REVISED August 29, 2012 at 11:30 a.m.
ORANGE COUNTY BOARD OF SUPERVISORS AGENDA
GORDON BUILDING
112 WEST MAIN STREET - ORANGE, VIRGINIA 22960
TUESDAY, AUGUST 28, 2012 - 5:00 p.m.

Unless otherwise indicated or unless relocated by the Board, agenda items will be taken in order. The Board reserves the right to remove, add, and/or
relocate agenda items as necessary. A second public comment period may be added to the agenda if a specific need necessitates such action. Public
Hearings will begin promptly at 7:30 p.m. A time limit may be imposed by the Chairman on speakers addressing the Board. Anyone wishing to address
the Board during a public hearing must sign in on the forms that are located on the table outside of the Board Room. Forms should be submitted to the
Chief Deputy Clerk, and speakers will be called in order. No disruptive signs, placards, noises, attire, or behavior will be permitted. Please silence all cell
phones and other audible devices.

5:00 P.M.
1. CALL TO ORDER
e Pledge of Allegiance
¢ Invocation

2. ADOPTION OF AGENDA

3. APPROVAL OF CONSENT AGENDA
FY13 Carry Forwards: Glenda Bradley, Finance Director
FY12 Supplemental Appropriations: Glenda Bradley, Finance Director
FY13 Supplemental Appropriations: Glenda Bradley, Finance Director
Personal Property Tax Relief Act (PPTRA) Resolution: Glenda Bradley, Finance Director
Resolution in Recognition of Sharon Pandak: Julie Summs, County Administrator
Resolution of Appreciation for the Orange Downtown Alliance: Julie Summs, County Administrator
Minutes
(1) August 14, 2012 Reqular Meeting

@~oaopow

4, PUBLIC APPEARANCES
a. Resolution of Appreciation for the Orange Downtown Alliance: Chairman Goodwin
b. Business Spotlight: Wise Guys, Ben Sherman, Partner
C. Office on Youth Quarterly Report: Alisha Vines, Office on Youth Director

5. PUBLIC COMMENT
6. BOARD COMMENT
7. ACTION ITEMS
a. Resolution for Condemnation for Operation of County Airport of an Easement Over a Property

Owned by Jenelle Biscoe Roberts, a 1.049 Acre Parcel, Designated as Tax Map 31-41c: Sharon
Pandak, County Attorney

i Bid I
c. Temporary Tent Building Permits
i. Review of Temporary Tent Building Permit Fees: Bill Schwind, Building Official

ii. Fee Donation Request from the Orange County Fair Association
Selection of Financial Software Vendor: Glenda Bradley, Finance Director
Carry Forward Requests for Fire and Emergency Services: Glenda Bradley, Finance Director
Approval of Draft Revised Future Land Use Map: Gregg Zody, Planning Director
2012 Virginia Localities Stormwater Program Development Request for Proposals Grant
Opportunity: Gregg Zody, Planning Director

e~oo

8. APPOINTMENTS TO BOARDS, COMMISSIONS, AND COMMITTEES
a. School Board Liaison: Chairman Goodwin

9. DISCUSSION ITEMS
a. Proposed Amendment to Payroll Processing Schedule: Glenda Bradley, Finance Director
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ORANGE COUNTY

DEPARTMENT OF PLANNING AND ZONING

GREGG ZODY, AICP

DIRECTOR OF PLANNING AND ZONING
COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT BUILDING
128 WEST MAIN STREET

ORANGE, VIRGINIA 22960

OFFICE: (540) 672-4347
FAX: (540) 672-0164
grangecountyva.gov

MEMORANDUM

TO: Board of Supervisors
THROUGH: Julie Summs, County Administrat@

FROM: Gregg Zod
Director of Planning and Zoning

DATE: August 21, 2012

SUBJECT: 2012 Virginia Localities Stormwater Program Development Request for
Proposals Grant Opportunity

At the August 14, 2012, meeting, 1 distributed information pertaining fo the Department of
Conservation and Recreation’s Request for Proposals relating to the development and
implementation of Stormwater Management Program and related Ordinances; and the possibility
of participating in a no-match grant opportunity, with the Rappahannock-Rapidan Regional
Commission (RRRC) and the Culpeper Water and Soil Conservation District.

