
PLANNING COMMISSION 
MINUTES
March 1, 2016

The Rockingham County Planning Commission met on Tuesday, March 1, 2016, in the Board of Supervisors Room in the Rockingham County Administration Center. Members present were, Chairman Rodney Burkholder, Vice Chair Mr. Bill Loomis, Mr. Brent Trumbo, and Mr. Steven Pence. Staff members present were Director of Planning, Rhonda Cooper; Senior Planner, James May; Zoning Administrator, Diana Stultz; Code Compliance Officer, Kelly Getz and Secretary, Amanda Thomas.

At 6:30 p.m., Chairman Burkholder called the meeting to order.
Mr. Loomis offered the Pledge of Allegiance and Invocation.

MINUTES
On motion by Mr. Loomis, and seconded by Mr. Pence the February 2, 2016, minutes were approved with a 4-0 vote.

PUBLIC HEARING
REZOING REQUESTS
REZ16-018 	Sentara RMH Medical Center, 2010 Health Campus Dr., Harrisonburg, VA 22801, to rezone TM# 125-(17)- L1, L1A; 125-(A)- L121, L135, L136, totaling 238.61 acres, currently zoned General Business District (B-1) and General Agricultural District (A-2), to Planned Medical and Research District (PMR). The Comprehensive Plan identifies this area as Mixed Use. The property is located in Election District 3.

Mr. May presented the request.
In response to questions by Mr. Loomis, Mr. May stated that both the location of the road and the water and sewer lines will be determined at the site plan level. He added that there will be a connection from Boyers Road, but the exact location of the road is not known. VDOT will likely choose to align it with Taylor Springs Road; however, the line of sight may shift it. 
At 6: 32 p.m., Chairman Burkholder opened the public hearing.
Mr. Rob Lynch, representing Sentara RMH, stated that their current zoning allows for many of the requested uses by right. The Planned Medical and Research District (PMR) does not allow a lot of additional uses, but designates the hospital with the best zoning for them. Mr. Lynch added that, with the master plan spanning one hundred (100) years, the impact on infrastructure and roads should be looked at in a long term vision; however there are no planned buildings at this time. 
Mr. Larion Hostetler, representing three (3) residential adjoining landowners, stated that with the ongoing residential development on Albert Long Drive, a connector between that and Stone Spring Road is a welcomed addition; however, due to the residential properties having entrances located on Albert Long Drive, he does have concerns over the traffic flow and safety of the residences. Mr. Hostetler’s second concern is the wide range of facilities allowed with the new zoning, which could be placed directly across from the residential lots. He asked for a proffer stating that additional ambulatory or emergency room facilities would not be placed in that location. 
At 6:47 p.m., Chairman Burkholder closed the public hearing.
Mr. May presented the staff recommendation of approval.
In response to a question by Mr. Trumbo, Mr. May pointed out the portion of the property that is zoned A-2.
In response to a question by Mr. Pence, Mr. May stated that with the need for an emergency vehicle turnaround, the layout of the traffic flow would likely be a Fire & Rescue issue. Ms. Cooper added that there is full access on both sides of the buildings, so all structures shown on the master plan will be able to be accessed through the internal access on site. There are also additional accesses off of Albert Long Drive, which will give that community access to the commercial property. The applicant will be required to put sidewalks along Albert Long Drive and potentially Stone Spring Road. This could be in the form of a shared path. Ms. Cooper added that the structures will likely have two (2) fronts, benefitting both the residential area and the hospital. 
Mr. Loomis asked if the detail information would be worked out at the site plan level. Ms. Cooper stated that it would. Mr. Loomis questioned if the request was voted on as is, whether the issues that are in question will be taken care of at the site plan level. Ms. Cooper stated that they would, because the ordinance will require it. 
Mr. Loomis motioned for the Planning Commission to recommend approval of the proposed rezoning; Mr. Trumbo seconded the motion. 
On a vote of 4-0, the Commission recommended the approval of this rezoning. 

