Town of Weaverville
Zoning Board of Adjustment
Council Chambers
November 13, 2017

Agenda

Call to Order — Chairman jeff McKenna.

Public Hearing on an Amendment to an Existing Special Use Permit which Governs the Property
Commonly Known as Northridge Commons.

Consideration of a Motion Establishing a Ruling on the Aforementioned Application for an
Amendment to an Existing Special Use Permit.

Public Hearing on an Amendment to an Existing Special Use Permit which Governs the Property
Commonly Known as Fairfield Inn, Weaverville.

Consideration of a Motion Establishing a Ruling on the Aforementioned Application for an
Amendment to an Existing Special Use Permit.

Public Hearing on an Appeal of a Decision of the Zoning Administrator Related to the Design
Standards Established by Ordinance within the Condition Zoning District for the Property
Commonly Known as Weaver Village.

Consideration of a Motion Establishing a Ruling on the Aforementioned Appeal.

Any Other Business to Come Before the Board.

Adjournment.



Agenda ltems 2&3
Amendment to an Existing Special Use Permit for Northridge Commons

» Attached you will find an application for an amendment to an existing special use permit for
Northridge Commons, a master plan for Northridge Commons noting outparcel F, the
development standards for Northridge Commons noting an open space requirement of 20%
and an open space bulletin noting the open space present without the area of parcel F.

» [tis the opinion of staff, that should the Zoning Board of Adjustment wish to remove out
parcel F from the Northridge Commons special use permit as the applicant desires, no
subsequent violations of the development standards associated with the SUP would be
created.



ZONING BOARD OF ADJUSTMENT
MEETING SHEET FOR NOVEMBER 13, 2017

Agenda Items 2 and 3:

INTRODUCTION: HFW Endeavors, LLC, is the owner of the commercial
development known as Northridge Commons located at 152 Monticelle Road, which
was developed under a special use permit that was issued on June 5, 2006. The
developer has requested an amendment to its special use permit to remove
Outparcel F, +/-2.64 acres, from the operation of the special use permit.

JURISDICTION: Sec. 36-328(1) authorizes the BOA to amend previously granted
special use permits

STANDARDS:

1. The establishment, maintenance, or operation of the special use will not be
detrimental to or endanger the public health, safety, morals, comfort, or general
welfare.

2. The special use will not be injurious to the use and enjoyment of other property
in the immediate vicinity for the purposes already permitted nor substantially
diminish and impair property values within the neighborhood.

3. The establishment of the special use will not impede the normal and orderly
development and improvement of the surrounding property for uses permitted
in the district.

4. The exterior architectural appeal and functional plan of any proposed structure
will not be so at variance with the exterior architectural appeal and functional
plan of the structures already constructed or in the course of construction in the
immediate neighborhood or with the character of the applicable district as to
cause a substantial depreciation in the property values within the neighborhood.

5. Adequate utilities, access roads, drainage and/or other necessary facilities have
been or will be provided.

6. Adequate measures have been or will be taken to provide ingress and egress so
designed as to minimize traffic congestion in the public streets.

7. The special use shall, in all other respects, conform to the applicable regulations
of the district in which it is located, except as such regulations may, in each
instance, be modified by the zoning board of adjustment.

QUESTION FOR DELIBERATION: Does the record include competent, relevant and
substantial evidence that the amendment as requested by developer meets the
standards and should therefore be granted?



TOWN OF WEAVERVILLE UNIFIED BUSINESS DEVELOPMENT

ZONING APPLICATION
Planning and Zoning Department, 30 South Main Street, P.C, Box 338, Weaverville, NC 28787

(828) 434-7002-~ fax (828) 645-4776 -- jeller@weavervillenc.org
Special Use Permit Fee: $350.00

OWNER/APPLICANT NAME: HFW Endeavors, LLC APPLICATION DATE: 10/17/2017

BRIEFLY DESCRIBE THE PROJECT: Removm gcel F from Northulj?%; wons Maet, WﬁPIan

PHONE NUMBER: 704-377-6224 PROPERTY ADDRESS: 152 Monticella
Road ]
PIN: 9733-70-0398 DEED BOOK/PAGE: 5448/1391
TRACT AREA (acres): 2.5 PROPOSED SQ. FOOTAGE: NiA

. szve depnis 2t
REGISTERED CONTRACTOR: “TZ8/) PHONE NUMBER:
ADDRESS: 7ok - 99 b-1547
REGISTERED ENGINEER: Civil Design Concepts PHONE NUMBER: 826-252-5388

ADDRESS: 168 Patton Ave, Asheville, NC 28801

All applications shall be accompanied by a general site plan draw to scale and containing all
elements of the attached checklist.

