
ommuni in as
Economic Y HOME: $O Assisted 0.00%
. Development
Opportunities
Create and ]
Enhance Non-Housing CDBG: $
an :S-
Communi Buildings Demolished Buildings 0 0
Economic ty HOME: SO & & 0.00%
. Development
Opportunities
Create and .
Enhance Non-Housing CDBG: $
an 1 $-
. Community Other Other 0 0 0.00%
Economic HOME: SO
" Development
Opportunities
Prevent and Household
CDBG: - ] .
End Homeless Rental units constructed | Housing 100 0
HOME: SO . 0.00%
Homelessness Unit
Prevent and Household
End Homeless CDBG: >- o g Housin 100 0
HOME: $0 | rehabilitated using 0.00%
Homelessness Unit
Prevent and Tenant-based rental
End Homeless DRSS assistance / Rapid Households 100 77
S i
HOME: SO ) P Assisted 77.00%
Homelessness Rehousing
Prevent and CDBG: $ Overnight/Emergency
End Homeless "7 | shelte itional Beds 25 0
me HOME: $0 .r/TranS| iona e 0.00%
Homelessness Housing Beds added
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Prevent and
CDBG: §- Homelessness Persons
End Homeless . ) 300
HOME: SO | Prevention Assisted 0.00%
Homelessness
Prevent and . Household
End Homeless CDBG: $- | Housing for Homeless Housin <0
HOME: $0 | added using 0.00%
Homelessness Unit
Provide Safe,
Affordable, CDBG: §- Household
Affordable . )
and ) HOME: Rental units constructed | Housing 100
. Housing . 0.00%
Accessible $418108.3 Unit
Housing
Provide Safe,
Affordable, CDBG: §- Household
raable Affordable 3 Rental units .
and Housin HOME: rehabilitated Housing =Y 0.00%
us 1 . (]
Accessible g $418108.3 Unit
Housing
Provide Safe,
Affordable, CDBG: $- . Household
Affordable Homeowner Housing .
and Housi HOME: Added Housing 25 4.00%
usin .00%
Accessible & $418108.3 Unit
Housing
Provide Safe,
Affordable, CDBG: §- 3 Household
and Affordable HOME: Homeowner Housing Housing 50 14
Housin : Rehabilitated 8.00% 28.57%
Accessible & $418108.3 Unit °
Housing
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Provide Safe,

Affordable, CDBG: S- | Direct Fi ial
and f Affordable HOMEs A"?:t ma:cna Households 50 8 18 g
: ssistance to

. Housing Assisted 16.00% 27.78%
Accessible $418108.3 | Homebuyers
Housing
Provide Safe,
Affordable, CDBG: $- | Tenant-based rental
and Affordable HOME'$ assistance / Rapid Hoyseholds 100 77 78 77

i Housing ) . P Assisted 77.00% 98.72%
Accessible $418108.3 | Rehousing
Housing
Provide Safe,
Affordable, CDBG: $- | Housing Code Household

Affordable )

and . HOME: Enforcement/Foreclosed | Housing 15 0 (0]

] Housing . 0.00%
Accessible $418108.3 | Property Care Unit
Housing
Provide Safe,
Affordable, CDBG: $-

ree Affordable »

and ) HOME: Other Other 0 1 1

) Housing 100.00%
Accessible $418108.3
Housing

Table 1 - Accomplishments — Program Year & Strategic Plan to Date
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Assess how the jurisdiction’s use of funds, particularly CDBG, addresses the priorities and specific objectives identified in the plan,
giving special attention to the highest priority activities identified.

The Winchester City Council has taken the position in its Consolidated Plan and Annual Action Plan that the repayment of the City's outstanding
Section 108 Loan is top priority. The City has obligated 90% of its annual CDBG funding in its Annual Action Plan and Consolidated Plan to
repaying the loan with the remaining funding covering administrative activities.

CAPER 7
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CR-10 - Racial and Ethnic composition of families assisted

Describe the families assisted (including the racial and ethnic status of families assisted).
91.520(a)

CDBG HOME HOPWA
White 0 65 0
Black or African American 0 4 0
Asian 0 0 0
American Indian or American Native 0 0 0
Native Hawaiian or Other Pacific Islander 0 0 0
Hispanic 0 6 0
Not Hispanic 0 63 0
Total 0 138 0
Table 2 - Table of assistance to racial and ethnic populations by source of funds
Narrative
The racial breakdown for these families assisted through HOME programs with reported beneficiary
information to date for 2013 are as follows: 64 White, 20 African American. Of those 84 families, 4 are
ethnically Hispanic. For comparison, the racial makeup of the city of Winchester as of the 2000 census
was 82.06% White, 10.47% African American, 0.24% Native American, 1.59% Asian, 0.03% Pacific
Islander, 3.46% from other races, and 2.14% from two or more races. Hispanic or Latino of any race was
6.47% of the population.
CAPER 8
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CR-15 - Resources and Investments 91.520(a)

Identify the resources made available

Source of Funds

Source

Expected
Amount Available

Actual
Amount Expended
Program Year X

CDBG 893,176 345,698
HOME 2,298,410 110,077
Table 3 - Resources Made Available
Narrative

Identify the geographic distribution and location of investments

Target Area Planned Percentage of Actual Percentage of Narrative Description
Allocation Allocation
CDBG TARGET AREA 100 100
HOME TARGET AREA 100 100 Regional Target Area

Table 4 — Identify the geographic distribution and location of investments

Narrative

CAPER

OMB Control No: 2506-0117 {exp. 07/31/2015)

56




Leveraging

Explain how federal funds leveraged additional resources (private, state and local funds),
including a description of how matching requirements were satisfied, as well as how any
publicly owned land or property located within the jurisdiction that were used to address the
needs identified in the plan.

Federal funds will be leveraged to supplement resources to achieve goals outlined in the Consolidated
Plan. Additional resources (private, state and local funds) were necessary to implement projects and
programs on an annual basis. Subsidy layer analysis will be conducted for all funded projects to ensure
that federal funds represent a small percentage of all project funding.

Fiscal Year Summary — HOME Match
1. Excess match from prior Federal fiscal year 0
2. Match contributed during current Federal fiscal year 0
3. Total match available for current Federal fiscal year (Line 1 plus Line 2) 0
4. Match liability for current Federal fiscal year 0
5. Excess match carried over to next Federal fiscal year (Line 3 minus Line 4) 0
Table 5 - Fiscal Year Summary - HOME Match Report
CAPER 10
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Match Contribution for the Federal Fiscal Year
Project No. or Date of Cash Foregone Appraised Required Site Bond Total Match
Other ID Contribution (non-Federal Taxes, Fees, Land/Real Infrastructure Preparation, Financing
sources) Charges Property Construction
Materials,
Donated labor
Table 6 — Match Contribution for the Federal Fiscal Year
HOME MBE/WBE report

Program Income — Enter the program amounts for the reporting period

Balance on hand at begin-
ning of reporting period

$

Amount received during
reporting period
$

Total amount expended
during reporting period

$

Amount expended for

TBRA
$

Balance on hand at end of
reporting period

$

0

0]

Table 7 -~ Program Income
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Minority Business Enterprises and Women Business Enterprises — Indicate the number and dollar value
of contracts for HOME projects completed during the reporting period

Table 8 — Minority Business and Women Business Enterprises

Total Minority Business Enterprises White Non-
Alaskan Asian or Black Non- Hispanic Hispanic
Native or Pacific Hispanic
American Islander
Indian
Contracts
Dollar
Amount 0 0 0 0 0 0
Number 0 0 0 0 0 0
Sub-Contracts
Number 0 0 0 0 0 0
Dollar
Amount 0 0 0 0 0 0
Total Women Male
Business
Enterprises

Contracts
Dollar
Amount 0 0 0
Number 0 0 0
Sub-Contracts
Number 0 0 0
Dollar
Amount 0 0 0

Minority Owners of Rental Property — Indicate the number of HOME assisted rental property owners
and the total amount of HOME funds in these rental properties assisted

Total Minority Property Owners White Non-
Alaskan Asian or Black Non- Hispanic Hispanic
Native or Pacific Hispanic
American Islander
Indian

Number 0
Dollar $o
Amount

Table 9 — Minority Owners of Rental Property

Relocation and Real Property Acquisition — Indicate the number of persons displaced, the cost of
relocation payments, the number of parcels acquired, and the cost of acquisition

Parcels Acquired

0 0

OMB Control No: 2506-0117 {exp. 07/31/2015)
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Businesses Displaced 0 0
Nonprofit Organizations
Displaced 0 0
Households Temporarily
Relocated, not Displaced 0 0
Households Total Minority Property Enterprises White Non-
Displaced Alaskan Asian or Black Non- Hispanic Hispanic
Native or Pacific Hispanic
American Islander
Indian
Number 0 0 0 0 0
Cost 0 0 0 0 0
Table 10 — Relocation and Real Property Acquisition
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CR-20 - Affordable Housing 91.520(b)

Evaluation of the jurisdiction's progress in providing affordable housing, including the
number and types of families served, the number of extremely low-income, low-income,
moderate-income, and middle-income persons served.

One-Year Goal Actual

Number of Homeless households to be

provided affordable housing units 36 5
Number of Non-Homeless households to be

provided affordable housing units 60 86
Number of Special-Needs households to be

provided affordable housing units 14 0
Total 110 91

Table 11 — Number of Households

One-Year Goal Actual
Number of households supported through
Rental Assistance 78 77
Number of households supported through
The Production of New Units 0 1
Number of households supported through
Rehab of Existing Units 14 4
Number of households supported through
Acquisition of Existing Units 18 5
Total 110 87

Table 12 — Number of Households Supported

Discuss the difference between goals and outcomes and problems encountered in meeting
these goals.

The One-Year Goal for Rental Assistance was nearly reached, falling just one family short of the target of
78 families. Regarding the production of new units, rehab of existing units, and acquisition of existing
units, barriers to reaching the One-Year Goals included delayed starts for numerous projects due to
administrative changes due to the HOME Final Rule handed down last year. Another problem
encountered in meeting these goals was financing related. The funding round for tax credits left a large
scale project financially insecure.

Discuss how these outcomes will impact future annual action plans.

In future action plans, the focus will be on funding fewer projects in number, but at a higher level of
funding. The focus on fewer projects will allow more resources to be put.into projects which can have.a
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bigger community impact than several small projects could. In the 2015 Annual Action Plan, the
benchmarks from previous CAPERS will be used to assess the difference between goals and outcomes of
these projects.

Include the number of extremely low-income, low-income, and moderate-income persons
served by each activity where information on income by family size is required to determine
the eligibility of the activity.

Number of Persons Served CDBG Actual HOME Actual
Extremely Low-income 0 29
Low-income 0 41
Moderate-income 0 14
Total 0 84

Table 13 — Number of Persons Served

Narrative Information

Homeownership continues to be exclusive of low and moderate income residents in the region, but
homes are more affordable than during the recent housing bubble in 2005-2006. The housing crisis has
led to more affordable homes for moderate and middle income earners. However, the qualification
criteria have become more stringent. Area income levels, qualification criteria (cash on hand, credit)
and emerging trends about homeownership in general continue to affect the increasing demand for
affordable rental opportunities. The NSVRC is currently updating our priorities and goals for the number
of units to be developed of affordable housing by tenure and focusing a greater proportion of funds to
activities that support rental housing development.

CR-25 - Homeless and Other Special Needs 91.220(d, e); 91.320(d, e); 91.520(c)

Evaluate the jurisdiction’s progress in meeting its specific objectives for reducing and ending
homelessness through:

Reaching out to homeless persons (especially unsheltered persons) and assessing their
individual needs

As outlined in the region's Ten Year Plan to End Homelessness, the Continuum of Care (CoC) has formed
a broad-based advisory committee comprised of members throughout the community, including elected
officials, representatives of local government, the United Way, community and health foundations, and
other influential community leaders who are dedicated to ending homelessness.

Addressing the emergency shelter and transitional housing needs of homeless persons

Recent changes in the US Department of Housing & Urban Development's (HUD) programming for
homelessness has lead the CoC, through the 10 Year Planningto End Homelessness, to begin actively
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transitioning shelter and service providers from emergency shelters and transitional housing operations
towards permanent supportive housing. During this time, the CoC looks to successfully transition
existing providers to permanent supportive housing and creative new permanent supportive housing
facilities throughout the region.

Helping homeless persons (especially chronically homeless individuals and families, families
with children, veterans and their families, and unaccompanied youth) make the transition to
permanent housing and independent living, including shortening the period of time that
individuals and families experience homelessness, facilitating access for homeless individuals
and families to affordable housing units, and preventing individuals and families who were
recently homeless from becoming homeless again

The region's Ten (10) Year Plan to End Homelessness proposes the following goals to address helping
homeless persons and families access affordable housing options:

Permanent Supportive Housing: Permanent supportive housing has been identified as a solution to
homelessness for a sub-set of the population who experience homelessness for long periods of time
(chronic homelessness) with multiple barriers to housing stability, including mental disabilities, chemical
dependence, and other chronic health conditions. Permanent supportive housing provides first a home
and then continuing supportive services to help individuals maintain a home. These support services
either directly provide or connect individuals to services in the community. Support services include
direct or coordinated care in the areas of mental health, substance abuse, health care, dental care,
education, employment, and access to benefits.

Rapid Re-Housing: Rapid re-housing is a strategy to assist families and individuals experiencing
homelessness to access housing as quickly as possible and then deliver uniquely tailored services to help
them maintain stable housing. It follows a housing first philosophy which says that individuals and
families experiencing homelessness need housing first, and then they need services. Rapid re-housing
differs from traditional homeless assistance in that it does not require a family or individual to live in
emergency shelter or transitional housing for a certain length of time prior to returning to permanent
housing. It can, however, be delivered in an emergency shelter or transitional housing setting and is not
mutually exclusive from emergency shelter and transitional housing settings. Services are consumer-
driven in that the person, with the help of a case manager, determines the services that she or he needs
to maintain their housing. Services are critical to help a family maintain their housing, access and
maintain employment, and increase their self-sufficiency and well-being. It is the housing and services
that make rapid re-housing an effective permanent solution to homelessness.

Partnering with Landlords: Many agencies and community organizations have developed partnerships
with landlords, and these partnerships have resulted in access to affordable housing options for those
experiencing and at risk of homelessness. The partnership is an agreement that the landlord will rent to
this population and, in some cases, the service agency agrees to maintain contact and provide services
to help the household remain stably housed. It is a win-win situation for all parties in that the person
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accesses affordable housing, the service agency helps to house their clients, and the landlord has a
source of support if any problems with the tenant arise.

Partnering with Affordable Housing Developers: Non-profit and for-profit affordable housing developers
can be important partners in the financing and development of affordable, subsidized, and permanent
supportive housing that can serve as a resource to homeless assistance agencies who wish to increase
housing available to people experiencing homelessness

Helping low-income individuals and families avoid becoming homeless, especially extremely
low-income individuals and families and those who are: likely to become homeless after
being discharged from publicly funded institutions and systems of care (such as health care
facilities, mental health facilities, foster care and other youth facilities, and corrections
programs and institutions); and, receiving assistance from public or private agencies that
address housing, health, social services, employment, education, or youth needs

The COC, in meeting the goals and strategies outline in the Ten (10) Year Plan to End Homelessness,
proposed creating a "Supportive Services" and "Prevention" committees, which will be tasked with
meeting their respective goals. The Supportive Services committee will be responsible for: Overseeing
the implementation of strategies that increase income through employment; Overseeing the creation of
a system of centralized intake and assessment; Overseeing the implementation of strategies that
increase access to disability and other benefits for those who are eligible; Overseeing increased access
to supportive services.

The Prevention committee will be responsible for: Overseeing strategies that prevent the homelessness
of people being discharged from hospitals and mental health institutions; Overseeing strategies that
prevent the homelessness of people exiting from jails; Overseeing strategies that prevent the
homelessness of youth aging out of foster care; Overseeing strategies that prevent the homelessness of
unaccompanied youth.

CR-30 - Public Housing 91.220(h); 91.320(j)

Actions taken to address the needs of public housing
There is no public housing in the Northern Shenandoah Valley region.

Actions taken to encourage public housing residents to become more involved in
management and participate in homeownership

There is no public housing in the Northern Shenandoah Valley region.

Actions taken to provide assistance to troubled PHAs
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There is no public housing in the Northern Shenandoah Valley region.
CR-35 - Other Actions 91.220(j)-(k); 91.320(i)-(j)

Actions taken to remove or ameliorate the negative effects of public policies that serve as
barriers to affordable housing such as land use controls, tax policies affecting land, zoning
ordinances, building codes, fees and charges, growth limitations, and policies affecting the
return on residential investment. 91.220 (j); 91.320 (i)

The Northern Shenandoah Valley HOME Consortium and the City of Winchester recognize that
impediments to fair housing choice do exist and are working to improve fair housing choice. The
Northern Shenandoah Valley Regional Commission held a fair housing workshop in March 2013 which
reviewed the region's consolidated planning process and Landlord Outreach Network, and provided
information on VA fair housing law to local officials, housing providers, service providers, and the public
at-large. The City of Winchester and the Northern Shenandoah Valley Regional Commission continue to
prioritize efforts to reduce fair housing impediments through the following strategies: 1. Increase
transparency surrounding fair housing and complaint process. 2. Increase landlords' and property
managers' knowledge of fair housing. 3. Assist person with disabilities to obtain access to housing and
services. 4. Work to reduce NIMBYism by encouraging neighborhood diversity. 5. Encourage affordable
housing development.

Actions taken to address obstacles to meeting underserved needs. 91.220(k); 91.320(j)

In 2013, for the third year, the special needs population was identified for project funding, including
those individuals and families transitioning from homelessness. By integrating the Annual Action Plan
with the planning process undertaken by the Continuum of Care, the region was able to increase the
level of coordination as well as make resource allocation and service delivery more efficient. The
Continuum of Care, with the support of the Northern Shenandoah Valley Regional Commission staff
worked together to implement a strategic plan to end homelessness in the Northern Shenandoah Valley.
This plan is included in the 2013-2017 Consolidated Plan.

Actions taken to reduce lead-based paint hazards. 91.220(k); 91.320(j)

Duplicate question-see above.
Actions taken to reduce the number of poverty-level families. 91.220(k); 91.320(j)

As part of the work program from 2013, NSVRC will be coordinating with the region's economic
development directors to identify strategies to promote economic development and redevelopment
opportunities throughout the region, including identification of resources available to persons who are
at risk of poverty. Strategies include job retraining programs, small business development programs,
micro-lending and general self-sufficiency programs.
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Actions taken to develop institutional structure. 91.220(k); 91.320(j)

NSVRC continues to coordinate with area stakeholders, namely human service providers, through staff

support provided to the Housing and Community Services Technical Advisory Network. Currently in the
midst of an ongoing “membership drive”, we hope to engage additional agencies not directly related to
the provision and development of affordable housing but those who serve primarily low and moderate

income individuals and families, or members of the prioritized special needs populations.

NSVRC will continue to host and promote training opportunities, particularly those focused on resource
development, capacity building, and sustainability.

Actions taken to enhance coordination between public and private housing and social service
agencies. 91.220(k); 91.320(j)

NSVRC continues to coordinate with area stakeholders, namely human service providers, through staff
support provided to the Housing and Community Services Policy Board and the Continuum of Care.

Identify actions taken to overcome the effects of any impediments identified in the
jurisdictions analysis of impediments to fair housing choice. 91.520(a)

The Northern Shenandoah Valley HOME Consortium and the City of Winchester recognize that
impediments to fair housing choice do exist and are working to improve fair housing choice. The
Northern Shenandoah Valley Regional Commission will hold fair housing workshops to educate local
officials, housing providers, service providers and the public at-large are aware of fair housing law.
Outlined below are proposed strategies to be undertaken in reducing fair housing impediments:

1. Increase transparency surrounding fair housing and complaint process.

2. Increase landlords’ and property managers’ knowledge of fair housing.

3. Assist persons with disabilities to obtain access to housing and services.

4. Work to reduce NIMBYism by encouraging neighborhood diversity.

5. Encourage affordable housing development.

CR-40 - Monitoring 91.220 and 91.230

Description of the standards and procedures used to monitor activities carried out in
furtherance of the plan and used to ensure long-term compliance with requirements of the
programs involved, including minority business outreach and the comprehensive planning
requirements

The Northern Shenandoah Valley Regional Commission is responsible for HOME Program
Administration. NSVRC is responsible for assuring the HOME programs maintains compliance with
regulations. NSVRC currently has two full time staff members assigned to Community Development
Programs. Staff members attend regular trainings provided by HUD or TA Consultants and participate in
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regular conference calls with other Virginia Grantees. NSVRC staff members work with locally and
regionally appointed members of advisory committees to review progress of funded projects and
provide policy direction as needed.

The NSVRC also appointed a committee to identify affordable housing and community development
needs, known as the regional Housing and Community Services Policy Board (HCSPB). The HCSPB works
with NSVRC staff to review regional data related to homelessness, affordable housing and community
services to better inform the fund allocation process for the HOME Consortium. Additionally, HCSPB
members direct NSVRC staff in pursuing additional resources to address affordable housing and
community development priorities in the Region. In Program Year 2013, the HCSPB expanded its
membership to include a representative from the local Continuum of Care (CoC), a local real-estate
professional and an additional representative from a local Social Services department. The HCSPB
continues to play an important role in informing and shaping the HOME program in the Northern
Shenandoah Valley.

The Winchester City Council appointed a Community Development Committee (CDC) whose primary
purpose is to identify community development needs within the City, make recommendations for
allocation of local community development and CDBG funding and to review progress of funded
projects. Committee members meet as needed, but typically not more than monthly.

NSVRC continues to provide technical assistance as requested to local jurisdictions interested in
promoting affordable housing development locally. One of the major populations many jurisdictions
have expressed concern for are moderate income residents that cannot access the homeownership
market but have few opportunities for appropriately priced rental housing. NSVRC is working with
jurisdictions to identify qualified buyers that fit this category and to promote the availability of NSP
homes.

NSVRC also pursued grant funding through the National Alliance to End Homelessness (NAEH) in
Program Year 2013 to support the development of a regional landlord network to assist low- and
moderate-income residents, housing providers and other non-profit organizations in identifying

Finally, NSVRC also continued its bi-annual hosting of Fair Housing Seminars in partnership with the
Virginia Fair Housing Office. These seminars, offered bi-annually (November & April), are targeted to
local decision makers, housing providers and non-profits to educate these organizations in Fair Housing
law and best practices. NSVRC also hosed a housing data and trends workshop (April 2013) in
partnership with Housing Virginia, the Virginia Tech Center for Housing Research and VHDA which
presented research, facts and figures on housing affordability in Virginia, specifically the Northern
Shenandoah Valley and how to use this data in local planning and decision making. NSVRC hopes to
continue to partner with other organizations to offer affordable housing centered programs and
workshops in future years.

Citizen Participation Plan 91.105(d); 91.115(d)
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Description of the efforts to provide citizens with reasonable notice and an opportunity to
comment on performance reports.

NSVRC and the City of Winchester hosted a 15 day public comment period for the 2013 CAPER covering
both the CDBG and HOME Programs, beginning on August 21, 2013 and ending September 4,

2014. Consistent with the Citizen Participation Plan, a public hearing was also held on September 9,
2014 at a regular meeting of the Winchester City Council. As Grantee and Lead Entity for the CDBG and
HOME Program respectively, the Winchester City Council took action that night to adopt the 2013
CAPER as presented. Staff also gave presentations regarding the CAPER and accomplishments in the
CDBG and HOME Programs at the following meetings: HCSPB (September 4, 2014), Winchester City
Council Work Session (August 19th, 2014) and Winchester City Council (September 9, 2014).

Two advertisements were placed in the Winchester Star and Northern Virginia Daily (locally circulated
newspapers) regarding the public comment period and hearings. NSVRC also solicited for public
comment on HOME accomplishments through the local Continuum of Care list serve and the
www.NSVcommunity.org website. NSVRC has also utilized stakeholder networks in other program areas
such as transportation and natural resources where there is applicability to housing and community
development. The City of Winchester placed an additional advertisement in the Winchester Star with
the regular meeting agenda. No public input was received. Winchester City Council took action to
approve the CAPER for submission to HUD on Tuesday September 9, 2013. NSVRC Board took action to
approve the CAPER submission to HUD on Thursday September 19, 2013.

NSVRC and the City of Winchester continue to develop strategies to reach out to the public to solicit
meaningful participation in the planning and evaluation process.

CR-45 - CDBG 91.520(c)

Specify the nature of, and reasons for, any changes in the jurisdiction’s program objectives
and indications of how the jurisdiction would change its programs as a result of its
experiences.

The City of Winchester amended its 2013 Consolidated Plan to provide 10% administration funding to
City's CDBG Administrator. Section 108 Loan repayments described in the Consolidated Plan was
reduced from 100% to 90% to reflect the change. The City estimates that it will be able to repay its
Section 108 Loan obligation in the originally planned amount of time.

Does this Jurisdiction have any open Brownfields Economic Development No
Initiative (BEDI) grants?

[BEDI grantees] Describe accomplishments and program outcomes during the last year.
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CR-50 - HOME 91.520(d)

Include the results of on-site inspections of affordable rental housing assisted under the
program to determine compliance with housing codes and other applicable regulations

Please list those projects that should have been inspected on-site this program year based upon
the schedule in §92.504(d). Indicate which of these were inspected and a summary of issues
that were detected during the inspection. For those that were not inspected, please indicate
the reason and how you will remedy the situation.

Inspections for ten newly completed projects are scheduled to occur at shortly and during the period of
affordability to determine compliance with the applicable property standards.

Provide an assessment of the jurisdiction's affirmative marketing actions for HOME units.
92.351(b)

Each agency does marketing actions for HOME units. NSVRC confirms and monitors the marketing
actions of the agency throughout the program year.

Refer to IDIS reports to describe the amount and use of program income for projects,
including the number of projects and owner and tenant characteristics

N/A

Describe other actions taken to foster and maintain affordable housing. 91.220(k) (STATES
ONLY: Including the coordination of LIHTC with the development of affordable housing).
91.320(j)

NSVRC pursued grant funding through the National Alliance to End Homelessness (NAEH) in Program
Year 2013 to support the development of a regional landlord network to assist low- and moderate-
income residents, housing providers and other non-profit organizations in identifying landlords who are
willing to work with low- and moderate-income clients in finding affordable rental housing. NSVRC used
funds to partner with the Virginia Housing Development Authority (VHDA) in marketing and outreach of
VHDAs web-portal Housing Search to have local landlords sign-up to be matched with potential
residents. NSVRC partnered with Access Independence, a local disability-advocate organization to utilize
its stakeholder network for this projects outreach. NSVRC hopes to continue these efforts in future
years.
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CR-60 - ESG 91.520(g) (ESG Recipients only)
ESG Supplement to the CAPER in e-snaps

For Paperwork Reduction Act

1. Recipient Information—All Recipients Complete
Basic Grant Information

Recipient Name WINCHESTER
Organizational DUNS Number 069380574
EIN/TIN Number 546001683
Identify the Field Office RICHMOND

Identify CoC(s) in which the recipient or
sub recipient(s) will provide ESG assistance

ESG Contact Name
Prefix
First Name
Middle Name
Last Name
Suffix
Title

ESG Contact Address
Street Address 1
Street Address 2
City
State
ZIP Code

Phone Number
Extension

Fax Number
Email Address

ESG Secondary Contact
Prefix

First Name
Last Name
Suffix

Title

Phone Number
Extension
Email Address

2. Reporting Period—All Recipients Complete

Program Year Start Date 07/01/2013
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Program Year End Date 06/30/2014

3a. Sub recipient Form — Complete one form for each sub recipient

Sub recipient or Contractor Name

City

State

Zip Code

DUNS Number

Is sub recipient a victim services provider
Sub recipient Organization Type

ESG Sub grant or Contract Award Amount
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CR-65 - Persons Assisted

4. Persons Served

4a. Complete for Homelessness Prevention Activities

Number of Persons in Total
Households
Adults -
Children -
Don’t Know/Refused/Other -
Missing Information -
Total -
Table 14 — Household Information for Homeless Prevention Activities

4b. Complete for Rapid Re-Housing Activities

Number of Persons in Total
Households
Adults -
Children -
Don’t Know/Refused/Other -
Missing Information -
Total -
Table 15 - Household Information for Rapid Re-Housing Activities

4c. Complete for Shelter

Number of Persons in Total
Households
Adults -
Children -
Don’t Know/Refused/Other -
Missing Information -
Total -
Table 16 — Shelter Information

CAPER

OMB Control No: 2506-0117 (exp. 07/31/2015)
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4d. Street Qutreach

Number of Persons in Total
Households

Adults -

Children -

Don’t Know/Refused/Other -

Missing Information -

Total -

Table 17 - Household Information for Street Outreach

4e. Totals for all Persons Served with ESG

Number of Persons in Total
Households

Adults -

Children .

Don’t Know/Refused/Other -

Missing Information -

Total S

Table 18 — Household Information for Persons Served with ESG

5. Gender—Complete for All Activities

Male -

Female z

Transgender -

Don't Know/Refused/Other -

Missing Information -

Total h

Table 19 — Gender Information

CAPER

OMB Control No: 2506-0117 {exp. 07/31/2015)
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6. Age—Complete for All Activities

Under 18

18-24

25 and over

Don’t Know/Refused/Other

Missing Information

Total

Table 20 — Age Information

7. Special Populations Served—Complete for All Activities

Number of Persons in Households

Subpoputation

Total
Persons
Served —
Prevention

Total Persons
Served - RRH

Total Persons
Served in
Emergency
Shelters

Total

Veterans

Victims of
Domestic
Violence

Elderly

HIV/AIDS

Chronically
Homeless

Persons with Disabilities:

Severely
Mentally 1ll

Chronic
Substance
Abuse

Other
Disability

Total
(unduplicated
if possible)

Table 21 — Special Population Served

OMB Control No: 2506-0117 (exp. 07/31/2015)
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CR-70 - ESG 91.520(g) - Assistance Provided and Outcomes

10. Shelter Utilization

Number of New Units — Rehabbed

Number of New Units — Conversion

Total Number of bed - nights available

Total Number of bed - nights provided

Capacity Utilization

Table 22 - Shelter Capacity

11. Project Outcomes Data measured under the performance standards developed in

consultation with the CoC(s)
CR-75 — Expenditures

11. Expenditures

11a. ESG Expenditures for Homelessness Prevention

Dollar Amount of Expenditures in Program Year

FY 2009

FY 2010

FY 2011

Expenditures for Rental Assistance

Expenditures for Housing Relocation and
Stabilization Services - Financial Assistance

Expenditures for Housing Relocation &
Stabilization Services - Services

Expenditures for Homeless Prevention under
Emergency Shelter Grants Program

Subtotal Homelessness Prevention

11b. ESG Expenditures for Rapid Re-Housing

Table 23 - ESG Expenditures for Homelessness Prevention

Dollar Amount of Expenditures in Program Year

FY 2009

FY 2010

FY 2011

Expenditures for Rental Assistance

Expenditures for Housing Relocation and
Stabilization Services - Financial Assistance

Expenditures for Housing Relocation &
Stabilization Services - Services

Expenditures for Homeless Assistance under
Emergency Shelter Grants Program

Subtotal Rapid Re-Housing

Table 24 - ESG Expenditures for Rapid Re-Housing

OMB Control No: 2506-0117 (exp. 07/31/2015)
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11c. ESG Expenditures for Emergency Shelter

Dollar Amount of Expenditures in Program Year

FY 2009 FY 2010 FY 2011

Essential Services - - R

Operations - - -

Renovation - - -

Major Rehab - - -

Conversion - - -

Subtotal - - -

Table 25 - ESG Expenditures for Emergency Shelter

11d. Other Grant Expenditures

Dollar Amount of Expenditures in Program Year

FY 2009 FY 2010 FY 2011

Street Outreach - - -

HMIS - - .

Administration S - R

Table 26 - Other Grant Expenditures

1le. Total ESG Grant Funds

Total ESG Funds Expended FY 2009 FY 2010 FY 2011

Table 27 - Total ESG Funds Expended

11f. Match Source

FY 2009 FY 2010 FY 2011

Other Non-ESG HUD Funds - - -

Other Federal Funds - - -

State Government - - -

Local Government - - -

Private Funds - - -

Other - - -

Fees - - R

Program Income - - -

Total Match Amount - - -

Table 28 - Other Funds Expended on Eligible ESG Activities

CAPER 29

OMB Control No: 2506-0117 {exp. 07/31/2015)
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11g. Total

Total Amount of Funds
Expended on ESG
Activities

FY 2009

FY 2010

FY 2011

Table 29 - Total Amount of Funds Expended on ESG Activities

OMB Control No: 2506-0117 (exp. 07/31/2015)
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PROPOSED CITY COUNCIL AGENDA ITEM

CITY COUNCIL MEETING OF:_9/23/14 (work session), CUT OFF DATE: 9/16/14
10/14/14 (1* Readig) 11/11/14 2™ Reading/Public Hearing)
RESOLUTION __  ORDINANCE X PUBLIC HEARING X
ITEM TITLE:

TA-14-477 AN ORDINANCE TO AMEND AND REENACT ARTICLES 1, 18, AND 19 PERTAINING TO DEFINITIONS OF
GROUP HOME; PROVISIONS FOR TEMPORARY HEALTH CARE STRUCTURES; PERMITTING, NOTIFICATION
REQUIREMENTS, AND APPEAL PROCEDURES FOR FAMILY DAY HOMES; AND SITE PLAN EXPIRATION TIMELINES
Amendment modifies several sections of the Zoning Ordinance to reflect changes made to the Code of Virginia in
recent General Assembly sessions.

STAFF RECOMMENDATION:
Approval

PUBLIC NOTICE AND HEARING:
Public hearing for 11/11/14 Council mtg

ADVISORY BOARD RECOMMENDATION:
Planning Commission recommended approval.

FUNDING DATA: N/A

INSURANCE: N/A

The initiating Department Director will place below, in sequence of transmittal, the names of each
department that must initial their review in order for this item to be placed on the City Council agenda.

INITIALS FOR  INITIALS FOR

DEPARTMENT APPROVAL DISAPPROVAL DATE
1. Planning Director 4} ?I { é/ /‘F
.l[ v

2. City Attorney %\,\ 4%&/Zo/4‘

3. City Manager @( lQ% (‘[

4. Clerk of Council

Initiating Department Director’s Signature: Z % % Z[/;?{' :z‘_ség

(Zoning and Inspections) SRNEYS o\
Y'S Recelved




CITY COUNCIL ACTION MEMO

To: Honorable Mayor and Members of City Council
From: Aaron Grisdale, Director of Zoning and Inspections 4MG&

Date: September 23, 2014

Re: TA-14-477 — AN ORDINANCE TO AMEND AND REENACT ARTICLES 1, 18, AND 19 PERTAINING TO
DEFINITIONS OF GROUP HOME; PROVISIONS FOR TEMPORARY HEALTH CARE STRUCTURES;
PERMITTING, NOTIFICATION REQUIREMENTS, AND APPEAL PROCEDURES FOR FAMILY DAY HOMES; AND
SITE PLAN EXPIRATION TIMELINES

THE ISSUE:
This zoning ordinance text amendment was sponsored by Planning Commission to address several areas of the
ordinance that have had recent changes to the enabling provisions in the Code of Virginia.

RELATIONSHIP TO STRATEGIC PLAN:
Goal 4 —Create a More Livable City for All, Objective 3 — Manage future growth, development and redevelopment
consistent with City’s vision, comprehensive plan and development standards and policies

BACKGROUND:

Following a review of our Zoning Ordinance and comparing it with the enabling provisions in the Code of Virginia,
several areas were identified as in need of revision. There have been several revisions to the enabling legislation
passed by the General Assembly pertaining to zoning regulations over the past several years. This ordinance
addresses four areas:

1. Definition of Group Home — This is a minor adjustment of the definition of Group Home following
legislation adopted in the 2014 session of the General Assembly.

2. Temporary Health Care Structures — Provides permitting and regulating standards for temporary health
care structures on residential properties. Legislation adopted by the General Assembly requires that
localities include such provisions within their ordinances.

3. Family Day Homes — Updates our local ordinance to be in compliance with notification, review and appeal
procedures for a person seeking to have a family day home (daycare) in their home. With the new
standards all adjacent property owners must be identified prior to the issuance of a zoning permit by the
Zoning Administrator. Denials of a permit may be appealed to City Council.

4. Site Plan Expiration - Updates our local ordinance to be in compliance with the period of validity and

expiration timeframes for approved site plans.
(Full staff report attached).
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" BUDGET IMPACT:
No funding is required.

OPTIONS:
- Approve the text amendment
- Approve the text amendment permit with modifications
- Decline to adopt the text amendment

RECOMMENDATIONS:
The Planning Commission unanimously recommended approval.
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City Council Work Session
September 23, 2014

TA-14-477 AN ORDINANCE TO AMEND AND REENACT ARTICLES 1, 18, AND 19 PERTAINING TO
DEFINITIONS OF GROUP HOME; PROVISIONS FOR TEMPORARY HEALTH CARE STRUCTURES;
PERMITTING, NOTIFICATION REQUIREMENTS, AND APPEAL PROCEDURES FOR FAMILY DAY HOMES; AND
SITE PLAN EXPIRATION TIMELINES

REQUEST DESCRIPTION
This request is a publicly sponsored zoning text amendment that will bring the City’s Zoning Ordinance
into conformity with State Code, following legislative updates.

STAFF COMMENTS

Following a review of our Zoning Ordinance and comparing it with the enabling provisions in the Code of
Virginia, several areas were identified as in need of revision. There have been several revisions to the
enabling legislation passed by the General Assembly pertaining to zoning regulations over the past
several years. This ordinance addresses four areas:

1. Definition of Group Home — This is a minor adjustment of the definition of Group Home following
legislation adopted in the 2014 session of the General Assembly.

2. Temporary Health Care Structures — Provides permitting and regulating standards for temporary
health care structures on residential properties. Legislation adopted by the General Assembly
requires that localities include such provisions within their ordinances.