ORDINANCE AMENDMENTS

OA16-026  Amendment to the Rockingham County Code, Chapter 17 (Zoning), Article 2, Definition of Terms, Section 17-201 Definitions generally to amend the definitions of camp and event center and to add a definition for retreat center.

OA16-029  Amendment to the Rockingham County Code, Chapter 17 (Zoning), Table 17-606 Land Use and Zoning Table to add retreat center as a permitted use (P) in the R-4 zoning district and as a special use (SU) in the A-1, A-2, and RV zoning districts; and  to add camp as a permitted use (P) in the R-4 zoning district and as a special use with supplemental standards (SU*) in the A-1, A-2, and RV zoning districts.

OA16-039   Amendment to the Rockingham County Code, Chapter 17 (Zoning), Section 17-607 Supplemental Standards for Certain Land Uses to add supplemental standards for camp in the A-1, A-2, and RV zoning districts. Supplemental standards would allow for infilling of an existing camp by right but would require special use permit for expansion onto land not currently used for camp and for any new camp.

Mrs. Stultz presented the requests.

Mr. Pence questioned if a special use permit (SUP) would be required if an existing camp would want to expand. Mrs. Stultz stated that if an existing camp had a large parcel, they would not need a SUP if the camp was expanding in the same area they are in. If they were expanding to where this would affect other adjoining landowners, a SUP would be required. 

Mr. Loomis asked if there have been any complaints on the existing camps. Mrs. Stultz replied that she has not received a complaint recently. At times there have been complaints about noise. The SUP would be needed if the camp will impact neighbors that they did not previously impact. 

At 6:58 p.m., Chairman Burkholder opened the public hearing.
Mr. Dick Blackwell, of Blackwell Engineering, spoke in favor of the ordinance amendments. He stated that the intent remained the same, but the language needed to be clarified. 
At 6:58 p.m., Chairman Burkholder closed the public hearing.
Mrs. Stultz presented the staff recommendation of approval.

Mr. Trumbo motioned for the Planning Commission to recommend approval of the proposed ordinance amendments; Mr. Loomis seconded the motion. 
On a vote of 4-0, the Commission recommended the approval of these amendments. 

OA16-040   Amendment to the Rockingham County Code, Zoning Ordinance (Chapter 17), Section 17-201 Definition of Terms. Modify definition of 'Contractor's operation' to include landscapers and remove the definition 'Landscaping service.'

OA16-042   Amendment to the Rockingham County Code, Zoning Ordinance (Chapter 17), 17-607 Supplemental Standards for Certain Land Uses. Remove Landscaping service from the supplemental standards. (Landscaping service to be included under the use and standards for Contractor's operation.) Add supplemental standards for the uses ‘Greenhouse’ and ‘Nursery.’

OA16-044   Amendment to the Rockingham County Code, Zoning Ordinance (Chapter 17), Table 17-606 Land Use and Zoning Table. Remove ‘Landscaping service’ from the use table, add 'Greenhouse' under agricultural uses and 'Nursery' under retail uses.

Mr. Getz presented the requests.

Mr. Loomis questioned if these amendments would affect any existing businesses. Mr. Getz stated that it will not. This will affect landscapers, but it will now be as it was in the previous ordinance [prior to October 1, 2014]. The supplemental standards are what they were under the definition of Landscaping. A landscaper will be viewed the same as any other contractor, but would be a different impact from a nursery or greenhouse. 

Mr. Burkholder questioned if there had been issues, or if this was just clarifying the wording of the ordinance. Mr. Getz stated that there had been requests for special use permits by those who wished to do contracting work but did not require licensure by DPOR [Virginia Department of Professional and Occupational Regulation]. That was the reason for changing the definition of contractor. By putting landscaper under that definition, greenhouse and nursery then needed to be revised. 