I recommend that the County pursue the grant opportunity and partner with the RRRC and the
Culpeper Water and Soil Conservation District to assist with development of the County’s
Stormwater Management Program.

If the Board concurs, the following motion would be in order:

Supervisor moved, seconded by Supervisor to authorize staff to
work with the Rappahannock-Rapidan Regional Commission and the Culpeper Water and
Soil Conservation District to participate in a no-match grant opportunity through the
Department of Conservation and Recreation.






ORANGE COUNTY, VIRGINIA

OFFICE OF THE COUNTY ADMINISTRATOR

MAILING ADDRESS:
JULIE G. SuMMS PO Box 111
COUNTY ADMINISTRATOR ORANGE, VA 22960
jsumms@orangecountyva.gov PHYSICAL ADDRESS:
PHONE: (540} 672-3313 112 WEST MAIN STREET

Fax:  (540)672-1679 ORANGE, VA 22960

TO: Orange County Board of Supervisors
FROM: Alyson A. Simpson, Chief Deputy Clerk 7‘1‘5
DATE: August 21, 2012

SUBJECT: Appointments to Boards, Commissions, and Committees

Building Code of Appeals
= At-Large — vacancy.

Litter Control Committee

= At-Large — term expires June 30, 2013. (Alan Drinkwater resigned effective April 25,
2012.)

Piedmont Workforce Network Board
= At-Large — term expired June 30, 2012. (Phillip Roberts was serving in this capacity.)

Youth Commission
* District Five — term expired September 30, 2011. (Lee Hank Lewis was serving in this
capacity.)
= At-Large — term expires September 30, 2012. (Dwane Pugh is currently serving in this
capacity and does not wish to continue to serve.)
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ORANGE COUNTY, VIRGINIA
FINANCE DEPARTMENT

Glenda E. Bradley R. Lindsay Gordon, Ill Building
Director of Finance 112 West Main Street

' 2™ Floor
(540) 661-5406 Direct P.O. Box 111

{640) 672-0900 Fax
Email; gbradley@orangecova.com

Orange, VA 22960

To: Orange County Board of Supervisors
From: Glenda Bradley, Finance Directo@@
Through: Julie G. Summs, County Administrato@ E/
Date: August 20, 2012

Subject:  Potential Conversion from Monthly to Bi-weekly Payroll Cycle

A new payroll and human resources package is included as part of the County's
proposed software upgrade. This program will provide many improvements to human
resource management and position control which is largely done at the current time with
Microsoft Excel. We also believe this is a positive step in the principle of Effective,
Reflective Government.

One of our goals is to automate the tracking and calculation of all leave earned and
used through the payroll process (using timesheets) and to provide an immediate and
“real time” status to all employees of their available leave through their payroll stubs.

There are, however, a few issues that exist in our current process which complicate this
issue and do require discussion with the Board of Supervisors.

1. Currently, any part-time employee receives his/her paycheck once a month, a
month in arrears. This seems an unnecessary hardship to.impose upon this
group of employees. COur goal is to standardize the pay period for all
employees and to pay each employee two weeks following the earning of said

pay.

2. The County is engaged in a payroll process for fulltime employees that
requires the payroll to be completed before the pay period is actually over and
should move to a retroactive process. The County issues payroll once a
month: on the last day of the month. The payroll that is issued on the last
day of the month is for the time worked from the 1% — 31% of the same month.
In order to meet the deadlines of the bank for direct deposit, tax payments,





etc, as well as to allow time for the staff to enter the data, proof and generate
the payroll, we must process payroll in advance of the close of the pay period.

This situation creates substantial administrative issues, especially when an
employee leaves before the end of the pay period but the County has already
processed payroll and has already submitted the direct deposit list to the
bank.

Additionally, at the current time, all leave (sick, vacation, FMLA, etc.) must be
tracked through a completely separate process at the end of the pay cycle
using work records (time sheets) for the previous month. This reporting lag
causes the leave balances reported on employees’ pay stubs to be inaccurate
at any point in time.