3. Family Day Homes — Updates our local ordinance to be in compliance with notification, review
and appeal procedures for a person seeking to have a family day home (daycare) in their home.
With the new standards all adjacent property owners must be identified prior to the issuance of
a zoning permit by the Zoning Administrator. Denials of a permit may be appealed to City
Council.

4. Site Plan Expiration - Updates our local ordinance to be in compliance with the period of validity
and expiration timeframes for approved site plans.

RECOMMENDATION
At their September 16, 2014 meeting, the Planning commission forwarded TA-14-477 with a favorable
recommendation because the amendment, as proposed, presents good planning practice by ensuring

the City’s Zoning Ordinance is up to date and consistent with current provisions within the Code of
Virginia.
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AN ORDINANCE TO AMEND AND REENACT ARTICLES 1, 18, AND 19 PERTAINING TO DEFINITIONS OF
GROUP HOME; PROVISIONS FOR TEMPORARY HEALTH CARE STRUCTURES; PERMITTING, NOTIFICATION
REQUIREMENTS, AND APPEAL PROCEDURES FOR FAMILY DAY HOMES; AND SITE PLAN EXPIRATION
TIMELINES

14-477

Draft 1-7/29/14

Ed. Note: The following text represents an excerpt of Articles 1, 18, and 19 of the Zoning Ordinance that
are subject to change. Words with strikethrough are proposed for repeal. Words that are boldfaced
and underlined are proposed for enactment. Existing ordinance language that is not included here is not
implied to be repealed simply due to the fact that it is omitted from this excerpted text.

ARTICLE 1
DEFINITIONS

1-2-46 GROUP HOME: As defined within §15.2-2291, Code of Virginia (as amended), a
residential facility for which the Department of Mental Health, Mental Retardation, and
Substance Abuse services of the Commonwealth is the licensing authority; and, in which
no more than eight (8) mentally ill, mentally retarded or developmentally disabled
persons reside, with one or more resident eeunselers or ether nonresident staff
persons, as residential occupancy by a single family. Mental illness and developmental
disability shall not include current illegal use of or addiction to a controlled substance as
defined within §54.1-3401, Code of Virginia (as amended).

ARTICLE 18

GENERAL PROVISIONS
SECTION 18-10. ACCESSORY USES AND STRUCTURES.

18-10-10 Temporary Family Health Care Structures

A. For the purposes of this Section:

1. “Caregiver” means an adult who provides care for a mentally or physically

impaired person within the Commonwealth. A caregiver shall be either
related by blood, marriage, or adoption to or the legally appointed

guardian of the mentally or physically impaired person for whom he is
caring.

2. "Mentally or physically impaired person” means a person who is a
resident of Virginia and who requires assistance with two or more
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activities of daily living, as defined in § 63.2-2200, Code of Virginia, as
certified in a writing provided by a physician licensed by the
Commonwealth.

3. "Temporary family health care structure” means a transportable
residential structure, providing an environment facilitating a caregiver's
provision of care for a mentally or physically impaired person, that (i) is
primarily assembled at a location other than its site of installation; (ii) is
limited to one occupant who shall be the mentally or physically impaired
person or, in the case of a married couple, two occupants, one of whom is
a mentally or physically impaired person, and the other requires
assistance with one or more activities of daily living as defined in § 63.2-

2200, Code of Virginia, as certified in writing by a physician licensed in the
Commonwealth; (iii) has no more than 300 gross square feet; and (iv)
complies with applicable provisions of the Industrialized Building Safety
Law and the Uniform Statewide Building Code. Placing the temporary
family health care structure on a permanent foundation shall not be

required or permitted.

Temporary family health care structures shall be permitted as an accessory use in
LR, MR, HR, HR-1, RB-1, RO-1, B-1, and PUD districts as a permitted accessory use
to an existing single family residential use. Such structures shall be (i) for use by a

caregiver in providing care for a mentally or physically impaired person and (ii) on
property owned or occupied by the caregiver as his residence.

Only one family health care structure shall be allowed on a lot or parcel of land.

Any person proposing to install a temporary family health care structure shall first
obtain a permit from the Administrator.

The Administrator may require that the applicant provide evidence of compliance
with this section on an annual basis as long as the temporary family health care

structure remains on the property. Such evidence may involve the inspection by
the Administrator of the temporary family health care structure at reasonable

times convenient to the caregiver, not limited to any annual compliance

confirmation.

Any temporary family health care structure installed pursuant to this Section may
be required to connect to any water, sewer, and electric utilities that are serving
the primary residence on the property and shall comply with all applicable
reguirements of the Virginia Department of Health.

83



&

T

=

No signage advertising or otherwise promoting the existence of the structure shall
be permitted either on the exterior of the temporary family health care structure
or elsewhere on the property.

Any temporary family health care structure installed pursuant to this Section shall
be removed within 60 days of the date on which the temporary family health care

structure was last occupied by a mentally or physically impaired person receiving

services or in need of the assistance provided for in this section.

The Administrator may revoke the permit granted pursuant to subsection D if the
permit holder violates any provision of this section. Additionally, the

Administrator may seek injunctive relief or other appropriate actions or

proceedings in the circuit court of that locality to ensure compliance with this

section.

Any proposed temporary health care structure must meet the same location,
setback, lot coverage requirements and limitations set forth in this Article for

other accessory structures.

SECTION 18-19. HOME OCCUPATIONS.

18-19-3 The operation of a family day home may occur as an accessory and subordinate use to
a residence grovnded the following: -fer—net—twe—thaﬁ-iwe-(—s-)-ehddﬁen-mau-be

A family day home for not more than five (5) children shall be considered as

residential occupancy by a single family; and, therefore does not require a
Certificate of Home Occupation.

A family day home serving six through twelve children, exclusive of the provider’s

own children and any children who reside in the home, shall obtain a Certificate of

Home QOccupation and shall be licensed by the Virginia Department of Social
Services, provided the following:
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Prior to the issuance of a Certificate of Home Occupation for a family day
home serving six through twelve children, the applicant shall send a notice
developed by the Administrator to each adjacent property owner by
registered or certified mail, and shall provide proof to the Administrator of
the completion of such mailings.

™

If the Administrator receives no written objection from a person so
notified within thirty (30) days of the date of sending the letter and

determines that the family day home otherwise complies with the
provisions of this Ordinance, the Administrator may issue the permit

sought.

Lod

Any applicant denied a permit through this administrative process may

request that the application be considered by City Council after a hearing
following public notice per Section 23-7-1 of this Ordinance.

>

Upon such hearing, City Council may, in its discretion, approve the permit,

subject to such conditions as agreed upon by the applicant and the
locality, or deny the permit.

C. No family day home shall care for more than four children under the age of two,
including the provider’s own children and any children who reside in the home,
unless the family day home is licensed or voluntarily registered.

D. A family day home where the children in care are all grandchildren of the provider
shall not be required to be licensed or obligated to obtain a Certificate of Home

Occupation.
ARTICLE 19
SITE PLAN REQUIREMENTS
SECTION 19-7. SITE PLAN TERMINATION OR EXTENSION.

19-7-1 An approved site plan shall expire and become null and void if no building permit has

been obtained for the site in twelve-{12}-menths five (5) years after the final approval
unless otherwise provided for in the Code of Virginia.
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PROPOSED CITY COUNCIL AGENDA ITEM

~_ _CITY OF WINCHESTER, VIRC

Py 2N
B gy‘ .'ILJ_&‘J

CITY COUNCIL MEETING OF;_09/23/14 (work session) CUT OFF DATE: 9/17/14

10/14/14 (1* readin 11/11/14 (2™ reading/Public Hearmg)
RESOLUTION _  ORDINANCE X PUBLIC HEARING X

ITEM TITLE:

RZ-14-490 AN ORDINANCE TO REZONE 7.7076 ACRES OF LAND AT 940 CEDAR CREEK FROM HIGHWAY
COMMERCIAL (B-2) DISTRICT WITH PLANNED UNIT DEVELOPMENT (PUD) DISTRICT OVERLAY AND

PARTIAL CORRIDOR ENHANCEMENT (CE) DISTRICT OVERLAY TO HIGHWAY COMMERCIAL (B-2) DISTRICT WITH
CORRIDOR ENHANCEMENT (CE) DISTRICT OVERLAY.

STAFF RECOMMENDATION:
Approval

PUBLIC NOTICE AND HEARING:
Public hearing for 11/11/14 Council mtg

ADVISORY BOARD RECOMMENDATION:
Planning Commission recommended approval subject to proffers.

FUNDING DATA: N/A

INSURANCE: N/A

The initiating Department Director will place below, in sequence of transmittal, the names of each
department that must initial their review in order for this item to be placed on the City Council agenda.

INITIALS FOR  INITIALS FOR

DEPARTMENT APPROVAL DISAPPROVAL DATE
1. Zoning & Inspections Anmg al l7/ {
6 } /,
2. City Attorney W 7/ e %

3. City Manager %/ ] (Q QQ{D(' 20{4'

4. Clerk of Council

Initiating Department Director’s Signature: L j ¥ —o 77/_/_7(/ j

(Planning Dept)

/
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CITY COUNCIL ACTION MEMO

To: Mayor and Members of City Council

From: Tim Youmans, Planning Director
Date: September 17, 2014
Re: RZ-14-490

THE ISSUE:

Rezoning a 7.7076-acre tract from Highway Commercial (B-2) District with Planned Unit
Development (PUD) District overlay and partial Corridor Enhancement (CE) district to Highway
Commercial (B-2) District with Corridor Enhancement District Overlay. The PUD overlay would
no longer exist and the existing CE overlay would be restored to the entire property. The revised
proffers now specifically call for an assisted living and skilled nursing facility at this site.

RELATIONSHIP TO STRATEGIC PLAN:
Goal 2: Create a more livable city for all.
Vision 2028 (Principle 5) - Great neighborhoods with a range of housing choices.

BACKGROUND:
See attached staff report.

BUDGET IMPACT:
N/A

OPTIONS:
> Approve subject to latest version of proffers.
> Deny (must state reasons for denial in the motion- e.g. “inconsistent with Comp Plan”).

RECOMMENDATIONS:
Planning Commission recommended approval subject to the 09-11-14 version of proffers.

87



City Council Work Session
September 23, 2014

RZ-14-490 AN ORDINANCE TO REZONE 7.7076 ACRES OF LAND AT 940 CEDAR CREEK GRADE FROM
HIGHWAY COMMERCIAL (B-2) DISTRICT WITH PLANNED DISTRICT DEVELOPMENT (PUD) OVERLAY AND
PARTIAL CORRIDOR ENHANCEMENT (CE) DISTRICT OVERLAY TO HIGHWAY COMMERCIAL (B-2) DISTRICT
WITH CORRIDOR ENHANCEMENT (CE) DISTRICT OVERLAY

REQUEST DESCRIPTION

The applicant is requesting to again change the underlying and overlay zoning of a large tract of mostly
vacant land at the western limits of the City along the north side of Cedar Creek Grade. This request
would change the zoning from B-2/PUD with proffers and some Corridor Overlay along Cedar Creek
Grade frontage to B-2 with proffers and full CE overlay zoning restored. The prior rezoning last year (RZ-
13-500) rezoned the tract from RO-1/CE to B-2/PUD (and some CE) subject to proffers.

The proposal restores the Corridor Enhancement (CE) overlay zoning to the entire tract from the scaled
back current extent which only applies to the first 125 feet back into the site from Cedar Creek Grade.
The request proposes to eliminate any Planned Unit Development (PUD) overlay zoning across the site.
Therefore, no Development Plan depicting building layout, building elevations, floor plans, etc. are
available for scrutiny as part of the rezoning evaluation. The revised proffers now specifically call for an
assisted living and skilled nursing facility. Therefore, the Commission and Council can evaluate the
request with the knowledge that no other use permitted in the B-2 District could be situated there.

If the rezoning request included PUD overlay, it would permit the construction of up to 139 apartment
units, assuming that the overlay Planned Unit Development (PUD) provisions and Corridor Enhancement
(CE) provisions are met. The current conditional B-2/PUD zoning was conditioned upon a Conceptual
Site Layout Plan depicting 132 apartment units in 5 three-story buildings and 2 four-story buildings. A
separate two-story mixed use with offices on the ground floor and 1-bedroom apartments on the
second floor was approved near the Cedar Creek Grade frontage of the site. Recreational amenities
included 2 proposed bocce ball courts out close to Cedar Creek Grade available for use by the occupants
only and a perimeter walking trail with exercise stations that would be available to the public for at least
2 years. There were also some exercise stations toward the interior of the site.

AREA DESCRIPTION = ey e i S
-l > v =

The subject parcel contains a vacant single-family e K3 "-g /s
residence and some agricultural structures. Theone |17~ e ’r"ﬁ?‘ :5
residentially used property immediately to the east is b = & o _""“'_‘,‘ ,.3;%? 5%“" .
zoned RO-1 district. Along with numerous other gpan ot L e fp;" o 'u"”'ti&
properties throughout the City, that property was £A4 Ve '.&;”h;} g@ﬁtﬁ’
rezoned by the City (i.e. not at property owner | LS S I g%; g;,
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then viewed as undesirable multifamily rental e J s e
housing. Land to the north and further to the east is o e B = /Jf Sty
zoned HR and contains multifamily development as {J&"* ok 4 Ao A2 SR Y
well as townhouse development. Land to the south [l ¥ % o ot ol Tg I

gl A oy ¥

{ ﬁ £ i '. 3 4

88



fronting along Cedar Creek Grade is also zoned HR and contains single-family residences.

Land to the west is situated in Frederick County. The adjoining Frederick County parcel owned by
Greystone Properties, LLC was conditionally rezoned from Rural Areas (RA) to Residential Planned
Community (R4) by Frederick County along with other properties including a larger tract owned by
Miller & Smith about five years ago. The 360-acre Willow Run project is slated for 1,390 residential units
as well as 36 acres of commercial uses. The Greystone Properties portion of the larger Willow Run
project is primarily single-family attached (i.e. townhouse) residential and age-restricted housing. It
includes a spine road (Birchmont Dr) that connects Cedar Creek Grade with the extension of Jubal Early
Drive to the north. That connection is required to be built prior to the 200th residential permit being
issued. A public street connection to Cidermill Lane from the County spine road is also part of the
approved Willow Run project. Cidermill Lane is currently being extended to the County line as part of
the last phase of the Orchard Hill townhouse development.

COMMENTS FROM STAFF

In a letter (see attached) to the Planning Director dated September 15, 2014, Mr. Timothy Painter of
Painter-Lewis PLC, applicant for the owner (Mr. Scott Rosenfeld-Cedar Creek Place LLC), has provided a
revised proffer statement explaining the proposed rezoning, specifying the proposed commercial use as
a nursing home and assisted living facility (approx. 120 beds), a trip generation report of the proposed
use, and details of the entrance location for the site. The applicant also provided an original Proffer
Statement dated August 4, 2014. The Proffer Statement is addressed further below in the comments
from staff.

Comprehensive Plan Consistency

The Character Map contained in the adopted Comprehensive Plan calls for a Commerce
Revitalization/Infill in this area and for the connection of Stoneleigh Drive to Cedar Creek Grade.

The Cedar Creek Grade corridor has undergone considerable change over the past 25 years from being
primarily single-family development along a two-lane roadway to becoming a mixed use corridor served
by a four-lane arterial. A number of sites that were rezoned to RO-1 by the City in the 1990’s were
subsequently rezoned on a conditional basis to Highway Commercial (B-2) by private developers. These
conditional B-2 rezonings often included restrictions on commercial uses. This effort includes the two
lots along the south side of Cedar Creek Grade across from the east end of the subject property where
two large office buildings are situated today. Corridor Enhancement (CE) overlay zoning was established
along Cedar Creek Grade in 2006.

Potential Impacts & Proffers
Since this is a conditional rezoning request, the applicant has voluntarily submitted proffers to mitigate
potential impacts arising from the rezoning of the property from B-2 (PUD/CE) to B-2 (CE). The August 4,
2014 Proffer Statement and the September 11, 2014 revision to it is structured to address six areas
under the heading of Site Planning improvements. These are: Proposed Use; Street Improvements;
Street Access and Interior Site Circulation; Site Development; Landscaping and Design; and, Storm Water
Management. Unlike the current B-2(PUD) zoning, there is no paragraph of the Proffer Statement that
binds the developer to develop the site in accordance with a particular conceptual site layout plan
exhibit.
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The applicant has not conducted an updated Fiscal Impact Analysis and a Traffic impact Analysis, but an
updated trip generation study was prepared and submitted to the City on September 15, 2014. These
are two studies that can be required by the Planning Commission for a PUD rezoning application per
Sections 13-4-2.2k and | of the Zoning Ordinance, but not when a non-PUD rezoning is submitted.

Fiscal Impacts
Since the proposed B-2 zoning without PUD overlay does not permit residential use, it is unlikely that

the commercial development would have a negative fiscal impact on the City. The applicant notes in his
August 4, 2014 letter that: “This development of this site, as a result of this rezoning, will have a positive
impact on the City of Winchester and it generally conforms to the Comprehensive Plan for this area.”
Staff does not believe that an updated Fiscal Impact Analysis is needed since the proposed nursing
home/assisted living use in the B-2 district would not generate school-aged population.

Traffic Impact Analysis
A Traffic Signal Warrant Study was submitted with the prior rezoning request on 9/9/13 to the Planning
Director and to the Public Services Director, Perry Eisenach. The Warrant Study concluded that a traffic
signal would not be warranted at the proposed intersection of Cedar Creek Grade and the extension of
Stoneleigh Drive, even if situated opposite of the existing Cedar Creek Grade/Stone Ridge Rd
intersection. The Public Services Director reviewed the study and agreed with the findings.

The previous Traffic Signal Warrant Study included an analysis of Trip Generation based upon four
different Development Scenarios. If the 7.7076 acres were developed with by-right office development
consisting of upwards of 120,000 square feet of medical-dental office development, then it would
generate 424 trips in the PM Peak Hour and an ADT volume of 4,692 trips (over 3 times the amount of
traffic generated by the development proposed with the current rezoning that was approved for the 132
apartment units).

The updated trip generation analysis indicates that the nursing home/assisted living facility would
generate fewer trips than the current zoning for the 132 apartments as well as lower counts than what
the previous RO-1 zoning would allow for office development. Generally the average trips per weekday
is estimated to be a 282 trips, with weekday morning peak hours having 21 trips and a weekday
afternoon peak of 27 trips. For Saturdays, it is estimated to have 250 trips per day, with the peak hour of
50 trips. For Sundays, it is estimated to have 240 trips per day, with the peak hour of 41 trips.

Proffer #2 proposes to include a private extension of Stoneleigh Drive connecting to Cedar Creek Grade
at an unsignalized intersection located approximately 240 feet west of the Harvest Drive intersection.
This new location is where the existing driveway into the adjoining Horton property is currently located.
That driveway would be eliminated under the proposal and a connection to the Horton property would
be provided from a point internal to the subject development site north of the existing Horton residence
closest to Cedar Creek Grade.

The proposed street location minimizes impacts on the Harvest Drive neighborhood and provides for an
indirect connection to the public portion of Stoneleigh Drive in the Orchard Hill neighborhood. it also
provides for good sight distance to the west. It will, however, require the granting of an exception by
City Council to allow for the new private street to be situated within 300 feet of the existing Harvest
Drive intersection.
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Alterations were made to traffic flow on Cedar Creek Grade at Stoneridge Rd intersection after VDOT
had widened the road from two lanes to four lanes in 1993. The alteration decreased the capacity of
Cedar Creek Grade by converting one of the two eastbound lanes and one of the two westbound lanes
approaching Stoneridge Rd into right-turn and left-turn lanes respectively. That change essentially
reduced Cedar Creek Grade down to a single through lane eastbound and westbound at that one
location.

Stoneleigh Drive would connect to the privately-owned portion of Stoneleigh Drive serving the existing
Summerfield Apartment development. Summerfield Apartments were approved with improved access
only to the north connecting with the public portion of Stoneleigh Dr in the Orchard Hill townhouse
development. The developer of the Summerfield Apartment development offered to extend Stoneleigh
Drive as a public street southward to allow for an orderly extension of that street ultimately to Cedar
Creek Grade once the former Racey property was developed. Due to strong opposition from adjoining
Orchard Hill residents, City Council turned down a subdivision proposal in 1997 that would have
extended the public street, but the apartment development site plan was nonetheless approved relying
solely upon access to Harvest Drive, a Category Il Collector Street via local (Category |) streets within the
Orchard Hili development.

In Proffer #3, the applicant has proffered access to the site from Cedar Creek Grade roadway at
approximately the same location as the current private entrance of the Horton property. The existing
entrance shall be removed and become a joint entrance for Horton property and the nursing home
facility. The entrance shall consist of VDOT standards for commercial entrances.

As noted above, the Comprehensive Plan cails for the orderly extension of roadway connecting the
Summerfield and Orchard Hill neighborhoods to Cedar Creek Grade. This allows for improved traffic flow
and improved service delivery for City services such as fire and rescue, police, school buses, and refuse,
yard waste, and recycling pickup. It also implements the New Urbanism principle of an interconnected
grid street network advocated in the Comprehensive Plan and avoids undesirably long an inefficient
single-access point development typical of 1960’s — 1990's suburban sprawl. Total traffic on any one
street is reduced since residents do not have to drive through other neighborhoods to get to the major
streets in the City. In Proffer #2, the applicant is also proffering traffic calming measures along the
proposed private roadway.

Site Development and Buffering
In Proffer #4, the applicant has proffered minimum separations between buildings and off-street parking

areas. Proffer#4 also notes that the project will generally conform to the Corridor Enhancement (CE)
District criteria and provides descriptions of the exterior building materials and roofing material to be
used. Proffer #5 provides information about the landscaped buffers, including evergreen trees required.
Upright evergreen screening consisting of a hedgerow or staggered double row of evergreens is
proffered along the west, north and east perimeter of the site including the boundary adjoining the
Horton property to the east. Proffer#5 also notes that green space and landscape buffering shall be
enhanced and defined more in future conceptual documents as part of the conditional use permit
process. The applicant is no longer proposing a 5-foot wide walking trail with exercise stations that
would have become part of the local trail system “for use by the residents.” The trails had been
proposed for public use for at least a 2-year period, but then evaluated such that they may have become
restricted from use by the public.
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Storm water Management
Proffer #6 addresses the impacts of storm water management and the applicant’s measures to mitigate

the potential impacts. A detailed storm water analysis would be generated by the applicant and
reviewed by the City at the time of site plan. On sheet RZ2 of the applicant’s proposed Development
Plan layout, two large underground storm water management systems are depicted.

Project Phasing
Proffer #4 addresses the project phasing which will be constructed in one phase.

RECOMMENDATION

At their September 16, 2014 meeting, the Planning Commission forwarded RZ-14-490 to City Council
recommending approval of the rezoning as depicted on an exhibit entitled “Rezoning Exhibit RZ-14-490,
Prepared by Winchester Planning Department, September 2, 2014” because the proposed B-2 (CE)
zoning facilitates the connection of Stoneleigh Drive to Cedar Creek Grade, and provides for commercial
space in support of the Commerce Revitalization/Infill character designation in the Comprehensive Plan.
The recommendation is subject to adherence with the revised submitted proffers dated September 11,
2014.
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AN ORDINANCE TO REZONE 7.7076 ACRES OF LAND AT 940 CEDAR CREEK GRADE FROM HIGHWAY
COMMERCIAL (B-2) DISTRICT WITH PLANNED DISTRICT DEVELOPMENT (PUD) OVERLAY AND PARTIAL
CORRIDOR ENHANCEMENT {CE) DISTRICT OVERLAY TO HIGHWAY COMMERCIAL (B-2) DISTRICT WITH

CORRIDOR ENHANCEMENT (CE) DISTRICT OVERLAY
RZ-14-490

WHEREAS, the Common Council has received an application from Painter-Lewis, PLC on behalf
of Cedar Creek Place, LLC to rezone property at 940 Cedar Creek Grade from conditional Highway
Commercial District with Planned Unit Development District overlay and some Corridor Enhancement
District overlay to conditional Highway Commercial District with Corridor Enhancement District overlay;
and,

WHEREAS, the Planning Commission forwarded the request to Council on September 16, 2014
recommending approval of the rezoning as depicted on an exhibit entitled “Rezoning Exhibit RZ-14-490,
Prepared by Winchester Planning Department, September 2, 2014” because the proposed B-2 (CE)
zoning facilitates the connection of Stoneleigh Drive to Cedar Creek Grade and provides for commercial
space in support of the Commerce Revitalization/Infill character designation in the Comprehensive Plan.
The recommendation is subject to adherence with the submitted proffers dated August 4, 2014 and
revised September 11, 2014; and,

WHEREAS, a synopsis of this Ordinance has been duly advertised and a Public Hearing has been
conducted by the Common Council of the City of Winchester, Virginia, all as required by the Code of
Virginia, 1950, as amended, and the said Council has determined that the rezoning associated with this
property herein facilitates the connection of Stoneleigh Drive to Cedar Creek Grade and provides for
commercial space in support of the Commerce Revitalization/Infill character designation in the
Comprehensive Plan.

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT ORDAINED by the Common Council of the City of Winchester, Virginia
that the following land is hereby rezoned from the existing zoning designation of conditional Highway
Commercial District with Planned Unit Development District overlay and some Corridor Enhancement
District overlay to conditional Highway Commercial District with Corridor Enhancement District overlay:

7.7076 acres of land at 940 Cedar Creek Grade as depicted on an exhibit entitled “Rezoning Exhibit RZ-
14-490 Prepared by Winchester Planning Department, September 2, 2014”.

BE IT FURTHER ORDAINED by the Common Council of the City of Winchester, Virginia that the

rezoning is subject to adherence with the submitted proffers dated August 4, 2014, and revised
September 11, 2014.
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PAINTER-LEWIS, P.L.C.

CONSULTING ENGINEERS
817 Cedar Creek Grade, Suite 120 Tel.: (640) 662-5792
Winchester, Virginia 22601 Fax.. (540) 662-5793

September 15, 2014

Mr. Timothy P. Youmans. Director of Planning
City of Winchester. Virginia

15 N. Cameron Street

Rouss City Hall

Winchester, Virginia 22601

Re: Cedar Creek Place Commercial Development
940 Cedar Creek Grade
Winchester, Virginia
Tax Map: 249-01-2
Rezoning Application

Dear Sir:

Pursuant to the concerns raised during the Planning Commission work session, the project
has been reviewed with the owner and developer; and subsequently, the proffer statement has
been revised to address these concerns. Accordingly, the proposed use has been specified and the
accompanying trip generation has been provided. The entrance location has been included as part
of the revised proffer statement, as well. The project shall be built as one phase and the green
space and landscape buffering shall be defined with future submittals.

We request that you and the Planning Commission consider these revisions with the current
rezoning request and act accordingly at the Planning Commission meeting on Tuesday.
September 16, 2014.

Thank you for your attention to this matter. If you would have any questions or would
require further information please do not hesitate to contact me.

Sincerely,

At A=

Tirp'olhy/ Painter. P. E.

Page |
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CEDAR CREEK PLACE
COMMERCIAL COMPLEX
REZONING REQUEST PROFFER
(Conditions for this Rezoning Request)

Tax Map Number: 249-01-2
Owner: Cedar Creek Place, L.L.C.
Applicant: Painter-Lewis, P.L.C.

August 4, 2014
(Revised: September 11, 2014)

Property Information

The undersigned applicant hereby proffers that in the event the Council of the City of Winchester
(Council) shall approve the rezoning of 7.7076 acres from Highway Commercial District (B-2) with a
Planned Unit Development District (PUD) overlay and maintaining the Corridor Enhancement District
(CE) along Cedar Creek Grade for 125’ from the right-of-way line into the parcel to Highway Commercial
District (B-2) with full Corridor Enhancement District, then development of the subject property shall be
done in conformity with the terms and conditions as set forth herein, except to the extent that such terms
and conditions may be subsequently amended or revised by the applicant and such be approved by the
Council in accordance with Virginia law. In the event that such rezoning is not granted, then these proffers
shall be deemed withdrawn and have no effect whatsoever. These proffers shall be binding upon the
applicant and their legal successor or assigns.

Any and all proffers and conditions, accepted or binding upon the aforementioned property, as a condition
of accepting these proffers, shall become void and have no subsequent affect.

Site Planning Improvements
The undersigned applicant, who is acting on behalf of the owners of the above described property, hereby

voluntarily proffers that, if the Council of the City of Winchester approves the rezoning, the undersigned
will provide:

1. Proposed Use:

% If this rezoning is accepted, the proposed use shall be limited to a fully staffed
Nursing Home and Assisted Living Facility with approximately 120 total beds for
these combined services. Generally, this development shall consist of one large
nursing home building with up to three detached assisted living facilities proposed
along the periphery of the site around the main building. This main building will
be centrally located on the site.

Page |
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CEDAR CREEK PLACE COMMERCIAL COMPLEX
Rezoning Request Proffer

2. Street Improvements:

9,
0.0

K/
L X4

Design and construction of approximately 1120 feet of Private Street from the
existing Cedar Creek Grade Right-of-Way to the private street section of Stoneleigh
Drive in the Summerfield Luxury Apartment Complex to the north of this property.
Traffic calming measures shall be installed along this private street section to lessen
the adverse effects of traffic in the proposed development.

3. Street Access and Interior Site Circulation:

\C
o

Access 10 the site shall be provided from the Cedar Creek Grade roadway. The
entrance shall consist of a standard Virginia Department of Transportation
commercial entrance that shall be installed in approximately the same location as
the current private entrance which accesses the adjacent Horton parcel. The
existing entrance shall be removed and the joint entrance shall be constructed in its
place. The Horton parcel shall access Cedar Creek Grade through a driveway and
drive aisles via the nursing home facility that will be constructed as part of the
nursing home site development.

Access for this site shall be provided via interior driveways and drive aisles which
connect to the proposed private street section to provide the needed access to
Cedar Creek Grade Roadway.

4. Site Development:

\/
o

This development shall be constructed in one phase. The street connections, drive
aisles, parking, utilities, related service utilities, etc. shall all be done as part of the
initial construction process.

A minimum separation distance of twenty feet (20°) shall be maintained between
the building lines of the buildings and the face of curb of the adjacent parking
areas.

The architectural building layouts and characteristics shall conform to the criteria
as set forth with the Corridor Enhancement portion of the zoning ordinance. The
exterior building materials shall be as follows:

e The exterior siding finishes shall be stone, masonry, stucco, EFIS. Hardi-
plank siding or a combination thereof on all buildings for the main floor
level.

o The upper level exterior finishes shall be a combination of stone, masonry,
stucco, EFIS, Hardi-plank. or vinyl siding.

e The roofing materials shall be Architectural grade asphalt shingles that will
accent the color scheme of the buildings.

The final combinations and color selections shall be determined at the time of

the site plan submittal for final review and approval.

Page 2
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CEDAR CREFK PLACE COMMERCIAL COMPLEX
Rezoning Request Proffer

5. Landscaping and Design:

% In the perimeter areas of the site where existing residential developments have
been constructed, specifically along the eastern, western, and northern boundary
lines, an opaque screen consisting of an evergreen hedgerow or double row of
evergreens shall be constructed.

% Green space and landscape buffering shall be enhanced to the greatest extent
possible and shall be indicated on the conceptual documents that are required on
the Conditional Use documents.

6. Storm Water Management:

% All storm water management and storm water quality facilities shall be installed
underground in accordance with the standards and specifications of the
Winchester Public Works Department. These facilities shall be maintained by the
owner of the development and be constructed so as to secure the safety of the
public at all times.

The conditions proffered above shall be binding upon the heirs, executors, administrators, assigns and
successors in interest of the Applicant and Owner. In the event the Council grants said rezoning and
accepts these conditions, the proffered conditions shall apply to the land rezoned in addition to other
requirements set forth in the City of Winchester Code.

Respectfully submitted,

PROPERTY OWNLR

By: Date:

STATE OF VIRGINIA, AT LARGE

COUNTY OF , To Wit:
The foregoing instrument was acknowledged before me this day of , 2014,
by

My Commission expires

Notary Public

Page 3
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PROJECTED TRAFFIC VOLUME ESTIMATE

Project: Rezoning for Cedar Creek Place
Tax Map: 249-01-2
Cedar Creek Grade
City of Winchester, Virginia

Developer/ Cedar Creek Place, LLC
Owner: Mr. Scott Rosenfeld
821 Apple Pie Ridge Road
Winchester, Virginia 22603

Engineer: Painter-Lewis, P.L.C.
817 Cedar Creek Grade
Suite 120

Winchester, Virginia 22601

Timothy G. Painter, P. E.
Project Engineer

The following is a projection of the estimated trip generation
for the proposed Nursing Home use, as indicated in the proffer
statement, for the above-referenced project. This estimate has been
prepared by Timothy G. Painter, P. E. to serve as a reference for the
estimated traffic volumes produced with the full development of this
site.

I. TRIP GENERATION:
a. Use: Nursing Home & Assisted Living Care Facility
Category: Beds
Period: Weekday
T =2.3(X) + 6.07
X = 120 Beds
T = Average Trip Ends
T = 2.3(120) + 6.07
T = 282.07 => 282 Average Trips
per Weekday
b. Use: Nursing Home & Assisted Living Care Facility
Category: Beds
Period: Weekday - Morning Peak Hours
Graph:

T = 20.4 Trips for 120 Beds => 21
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II.

III.

Use: Nursing Home & Assisted Living Care Facility
Category: Beds

Period: Weekday - Afternoon Peak Hours
Graph:
T = 26.4 Trips for 120 Beds => 27

TRIP GENERATION:

Use: Nursing Home & Assisted Living Care Facility
Category: Beds

Period: Saturday

Graph: Results were off the graph (Projection)

T = 250 Trips for 120 Beds => 250

Use: Nursing Home & Assisted Living Care Facility
Category: Beds

Period: Saturday - Peak Hour of Generation

Graph:

T = 50 Trips for 120 Beds => 50

TRIP GENERATION:

Use: Nursing Home & Assisted Living Care Facility
Category: Beds

Period: Sunday

Graph: Results were off the graph (Projection)

T = 240 Trips for 120 Beds => 240

Use: Nursing Home & Assisted Living Care Facility
Category: Beds

Period: Sunday - Peak Hour of Generation

T = 0.22(X) + 14.27

X = 120 Beds

T = Average Trip Ends

T = 0.22(120) + 14.27

T = 40.67 => 41 Trips per Peak Hour
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REZONING EXHIBIT
RZ-14-490

PREPARED BY WINCHESTER PLANNING DEPARTMENT
09-02-2014

EXISTING

CONDITIONAL HIGHWAY COMMERCIAL (B-2) ZONING

WITH PLANNED UNIT DEVELOPMENT (PUD) OVERLAY

AND SOME CORRIDOR ENHANCEMENT (CE) OVERLAY
FOR 940 CEDAR CREEK GRADE

N  Zoning Overlay
Overlay
: CE- Cedar Creek

Conditional
bo drup

PROPOSED

CONDITIONAL HIGHWAY COMMERCIAL (B-2) ZONING
WITH CORRIDOR ENHANCEMENT (CE) OVERLAY
FOR 940 CEDAR CREEK GRADE

Zoning
MZONE
- B2 Highway Commercial District

| HR High Density Residential District
RO1 Residential-Office District




PROPOSED CITY COUNCIL AGENDA ITEM

CITY COUNCIL/COMMITTEE MEETING OF: August 19,2014 CUT OFF DATE:

RESOLUTION __ ORDINANCE X__ PUBLIC HEARING

ITEM TITLE: Ordinance to Grant a Permanent Easement to Taylor Pavilion, LLC within the Public
Right-of-way in Front of 121 N. Loudoun Street

STAFF RECOMMENDATION: Approval

PUBLIC NOTICE AND HEARING: N/A

ADVISORY BOARD RECOMMENDATION: The Economic Development Authority
recommends the City's approval of this Ordinance

FUNDING DATA: N/A

INSURANCE: N/A

The initiating Department Director will place below, in sequence of transmittal, the names of each
department that must initial their review in order for this item to be placed on the City Council agenda.

INITIALS FOR  INITIALS FOR

DEPARTMENT APPROVAL DISAPPROVAL DATE
1. Planning /}ll_ 7]38/}"‘£
2 <) ik
3.
4. City Attorney W ,?'/ //ﬁv/;l
5. City Manager @r SWZOM
6. Clerk of Council -

e ) ,%
- |
Initiating Department Director’s Signature: AA;\\?:\Q&“__* S 7( 24 /
ey :

Date
Economic Development Coordinator

APPROVED AS TO FORM:

RNEY e
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CITY COUNCIL ACTION MEMO

To: Honorable Mayor and Members of City Council

From: Tyler Schenck, Economic Development Coordinator

Date: 8/19/2014

Re: Ordinance to Grant a Permanent Easement to Taylor Pavilion, LLC within the Public
Right-of-way in Front of 121 N. Loudoun Street

THE ISSUE: Seeking a permanent easement from the City to Taylor Pavilion, LLC for the
columns and stairways exiting the front of the Taylor Hotel porch that encroach on the public
right-of-way.

RELATIONSHIP TO STRATEGIC PLAN: Will assist in the Common Council’s desire to
continue the revitalization of Old Town.

BACKGROUND: Granting this easement to Taylor Pavilion, LLC will halt their current
encroachment on City land and prevent potential property right dispute.

BUDGET IMPACT: N/A

OPTIONS: Council may approve or disapprove this Ordinance

RECOMMENDATIONS: City Staff recommends that the Common Council approve this
Ordinance.
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AN ORDINANCE TO GRANT A PERMANENT EASEMENT TO TAYLOR PAVILION, LLC WITHIN THE
PUBLC RIGHT-OF-WAY IN FRONT OF 121-129 NORTH LOUDOUN STREET

WHEREAS, the rehabilitation of the Taylor Hotel is complete; and

WHEREAS, the Taylor Hotel has columns and stairways on the front of the property that
encroach on the public right-of-way.