It is the applicant’s responsibility to obtain a copy of the Town of Weaverville Zoning Ordinance
and to be fully aware of the regulations detailed therein.

I certify that the above information is accurate and true and that I am the owner or a duly
appointed agent of the owner.

an/vv £0.11.17
SIGNATURE OF APPLICA , DATE

OFFICE USE ONLY ;
|
FEE: DATE PAID: CHECK CASH |
SITE PLAN DECISION APPROVED DISAPPROVED DATE:
DETAILED PLAN DECISION APPROVED DISAPPROVED DATE: I
APPROVED WITH CONDITIONS: '
The Toven of
Weaverville

HORPH CARMLINA







DEVELOPMENT STANDARDS
NORTHRIDGE COMMONS
WEAVERVILLE, N.C.

;fGeneral Provlsions

! :'I‘hese development standards form a Techmcal Data Sheet which w:ll regula_te the standards by whlch.
i :Nortthdge Commons, lacated at the mferswnon of Intexstate Hwy 26 and'Hwy 25/70 w111 be develop

.-‘Maximum ‘Bmldmg Area

'_(c) -All buildings will be deslgned such that expanses Of- sohd walls exceedmg forty (40) linear feet will
be avoided through the introduction of arlmu%d facades-and other specmlty deslgned archmectural 5

(® Bmldmy will not exceed thirty-five (35) feet in he:ght except for archiifec ml elem nts and cupolas
which form a part of the buildings. .-

HARRiS, MURR
VF'KMLUON LG




(h) No aluminum or vinyl siding and no concrete block (except for painted block on the rear of the
buildings) will be used for the final finished appearance on any buildings.

(1). All landscaping will be as shown on the enclosed landscape plan unless other species and location of | ;
plants are -approved by the zomng'admmstrator“ ' i

-over: ﬁﬁ‘sen (15) ﬁaet in helght_wﬂl be ﬁxlly shlelded and ddwnWard}y
‘ d:rected to mlmmze oﬂ‘ site I:ghtmg ‘_ :

 (d) All sediment control will be reviewed and approved by the Town of Woa erville

() All development will fully adhere to all rules and regulations for wﬁbﬁs pmﬁectxon protmﬂgatedby
USACE and NCDENR.: T

HARRIS, MURR
EYE ERMILLION, LLC



7, Vehicular Access and Road Improvements

(a) The placement of access points will be subject to the approval of NCDOT.

“Binding Bifect of e Dosumments -

HAR=ig, MURR
EYERMILLION, LLC
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STATE OF NORTH CAROLINA
BUNCOMBE COUNTY
WEAVERVILLE, NORTH CAROLINA

DECISION OF THE TOWN OF WEAVERVILLE
ZONING BOARD OF ADJUSTMENT BASED

UPON A HEARING OF THE APPLICATION OF
HMVHN WEAVERVILLE, LLC FOR A

SPECIAL EXCEPTION TO ALLOW A UNIFIED
BUSINESS DEVELOPMENT TO BE CONSTRUCTED
IN AN AREA ZONED C-2, GENERAL BUSINESS
DISTRICT AND I-1, LIGHT INDUSTRIAL DISTRICT

This matter came to be heard before the Town of Weavervile Zoning Board of
Adjustment on Tuesday, April 4, 2006, at 7:00 p.m. in the Community Room of the Weaverville
Town Hall located at 30 South Main Street, Weaverville, North Carolina. The meeting was a
public meeting, held pursuant to public notice properly published in the Asheville Citizen-Times
on March 21, 2006 and March 28, 2006. The public hearing was held after natice of the
meeting was mailed to all persons owning property within a two hundred-foot area surrounding

the property mentioned in the Petition.