GOALS:

* To ensure that we do not pay an employee who may have resigned or
been terminated by the County during the final days of a pay cycle.

e To ensure that we can adequately address the separation of an
employee and any residual issues {debts owed, leave balances owed,
etc.) prior to final payout.

+ To ensure that the reflection of timesheets is accurate and that the
reporting of time worked as well as any leave used or earned is
accurate and can be reported on the employee’s pay stub.

e To align all pay periods to increments of 7 days, thereby allowing the
software to accurately calculate FLSA required overtime for law
enforcement, and fire and EMS staff who work on a 28 day cycle. The
pay period for all other employees would be two fourteen day periods
within the 28 day cycle (however, all employees would receive their
pay every two weeks).

¢ To enable the County to set a defined pay period, such as “Sunday to
Saturday, every 2 weeks”, and then automate the tracking of all leave.
As stated above, the County currently issues payroll once a month
which results in a 12 pay period cycle for the year. This results in
some pay pericds having a fluctuating number of work hours which is
problematic for tracking leave on an automated basis.

* To remove a detriment in recruiting new personnel by moving to a
more frequent pay cycle (bi-weekly).

ISSUES:

e How to transition to a retroactive payroll process?
o See example of timeline for implementation
e Cost to County?
o The cost to the County would be the payroll accrual for nine
days at the end of FY13 for all full-time employees (estimated at
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$209,337 which includes FICA taxes). This cost would not be
an impact on cash flow annually, but would be paid out over
time as employees are separated from employment with the
County.

e Costto Employees?

o The cost to employees would be the delay in receiving as much
as one twenty-sixth of their annual salary (see January &
February); however, by the end of March (which in our example
has 3 paychecks issued); the cumulative amount delayed is half
of that amount. Note that there is no actual loss of pay to the
employee, but moving the payroll to a retroactive process
causes this amount to be delayed in actual issuance through the
timing of the payroll process.

¢ How to educate employees about the impact on their paycheck?

o Because of the delay which results from moving the payroll to a
retroactive process, cash flow for the employees is affected to
some degree each month, therefore, communication with
employees about this change is critical and should provide the
maximum amount of notice possible since each employee may
have scheduled monthly payments that need to be addressed
with vendors and banks.

Enclosed is a spreadsheet that demonstrates the current 12 pay period cycle for 3 types
of employees (Salaried Exempt, FT Non-Exempt, and PT Support). The proposed
solution for the issues described above is then applied: 1) moving all employees to
receiving a paycheck for the period worked; 2) moving all payroll to a retroactive cycle
(column highlighted in pale blue); and 3) adjusting payroll to a 26-pay period cycle. For
illustration purposes, the attached timeline uses a January 2013 start date, however, the
recommendation of the software vendor on our overall software implementation
schedule indicates that the actual start date would be between October and January,
2014.

If the Board desires to move toward a bi-weekly payroll schedule, we will
approach the software setup with that goal in mind, and provide more specifics
regarding the implementation at a later date. This will also allow us to provide a
substantial amount of notice to the employees prior to implementation. Please contact
me if you need more information or have any questions at 661-5406 or

gbradley@orangecountyva.gov.