NOW THEREFORE BE IT ORDAINED, that a permanent easement is hereby conveyed to Taylor
Pavilion, LLC in and over the public right-of-way on the Loudoun Street Pedestrian Mall
adjacent to 121-129 North Loudoun Street in the areas shown on the attached drawing. The
easement will permit the placement of columns and stairs that extend on both sides and
underneath of the porch on the first floor at the Taylor Hotel; and

BE IT FURTHER ORDAINED that the easement shall be for the sole purpose of the placement of

columns and entrance steps to the Taylor Hotel. No other improvement may be placed in such
easement.
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CITY OF WINCHESTER, VIRGINIA |

PROPOSED CITY COUNCIL AGENDA ITEM

CITY COUNCIL/COMMITTEE MEETING OF: Sept. 23, 2014 CUT OFF DATE:

RESOLUTION xx [Two] ORDINANCE — PUBLIC HEARING __

ITEM TITLE: Options for Meadow Branch Avenue
STAFF RECOMMENDATION: See attached.
PUBLIC NOTICE AND HEARING: NA
ADVISORY BOARD RECOMMENDATION: NA

FUNDING DATA: See attached.

INSURANCE: NA

The initiating Department Director will place below, in sequence of transmittal, the names of each
department that must initial their review in order for this item to be placed on the City Council agenda.

INITIALS FOR  INITIALS FOR
DEPARTMENT APPROVAL DISAPPROVAL DATE

1. Planning % ‘?l/ IS'/IAf
2. Finance 9 ‘1/57 -1Y4
&
A

iy

3. Police

4. Fire 9//7// 7
Anthony C 9/19/2014

5. City Attorney Williams .

6. City Manager /é@/‘ \f'gg,ip% 20'(4

7. Clerk of Council
£ ;gaz

APPROVEDLAS TO FORM:

Fr
T 2 . 91972014

Initiating Department Director’s Signatu
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CITY COUNCIL ACTION MEMO

To: Honorable Mayor and Members of City Council
From: Perry Eisenach, Public Services Director
Date:  September 23, 2014 (Council work session)
Re: Options for Meadow Branch Avenue

THE ISSUE:  Options for Meadow Branch Avenue related to extending the street between Buckner
Drive and Amherst Street.

RELATIONSHIP TO STRATEGIC PLAN: Goal #1 — Grow the Economy and Goal #2 — Create a More
Livable City for All.

BACKGROUND: Earlier this year, City Council approved constructing a new John Kerr Elementary
School along the proposed extension of Meadow Branch Avenue between Buckner Drive and Amherst
Street. There are multiple options for City Council to consider regarding the construction of the new
roadway and how Meadow Branch Avenue should be striped.

There are two primary issues for Council to consider:

1. Design and construction of the new section of Meadow Branch between Buckner Drive and
Merrimans Lane (near Amherst Street).
2. Striping of Meadow Branch Avenue.

BUDGET IMPACT: The estimated cost of extending Meadow Branch Avenue between Buckner and
Merrimans Lane (near Amherst Street) is $4 million. Half of this cost will be paid for using State Revenue
Sharing Funds. Construction on the roadway extension is expected to begin in the spring of 2015 and the
funds for beginning the construction are included in the current FY15 budget.

Depending on Council’s decision regarding possible modifications to the existing section of Meadow
Branch, new funding may need to be included in the proposed FY16 budget for the construction of other
possible improvements.

OPTIONS: The following are the primary options for City Council to consider:

I. Construction of New Roadway (between Buckner and Merrimans Lane near Amherst Street)

Option A — Divided four-lane with center median (except just north of Buckner due to right-of-way
limitations)
Option B — Four-lane road with no center median.
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Option C — Divided two-lane road with center median.
Option D — Two-lane road with no center median.

Il. Striping of Meadow Branch Avenue

Option 1 — One travel lane in each direction, a bike lane, and on-street parking between Handley
Avenue to approximately 700 feet north of Buckner Drive (south of the new school). From this
location (approx. 700 feet north of Buckner Drive) to Merrimans Lane (near Amherst Street), the
road would be striped with two travel lanes in each direction.

Option 2 — Two travel lanes in each direction (no bike lane or on-street parking) the entire length of
Meadow Branch from Handley Avenue to Merrimans Lane.

Option 3 — No lane striping on existing section of Meadow Branch (leave as-is). The new
extension of Meadow Branch could be striped at Council’s discretion.

RECOMMENDATIONS: Staff recommends the following actions by City Council at this time:

Construction of New Roadway (between Buckner and Amherst)

Option A — Divided four-lane with center median (except just north of Buckner due to right-of-way
limitations). In addition, staff also recommends the project include:
¢ A new traffic signal at the primary (north) entrance to the new school.
Left-turn lanes at appropriate intersections.
A 10-foot wide multi-use trail (Green Circle) on the east side of the street.
A 5-foot wide sidewalk on the west side of the street.
Streetlights.
Tree plantings in the center median and between the curb and the sidewalk/Green Circle
Trail where possible.
Establish speed limit at 25 mph.
e Prohibit thru trucks.

Striping of Meadow Branch Avenue

Option 1 — One travel lane in each direction, a bike lane, and on-street parking between Handley
Avenue to approximately 700 feet north of Buckner Drive (south of the new school). From this
location (approx. 700 feet north of Buckner Drive) to Merrimans Lane (near Amherst Street), the
road would be striped with two travel lanes in each direction. In addition, staff also recommends
the following:
o All-way stops at Handley/Meadow Branch and Armistead/Meadow Branch remain in place
due to limited sight distance.
¢ A new all-way stop installed at the intersection of Buckner/Meadow Branch due to limited
sight distance.
e Maintain speed limit at 25 mph.
e Maintain thru truck prohibition.

When/if traffic volumes increase to a level in the future where one travel lane in each direction is
not acceptable, staff recommends that Council consider at that time to convert the striping to a
four-lane and install traffic signals at the Handley, Armistead, and Buckner intersections on
Meadow Branch. Consideration may also need to be given at that time to prohibiting left turns from
some side streets such as Johnston Circle. In addition, consideration will also need to be given to
creating a safe facility for bicyclists between Buckner and Handley.
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RESOLUTION

APPROVAL OF MEADOW BRANCH EXTENSION PROJECT

WHEREAS, City Council has approved the construction of a new John Kerr Elementary School that is
scheduled to open in the fall of 2016; and

WHEREAS, the construction of the new school will require Meadow Branch Avenue to be constructed
from Buckner Drive to Merrimans Lane near Amherst Street; and

WHEREAS, a preliminary design for the construction of Meadow Branch Avenue has been prepared
by the City’s consultant; and

WHEREAS, this preliminary design contains the following primary elements:

1. A roadway fully capable of providing for two travel lanes in each direction.

2. A divided center median in all locations except for a short section of the new roadway just
north of Buckner Drive where right-of-way limitations preclude the center median.

3. A new traffic signal at the primary (north) entrance to the new John Kerr Elementary School.

4. A 10-foot wide multi-use trail (Green Circle Trail) on the east side of the street with a 5-foot
separation between the curb and trail where possible.

5. A 5-foot wide sidewalk on the west side of the street with a 5-foot separation between the

curb and sidewalk where possible.

Left turn lanes at primary intersections.

Tree plantings in the center median and between the curb and Green Circle/sidewalk.

Streetlights.

Drainage improvements that meet all of the state’s new storm water regulations.

10 Establish speed limit at 25 mph.

11. Prohibit thru trucks.

© o ~NO

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED THAT: The City of Winchester Common Council hereby
approves the preliminary design of Meadow Branch Extension as presented and authorizes staff to
complete the final design drawings as required, advertise the project for bids, and complete the
construction of this project.

Resolution No.

ADOPTED by the Common Council of the City of Winchester on the ™ day of
, 2014.

Witness my hand and the seal of the City of Winchester, Virginia.
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THE COMMON COUNCIL
Rouss City Hall
15 North Cameron Street
Winchester, VA 22601
540-667-1815
TDD 540-722-0782
www.winchesterva.gov

RESOLUTION

APPROVAL OF STRIPING MEADOW BRANCH AVENUE

WHEREAS, City Council has approved the construction of a new John Kerr Elementary School
that is scheduled to open in the fall of 2016; and

WHEREAS, the construction of the new school will require Meadow Branch Avenue to be
constructed from Buckner Drive to Merrimans Lane near Amherst Street; and

WHEREAS, the construction of this new roadway will increase the volume of traffic on the
existing section of Meadow Branch; and

WHEREAS, this increase in traffic volumes will require that Meadow Branch Avenue be striped
to protect the safety of the public; and

WHEREAS, staff has presented two primary options of striping Meadow Branch Avenue for City
Council’s consideration.

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED THAT: The City of Winchester Common Council
hereby approves and authorizes staff to implement Option #1 as follows:

Option #1

A. Stripe Meadow Branch Avenue from Handley Avenue to a location approximately 700
feet north of Buckner Avenue with one-travel lane in each direction, a five-foot bike
lane, and an allowance for on-street parking.

B. Stripe Meadow Branch Avenue from approximately 700 feet north of Buckner to
Merrimans Lane near Amherst Street with two travel lanes in each direction.

C. Make the intersection of Meadow Branch and Buckner an all-way stop.

D. Maintain the existing all-way stops at Meadow Branch/Handley and Meadow
Branch/Armistead.

E. Maintain speed limit at 25 mph on existing section of Meadow Branch between Handley
and Buckner.

F. Maintain thru truck prohibition on existing section of Meadow Branch between Handley
and Buckner.
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Resolution No.

ADOPTED by the Common Council of the City of Winchester on the ™
day of , 2014,

Witness my hand and the seal of the City of Winchester, Virginia.
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City of Winchester
Issues Related to Meadow Branch Avenue Extension Project
City Staff Summary Report

9/17/14

l. Issue #1 — Construction of extension of Meadow Branch between Buckner and Merrimans
Lane (near Amherst)

A. Design Elements

The new John Kerr Elementary School will be constructed along the proposed extension of Meadow
Branch Avenue which will consist of approximately 0.6 miles of new roadway between Buckner Drive
and Merrimans Lane near Amherst Street (see Figure 1).

There are four options for Council to consider for constructing this new roadway. They are:

Option A — Divided four-lane with center median (except just north of Buckner due to right-of-
way limitations)

Option B — Four-lane road with no center median.
Option C — Divided two-lane road with center median.

Option D — Two-lane road with no center median.

The existing section of Meadow Branch is a divided roadway capable of two lanes of traffic in each
direction with a center, landscaped median. To be consistent with the existing roadway, staff has
worked with the City’s consultant, Painter-Lewis, to develop a preliminary design of the new road that is
fully capable of carrying two lanes of traffic in each direction. The proposed design was presented at the
public open house on August 28 and can be viewed online at:

https://www.winchesterva.gov/sites/default/files/documents/utilities/meadow_branch_exhibit_- final17x5.pdf
The proposed new roadway is located within an 86-foot wide right-of-way and has a landscaped center
median, except the section just north of Buckner. The existing right-of-way that was previously
approved by the City in this section is only 70-feet wide. As such, there is no room in this section for a

center median.

Other components of the proposed project include:

111



e New traffic signal at the primary entrance to John Kerr Elementary School.

e Left turn lanes at intersections.

e 10-foot wide Green Circle Trail on the east side of the street with a 5-foot separation between
the curb and the trail where possible.

e 5-foot wide sidewalk on the west side of the street with a 5-foot separation between the curb
and sidewalk where possible.

e Streetlights.

e Drainage improvements that meet the state’s new stormwater regulations.

o A small retaining wall and safety handrail is required on the west side of the street just north of
Buckner due to challenges related to drainage and the narrowed 70-foot right-of-way.

B. Project Funding

This proposed project is estimated to cost approximately $4 million and will be funded with a
combination of City funds, private developer funds, and state Revenue Sharing funds. The estimated
breakout of funding is:

Funding Source Funding Amount
City of Winchester $650,000
Ridgewood Orchard (private developer) $1,350,000
State Revenue Sharing Funds $2,000,000
Total $4,000,000

The breakout of funding is also delineated on Figure 1.

C. Public Comments

The vast majority of comments received at the open house and during the past few weeks regarding this
proposed design were very positive.

D. Project Schedule

The current schedule calls for construction on the project to begin in the spring of 2015 and be
completed by the end of 2015.

E. Staff Recommendation

Staff recommends that City Council approve the design for the project as described above and shown in
the preliminary design schematic.
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1. Issue #2 — Striping Meadow Branch Avenue

A. Primary Options

When Meadow Branch is extended all the way to Amherst, traffic volumes are expected to increase
significantly on Meadow Branch north of Armistead. Due to this increase in traffic, modifications to the
existing section of Meadow Branch may be necessary to ensure the safety of the public. The most
significant potential change would be striping the roadway.

There are three primary options that Council can consider for striping the roadway. They are:

Option 1 — One travel lane in each direction, a bike lane, and on-street parking between Handley
Avenue to a location approximately 700 feet north of Buckner (see Figure 2). From this location
north to Merrimans Lane, the road would be striped with two travel lanes in each direction.

Option 2 — Two travel lanes in each direction (no bike lane or on-street parking (see Figure 3).
Option 3 — No lane striping (leave as-is).

The most important factor in determining how the road should be striped (one lane in each direction or
two lanes in each direction) is the volume of traffic.

B. Traffic Volumes

Estimating the volume of traffic on Meadow Branch after the road is extended is very difficult because
there several unknowns. These unknowns include:

e The proposed school re-districting that will take place before the new school opens in the fall of
2016.

e The type of commercial development that will occur north of the school and how quickly that
development happens.

e Human behavior (how many motorists that currently use other routes that will choose to use
this new route).

As a first step in attempting to estimate the future traffic volumes, staff collected traffic counts on
Meadow Branch, Armistead, Breckinridge, and Merrimans in July 2014. The results of these counts are
shown in Figure 4. Staff also collected counts at the same locations in late August and early September
after school was in session. The results showed the counts collected after school started were slightly
lower than those collected in July when school was not in session.
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The primary purpose of these counts was to estimate the number of motorist that utilize the route of
Meadow Branch — Armistead — Breckinridge — Merrimans to travel to/from destinations on the west side
of Winchester. Based on the traffic counts and especially those on Breckinridge, it appears there are
approximately 4,000 vehicles per day that travel this corridor that do not live in this immediate area. It
is very possible that the majority of these motorists will choose to travel on Meadow Branch when the
road is extended as opposed to this route. A comparison of this existing route (Meadow Branch —
Armistead — Breckinridge — Merrimans) with the new route on Meadow Branch is shown on Figure 5. A
comparison of the two routes is:

Route Length
Existing (Armistead-Breckinridge-Merrimans) 1.4 miles
New (Meadow Branch) 1.0 miles
Difference 0.4 miles

As can be seen in the table above, the extension of Meadow Branch will result in a shorter distance of
travel of 0.4 miles. While factors such as traffic volumes, stop signs, traffic signals, etc. will affect the
time to travel either route, by assuming an average travel speed of 20 mph for both routes, the time
savings for the new route that is 0.4 miles shorter would be approximately 72 seconds (1 minute and 12
seconds).

There are most likely other motorists that regularly travel other routes in the City that will choose to use
this new route when Meadow Branch is extended. The big question is this: will the number of new
motorists that choose to use Meadow Branch after the road is extended increase to the point where
two travel lanes in each direction is required?

Generally, two-lane roads (one travel lane in each direction) with 12,000 vehicles per day or lower
function at an acceptable level of service. The following table shows other streets within the City that
are two-lane and four-lane and their current traffic volumes.

Existing Traffic Volumes
Other Streets

Vehicles/Day

2-lane Streets

Valley Avenue (between Bellview and Handley) 11,000
N. Loudoun (between Cameron and NCL) 8,800
Boscawen (between Amherst and Stewart) 12,000

Gerrard 8,500
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Fairmont (between Commerical and NCL) 11,000

Tevis (between Valley and Pleasant Valley) 7,200

4-lane Streets

Berryville Avenue (near 1-81) 25,000

Valley Avenue (between Middle and Weems) 20,000
Pleasant Valley (near Jubal Early) 22,000

Jubal Early (near Pleasant Valley) 20,000
Ambherst (near hospital) 19,000

The following table shows different scenarios for the possible traffic volumes (vehicles/day) on Meadow
Branch after the road is extended. “Outside traffic” consists of motorists that do not live in close
proximity to Meadow Branch.

Scenario A Scenario B Scenario C
Traffic Source 50% Increase in 100% Increase in 150% Increase in
“Outside Traffic” “Outside Traffic” “Outside Traffic”

Existing “Outside” 4,000 4,000 4,000
Traffic
Residents that Live in 2,000 2,000 2,000
Close Proximity
New “Outside” Traffic 2,000 4,000 6,000
Total Traffic Volume 8,000 10,000 12,000

From the estimates in the table above, “outside” traffic will need to increase approximately 150% from
current levels for traffic volumes to exceed 12,000 vehicles per day.

C. Intersection Considerations

Two existing intersections on Meadow Branch are all-way stops (utilizing stop signs in all directions) —
Meadow Branch/Handley and Meadow Branch/Armistead. These intersections are all-way stops due to
the limited sight distances that exist. The intersection of Buckner/Meadow Branch also has very limited
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sight distance. As such, for safety purposes, staff recommends that an all-way stop or traffic signal be
installed at the Buckner/Meadow Branch intersection when the road is extended.

The City has multiple intersections in the City that are all-way stop intersections. Only one of these
intersections, Adams Drive/Legge Blvd. has multiple travel lanes in each direction. All-way stops with
multiple lanes are very difficult for some drivers to navigate. This is definitely the case for the
intersection of Adams/Legge as there have been 20 reported accidents in the past five years, including
six accidents in 2013. Due to this high rate of accidents, this intersection should probably be signalized
in the near future.

Due to the potential safety problems that exist at all-way stop intersections with multiple lanes in each
direction, staff recommends that traffic signals be installed at the following three intersections if Council
chooses to stripe the existing section of Meadow Branch as a four-lane road: Meadow Branch/Handley,
Meadow Branch/Armistead, and Meadow Branch/Buckner. The estimated cost for these signals is
approximately $750,000 ($250,000 per intersection). Funding is not currently available for this
expenditure in the City budget, however, one-half of the cost would be eligible for possible Revenue
Sharing Funding from VDOT.

Another issue that needs to be considered is at the intersection of Meadow Branch/Buckner. Due to the
narrowed right-of-way on the north side of the intersection that will not allow for a center median, if the
existing section of Meadow Branch is striped for four-lanes, for safety purposes, the roadway on the
south side of the intersection should be reconfigured by removing all/portion of the center median of
Meadow Branch for approximately 200 feet south of the intersection so that the travel lanes line up
properly at the intersection. The estimated cost of this roadway modification is approximately
$100,000.

D. Other Considerations

There are a few other considerations that Council may wish to consider when determining how Meadow
Branch should be striped. These include:

e Highway Maintenance Funding — the City receives funding from the state for street maintenance
based on the number of lanes miles of streets. Based on current funding levels, the City would
receive approximately $13,500 per year in additional funding per year if the section of roadway
between Handley and Buckner (0.6 miles in length) is striped as a four-lane.

e Bike Users — If Option 1 (one lane in each direction) is selected by Council, a bike lane would be
provided on the street. If Option 2 (two lanes in each direction) is selected, some additional
construction would be necessary to provide a safe facility for bicycle users. This construction
could consist of widening the roadway (i.e. possibly narrowing the center median) to provide a
bike line on the street or widening the sidewalk so that it could be shared by bicyclists. Detailed
cost estimates of these options have not been prepared at this time.
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e On-street Parking — There are a few residents that live on Meadow Branch that regularly utilize
on-street parking. The majority are located between Armistead and Handley. Striping Meadow
Branch as a four-lane would eliminate all the existing on-street parking.

e  Future Traffic Volumes — Estimating future traffic volumes over a long-term period is very
difficult. Sometimes the results prove to be accurate and other times the results are very
inaccurate. The long range transportation plan completed by the MPO in 2012 estimated that
traffic volumes on an extended Meadow Branch in the year 2035 may be in the range of 20,000
— 30,000 vehicles/day.

e Jubal Early Extension — Jubal Early is still planned to be extended to Route 37 at some point in

the future. This road extension would have the potential to divert a significant amount of
“outside traffic” off of Meadow Branch.

E. Public Comments

The majority of the interest from the public has been focused on this issue — whether the existing
section of Meadow Branch should be striped as one lane in each direction (Option 1) or two lanes in
each direction (Option 2). Approximately 150 residents attended the open house on August 28 and
many provided written comments at that time. There have also been numerous written comments
received since the open house.

A total of 163 written comments were received from residents with a preference on the striping issue.
Of this total, the following was the breakout of which option these residents preferred:

Option #1: 95 (58.3% of total)

Option #2: 67 (41.1% of total)

Option #3: 1 (0.6% of total)

All of the written comments received by residents are included after this staff summary report.
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F. Pros and Cons of Each Option

The following table has been prepared that summarizes the advantages and disadvantages of each

Advantages

Disadvantages

option.
Option
#1
One Travel Lane Each Direction
Bike Lane

On-Street Parking

Lower initial cost than Option
2 as all-way stops could
continue to be utilized and
traffic signals would not be
required until such time as
the road is re-striped as a
four-lane in the future.
Provides for an immediate
bike lane (Green Circle).
Allows on-street parking to
continue.

e May be more difficult to
stripe as a 4-lane in the future
if conditions if traffic volumes

warrant the conversion.
Receive less State roadway
maintenance funds
($13,500/year).

#2
Two Travel Lanes Each
Direction
(No Bike Lane or On-Street
Parking)

Can accommodate a higher
volume of traffic. Traffic
volumes in the future may
warrant four lanes.
Receive more State roadway
maintenance funds
(513,500/year).

All-way stops on multiple lane
roadways are not considered
safe and difficult for some
drivers to navigate. Staff
recommends traffic signals at
Buckner, Armistead, and
Handley Intersections (cost of
$750k).

Would require constructing a
wider street or sidewalk for
bike users (Green Circle).
Restricts on-street parking for
the few residences that
regularly use on-street
parking.

#3
No Striping

e |Lowest cost

Least safe — can be confusing
for drivers

G. Staff Recommendation

There are pros and cons for each option to stripe the roadway and a significant amount of public
sentiment on both sides. However, because the exact timing when future traffic volumes will exceed
the capacity for a two-lane road is very difficult to predict and because staff is recommending that three
traffic signals at a cost of $750,000 be installed if and when the existing section of Meadow Branch is
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striped as a four-lane, staff recommends that Council select Option 1 at this time — one travel lane in
each direction, a bike lane, and on-street parking between Handley Avenue and a location
approximately 700 feet north of Buckner Drive. In the future, if/when traffic volumes increase to levels
where one lane in each direction is not acceptable, staff recommends that Council consider at that time
to convert the striping to a four-lane and install traffic signals at the three intersections.

Staff does recommend that the new extension of Meadow Branch be striped as a four-lane from
approximately 700 feet north of Buckner Drive to Merrimans Lane near Amherst Street.

Due to significant safety concerns, staff does not recommend that Option 3 be considered.
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CITY OF WINCHESTER

MEADOW BRANCH EXTENSION PROJECT OPEN HOUSE August 28, 2014

CITIZEN COMMENTS WORKSHEET

Revised September 15, 2014

NO. | NAME & ADDRESS: COMMENTS: option 1lopTion 2 opTion 3
1 Jimmy Dix If you go to lone lane, please leave out bike lane. It will
905 Mahone Drive make the area look very, very tacky, with the striping.
Winchester, VA 22601
2 David D. Elsea No comment; was here to represent First Christian
1856 Wayland Drive Church.
Winchester, VA 22601
3 John Zoller Keep it 4 lanes. Two lanes TOTALLY UNACCEPTABLE.
936 Breckenridge Lane X
Winchester, VA 22601
4 Colleen Zoller 1 would like to see the road to be 4 lanes.
936 Breckenridge Lane X
Winchester, VA 22601
5 Alice Burton No comment left.
524 Lanny Drive
Winchester, VA 22601
6 Kevin McKew No comment left.
12 North Washington St.
Winchester, VA 22601
7 Ed Smith No comment left.
12 North Washington St.
Winchester, VA 22601
8 Louise P. Speakman Please study stop sign at Mahone??
848 Buckner Drive
Winchester, VA 22601
9,10 |Ronnie & Kathy Ward Like: 1 lane traffic, Parking. Please consider adding stop
842 Buckner Drive signs @ Mahone Drive. XX
Winchester, VA 22601
11 Bonnie Flax As proposed fine. Please no 4-lane from Handley
795 Johnston Court Avenue to Armistead. There is no sidewalk on “Johnston
Winchester, VA 22601 Court” side. Large grade between — difficult to see
oncoming traffic to the right when making a left. No one X
stops @ the Handley Avenue stop signs (3 way).
12, 13 |Stephen & Jacquie Wheeler As you know many of us had concerns. As | go over the
931 Buckner Drive plans and see your recommendations, | am relieved of
Winchester, VA 22601 those concerns! | want to thank you for your efforts in
making this a workable project which we can be proud of
and making our city a place where people will want to
stay & come to.
14,15 |George & Victoria Henzel This plan to leave parking lane for Meadow Branch as is,
1539 Meadow Branch plus the bike trail lane, & now new stop signs, entirely
Winchester, VA 22601 meets the interests of residents on this street and XX
neighboring residential areas.
16, 17 |Tom & Kathy Bell No comment left.
1208 Rodes Court
Winchester, VA 22601
18 Bruce Santilli The planned route for the continuation of the Green
1937 Sully Court Circle is great. | would agree with Option #1 for striping.
Winchester, VA 22601 That way there is a connection for bicycles to access the X
Green Circle from Handley Avenue to Amherst.
19 Gail Pryde | like all the plans except that | think it should be 4 lanes
709 Treys Drive on the entire stretch now. It has been in the city plans
Winchester, VA 22601 that way and it is likely that in 5-10 years, traffic counts
will warrant 4 lanes-it should be done now, rather than
Also, there is little need for a parking lane on the existing X
stretch-very few cares ever parked there. Those houses
have long driveways with ample parking.
Bike Lane-good idea.
20 Nora Garber I really don't like the idea of bike lanes on Meadow
1426 Ramseur Lane Branch. We are mostly elderly people & it won't be a very)|
Winchester, VA 22601 wide driving lane with parking & bike lanes.
21 Susan Arthur No comment left.
800 Buckner Drive
Winchester, VA 22601
22,23 |Dickie & Rita Blackwell We support:
823 Buckner Drive 1. One lane in each direction.
Winchester, VA 22601 2. Leaving the present Meadow Branch Avenue, as is. XX

3. Speed Limit, 25 mph.
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NO. | NAME & ADDRESS: COMMENTS: option 1l oprion 2l opTion 3
24 M. Davis No comment left.
1425 Ramseur Lane
Winchester, VA 22601
25 Pierre Ney | suggest one travel lane each direction with Bike Lane &
1400 Gordon Place on-street parking for the entire length of Meadow Branch X
Winchester, VA 22601 extension.
26 James Lloyd Speed will be the main issue for us along road. Safety-
851 Buckner Drive with proposed extension of Green Mile-walkers-runners-
Winchester, VA 22601 cyclist-in danger.
Kids walking to school-dangerous situation.
How about speed bumps after each stop sign to
eliminate jack rabbit starts-
Green Mile on West side of Meadow Branch with
crossover at traffic light.
27 Cecil Rhodes In residential section the speed limit should remain 25
818 Mahone Drive miles per hour and remain 2 lanes not four. X
Winchester, VA 22601
28 Janet Tennyson In the current residential section that is affected by the
818 Mahone Drive proposed road change, | feel strongly that the current
Winchester, VA 22601 speed limit of 25 mph and one lane in each direction
should be retained. Every effort should be made by the
City of Winchester to preserve the pleasant quality of life
that exists today in the Downs and Early’s Green and the
other developments in the area. Prior plans where four X
lanes were indicated should be disregarded as not
relevant given these existing neighborhoods. To make a
change of more lanes will be seen as serving only
commercial and/or political interests and not the best
interest of the citizens and community of Winchester.
29 Bill Bauserman No comment left.
822 Buckner Drive
Winchester, VA 22601
30 Dee Bauserman Wish you didn’t have to have bike lanes-they're a
822 Buckner Drive nuisance for drivers.
Winchester, VA 22601 Do not do away with parking-totally unfair to owners on
Meadow Branch Avenue.
Very opposed to 4 lanes of traffic. This is a residential X
At Buckner-Meadow Branch intersection-I think the
elderly population will have difficulty with an all-way stop
sign. That's a lot of traffic lanes to deal with (even with
option #1).
31 Pam Singer Plans look nice.
1018 Heth Place
Winchester, VA 22601
32, 33 |Mike & Zelda Head Prefer 2 lanes on existing section of Meadow Branch.
739 Mahone Drive Sirens going to hospital should be limited to only when
Winchester, VA 22601 traffic demands. XX
Leave the trees & median.
No trucks.
25 mph speed limit.
34, 35 |Elizabeth & Howard Green We like option #1 and the city staff recommendations
1545 Meadow Branch Ave. very much. It addresses all of our concerns which are: on
Winchester, VA 22601 street parking, 25 mph kept, no trucks.
We like the drawings very much, particularly that there
would be a bike lane all the way to Amherst. Meadow XX
Branch is heavily used by bikes, walkers & runners.
Thank you for listening to our deep concerns and for
proposing what we wanted.
36 Lisa Ney My “council” vote is definitely for Option 1:
1400 Gordon Place *One Travel Lane each direction.
Winchester, VA 22601 *Bike Lane.
*On-street parking.
The increase in traffic with a cut-through Route 37 will
become horrendous; creating air, noise, & car traffic & X
pollution through a calm, tranquil, and family-centered
community with a wetlands park. Please vote with the
community wishes to protect our children and wetlands.
37 Robert B. Calamari Kindly send drawings of new extension.
1031 Breckinridge Lane
Winchester, VA 22601
38 Judith Masi Please: maintain 25 mph on existing & extension;
1320 Ramseur Lane maintain prohibition of thru-trucks.
Winchester, VA 22601 Please install option #1 for striping including bike lane &
on-street parking between Handley & Buckner. X

No Trucks-Very Important!
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NO. NAME & ADDRESS: COMMENTS: L e
Will there be a plan in place for dealing with displaced
wildlife during the habitat destruction phase? (rescue for
nesting birds, etc.).

39 Karen Dains 1. 1 lane, bike laned, parking. Option #1.

826 Winder Court 2. 4 way stop at Mahone? X
Winchester, VA 22601 3. No trucks.
4. 25 mph speed limit.

40 Julia F. Rockwell No comment left.
825 Winder Court
Winchester, VA 22601

41 Betty Hatfield No comment left.
817 Winder Court
Winchester, VA 22601

42 Greg Bott No comment left.
722 Mahone Drive
Winchester, VA 22601

43 Evada Teets Don't think a bike trail is needed. Has there ever been a
858 Buckner Drive true/valid survey done regarding the desire for one-I
Winchester, VA 22601 know that the last attempt turned out to be a real

“disaster”-this whole issue has been very upsetting to
many residents & we know that our property value
has/will continue to decrease —But now it is time to move
on and away from Winchester.

44 Patty Taylor 1) Please consider stop signs at Mahone/Meadow
1219 Rodes Circle  Winchester, |Branch. Downs residents have no other exit/entrance.
VA 22601

2) School zone matters (safety/security) will be
interesting as the site plan detail evolves.

45, 46 |Thomas & Patricia Lynn Like:

1401 Magruder Court -Love that Meadowbranch Avenue will remain a 2 lane
Winchester, VA 22601 street with parking and bike lane.

-25 mph speed limit.

-Prohibited trucks.

-All-way stops currently in place will remain. XX

Dislike:

The plan to have commercial zoning between the new

John Kerr Elementary School and Amherst Street

(should be all residential).

47 Edward Acker 1. Concerned about Google Maps directing thru traffic to

106 Clevenger Court Meadow Branch as a bypass to downtown.

Winchester, VA 22601 2. Concerned about the sweeping curve past the school.
Trees in median could be a visibility blocker for left- X
turners. This happens on Amherst-it looks great and |
love the trees, but they will need lower branch pruning.
3. Keep the one-lane 25 mph limit.

48,49 |Sam & Lisa Ensogna No Comment left.

1911 Wayland Drive

Winchester, VA 22601

50 Dan Troup Very important to have one lane of traffic each direction
808 Buckner Drive through entire residential area.

Winchester, VA 22601 In addition to a four way stop at Buckner, there needs to X
be a four way stop at Mahone.

51 Jane Troup Please stripe before more of the road is completed|
800 Buckner Drive Perhaps more stop signs to slow traffic.
Winchester, VA 22601 Find a way to enforce 25 mph speed limit.

52,53 |Teri & Mark Merrill Follow Option #1-definitely make this one travel lane &
765 Seldon bike path & parking. Keep speeds at 25 and enforce
Winchester, VA 22601 speeds or add speed bumps. Traffic on Jubal Early is

already a highway and no one goes the speed limit. This

is mostly a residential area with children & older people. XX
Don't give people a reason to sell homes & leave

neighborhood! Respect this neighborhood!

54 Damon DeArment | agree with the proposed Option #1 for striping of
804 Armistead Street Meadow Branch as well as all of the City Staff X
Winchester, VA 22601 recommendations listed in the summary statement.

55 Richard Bell No comment left.

119 Peyton Street
Winchester, VA 22601

56 Mary Margaret Wise Looks positive.
117 S. Washington Street
Winchester, VA 22601

57 Michael Duffy Finally!!!

1010 Armistead Street
Winchester, VA 22601

Thank you for designing the road with the

extension of the Green Circle & sidewalks.
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I know you will hear complaints from some on Heth

Place and Buckner. The reality is you will not be able to

satisfy them. Also, they should have known this day was X

coming.
Looks great and looking forward to the completion

of this much needed project.
Our vote is for Option #1 on striping.

58 Ray Woodrum New proposal looks much better. Would be nice if speed
1529 Meadow Branch limits were actually enforced. A few stop signs along the
Winchester, VA 22601 way to help control speed.

59 Rick Brown Like Option #1.

1025 Armistead Street X
Winchester, VA 22601
60, 61 |Shirley & John Prosser 1. Enforce 25 mph speed limit.
1540 Meadow Branch Ave. 2. Okay as proposed with one lane each way — if it must
Winchester, VA 22601 be built!!
3. “Traffic Calming” demands only one lane in each XX
direction from Handley Avenue to Buckner Drive.
4. Parking must be allowed on this section.
62 Marvin Goodman No comment left.
729 Treys Drive
Winchester, VA 22601
63 Ruby Goodman -Cost-new street costs.
729 Treys Drive -All children will need to be bused!
Winchester, VA 22601 Existing
-Property next to John Kerr.
-Streets.
-Children can walk to school requiring fewer buses.

64, 65 |Sam & Faith Ensogna Support Option #1-have concern about exiting Mahone
806 Mahone Drive Drive to Meadow Branch without 4-way stop or some
Winchester, VA 22601 control. Even with slower speed-traffic on Meadow XX

Branch will make it difficult.

66 David W. Look The proposed parking lanes on Meadow Branch Avenue
237 Jefferson Street (between Handley Avenue & Buckner) are unnecessary
Winchester, VA 22601 and will create a bottleneck considering it will be a major

route to the hospital for emergency vehicles. Today no
one parks on Meadow Branch. If there is a parking lane,
people will try to pass on the right to avoid slow traffic or
turning vehicles (at intersection) like they do on Millwood
Avenue (between the railroad tracks & Pleasant Valley).
Meadow Branch Avenue was designed as a four (4)
lanes its entire length. If the residents believe parking is
necessary, Meadow Branch Avenue should be widened
to accommodate the parking lane in addition to the 2
traffic lanes in each direction. The 25 mph speed limit
should be strictly enforced by the police and traffic
camera. On Jefferson, police do not enforce 25 mile
school zone. There is no school zone sign. If commuters
drive up to 40 miles/hr on Jefferson, they will also speed
on Meadow Branch. The raised crosswalks on Jefferson
only slows down a few and then they speed up on both
sides to the corner. An alternate to the additional lane for
parking could be signs that allow parking on weekends
and holiday when the school is closed and when
residents might have huge parties or other gatherings.

67 Terry Whitmire | am thrilled that this is finally going to happen. | thought it
927 Breckinridge was supposed to have been done long ago. Those who
Winchester, VA 22601 live on Meadow Branch Avenue knew when they bought

or built that this was on the original plan! Thanks.

68 R. Trorhlil No comment left.

1324 Ramseur Lane
Winchester, VA 22601

69 Jennifer T. Sorenson No comment left.
943 Buckner Drive
Winchester, VA 22601

70 Velma Whitmire So, glad it will finally happen! We have owned our lot for
927 Breckinridge 25 years and knew it was on the master plan. Thank you
Winchester, VA 22601 for this decision.

71 Patricia Jackson *At stop intersections-raise brick look raised area will
1344 Ramseur Lane slow traffic.

Winchester, VA 22601 *School slow down light.
*Directions defining 1 lane to 2 lanes & so forth.
72 Don Louque Agree with Staff recommendations. Important to maintain

769 Seldon Drive

only one traffic lane in each direction.
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Winchester, VA 22601

25 mph speed limit!!!

No through trucks!!!

Too nice a residential area to compromise safety with
high speed traffic on Meadow Branch Avenue. Even with
a 25 mph limit many vehicles will exceed that limit. Police
presence especially after initial opening will be critical.

73

Pat Louque
769 Seldon Drive
Winchester, VA 22601

This proposal seems reasonable, however | strongly
object to making the residential area on Meadow Branch
Avenue into two lanes in either direction. | implore City
Council to listen to the citizens & accept this plan.

No mention of changing the speed limit. | would like to
see it stay @ 25 mph all the way through the length of
the road.

Will trucks be limited? Another concern.