Mr. Pence questioned the reasoning for separating greenhouse and nursery. Mr. Getz stated that if an applicant were growing the nursery items on their farm, it would fall under the farm bill and not a nursery. This is looking more at a wholesale nursery that brings in plants grown elsewhere and retailed at the site. Mrs. Stultz added that an applicant would have to have a bona fide farm, in order to fall under the farm bill. If a retail location were simply growing plants to sell they would not be considered a farming operation. There is not currently an operation within Rockingham County that grows their own trees. That would be the reason for classifying them differently. In most greenhouses the plants are grown, whereas nurseries bring the plants in. 

Mr. Loomis questioned if a Christmas tree farm would be considered a farm. Mrs. Stultz stated that it would because they plant and grow their products. Mr. Getz added that a Christmas tree farm would not be viewed as a nursery. Ms. Cooper added that Waynesboro Nursery has acres of trees and shrubs planted. They are dug up and transported to either a job site or to their nursery retail center. 

Mr. Trumbo questioned how a prefab shop would be affected, or should it be included in the definition. Mr. Getz replied that that would also get into other standards and regulations. Mrs. Stultz stated that the prefab shop may fall into another category. A-1, A-2 and R-V allow for small contractors with limited employees or vehicles, whereas, the industrial or business zones would allow for a warehouse and more employees. Mr. Getz added that the prefab shop could have some duct work production, but it could not become an industrial site. The definition includes “mostly offsite contracting”. Mrs. Stultz stated that the original small contractor definition came about because of a HVAC contractor, but larger contractors will likely be located in industrial or business zones. Each case would be looked at individually. Mr. Getz added that it is intended to keep it small-scale. 

At 7:13 p.m., Chairman Burkholder opened the public hearing.
Ms. Kim Sandum questioned if there were any size requirements. Mr. Getz stated that staff is exploring that. At the time it is not part of the definition. 
Mr. Pence asked when the size requirement may come up. Mrs. Stultz responded that at this time, staff is looking at the farm bill to see how large an operation can be before being considered industrial. Mr. Pence stated that he doesn’t want to see the farmers restricted. 
At 7:17 p.m., Chairman Burkholder closed the public hearing.
Mr. Getz presented the staff recommendation of approval.

Mr. Trumbo requested to make modifications to amendment OA16-040. He asked to insert “of materials” after “indoor/outdoor storage” and change “of the business’s vehicles, equipment or materials.” to read “of the business’s vehicles and equipment.”

Mr. Trumbo motioned for the Planning Commission to recommend approval of the proposed ordinance amendments, with the modifications; Mr. Loomis seconded the motion. 

Mr. Pence stated that he is concerned about preventing farmers who wish to plant and sell shrubs. Mrs. Stultz replied that the farm bill will be looked at for the allowance of incidental businesses on a bona fide farm. Mr. Pence stated that he feels incidental is fairly strictly defined. Mrs. Stultz responded that incidental would be defined by the State. If a farmer wanted to plant trees and sell them from his farm that would be incidental to the existing farm, but it is not considered incidental when the farmer has other products shipped in to the farm and sold from there. Mr. Pence stated that he was under the impression that incidental gave a certain percentage. Mrs. Stultz responded that that was not the case. 

On a vote of 4-0, the Commission recommended the approval of these amendments. 


OA16-046 	Amendment to the Rockingham County Code, Chapter 17 (Zoning), Article 5, Overlay Districts, to adopt Sections 17-520, Rockingham County Voluntary Conservation Easement Ordinance, and all attending sub-parts of Section 17-520.

Ms. Cooper presented the amendment.

At 7:27 p.m., Chairman Burkholder opened the public hearing.