SAMPLE OF CURRENT PAY CYCLE vs.
IMPLEMENTATION OF A RETRO-ACTIVE PAY CYCLE AND A 26-PAY PERIOD CYCLE

1 2 3 4 [] [} [ 7 ] -] — 10 11 12 13 14 15 18 17 _1_& 19 & M _
Current Pay Period {12] -1 81-8/31 9M1-8-30 | 10M1-10/31 | 114111430 | 1211231 11-1/31 2/1-2128 311331 4/1-4130 51-5731 6/1-6/30 |
| Paycheck Issued on: 31-Jul 31-Aug 30-Sep 31-Oct 30-Nov 31-Dec 31-Jan 28-Feb 31-Mar 30-Apr 31-May 30-Jun
FT Exempt_ .
Annual Salary of $90,000 $7,500.00 | $7,500.00 | $7,500.00 | $7,500.00 | $7,500.00 | $7,600.00 $7,500.00 | $7,5600.00 | $7,500.00 | $7,500.00 | $7,500.00 | $7.,500.00 $ 90,000.00
FT-Non-Exempt $2,500.00 | $2,500,60 | $2,500.00 $2,500.00 | $2,500.00 | $2,500,00 $2,500.00 | $2,500.00 | $2,500.00 | $2,500.00 | §2,500.00 | 2,500.00 1 $ 30,000.00
lAnnual Salary of $30,000 .
PT/Hourly $ 58500 (% 58500 % 58500 |§ 68500 |§ 585.00 3 585.00 $ 58500 |% 68600 [$ 58500 |§ 58500 | § 58500 | $ 56500 o § 702000
($10 per hour/13.5 hr per woek)
Proposed Pay Perfad (26) | 71-7/31 | 8/1-8/31 [ 91-6-30 | 10M-10/81] 1171-11/30 | 12A-12031 | 122516 WBAD | 120272 | 232016 | 2117-32 | 33316 | 5/17-330 | 331413 | 414427 | 4285011 | SI12-605 | S0/ | 6622 | 8231
__Paycheckissuedon; . 31-Aug 30-8ep| _ 31-0ct|  30-Nov 31-Dec| 18-Jan 1-Feb 15-Feb 1-Mar| _ 15-Mar 29-Mar 12-Apr 26-Apr 10-May 24-May 7-Jun 21-Jun S-Jul a-dul
o ) e ' B B 9 day Accrual for Pay
FT Exernpt . R | L § _2,225.27 |Period #20
Total through Pay
Annual Salary of $90,000 | $7,500.00 | $7,500.00 0.00 | $7,500.00 | $7,500.00 | 57,500.00 $7,95151 _§3461.54 | $3.461.54 | $3,461.54 | $3,461.54 | §3.461.54 | $3.461.54 | $3,461.54 | § 3,481.54 | § 3.461.54 | $3,451.54 | $3.461.54 | $3461.54 | $3.481.54 | | & 90,000.00 |Pariod #19
T B ) - o B I T 9 day Accrual for Pay
- ) N $  741.76 |Period #20
Total through Pay
FT-Non-Exempt $2,500.00 $2,500.00 | $2,500.00 | $2,500.00 | $2,500.00 _ $115585 $1,153.85 | $1,153.85 $1,153.85 | $1,153.85 | $1,153.85 | $1,153.85 | $1,153.85 | § 1,15385 | $ 1,153.85 $1,152.85 | $1,153.85 | $1,153.85 | $1,153.85 $.30,000.00 |Pariod #18
Annual Salary of 830,000 | - . — : 4. S
9 day Accrual for Pay
RN PR AN [ N N R . ) $___173.57 |Period #20
Total through Pay
PTfHourly .. _|§ 58500 |S 585.00 | § 56500 |§ 58500 |§ 58500|§ 58500 | 3 27000 § 27000 | § 27000 ($ 27000 |§ 270.00 | $ 270.00 |$ 270.00 |$ 27000 |$ 27000 |§ 27000 | § 270.00 | $ 270.00 |5 27000 |S 270.00 | |$ 7.020.00 |Period#19
1310 per hourf13.5 hr per week)

8202012 Payroll Time Line 12 vs, 26 periods J3IZPM






ORANGE COUNTY

DEPARTMENT OF PLANNING AND ZONING

GREGG ZODY, AICP

DIRECTOR OF PLANNING AND ZONING
COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT BUILDING
128 WEST MAIN STREET

ORANGE, VIRGINIA 22960

OFFICE: (540) 672-4347
FAX: (540) 672-0164
orangecountyva.gov

MEMORANDUM

TO: Board of Supervisors
THROUGH: Julie G. Summs, County Administrator@é

FROM: Gregg Zody, AICP (T
Director of Planning and Zoning

DATE: August 24, 2012

SUBJECT:  Proposed Zoning Ordinance Amendments

Please find attached the list of Zoning Ordinance amendments I mentioned at the Joint Meeting
of the Board of Supervisors and Planning Commission held on June 21, 2012,

The proposed amendments I compiled are a matter of correcting what I think are too restrictive
regulations, and introducing new uses and definitions that are currently deficient in our Zoning
Ordinance which promote economic development within Orange County on varying scales of
economy.