74

Martha L. Hardy
1010 Heth Place
Winchester, VA 22601

1. Given the information provided Option #1 is the best
solution.

2. We strongly support the striping of M.B. Avenue for
parking & bike lanes all the way to J.K.E.S.

3. Behind 1010 Heth Place, | would ask that the
Landscape Easement be bermed or raised behind the
wall, to allow the screening of the homes to be higher,
therefore providing more effective screening.

75

Tim Coyne
440 Miller Street
Winchester, VA 22601

Have only one lane in each direction for length of new
roadway. This will help keep speeds down, especially in
front of new school.

Add a bike lane on both sides of the roadway.

Provide for prominent pedestrian crosswalks @ Buckner
& MB Avenue and add signage for construction of Green
Circle.

Maintain prohibition of thru trucks.

76,77

Richard L. Fieo &Bobbie Fieo
1845 Handley Avenue
Winchester, VA 22601

No comment left.

78

Karen Shipp
740 Seldon Drive
Winchester, VA 22601°

Overall I'm very pleased with the plan. | question whether
the speed limit should only be 25mph (except for the
school zone). Especially before the area is fully
developed. I'm sure the residents of Merrimans Lane &
Meadowbranch will be pleased to finally have the “cut
through” traffic diverted to the new road.

79

Jim Shipp
740 Seldon Drive
Winchester, VA 22601

1. Current 25 mph speed limit on existing MB avenue
ok; believe 35 mph with 25 mph school zone would be
appropriate on new section.

2. Agree with thru truck prohibition.

3. Favor one-way stop on Handley & Jubal Early/MB
Ave and on Armistead at MB Ave. There are no sight
limitations at either; speed limit is only 25 mph ; and
traffic on Armistead will be greatly reduced when MB Ave
completed.

4. Believe traffic volume on new MB Ave will be
considerably more than 5-8,000, but | agree with striping
Option #1 initially.

5. Speed Limit on MB Ave extension should be 35 mph
with 25 mph school zone during appropriate times.

6. Agree with thru truck prohibition.

7. Requirement for traffic signal at new John Kerr
intersection very questionable; not needed at all when
there are no school activities.

8. Agree with 4-lane north of Buckner.

80

Heather Leonard
758 Seldon Drive
Winchester, VA 22601

Support Option #1.

At planned 4-way stops should consider raised
crosswalks similar to Upperville (Rt 50) to slow traffic.
Traffic stops by police are not enough to slow traffic
currently on section near Children of America and
frequently people cutting through speed 40+ mph.
Crosswalks are needed at end of Seldon Drive across to
sidewalk and a stop sign. This is particularly important for
high school traffic or anyone from the neighborhood
trying to make a left. Across the 5,000 plus cars traveling
—this needs to be done at the time the road is put in not
after the fact.

81

Mark Leonard
758 Seldon Drive

The intersection of Seldon & Meadowbranch needs a
marked (lighted) crosswalk to allow
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Winchester, VA 22601

walkers/bikers/runners to cross the increased traffic on
Meadowbranch. It will be difficult to do left on
Meadowbranch from Seldon with the increased traffic.

82

Patricia Haislip
838 Buckner Dr.
Winchester, VA 22601

No comment left.

83

Patricia Folmar
800 Armistead Street
Winchester, VA 22601

For me, as a resident in one of the most beautiful
neighborhoods in the City of Winchester, for which we
pay high (and increasing) taxes, this proposal is
unfortunate. | would not object to relocation of John Kerr
Elementary School to the proposed site if it was built on a|
cul-de-sac and, therefore, would attract only the transport
of neighborhood children, their parents, teachers and
school-related people.

Our quiet, people friendly Meadow Branch neighborhood
will, inevitably, transform into precisely the kind of traffic
ridden, public access roadway from which the residents
here have worked hard to separate themselves. The
more “difficult” alternatives to this proposal are not
impossible. The preservation of the quality of life in our
neighborhood, for which we pay dearly, is worth
preserving and protecting from the convenient, the line of|
least resistance, the expedient and the easy. This
proposal has, at its core, the interest in creating a
convenient connection from one end of town to another.
It will devalue our properties and ask us, audaciously, to
Relocation of John Kerr.....Yes!

Connection of Meadow Branch Avenue to Amherst
Street...... No!

84, 85

Gregory S. & Bambi P. Crawford
1841 Handley Avenue

Winchester, VA 22601

As residents of this neighborhood we favor option # 1.
The residential section of Meadowbranch should remain
as it is-one travel lane. This is primarily to ensure the
safety of those living on that street. We would not be
opposed to two travel lanes in each direction for the
proposed new section of Meadowbranch. However, it's
critical that the speed limit be 25 mph on all sections of
Meadowbranch Avenue —both existing and proposed
—and that the speed be properly enforced. There is
currently significant excessive speeding on Jubal Early,
just past where it turns into Meadowbranch-& Valley
when enforced, traffic travels of the proper speed, but
this is too infrequent-leading to dangerous conditions for
the many people who walk this section of the streets.

XX

86

Mark Jenkins
912 Breckinridge Lane
Winchester, VA 22601

-Support Option #2.

-This is what was originally planned for.

-If Option #1 is done-will be changed to #2 in near future
because of volume of traffic.

87

Betsy Jenkins
912 Breckinridge Lane
Winchester, VA 22601

In favor of Option #2.

When we bought our home in '96 this is what was
promised. The road will be used by many buses and
parents dropping their children off to/from school. Also,
more people will use Meadowbranch when it is a straight
shot thru town.

88

J. Thomas Kremer, Jr.
705 Mahone Drive
Winchester, VA 22601

I'm one that feels John Kerr Elementary School have
had a re-build on the existing JKES property on Jefferson
Street. But, that didn’t happen. So, we have the
extension of Jubal Early Drive and Meadowbranch, that
goes from 2 sets of 2 lane traffic (retail/business)to 1
lane traffic (residential), back to a 2 lane traffic flow
(mixed use) and the new JKES.

Living on Mahone, | travel on Meadowbranch/Jubal Early
5-6 times a day. | see the posted speed limit of 25 mph
and strictly enforced. This is a farce. How about 35-50
mph to be the norm. Not only are they speeding, which is
obvious because I've tailed some to not stopping at the
stop sign at Handley Ave, Armistead, Breckinridge,
Merrimans Lane at CVS. That's speeding and running 5
stop signs. Don't see any ticket writers.
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| thusly support Meadowbranch at 25 mph an strictly
enforced with 1 traffic lane each way from Handley Ave
to beyond Buckner, with parking on the road nearest the
home with a bike lane on the street. Mr. Iman & Mr.
Eisenach had the right plan when they prematurely lined
over Meadowbranch and had to have their idea/plan
painted over. This is the only plan that keeps our
homeowners as safe as possible and does not present
an adverse economic situation. Thank You.

89 Lyle Lumsden | like the plan for the new proposed road (Meadowbranch
1405 Magruder Court extension). | attended this session to find out what was
Winchester, VA 22601 proposed for the existing section of Meadow Branch

« ; X
Road...l endorse the “Summary of Primary Issues and
City Staff Recommendations-8-20-14."

90, 91 |Linda Ross, Tom Gibbs It looks like a fantastic plan that our City has come up

529 Jefferson Street with! We are very happy.

Winchester, VA 22601

92 Karen Brill First, | am opposed to any plan for a road through
1520 Nester Drive Meadow Branch. Two reasons primarily: (1) Safety of
Winchester, VA 22601 children in the neighborhood/residents in the

neighborhood/travelers in the neighborhood; and (2)
effect on property values especially of homes on Heth
Place, Meadowbranch Avenue, and Buckner Drive.

The road will be especially dangerous for those of us
who now enjoy a safe, pleasant walk along
Meadowbranch, Buckner Drive, & Heth Place with our
dogs. X
If I must choose an option —I would choose Option #1.
This plan should include a sufficient number of raised
speed bumps (such as near Handley High School on
Jefferson Street/and stop signs to keep traffic at 25 mph.
One lane only should also help keep traffic at 25 mph.
On most any day the “two-lane” sections of
Meadowbranch Avenue & Jubal Early Drive | observe
persons speeding and/or ignoring stop signs (at least the
traffic police will keep busy). Thank You.

93 Meenu Gopal No comment left.

1041 Breckinridge Lane

Winchester, VA 22601

94 Margaret S. Clowser It Stinks!

801 Buckner Drive

Winchester, VA 22601

95 Sherisue Barber -Prefer Option #1 with bike lane.

746 Seldon Drive -Speed from 25 to 35 mph after Buckner.

Winchester, VA 22601 Remove 4-way stops at Buckner & Armistead to allow X
traffic to flow.

*Add sidewalks to Seldon & Handley for safety.

96 Richie Pifer Turn lanes need serious adjustment for intended & future
601 Merrimans Lane uses. 3-4 car lengths are not enough.

Winchester, VA 22601 The angle that is laid out to enter the turn lane should be
more oblique. When too great like those on Amherst the
first half is non-functionable.

97 Mary Carolyn McLoughlin 1. 1would like to propose raised walkways on either side|
1223 Rodes Circle of the new school to allow children and parents to cross
Winchester, VA 22601 safely. An example of the crosswalk would be the new

walkway at Handley High School on Jefferson St. Please
consider this for safety of travel, sports & exercising
residents.

2. Add a 4-way stop at the intersection of Early’s Green
and the Downs. This is a very busy intersection and
dangerous for those entering Meadowbranch Drive.

98, 99 |Wade & Patricia Robertson Speed must remain 25 mph either 4 or 2 lane.

1034 Heth Place To walk now down the stretch on Jubal Early by the Daily

Winchester, VA 22601 Grind —Handley Avenue on with 4 lanes is treacherous. |
walk children and traffic goes way over the speed limit.
That is not the case from Armistead to Handley because
of 2 lanes-cars do not speed. Handley to Buckner and XX

the 100 yards beyond should remain 2 lanes.

My Question: Why can’t Handley to CVS remain 2 lane?
Speed limit must remain 25 mph. They go 50 now.
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100 |Dennis J. McLoughlin 4-way stop where people exit the Downs and Early's
1223 Rodes Circle Green would allow residents to safely enter & exit their
Winchester, VA 22601 neighborhood.
In one alternative, a raised sidewalk across
Meadowbranch Ave would hopefully slow traffic down to
allow safe ingress and egress to the 2 neighborhoods. |
believe one name as street on both sides of
Meadowbranch is Mahone Drive (?)

101, 102|Susan & Kurt Nyberg We are in strong support of Option #1 for striping. It's
1533 Meadowbranch Avenue best to take a conservative approach. You can always
Winchester, VA 22601 go from 2 to 4 lanes, but you can’'t go from 4 back to 2.

XX
The houses on Meadow Branch depend on on-street
parking and a bike lane would be a fantastic addition to
the neighborhood and community as a whole.

103, 104 |Michelle & Gar Sydnor 1518 |We support Option #1: One travel lane in each direction.
Meadowbranch XX
Winchester, VA 22601

105 |Kenneth W. Vorpahl 1. We have lived at Meadow Branch Ave. for over 20

1526 Meadow Branch Ave.
Winchester, VA 22601

Kenneth W. Vorpahl - continued
1526 Meadow Branch Ave.
Winchester, VA 22601

yrs.; before the Jubal Early extension. Our initial address
was Jubal Early subsequently changed to Meadow
Branch. To be more specific we live at the Meadow
Branch-Armistead intersection. My comments address
traffic safety although the parking issue is of equal
importance to many.

2. |drive on Meadow Branch and Jubal Early almost
daily. To date traffic along Meadow Branch is not a
volume problem — as substantiated by the recent traffic
study. There are two high use periods; Monday thru
Friday work related commutes when people go to work
and when they return from work. Traffic is much less
during the rest of the day and weekends. Accessing
Meadow Branch has never been a significant problem for|
us. We have not noticed a significant increase in traffic
since Jubal Early opened and we expect no significant
increase with the Meadow Branch extension.

3. My observations regarding traffic on Meadow Branch
driving toward Armistead. Here people develop an extra
lane when they line up next to each other to either turn
left or go straight. This procedure develops some
distance from the intersection and vehicles travel
essentially almost on the gutter section of the road. We
feel very uncomfortable when working our lawn area
near the road and more than once | have almost been hit|
by cars while accessing my mailbox. If Meadow Branch
becomes 4 lanes all other people living along the road
will have the same problem. Also it would be extremely
difficult to enter or exit our driveway (we share with the
Sydnor’s) if Meadow branch were a 4 lane road since
traffic on both directions would not stop at the same time
at our intersection with Armistead. The section of
Meadow Branch where we live is a residential
community— kids playing (about 26 of various ages),
dogs barking people doing yard work. This is not and
should not be a thruway.

4. Speed. | have never seen anyone drive below the
25 mph speed limit but | have seen the majority drive at
or in excess of 35 mph during my frequent driving on
Jubal Early. A second lane just enables people to pass
and to go faster. | think some people just feel that they
must go faster than the car ahead of them. Speeding
becomes a safety issue. Fast car accidents result in
greater injury and damage. One lane roads are simply

safer.
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Kenneth W. Vorpahl - continued
1526 Meadow Branch Ave.
Winchester, VA 22601

The original plan. Why have a 4 lane road? Because of
the vintage 1958 plan? Times change. There are now
more roads than in the 90s or before. More people now
use bicycles. There was supposed to be an access road
at our house to include adjacent homes (I have a 1991
plan). The original plan to have a 4 lane roadway
through a residential neighborhood with houses fronting
directly on the road with no parking was a flawed plan.
Times change and old designs can change. Wide roads
may be appropriate in commercial or high density
housing but they are not needed in Meadow Branch
residential areas. Other current road layouts seem to
work: Traffic from Jubal Early 4 lanes onto 2 lane
Meadow Branch; Valley Avenue going from 4 to 2 lanes;
Ambherst going from 4 to 2 at Medical St. There may be
more. A big mistake for the area was not extending
Jubal Early to Rt 37.

106 |Leisa Robinson Ms. Robinson’s comments & pictures are at the end of
901 Breckinridge Ln this document. X
Winchester, VA 22601

107 |Bryan Hyde Why does Meadow Branch Avenue need to be extended

1539 Ramseur Lane
Winchester, VA 22601

Bryan Hyde - continued
1539 Ramseur Lane
Winchester, VA 22601

to support the new John Kerr school? The infrastructure
for school support already exists out on Amherst Street.
Would it not be better to have support for the new school
come from an existing infrastructure already capable of
handling large amounts of commercial and support traffic
as well as school buses? Why would it not be feasible to
have entrances and exits for the new John Kerr directed
towards Amherst Street. The present school zone on
Amherst Street could be extended to include John Kerr.

Meadow branch Avenue could still be extended but
terminated at the southern boundary of the new school
property. This would keep the residential character of the
area intact, as it should be. Property from Buckner to the
southern end of the school site could still be developed
as residential, as it should be, next to a school.

Putting 5000 vehicles per day into a residential
neighborhood can only create a disaster for its residents
and will ultimately result in the destruction of some of the
best, highest tax paying neighborhoods in Winchester.
Most people who live in these neighborhoods do so,
because they are quiet, peaceful, clean and friendly.
These are not the qualities of a neighborhood hosting
5000 vehicles per day.

Even with limited traffic, problems already exist on the
current portion of Meadow Branch north of the Armistead
Street intersection. The 25 mph speed limit is not
enforced. Many people run the stop signs at Meadow
Branch and Armistead making it a very dangerous
intersection. Most are unaware that Meadow branch
Avenue north of Handley Blvd is a single lane street.
Some time ago, my own vehicle was struck by a motorist
attempting to pass illegally on the single lane section of
Meadow Branch.

The proposed tenfold increase in traffic will bring a
number of environmental problems:

Significant decrease in air quality caused by the increase
in auto exhaust pollutants. Many senior citizens live on
Meadow Branch Avenue or in the bordering
neighborhoods, and many have increased respiratory
and allergenic health problems. What will poor air quality
do for them?

We can expect an increase in noise to unhealthy levels.
Meadow Branch neighborhoods are already subject to
noise from aircraft on the Dulles glide path, aircraft on the
Winchester Airport approach and very loud MedEvac
helicopters going to and from Winchester Medical
Center. How much of an increase in noise can residents
be expected to tolerate from all this additional traffic, as
well as the attendant increase in the amounts of dust
created on a now very busy city street .
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Are there any plans for an Environmental Impact
assessment? Before proceeding further, these
environmental questions should be addressed.

108

Judith Reed
855 Buckner Drive
Winchester, VA 22601

Prefer Option #1 one travel lane in each direction, and on
street parking. Frankly it is a shame you have to ruin a
nice quiet neighborhood where we all have an
investment in our homes. This was an ideal place for
Senior Citizens. You don't have that many areas for
senior living homes!!. Our homes will depreciate from
what we purchased them.

It seem like you could have gone down one more traffic
light on Valley Avenue....out Cedar Creek Grade and
gotten on the 37 bypass to exit or continue onto your
next destination. | really don't understand your thinking.

109

John Zoller
e-mail comment

| feel that it is incomprensible that anything less than four
lanes would be considered for Meadow Branch Avenue.
The amount of projected traffic necessitates a 4 lane
road. This road is THE major east-west connector in
Winchester. Anything less than 4 lanes is ridiculously
short sighted in view of the fact that the population is this
area continues to grow. A two lane road will be
inadequate in the present and TOTALLY inadequate in
the not too distant future. At that point the families with
numerous children that park their cars on Meadow
Branch will no longer be facing this crisis because the
children will have gone to college and the spaces will no
longer be necessary. At that point, regret will have set in
because the road is inadequate and the budget at that
point will no longer support changing the road. ltis
imperative that the City Staff exercise good judgement
and plan appropriately for future growth.

110

Tracie Heglas
616 Merrimans Lane
Winchester, VA 22601

Please accept this email as my request for Striping
Option #2: Two car travel lanes in each direction.

111

Suzy Oliver
932 Breckinridge Lane
Winchester, VA 22601

| am writing to express my wish for the city to opt for
Striping Option #2 with 2 car travel lanes in each
direction. This has been the plan for years and it is what
the road is designed for. | also believe the volume of
traffic will require 2 lines once the school is built.

112

Betty Curtis
E-mail Comment

| urge city council to make this four lanes as has been
the plan. | urge you to vote for plan 2, 2 car travel lanes
in each direction.

This is an important connector road.

113

William C. Stern
E-mail Comment

| think that Option 2 (two lanes in each direction) is the
way to go on this project. | think that traffic will increase
on Meadow Branch Avenue more than expected once it
is through to Amherst St. ,and that it will happen sooner
rather than later.

114

Cheryl Crowell
710 S. Washington Street
Winchester, VA 22601

Meadow Branch Ave. should be 4-lane with bike lane
striping in both directions. There should be no parking
allowed on this street as it was always planned to be a
street to conduct traffic through town, not for private
parking use. Homes along this route should be planned
and constructed with off street parking. Bike travel is to
be encouraged and planned, and is not safe to also have
on street parking.

There should also be a minimum 5’ sidewalk planned in
both directions the whole length of the new road with a
minimum 6’ tree space between the sidewalk and the
road, preferably 10’ wide to support large canopy trees.
Large canopy trees planted along the road and in the
vegetated median supports the city tree canopy goal.

115

Curtis Thwing
E-mail Comment

Having lived in Winchester for the past 15 years, | feel
strongly that in order to keep up with the growth of a
dynamic city, insightful planning is paramount. | am very
familiar with the Meadow Branch corridor and know more
major development in the next 5 years is forthcoming in
that area. Therefore | support the notion of two travel
lanes in each direction ( STRIPING OPTION #2). | am
afraid single lanes, would only create more gridlock and
frustration resulting in the need to build dual lanes and
require more tax dollars later.

116

B. Lynn Volkmann

| prefer option #2, 4 lane striping.
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117

Lee Boppe
E-mail Comment

Lee Boppe - continued
E-mail Comment

My Wife and | support plan one. Our sole concern is
safety of ingress & egress. From Buckner to Handley
Avenue there are six (6) streets with a total of 175
houses which have no choice but to ingress and egress
onto Meadow Branch drive. Experience at Armistead
and Meadow Branch drive three (3) way stop sign shows
that many drivers are uncertain of who has the right
away. The addition of two more lanes at Handley,
Armistead and Buckner with increase traffic volume
significantly increase the risk of these intersections. If
you question that statement go to a low volume 4 way
stop sign with a total of 6 lanes at the intersection at
Legge and Adam drive.

When Meadow Branch was being developed it was
marketed to attract senior citizens even though the sub
division was not age restricted. Early Greens Home
owners association which | am knowledgeable about has
67 houses with 67% of its residence 70 years of age or
older. | suspect that our HOA is not that different from
the Downs and the Mews HOA who are our neighbors.
Senior Citizens reflects have slowed and negotiating
these traffic intersections will be more challenging.

The sub division has a high volume of people who jog,
walk and take advantage of the Green Trail. Crossing
four lanes of Meadow Branch Drive on foot at these stop
signs will not be easy. Currently the city is planning a
round about circle bringing National Ave. and Piccadilly
street together with one of the purposes is to increase
safety. Itis hoped the same consideration be given to
the Meadow Branch drive residents.

The movement of traffic is important but currently the
volume of traffic does not warrant four (4) lanes. Itis
further noted that nothing has been said about the plan
to extend Jubal Early Drive to Rt 37 which would afford
traffic a quicker and easier method to this side of
Winchester. By the time the traffic reaches the 12,000
volume the development of Jubal early may again be
back on the planning table.

Meadow Branch Drive quite frankly does not lend it self
to a high volume road. It has many streets intersection,
narrow lanes, poor vis-ability, a winding layout passing
through a residential neighborhood. Virginia Department
of Transportation chief engineer at the Edinburgh Office
advised when the Meadow Branch Sub-Division was
being planned in the late 80's that putting a high volume
four lane road through such a residential neighborhood
was a bad idea.

| greatly appreciate the city staff consideration in
recommending one lane of traffic each way. | hope that
city council will support this recommendation and provide
the same safety consideration that they have exhibited in
other areas of the city.

118

George Glaize, Jr.
E-mail Comment

We support Striping Option #2. Makes sense, will move
the traffic along and will be much safer.

The other options are not logical and will cause traffic
backups.

It's not broken, don't fix it.

Thanks

119

George Glaize, Jr.
E-mail comment

| prefer Striping Option #2. Two car travel lanes in each
direction.

120

Carolyn Glaize
E-mail Comment

| prefer Striping Option #2, Two car travel lanes in each
direction.
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121

Jennifer Bousquet
E-mail Comment

From the article | read in today's *Winchester Star
*(September 9, 2014), | understand that a flier has been
circulated by an interested group that states, "Meadow
Branch Ave. is an important connector roadway and
commuter route.” For that very reason, | agree that the
route should be striped with an appropriately-sized biking
lane, as advocated by city staff. | also agree that all-way
stops will be much easier and safer to navigate for
drivers, bicyclists, and pedestrians if the existing stretch
of Meadow Branch remains limited to two traffic lanes. If
the roadway is converted to four lanes, attention needs
to be given to upgrading safety of intersections -- and at
all costs, bike lanes are needed.

Additionally, | have read nothing in the newspaper about
bike lanes along the new stretch of Meadow Branch, and
from looking at the diagram on the City's website, it does
not appear that bike lanes are anticipated along this
portion of the road. | hope this is not the case. Certainly
the City would not want to purposely build a road that
serves an elementary school without providing a safe
bikeway! Perhaps sidewalks are planned to be wide
enough to accommodate (and welcome) both bicyclists
and pedestrians. | would appreciate knowing how
bicycles will be accommodated along the Meadow
Branch Extension.

Thank you for your hard work on this and many projects
that are so critical to the livability of our community.

122

Greg Elwood
E-mail Comment

Greg Elwood - continued
E-mail Comment

My name is Greg Elwood..we've met. | used to own and
live at 25 W Piccadilly (Joes Seak) so | am familiar with
being inconvenienced by projects/traffic flows etc. for the|
good of the many.

I now live in Whittier Acres and use the "cut thru"
Merrimans/Breckinridge/Amistead on a regular basis. So
am familiar with the traffic pattern.

Could not two of the 4 ways be eliminated there with
traffic circles that leaves only Buckner which isn't an
issue because demand coming from Buckner is very
low. Most times there would be no wait on Meadow
Branch. Traffic on Meadow Branch should flow
smoother IMO than ideas currently put forward. Is there
not enough room or do they cost too much?

| cannot imagine not building Meadow Branch as 4
lane, looking at a map of Winchester the benefits seem
quite obvious.

Reduce "cut thru" on Merrimans/Breckinridge and |
would guess Stewart and Braddock. Coming from the
west, Meadow Branch is a straight shot to 181..and the
major shopping areas. | can imagine it would only help
to alleviate traffic in the downtown areas'.

There are very few houses on Meadow Branch, |
counted 12 this morning at 6 AM with only 2 cars on
Meadow Branch, there was plenty of room in their
driveways for them both. Besides a street with parking
doesn't look as nice as a wide open BLVD..it cheapens it
IMO.

| cannot see any reason to not build a 4 lane. The
benefits of the many seem over whelming. | am not a
part of the 4 Lane group mentioned in todays Star...but |
agree with them. A small vocal group is stalling a much
needed traffic project. They knew the train was coming
when they moved near the track!!

123

Jason Robertson
E-mail Comment

| live on Breckinridge Lane, so certainly any traffic that
goes through the Meadowbranch extension only helps
reduce traffic on my street :) However, | do not support
widening the lanes to 4 for the following reasons.
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Jason Robertson - continued
E-mail Comment

First, contrary to what is claimed by supporters, the
section of Meadowbranch/Jubal Early prior to Handley
Ave is very different than the context after. Prior, all the
way from 81, there is commerical development and no
residential. Beginning at Handley, the street moves
through a residential neighborhood. Therefore | see no
reason to keep the lanes the same if the development
type is different. Related to this, there are no traffic
calming measures in place. Proponents mention
buffered landscaping. There is none. Modern planning
would incorporate a pedestrian buffer between the
sidewalks and a 4 lane street. Meadowbranch has none.
Walking on the street, already a dicey proposition if there
are speeders, would become downright inadvisable.

Secondly, I'm sure | don't need to advise City Planners
on the massive changes in urban and suburban planning
thinking that have gone on in the last 50 years since this
plan was originally put into the City Master Plan. Indeed,
the argumentation that "this has been in the plan for 50
years" seems to be the most ridiculous reason to do
anything! We should be constantly re-evaluating our
planning in light of new priorities and new thinking in the
field of urban planning, not defaulting to a plan that was
made 50 years ago! In fact | support the City's Master
Plan strategy to devise multiple routes to destinations as
being consistent with current best practice planning.
Having a parking lane has in fact been shown to be an
effective traffic calming measure, as will having all roads
in the residential section being 2 lanes.

My street and Merrimans currently support all the
proposed traffic being discussed for Meadowbranch and
| see no traffic jams, choked traffic, or catastrophes on
these two lane roads. | fail to see why this would change
if the Meadowbranch extension were to be only 2 lanes
instead of 4. Having single, large traffic thruway is
indeed a plan from 50 years ago. Generally planned
developments now try to steer away from such a plan,
favoring a grid system, as the City's own Plan document
supports.

In summary, | think widening the Meadowbranch
extension to 4 lanes is a terrible idea. Please don't
hesitate to contact me with questions :)

124

Jeff Cesnik
E-mail Comment

| wanted to take a moment to voice my opinion regarding
the proposed Meadow Branch Extension. | am a
resident of Meadow Branch, specifically Buckner Drive
with 2 little girls. Given that Meadow Branch Ave is in a
residential area, | believe that striping it for 4 lanes
represents a safety hazard. | know many people who
run/walk on MBA, and many are reluctant to do so
towards the Daily Grind where it is 4 lanes because of
safety issues. Armistead and Breckinridge have been
the major thoroughfare with only 2 lanes (albeit without a
median) and | don't recall hearing about major traffic
jams. | do not believe the traffic studies support 4 lanes,
and if MBA is striped as such it will only promote
speeding and reckless driving behavior - in a residential
area.

125

David & Christy Chandler
E-mail Comment

| wanted to share with you my and my wife's thoughts
regarding the plans for the new Meadowbranch Ave
project. In terms of background, we have lived in
Winchester since 1981. In 1994-2001, | served on the
City Planning Commission, and was Chairman for the
last two years of my second term. We spent a lot of time
looking at the issues related to East-West traffic flow in
the City in general, and specifically we looked at
Meadowbranch Ave in detail several times.
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For as long as we have lived in the City, there have been
issues related to East West traffic flow. The solution has
always been Meadowbranch Ave, and it has always
been planned as a 4-lane road, essentially passing from
the Mall area through the City to the Hospital. The idea
of having the road work as a four lane road, choking
down to two lanes for a few blocks, and then opening up
as four lanes again will hinder that vision. Once you
change the plans that have been in place for 50-years,
allowing parking along the street, etc. changing that
configuration a short time later when traffic grows will be
difficult. 1 would urge you and City Council to stick with
the plan, and make Meadowbranch Ave 4-lanes all the
way through the City.

XX

126

Dave Clarke
E-mail Comment

| hope that the City will not let a minority of people who
live along a half-mile stretch of roadway constrict traffic
through Winchester for all of us. Meadow Branch
Avenue needs to be four lanes from Amherst Street to
Jubal Early Drive.

The City is finally completing the Southern Loop close to
what was originally envisioned. When Meadow Branch
was subdivided, the road now called Meadow Branch
Avenue was designated Jubal Early Drive. In fact, |
recall that the street signs even called it Jubal Early Drive
until it was changed around 2000. The point is that the
people purchasing homes along that street knew that
such a road was to pass by the homes at some point in
the future. The same is true for those homes on Heth
Place that will now back up to that extended roadway.

| can also recall what happened on that same stretch of
roadway about five years ago when the City decided to
restripe it just as you propose in your two-lane option. It
was a fiasco that the same people complained about and
the City returned to the original striping in a matter of
days.

For those few people that are inconvenienced, many
more will be relieved of the same traffic that now wends it
way down Merriman's Lane, Breckinridge and Armistead.
The new roadway will be safer and more convenient.
Please don't create a bottleneck by squeezing four lanes
down to two for a couple of blocks.

127

Jeff Gahr
E-mail Comment

As residents of Meadow Branch located on Heth Place,
we feel compelled to write to you directly regarding the
proposal of making the Meadow Branch extension into a
four lane road. The vast majority of us in this and the
surrounding neighborhood have children and
grandchildren who frequently use the bike path lanes
when they are riding their bikes, scooters, or
skateboards. We are designed and are residing in a
residential neighborhood and we were not designed to
be a four lane thorough-fare route for more than 5,000
plus vehicles a day. Ensuring the extension is kept a
one traffic lane each direction will help ensure better
adherence to the 25 mph speed limit ensuring the
residents of every age have continued safety as
observation shows motorists tend to drive well above the
speed limit on the four lane portion of Jubal Early
between Valley Ave. and Handley Ave., but drive closer
to the speed limit on the current section of Meadow
Branch Ave. that is not striped for four lanes. Striping
Meadow Branch Avenue for four lanes of traffic would
cause major issues for the Green Circle Trail through the
residential portion of this area. Because of the
topography, the city would incur significant expense to
widen the existing sidewalk to the width required for the
trail path. Striping the road with a bike lane eliminates
the need to widen the walkway.
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Jeff Gahr - continued
E-mail Comment

We understand that Meadow Branch Avenue was
originally planned as a four lane road, however,
situations have changed substantially since that plan
was approved many years ago. The current traffic
volumes do not necessitate a four lane road, and will
likely not be needed for many years. This area is heavily
used by recreational walkers, whose safety would be
most certainly jeopardized by having a four lane road.

We would also like to endorse the option of an all way
stop-sign at Buckner as well as an all way stop at
Mahone. | would like to suggest that having an all way
stop at this intersection will help control traffic speed as it
is the only means of ingress/egress from the Downs
neighborhood on the east side of Meadow Branch
Avenue.

The proposal of having a four lane road in Meadow
Branch is ludicrous and simply hazardous and will likely
cause severe injuries and fatalities to the residents who
currently reside and will be residing here. If you
personally lived here in our neighborhood and you had
your young child riding their bike on the bike lane then
you too would understand why so many of us are
absolutely against making our neighborhood into a
transportation route only for more than 5,000 vehicles a
day. This neighborhood is one of the nicest in
Winchester and it is imperative we adhere to the safety
and property values we have grown accustomed to
having by assessing the current situation now and not
grandfathering in a proposed plan from many years ago.

128

Mabel Snyder
E-mail Comment

Option # 2

129

Scott Patnode
E-mail Comment

4 Lane the entire length due to noise considerations from
slowing and accelerating in the 2 lane section.

130

Scott Patnode
E-mail Comment

Bottom line: Meadow Branch needs to be 4 lane the
entire length.

Discussion: If we make it 4 lane east of Handley and 4
lane west of Bucknell. but two lane between them, we
create two choke points where traffic moves from two to
single lane traffic. This will create back-ups and increase
noise levels through this area as cars and light trucks
slow down and accelerate. If the traffic stays 4 lane
throughout this stopping and starting is reduced except
for the intersections. Traffic enforcement will be critical,
however, as this could easily turn into a 40 mph route.

131

John Conrad
E-mail Comment

Thank you for encouraging our community to weigh-in on
the composition of Meadow Branch Avenue.

Trip counts are a way of measuring the road use which in
turn is used to determine the design of the road. The trip
counts computed by the City of Winchester's traffic
counters on Meadow Branch, Armistead, and
Breckinridge clearly indicate that the vehicle count on
these roads that was projected 20 years ago simply have
not materialized. The growth rate of Frederick County
and the City projected for the next 16 years (to 2030) is
modest. There is not any evidence that provides a
compelling reason why a four lane Meadow Branch from
Valley Avenue to Amherst is warranted. It is understood
that the Comp Plan specifies a four lane road and it does
make sense that four lanes be built with the extension,
but that does not warrant a four lane use.

The Staff has analyzed the current use and determined
that until there is a substantial increase in traffic on
Meadow Branch that the existing road will be striped for
one lane in each direction, allowing for a bike and
parking lane. Based on the traffic count this arrangement
should be sufficient for at least the next ten years but at
any time if the traffic warrants another look, the road can
always be re-striped to allow for four lanes.

I'm willing to bet that once the four lane divided Jubal
Early Drive is built to Route 37 the traffic on Meadow
Branch will decrease and we will wonder if the four lane
cart-way was really needed.
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Please allow logic and sound judgment to prevail and
maintain the existing Meadow Branch Avenue to remain
a two lane roadway.

132

Teri Merrill
E-mail Comment

Teri Merrill - continued
E-mail Comment

| attended the recent open house with the various plans
for the Meadow Branch extension. | do hope the city
council listens to the work group that suggested option
one, and to the many citizens who attended that open
house. We live on Seldon Drive and we know that
changes are coming to this neighborhood. What we
hope is that the city council recognizes that, while plans
were made 25 years ago to make Meadow Branch a four-
way road, this neighborhood was probably NOT
envisioned to be as it is today. This neighborhood has
children, senior citizens, bikers, walkers, joggers,
teenagers--all of whom are out regularly, and all of whom
would be endangered if you allow the road to become a
four-way speed way, which it will be if you let it become
four lanes.

This is a lovely family neighborhood. Why would the city
council put families at risk and potentially drive out a very
prosperous tax base, simply for another road? Use
Valley Avenue as an example of how to do this wisely:
where the area is residential--from Jefferson to Jubal
Early--the road is two lanes. It becomes four lanes where
the commercial district starts.

The people who live in this neighborhood want two lanes
and a bike path. Let's respect our wishes and start
slowly. In 10 or 15 years, should the needs change, that
is the time to change the plan. But to start big and
presume that the city would downsize if needed is not
realistic. Once it's built as a four-way speedway, it will
stay that way.

I know there is a group that has organized for a four lane
extension, and many of them live on Armistead and
Breckinridge. They are going to benefit from less traffic
no matter if Meadow Branch is two or four lanes, so I'm
not sure why they are so agitated and angry!

Please listen to those who are going to be affected by
this change and support a measure that minimizes the
negative affect on the families who live here.

133

Nancy J. Stern
E-mail Comment

I would like to see striping option #2, two car travel lanes
in each direction. | feel one in each direction is not in the
best interest of the city.

134, 135

Sandra & Ronald F. Miller

E-mail Comment

My husband and | have lived at 1010 Breckinridge Lane
for over 10 years. We support the cities proposal to
keep Meadow Branch as is with parking and a bike lane.
While neither option will directly affect us except for a
lesser traffic flow on our street, we support a plan that will
be safer for those residents on Meadow Branch. Our
street has become a racetrack as has Merrimans Lane.
The flyer called us residents a small special interest
group. They should try living here and putting up with
their speeding and not stopping at stop signs. We would
welcome more police presence in controlling these
issues. Our phone number is 722-0275.

XX

136

Annette Dorsey
E-mail Comment

My family lives at 959 Buckner Drive. I'm sure you have
heard all the reasons why Meadow Branch Avenue
should be striped for a one-lane road in both directions:
the need for a bike lane and on-street parking, better
adherence to the 25-mph speed limit, traffic volume, etc..
| cannot stress enough that the reality is this road lies
directly in the middle of various retirement communities!
Driving this road several times a day, | continuously see
elderly men and women walking the entire stretch of this
road. There are also many young kids who walk and ride
their bikes in the neighborhood which includes Meadow
Branch Avenue. Safety first?

Four lanes? It sounds plausible, but the reality is that it is
not practical given all the ramifications. Meadow Branch
Avenue lies through a neighborhood.

137

Jeff Davis

The houses on the west side of Meadow Branch Ave.
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E-mail Comment

(then, late 80's was Jubal Early) between Armistead and
Handley Ave. was to be accessed by a "feeder" road
from Armistead. This proved to be awkward as you
would drive into the rear of your house or the rear of your
house would face Jubal Early. There were to be no curb
cuts on Jubal Early. With the name change of the road
curb cuts were concocted by the developer and city
officials to allow the developer to sell the lots on the west
side of Jubal Early. City Council subsequently voted
down Jubal Early to 37 thus, the situation at the present.