Mr. John Hutchinson, of the Shenandoah Valley Battlefield Foundation, stated that he has been working with staff on this amendment for about a year. The Shenandoah Valley Battlefield Foundation already holds a number of easements within Rockingham County. There are various funding sources used to purchase easements from property owners; some require a local government co-holder or a state agency to co-hold. They are looking for other ways to find funding for landowners to conserve their land. 
Mr. Loomis questioned if there was a minimum acreage required. Mr. Hutchinson replied that there was not a minimum acreage under state law; however, unless a property is adjacent to protected land, it does not make sense to conserve a small parcel.  The smallest easement that the Shenandoah Valley Battlefield Foundation holds is around thirty-five (35) acres and is adjacent to other land that has been protected. 
Mr. Trumbo asked if any of the conservation easements automatically qualify for state income tax credits, if the landowner is given back what the property is devalued. Mr. Hutchinson replied that that is a possibility. If a landowner would donate the land, the property owners land and the easement would be appraised and the landowner would be given, in most cases, the full value of the easement. In response to a question by Mr. Trumbo, Mr. Hutchinson stated that a landowner would receive full payment through Shenandoah Valley Battlefield Foundation and the land would be protected by an easement, with the approval of the Board of Supervisors. Mr. Hutchinson stated that they have protected about twelve hundred (1,200) acres within Rockingham County. 
Mr. Pence questioned if the landowner would receive development rights, but not the full value. Mr. Hutchinson replied that that was correct. Mr. Hutchinson added that a landowner could receive a state tax credit of forty percent (40%) of the value of the easement, as well as a federal tax deduction which will allow them around seventy percent (70%) of the value. 
Mr. Trumbo questioned what the Shenandoah Valley Battlefield Foundation gave a property owner. Mr. Hutchinson replied that the landowner is often given one hundred percent (100%) of the value.
Mr. Pence questioned how this restricts adjacent landowners. Mr. Hutchinson replied that this does not bring any restrictions to adjacent landowners. He added that there are sections within Rockingham County that the Board of Supervisors does not want to see developed. 
Ms. Kim Sandum noted that, in order for an easement to be valid in the state of Virginia, it must comply with the Comprehensive Plan; this ordinance would allow that. By approving this amendment it will give land owners another opportunity to preserve their land, if they want to. This is an option for landowners to get the funding that they do not currently have. This would not be committing the Board of Supervisors to anything and it is giving citizens an option. 
At 7:35 p.m., Chairman Burkholder closed the public hearing.
Ms. Cooper presented the staff recommendation of approval.
Mr. Loomis motioned for the Planning Commission to recommend approval of the proposed ordinance amendment; Mr. Trumbo seconded the motion. 
On a vote of 4 -0, the Commission recommended the approval of this amendment. 

CAPITAL IMPROVEMENTS PROGRAM
The County proposes the adoption of the Capital Improvements Program (CIP), a five-year plan to guide the construction or acquisition of capital projects, for fiscal year 2017 through fiscal year 2021. A CIP is an important fiscal planning tool that helps a locality replace or repair existing major facilities or meet new capital improvement needs. A CIP is a form of short-term planning. 

Mr. May presented the request.

Mr. Trumbo questioned what the scope of the Planning Commission’s approval is. He stated that he feels, from an informational perspective, it is overwhelming. It is difficult to really understand the needs and there does not seem to be enough information to make educated decisions about budgets. Mr. Pence stated that he views this as the Planning Commission’s job to be sure that the suggested items are not out of line. Mr. Trumbo stated that he does not believe there are enough facts to make that decision. Ms. Cooper stated that the numbers have gone through several filters before making it to paper, but it is a only plan. 

Mr. Burkholder questioned if the goals are set high intentionally. Mr. May stated that he does not believe them to be high, but this is a decent plan that can be relied on. The next step after this program is Comprehensive Plan. This will help to look forward over five (5) years to see where land uses should or should not change. As the housing development moves forward, where there is an expected growth, facilities will be needed to provide for housing units: water, sewer, etc. This plan will help to determine if a twelve-inch (12”) or sixteen-inch (16”) line will be needed. As stated, the plan changes when an upgraded line may be needed, but this is a work in progress. 