Zoning Ordinance Amendments

e Home Occupation — Amend the current language to allow no more than three nonfamily
employees and on-site sales of merchandise. Currently, only one nonfamily member is
allowed. Iwould recommend that we strengthen the language so that the accessory use
(Home Occupation) maintains the current character of the area and limit the visibility of
outdoor storage, or prohibit outdoor storage.

* Mobile Units - (Under Restaurants) Needs inclusion in Zoning Ordinance definitions and as a
use in certain zoning districts. This amendment was suggested by a colleague in the Health
Department.





e Create Accessory apartments use to allow accessory garage apartments of less than 750
square feet in the Agricultural and Limited Residential (R-1) zoning districts and create a
definition.

¢ Road Standards — In general.

» Allow accessory livestock in R-1.

¢ Review the necessity of SUPs in each zoning district.

e Allowing Office/Office Building as a permitted use in the Industrial Zoning District and
create a definition.

¢ Vocational Training Facility — (New Definition and Use) permitted by right in either
Industrial Zoning District,

CC: Sharon Pandak, County Attorney






ORANGE COUNTY

DEPARTMENT OF PLANNING AND ZONING

GREGG ZODY, AICP

DIRECTOR OF PLANNING AND ZONING
COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT BUILDING
128 WEST MAIN STREET

ORANGE, VIRGINIA 22960

OFFICE: (540) 672-4347
FAX: (540) 672-0164
OFGREECOUR d. g0V

MEMORANDUM

TO: Board of Supervisors
THROUGH: Julie Summs, County Administra‘cor&)S

FROM: Gregg Zody (U™
Director of Planning and Zoning

DATE: August 20, 2012
SUBJECT: Rezoning Fees

UPDATED

At the August 14, 2012 Board of Supervisors meeting, I presented the following memorandum
regarding the comparative cost in terms of staff time and resources for processing a down-zoning
VS an up-zoning.

Included in this updated memorandum, I included two attachments. The first attachment is a
memorandum presented to the Board on August 3, 2010, by former Director Kendall regarding
the same matter, which reached the same general conclusion as I did. Her memorandum
contains a detailed cost analysis and an adjacent locality rezoning fee schedule. It does not
appear that adjacent localities charge a different fee for down-zoning,

The second attachment is an updated excerpted rezoning fee schedule from adjacent localities,
the same information I presented to the Board of Supervisors in March of this year.

Supervisor Abbs requested that I provide analysis for the cost of staff time of reviewing a down-
zoning application as opposed to the cost of up-zoning, given the County’s recent change to the
fee schedule. The schedule does not make a distinction in the rezoning fee between the two
types of rezoning.

In terms of processes for rezoning requests, either type of rezoning follows the same public
hearing process; whether it is to rezone property to a higher intensity district or to a lower





intensity district. In addition, consideration must be given whether a Comprehensive Plan Map
Amendment would be required. Advertising and mailing costs are currently an additional cost
associated with rezoning and other applications requiring a public hearing process.

If the County initiates the down-zoning, as in the case of Mr, Faulconer in 2011 (#CPA 11-01
and REZ 11-03), there were no fees paid by the property owner - the County paid for the public
hearing advertisements and adjacent property owner letter mailings. In terms of application
materials, the property owner (Faulconer) was only required to submit a signed letter of consent.

Reviewing a down-zoning application by staff requires the same level of evaluation as an up-
zoning; for example, the Comprehensive Plan future land use designation, the use of the site,
adjacent uses/districts, site conditions, issues associated with the site, and whether the property
currently contains proffers. This information is distilled into the staff report.

In summation, a typical down-zoning should not create more work than an up-zoning. In fact, it
may reduce staff time and resources, depending on the nature of the request and its land use
history.

Please advise staff as to how proceed.