138

Ed Dwyer
E-mail Comment

Providing Striping for on street parking is nonsensical
given that the houses along Meadow Branch Ave have
huge driveways. What is important is the smooth flow of
traffic from one side of the city to the other. This is
particularly true for Public Safety vehicles and
ambulances going to Emergency at the Hospital.

139

Linda Noll
E-mail Comment

| think the City should just do the four lane striping, no
parking or bike lanes now. Use the state money to put in
sidewalks for pedestrians and bikes.

My reasoning- right now Armistead is striped for parking,
bike and pedestrian- no sidewalks. It is a nightmare.
Cars do not obey the 25 mph, you have pedestrians-
mostly kids- in the road on bikes, people parking outside
of lanes. You never know what will be around the next
corner. | am also not sure bike traffic was counted.

I know folks don't want to lose their parking. Maybe the
city should give variances for those who will want a wider
driveway. You measured traffic further up
Meadowbranch when you should have looked at the.
Breckinridge traffic which will move to Meadowbranch as
soon as the road is open. Add to this school traffic- take
your counts from Jefferson and you cannot expect
pedestrians and bikes to share the road with those totals.
It's a tragedy waiting to happen.

The entire area needs sidewalks desperately. Take out
the median if you want to retain parking. We also need
more enforcement.

140

Kathy Rosa
E-mail Comment

| live on Harvest Drive off of Jubal Early. | believe itis in
the best interest of the tax payers and long term strategic
plan to make all of Meadow Branch a 4 lane road. |
would very much like to see bike lanes because my
husband rides his bike to work almost every day and
Winchester needs more bike lanes - especially near the
Green Circle. There may also be children who ride their
bikes to school and having a bike lane on Meadow
Branch would be much safer. There are places in
Meadow Branch without sidewalks. This poses a safety
issue for the many runners and walkers (possibly school
children as well) in the area.

141

Carl J. Ekberg
E-mail Comment

According to the Star (Tuesday, September 9), the City's
staff recommends “striping the existing Meadow Branch .
.. with a 10-foot-wide travel lane, a 5-foot -wide bike lane
and 7-foot-wide parking lane in each direction.” City
staff's recommendation appears ill-conceived and ill-
considered for the following reasons:

1.1t flies in the face of deliberate and rational planning
conducted for more than 50 years (including that done
recently [2012] by the Winchester-Frederick County
Metropolitan Planning Organization’s Long-Range
Transportation Plan), which proposes developing
Meadow Branch as a major cross-town artery leading to
the hospital.

2.With the completion of the new John Kerr School,
Meadow-Branch corridor will see a dramatic increase in
traffic during morning and evening rush hours, including
numerous school buses (which would occupy the entire
proposed 10-foot wide lane). Given this situation,
deliberately to impede traffic on that corridor (and parking
and biking lanes would indubitably impede traffic) is
patently counter-intuitive and counter-productive.
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3.To extend, as City staff recommends, a two-lane
Meadow Branch for 700 feet northward beyond Buckner
to join with a four-lane roadway coming southward from
Amherst makes no sense whatsoever, for most John-
Kerr-School traffic will be coming not from Amherst but
rather from the other direction, from Jubal Early Drive.

If 1 am factually incorrect about any of the above, please
do bring this to my attention.

142, 143

Robert & Elaine Ogden
E-mail Comment

Mr. Perry Eisenach: This email is to submit 2-more votes
for Striping Option #2. We are in favor of 4 lanes on
Meadow Branch Avenue as originally planned over 50
years ago.

This will eventually have to be done so it makes sense to
do it now rather than choke the flow of traffic with only
two lanes. Also, it is not wise to lose $13,500 of state
roadway funds by delaying this expansion. This would be
poor planning.

We are in favor of Option #2.

XX

144

Joyce Strother Dirting
E-mail Comment

Joyce Strother Dirting - cont'd
E-mail Comment

| believe the road be striped for one traffic lane in each
direction, with a striped parking lane and bike lane.

- One traffic lane each direction will help ensure better
adherence to the 25 mph speed limit. Observation
shows motorists tend to drive well above the speed limit
on the four lane portion of Jubal Early between Valley
Ave. and Handley Ave., but drive closer to the speed
limit on the current section of Meadow Branch Ave. that
is not striped for four lanes.

- All way stops with two lanes of traffic in each direction
are very difficult for drivers to negotiate. One lane of
traffic each direction at all way stop intersections reduces
confusion and reduces the risk of accidents.

- Plans still call for the extension of Jubal Early Drive to
Route 37. This is planned as a limited access, four lane
road, and, when built, will substantially reduce traffic
volume on Meadow Branch Avenue.

- Striping Meadow Branch Avenue for four lanes of traffic
would cause major issues for the Green Circle Trail
through the residential portion of this area. Because of
the topography, the city would incur significant expense
to widen the existing sidewalk to the width required for
the trail path. Striping the road with a bike lane
eliminates the need to widen the walkway

- Although Meadow Branch Avenue was originally
planned as a four lane road, situations have changed
since that plan was approved many years ago.
Concessions such as having homes fronting directly on
Meadow Branch Avenue with no allowance for parking in
front of homes were approved to gain the right of way
from the developer. It is not practical or safe to prohibit
parking in front of these residences. This road plan
would not be recommended under good planning
practices.

- Current traffic volumes do not necessitate a four lane
road, and likely won't for many years. This area is
heavily used by recreational walkers, whose safety would
be jeopardized by having a four lane road.

- City staff recommends adding an all way stop at
Buckner. Most residents also favor an all way stop at
Mahone. Adding an all way stop at this intersection will
help control traffic speed. Itis the only means of
ingress/egress from the Downs neighborhood on the
east side of Meadow Branch Avenue.

145

Mary Gardiner

This road was designed with the master plan for
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E-mail Comment

development for this city as well as the Meadow Branch
development. It is not a new design plan. The
Meadowbranch develpment was approved and built on
the develpment plans set by City developers years ago.
Traffic will only increase and not decrease along this
major city connector and it would be irresponsible to build
a road that will not support future growth. This major road
was projected to handle traffic through the
Meadowbranch develpment as a 4 lane divided
thoroughfare and should remain as such. The building of
John Kerr at the propsed site further emphasizes the
need for the four lane divided plan, not a two lane road.
There is a phrase borrowed from the movie Field of
Dreams, "If you build it they will come." John Kerr is
going to be built, new development as planned by this
city will come, all of this will increase what we are
currently experiencing in the development on roads that
were not built to accomodate. Why would you increase
the demand for thoroghfare and not allow for it. What
should be accomodated is sidewalks on both sides of a
four lane divided thoroughfare from Buckner Court
northward. What could be continued and considered is
that parking and walking/bike lanes be continued through
the current developed area of Meadowbranch Ave, so
that those few citizens that are negatively affected by the
expansion maintain their current parking areas. Traffic
would need to be funnelled or merged for a two block
area. | hope that city developers hold to the plan that was
proposed when Meadowbranch was designed, approved

146

Ed McKay
E-mail Comment

| reside at 771 Johnston Court, and | have closely
followed the debate on the Meadow Branch extension.

My personal opinion is that | would like to see Meadow
Branch remain as a two-lane road. However, |
understand that a four-lane road has been in the
Winchester City plans for many years, and | was well
aware of this when | built my house in 2007.

There is no doubt in my mind that traffic will increase on
Meadow Branch once it is extended to Amherst Street,
and the volume of traffic will eventually require a 4-lane
road.

If Meadow Branch is made into a 4-lane road, the City
needs to make sure that there are sidewalks on BOTH
sides of Jubal Early/Meadow Branch from Valley Avenue
all the way to Amherst Street. Without this, there will be
a tremendous safety hazard when anyone tries to cross
the street from the east side of Jubal Early/Meadow
Branch. Pedestrians would have to walk along a 4-lane
road with no shoulder until they can get to a stop sign or
traffic light to safely cross the 4-lane road.

If the City does decide to make Meadow Branch a four-
lane road, please ensure the safety of pedestrians by
installing a sidewalk on the east side of Jubal
Early/Meadow Branch from Valley Avenue all the way to
Buckner Drive and beyond. Designing a road for future
traffic growth is important, but safety for pedestrians is
even more important.
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| would appreciate confirmation that you received this e-
mail as well as your feedback on my concerns.

147

Jaqueline Wheeler
E-mail Comment

Jaqueline Wheeler - continued
E-mail Comment

Several people (who do not live in the affected areas)
have provided their input for the Meadow Branch
Extension Project to be a four lane major thoroughfare
through the City, which will allow them to short cut their
way through town. We already have roads being used
for this purpose and don't need more.

The words "Special Interest Group" have been used to
refer to the actual residents of the area that this
DIRECTLY affects. | would say | am not part of a Special
Interest Group but a Direct Interest Group which in itself
should be given more weight than those who are not
affected on a daily basis by the decision. The safety of
our children and citizens as well as the property values in
the area, seem to be of less importance to these people
and our City Council, proven by their forcing an
elementary school to be built in a commercial area,
against all other recommendations. But that is obviously
a “done deal” and it's time to move on. However, now is
a chance to calm the bitterness of that issue some by
holding to a 2-lane roadway for the extension and
including bike lanes and parking. The old plan to
eventually make Meadow Branch Avenue a four lane
road “in the future” was negated when homes were built
with driveways opening onto Meadow Branch Avenue
and open

parking along the curbing. That argument no longer
holds water — let it go.

One lane of traffic in each direction with all-way stop
signs strategically located will help to control and protect
our driving population as well as our biking and
pedestrian traffic. The words “neighborhood school”
were thrown about during the controversy of where to
build the new John Kerr Elementary and now it again
seems no one is thinking about the safety of our children
(ages 10 and under) when they even contemplate
making a four lane roadway in front of an elementary
school.

Simply based on the information provided by the City
entitled “Issues Related to Traffic Volumes”, traffic
volume does not justify a four lane road. If Valley
Avenue, a 2-lane roadway is currently supporting 11,000
vehicles per day without complaint, why in the world
would Meadow Branch Avenue which is currently
receiving less than a 5,600 car per day usage near
Handley Avenue need to be a 4-lane roadway? If the
projection is accurate, the anticipated traffic on the
extended portion will still only possibly rise to a daily
usage of 5,000-8,000 cars per day. Again—a TWO
LANE roadway number.

Simply put, there is no common sense justification in
making Meadow Branch Avenue a major thorough fare
through the City of Winchester.

148

Jeremy Berkebile
E-mail Comment

| looked over the proposed changes and it looks good.
You can either deal with it in advance or after the traffic
increases.

149

Mark Lemmon

My family moved to Winchester in 1992 so we have
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E-mail Comment

been residents of the city for 22 years. When we were
searching for a home, our realtor told us not to buy a
house or lot on Meadow Branch Avenue especially if the
driveway accessed that road. He said that city plans
were to make that extension an East-West gateway for
Winchester and had been for many years. We bought a
house on Breckinridge Lane in Meadow Branch
subdivision and for 22 years, we have suffered from high
traffic flow in a zoned residential area due to delay after
delay. But we knew what the plans were for the future.
Now it is time to complete Meadow Branch as it was
intended to be - a four-lane, 25 mph road as it is from
Valley Avenue to Handley Avenue. Going to one lane
each way, with all of the stop signs and 25 mph limit,
would just create congestion and back-ups. No resident
on Meadow Branch Avenue can contend that they did
not know about the long-term, needed plans for this
extension and its intended use.

150

Joseph C. Blake
E-mail Comment

Joseph C. Blake - continued
E-mail Comment

As proposed by the Staff, | would also like to recommend
keeping Meadow Branch Avenue striped for two lanes
until such time that the need for a four lane super
highway is needed. As a residential community with both
young children and senior citizens, it only makes sense
to keep the residential portion of the road the way it is
with minimal changes to the striping on the road. The
facts of the traffic studies plus the simple fact that it is the
safest course of action at this time bear this out. In
addition to safety and to curb the excessive speeds in
the neighborhood portion of the road, the following items
are also germane to the discussion:

- One traffic lane each direction will help ensure better
adherence to the 25 mph speed limit. Observation
shows motorists tend to drive well above the speed limit
on the four lane portion of Jubal Early between Valley
Ave. and Handley Ave., but drive closer to the speed
limit on the current section of Meadow Branch Ave. that
is not striped for four lanes.

- All way stops with two lanes of traffic in each direction
are very difficult for drivers to negotiate. One lane of
traffic each direction at all way stop intersections reduces
confusion and reduces the risk of accidents.

- Plans still call for the extension of Jubal Early Drive to
Route 37. This is planned as a limited access, four lane
road, and, when built, will substantially reduce traffic
volume on Meadow Branch Avenue.

- Striping Meadow Branch Avenue for four lanes of traffic
would cause major issues for the Green Circle Trail
through the residential portion of this area. Because of
the topography, the city would incur significant expense
to widen the existing sidewalk to the width required for
the trail path. Striping the road with a bike lane
eliminates the need to widen the walkway.

- Although Meadow Branch Avenue was originally
planned as a four lane road, situations have changed
since that plan was approved many years ago.
Concessions such as having homes fronting directly on
Meadow Branch Avenue with no allowance for parking in
front of homes were approved to gain the right of way
from the developer. It is not practical or safe to prohibit
parking in front of these residences. This road plan
would not be recommended under good planning
practices.

- Current traffic volumes do not necessitate a four lane
road, and likely won't for many years. This area is
heavily used by recreational walkers, whose safety would
be jeopardized by having a four lane road.

151

Greg Miller
E-mail Comment

In my opinion, if the road was designed, built, and
planned around to be a high volume - low speed
roadway, then that's how it should be utilized.
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My suggestion would be to apply temporary striping now
as a four lane and monitor ony issues as they arise. Little
to lose and everything to gain. Just my two cents.

X

152

Dr. Edward Sabatino
E-mail Comment

Dr. Edward Sabatino - continued
E-mail Comment

| am writing in support of the staff recommendation
concerning the future of Meadow Branch Avenue from
Handley Avenue to Buchner. | strongly support the
continuation of the 25 mph speed limit and the
continuation of one lane traffic in each direction.
Although the original plan envisioned a four lane
roadway here, the area has developed into a residential
area with several cul de sacs with an outlet only to
Meadow Branch Avenue. From a safety viewpoint, a four
land roadway will make entrance to and exit from these
cul de sacs significantly more dangerous.

Additionally, the city approved the building of several
homes fronting directly on Meadow Branch Avenue. A
change to a four land roadway will prohibit not only these
home owners from parking in front of their homes but
also any visitors to those homes. Since the city allowed
this situation to exist, the city should not now cause an
undue hardship on these home owners.

Furthermore, | would strongly support the prohibition of
truck traffic. These neighborhoods are residential and it
would be a benefit to the city to maintain that status now
and in the future.

Finally, current volumes, based on your staff study, do
not necessitate a change to a four lane road. Based on
this study, | support your recommendation to maintain
this roadway as a two lane roadway with a 25 miles
speed limit.

153

Joseph A. Beaudoin
E-mail Comment

Please pass "Striping Option #2" for the Meadow Branch
Avenue Roadway. That is what has been planned and,
unless we want to waste future funds to go from two
lanes to four lanes, we should follow the initial plan and
do it right "the first time".

154

Nancy Owens
E-mail Comment

In my opinion, the number one concern should be the
safety of pedestrians and bicyclists. Therefore, | agree
with the recommendations of the city staff that Meadow
Branch should be one lane in each direction with room
for parking and bicyclists. The speed limit should be 25
and the stop signs be where the city staff has
recommended. | am legally blind and will not want to
walk along Meadow Branch if there are two lanes in each
direction because we all know that with two lanes drivers
are going to go faster than the speed limit of 25.

155

Meenu Gopal
E-mail Comment

This is to support option 2: for 2 car lanes lane striping in
each direction for Meadow Branch ave.

156

James R. Phillips
E-mail Comment

| reside at 802 Winder Court on the East side of Meadow
Branch Avenue and wish to offer a few comments on the
existing Meadow Branch Avenue between Handley
Avenue and Buckner Drive........ as it leads towards the
proposed John Kerr Elementary School.

..... Maintain the existing one-lane direction each way.
Concur with the proposed recommendation to strip for off:
street parking and a bike lane.

..... Maintain the existing 25 mph speed limit.

..... One-lane direction and the existing speed limit for
safety in the residential area and primarily for the safety
of school bus traffic which will increase once the school
is in place.

..... Prohibit thru-truck traffic.

..... Maintain the existing all-way stops for ease of traffic
flow and less confusion.

..... Consider installing a flashing light system at
intersection of Meadow Branch Avenue where it
intersects with Buckner Drive. There are blind spots at
that intersection.

..... Meadow Branch Avenue is a beautiful street. Don't
run it with two-lane traffic each direction which would be a|

safety hazard.
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..... Hopefully one day Jubal Early will be extended to
Route 37 as it should have been several years ago.

157

Jimmy Dix
E-mail Comment

Make Meadow Branch Ave 4 lane all the way from Valley
to Amherst St. Just makes good sense so it won't have
to be changed in the near future. It looked horrible when
it was striped by mistake a while back with parking lane
and bike lane. Get it right this time. Don't allow trucks
and keep the speed at 25 MPH.

158

William Rawls-Bryce
E-mail Comment

| am in support of a 4 lane striping plan road between
Handley Ave and Buckner Dr.

1st, the proposed "parking lane" will not serve the
residents of the community any more than it does now
(which is virtually few if any cars), and will benefit only a
few, while all others will see only reduced traffic
capability.

2nd, This road WILL become a thoroughfare for traffic
through the city. To limit it to 2 lanes will only increase
congestion along this roadway.

3rd, Traffic Will increase over time. Making it a 4 lane
now will serve the community better as traffic increases.

Please consider changing this to a 4-lane striping plan.

159

Steve Nichols
E-mail Comment

| have watched the exponential growth of traffic in the
Meadow Branch-Armistead-Breckinridge-Merrimans
Lane corridor, and | don't doubt that it will continue to
grow even if Meadow Branch is not extended at all. |
would use a four-lane Meadow Branch-Amherst in my
daily commute to the Medical Center. | hope city will
return to its long-time plan for a Meadow Branch that is
striped for four(4) car lanes. Thank you.

160

Steven Berkenkemper
E-mail Comment

Steven Berkenkemper - cont'd
E-mail Comment

I'm excited about the new connection from my
neighborhood to the hospital. it will be a quicker and
safer route for my wife to get to her job as an ER nurse.

About the proposed options, | strongly recommend
considering bicycle traffic in this construction and all
other constructions for many reasons. Having city streets
with bike lanes or paved paths that accommodate
bicycle traffic contribute to a healthier, happier, safer
community.

Bike lanes and paths are essential to an active, family
oriented community, and in many opinions is what
separates a thriving city like winchester from a
subdevelopment or a country town. In northern virginia,
DC, Pittsburgh, and other modernized areas, bicycle
paths are considered a semi-functional way to get from
one end of town to the other. They offer an option for
mothers with babies to get out of the house, and for
anybody with a bike, feet or wheelchair to safely get from
one part of town to another.

One thing that concerns me about winchester, is the
seemingly random and sporadic collection of bike trails in
and outside of the city. There are small pieces of bike
trails in random areas such as the Walmart on Rt. 50, the
Walmart on Rt. 522, The Alamo, The Puppy Cottage,
Winchester Medical Center, Amherst Street, Abram's
Creek Wetland Preserve, Kent Street, Jim Barnet,
Harvest Drive, Etc.

| Actually live near harvest drive and | have no seemingly
safe way to walk a baby stroller to handley highschool, or
to ride my bike to most parts of town without popping a
tire, bending a rim, or biking on the middle of a busy
street. there's no way to cross jubal early to get from
Harvest Drive to Valley Avenue. It's dangerous and not
well planned. As the father of twins, i'm frustrated at the
lack of places i'm able to walk with a stroller out of my
neighborhood.

| could go on about many different proposals for
alterations on city streets, paths, and sidewalks.

My idea is this:
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If you don't opt for the bike lanes, use the extra funding
to complete and connect the bike paths throughout town.
I think bicyclists would 10-1 choose a bike bath over any
bike lanes. All of the people who are voting for bike
lanes, are mostly afraid of another street being re-paved
with no consideration for bicycle traffic. There's not
enough bike traffic to really justify a bike lane and I'm not
sure why people would use the parking. If the bike path
is approved, | would say just take that momentum and
run with it. Build the path, connect it to abrams creek and
amherst street paths, and use the government funding to
continue connecting paths throughout the city. With more
bike paths, citizens are more happy and proud of where
they live. Everybody will be able to go outside more, and
our population as a whole will be healthier.

that's all.

161

Kelly Botta
E-mail Comment

| am in favor of keeping 4 lanes- 2 lanes in each
direction. There may not be traffic now to support it,
however, there certainly will be as the route becomes
available. Many Winchester residents, including myself,
frequently use the neighborhood as a cut through & this
extension to Amherst will only increase the traffic
patterns. Without the 4 lanes we are potentially looking at|
expansion project in the next few years. Building
sidewalks is a great idea for walkers/bikers & residents
on that street have plenty of side streets to use for
parking options. Please consider the growth of
Winchester & also WMC & create policy/projects to
support that growth.

162

Marsha B. Barley
E-mail Comment

Please keep Meadow Branch Avenue a 2 lane street
with a 25 mph speed limit.

| live in The Downs, a neighborhood of 40 homes, off of
Meadow Branch Avenue. Our neighborhood is not age
restricted, but many of our folks are up in years. A four
(4) lane intersection at our entrance (Mahone) may be
challenging - for any age of drivers!

Please consider the safety of all as you make your
decisions. We know that the plans for the extension
have been laid out for many years, but "plans can
change" and we hope that you'll realize that there is a
need for change in the plan.

Again, please keep Meadow Branch Avenue a 2 lane
street with a 25 mph speed limit.

163

Dale M. Barley
E-mail Comment

Thank you for allowing residents to contact you regarding
the extension of Meadow Branch Avenue. | am on the
Homeowners Board for The Downs at Meadow Branch.
We are a 40 home community located adjacent to
Meadow Branch Avenue.

| want to thank the staff on the recommendations they
are presenting. The "Safety" issues are definitely
addressed properly. The Downs is not an age restricted
community but over 90% of our homeowners would
quality if it was so labeled. We have one entrance/exit
(Mahone Drive) to access our community and Meadow
Branch Ave. Several of our residents are 80-95 years of
age and drive these roads daily. With the recommended
25mph and the single lanes each way, this will allow a
much more safe entrance and exit.

Being a life long resident of Winchester, | am proud that
the staff is addressing these safety issues along with
allowing parking on the streets and a much needed bike
path.

Along with Early's Green and the Mews (both located
east of the Downs and also adjacent to Meadow Branch
Ave.) we have over 120 homes between Buckner Drive
and Seldon Drive that are effected by your safety
concerns and recommendations. This is a lot of homes
and several hundred persons in approximately a 4 city
block length.

Thank you for your work and again thank you for
listening.
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164

Mary Carolynn Mcloughlin
E-mail Comment

Mary Carolynn Mcloughlin -
contined
E-mail Comment

Dear Perry and all city council members, | am a long time
resident of Winchester and have a vested interest in this
city and it's workings. There have been some very iffy
decisions regarding the placement of our new ( never to
be able to WALK to elementary) school with obvious
special interest considerations. | ask that now that the
school placement and the commercial development
interests have been catered to that the safety issues of
the existing communities and residents be given a fair
shake. The traffic does not warrant a change in the
existing striping of the residential neighborhoods and it
may not for years to come. If the cost of the painting was
an issue the just take the last mistaken striping out
against having to do it again. The $13.000 is but a small
percentage of our city road budget and does not weigh
evenly against the dangers of navigating the four lanes
of traffic racing from stop sign to stop sign and no one
ever knowing how to proceed! Have you ever tried to go
to Target and gotten caught on that hill with eight cars all
claiming their turn to GO!! It is a nightmare and would be
harrowing for our joggers, dog walkers, nature trail
amblers and active children.

We know the commercial interests are at work to
develop, develop, develop and the mighty greed for
more dollars is powerful BUT the city was thrilled to have
developments go in these natural fields 20 years ago
and it's tax paying residents deserve to have reasonable
safety considerations in the planning of this thoroughfare.
Please visualize the "people” attempting to traverse
these four-lane roads.

When the traffics warrants, then the new traffic lights and
more stop signs can be studied along with striping again.
| believe that the existing two lanes are safer, easy to
navigate for traffic and residents and future children
riding to school. Help keep our roads as safe as
possible.

Thank you for your consideration.

165

Neil R. Burton
E-mail Comment

There are only two residences on the stretch of Meadow
Branch Avenue under discussion that use on-street
parking, and a quick look will satisfy anyone that both
have ample driveway space to park all of their vehicles. |
understand that it is a matter of convenience to be able
to park on the street right in front of your house, but why
should we let two residences inconvenience the entire
city and force a change to a long-standing plan for this
street?

| am looking forward to a straight route to Amherst St.
past the new school, but I am not looking forward to
traffic slowdowns and choking at every intersection twice
a day. Common sense would dictate making Meadow
Branch Ave two travel lanes in each direction.

166

Maggie Peterson
E-mail Comment

There are multiple reasons why the extension should be
a four-lane divided road as originally platted. East-west
travel in Winchester is now difficult, and this connector
was platted as a solution to that problem. The
construction of Jubal Early Drive was intended as the
eastern end of a divided connector, to terminate at the
hospital, via Meadow Branch. That project is still
necessary.

Additionally, the traffic flow that will result from any
connector will make us wish that we did it right the first
time. If the road is narrower than originally planned, we
will be back at it in a mere matter of years, widening what
should have been constructed in the first place.

The wealth and political clout of some who live in
Meadow Branch thwarted the project originally. Today,
Meadow Branch subdivision is used as a cut-through to
Jubal Early, along roads never intended for through
traffic. It is time to build a better road!

167

Rebecca Allen
E-mail Comment

| encourage the city to to adopt the two-lane with parking
option for Meadowbranch Ave for the following reasons:
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1. This is a residential street with driveways into which
drivers will need to pull in and/or back their cars in and
out of. Also sidewalks are limited, so pedestrians need
some space.

2. Other major thoroughfares through town are two
lanes and while sometimes crowded do not seem to
hinder travel. | liken Meadowbranch to Valley Ave at
Sheridan Ave, where | live and exit and enter all the time
without difficulty. Fairmont, Kent, Cork, Cameron,
Weems are similar. | pity the people who have to exit
and enter onto Pleasant Valley.

3. I learned from my sister's community of West Hartford
CT that 4 lane traffic encourages higher speeds. W
Hartford spent millions of dollars trying to slow down
drivers by eliminating two of the 4 lanes and adding
parking and median strips. Ifit's hard to go up to four
lanes, think how difficult and expensive it will be to go
back to two lanes after a couple severe accidents.

| think it's important to remember that the existing
Meadowbranch is residential. | don't know what the
future holds for the new section; if it's businesses then
maybe 4 lanes is appropriate there, but not for the
existing.

168, 169

Wade & Pat Robertson
E-mail Comment

1. One traffic lane each direction will help keep cars from
exceeding the 25 mph speed limit. When | travel on the
four lane portion of Jubal Early between Valley Ave. and
Handley Ave., | notice that motorists speed but drive
closer to the speed limit on the section of the two lane
Meadow Branch Ave.

2. How can drivers negotiate all way stops with two
lanes of traffic in each direction? One lane of traffic each
direction at all way stop intersections reduces confusion
and hence the risk of accidents.

3. Having homes fronting on Meadow Branch Ave. with
no allowance for parking in front of homes would not be
practical or safe,

4. Current traffic volumes do not require a four lane
road. Recreational walkers use Meadow Branch Ave.
and their safety would be in jeopardy by a four lane road.

5. Most residents also favor all way stops at Buckner
and at Mahone which will help control traffic speed.

XX

170

Mark A. Vann
E-mail Comment

The Meadow Branch extension should be 4 lanes for the
good of the community. Present and future traffic flow
demands it and this 4 lane extension has always been
the plan in the past.

171

Richie Pifer
E-mail Comment

| am quite surprised that staff is supporting a two lane
design for the road. Since its design it has always been
four lanes and | see no reason or logic why reduction to
two lanes can be supported. We all know ultimately it will
be four lanes and see this as an attempt to appease
those that will be most affected by the road. Let's make it
work for the future and address it now so we don't have
to go through this again. It is obvious when one drives
down the road that it will be four lanes and that the
property owners bought accepting these conditions. With
budget concerns the loss of state funds for maintenance
is another consideration. The exiting portion of the road
needs to be striped as four lanes as well so we can get
that additional state money.

| made written comments the night of the open house
and even spoke to Tim Painter about design issues such
as taper lengths (for vehicle stacking) and more oblique
user friendly angles for entry into the taper as well as a
radius at the curb transition beginning rather then an
angle. The ones on Amherst are not user friendly and
consequently not all the taper is functionable.
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172

Betty Hatfield
E-mail Comment

| live off of Meadow Branch in the Early's Green
subdivision. After attending both open houses where the
Meadow Branch improvements were presented and
discussed, the proposal to stripe the Avenue with one
travel lane in each direction with on-street parking and a
bike lane appears to be a sensible solution for the
residential area of Meadow Branch until traffic volumes
necessitate two travel lanes in each direction. This will
allow a transitional period for residents and motorists
alike.
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As a resident, | want to emphasize that Buckner Drive
has sight issues on the east side (the Early's Green
side). Left turns may present a safety issue. At least with
one travel lane in each direction, navigating a left turn will
be somewhat safer than it would be if there were two
travel lanes in each direction. With a one lane in each
direction transition period, the City will have the
opportunity to collect data on the safety of the Buckner
intersection, on the safety of those using the Green
Circle Trail to cross over at Buckner to the west side, on
the adherence to the 25 mph speed limit, and to evaluate
any other unforeseen safety issues.

Thank you for your consideration of my comments.

173

Diane J. Schnoor
E-mail Comment

| question the necessity of the Meadow Branch
Extension. It runs through a residential neighborhood
and the idea of increasing traffic from 525 vehicles per
day to upwards of 5,000 seems ridiculous and unsafe to
me. Winchester does not have traffic flow issues that
warrant this extension. Have environmental and
neighborhood impacts been considered carefully?

174

Gar Sydnor
E-mail Comment

Comments about proposed project:

We agree with the City Planners' recommendation to
keep the existing section of Meadow Branch single lane
in either direction with bike trails and parking. The
reasons for this recommendation are now firmly based
on the facts that neither the existing traffic, nor the
projected increase in traffic, would justify a four lane
highway. We would add these facts in support of the
existing recommendation:

Speed:
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Gar Sydnor - continued
E-mail Comment

According to the US DOT, pedestrians have a survival
rate of 90-95% when struck by a vehicle traveling less
than 20 mph. The survival rate drops to 15-17% when
vehicles are traveling at 40 mph. Even at posted speed
limits of 25 mph, existing four lane roads in Winchester
experience vehicle traffic in excess of 25 mph. If you
drive, you know this. Four lane highways encourage
passing and higher speeds, which in turn causes
difficulties turning into and against traffic and discourages
all pedestrian and bikers crossing traffic. Mother with
strollers and elementary aged children aren’t usually
found on four lane highways. Creating a four lane
highway to serve a “neighborhood" elementary school is
incongruous.

Neighborhoods:

50 years ago, Meadow Branch Ave was a planned artery
on a piece of paper drawn through open pasture land.
Today, Meadow Branch is a reality. It is a low density,
residential neighborhood with stop signs, children, bikers,
runners, walkers, stop signs, low posted speed limits,
and no large truck through traffic. For the most part it
works pretty well. If a problem arises in the future, it can
be addressed sensibly at that time without the aid of 50
year old ideas on vehicle traffic and neighborhood
planning.

Traffic Congestion:

No traffic congestion exists now. There is adequate
room to pull over when emergency traffic must pass
through. While an extension of Meadow Branch along
with a new elementary school may increase traffic, the
threshold needed to require a four lane highway is in
excess of 12,000 trips per day. Again, there is nothing to
fix.

| understand there are interested parties in the
community that wish to shorten the trip along the newly
extended Meadow Branch, possibly as much as a
minute or so, by striping four lanes. However, citing
outdated planning documents that have been wisely
ignored for years by generations of city leaders and
making a race track out of a quiet neighborhood road
would only create new problems that require even more
expense and time to undo.

175, 176

Howard & Elizabeth Green
E-mail Comment

We support the planning commissions
recommendations.

We live on Meadow Branch Avenue. Our neighborhood
must retain street parking and a safe 25 mph speed limit.
The section of Meadow Branch Avenue between
Handley and Armistead contains about 20 children.
Safety must be the primary consideration. Four lanes
simply will not be safe.

XX

177

Stephen M. Vann
E-mail Comment

Reducing lanes to two travel lanes on Meadow Branch
Ave. in one section when completed is a terrible idea.
Let's do all we can now to improve traffic flow in
Winchester. When Pleasant Valley Avenue was
completed , we didn't consider reducing travel lanes to
two between Cork Street and National Avenue, did
we?a75

178

Bob Robinson
E-mail Comment

| support striping the existing portion of Meadow Branch
Ave. with 4 car travel lanes. Option #2.

179, 180

Richard & Amelia Wheeler

COMMENTS RE: MEADOW BRANCH AVENUE
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E-mail Comment

Over fifty years ago city planners approved a plan for a
four lane road running east-west through Winchester
with the thought of promoting growth and good
movement of traffic. Jubal Early (striped for four car
lanes) extended into Meadow Branch (unstriped) which
reached to Buckner. The original plan stood. Twenty
years ago, however, land adjacent to Meadow Branch
was, by agreement, built up into residential
neighborhoods. High-speed, heavy traffic in the area is
now NOT an acceptable option. The area is quiet,
automobile traffic is slow, the residents and families are
middle-aged to retired, pedestrians walk along the road
to gain access to Abrams Wetlands Preserve and the
Green Circle Trail. The area has changed since the
original road plan was agreed on.

If, to accommodate a new school, Meadow Branch is to
be punched through to Amherst, we strongly urge the
Council to consider the citizens of Winchester who chose
(as we did four years ago) to live in a residential
neighborhood. A road striped for ONE lane in each
direction of car traffic (allowing for parking and bikes on
Meadow Branch between Jubal Early and Buckner), a 25
MPH speed limit and stop signs at Mahone and at
Buckner would help preserve current property values
and the residential character of the neighborhood. Such
a decision would also make it known that the City Council
considers all citizens of Winchester and present realities
in making decisions.

XX

181, 182

David & Kathleen Griffin
E-mail Comment

David & Kathleen Griffin - cont'd
E-mail Comment

Thank you for FINALLY moving forward with the
connector road. This is 25 years overdue. We have a
huge traffic problem in Winchester. It takes longer to get
across Town than to get from the border to Warren
County, to Fauquier County, to Hampshire County. | live
.75 miles from work downtown. It takes 12 minutes on
the average to get to work. The City has shirked its
responsibility for transportation long enough!

The extension must be four lanes. Anything less makes
the City continue to prove that the City administration
cowers to the blessed chosen ones that live in
Meadowbranch, as we saw happen 20 years ago when
the City lost a substantial advance on roadwork
construction funds for its refusal to build out an
extension. The word is leadership, and one that City
officials should not retreat from; build the road out as
planned. Stand behind your long range plans and do the
right thing.

Health and safety - to reach the hospital from the east
side or from the County, requires a tortured path through
18 stoplights and multiple turns, instead of the straight
clear and direct path. Building out the road to provide
only two lanes will create a traffic nightmare, and force a
correction within a very short time. In the meantime, it's
like having Pleasant Valley dropped to two lanes in the
middle. Itis a funnel on both ends with a disastrous
center. There is not one single solitary HONEST
objective basis for doing so.

Property values - There is property in the City other than
Meadowbranch! Removing overloaded traffic from the
rest of the City will increase their values far more
significantly than the alleged decrease in value on this
one section of Meadowbranch. | have a good friend
realtor who repeatedly comments that some of the
beautiful homes in Winchester carry a much lower sales
price because they do not sell as easily due to through
traffic headed east/west. The City needs to invest in
more than Loudoun Street Mall and National Avenue.
Let's take care of the rest of the City. Where would the
City be today without Pleasant Valley, or even the first
leg of Jubal Early from Pleasant Valley to Valley? That
was good long range planning, which begs for
completion.
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Public views - | received a flyer at my house and a
personal visit from a fellow resident who is so concerned
about the City's plan to take the "capitulation to
Meadowbranch” route that they were hitting the streets.
At our neighborhood block party not a single person had
anything positive to say about the proposed striping plan
to make the cut through road two lanes. We applaud
and are grateful that the City is finally building the rest of
this road. Make no mistake, wimping out again and not
finishing this as planned and envisioned has dire
consequences on public support for anything else this
City with its current administration takes on. Can we
have some leadership here?

Cost - The City will lose road maintenance funds if the
road is painted to two lanes, yet it will still have to be
maintained at four lanes. Excuse me - stop giving back
our share of road money!
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David & Kathleen Griffin - cont'd
E-mail Comment

Planning - The four lane roadway has been on the books
as a planned roadway for more than 50 years - almost as
long as we have had the interstate system with us. After
fifty years of this plan, it is untenable that the City would
ignore what has been blessed as a good plan all along.
Not one of the residents of Meadowbranch lived on this
road when this plan was developed. They have no basis
to complain about surprise or a "change" in the plan.
Indeed, the only "change" in the plan is to limit the
roadway to two lanes, which really accomplishes not one
positive thing.

On street parking - Really? This is a non sequitur! All
these developed properties that front the road have large
driveways and multiple garages. This argument is really
reaching and demonstrates just how little facts actually
support the demand to stop the road or to limit it to two
lanes.

Please complete the roadway and complete the roadway
as planned and envisioned - four lanes all the way.

183

Gary Martin
E-mail Comment

Striping option 1 is preferred. It supports current and
projected near term traffic flow.

It also makes the street more pedestrian friendly which is
desperately needed in Winchester.

I'm a new resident of Winchester. If not already in place,
the City should modify zoning regulations and guidelines
for construction permit approval to require future
developers of the property adjoining the road to
construct (and maintain?) a bike lane and sidewalk.
Therefore, once the land is developed, increasing traffic,
there would be four lanes as well as a bike lane and a
sidewalk. This should be the ultimate long term standard
for new road construction, whether two lane or four lane.
Sidewalks and bike lanes will make Winchester a much
more resident friendly city.