Mr. Loomis questioned the probability of the events occurring within the timetable that has been established. Mr. May stated that the timetable for 2016 came close.  There were a few changes, such as the corrections facility, but overall it tracked fairly close to what the CIP called for. 

Mr. Loomis questioned where the amount that was allocated for a new correctional facility was moved. Mr. May stated that improvements were made to the Middle River Facility; however, the 55 million dollars was not allocated to any other project. The overall price tag for that year was lowered.

At 7:50 p.m., Chairman Burkholder opened the public hearing.
At 7:50 p.m., seeing as there was no one to speak in favor of or opposition to the Capital Improvements Program, Chairman Burkholder closed the public hearing.
Mr. Trumbo stated the he feels it is a struggle to make an informed decision. 

Mr. Burkholder questioned if there were data on how the previous year’s plans compared to completed projects. Mr. May stated that the previous CIP’s did not follow the path that the current CIP follows. The previous CIP’s were created around projects that were already in the works. This CIP was much more proactive. The 2016 CIP came about during the Board of Supervisors retreat [in 2014]. It is not fair to compare the 2016 CIP to the 2012 CIP because they were constructed much differently. 

Mr. Pence motioned for the Planning Commission to recommend approval of the proposed Capital Improvements Program; Mr. Loomis seconded the motion. 
Mr. Loomis questioned how the plans are prioritized as funds become available and whether we would be looking at massive tax increases. Mr. May stated that the Capital Improvements Program does not deal with any sort of revenue. It simply looks at projects that are intended to have funds spent. It does not request tax increases or new revenue funds. It does provide a list of projects that will likely need funding in the future. As far as prioritization, that is determined at the Capital Budget process. This is a tool to help draft the Capital Budget. The 2017 Capital Improvements Program was actually drafted subsequent to the Capital Budget; therefore, the numbers should be close. It is planned for the future to have comments from agencies and departments in earlier, to see what projects are needed and what projects can be removed. 

Mr. Loomis questioned that there would already be funding to cover the projects for 2017. Mr. May stated that there would be funding, so long as the Capital Budget was approved as drafted. All funds would be allocated through the Capital Budget. Ms. Cooper stated that the CIP does not commit the Board of Supervisors to spend funds on a project. They would still evaluate each project for its merit and the proper timing. There is a table which shows the various sources of funding. The County having a AAA rating gives great opportunities to receive good funding at good interest rates and the County is very conservative in spending money and taking out loans. Ms. Cooper stated that she sees this as a conservative CIP, but this does not commit the funds. 

Mr. Loomis asked if bonds would be needed to cover some of the projects if approved. Ms. Cooper stated that she was unsure of the sources that would be used. 

On a vote of 3-0-1 (vote to pass- Chairman Burkholder, Mr. Pence, Mr. Loomis; abstained- Mr. Trumbo) the Commission recommended the approval of the Capital Improvements Program. 

UNFINISHED BUSINESS
Mr. Loomis inquired as to the status of a previous ordinance amendment. Ms. Cooper stated that it is currently being reviewed by staff and will be presented to the Planning Commission at a later date. 


MISCELLANEOUS 
There were no miscellaneous items.
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CITY PLANNING COMMISSION LIAISON REPORT

Mr. Loomis gave a report for the February 10, 2016, Harrisonburg City Planning Commission Meeting.
Upcoming Harrisonburg City Planning Commission Meeting
The Liaison for the March 9, 2016, Harrisonburg City Planning Commission Meeting is Mr. Burkholder


SITE VISIT

The schedule for the site visit was to be determined. 


STAFF REPORT OVERVIEW
Ms. Cooper reviewed the staff report.


ADJOURNMENT
At 8:15 p.m., having no further business, the Commission adjourned 


____________________
Rodney Burkholder, Chair


____________________
Amanda Thomas, Secretary
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