CC:  Sharon Pandak, County Attorney
Alyson Simpson, Chief Deputy Clerk

Attachments (2)





ATTACHMENT 1

ORANGE COUNTY
DEPARTMENT OF PLANNING AND ZONING

DEBORAH 5. KENDALL, AICP COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT BUILDING

INTERIM DIRECTOR 128 WEST MAIN STREET
{540)872-4347 PO Box 111
Fax: (540) 672-0164 ORANGE, VIRGINIA 22860

o) niyva. gov

MEMORANDUM

TO: Orange County Board of Supervisors
THROUGH: Julie G. Jordan, County Administra

FROM:  Deborah S. Kendall, AICW_/
DATE: August 3, 2010

SUB.J: Cost Analysis of Upzoning/rezoning vs. Downzoning/Change in Intensity
of use Rezoning

Per the request of the Board, staff has prepared a cost analysis to show whether there
is a difference in cost for an application by a landowner to rezone property versus
downzoning property or changing its use to a less intense one. The attached worksheet
provides a list of activities that normally occur during the review of both applications and
their resuiting costs based on staff hours and salaries.

As the Board reviews this information, there are several items to keep in mind. The
hours shown for each activity are an estimation of the average number of hours needed
from start to finish, without interruption. Also, the estimated time and cost shown are for
the review of che application.

For this exercise, downzoning Is from residential to agricultural and a change to a less
intense use is to change the zoning from commercially zoned property to agriculturally
zoned property, no development proposed. As a result, the time needed to review the
application is somewhat less, while the administrative costs {o process the application
(adjoining landowner nofification, public hearing advertisements, legal and County
administrative review, etc.) are anticipated to be the same as that for an
upzoning/rezoning application.

Generally speaking, a downzoning or change in intensity of use can take many forms:
from industrial to commercial, from commercial to residential, or from industrial to
residential. These particular forms of rezoning can take as long to review as any
upzoning/rezoning, especially if there is a residential or commercial development

! The costs would increase to include a vested rights analysis and potential review by the court if the
downzoning or change in use is by the initiation of the Board without landowner approvai. Rezoning
without landowner approval can be costly, depending on the circumstances,
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proposal involved. Consequently, it is anticlpated that the cost to review such a
downingzoning/change in intensity of use will be very similar in cost to that of an
upzoning/rezoning.

When properly is downzoned or there is a change in intensity of use, property
assessment may decrease and the resuiting tax revenue may be reduced. The table
below illustrates this change when a property is rezoned from commercial to
agricultural:

i Commercial Down-
Tract | Acreage g:t’; Corc:;s;clal Tax 2oned é‘gv 1;|auxe R?e"ue
Revenue | Ag. Value eve S
A 6 $j‘1‘gg $1,132,900 | $5551.21 | $54,000 | $264.60 | (§5,286.61)
12 $j‘1‘gg $1,736,600 | $8,509.34 | $111,100 | $544.39 | ($7.064.95)

Often when a property is downzoned from residential to agricultural, there is not the
same decrease in value or loss of revenue. For example, according to information
provided by the Commissioner of the Revenue, the value of a 268 acre tract of land that
is currently zoned residential will not change if it is downzoned to agricultural and there
will be no change in tax revenue recsived for that property (unless or untit the property
is reassessed). This is due to the fact that the use of the property will remain the same
regardless of zoning, and the fact that the property is in one large tract and has not
been subdivided into smaller lots, If the property ie placed under easement, however, its
assessment will be the same as that for a parcel enrolled in the County’s land use
valuation program {therefore, reduced) and the revenue generated will be less.

To further inform the Board, also attached is a listing of the rezoning fees charged by
counties surrounding Orange County. It appears that these localities do not charge
separate fees for a rezoning and a downzoning.

How does the Board wish to proceed?

Attachments

cc:  Sharon E. Pandak, County Attorney
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Cost Analysis of Upzoning/Rezoning vs. Downzoning/Change In Intensity of Use Rezoning