184

Jennifer Skedsvold
E-mail Comment

This is to advise that | strongly oppose making
Meadowbranch Extended into a two-lane road. | am in
favor of making it a four-lane road. Once in place, this
road will be a major corridor for the new John Kerr
School, for the Winchester Medical Center, for access to
Route 37 and for all of the other medical provider offices
and retail stores and restaurants on Route 50 West. The
road will quickly become congested with normal traffic,
school buses, emergency medical vehicles, etc. | see no
good reason at all to pave a road for four lanes but paint
it for two. | understand that some residents of
Meadowbranch are asking for two lanes rather than four,
so that they can have off-street parking. However, most,
if not all, of the homes in this neighborhood have two-car
garages and large driveways. It is unreasonable to
provide off-street parking to these residents while the
rest of Winchester/Frederick County residents will have
to endure bottlenecks and backups.

Thank you for your consideration of this opinion.

185

David W. Look
E-mail Comment

| Support the Original Design of

Meadow Branch Avenue with Four Lanes of Traffic
When Meadow Branch Avenue is extended to Amherst
Avenue, it will terminate at the Winchester Hospital. It will
be one of the major arteries to the hospital along with
Ambherst Avenue, Highway 522, and the Highway 37.
The Jubal Early/Meadow Branch Avenue corridor was
originally designed as a major cross-town, four-lane
artery. Hardly anyone parks on Meadow Branch Avenue.
In all the years | have used Meadow Branch Avenue, |
have only seen a couple cars parked in a stretch of
about one mile.

To allow parking from Handley Avenue to beyond
Buckner Street will create a bottleneck that will
encourage speeding and passing on the right—both are
unsafe conditions. If the residents of Meadow Branch
Avenue believe that parking is absolutely necessary,
then that section should be widened to six lanes (four
lanes for traffic and two parking lanes).
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David W. Look - continued
E-mail Comment

For much of Winchester this will be the shortest route to
the hospital for rescue vehicles. It makes no sense to
create a bottleneck. Whether it is a stroke victim from the
Downs, a heart attack at the Willows, a pregnant mother,
or an accident at two of the busiest intersections (Jubal
Early and Valley Avenue or Pleasant Valley Road) or
Interstate 81, a bottleneck on Meadow Branch Avenue
may result in a death(s), sooner or later.

If there is a natural or man-made disaster (heaven forbid)
at or near the John Kerr School, emergency vehicles and
parents will be coming in both directions. A bottleneck is
an unsafe condition and unwise planning.

| support striping the existing portion of Meadow Branch
Avenue with four car travel lanes (Option #2, the original
design).

186

Terry L. Frye
E-mail Comment

Extension of Meadow Branch Avenue to Amherst
Avenue

When Meadow Branch is extended from Buckner Street
to Amherst Avenue, it will complete a major cross-town
link that has been planned for about 50 years. That
combined with the completion of John Kerr School will
result in a great increase in traffic including school buses
and truck making deliveries to the school. Much of the
commuter and hospital traffic that now used Merrimen'’s
Lane, Brickenridge, and Armistead will move over to
Meadow Branch Avenue because of the shorter
distance. To restrict this new flow of traffic on Meadow
Branch Avenue for parking, which is not used today and
not needed, is unwise. It will also result in a loss of
$13,500 in state roadway maintenance funds per year.

The school zone should be clearly posted (which it is not
on Jefferson Avenue by Handley High School) and the
speed limit strictly enforced by city police and traffic
camera (which it is not on Jefferson Avenue). Meadow
Branch Avenue ends at the hospital and will become one
of the primary routes to and from the hospital for staff,
visitors, and rescue squads.

Therefore, | oppose constricting traffic on Meadow
Branch for unused and unneeded parking. (I support
striping the existing portion of Meadow Branch Avenue
with four lanes of vehicle traffic, no parking (Option #2).

187,188

William & Pamela Singer
E-mail Comment

We would like to make some key points regarding the
numerous controversial opinions recently expressed
about the two- vs. four-lane plans for the Meadow
Branch extension:

Safety is, and should be, the underlying principle
considered in this decision.

Traffic studies have confirmed that 2 lanes can easily
accommodate a significantly larger volume than current
usage. Two lanes would:

1) be consistent with other residential areas throughout
Winchester, and 25 mph speed limits are similarly
recommended by VDOT throughout Virginia.

2) along with all-way stop signs placed at appropriate
intersections, encourage compliance with posted 25 mph
speed limits and discourage passing.

3) permit easier and safer use of pedestrian crosswalks,
as well as access to the road for vehicles entering from
side roads and driveways.

4) allow for bicycle lanes and safer pedestrian and
vehicular usage, especially those involving school
children being transported to and from the new
elementary school.

5) satisfy the need for safe on-street parking of
homeowners along the route.

Four lanes would negate all of the above safety
advantages.

The state's annual allowance, should the 4 lane option
be chosen, of merely $13,500.00 for road maintenance
is a small amount of money relative to the
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William & Pamela Singer - cont'd
E-mail Comment

city's annual budget, and would hardly compensate for
the cost, both monetary and human, of a single accident
involving injury or death, to the city. This

revenue loss' will be more than replaced by anticipated
tax revenues from any commercial development at the
northern end of the extension.

The members of the group calling itself Citizens for a
Four Lane Meadow Branch Avenue clearly do not
understand or care about the above safety

concerns. Nor do they understand that the time of their
commute along this route will essentially be the same,
regardless of which lane option is chosen.

Furthermore, | am confident that most of them do not live
in or around the area of immediate concern, and would
likely have different opinions, should the

decision impact them directly. The sheer number of
those vocal individuals living outside of Meadow Branch
Avenue and its immediate side roads

obviously outnumber those who do. This imbalance of
potential opinions should not be a factor in City Council's
decision.

You undoubtedly share many, if not all, of our concerns
when you created your well thought out proposal, and we
hope you take them into consideration when you present
them to City Council.

189

Cynthia Butler
E-mail Comment

I sincerely hope that City Council wiill keep Meadow
Branch Avenue 2 lanes with parking and bike path for all
the reasons that everyone has already mentioned.

But, | also think that the negative impact on property
values should that road become 4 lanes is much cause
for concern not only for those homeowners facing the
Avenue, but also for those living on the adjacent streets.
Meadow Branch is one of Winchester's most expensive
neighoborhoods and to create a 4 lane road in front of
some of our most expensive residential real estate is just
not right. We need to keep that road a neighborhood,
residential road and not make it a high traffic volume 4
lanes. If Valley Ave. is only 2 lanes, then Meadow
Branch Ave should not be 4 lanes. Plus, Amherst St just
got a face lift and works just fine to get from point A to
point B. Maybe we need to direct traffic around the city
instead of through and use Cedar Creek Grade and
Ambherst St to 37 bypass.

| never agreed with the comprehensive plan and once
those homes on the Avenue were built, the plan should
have been modified accordingly. | think the problem lies
with the whole concept and should have been more
thoroughly examined knowing that homes were facing
the Avenue making it impossible for those homeowners
should the Avenue become 4 lanes.

So, it's time to adjust to what is best for the
neighborhood and our community and keep the Avenue
to 2 lanes and create parking as well. Traffic calming is a
good thing... not all of us want or need major arteries of
roads going through our neighborhoods. (And, | don't
live in Meadow Branch and still feel very strongly about
keeping the Avenue 2 lanes).

190, 191

Lisa & Pierre Ney
E-mail Comment

As honored residents of the Meadow Branch community,
our focus and pride revolves around a bucolic, quiet, and
family friendly environment. The Green Circle Trail is a
treasure providing family fun, exercise, and lessons in
nature and conservation. The roads are striped for two
lanes with a 25 mph speed limit facilitating family friendly
bike lanes and leisurely strolls with no additional noise,
air, or vehicular inconveniences.

With the proposal to extend Jubal Early to route 37, our
way of life will be permanently altered with four lanes of
traffic requiring widening of existing sidewalks and
danger for homes fronting directly on Meadow Branch.
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It is essential for the harmony and safety of children and
families to keep the one-lane traffic flow in each direction
and bike lanes with four-way stop signs also at Mahone
and Buckner to control speed. Current traffic volumes
do not necessitate a 4-lane configuration and will not for
many years to come.

Please approve the proposal for a one-way lane in each
direction with bike lanes, parking, and four-way stop
signs at all intersections including Mahone and Buckner.

192

GlennAnn Marsh
E-mail Comment

This is in reference to the change that has been
presented concerning the extension of Meadow Branch
Avenue. | do not want any change made on Meadow
Branch Avenue.

193

William B. Robinson
E-mail Comment

| support striping the existing portion of Meadow Branch
Ave. with 4 car travel lanes. Option #2.

194

Thomas Lloyd
E-mail Comment

| am writing about the Meadow Branch Avenue project.
Contrary to letter to the editor in the September 12, 2014
Winchester Star this is not an issue limited to just the
people living in the area.

For decades the City has contemplated a major
thoroughfare from the southern part of the City to
Ambherst Street. The plans were thoroughly thought out
and well publicized for all to see. The plans foresaw the
need to provide additional pathways to navigate
throughout the City and to provide additional capacity to
handle growing demand.

As the artery is connected to Amherst Street, it would be
extremely short sighted to not use existing Meadow
Branch Avenue as it was originally designed. To limit it to
a single lane would create congestion in the area and
create a bottleneck for all.

| encourage City Council to use the infrastructure to
serve all citizens.

195

Susan Lumsden
E-mail Comment

I am in favor of a 4-lane road for the 0.6 miles. A
concern of mine is whether drivers who wish to make a
left hand turn on to MBA will be able to safely do so (from
Mahone, for example).

Speed is another concern, of course. | also believe that
a "bottle neck" between 2 sections of 4 lane roads, in
itself, will be a greater safety factor in that some drivers
will attempt to use the "parking/bike" lanes to pass
another vehicle. | hope that our Police Dept will be able
to routinely monitor these issues.

As for those folks who currently park on MBA, instead of
trying to stand in the way of progress, they should find
alternative parking.

One question | have is where the bike lane will be
established, if not on MBA itself. | would like to see this
addressed.

Thank you for your efforts and for your willingness to
listen to Winchester's citizens.

196

Todd Golding
E-mail Comment

When | travel Meadow Branch, it is obvious that it was
designed and built as a four lane thoroughfare. That
observation is consistent with all the plans that have
been made for the road in long range planning to include
the recent MPO planning.

Citizens who built or purchased homes on Meadow
Branch bear the responsibly for both learning and
knowing the plans for the road that their homes front.

Given the above views, | feel that meadow Branch
should be paved for four lanes.

197

Anita Minghini
E-mail Comment

| vote for two lanes each way.
Thank you.

198

Brenda Chapin
E-mail Comment

Please look at Russell Road between South Glebe Road
and King Street in Alexandria, Virginia. The road is 2-
way with parking, and traffic flows smoothly (this is VERY
HIGH Traffic) in a neighborhood. Also please look at
Commonwealth Avenue Between South Glebe and King
Street, also in Alexandria, Virginia. This is the identical
situation in a VERY densely populated city. You can
widen the lanes closer to Route 50, put in a bike lane as
planned, keep your beauty, sidewalks, save money, and
still move the traffic.
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Thank you,

199

L. Sullivan
Winchester, VA

Make Meadowbranch Avenue 4 lanes & Straight. No
circles.

200

R.W. Lutz
331 W. Whitlock Avenue
Winchester, VA 22601

| am writing since your website is not working today. It is
time for Winchester to make decisions based on the
common needs. Please keep Meadowbranch Avenue a
4 —Lane road as has been planned for years.

201

Sam Leinbach
317 Fairmont Avenue
Winchester, VA 22601

Meadow Branch Avenue should be a four (4) lane road,
with parking on each side. With the John Kerr School
relocation and some students walking it is much safer to
locate the road behind the parked cars rather than next
to a street with speeding cars going 25-35-44 mph.

1. The right turn lane at Shenandoah University will
greatly restrict traffic through Old Town Winchester.

2. Traffic into or out of John Kerr School will adversely
impact traffic for 4-8 hours a day.

3. With the reduction of traffic due to SU through
downtown and substantial growth in population , and size
at the Winchester Hospital the primary route to the
hospital and westward the movement of emergency
vehicles-ambulances and fire trucks-will be difficult at
best greatly impacting the health and safety of our
community.

202

Loma Mcintyre
148 Fox Drive
Winchester, VA 22601

| support 4 Lane traffic on the above mentioned travel
lanes.

203

Richard Brown (Rick)
Winchester, VA 22601

Richard Brown (Rick) - continued
Winchester, VA 22601

Perry, | am in support of a 2 lane road in Meadow
Branch. | feel the current traffic count for the project of
5,000-8,000 count when open support a 2-lane road. It
will see a drop in traffic count when the other road is built
to the Merrimans Lane road by Miller & Smith. Also, do to
the fact that the City is paying for the extension of
Meadow Branch. Let build a road we can affort. If we
could some way make future Development of land along,
Meadow Branch extension have the Development
Reimburse the City for the expense of building the road
would be fair to all party involved.

| have been a Resident of Meadow Branch since 1995.
An is still a resident of Meadow Branch. We have seen in
the paper comments to built a 4-lane road with parking
on both sides. An these people live on Jefferson Street.
We have also sent letters to the Robinsons & the
Jenkins which live on Breckinridge Lane. These reasons
for a 4-lane road is to take traffic off of there road. An |
have hear them as of the Meadow Branch extension was
to be 4 lane. It would hurt property values along Meadow
Branch and increase property values along Armistead
St. and Breckinridge. | say that Meadow Branch
extension is still a neighborhood street therefore it should
be 2 lane road and remain a two lane road. An if property
values would fall, tax revenue would fall as well.

| closing the City is looking at building a road, which will
cost somewhere between 2.25 million for a 2 lane road to
over 4.5 million for a 4 lane Road. If you build only 2 lane
road it will still connect Valley Avenue to Amherst Street.

204

Ellen Morgan
719 Mahone Drive
Winchester, VA 22601

I'm really glad that the city was able to work with
homeowners in the area to provie a plan that takes into
accoung the safety of pedestrians, motorists and bicycle
riders. If traffic snarls occur to increased use, Meadow
Branch could become a 4-lane road at a later date.

Another reason for leaving Meadow Branch as a 12 lane
street with parking and a bike lane is to probide greater
access to the Green Circle. | know there is a plan to
extend the Green Circle. | would hate to see the
extension have little use because people can't park to
gettoit.

205

Ed Dwyer
1060 Breckinridge Lane

Providing for on street parking on a busy thoroughfare is
nonsensical given the size of the driveways. What is
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Winchester, VA 22601 important is the smooth flow of traffic across the City
particularly for public safety vehicles and ambulances X
headed to the hospital. For these reasons, | strongly
support Option #2. Thank You.
206 |Annette San Pietro I would like to endorse Striping Option 2: Two care travel
2543 Goldenfield Lane lanes in each direction on Meadow Branch Road. Thank X
Winchester, VA 22601 you.
207 |Shannon Dodd 1 would like to endorse Striping Option 2: Two care travel
816 Armistead Street lanes in each direction on Meadow Branch Road. Thank X
Winchester, VA 22601 you.
208 |Jeffrey Dodd | would like to endorse Striping Option 2: Two care travel
816 Armistead Street lanes in each direction on Meadow Branch Road. Thank X
Winchester, VA 22601 you.
209 |Mark San Pietro | would like to endorse Striping Option 2: Two care travel
2543 Goldenfield Lane lanes in each direction on Meadow Branch Road. Thank X
Winchester, VA 22601 you.
210 |Bethany Gomez 1 would like to endorse Striping Option 2: Two care travel
813 Armistead Street lanes in each direction on Meadow Branch Road. Thank X
Winchester, VA 22601 you.
211 |David E. Sisson | would like to endorse Striping Option 2: Two care travel
813 Armistead Street lanes in each direction on Meadow Branch Road. Thank X
Winchester, VA 22601 you.
212, 213|Timothy & Theresa M. Merkel 748]Mr. & Ms. Merkel have a letter at the end of this
Johnston Court document. XX
Winchester, VA 22601
214  |Fran Barker Ms. Barker has comments at the end of this document.
1411 Valley Avenue
Winchester, VA 22601
215 |Barbara Bledsoe Ms. Bledsoe has a letter at the end of this document. X
Winchester, VA 22601
216 |Dennis J. McLoughlin Mr. McLoughlin has a letter at the end of this document.
1223 Rodes Circle X
Winchester, VA 22601
217, 218|J. David & Kathleen M. Griffin Mr. & Ms. Griffin have a letter at the end of this
document. XX

1301 Valley Avenue
Winchester, VA 22601
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Comments Regarding Striping of Meadow Branch Ave.

Submitted by: William (Bob) & Leisa Robinson, 901 Breckinridge Lane, Winchester, VA 22601

Formerly of 1536 Meadow Branch Ave. { 1998-200%)

Stripe as 4-lanes as per the Master & Comprehensive Plans dating back more than 50 years (1958, 1974, 1982, 1988) and again
in 2005 MPO.

Add bike lanes in both directions if room allows. Otherwise, bikes will travel in rightmost lane.

Tnforce the 25 MPH speed limit for safety.

Reasons:

No parking lane is needed on Meadow Branch Ave. through this section. All homes are either built off of MB Ave. (Downs &
farlys Green) or have their driveways off of MB Ave onto adjacent side streets. Only seven homes have their driveways
entering onto MB Ave. along a 1.1 mile stretch (.55 miles each direction) from Buckner to Handley Ave. All homes
driveways/garages can accommodate their vehicles. The entire area was designed and built-out to accommodate a 4-lane
Meadow Branch Ave. including limited access and shared driveways. Overflow parking, if ever needed, can be on adjacent side
streets.

See photos taken 8/26/14 of Meadow Branch Ave. that show only three cars parked on 1.1 mile of Meadow Branch Ave.
between Handley Ave. and Buckner. This is indicative of every day on Meadow Branch Ave. | lived at 1536 Meadow Branch
Ave. from 1998-2005. I've lived on Breckinridge Lane since 2007. | travel these roads daily and this is what | see. Those three
cars can also be parked in their driveways. Because essentially no one parks on Meadow Branch Ave., if you stripe it as
proposed: travel-bike-parking lanes, what is to keep cars in their interior lane and not pass on the right in the empty parking
lane?

View a similar road in Charlottesville: Jefferson Park Ave. (JPA) It is striped one car lane, one bike lane, one parking lane in each
direction with grassy median in middle. The difference between JPA and MB Ave. is that JPA is DENSELY POPULATED with high-
rise apartments, has a high student population on bikes, and off street parking is very necessary. On MB Ave. nothing could be
further from the truth.

Safety can be addressed by enforcing the 25 mph speed [imit.

Stripe the road based on projected volumes. The 2035 MPO Plan again calls out as 4 lane divided roadway but goes further to
identify average daily projected traffic volumes of between 20-30,000 vehicles in the year 2035. (Source: Planning Commission
Meeting Tuesday, June 17, 2014) If this dictates 4 lanes, stripe it that way now. Otherwise, when the need arises to stripe it as
4 lanes it will be viewed as a take-away and more onerous to implement. This road was designed for and volume dictates a 4-
lane road. What has changed?

Remember your mantra....plan the work & work the plan: High volume, low speed, no trucks. This has been the plan since
1958 with multiple governing bodies confirming each time (1958, 1974, 1982, 1988, 2005) High volume = four lanes.

In the memo entitled Summary of Primary Issues and City Staff Recommendation dated 8/20/14, item # 4 it states: Traffic
volumes projected at 5,000-8,000 vehicles/day. What is this based on? Is it based on the traffic study done in July 2014 when
people are out of town on vacation & schools are not in session {ie lowest volume period)? What is the purpose of the current
traffic study {cables) on Merrimans & Breckinridge?
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1526 Meadow Branch Ave.
Winchester, VA 22601
September 11, 2014

City Council
Winchester, VA

Dear Sir and Madam:

We live at 1526 Meadow Branch Ave; the intersection of Meadow Branch and Armistead. We

have lived here since the road was called Jubal Early (about 20 years ago) and we have lived on
Meadow Branch longer than anyone. We and our shared driveway neighbor experience more

traffic than anyone living on Meadow Branch or the immediate surrounds.

It took about 20 years for traffic to develop to what it is today. During that period Winchester
and the surrounding population grew along with the number of roads. | believe that traffic on
Meadow Branch will increase slowly after the extension. There is no reason why traffic would
suddenly increase. The traffic survey result indicated that the present flow is well below the
criteria for striping a 4 lane road. A letter to the Winchester Star sated that the survey was
done at the lowest traffic period of the year. | have not seen any data to support that. Itis
conceivable that traffic will never increase to a level requiring 4 lane striping. As the population
increases so will the addition of new roads. .

I am sure that you are aware of the Willow Run project that would extend Jubal Early to Rt 37.
The developers have already acquired land for the project. Jubal Early would be the planned
four-lane across town road, not Meadow Branch. This development did not exist when the
1958 Meadow Branch plan was written.

Striping! How many times would striping of any kind have to be redone because of wear over
the next 10 — 15 years or more? If traffic truly indicated the need for 4 lanes of traffic in the
future, appropriate striping cost would not be an issue. The width of the road remains the
same no matter when striping is done.

Another responder stated that the 1958 plan for 4 lanes was never changed during subsequent
readings. | suspect that there was no reason for change because actual road construction plans
did not occur until now. Changes do occur over time.

I have stated, in my previous letter, the need to keep Meadow Branch at two lanes, especially

in the current Meadow Branch neighborhood for safety reasons and for entire route for bicycle
use. Parking is also a major issue but my letter was confined to safety.
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We have important personal safety reasons for maintaining a 2 lane system. A four lane road at
the present Meadow Branch area would put my wife and me in harm’s way. Exiting or entering
our driveway would be hazardous. Vehicles would be moving through traffic signs at random.
Going straight ahead from our driveway to Armistead would require a total of 4 vehicles to stop
at the same time, two in each direction, and wait for us exit. This is not realistic. A collision to
us would be a strike to the side of our vehicle (T-bone) with associated significant injuries.
Although | was a Certified Safety Professional for over 30 years, anyone with common sense

can see that this is a dangerous situation. As | also mentioned previously obtaining mail from
our mail box and putting and retrieving trash and recycle containers at the curb area is already
a danger. Forget about a traffic light; this is a family neighborhood not a Wash DC street.

My last 15 years of employment was with an international mining company. | was corporate
general manager for safety and health. If any of our mining operations put miners in harm’s
way the Government would issue a huge fine for doing so in addition to other punitive actions.
I would think that Winchester would be at least as attentive to hazardous situations as the
mining community.

This entire issue is based on a document written 56 years ago. | went to City Hall and spoke to
the person in charge of City Planning before | purchased the land for our home (about 1992). 1
asked about future traffic on Meadow Branch. His response: Don’t worry Meadow Branch will
be just another city street as the city and area grow.

Traffic flow currently is well below the criteria for a four lane road. | believe that a conservative
approach is needed for Meadow Branch for the reasons stated above.

vl

Kenneth W. Vorpahl
kennethkv@comcast.net
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Timothy F. Merkel

Theresa M. Merkel

784 Johnston Court
Winchester, VA 22601

September 11, 2014

Mr. Perry Eisenach

Public Services Director

Re: Meadow Branch Issue; The Winchester Star, September 9, 2014

Dear Mr. Eisenach,

The following comments concerning the subject Winchester Star article debate are in favor of
keeping the Meadow Branch Avenue a two lane road. We have lived on Johnston Court since
1990 and own the vacant lot at 1532 Meadow Branch Avenue.

e Presently it is quite difficult at times to exit Johnston Ct and turn left (east) on Meadow
Branch Avenue. Cars traveling west accelerate after stopping at the Handley Avenue
intersection. The sightline for the vehicles turning east is partially blocked so timing
becomes difficult to dash to the middle island. Once there again the sightline is
substantially blocked while looking to see the oncoming traffic from the west. One of the
problems is the severe declination of the lane heading east, so that these problems would
be exacerbated greatly if the lanes were increased to four. Often city council has said
their primary concern has been the safety of its citizens. We encourage you come to
Johnston Court and turn east to see what a safety hazard this is.

e Pedestrian safety is a concern if the lanes are doubled. Even now there are speed issues
with vehicles dashing from the Handley intersection, past the Johnston Court and on to
the next stop sign at the intersection of Meadow Branch Ave and Armistead Street. Many
times vehicles just slow down and do not stop. This is a particular issue at the
intersection of Meadow Branch Avenue and Handley Boulevard where you find one of
the entrances to the green trail around the city. Two lanes on Meadow Branch Avenue
will jeopardize the many pedestrians, especially children, who enter the trail after
crossing Meadow Branch Avenue.

o In general navigating two-lane four-way stops is much easier and safer than to navigate
four lane four-way stops.

o Current traffic volumes support keeping the two lanes since they can handle about double
the current loads as reported in the referenced article.

e Finally with cash flow a problem the dollars should be spent on a more urgent traffic
problem. We would be interested in knowing the payback in years in necessary
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Mr. Perry Eisenach, contd.

expenditures for converting to the four lane system vs. the payback from the state at the
$13,000 per year level.

Thank you for your consideration of this information.
Sincerely yours,
JWLFUI& S Pl ﬁu\% /4 M/

Timothy F. Merkel Theresa M. Merkel

Cc: Winchester Common Council Members

Page 2 of 2
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City of Winchester
Meadow Branch Extension Open House
August 28, 2014

Name: Fran Barker

Address: 1411 Valley Avenue; Winchester, VA 22601

Phone: 540.678. 1 588

E-Mail: gefabark@gmail.com

Comments about proposed project:

Having read the article in today's Winchester Star, viewed the plan on the site mentioned in the paper, driven
down that road, and from all the various calls and emails | have sent and exchanged with you, Councilman
Mclnturff, and Ms. Freeman, | am not sure there is much | can add.

I appreciate those who naturally do not want more traffic on the road in front of their houses. Believe me, |
understand since according to the chart listed on the above web site, the traffic volume on our part of Valley
Avenue is approx. 11,000 cars a day. The proposed Coca-Cola apts. will only bring more. We have cars,
service vans, semi-trucks, and etc. twenty-four hours a day.

According to the city's chart on traffic volume, traffic over 12,000 usually requires four lanes. If the outer
portion of Valley Avenue (chart states Middle to Weems) is 20,000, and the current traffic on Valley from
Bellview to Handley is at 11,000, may | respectfully ask what the plan is when our part gets to 12,0007

Most of the houses on the residential portion of Valley have narrow front yards. How will an expansion to
four lanes be handled? With a shoulder? For street parking? Bike paths? If we can scarcely get out of our
drive now, what will we do with more volume?

Of course, we all know cars have to go somewhere with most of us subscribing to the "Not-in-My-Backyard”
theory of development.

I do not know what the answer is to the speed and volume of traffic on the residential part of Valley Avenue.
We have lived here for eleven years and it seems the traffic has only become heavier. | have talked to to a
number of people who have lived on Valley for many, many years. They all say my efforts to try to get
something done "...is a waste of time. "They' won't do anything."

lunderstand Valley runs into Route 11, and some have told me Valley is in fact, Route 11 itself. | have also
had a city official tell me he has never seen a map of Winchester where the residential part is named
anything but Valley Avenue. We live on block after block of houses with no businesses. Our schoolchildren
walk to their assigned grade school and high school. For the western side of Valley, elementary students
must cross Valley to get to their assigned elementary school of Quarles. There are a couple of crosswalks,
and we have been told there would be additional crosswalk signs put up {taken down during winter months

due to snow plowing) but there are not crosswalks at every corner. We have a posted speed limit of 25
mph. Itis not supposed to be a "freeway”.

While | understand my neighbors view nothing will be done to make Vailey what it should be — a residential
street. | prefer to think the experts on planning and traffic can figure out a permanent solution. And once
again, | thank you for doing so.
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DENAS 9. McLOUGHLIN
1223 Rodes Gircle
Wmchester, VA 22601

September 12, 2014

Mr. John A. Willingham, President
Winchester City Council

925 Meadow Court

Winchester, VA 22601

Re: Proposed extension Meadow Branch Avenue.
Dear John:

I am writing to strongly encourage you to follow your staff’s recommendation
of striping the existing Meadow Branch Avenue to allow for a 10 foot wide
travel lane in each direction, a 5 foot wide bike lane, and a 7 foot wide parking
lane.

Jubal Early Drive between Valley Avenue and Handley Avenue is a 4 lane
divided highway with a 25 mile an hour speed limit. However, this speed
limit is honored in the breach with very few cars adhering to the posted speed
limit. Those of us that do adhere to the speed limit are viewed as old people
delaying traffic. On the other hand, once you pass through the stop sign
where Handley Avenue comes in, Meadow Branch Avenue is a road traveling
through a residential neighborhood where safety should be a primary concern
of the city. Clearly Meadow Branch Avenue is to be extended to provide
access to the new John Kerr Elementary School. Once the road is extended
from Buckner Avenue to Amherst Street the plan is for that section of the
roadway to be 4 lane to accommodate traffic on that stretch of the roadway.
However, for residents of the Downs and Early’s Green exiting their
subdivisions will present a safety risk, especially depending on which
direction you are traveling in. It will be difficult enough coming out of the
Downs with no stop sign with a 1 lane road in each direction, but with 2 lanes
it would be inviting disaster.

It is my understanding that traffic studies have been conducted and current
volumes of traffic, as well as projections for the near future, support
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maintaining the status quo of 1 lane of traffic in each direction on Meadow
Branch Avenue.

Although a drawback has been cited in terms of a loss of $13,500 in state
funding, we all know that amounts to a miniscule portion of the city’s annual
budget. That loss would be more than overshadowed by the first incident
occurring whereby one of the residents of these neighborhoods, which are
primarily populated by senior members of our community, is involved in an
accident either walking or bicycling in the area or exiting or entering the
neighborhood in their personal vehicle. In addition, after the new school is
built, I would envision children walking or riding their bikes to and from
school along this residential roadway !

If the need arises in the future to convert the roadway to 2 lanes in each
direction it should be a relatively simple process of restriping.

City staff recommends adding an all way stop at the intersection of Buckner
Avenue and Meadow Branch Avenue and I would respectfully submit that a
similar stop should be added at the intersection of Mahone and Meadow
Branch Avenue or at a minimum a raised crosswalk similar to what the city
has recently installed on Jefferson Street in an effort to slow down traffic and
allow for individuals to cross the street safely.

I recognize that a vocal minority has been pushing for Meadow Branch
Avenue to be striped for 4 lanes through this residential neighborhood.
However, I would respectfully submit that current traffic volume and the
safety of your citizens makes the case for following your staff’s
recommendation and striping this section of Meadow Branch Avenue for 1
lane in each direction with provision made for parking and bicyclists.

Thank you for the time you devote to serving the citizens of Winchester and
for your reading and consideration of my letter.

I trust you will make the right decision based on the current information
available to you.

//gii}cerely,

<
&
L

Derthis J. McLoughlin

DIM/Imw
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CC:

Timothy Youmans, Planning Director
City of Winchester

15 N. Cameron Street, Suite 318
Winchester, VA 22601

Mzr. Perry Eisenach, Public Services Director
City of Winchester

15 N. Cameron Street

Winchester, VA 22601
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J. David and Kathleen M. Griffin
1301 Valley Avenue
Winchester Virginia 22601

Perry Eisenach, Director of Public Works

Administrative Offices
301 East Cork St.
Winchester, VA 22601

Dear Mr. Eisenach:

Thank you for FINALLY moving forward with the connector road. This is 25 years
overdue. We have a huge traffic problem in Winchester. It takes longer to get across
Town than to get from the border to Warren County, to Fauquier County, to Hampshire
County. I live .75 miles from work downtown. It takes 12 minutes on the average to get
to work. The City has shirked its responsibility for transportation long enough!

The extension must be four lanes. Anything less makes the City continue to prove that
the City administration cowers to the blessed chosen ones that live in Meadowbranch, as
we saw happen 20 years ago when the City lost a substantial advance on roadwork
construction funds for its refusal to build out an extension. The word is leadership, and
one that City officials should not retreat from; build the road out as planned. Stand
behind your long range plans and do the right thing.

Health and safety - to reach the hospital from the east side or from the County, requires a
tortured path through 18 stoplights and multiple turns, instead of the straight clear and
direct path. Building out the road to provide only two lanes will create a traffic
nightmare, and force a correction within a very short time. In the meantime, it's like
having Pleasant Valley dropped to two lanes in the middle. It is a funnel on both ends
with a disastrous center. There is not one single solitary HONEST objective basis for
doing so.

Property values - There is property in the City other than Meadowbranch! Removing
overloaded traffic from the rest of the City will increase their values far more
significantly than the alleged decrease in value on this one section of Meadowbranch. I
have a good friend realtor who repeatedly comments that some of the beautiful homes in
Winchester carry a much lower sales price because they do not sell as easily due to
through traffic headed east/west. The City needs to invest in more than Loudoun Street
Mall and National Avenue. Let's take care of the rest of the City. Where would the City
be today without Pleasant Valley, or even the first leg of Jubal Early from Pleasant
Valley to Valley? That was good long range planning, which begs for completion.

Public views - [ received a flyer at my house and a personal visit from a fellow resident
who is so concerned about the City's plan to take the "capitulation to Meadowbranch"
route that they were hitting the streets. At our neighborhood block party not a single
person had anything positive to say about the proposed striping plan to make the cut
through road two lanes. We applaud and are grateful that the City is finally building the
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rest of this road. Make no mistake, wimping out again and not finishing this as planned
and envisioned has dire consequences on public support for anything else this City with
its current administration takes on. Can we have some leadership here?

Cost - The City will lose road maintenance funds if the road is painted to two lanes, yet it
will still have to be maintained at four lanes. Excuse me - stop giving back our share of
road money!

Planning - The four lane roadway has been on the books as a planned roadway for more
than 50 years - almost as long as we have had the interstate system with us. After fifty
years of this plan, it is untenable that the City would ignore what has been blessed as a
good plan all along. Not one of the residents of Meadowbranch lived on this road when
this plan was developed. They have no basis to complain about surprise or a "change" in
the plan. Indeed, the only "change" in the plan is to limit the roadway to two lanes,
which really accomplishes not one positive thing.

On street parking - Really? This is a non sequitur! All these developed properties that
front the road have large driveways and multiple garages. This argument is really

reaching and demonstrates just how little facts actually support the demand to stop the
road or to limit it to two lanes.

Please complete the roadway and complete the roadway as planned and envisioned - four
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CITY COUNCIL ACTION MEMO

To: Honorable Mayor and Members of City Council
From: Anthony C. Williams, City Attorney

Date: September 17,2014

Re: City Council Remote Participation Policy

THE ISSUE:

§2.2-3708.1 of the Code of Virginia requires a public body to adopt a Policy in order to permit
remote participation by members under the provisions of the act. Council has requested that the
City Attorney prepare such a Policy for their consideration.

RELATIONSHIP TO STRATEGIC PLAN:
Goal 2 — Develop a High Performing Organization

BACKGROUND:

§2.2-3708.1 of the Code of Virginia authorizes remote participation in meetings of a public body
by members who have an emergency or personal matter which precludes their ability to
participate in the meeting. Such participation is limited to two meetings or 25 percent of the
meetings of the public body, whichever is fewer, and a member’'s remote participation cannot be
used to create a quorum (a quorum must already exist to allow for remote participation).

BUDGET IMPACT:
None

OPTIONS:
Approve or modify, or reject Resolution.

RECOMMENDATIONS:
N/A
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RESOLUTION

WHEREAS §2.2-37081 of the Code of Virginia authorizes members of a public body to
participate in a meeting of the public body from a remote location that is not open to the
public under limited and defined circumstances; and

WHEREAS, this provision of the state code limits remote participation to emergency or
personal matters, subject to approval, limited each calendar year to two meetings or 25
percent of the meetings of the public body, whichever is fewer; and

WHEREAS, this provision of the state code requires as a condition precedent to allowing
such remote participation that the public body adopt a written policy allowing for and
governing participation of its members by electronic communication means, including an
approval process for such participation; and

WHEREAS, it is the belief of Common Council that the adoption of such a policy
authorizing remote participation of members would be in the best interests of Common
Council and the citizens of the City of Winchester.

NOW therefore be it RESOLVED that Common Council hereby adopts the following
policy to govern remote participation by members in meetings of Common Council (to
include all meetings of Council including but not limited to Regular Meetings of Council,
Council Work Sessions, Retreats; and Joint Meetings):

CITY COUNCIL
REMOTE PARTICIPATION POLICY

1. The provisions of §2.2-3708.1 of the Code of Virginia and all subsequent revisions
thereto are hereby adopted and incorporated into this policy mutatis mutandis as if
set forth fully herein.

2. In the event of the President’s absence, incapacity, or inability to perform the
duties required under this Policy, the Vice-President shall fulfill the duties
prescribed by this Policy upon the President. In the event of the President and
Vice-President’s absence, incapacity, or inability to perform the duties required
under this Policy the Mayor shall fulfill the duties followed in succession by the
Vice Mayor, then by members or Council in rank of seniority. In the event of
members having equal seniority being called upon to fulfill the duties of the
President under this Policy, Council shall designate by majority vote, the member
authorized to fulfill the duties of the President pursuant to this Policy.

187



. Upon receiving timely request by a member of Council that they wish to
participate remotely in a meeting of Council due to an emergency or personal
matter, the President shall make a determination (1) if the member has already
reached the limitations for remote participation prescribed under §2.2-3708.1 of
the Code of Virginia and (2) if the situation presented qualifies as an “emergency”
or “personal” matter within the common meaning of said phrases and shall
immediately advise the requesting Member of his decision.

. The President shall then make reasonable efforts to notify all other members of
Council, the City Manager, and the City Attorney regarding the nature of the
emergency or personal matter, and of his decision regarding whether or not the
member may participate remotely.