Members of the Town of Weaverville Zoning Board of Adjustment present and hearing
the matter were Bob Embler, the Chairman, Susan Ballard, the Vice Chairman, and Board
Members Karen Ruffing, Chris Crawford and Carol Cumbie. Altemate members who heard the
testimony at the public hearing but who would not vote upon the petition were Eamest Hewitt

and Warren Alcorn.

A packet of material had been submitted by the applicant, HMVHN Weaverville, LLC and
had been hand delivered to the members of the Zoning Board of Adjustment prior to the
hearing, which packet consisted of the following:

1. A copy of the Application for a Unitied Business Development as a special
exception (on a Town form) dated February 23, 2006, signed by Steve Vermillion
as Manager of HMVHN Weaverville, LLC. Attached to the application was an
exhibit "A" setting forth the various tax parcels of the property involved, the
zoning of each parcel, either I-1 or C-2, and the address of each parcel and an
exhibit "B" which is a conceptual site plan of the entire property;

2. A large loose leaf notebook compiled by the Applicant containing pictures, maps,
and printed data which is divided into a number of sections which included the

following information supplied by the Applicant;

(a) A brief history of the firm of Harris, Muir & Vermillion, including
pictures of other shopping center buildings developed by the firm or its

associates;

(b)  Development Standards for Northridge Commons which gives an
overview of the technical data which will regulate Northridge Commons and
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483377-1

which defines the maximum building area, permitied uses, design performance
standards, landscaping and screening, lighting and erosion control, vehicutar
access and road improvement and which contains an agreement that the Zoning
Administrator of the Town of Weaverville will have full authority to review all plans
to make certain that the Developer adheres to the items agreed to in the
document and by which the Developer assures that the Zoning Administrator will
have the right to withhold any certificate of occupancy until the Developer has

adhered to the development standards.

(c) Small and large maps of the preliminary site plan, outlining the
buildings to be built, out parcels, parking, stormwater ponds, green spaces,
certain easements and other features of the proposed development.

(d) Small and large maps showing the topography and elevations of
the proposed development and all proposed grading, upon which maps are
superimposed the proposed hulldings, out parcsls and other data.

(e} Small and large maps of the utility plan of the proposed
development showing existing and proposed water, sewer and power line
easements as well as drawings and aerial photographs of the property with
existing and proposed utilities superimposed.

(4] Small and large maps of the landscaping and sidewalk pians for
the proposed development, showing the location of all proposed sidewalks and
plantings and detailing the type and location of all irees to be planted on the
perimeters of the property as well as within the property, which maps also show
the location of the buildings and parking.

(g) Bullding elevations and signage drawings for the proposed
development which show the front, rear, right and left side elevations of the two
major anchor stores as well as the junior anchor stores and retail shops to be
built. These elevations also show drawings and dimensions of the freestanding
signs for the shopping center as well as details of an out parcel monument sign.