STAFF TIME| COSTPER | TOTAL [ISTAFF TIME| COST PER| TOTAL
{in hours) | HOUR {in hours) | HOUR CoSsT
Application Initiation
Applicant contacts Planning & Zoning office and discusses desired zoning
change 0.5 $24 0.5 $24 $12
Staff conducts pre-application meeting with applicant and determines
need for Application Review Committee meeting 15 $84 1.5 $84 $126
Staff writes letter ta follow-up pre-application meeting and includes
application submission information packet that has been tailored to fit
project request 2 $84 2 $84 $168
Application Intake Process 1 $14 1 $14 514
Applicant brings application to P & Z with fees
Staff processes payment and creates file
Staff date-stamps all material received
Staff assigns case number|
Staff logs case number onto database
New file is given to Planner for review for completion
Application Completeness Review
Staff reviews application for completeness 1 $24 1 $24 $24
if application is not complete, staff creates a ietter to request additional
information{ 0.5 524 0.5 424 $12
Staff reviews additional or revised information provided by applicant 0.5 $24 0.5 $24 $12
Application Review Committee {ARC) (if needed)
Staff prepares legal advertisement 1 $24 N/A
Staff memo to ARC written, copied and mailed to members with
application Information} 1 $14 N/A






Cost Analysis of Upzoning/Rezoning vs. Downzoning/Change In Intensity of Use Rezoning

STAFF TIME| COSTPER | TOTAL [STAFF TIME|COSTPER| TOTAL
(in hours) | HOUR (In hours) | HOUR COST
ARC meeting held! 15 S84 " N/A
Staff reviews and compiles ARC comments 1 $24 N/A
Staif creates and sends letter to applicant with ARC comments, Including
deadline for submission of response to comments and/or application
revisions 1 524 N/A
Applicant submits revisions to staff along with required number of|
packets for distribution to Planning Commission and Board of
Supervisors. 5taff reviews response or application revisions to
determine if they are complete (all questions answered or additional
information provided) 1 $24 52 N/A
Staff sets Planning Commission public hearing date
Staff Report I)e\rleloprl'lel'lt’z
Planner prepares draft staff report (including site visit) 15 $24 10 $24 $240
Planning Director reviews staff report 2 $36 1 $36 436
Planner finalizes staff report 2 $24 1 $24 $24
Public Notification
Staff prepares legal ad for newspaper 0.5 514 05 $14 $7
Planning Director reviews legal ad 0.25 $36 0.25 $36 $9
Staff emails legal ad to newspaper| 0.25 514 0.25 $14 54
Planning Commission public hearing advertisement cost (two
consecutive weeks)’ 4204
Staff researches and creates a listing of adjacent landowners, creates
and mails adjacent landowner notification 3 $14 3 $14 542
Staff post signs on property for rezoning 3 $16 3 514 $42
Postage for mailing natices dependent on application and not included
in the total cost






Cost Analysis of Upzoning/Rezoning vs. Downzoning/Change In Intensity of Use Rezoning

w7 rizoNing
STAFF TIME| COSTPER | TOTAL ||STAFF TIME| COSTPER | TOTAL
{in hours} | HOUR COST |l {Inhours) | HOUR COST
Planning Commission Review
Staff prepares, mails and distributes PC packets 4 514 $56 4 514 $56
Planning Commission holds public hearing 4 598 $392 2 598 $196
Planning Commission Member Meeting Reimbursement 55 $500
Administration/Board of Supervisors Notification of PC Action®
Staff writes memo to BOS on action taken by PC 1 524 $24 1 $24 $24
Planning Director reviews memo to BOS 0.5 536 L51 0.5 $36 $18
Staff finalizes memo to BOS on action taken by PC 0.5 524 512 0.5 s24 512
Planning staff copies pertinent files to"P" drive for network access by
Administrative staff| 0.75 $14 51 0.75 $14 $11
Bozrd of Supervisors Review’
Beard of Supervisors public hearing advertising cost® $206 ' $206
Board of Supervisors holds public hearing|
iFollow-Up
Staff creates letter to notify applicant of BOS action 0.5 $36 $18| 05 436 $18
Staff changes Tax Map to reflect zoning change (if approved) 0.25 $14 $4|| 0.25 S14 54
Staff notifies MSAG Data Consultants and Commissioner of Revenue of
zoning change {if approved) 0.25 $14 § 0.25 $14 $4
Total Cost _ 51.25 $2,641 35.75 52,023
* ARC meeting often includes staff from other departments. Casts for their involvement is not included here.
2 Review by County Attorney and County Administration Is not included. Their level of effort depends upon the nature of the application.
? Average advertising cost for two consecutive weeks,
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ADJACENT COUNTIES REZONING FEI