. At the beginning of the meeting for which remote participation has been
requested, the President shall announce (1) the request, (2) the nature of the
emergency or personal matter, (3) the remote location from which the member
wishes to participate, (4) whether the member has reached the allowable
limitations for remote participation prescribed under §2.2-3708.1 of the Code of
Virginia, and (5) his decision regarding whether or not the member may
participate remotely.

. All of the provisions of paragraph (5) shall be recorded in the minutes of Council
at the meeting for which remote participation has been requested.

. Upon making the announcement, the President may call for any motions by other
Members who may object to the President’s decision concerning remote
participation.

. Upon motion that the decision of the President is inconsistent with the provisions
of §2.2-3708.1 or this Policy and by subsequent majority vote, Council may
override the President’s decision to allow or not allow remote participation by a
member. Absent such a motion and subsequent action by Council upon the
motion, the member shall be allowed to participate or shall be prohibited from
participation remotely based upon the decision of the President.

. Notwithstanding the foregoing provisions, no member shall be permitted to
participate remotely if such participation causes the member to exceed the
limitations on remote participation prescribed under §2.2-3708.1 of the Code of
Virginia.

10. Members participating remotely in Closed Meetings shall be responsible for

maintaining the confidentiality of Closed Meeting discussions and materials, and
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for ensuring that no persons that are not authorized to participate in the Closed
Meeting have access to deliberations conducted therein.

11. The President shall be responsible for validating the identity of the member
participating remotely.

12. The City Manager or her designee shall be responsible for making arrangements to
receive the remote transmission of the member and ensuring that the member’s
audio (and video if applicable) is publicly transmitted (for open meetings) and
cognizable to all members participating in open and closed meetings. At
minimum, the Manager or her designee must ensure that the voice of the remote
participant may be heard by all persons at the meeting location.

13.Remote participation shall be via means deemed acceptable to the governing body
including but not limited to telephonic and or live video transmissions. Remote
means of transmission must include audible voice of sufficient quality to transmit
so that it may be heard by the public (for open meetings) and by all participating
members (for closed meetings).

14.Remote participation by a member inconsistent with the provisions of this Policy
shall invalidate action taken by Common Council in which the member
improperly participated in remotely.

15. This Policy shall be applied strictly and uniformly, without exception, to the entire
membership and without regard to the identity of the member requesting remote
participation or the matters that will be considered or voted on at the meeting

16.In order to allow for remote participation of a member a quorum of the Council
must be physically assembled at the primary or central meeting location (a
Member’s remote participation cannot be counted to create a quorum where one
does not otherwise exist).

17.1f any provision of this Policy is deemed inconsistent with the provisions of §2.2-
3708.1 of the Code of Virginia or other applicable law, that provision shall be
deemed stricken and the provisions of §2.2-3708.1 of the Code of Virginia or
other applicable law shall apply.
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Va. Code Ann. § 2.2-3708.1

Current through the 2014 Regular Session and Acts 2014, Sp. Sess. I, c. 2, of the General

Assembly. Annotations current through June 20, 2014.

Code of Virginia > TITLE 2.2. ADMINISTRATION OF GOVERNMENT > SUBTITLE II.
ADMINISTRATION OF STATE GOVERNMENT > PART B. TRANSACTION OF PUBLIC
BUSINESS > CHAPTER 37. VIRGINIA FREEDOM OF INFORMATION ACT

§ 2.2-3708.1. Participation in meetings in event of emergency or personal matter; certain disabilities; distance
from meeting location for certain public bodies

A. A member of a public body may participate in a meeting governed by this chapter
through electronic communication means from a remote location that is not open to the public
only as follows and subject to the requirements of subsection B:

1.

If, on or before the day of a meeting, a member of the public body holding the
meeting notifies the chair of the public body that such member is unable to attend the
meeting due to an emergency or personal matter and identifies with specificity the
nature of the emergency or personal matter, and the public body holding the meeting
records in its minutes the specific nature of the emergency or personal matter and the
remote location from which the member participated. If a member’s participation
from a remote location is disapproved because such participation would violate the
policy adopted pursuant to subsection B, such disapproval shall be recorded in the
minutes with specificity.

Such participation by the member shall be limited each calendar year to two meetings

or 25 percent of the meetings of the public body, whichever is fewer;

2.

If a member of a public body notifies the chair of the public body that such member
is unable to attend a meeting due to a temporary or permanent disability or other
medical condition that prevents the member’s physical attendance and the public body
records this fact and the remote location from which the member participated in its
minutes; or

If, on the day of a meeting, a member of a regional public body notifies the chair of
the public body that such member’s principal residence is more than 60 miles from
the meeting location identified in the required notice for such meeting and the public
body holding the meeting records in its minutes the remote location from which the
member participated. If a member’s participation from a remote location is disapproved
because such participation would violate the policy adopted pursuant to subsection B,
such disapproval shall be recorded in the minutes with specificity.

B. Participation by a member of a public body as authorized under subsection A shall be
only under the following conditions:

1.

The public body has adopted a written policy allowing for and governing participation
of its members by electronic communication means, including an approval process for
such participation, subject to the express limitations imposed by this section. Once
adopted, the policy shall be applied strictly and uniformly, without exception, to the
entire membership and without regard to the identity of the member requesting remote
participation or the matters that will be considered or voted on at the meeting;

A quorum of the public body is physically assembled at the primary or central
meeting location; and

Anthony Williams
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3. The public body makes arrangements for the voice of the remote participant to be
heard by all persons at the primary or central meeting location.

| History |

2007, c. 945; 2013, cc. 119, 694; 2014, cc. 492, 524.
Annotations

| Notes I

THE 2013 AMENDMENTS. --

The 2013 amendment by cc. 119 and 694, in the first paragraph of subdivision A 1, inserted “or
before” near the beginning, inserted “or personal matter” three times, and inserted “at a meeting”
near the end of clause (a).

THE 2014 AMENDMENTS. --

The 2014 amendments by cc. 492 and 524 are identical, and in subdivision A 1, deleted “(a)
approves such member’s participation by a majority vote of the members present at a meeting
and (b)” preceding “records in its minutes” in the first sentence and added the second sentence;
in subdivision A 3, deleted “(a) approves such member’s participation by a majority vote of the
members present and (b)” preceding “records in its minutes” in the first sentence and added

the second sentence; and added B 1 and redesignated the remaining subdivisions accordingly.

CODE OF VIRGINIA
Copyright © 2014 by Matthew Bender & Company, Inc. a member of the LexisNexis Group. All rights reserved

Anthony Williams

191



PROPOSED CITY COUNCIL AGENDA ITEM

CITY COUNCIL/COMMITTEE MEETING OF: October 7, 2014 CUT OFF DATE: _

RESOLUTION X _ ORDINANCE __ PUBLIC HEARING X

ITEM TITLE: Resolution authorizing the Local Zone Administrator to submit an amendment
application to the Virginia Department of Housing and Community Development regarding the City of
Winchester's Enterprise Zone Program

STAFF RECOMMENDATION: Approval

PUBLIC NOTICE AND HEARING: Authorize advertisement of amendment application of the City's
enterprise zone program for purposes of receiving public comment and hold public hearing October
14th, 2014.

ADVISORY BOARD RECOMMENDATION: The Economic Development Authority
recommends the City's submission of this application

FUNDING DATA: N/A

INSURANCE: N/A

The initiating Department Director will place below, in sequence of transmittal, the names of each
department that must initial their review in order for this item to be placed on the City Council agenda.

INITIALS FOR  INITIALS FOR
DEPARTMENT APPROVAL DISAPPROVAL DATE

1.
2.
3.

4. City Attorney <z _/ _5/22/20 1%
5. City Manager %f ag Qip (. (C{

6. Clerk of Council

Initiating Department Director’s Signature: %; 5 \ﬁ‘%\ ?/ 2.2/ / L/

"Date

y ] Economic Development Coordinator

,{,{O 0>
N Rew”“’\ﬂ% s APPROVED AS TO FORI
e 2 2 y -
s B e s

é .':._ iy
op e i’ 7 CITVATIORNEY
Revised: September 28, 2009 102



CITY COUNCIL ACTION MEMO

To: Honorable Mayor and Members of City Council
From: Tyler Schenck, Economic Redevelopment Coordinator
Date: 10/7/2014

Re: Submission of Virginia Enterprise Zone Amendment Application

THE ISSUE: City Staff has a strong desire to submit an amendment application to the Virginia
Department of Housing and Community Development for our enterprise zone program.

ELATIONSHIP TO STRATEGIC PLAN: Wil assist in the City's desire to grow the economy

BACKGROUND: This application is being submitted to accommodate recent economic
development trends and needs in the City of Winchester. Specifically, this application will
include a boundary amendment that will incorporate more land in the City into the enterprise
zone and an incentive amendment that will add an additional local incentive and modify an
existing incentive.

BUDGET IMPACT: N/A

OPTIONS: Council may approve or disapprove the City’s submission of this application

RECOMMENDATIONS: City Staff recommends that we submit this application

193



A RESOLUTION THAT AUTHORIZES THE CITY OF WINCHESTER TO SUBMIT AN AMENDMENT OF
THE CITY OF WINCHESTER'’S VIRGINIA ENTERPRISE ZONE PROGRAM TO THE VIRGINIA
DEPARTMENT OF HOUSING AND COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT

WHEREAS, the City of Winchester has a desire to improve the capability of its enterprise zone
boundaries and incentives; and

WHEREAS, the Virginia Department of Housing and Community Development requires all
Virginia Enterprise Zone localities to submit a resolution from the locality’s common council
supporting the amendment.

NOW THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED, that the adoption of this Resolution shall serve as approval
of the City of Winchester’s submission of an enterprise zone amendment application to the
Virginia Department of Housing and Community Development; and

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, that the city manager or her designee is authorized to submit all
information needed to apply for an enterprise zone amendment; and

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, that all pending City of Winchester enterprise zone incentive
applications will be retroactively awarded the full value of all proposed VEZ incentive changes;
and

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, that the city manager or her designee is authorized to meet other

program administrative and reporting requirements, as defined by the enterprise zone
regulations, throughout the life of the zone.
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TO THE CITIZENS OF WINCHESTER:
Virginia Enterprise Zone Amendment Application Public Hearing Notice

The City of Winchester, Virginia will hold a public hearing on October 14 at 7:00 P.M. at Rouss City Hall,
15 N. Cameron Street, Winchester, Virginia 22601 to solicit input on the proposed Virginia Enterprise
Zone Amendment Application to the Virginia Department of Housing and Community Development.
The proposed amendments will be available for discussion. All interested citizens are urged to attend.
Further information may be obtained from the Economic Development Coordinator, Tyler Schenck by
calling 540-667-1815 or through email at tyler.schenck@winchesterva.gov.
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Virginia
Enterprise
Zones

Enterprise Zone Amendment Application

Applicant Locality(ies): City of Winchester
Name of Zone: Winchester Enterprise Zone
Zone Number:

Virginia Department of Housing and Community
Development

600 East Main St, Suite 300

Richmond, Virginia 23219

(804) 371-7030

EZONE@dhcd.virginia.gov

www.dhcd.virginia.gov

— VIRGINIA DEPARTMENT OF HOUSING

== VIRGINIA AND COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT
1] n Partners for Better Communities
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Overview of Amendment Application

Instructions for completing the coversheet and application can be found in the appendices beginning on page
12 of this document. Please read all of the appendices carefully before completing this application. The new

outlined in detail in the appendices.

Each enterprise zone can consist of up to three non-contiguous zone areas. In cases where a locality has
multiple zone designations, each of those zones can consist of up to three non-contiguous geographic areas.

An enterprise zone boundary amendment cannot consist of a site for a single business firm and cannot be
less than 10 acres.

Enterprise zone amendment applications can be submitted once every twelve months from the date of the
locality’s last zone amendment. Joint zones may amend their zones in one application or independently so long
as each locality amends their portion of the zone only once every twelve months from the date of that
locality’s last amendment. The locality submitting the amendment application must be up to date in its annual
reporting requirements. Once DHCD approves an enterprise zone amendment, the modifications to the zone
are retroactive back to January 1* of the calendar year in which the amendment was approved. This means
that businesses added via a boundary amendment approved in 2013 could submit grant applications for the
2013 grant year.

Checklist of Required Attachments

Place the required attachments at the end of the amendment application. Unless otherwise specified, the
attachment is required for all types of application amendments.

DXI  Public Hearing Advertisements (2)
Published once a week for two successive weeks in a newspaper of general circulation;
final advertisement cannot be published < 5 days or > 21 days prior to the hearing

X Official Public Hearing Minutes

X

Local Assurances

X Resolution
In the case of a joint zone all participating localities must submit approval resolutions,

even if they are not amending their portion of the zone

Joint Application Agreement (Joint zones only)

0

Maps (Boundary amendments only)

O

X

Incentive charts (Incentive amendments only)
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Coversheet

(For joint zone amendments, each locality must complete a separate coversheet)

15 N. Cameron Street
Winchester, Virginia 22601

Chief Elected Official (Name and Title):
Elizabeth Minor, Mayor

Local Zone Administrator:
Name: Tyler Schenck
Title: Economic Development Coordinator
Phone: 540-667-1815
E-mail: tyler.schenck@winchesterva.gov

Application Type:
DX single (one locality) Enterprise Zone
[ ] Joint (more than one locality) Enterprise Zone

If Joint application, list all participating localities:

Certification of Chief Administrative Officer:

To the best of my knowledge and belief, data in this proposal is
true and correct and the governing body of the participant has
duly authorized the proposal through resolution. The resolution is
attached,

Signature:W

(/A Date:

Name: Eden Freeman
Title: City Manager

r-—I;cality:
Type of Amendment (check all
City of Winchester applicable boxes):
[_] Boundary deletion
Government Address: & Boundary amendment

-

X Incentive amendment

Number of existing non-contiguous
areas present in locality’s zone:

o OJ1 X2 []3

Non-contiguous areas added or
deleted as part of amendment
application:

Xo J1 2

Total non-contiguous zone areas
after amendment: 2

Enterprise Zone Public Hearings:
X single Application
(one hearing)
Joint Application
{one hearing in each locality)
[ Joint Application
(joint hearing)

Attachments:
X Advertisements
Minutes
X Resolutions
X Local assurances
l:l Joint application agreement
(joint zones only)

Locality has submitted all annual
reports required to date:
Yes

[J No

Amendment requests will not be
processed until locality’s annual
reporting-requirements are fulfilled:

—
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l. Zone Size

Complete this section only if this amendment modifies the zone boundaries. Delete this section if your

amendment is for incentive modification only.

A. Basic size limits are determined by the type of locality. Each locality in a joint zone may have the maximum
zone acreage for that type of locality. If this is a joint amendment application, Question A must be completed for
each locality. For joint applications, duplicate the check boxes for as many localities participating in the zone. List
the locality’s name next to each duplicated box. Refer to Appendix I on page 15 for zone size limits and boundary
modification requirements.

Type of locality:
] county:
[X] Consolidated City: Winchester
[[] Town (existing town zones only)/City:

Size guideline option used:
(X Basic land size minimum and maximum
[17 percent of land area (Cities and Towns only)
[(]7 percent of population (Cities and Towns only)

B. Complete the chart below showing the size of the zone after the proposed modifications. For joint zones,
please list each locality’s zone size adjustments on a separate line. Additional rows may be added to the table
as needed. Zone size guidelines can be found in Appendix Il on page 15.

Current zone size | Proposed deletion Proposed addition A.me-n ced zone
Locality X N size in acreage
in acreage size in acreage size in acreage
(total acreage)
Winchester 440.47 159.23 599.70
4 199 Ve arprise




Map Requirements — Required only for boundary amendments.

For each of the required maps, joint applications must also submit one map showing the entire zone area. The
required maps must be able to fit inside a legal size mailing envelope. Each of the required maps must be
produced at the same scale. GIS generated maps are preferred. Topographic maps are highly discouraged.
Zone administrators MUST submit a draft boundary amendment map to DHCD prior to holding the pubilic
hearing for review.

Map 1 - Map of the locality indicating the current and amended boundaries of the enterprise zone area.
Please indicate the amended zone boundaries using the following key:

Wi : Proposed Additions — Red fill with bold red dashed border

T e

g ] Proposed Deletions — Blue fill with bold blue dashed border
I: Existing Zone Boundaries - Green fill
All required features listed in the charts must be included on each map and clearly visible.
Required Features Included on Map (where present in zone):

Major Streets/Roads/Highways Labeled (dark gray lines)
City/County/Town limit lines identified by bold blue line

Key Businesses/Employers

Key Properties/Revitalization Project Areas/ Developable Land
Airports/ Ports of Entry

Major Railways

Office or Industrial Parks

Special Districts

Map 2 - Map of the modified enterprise zone boundary indicating the existing land use characteristics
according to the following classifications:

Privately Held Land Publicly Held Land
Business/Commercial State/Federal Land

Industrial Local publicly owned land in use
Institutional Unused local public land
Single-family residential Parks & Recreational Areas
Multi-family Parking

Agriculture

Parking

Mixed-use (or “Other”)
Indicate on this map the total zone acreage and the approximate number of acres devoted to each type of use.

Map 3 — Map of the modified enterprise zone showing the boundaries of existing zoning districts. (If the area is
not zoned, this map is not required.)

Place required maps at the end of the application.
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ll. Boundary Addition

Complete this section only if this amendment adds acreage to the zone. Delete this section if your amendment
is for a boundary deletion or incentive modification only. Boundary additions cannot consist of a site for a
single business and cannot be less than 10 acres in size. Counties with enterprise zones can include acreage
within corporate town limits, provided the acreage addition falls within the total zone size requirements for
the locality. Towns with enterprise zones CANNOT add portions of the unincorporated areas into the zone
through the amendment process.

Describe the areas proposed for inclusion into the zone boundaries. Indicate if the added areas are contiguous
to existing zone boundaries or will count as one of the three total non-contiguous zone areas per locality.
Explain the strategic importance of adding the area(s) to the zone. Discuss relevant economic conditions,
economic development/revitalization efforts occurring within the proposed addition. Quantify this
information where possible.

(Limit response to space provided. )

The acreage added contiguous to the existing Winchester Enterprise Zones will accommodate for
recent economic development activity and existing blighted or underutilized areas within the
community.

When the City of Winchester applied for VEZ designation, we intentionally omitted a large amount of
available acreage in case a large employer or site became vacant or dilapidated. This boundary
amendment includes the recently closed Federal Mogul property which consists of a sizable tract of
land in the middle of Winchester. The site yields several environmental concerns and will likely need
several financial incentives to entice redevelopment of the property. In addition, the amended VEZ
boundaries incorporate the underutilized Ward Plaza property. This strip mall remains primarily
vacant and is adjacent to arguably the highest traversed avenue in Winchester. Also, the new VEZ
boundary in the southern noncontiguous zone follows Valley Avenue up to the O'Sullivan Films
manufacturing site. Although this company is a large employer and a coveted business in Winchester,
they have yet to reach their full capacity and require financial incentives to conduct their next
employment growth and capital investment.

Lastly, the boundaries in the northern noncontiguous zone are minutely adjusted to incentivize the

redevelopment of blighted or underutilized properties that were omitted from our initial northern
enterprise zone.
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lil. Incentive Amendment

Complete this section only if this amendment modifies incentives. Delete this section if your amendment is
for boundary modification only. All zones are required by statute to offer local enterprise zone incentives.
Localities should regularly review their incentive package to ensure utilization by businesses and
effectiveness in attracting/expanding targeted business sectors within the zone. In the case of boundary
amendments to include corporate town limits, the town functions as part of the county’s zone boundaries
and is not required to offer local incentives but may do so. Refer to Appendix Il on page 17 for more
information about local incentives.

A. Why are the local incentives being modified? Discuss utilization, any changing trends or special
circumstances affecting the decision to modify.

The City is proposing the addition of and incentive that provides a grant to commercial property
redevelopers seeking to forgo tax abatement and pursue a cash grant. Developers often approach City
representatives and voice their displeasure with the inability to receive local incentives after flipping a
commercial property, and this proposed incentive should alleviate this issue.

Lastly, two existing incentives are being modified due to interactions and feedback with real estate
investors and developers. The two substantially rehabilitated incentives will have their maximum
square footage thresholds raised from 15% to 50%. This will provide property investors with
additional incentive value should a property undergo a moderate expansion in square footage.

B. What aspects of the incentives are being modified and why? Explain the research that the modification
is based on {i.e. survey of zone businesses).

Two existing incentives are being amended and one new incentive is being proposed after extensive
conversation with local developers and property investors. After numerous interactions with
development community and hosting a VEZ Q&A seminar, we feel that our proposed incentive
amendments will rectify current lapses in our EZ program and provide a more robust incentive
package.

C. Has the modified incentive package or new incentive(s) been reviewed by the local governing body’s
attorney and determined to be legal? [X] Yes [ | No

D. Areincentives deleted as part of the amendment proposal? [ ] Yes X No
If yes, complete the following chart concerning the required replacement incentive and explain
(below the chart) why the incentive is being deleted. For example, the creation of a regional
water/waste water facility may necessitate amending the city’s existing water and sewer
hookup fee incentive because the city no longer collects these fees and therefore cannot
rebate them.
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Additional rows may be added to the chart as needed. Local incentives can be deleted if replaced by
incentives that are equal or superior to those in the application or most recent amendment. Contact DHCD
staff to discuss your pians to modify incentives prior to holding the public hearing.

Existing Incentive (by locality) Replacement Incentive (by locality) Justification for replacement

{Limit section IV responses aside from the above chart to the space provided plus one additional page.)

Virgiol
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Incentive Package. Complete this section only if this amendment modifies incentives. Delete this section if
your amendment is for boundary modification only. Provide information for new and existing incentives. This
chart may be reproduced to accommodate all incentives. Identify new or revised incentives with an asterisk.
This chart will replace the current chart in your Enterprise Zone designation application. Complete the
incentive chart to include all incentives to be offered upon approval of the incentive amendment.

Locality Offering the Incentive: City of Winchester

incentive #: 13 Locality/Provider: City of Winchester

Name: Substantially Rehabilitated _

Commercial/industrial Property Real Estate Tax Qualification Requirements:

Exemption Assessed value of commercial or industrial structures
Description: must be increased by at least 60. Qualifying square
Provides tax exemption for a period of 10 years for footage includes original structure and up to 150% of
substantially rehabilitated real estate within the original square footage.

Enterprise Zone for that portion of the real estate
assessment which is a net increase above the real
estate assessment on improvements prior to the
occurrence of substantial rehabilitation

Exclusive to Zone:
(] Yes
IZ] No, if no please explain how incentives will be
tailored to zone
The City extended the existing Substantially Rehabilitated
Property Real Estate Tax Exemption for commercial and
industrial structures from the Winchester Historical
District to the entire Enterprise Zone.

Period of Availability: Available for the entire existence of
the VEZ

Financial Value of Incentive: An assessed Effective date:

$1,000,000 commercial or industrial property that | Effective upon approval by DHCD
has improved its value to an assessed $1,600,000
is exempt from paying $5,700 per year for 10 years
for a total value of $57,000

Action to Implement: Source of Funds:

Xl Local Ordinance N/A Tax exemption
[_| Approval by Board of Supervisors

] other:

Annual Budget Allocation Pending Approval:
N/A

9 n
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Locality Offering the Incentive: City of Winchester

Incentive #: 15

Name: Commercial and Mixed-use Property
Rehabilitation Grant

Description:

Provides a cash grant for substantially improved
commercial or mixed-use property within the
Enterprise Zone for increasing the assessed value
of a commercial or mixed-use property by at least
60%

Locality/Provider: City of Winchester

Qualification Requirements:

Rehabilitated property must be a commercial or mixed-use.
Upon completion of rehabilitation, the assessed value of the
property must be improved by at least 60%. Grant will be
paid upon the post-rehabilitated assessed value of the
property. Plans for substantial improvement must meet the
guidelines as determined by the local zone administrator.

Exclusive to Zone:
X Yes
[_] No, if no please explain how incentives will be
tailored to zone

Period of Availability: Available for the entire existence of
the VEZ

Financial Value of Incentive: $10,000 per grant for a
new assessed value of $250,000-$499,000.
$15,000 per grant for a new assessed value of
$500,000 or more

Effective date:
Effective upon approval by DHCD

Action to Implement:
X Local Ordinance
[_] Approval by Board of Supervisors

Source of Funds:
Incentive will be funded by the City of Winchester

[T] other:
Annual Budget Allocation Pending Approval:
N/A
10 fa
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Appendix I: Public Hearing and Resolution Requirements

Public Hearing Requirements

A local governing body must hold at least one public
hearing on the application for Enterprise Zone
amendment prior to the locality’s passage of its
enterprise zone resolution and prior to submission
to DHCD. A copy of the advertisement of the public
hearing and the public hearing minutes must

accompany the

application. Enterprise  Zone

Regulation 13 VAC-5-112 490 states that Public
Hearings may not have been held more than six
months prior to the amendment submission.

For a joint application, each participating local
governing body may either hold a separate public
hearing or schedule a joint public hearing.

Public Hearing Advertisement Requirements

Q

Q

Ads must be published once a week for two
successive weeks in a newspaper of general
circulation.

The final advertisement cannot be published
less than five days or more than twenty-one
days prior to the hearing.

The ad must give the time, date, and location of
the hearing.

The complete requirements for conducting public
hearings are stated in §15.2-2204, Code of Virginia.

Information regarding joint zone
amendments

Localities participating in a joint zone can
choose to amend their respective portions of
the zone application simultaneously through
the submission of one amendment application.
However, this is not required. Participants in a
Joint zone may amend their portion of the
zone independently of each other.
Each locality can only amend their portion of
the zone application once every twelve
months from the approval date of their last
amendment.
All localities participating in the joint zone
{regardless of whether or not they are
amending their portion of the zone) must
pass approval resolutions and sign joint
application agreements for any amendment
made by a partnering joint applicant.

DHCD will not process any amendment
application until the applicant or applicants in
the case of a joint zone amendment are up to
date on their annual reporting requirements.

Minimum Resolution Format Requirements

While DHCD does not provide a template for zone
amendment resolutions, we outline the minimum
requirements below which can also serve as the
framework for a resolution.

Single Jurisdiction--Resolutions accompanying
single locality applications for enterprise zone
amendment should state that the local
governing body:

]
Q

Is applying for enterprise zone amendment;
Authorizes its chief administrator (or clerk
where there is no chief administrator) to
submit all information needed to apply for a
zone amendment.

Authorizes its chief administrator (or clerk) to
meet other program administrative and
reporting requirements, as defined by the
Enterprise Zone Regulations, throughout the
life of the zone.

Joint Application--Separate resolutions are
required of each participating locality and
should state that:

=]

The local governing body is applying for
enterprise zone amendment jointly with other
localities (provide names);

One jurisdiction (provide name) is designated
to act as program administrator;

The local governing body authorizes the chief
administrator (or clerk) acting as program
administrator to submit all information
needed to apply for an enterprise zone
amendment and to carry out all program
administrative and reporting requirements on
its behalf;

The local governing body authorizes the chief
administrator (or clerk) acting as program
administrator to carry out all program
administrative and reporting requirements on
its behalf, as defined by the Enterprise Zone
Reguiations, throughout the life of the zone.
Each jurisdiction participating in a joint EZ
application has completed a Joint Application
Agreement. See page 14 of appendix for
format of agreement.

12
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Appendix I: Local Assurances

Local Assurances and Authorizations are used to certify the accuracy of the information provided by the
applicant and to insure that the Program Regulations will be met. Important: All applications must include a
certified resolution from the local governing body. If a joint application, include resolutions of each local
governing body. Attach the resolutions at the end of the amendment application. Joint applications must
also include Joint Application Amendment Agreement (JA) — refer to page 14 of the appendix.

As the representative of the local governing body of , | hereby certify that:
(locality)

1. The information in the Enterprise Zone application is accurate to the best of my knowledge.

2. A public hearing was held by the aforementioned locality to solicit comments on this request for
application amendment. A copy of the public hearing advertisement and a copy of the public hearing
minutes are attached.

3. Any local enterprise zone incentives proposed by the aforementioned locality in the Enterprise Zone
application represents a firm commitment by the locality and have been reviewed by the local
governing body’s attorney as to their legality;

4, Itis understood that if at any time the aforementioned locality is unable or unwilling to fulfill a
commitment to provide local enterprise zone incentives, or if no state enterprise zone incentives have
been utilized within a five-year period, the zone shali be subject to termination.

Chief Administrator:
Title:
Date:

13
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Appendix I: Joint Application Agreement

Each jurisdiction participating in a joint application must complete the following form. This form insures that
all jurisdictions are in agreement with the application being submitted by the amending jurisdiction.
Completed joint application amendment agreements should be attached at the end of the amendment
application,

JOINT APPLICATION AMENDMENT AGREEMENT
ST WAUUN AMENDMENT AGREEMENT

As the representative of the local governing body of , I hereby certify that:
(locality)
1. The aforementioned locality is in agreement with the other participating localities in filing this
amendment;
2. Any local enterprise zone incentives proposed by the aforementioned locality in this amendment

application represent a firm commitment;

3. It is understood that if at any time the aforementioned locality is unable or unwilling to fulfill a
commitment to provide local enterprise zone incentives listed in this application, the zone shall be
subject to termination; and

4, A public hearing was held on to solicit comments on application.
(date)
Chief Administrator’s signature Date
Name:
Title:
1% 209 e
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Appendix ll: Zone Size Requirements and Configurations

Size Limits for Zones in Towns and Cities

Minimum: one-quarter (1/4) square mile (160 acres).
Maximum: one square mile (640 acres).

Exception; may be larger than one square mile provided
it does not exceed seven percent of the locality's land
area or it does not encompass more than seven percent
of the locality’s total population. To calculate the
population exception, use the Weldon Cooper Centers’
most recent final (not provisional) population estimates
for the locality. The following is link to the Weldon
Cooper Public Service Center:
http:/fwww.coonercenter.org/demog_rgphicsfPOPULATl
ON%%20ESTIMATES/

Size Limits for Zones in Counties

Minimum: one-half (1/2) square mile (320 acres).
Maximum: six square miles (approximately 3,840 acres).

Size Limits for Zones in Consolidated Cities

Zones in cities where the present boundaries have been
created through the consolidation of a city and county
(Chesapeake, Hampton, Newport News, and Virginia
Beach) or the consolidation of two cities (Suffolk and
Richmond), must use the minimum and maximum size
guidelines for zones in unincorporated areas of counties
described above.

Single zone: An enterprise zone located entirely within a single jurisdiction. The locality’s zone can consist of
three non-contiguous zone areas. A county zone including areas within incorporated town limits constitutes a
single zone and town acreage is considered part of the county’s zone acreage.

Counties can amend their zone boundaries to include part of the corporate town limits as part of the zone.
This addition does NOT constitute a joint zone. The acreage within the town limits counts towards the

county’s maximum zone acreage. Towns added into the count

@

enterprise zone incentives, but may.

County EZ boundaries

Y acreage are not required to offer local

Non-contiguous
countv zone areas

Town limits
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Portion of town limits in County’s zone
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Appendix ll: Zone Size Requirements and Configurations

loint zone: An enterprise zone located in two or more jurisdictions. Each locality’s portion of the joint zone can
consist of up to three non-contiguous geographic areas relative to that locality. The three non-contiguous
areas comprise that locality’s total zone size and the acreage of all three non-contiguous areas must meet the
total size requirements for that type of locality. If a locality participates in a joint zone and also has two other
zone designations, each of the three zones can consist of three non-contiguous areas. In the case of the joint
zone, one of the locality’s three possible zone areas must be contiguous to at least one other participant’s
zone area. The following are some examples of joint zone configurations:

(@) = Non-contiguous areas of one locality’s enterprise zone

A = Area where localities in joint zones are contiguous

EXAMPLE A: Two-locality joint zone

: O Locality B
@ N
' @
Locality A
EXAMPLE B: Four-locality joint zone
Locality B
o = ®
' / \ / \ Locality D
Locality A tocality C O
ocality
® O
& 211 B
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Appendix llI: Incentive Amendments

Local incentives are a critical part of the success of an enterprise zone and they should be selected carefully. It
is important for a locality to develop a package of incentives that will best assist in overcoming the specific
barriers to development within their zone by supporting targeted business sectors. The number of incentives
is not as important as the quality and impact of the incentives. If no zone businesses have qualified for a
particular local incentive for more than one year, it might be appropriate to make amendments to the
incentive. Local incentives that require a business to qualify for state incentives are HIGHLY discouraged.

1. Role of Local Incentives

® Local incentives should help address the locality’s economic conditions and barriers to economic
development goals.
Local incentives should be tailored to both new and existing targeted business sectors.
Local incentives should fill in the gaps of the state incentives therefore qualification for local incentives
should NOT be contingent on state incentive qualification.

2. Constitutionality of Local Incentives

Because Virginia is a Dillon Rule state, localities have very little authority to offer local tax incentives unless
expressly allowed through the Code of Virginia. The Virginia Enterprise Zone Grant Act allows participating
localities to offer a variety of incentives to businesses.

Local enterprise zone incentives must in no way violate the Virginia Constitution. The Uniformity Clause of
Article 10, Section 1, of the Virginia Constitution specifies that taxation must be uniform in territory, subject,
and class. As it relates to the Enterprise Zone program the concern is that taxation must be uniform
throughout an entire locality unless there is state enabling legislation that allows otherwise. The local
governing body’s attorney should review local incentives to ensure their compliance with the Virginia
Constitution.

The following examples offer simple guidelines for common tax-related local incentives:

Real estate tax exemption: Virginia Code sections 58.1-3220 and 3221 serve as the enabling legislation and
give all localities the authority to offer exemptions on real estate tax when certain conditions are met. This
incentive can be offered locality wide, not just within the zone. In such cases where this incentive is offered
locality-wide, the incentive criteria needs to be customized in the zone in order to be considered as a local
enterprise zone incentive. Real estate tax abatement, refunds, or rebates are prohibited under the State
Constitution.

Machinery & tools tax grants: The Uniformity Clause applies and there is no enabling legislation to allow for
the exemption of this tax. Therefore, a locality wishing to offer an incentive related to the machinery and tools
tax must first collect the tax uniformly from all appropriate taxpayers across the locality -those within the
enterprise zone as well as those outside the zone. Once the tax is collected, the locality may offer businesses a
grant based on their machinery and tool tax. This is usually done through the local Industrial Development
Authority. Machinery and tools tax abatement, refunds, or rebates are prohibited under the State
Constitution.

BPOL tax, utility tax, or permit fees: The Uniformity Clause does not apply to these taxes and fees. Localities
are free to offer these incentives in the form of rebates, refunds, and abatements.
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Appendix lli: Incentive Amendments Cont...
3. Examples of Local Incentives

An incentive that is available throughout a locality will not be considered an enterprise zone incentive unless
special actions are taken to encourage greater utilization of the incentive within the proposed enterprise zone
or a greater benefit is provided within the zone (i.e. lower qualification threshold or larger grant amount).
Local governments provide a variety of financial and non-financial incentives to encourage economic growth
and investment. The following list is not inclusive but serves as an example of the most frequently offered local
enterprise zone incentives:

Local Enterprise Zone Development Taxation Program: Section 58.1-3245.6 through Section 58.13245.11 of
the Code of Virginia enables designated zone localities to establish a Local Enterprise Zone Development
Taxation Program. Incremental tax revenues generated from real property or machinery and tools, or both can
be used to establish an enterprise zone development fund to pay for enhancements to government services
that promote economic development.

Tax Exemption: §58.1-3221 of the Code of Virginia enables localities to defer the taxes on the increase in
assessed value as a result of the rehabilitation of real estate for structures at least 15 years of age in enterprise
zones and 20 years of age elsewhere in the jurisdiction.

Local Tax Rebates: BPOL tax fees, local sales tax on items purchased in the community for conduct and trade
of business in the enterprise zone.

Business Loans: Facade improvement loans for both commercial and industrial properties, low interest loan
funds for start-up and expansion, revolving loan funds composed of local and private funding sources.

Fee Waivers; Permit fees, sewer and water tap fees, utility fees.
Public Improvements: Highways, streets, sidewalks, water and sewer systems, signals, etc.
Job Training: Targeted training programs to meet business needs.

Non-financial: Fast track permitting, loan packaging assistance, and design assistance.

Suggested Rationale to Use When Developing Local Enterprise Zone Incentives

Incentives should be directly linked to actions that are consistent with local enterprise zone

revitalization and development goals.

b. Survey existing zone businesses to gain feedback on existing local incentives and recommendations
for new local incentives.

C. Establish performance baselines that provide a threshold for qualification. Incentives should reward
firms that make a commitment to invest in a zone by creating new jobs and/or investment.

d. Develop measurable incentives.

e. Incentives should represent sound fiscal policy and not provide an excessive level of benefit that

would be inappropriate from an economic point of view.
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Appendix lil: incentive Amendments Cont...
4. Local Incentive Qualification Requirements

A locality should establish qualification requirements for each of its local incentives so that the incentives allow
for a good return on investment for the locality (i.e. private investment or jobs leveraged). These
requirements should be reasonable (not too restrictive) so that businesses can actually qualify. The detailed
qualification requirements for each local incentive should be outlined in writing and approved by the local
governing body prior to the submitting the amendment to DHCD. As part of this process, pertinent terms of
the incentive qualifications should be defined as should the process for incentive application approval, life of
the incentive, and the value of incentives. For example, if a locality is offering a machinery and tools tax grant
based on the creation of five new jobs the locality needs to define “new jobs” for the purposes of the incentive
qualification. Continuing with this example, would “new jobs” be considered net new, permanent full time and
would there be any wage or benefit requirements in this definition?

In addition, a locality may establish conditions on the availability of such incentives. For example, a locality
may propose to make grant funds available to new businesses during the first five years of zone operation. It
may propose a three-year utility tax exemption for new or expanding firms or propose to restrict the
availability of low interest business loans to new firms locating in the zone that agree to meet certain locally
set hiring requirements. Conditions should NOT require businesses to qualify for a state incentive in order to
qualify for a local incentive.