(h) A traffic study and outline of proposed traffic improvements to be
made by the Developer as well as a Traffic Impact Analysis. A preface to the
study indicates that the Developer is committed to make all traffic improvements
indicated as needed in the Traffic Impact Analysis. The preface further indicates
that the Developer will work diligently with the NC DOT to approve a stoplight to
be instalied at the intersection of U.S. Highway 25-70 and the easternmost ramps
from Interstate 26. If approved, Developer agrees to make all necessary road
improvements to the intérchange and Install the traffic light at Developer's
expense. The traffic study outiines the manner in which a traffic impact analysis
("TIA") was developed indicating initial meetings with the North Carolina
Departiment of Transportation and the Town of Weaverville and follow up
mestings prior to the preparation of the TIA. The study also outlines existing
traffic volume on U. 8. Highway 25-70 and Monticello Road and existing a.m. and
p.m. levels of service ratings at three locations, (1) U. S. Highway 25-70 at
Monticello Road, (2) U. S. Highway 25-70 at the south bound ramp of |-26 and
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(3) on Weaver Boulevard at the existing shopping center (to the east of the
property). The traffic study sets forth two scenarios. The first scenario presumes
that the North Carolina Depariment of Transportation would allow a full
movement access point into the properfy from U. 8. Highway 25-70. The first
scenario shows (in aerial views and drawings) traffic lanes to be widened or built
for access to the proposed development from the proposed new entry as well as
at the intersection of U. 8. Highway 25-70 and Monticello Road and from two
locations on Monticello Road. A chart of the first scenario sets forth the projected
a.m. and p.m. levels of service ("LOS") expected at 4 locations when the project
is built, the four locations being (1) U.S. Highway 25-70 at Monticello Road, (2)
U. 8. Highway 25-70 at the proposed driveway into the development, (3) U. S.
Highway 25-70 at the south bound ramp of I-26 and (4) Weaver Boulevard at the
Roses Shopping Center. The second scenario, based on the TIA, presumes that
the North Carolina Depariment of Transportation atlows no access point into the
deveiopment from U.8. Highway 25-70. This scenario shows (in aerial view and
charts) improvements to be made for enfry into the proposed development from
Monticelio Road, including lanes to be widened or buitt at the Intersection of U.S.
Highway 25-70 at Monticello Road and at two proposed entrances info the
development along Monticello Road. A chart of the second scenario also sets
forth the projected a.m. and p.m. levels of service ("LOS") expected at three
locations when the project is built, the three locations being {1) U. S. Highway 25-
70 at Monticello Road, (2) U.S. Highway 25-70 at the south bound ramp (of 1-26)
and (3) Weaver Boulevard at Roses Shopping Center. Also included In the study
based on the TIA is a summary table showing the a.m. and p.m. levels of service
(1) as it exists, (2) as it would be when the proposed development is built under
the first scenario and (3) as it would be when the proposed development is built
under the second scenario at four locations. They are (1) U.S. Highway 25-70 at
Monticello Road, (2) U. S. Highway 25-70 at the proposed driveway into the
development {appiicable only if the new entry is allowed), (3) U. S. Highway 25-
70 at the south bound ramp of 1-26 and (4) Weaver Boulevard at the Roses
Shopping Center. Also a part of the traffic study is a compiete copy of the Traffic
Impact Analysis prepared for Harris, Muir and Vermillion, LLC by Kimley-Hom &
Associates, Inc. of Cary, North Carolina. which includes a cover letter to Harris,
Muir & Vermillion, LLC from Kimley-Hom & Associates, Inc. which summarizes
the procedure taken in developing the traffic impact analysis, including meetings
with the North Carolina Department of Transporiation. The summary letter
outlines the recommendations of Kimiey-Hom for road improvements around the
proposed project and has an attached aerial view of the area.

(i) Small and large pians entitied "Site Light Location Plan” showing
the location of all proposed lighting to be erected within the proposed
development, indicating the type of light to be erected at each location. Also
included with the Site Light Location Plan were pictures of each type of fight to be
used and manufacturer's specifications by Lithonia Lighting of each type of light

to be used.

A lefter dated March 29, 2006 from the Developer's site engineer, Freeland &
Kauffman, Inc. indicating that the erosion control plan had been submitted to the
State Department of Environmental, Heaith and Natural Resources.
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In addition to the three items submitted by the Applicant, the members of the Zoning
Board of Adjustment were furnished with the following:

A An affidavit of publication by the Asheville-Citizens Times containing a copy of
the public notice published on March 21 and March 28, 2006.

B. Documents entitled "Review and Comments on Northridge Commons Traffic
Impact Analysis" by Roger D. Dyar dated November 11, 2005.

C. Chapter 36 of the Zoning Ordinance of the Town of Weaverville (November,
2005 Edition.)

D. Copies of part of the Town of Weaverville Zoning Map showing the current
zoning of the area around the proposed project and the zoning of the land
constituting the proposed project. The Zoning Administrator had waived the
requirement that the applicant fumish ownership data on all properties within 500
feet of the project and the zoning of such properties as required by Section 36-
240(d)(3) and Section 36-149(4) of the Town Code as the Administrator had all of

such inforrnation..