COUNTY- . . REZONING <5 e
Albemarle Planned Developments - under 50 acres $1,020.00
Planned Developments - 50 or more acres $1,570.00
All other zoning map amendments - under 50 acres $1,020.00
All other zoning map amendments 50 or more acres $1,570.00
Minor amendment to zoning map amendment $220.00
| z
Culpeper *First acre plus $100/acre for each $2,500.00 *
additional acre or fraction thereof
Greene * Plus $100/acre $2,000.00 *
Louisa * Plus $10/acre $1,000.00 *
i
Madison i Minimum $2,000.00 *
* parcel greater 10 acres; additional $100.00
| iper acre greater than 10 acre
i ! t
Spotsylvania *plus $100 per acre greater than 5 acre + $11,000.00 *

malling fees i






ATTACHMENT 2

Comparative Rezoning Fee Schedules

Albemarle County

C. Amendment to the zoning map:
1. Less than 50 acres; application and first resubmission

FEE ettt s ea st e s ettt e e e sat e s bt e s b et e s b e e e s e b r R e s bR e e b e haansetenareesanenaennenas $2,500.00
2. Less than 50 acres; each additional resubmission

RO ettt et e e st s e s b resae e et e e bR e b e st e ane s se s etaseeenressateenseseertaetaertens $1,250.00
3. 50 acres or greater; application and first resubmission

S S O OSSO $3,500.00
4. 50 acres or greater; each additional resubmission

FBE et e e s et e a4 b a e B O eEe4b RO 0448 b b A4S et eranan e eseseanensrrn $1,750.00
5. Deferral of scheduled public hearing at applicant’s request

FE vttt ettt sttt et Re e et sae e e e e et s e st eee e e aebere e e renes $180.00
Culpeper County

ReZONING......cciiiiiiniiiiiiiirireeee e iaeaaans $2,500 first acre plus $100/acre for each

additional acre or fraction thereof

|2/ ) 1 =P $2,000+$100/acre
Louisa County

Rezoning Application™..........coceuveiiieiiiiniieriiiineiien e ccnaiei v $1,000 + $10/acre

Madison County

Rezoning................... M e erreanerantererant e n e etannneeraa $2,000 min.; parcel > 10 acres;
additional fee $100 per acre > 10

Spotsylvania County
REZONING. ... .evniriiirnieiiiitieeiiiee e eieieanenes $11,600 + $45 per acre > 5 AC + mailing fees






ORANGE COUNTY, VIRGINIA

OFFICE OF THE COUNTY ADMINISTRATOR

JULIE G. SummMs
COUNTY ADMINISTRATOR

MAILING ADDRESS:

P.0.Box 111

ORANGE, VIRGINIA 22960

jsumms@orangecountyva.gov
PHONE: {540)672-3313
Fax:  (540)672-1679

PHYSICAL ADDRESS:
112 WEST MAIN STREET
ORANGE, VIRGINIA 22960

TO: Orange County Board of Supervisors
FROM: Julie G. Summs, County Administrat0666
DATE: August 21, 2012

SUBJECT: Request from VDOT regarding Route 606 (Catharpin Road)

At the August 14, 2012, Board meeting, Roy Tate, Acting Residency Administrator, explained
VDOT's request to re-designate Route 606 (Catharpin Road) as a Rural Rustic Road. As
detailed by Mr. Tate, the re-designation of this Route as a Rural Rustic Road will permit the
surface treatment work for the road to be expedited. The Rural Rustic designation also permits
a lesser road width, which is important to note.

Action from the Board regarding the designation of this road is being requested and if such re-
designation is desired, staff will prepare a resolution for the Board’'s consideration at the
September 11, 2012, meeting.

If the Board wishes to re-designate Route 606 (Catharpin Road), the following motion would be
in order:

Supervisor moved, seconded by Supervisor , to initiate
the process to re-designate Route 606 (Catharpin Road) as a Rural Rustic Road and to
begin applicable road improvements as permissible.

CC: Glenda Bradley, Finance Director
Gregg Zody, Planning Director