5. Financial Value of Incentives

The quantity of local enterprise zone incentives offered is not as important as the quality of local incentives,
The incentives should be meaningful and beneficial to targeted business sectors. For example, if the cost of
water and sewer service is higher in the county than in the city, the county zone may consider offering a
water/sewer hookup fee incentive to help offset its higher service fees. The financial impact of the
water/sewer hookup fee incentive should provide a considerable reduction, not just mere pennies in savings.
Some incentives may have a different type of monetary value but can still have a valuable impact on the
business. For example, if crime and vandalism to zone businesses is an issue, free consultations with the Crime
Prevention through Environmental Design (CPTED) planner with the police department can be a valuable
incentive where the value of the incentive would be the “consultant” market rate or police employee wage for
such training.

6. Local Assigned Agents

A locality may designate an assigned agent, such as a local redevelopment and housing authority, a nonprofit
entity or a private for-profit entity, to provide local incentives. This arrangement should be documented by a
written commitment from the agent,.

7. Termination

Section §59.1-284 of the Virginia Enterprise Zone Grant Act describes two circumstances that can result in the
termination of a designated zone. First, in the event the local government or an assigned agent is unable or
unwilling to provide regulatory flexibility, tax incentives or other public incentives as proposed in the
application for zone designation, the zone may be terminated. This is avoidable if the applicant is able to
amend the application by substituting an incentive that is equal or superior to the incentive originally
approved. Second, if no business firms in an enterprise zone have qualified for state incentives within a five-
year period, the zone will be terminated.
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__ _CITYOFWINCHESTER, VIRGINIA

PROPOSED CITY COUNCIL AGENDA ITEM

CITY COUNCIL MEETING OF: _10/14/14 CUT OFF DATE: 10/08/14
10/14/14 (Resolution to Initiate)

RESOLUTION _X__ ORDINANCE PUBLIC HEARING __

ITEM TITLE:

RESOLUTION INITIATING TA-14-645 AN ORDINANCE TO AMEND AND REENACT ARTICLES 3,4,5,5.1,6,7,8, 9,
10, 11, 12, 13, 15, 15.1, 16, 16.1, 18, AND 23 OF THE WINCHESTER ZONING ORDINANCE PERTAINING TO
TELECOMMUNICATIONS FACILITIES, PERMIT AND REVIEW REQUIREMENTS, AND FEES

STAFF RECOMMENDATION:

Initiate the text amendment to start formal public hearing review process

PUBLIC NOTICE AND HEARING:
N/A

ADVISORY BOARD RECOMMENDATION:
If the item initiated, the item will go to Planning Commission for recommendation and then back to
Council for two readings/public hearing.

FUNDING DATA: N/A

INSURANCE: N/A

The initiating Department Director will place below, in sequence of transmittal, the names of each
department that must initial their review in order for this item to be placed on the City Council agenda.

INITIALS FOR  INITIALS FOR
DEPARTMENT APPROVAL DISAPPROVAL DATE

1. Planning Director /]br‘ /13; / 5"//4
2. City Attorney %&2) fo/ 6‘4/ 2o/
3. City Manager %/- % WZO(AV

4. Clerk of Council

Initiating Department Director’s Signature: Z ]/ %Z, /s [/y_

(Zoning and Inspections)
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Aeceived )\ APPROVED AS TO FORM:
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CITY COUNCIL ACTION MEMO

To: Honorable Mayor and Members of City Council
From: Aaron Grisdale, Director of Zoning and Inspections AM®

Date: October 14, 2014

Re: RESOLUTION INITIATING TA-14-645 AN ORDINANCE TO AMEND AND REENACT ARTICLES 3, 4,5, 5.1, 6,
7,8,9,10,11, 12, 13, 15, 15.1, 16, 16.1, 18, AND 23 OF THE WINCHESTER ZONING ORDINANCE
PERTAINING TO TELECOMMUNICATIONS FACILITIES, PERMIT AND REVIEW REQUIREMENTS, AND FEES

THE ISSUE:

During Council work session on October 7, 2014, staff provided a presentation on possible ordinance revisions for
how telecommunications facility requests are reviewed and permitted. At the meeting Council decided to forward
the issue to the next Council meeting for initiation of the amendment.

RELATIONSHIP TO STRATEGIC PLAN:
Goal 4 — Create a More Livable City for All, Objective 3 — Manage future growth, development and redevelopment
consistent with City’s vision, comprehensive plan and development standards and policies

BACKGROUND:

Following a review of our Zoning Ordinance provisions for telecommunications facilities and provisions of the
Middle Class Tax Relief Act of 2012, staff has presented some opportunities to facilitate a more streamlined
review process for collocations and modifications of existing facilities. The updated provisions in the draft
amendment categorize the types of requests received from telecommunications providers into three groups: new
telecommunications facilities, major modifications, and minor modifications. New facilities and major
modifications will still require the CUP process; however, minor modifications will be an administrative review and
approval.

Major_modifications are based upon FCC guidance as to what constitutes a substantial increase in size of an
existing facility:
- The height of the existing facility is increased by more than ten percent (10%) from the current height or
twenty (20) feet, whichever is greater;
- More than 4 new equipment cabinets or 1 new shelter;
- Protrusion of more than twenty (20) feet or width of the tower, whichever is greater; or,
- Excavation outside existing leased or owned property and current easements.

Minor modifications include new antennas that do not meet the threshold for major modifications, as well as
collocations on existing towers and buildings. The applicant will be able to submit an application for administrative
review and approval. Through this process, the applicant will still need to secure additional zoning requirements, if
needed, such as Historic Winchester and Corridor Enhancement district approval. A fee of $500 will be associated
with the application. The ordinance will also include the same three basic requirements for administrative
approval as are typically included with a telecommunications CUP approval: certification the antennas meet
federal requirements, bond covering removal of the equipment, and a requirement to remove the equipment
once it is no fonger in active use.
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BUDGET IMPACT:
No funding is required.

OPTIONS:
- Initiate the zoning text amendment.
- Decline to initiate the text amendment.

RECOMMENDATIONS:
Staff believes this draft amendment serves the intent of Council to streamline the process for modifications of
existing facilities.
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RESOLUTION INITIATING TA-14-645 AN ORDINANCE TO AMEND AND REENACT ARTICLES 3, 4, 5,
5.1,6,7 8,09, 10, 11, 12, 13, 15, 15.1, 16, 16.1, 18, AND 23 OF THE WINCHESTER ZONING
ORDINANCE PERTAINING TO TELECOMMUNICATIONS FACILITIES, PERMIT AND REVIEW
REQUIREMENTS, AND FEES.

TA-14-645

WHEREAS, the Zoning Ordinance has existing provisions in that regulate the construction and
modification of telecommunications facilities; and,

WHEREAS, in accordance with §15.2-2283 of the Code of Virginia, the purpose of this ordinance
is to facilitate the creation of a convenient, attractive and harmonious community, by ensuring

that telecommunications facilities are used and constructed in a manner that is consistent with
a property’s zoning district and the Comprehensive Plan; and,

WHEREAS, the proposed changes will comply with the review and approval requirements for
such facilities pursuant to the Middle Class Tax Relief Act of 2012, Section 6409; and,

WHEREAS, the proposed ordinance language will allow for City Council to review and approve
new facilities and substantial modifications to such facilities, while allowing for a more
expedited review process through the Zoning Administrator for minor modifications and
collocations of telecommunications equipment; and,

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED that the Common Council of the City of Winchester hereby
initiates the following text amendment:

ORDINANCE TO AMEND AND REENACT ARTICLES 3, 4, 5,5.1, 6, 7, 8, 9, 10, 11, 12, 13, 15, 15.1,
16, 16.1, 18, AND 23 OF THE WINCHESTER ZONING ORDINANCE PERTAINING TO
TELECOMMUNICATIONS FACILITIES, PERMIT AND REVIEW REQUIREMENTS, AND FEES.

TA-14-645
Draft 1 -(10/07/14)
Ed. Note: The following text represents excerpts of the Zoning Ordinance that are subject to
change. Words with strikethrough are proposed for repeal. Words that are boldfaced and

underlined are proposed for enactment. Existing ordinance language that is not included here is
not implied to be repealed simply due to the fact that it is omitted from this excerpted text.
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ARTICLE 3
LOW DENSITY RESIDENTIAL DISTRICT - LR

SECTION 3-2. USES PERMITTED WITH A CONDITIONAL USE PERMIT.

3-2-2

similar-communications-systems Telecommunications facilities in accordance with
Section 18-2-1.2 of this Ordinance with the exception of minor modifications of

existing facilities as provided in Section 18-2-1.2C. (2/13/96, Case TA-95-07, Ord. No.
002-96)

ARTICLE 4
MEDIUM DENSITY RESIDENTIAL DISTRICT — MR

SECTION 4-2. USES PERMITTED WITH A CONDITIONAL USE PERMIT.

4-2-5 AASHH -:.': -‘,‘: acilities-and-towe B aHHa RFAHEHRHEIHBR #SEEFA
similar-communications-systems Telecommunications facilities in accordance with
Section 18-2-1.2 of this Ordinance with the exception of minor modifications of

existing facilities as provided in Section 18-2-1.2C. (2/13/96, Case TA-95-07, Ord. No.
002-96)

ARTICLE 5
HIGH DENSITY RESIDENTIAL DISTRICT — HR

SECTION 5-2. USES PERMITTED WITH A CONDITIONAL USE PERMIT.

5-2-14

- a

simiarcommunications-systems Telecommunications facilities in accordance with
Section 18-2-1.2 of this Ordinance with the exception of minor modifications of

existing facilities as provided in Section 18-2-1.2C. (2/13/96, Case TA-95-07, Ord. No.
002-96)

ARTICLES.1
LIMITED HIGH DENSITY RESIDENTIAL DISTRICT - HR-1

SECTION 5.1-2, USES PERMITTED WITH A CONDITIONAL USE PERMIT.

5.1-2-6 Transmitting and-receiving facilities-and-towe e communication y
simiar-communications-systems Telecommunications facilities in accordance with
Section 18-2-1.2 of this Ordinance with the exception of minor modifications of
existing facilities as provided in Section 18-2-1.2C.
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ARTICLE 6
RESIDENTIAL OFFICE DISTRICT - RO-1

SECTION 6-2. USES PERMITTED WITH A CONDITIONAL USE PERMIT.

6-2-5

similar-communications-systems Telecommunications facilities in accordance with
Section 18-2-1.2 of this Ordinance with the exception of minor modifications of

existing facilities as provided in Section 18-2-1.2C. (2/13/96, Case TA-95-07, Ord. No.
002-96)

ARTICLE 7
RESIDENTIAL BUSINESS DISTRICT - RB-1

SECTION 7-2. USES REQUIRING A CONDITIONAL USE PERMIT.

7-2-18 HASEAH -:.‘: g -,-: actities-and e B pHuHg AHAAHEHAHE SR ’ aVee
similar-communicationssystems Telecommunications facilities in accordance with
Section 18-2-1.2 of this Ordinance with the exception of minor modifications of

existing facilities as provided in Section 18-2-1.2C. (2/13/96, Case TA-95-07, Ord. No.
002-96)

ARTICLE 8
HIGHWAY COMMERCIAL DISTRICT - B-2

SECTION 8-2. USES REQUIRING A CONDITIONAL USE PERMIT

8-2-17

similar-communications-systems Telecommunications facilities in accordance with
Section 18-2-1.2 of this Ordinance with the exception of minor modifications of

existing facilities as provided in Section 18-2-1.2C. (2/13/96, Case TA-95-07, Ord. No.
002-96)

ARTICLE 9
CENTRAL BUSINESS DISTRICT - B-1

SECTION 9-2. USES REQUIRING A CONDITIONAL USE PERMIT.

9-2-15

similar-communications-systems Telecommunications facilities in accordance with
Section 18-2-1.2 of this Ordinance with the exception of minor modifications of

existing facilities as provided in Section 18-2-1.2C. (2/13/96, Case TA-95-07, Ord. No.
002-96)

ARTICLE 10
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COMMERCIAL INDUSTRIAL DISTRICT - CM-1

SECTION 10-2. USES REQUIRING A CONDITIONAL USE PERMIT.

10-2-8 Fransmitting-and-receivingfa RS-aHE Ha mrunications-systess
similar-communications-systems Telecommunications facilities in accordance with
Section 18-2-1.2 of this Ordinance with the exception of minor modifications of

existing facilities as provided in Section 18-2-1.2C. (2/13/96, Case TA-95-07, Ord. No.

002-96)

ARTICLE 11
LIMITED INDUSTRIAL DISTRICT - M-1

SECTION 11-2. USES PERMITTED WITH A CONDITIONAL USE PERMIT.

11-2-4

similar-communicationssystems Telecommunications facilities in accordance with
Section 18-2-1.2 of this Ordinance with the exception of minor modifications of

existing facilities as provided in Section 18-2-1.2C. (2/13/96, Case TA-95-07, Ord. No.
002-96)

ARTICLE 12
INTENSIVE INDUSTRIAL DISTRICT - M-2

SECTION 12-2. USES PERMITTED WITH A CONDITIONAL USE PERMIT.

12-2-1

similar-communications-systems Telecommunications facilities in accordance with
Section 18-2-1.2 of this Ordinance with the exception of minor modifications of

existing facilities as provided in Section 18-2-1.2C. (2/13/96, Case TA-95-07, Ord. No.
002-96)

ARTICLE 13
PLANNED DEVELOPMENT

SECTION 13-2. PLANNED COMMERCIAL DISTRICT - PC

13-2-4 USES PERMITTED WITH A CONDITIONAL USE PERMIT.

13-2-4.3 ne-and-receivingfa as and-towersforee
icad Tele

N

i communications facilities in accordance with
Section 18-2-1.2 of this Ordinance with the exception of minor modifications of
existing facilities as provided in Section 18-2-1.2C.

ARTICLE 15
HEALTH SERVICES DISTRICT - HS
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SECTION 15-2. USES PERMITTED WITH A CONDITIONAL USE PERMIT.

15-2-3 HISM hg-andreceiving-facilitiesand tHa PRHRURHEaHOR yStem
similar-communicationssystems Telecommunications facilities in accordance with
Section 18-2-1.2 of this Ordinance with the exception of minor modifications of
existing facilities as provided in Section 18-2-1.2C. (2/13/96, Case TA-95-07, Ord. No.

002-96)

ARTICLE 15.1
MEDICAL CENTER DISTRICT - MC

SECTION 15.1-2. USES PERMITTED BY CONDITIONAL USE PERMIT.

15.1-2-3

i icati Telecommunications facilities in accordance with
Section 18-2-1.2 of this Ordinance with the exception of minor modifications of
existing facilities as provided in Section 18-2-1.2C. (2/13/96, Case TA-95-07, Ord. No.
002-96)

ARTICLE 16
HIGHER EDUCATION DISTRICT - HE-1

SECTION 16-2. USES PERMITTED WITH A CONDITIONAL USE PERMIT.

16-2-1 Transmitting andreceiving facilities-anc e forcalluls ot e
simtlar-communications-systems Telecommunications facilities in accordance with
Section 18-2-1.2 of this Ordinance with the exception of minor modifications of

existing facilities as provided in Section 18-2-1.2C. (2/13/96, Case TA-95-07, Ord. No.
002-96)

ARTICLE 16.1
EDUCATION, INSTITUTION AND PUBLIC USE DISTRICT - EIP

SECTION 16.1-2. USES PERMITTED WITH A CONDITIONAL USE PERMIT.

16.1-2-1

nications facilities in accordance with
Section 18-2-1.2 of this Ordinance with the exception of minor modifications of
existing facilities as provided in Section 18-2-1.2C.

jcats Telecommu

18-2-1.2 Telecommunications Facilities

A. For the purposes of this section, the following definitions shall apply:
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1) Telecommunications Facility: Any antenna, antenna array or other
communications equipment consisting of personal wireless services, as
defined in the Federal Telecommunications Act of 1996, which includes FCC
licensed commercial wireless telecommunications services, including cellular,
personal communications services (PCS), specialized mobile radio (SMR),
enhanced specialized mobile radio (ESMR), and paging, as well as unlicensed
wireless services and common carrier wireless exchange access services, and

similar services that currently exist or that may in the future be developed.
Where reference is made to a telecommunications facility, unless otherwise

specified or indicated by context, such reference will be deemed to include the
support structure on which the antenna or other communications equipment
is mounted, transmission cables, and any associated equipment shelter.

2) New Telecommunications Facility: The establishment of a telecommunications

facility, on a tower, building, or other support structure, where such facility
does not presently exist.

3) Major Modification: An alteration of a telecommunications facility wherein:

i. The height of the existing facility is increased by more than ten
percent (10%) from the current height or twenty (20) feet, whichever
is greater;

ii. More than 4 new equipment cabinets or 1 new shelter;
ili. Protrusion of more than twenty (20) feet or width of the tower,

whichever is greater; or,
iv. Excavation outside existing leased or owned property and current

easements.
v. The calculation for such modifications shall be cumulative over time

following the initial approval of the telecommunications facility. No

such modification shall be permitted if the structure will exceed the
height for the zoning district as provided in 18-2-1.2B.

4) Minor Modification: An alteration of an existing telecommunications facility
that does not meet or exceed the thresholds for a major modification outlined
in Section 18-2-1A(2). The calculation for such modifications shall be
cumulative over time following the initial approval of the telecommunications
facility. No such modification shall be permitted if the structure will exceed
the height for the zoning district as provided in 18-2-1.2B. Any modification,
replacement or collocation of antennas on a building containing an existing
telecommunications facility shall be classified as a minor modification.
Proposals for new transmittingandreceiving-facilities-and-towers-forcelular
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telecommunications facilities or major modifications of such facilities shall
demonstrate the following: (2/14/96, Case TA-95-07, Ord. No. 002-96; 8/13/13,
Case TA-13-198, Ord. No. 2013-21)

1) All possible means for sharing space on existing towers or on existing buildings
or other structures have been exhausted and no alternative other than
constructing a new tower exists, and if a new tower is proposed, the applicant
has executed a Letter of Intent to share space on their tower and negotiate in
good faith with other interested parties.;

2) The height of any tower is no more than the minimum to accomplish required
coverage and any new tower is separated from property lines in a residential
district by not less than the height of the tower. In no case shall any tower
exceed 75 feet in height in a LR, MR, HR, HR-1, RO-1, RB-1 or HS Districts, nor
100 feet in the B-1, B-2, CM-1, PC, MC,_EIP or HE-1 Districts, nor 200 feet in the
M-1 or M-2 Districts;

3) The tower construction is of a design which minimizes the visual impact and the
tower and other facilities have been camouflaged and/or screened from
adjacent properties and rights of way to the maximum extent practicable. To
this end, the proposal must provide for retention of existing stands of trees and
the installation of screening where existing trees do not mitigate the visual
impact of the facility. Such screening must, at a minimum, meet the
requirements of Section 19-5-6.4d of this Ordinance. The Planning Commission
may recommend and the City Council may require additional trees and
screening when the minimum provisions do not mitigate adverse visual impacts
of the facility;

4) The electromagnetic fields do not exceed the radio frequency emission
standards established by the American National Standards Institute or standard
issued by the Federal Government subsequent to the adoption of this
Ordinance.

C. Minor modifications of existing telecommunications facilities shall require approval of

an administrative zoning permit in place of a conditional use permit and fee as
provided in Section 23-8-1:

1) Such modifications shall be submitted for approval on a form designated by
the Administrator.

2) Prior to approval of the zoning permit, the applicant shall demonstrate that
required approval has been secured for any additional ordinance
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requirements as provided in this ordinance, including but not limited to site
plan approval and certificates of appropriateness for facilities in the Historic
Winchester (HW) and Corridor Enhancement (CE) districts, as heeded.

3) Approval of an administrative telecommunications permit shall include the
following conditions:

SECTION 23-8.

23-8-1

Submission of an as-built emissions certification after the facility is in
operation, demonstrating compliance with radio frequency emission

standards established by the Federal Government.

ii. Submittal of a bond at one hundred and fifty percent (150%) to

guarantee removal of the approved facilities should the use cease.

The applicant, tower owner, or property owner shall remove
equipment within ninety (90) days once the equipment is no longer in

active use.

ARTICLE 23

ADMINISTRATION AND INTERPRETATION

FEES. (10/13/99, Case TA-99-04, Ord. No. 029-99; 10/9/02, Case TA-02-
07, Ord. No. 024-2002; 8/13/13, Case TA-13-198, Ord. No. 2013-21)

Conditional Use (when applied for at same time $200
as site plan)
(10/8/02, Case TA-02-07, Ord. No. 024-2002)

Conditional Use (when applied for separate $500
from site plan)
(10/8/02, Case TA-02-07, Ord. No. 024-2002)

Conditional Use — Telecommunications $1500
Facility/Tower (New, Major Modification;-of
Collecation)

(8/13/13, Case TA-13-198, Ord. No. 2013-21)

Administrative Telecommunications Permit $500

{Minor Modifications)
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PROPOSED CITY COUNCIL AGENDA ITEM

CITY COUNCIL MEETING OF: _09/23/14 (work session) CUT OFF DATE: 9/17/14
10/14/14 ( a;_gproval)

RESOLUTION __ ORDINANCE___  PUBLIC HEARING

ITEM TITLE:

SD-14-532 Request of the City of Winchester for subdivision approval of a subdivision including right-of-way
dedication for Meadow Branch Avenue at 200 Merrimans Lane and 470 Merrimans Lane, zoned Conditional
Highway Commercial (B-2) District, Education, Institution and Public Use (EIP) District, Medium Density
Residential (MR)District, Low Density Residential (LR) and Residential Business (RB-1) District.

STAFF RECOMMENDATION:
Approval with conditions.

PUBLIC NOTICE AND HEARING:
N/A

ADVISORY BOARD RECOMMENDATION:

Planning Commission recommended approval with conditions.

FUNDING DATA: N/A

INSURANCE: N/A
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CITY COUNCIL ACTION MEMO

To: Mayor and Members of City Council

From: Tim Youmans, Planning Director
Date: September 17, 2014
Re: SD-14-532

THE ISSUE:

Request of the City of Winchester for subdivision approval of a subdivision including right-of-way
dedication for Meadow Branch Avenue at 200 Merrimans Lane and 470 Merrimans Lane, zoned
Conditional Highway Commercial (B-2) District, Education, Institution and Public Use (EIP)
District, Medium Density Residential (MR)District, Low Density Residential (LR) and Residential
Business (RB-1) District.

RELATIONSHIP TO STRATEGIC PLAN:
Goal 1: Grow the Economy.
Vision 2028 (Principle 6) — Easy Movement.

BACKGROUND:
See attached staff report.

BUDGET IMPACT:
N/A

OPTIONS:
> Approve
> Deny (must state deficiencies)

RECOMMENDATIONS:
Planning Commission recommended approval with conditions.
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City Council Work Session
September 23, 2014

SD-14-532 Request of the City Of Winchester for subdivision approval for a subdivision including right-
of-way dedication for Meadow Branch Avenue at 200 Merrimans Lane and 470 Merrimans Lane, zoned
Conditional Highway Commercial (B-2) District, Education, Institution and Public Use (EIP) District,
Medium Density Residential (MR)District, Low Density Residential (LR) and Residential Business (RB-1)
District.

REQUEST DESCRIPTION

The request is for preliminary approval of a six (6) lot subdivision and the dedication of Meadow Branch
Avenue as a four (4) lane divided roadway through the current Ridgewood Orchard and Moffett Farms
properties. A third existing property, owned by DBL Holdings, is not included in this subdivision since it is
not traversed by the new public street, but will be included in a subsequent Minor Subdivision. It is
mostly absorbed into the proposed John Kerr Elementary School site and partially absorbed into a
commercially zoned property owned by Ridgewood Orchard. Two other minor boundary line
adjustments include one with the Lum residential property next to the school site to account for an
encroachment and a boundary line adjustment with the Sacred Heart property to eliminate a narrow
strip of land between the new road and the Sacred Heart property.

AREA DESCRIPTION

The land included within the subdivision entails
a variety of zoning designations. The 33.4 acres
of land currently owned by Ridgewood Orchard
was rezoned at the September 9" Council
meeting. That rezoning changed most of the
conditionally zoned Residential-Business (RB-1)
zoning to Highway Commercial (B-2) and
remove the Amherst Street Corridor
Enhancement (CE) overlay District. It changed
the conditionally zoned Medium Density {MR)
land to eliminate proffers associated with the
2005 rezoning from LR to MR. Most of the
adjoining Low Density (LR) zoned DBL Holdings
property was rezoned to Education, Institution,
& Public (EIP) with some of it going to B-2
zoning (in line with the proposed subdivision lot
lines). Some existing LR zoning on the
Ridgewood Orchard property closest to
Merrimans Lane remains LR and is not proposed
to be subdivided off from the 9.62-acre site that
is mostly proposed for rezoning to B-2.
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Zoning on properties surrounding the subdivision include:
e Conditional B-2 with CE overlay on the 2 vacant parcels and the CVS parcel fronting along
Ambherst St to the north
LR with some CE overlay on the Sacred Heart School and Church property to the northeast
LR on the rear of the Frederick County School Board property to the northeast
LR on the adjoining vacant portion of the Glass-Glen Burnie Foundation property to the east
LR (PUD) on the Downs, Section IV and Estate Residential areas of Meadow Branch North
subdivision property to the south (lots fronting along Buckner Drive and Heth Place)
¢ LR on the adjoining Moffett Farms LLC land that is not part of this subdivision to the southwest
* LR on the Lum property that is effectively a “donut-hole” surrounded by land in this subdivision
¢ LR on all of the remaining properties to the west fronting along the east side of Merrimans Lane

STAFF COMMENTS
Catalyst for the Subdivision

The driving force behind this subdivision of three privately-owned parcels is the need to create the 9.34-
acre elementary school site that will front along the west side of newly constructed Meadow Branch
Avenue. City Council and the Winchester School Board selected the site in late 2013 and early 2014. The
new roadway provides the only public street frontage to this site and needs to be in place or bonded
before the subdivision can be recorded. The roadway and other public improvements must be
completed before a building permit can be issued to C&S (the PPEA entity) for the new school unless
City Council grants an exception to allow certain site development activities to occur before the
improvements are in place. Fire hydrants would need to be operational and the Fire & Rescue
Department would need to approve an alternative access plan for emergency response if Meadow
Branch Avenue is not completed prior to the building permit being requested for the school. The school
site absorbs most of the currently landlocked DBL Holdings property which relied upon an access
easement for vehicular access to Merrimans Lane. That driveway would be eliminated as part of this
subdivision. Another driveway that would be eliminated is the paved entrance across the Ridgewood
Orchard property that was built to provide alternate access to Sacred Heart Church soon after it was
constructed in 1988.

Initial Ridgewood Orchard Lot Layout
The plats for the initial Major Subdivision depict the Ridgewood Orchard property being subdivided into
just three lots- one 12.66-acre elongated lot on the east side of the Meadow Branch Ave right of way,
and two lots on the west side of the roadway. The northerly lot on the west side contains 10.74 acres
and includes the wedge of remaining LR land that will presumably be subdivided away from the larger
portion of the site that was rezoned B-2. The southerly lot on the west side contains 6.4 acres, all of
which will become part of the school site (with the exception of a small area conveyed to Lum).

Overall Lot Layout
In addition to the 9.34-acre school site that will result after the assemblage of the DBL Holdings

property, the Ridgewood Orchard property is scheduled to be subdivided such that a 2+/- acre site will
be situated immediately south of (behind) the CVS store along the east side of Meadow Branch Avenue.
Another 9.6+/- acre site will be situated along the west side of the street between the intersection of
Meadow Branch/Merrimans Lane and the school site. A third Ridgewood Orchard parcel will comprise
all of the remaining Ridgewood acreage (approx. 10.6 acres) situated along the east side of Meadow

229



Branch Avenue (across from the school site). This includes a narrow strip of land approximately 0.8 acres
in area that is still zoned RB-1 that should be rezoned to LR and conveyed off to the Roman Catholic
Diocese of Arlington to assemble in with the adjoining Sacred Heart Church property.

The dedication of Meadow Branch Avenue through the 22.88-acre Moffett property creates one new
7.39-acre parcel along the east side of the street separate from the remaining 13.65 acres of Moffett
property situated along the west side of the new street. (Note: There is other Moffett land that is not
part of this subdivision.) While the presently landlocked Lum single-family residential lot is not part of
the subdivision, it will become a conforming lot of record due to Meadow Branch Avenue being platted
adjacent to the rear (east) boundary of the site that otherwise has driveway access to Merrimans Lane
over the Moffett property. No driveway access on Meadow Branch Avenue is proposed to serve this lot.

Meadow Branch Avenue Right-of-Way

Meadow Branch Avenue is generally shown as an 86-foot wide right-of-way, more than adequate to
comply with the Category lll Street standards in the Land Subdivision Ordinance. At the southern end,
where it transitions into existing Meadow Branch Avenue at Buckner Drive, it tapers down to a 70-foot
wide right of way. However, in this area there are easements for landscaping and public access along
the west side of the dedicated right-of-way. The 1.79 acres of Meadow Branch Ave right-of-way being
dedicated by Moffett Farms LLC is consistent with a rezoning proffer from 2008 when the portion of the
Moffett land situated to the east of the proposed roadway was conditionally rezoned from LR to MR
residential. Dedication of land for Meadow Branch Avenue across the Ridgewood property had been
proffered in 2005 as part of that conditional rezoning, but has since been incorporated into the C&S
PPEA proposal wherein the developer is contributing the right of way and the City and the PPEA partner
are splitting the cost of building the 4-lane divided public roadway. The City is utilizing Virginia Revenue-
Sharing funds for the public portion of the construction costs wherein state tax monies are matched
with local dollars on a 50-50 basis. The local dollars are the funds from the developer.

Meadow Branch Avenue Design
The construction details of the newly proposed stretch of Meadow Branch Ave were presented to the

public at an open house held at City Hall on Thursday, August 28™. The typical section calls for a 4-lane
divided minor arterial roadway that transitions to a 2-lane divided roadway about 600 feet north of the
current intersection of existing Meadow Branch Avenue and Buckner Drive in the Meadow Branch North
Subdivision. The width of the two-lane travel way in each direction is proposed at 22 feet (11 feet per
lane) in addition to a 2-foot wide gutter pan on both side of the asphalt travel way. This design is still
subject to Council approval following presentation by staff at a Council work session on September 23"
and action (possibly concurrent with the Subdivision review) by Council in October.

Meadow Branch roadway extends southward beyond the Moffett property within existing 70-foot wide
public right-of-way that was set aside for the street extension, but never actually constructed when the
Downs, Section 4 and the Estate Residential portions of Meadow Branch North subdivision were built in
the 1990’s. In hindsight, the developer of those areas should have been required to at least undertake
the rough grading and drainage design for that roadway extension since the construction is now going to
be more expensive due to retaining walls that must be constructed in order to keep runoff from
negatively impacting the landscaped yards associated with the single-family homes constructed along
Heth Place.

Multiple intersections with median crossings are proposed along the new roadway. A fully signalized
intersection is proposed at the northerly elementary school site entrance. The north school entrance is
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where school employee parking and parent pick-up/drop-off would be located. This intersection would
also provide access to the 10+/- acre site on the east side of the roadway. It would provide access for
Sacred Heart Church and school via an ingress/egress easement that was envisioned back in the late
1980’s when the Diocese owned all of the land that is now Ridgewood Orchard. The southerly school
entrance (which is not connected to the north entrance internally on the school site) would be for bus
staging/parking and for truck deliveries. That 3-way intersection would have a stop condition for the
buses and trucks exiting the school and may require use of school employees or resource officers to stop
traffic on Meadow Branch Avenue in order to allow the buses to exit the site during afternoon dismissal.

The preliminary roadway plans depict one other 4-way intersection which provides access to the
Moffett Farms property on both east and west sides of the street. This is where the latest draft plans
depict a change from 1 lane in each direction to 2 lanes in each direction if Council decides to stripe the
existing portion of Meadow Branch Ave as a single lane in each direction with a bike lane and curbside
parking. An additional 3-way intersection is included to serve the larger Ridgewood Orchard commercial
site along the west side of the street north of the school site. These intersections would have stop
conditions for the side streets (or private driveways, depending upon future development plans).

The existing private driveway providing access into the rear of the CVS (opposite of the Merrimans Lane
intersection with Meadow Branch Ave) is physically located on the 2-acre commercial site and would
provide the sole means of access into and out of that site. This 4-way intersection would remain as it is
today with stop conditions for the side streets/driveways, but no stop condition on Meadow Branch
Avenue. The 4-way intersection at Buckner and Meadow Branch Avenue is proposed to be a 4-way stop
condition (assuming a single-lane striping option for the existing stretch of Meadow Branch Ave).

Finally, the preliminary plans depict a right-in/right-out (RI/RO) driveway serving the northern portion of
the 7.39-acre Moffett land on the east side of the street. This area is otherwise served by full access, 4-
way intersection at the southern end of the subject parcel and the distance between this RI/RO
driveway and the median crossing at the south school entrance is less than the 300-foot minimum
required per the Land Subdivision Ordinance (LSO) Section 2-2-32.1 for Category Ili streets. Planning
staff does not recommend this access and it would require Planning Commission recommendation and
Council approval of an exception per Section 8-1 of the LSO in order to be approved.

Green Circle Trail & Sidewalks
The preliminary plans calls for the Green Circle Trail (GCT) to be a 10-foot wide asphalt trail separated
from the eastern curb line by a 5-foot wide green strip where trees would be installed. In the transition
area down closer to Buckner Drive, the green strip disappears and the trail is right up along the curb line.
It is situated along the east side of Meadow Branch Avenue for the full length from Merrimans Lane
intersection all the way south to Buckner Drive. This conflicts with the location shown in the
Comprehensive Plan amendment adopted by City Council earlier in 2014 which calls for the trail to
extend up Meadow Branch Avenue along the east side from Amherst Street to the signalized
intersection at the north entrance to the school where pedestrian crossing signals would be installed to
allow safe crossing to the school and for bikers crossing over to the west side. Then, the trail was to
extend along the west side south to where existing sidewalk along the west side of existing Meadow
Branch Avenue is situated. From there, the existing Green Circle Trail can then be accessed down at the
Abrams Creek Wetland Preserve. The proposed change in alignment of the GCT is based upon civil
engineering recommendations that indicate that it would be more challenging to install the trail along
the west side of the roadway down near where the Heth Place house lots abut the Meadow Branch
Avenue right-of-way.
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The easterly alignment of the GCT would mean that children in the current estate homes along Heth and
Buckner as well as any school-aged children in future homes developed on the adjoining Moffett
property wishing to ride their bike to the John Kerr School would need to cross the divided roadway to
access the GCT on the east side of the roadway and then cross back over the 4-lane divided roadway at
the signalized intersection rather than just taking the trail along the west side of the street. Homes on
the east side would benefit from the trail on that side, however, most of the occupants of the current
homes in Downs Section IV as well as in Early’s Green and the Mews are empty-nesters. Likewise, the
vacant Moffett and Ridgewood Orchard sites along the east side of the road are likely to be marketed
for retirement housing or assisted living facility use where few, if any, school children would reside.

A spur of the Green Circle Trail is also called for within an easement across the Ridgewood property to
the east of the school site. This would allow for a private trail spur connecting to trails on the Glen
Burnie/MSV property consistent with the recently adopted Comprehensive Plan and the pending
rezoning proffer.,

A standard 5-foot wide concrete sidewalk would be constructed along the west side of the street,
including front of the elementary school site (assuming that the GCT is approved along the east side).
The plans call for a 5-foot wide green strip between the sidewalk and the curb line where trees would be
installed. As with the GCT on the opposite side of the street, the green strip disappears in the transition
area down near Buckner Dr and the sidewalk is right up against the back of curb.

Street Lighting
Lighting is not proposed along the GCT on the east side nor is lighting proposed along the sidewalk on

the west side. Instead, double-armed street lights are proposed in the landscape median which, in most
areas is 12 feet wide. However, in areas where left-turn lanes are proposed, the landscaped median
becomes a 2-6 foot wide concrete median. It is unclear where street lights are proposed in the
numerous areas where the narrow concrete medians are proposed.

Drainage/Storm Water Management
Drainage and Storm Water management are still being designed. Numerous easements will be needed
to accept runoff which generally flows down toward Amherst St before being carried through the City’s
storm water system. It is unclear at this stage if storm water ponds are being proposed as part of the
subdivision. Those details will be provided with Final Subdivision review by City staff.

Grading Plans
Topographic plans for Meadow Branch Ave have now been submitted showing existing and proposed

grading. The grade of the road fairly closely follows the grade of most of the Moffett property and the
southerly and northerly ends of the Ridgewood property. In the area between Sacred Heart church and
the proposed B-2 land on the Ridgewood site, there is some cut on the Sacred Heart (east) side and
upwards of 6-7 feet of fill on the west side as the road curves up the hill toward the school site.

Water & Sewer and other Utilities
No plan and profile drawings depicting underground water and sewer lines and locations of fire hydrants
have been made available for review with the subdivision application yet. No plans depicting
underground utilities such as electric, telephone, CATV, and gas have been submitted yet. These details
can be reviewed by City staff. Some utilities, such as water and sewer across the Moffett property, are
not scheduled to be installed with the roadway project .
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Plats, Deeds of Dedication, and Restrictive Covenant Documents
No plat sets or required deeds and documents have been submitted for City Attorney review at this

point.

Subdivision Surety
No bond estimates or draft letters of credit providing for required surety of public improvements have

been submitted yet. The PPEA approach to construction of the public improvements may entail some
other form of assurance that the improvements are completed properly.

RECOMMENDATION

At their September 16, 2014 meeting, the Planning Commission forwarded SD-14-532 to City Council
recommending approval of the subdivision depicting right-of-way dedication for Meadow Branch
Avenue and three (3) lots on the Ridgewood Orchard property at 200 Merrimans Lane as well as two (2)
lots on the Moffett Farms property at 470 Merrimans Lane. The recommendation is subject to approval
of the construction drawings by City staff and review and approval of the deed of dedication by the City
Attorney.
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