E. A copy of a letter by the Town Clerk, Shelby G. Shields to all persons owning
property within 200 feet of the property and site and a list of those persons to
whom the letter was sent.

After the Chairman and the Board members dispatched some prior business, Chairman
Embler announced that the public hearing was for the purpose of hearing a request from Harris,
Muir & Vemillion, LLC for a unified business development as a special exception. (The actual
application is in the name of HMVHN Weaverville, LLC, Attn.: Steve Vemillion). The Chairman
identified the property as being located at the southwest quadrant of Highway 25-70 and 19-23,
soon to be known as I-26 and said that the property included 16 parcels to be known as

Northridge Commons.

The Chairman announced that those wishing to speak would be given an opportunity to
do so but must be swom in and give their name and address. He further announced that due to
the large crowd present members of the audience wishing to speak would be limited to three

minutes and that they would be fimed.

Chairman Embler reminded the Board that they must review standards given by the
Town Council. He then read the standards from Article IX (Speclal Exceptions), Section 36-238
of the Town Zoning Ordinance which the Zoning Board of Adjustment shall find in order to grant

a special exception permit, as follows:

(1) The establishment, maintenance, or operation of the special exception will not be
detrimental o or endanger the public health, safety, morais, comfort, or general

welfare,
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(2)  The special exception will not be injurious to the use and enjoyment of other
property in the Immediate vicinity for the purposes already permitted nor
substantially diminish and impair property values within the neighborhood.

(3) The establishment of the special exception will not impede the nomal and
orderly development and improvement of the surrounding property for uses

permitted in the district.

(4)  The exterior architectural appeal and functional plan of any proposed structure
will not be so at variance with the exterior architectural appeal and functional plan
of the structures already constructed or in the course of construction in the
immediate neighborhood or with the character of the applicable district as to
cause a substantial depreciation in the property values within the neighborhood.

(8)  Adequate utilities, access roads, drainage and/or other necessary facilities have
been are being or will be provided.

(8) Adequate measures have been or will be taken to provide ingress and egress so
designed as to minimize traffic congestion in the public streets.

(7) The special exception shall, in all other respects, conform fo the applicable
regulations of the district in which it is located, except as such regulations may, in
each instance, be modified by the Zoning Board of Adjustment.

Chairman Embler then recognized Mr. Steve Vermillion to make the presentation on
behalf of the Applicant.

Steve Vermillion informed the Board that the book which had been given to the Board
members (the book submitted as No. 2 above) sets forth detailed information "with regard to our
plans” but that he would run through a slide presentation which gave a general overview (of the
project). He indicated that there was more detailed information in the book.

Prior to beginning the slide presentation Mr. Vermillion and Richard Adams of Kimley-
Horn & Associates, Inc. of Cary, North Carolina were swom.

Mr. Vermilllon then gave a slide presentation which projected on a screen for viewing by
the audience blown up pictures of the documentation contained in the book presented to the
members (the book submiited as No. 2 above). The slide presentation outlined the history of
his firm, showed pictures of other buildings completed by the firm, showed pictures of fountains
and lighting on other projects and showed landscaping. The slide presentation aiso put on the
screen the development standards outlined in the book. Mr. Vermillion testified that the
Developer would commit to the standards outlined. He testified that the structures would not
exceed 487,229 sq. fi. in floor area and that the uses would be those allowed In the general
business zoning district. That thera would be no drive-throughs other than those associated
with a bank, drug store or dry cleaning service. He testified that all buildings would be in
keeping with the elevations submitted. He testified that all front and side elevations of the
buildings would be brick and stucco or stucco like material. He testified that the building will be
designed so that articulating facades and other architectural elements would be introduced into

483377-1 5



the building so that no expanse of solid wall on a building would exceed forly linear feet. He
testified that ail buildings will be sited with a reasonable emphasis on maintaining pedestrian
activity and that parking areas would be so located as to minimize the distance of the pedestrian
access between buildings. He testified that no building would exceed thirty-five feet in height
except for architectural elements and copulas which form a part of the building. He testified that
no aluminum or vinyl siding would be used and that no concrete blocks would be allowed except
for painted blocks in the rear of the building which would give a finished appearance. He
testified that all landscaping will be as shown on the enclosed landscaping plan, uniess other
species and locations of plants are approved by the Zoning Administrator. He testified that all
building signs will be will be individually illuminated letters and that no box type signs will be
permitted and that no individual small store signs will exceed 70 percent of the store front. He
testified that a minimum of 20% of the property will be maintained as open space and that ail
landscaping will meet or exceed the requirements of the Town of Weavervilie's landscape
ordinance. He testified that all development will fully adhere to the rules and regulations by
Buncombe County, USACE and NCDENR with regard to erosion control. He stated that double
rows of hazard silt fences will be used and that sediment basins will be used to control runoff.
All sediment control will be reviewed and approved by the Town of Weaverville and that all
development will fully adhere to all rules and reguiations for wet land protection promulgated by
USACE and NCDENR. He testified that the placement of access poinis (to the development)
will be subject to the approval of NCDOT and that the Zoning Administrator and the Town of
Weaverville will have the full authority to review all plans to make certain the Developer is
adhering to the items agreed to in this documents (the book submitted as No. 2 above).

Mr. Vermiliion then went over in detail (from the slides) the development plan showing
the location of the anchor stores, the junior anchor stores and the shops. He showed and
discussed the location of the drainage ponds, wet ponds, and a stream running through the
property. He festified that there would be a boardwalk for pedestrians, an area for walking and
plenicking and that there would be various access to the stream and ponds area for seating. He
showed the elevations of the various buildings and described the signage.

Mr. Vermillion then introduced Richard Adams who identified himself as a ftraffic
engineer with Kimley-Hom & Associates of Cary, North Carolina who testified that he would
discuss the process which Kimley-Horn had been through (in developing the Traffic impact
Analysis) and the recommendations made by the firm in terms of traffic, both the traffic impact
and the mitigation of the impact. Mr. Adams gave a slide presentation and in the course of his
slide presentation, tesfified that the Developer is committed to making all the improvements
indicated in the Traffic Study that Kimley-Horn submitted (in 2005) both to the Town and fo the
DOT. Mr. Adams further testified that there was some additional improvements that would be
included and committed fo beyond those in the traffic study. He testified that there were
ongoing discussions between the Developer and the North Carolina Department of
Transportation about a possible signal at the intersection of U.S. Highway 25-70 and the ramps
on the eastern side of the interchange for future [-26. He testified that the Developer would fuily
fund such a signal should the DOT allow such signal to be built. He testified that the Developer

would fully bear the cost of such a signal.

Mr. Adams testified that as background to the traffic impact analysis that they (Kimley-
Hom) held meetings with local agencies including the Town and the District and Division offices
of the Department of Transportation which were held in June, 2005. He stated that the traffic
study was being reviewed by a group called the Congestion Management Group in Raleigh
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which reviewed the largest projects In the State and which has the highest standards in
analyzing traffic studies. Mr. Adams then testified about the existing conditions of some of the
roads (adjacent to the project) and said that the roads most approximate to the site are of the
biggest concern. He testified that the traffic count on U. S. 25-70 closest to the site was about
18,000 vehicles per day and that the traffic count on Monticello Road was about 3,500 vehicles
per day. Mr. Adams testified that the way to evaluate the operation of a road is by "level of
service” and that letter grades were assigned, A-F, to the various leveis of service, A being the
best level of service and F being the worst. He testified that a D level of service Is generally
considered acceptable and is the threshold in every jurisdiction, including the NCDOT. He
testified that "we" (the traffic engineering firm) worked to get or maintain a level of service of D
in order to be considered acceptable traffic operations in the peak hours, being the moming
rush hour and evening rush hour. He testified that throughout his presentation reference to a.m.
and p.m. levels of service referred to the peak hours or the worse case. He further testified that
the worse case geographically on a road was the intersection of a road with a stop sign or stop
light because this is where the most delay is encountered. He testified that the Kimiey-Hom
traffic study focused on the intersections. He then testified as to the existing levels of service at
three locations, being (1) U.S. 25-70 at Monticello Road, (2) U.S. 25-70 at the south bound
ramp of the interchange (with 1-26) and (3) Weaver Boulevard at Roses Shopping Center. He
testified that the a.m. and p.m. rush hour level of service at U.S. 25-70 at Monticello Road was
B; that the a.m. and p.m. rush hour level of service at 25-70 at the south bound ramp was A and
that the rush hour level of service at Weaver Boulevard at Roses Shopping Center was B in the

moming and C in the evening.

Mr. Adams then began to testify as to the expected levels of service (when the shopping
center was built) at the same locations and testified that there were two scenarios because
there was an issue that was being worked through with the Department of Transportation. He
testified that the Developers had requested a break in the controlled access on U.S. 25-70 (to
allow access to the shopping center from U.8. 25-70). Mr. Adams said that one scenario
presumed a break in the controlled access (to allow the entry to the shopping center from U.S.
25-70) and that the second scenario was without the break in the controlled access. Mr. Adams
then presented slide presentations of the two scenarios. The first scenario presumes the break
in the controlied access from U.S. Highway 25-70. He testified that the Department of
Transportation had already stated that they would not allow a full movement break in the
controlled access on U.S. 25-70 (a traffic signal that would allow every movement) but that the
Developer and the Department of Transportation are now discussing a break in the controlied
access that would allow a "left over”. He testified that a "left over” was a signal that would not
allow every movement but would allow a left tum off of U.S. Highway 25-70 into the site (when
traveling from east to west) and that would allow a right tum off of U.S. 25-70 into the site when
traveling west o east. Such a configuration of the signal would allow traffic ieaving the site to
make right turns oniy. It would not allow an out bound left tum. Mr. Adams stated that by DOT
standards such a configuration was considered must less of an impact on the road than a full

movement signal.

Mr. Adams continued with the slide presentation and testified that the most important
movement that the Developers were trying to capture is the "inbound left tum" (into the
shopping center) coming from the interstate (I-28) and coming from the primary parts of
Weaverville to the site. With the slide presentation, Mr. Adams pointed out “"substantial
improvements” that would be made to U.S. 25-70 at the site of the new driveway into the
shopping center and pointed out substantial improvement that would be made at the
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intersection of Monticello Road and U.S. Highway 25-70 and some additional improvements to
Monticello Road itself so as not to impede through trips on Monticello Road. He testified that at
the proposed new intersection, there would be two inbound left turn lanes to make sure that
turns into the site would be kept out of the through lanes. The lanes also showed a "substantial
amount of storage™ for inbound tums. He stated that coming from the oppaosite direction (west)
the Developer would provide a right tumn deceleration lane so that people slowing down to tum
right into the site would not impede through movement. He also testified that a left turn lane for
U-tumms in and out of the shopping center would be provided. With his slide presentation, Mr.
Adams then focused on the intersection of Monticello Road and U.S. Highway 25-70 and on Gill
Branch Road which he testified would become one of the main entrances into the sits. He
showed that a right tum would be provided on Gill Branch Road tuming into Monticello Road.
On Monticello Road turning into the site a left tum lane would be provided so that persons
turning into the site would not block traffic on Monficello Road. Traveling on Monticello Road
tuming onto U.S. Highway 25-70, a separate right turn lane would be provided and two
exclusive left tum lanes would be provided to make sure that left tuming traffic is
accommodated at the intersection. He testifled that the traffic study only indicated one left turn
lane from Monticello Road to U.S. 25-70 but that the Developer had designed two left tumn lanes
to make sure that there is enough "storage” in the left tumn lane. He stated that this went above
and beyond what was in the traffic study. Through his slide presentation, Mr. Adams then
testified as to improvements fo be made further south on Monticello Road at a new entrance
into the proposed site. He stated that a separate left tum enfrance into the site would be
provided to make sure that people walt to cross opposing traffic and would not impede through
movement on Monticello Road. Two new lanes would be provided on the new street outbound

from the site, a left and right tumn iane.

Mr. Adams then summarized his slide presentation and testified that the level of service
(after the shopping center was built) under scenario one wouid be as follows:

At U.S. Highway 25-70 and Monticelio Road, a level of service during the moming and
evening rush hours of C,

The level of service at the proposed new enfrance on U.S. 25-70 would be B in both the
moming and evening rush hours.

The level of service at the southbound ramps of I-26 would be A in the morning and B in
the evening rush hours.

The level of service at the traffic signal at the Roses Shopping Center would be B in the
moming rush hour and C in the evening rush hour.

Mr. Adams then testified with the slide presentation as to the scenario which would exist
if the Department of Transportation disallows any break in the controlled access on U.S.
Highway 25-70. Substantial improvements would be made at the intersection of U.S. Highway
25-70 and Monticello Road and on Monticello Road itself. There would be dual outbound left
turn lanes leaving U.S. Highway 25-70 onto Monticelio Road and an exclusive right turn lane.
There would be an exclusive left turn lane entering the site from Monticello Road on Gill Branch
Road. Monticello Road would also be widened to provide two inbound through lanes (Janes on
Monticello Road entering U.S. Highway 25-70). The dual left tumn lanes would be provided from
U.S. 25-70 tuming left onto Monticello Road whereas there is only one turn lane on U.S. 25-70
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at Monticello Road at the current time. He stated that 500 feet of storage would be added on
each tum lane so that queues don't spill onto the through lane. Monticello Road would be
widened and a left tum lane on Monticello Road (traveling north) would be provided onto
Garrison Road. He testified that further improvements would be made at the proposed second
entrance further south on Monticello Road. Mr. Adams testified that the peak hour levels of
service under the second scenario (when the shopping center was buiit) would be as follows:

At the intersection of U.S. Highway 25-70 and Monticello Road C in the morning and D
in the evening peak hours.

At U.S. 25-70 and the south bound ramp of |-26, A in the moming peak hours and C in
the evening paak hours.

At the ftraffic signal at the Roses Store, the level of service would be B in the moming
and C in the evening peak hours.

Mr. Adams then showed a slide giving a summary of all of the levels of service
conditions presented and testified that in every case the level of service would be kept at or
above the threshold required by the Department of Transportation and typical municipal
requirements as well. He testified that to meet the required level of services, the Developer
would have to make substantial improvements on Monticello Road and U.S. Highway 25-70.
He testified that, in order to keep the service at an accepfable level, the Developer is
committing to spend hundreds of thousands of dollars on improvements (on Monticello Road
and U.S. Highway 25-70) without any cost to the Town or to the DOT.

Michael J. Morgan, Town Manager of Weaverville, stated that the town had an
independent traffic analysis performed on the traffic engineering study prepared by Kimley-
Hom. The resuits were presented into evidence (No. B above). Mr. Morgan said that the
independent analysis concurred with the recommendations of Kimley-Horn.

Steve Vermillion then testified and showed slide presentations of the intended lighting for
the center. He stated that the entrance drive lights would be shielded and covered lights and
showed the proposed lighting along the boardwalk area and the pedestrian ways and seating
area to illuminate these areas at night. He also displayed the lighting that would be used in the
general (parking area) which would be shoe box type fixtures which focused all the right down
as opposed to letting any light escape as much as possible from the site. Mr. Vermillion then
again displayed the slite plans and testified that with Weaverville requirements for landscaping,
160 trees would be required but that the Developer plans to put in 520 frees. He testified that
the parking lot requirement would require 2,390 spaces and that the Developers were "right on

that number™.

Chairman Embler then asked if there were any questions of the Developer from any
members of the Board. Warren Alcom questioned the Town Manager as to the nature of the
independent traffic study performed by the Town and was tald that the study was performed by
an independent traffic engineer from Greenville, South Carollna.

Ms. Ruffing questioned when anything further would be heard from the DOT as to the
proposed entrance on U.S. Highway 25-70. Mr. Vermillion stated that it would probably be year

end hefore a final answer was given.
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Mrs. Ballard questioned mMr. vermuillon ana Mr. Adams about traffic traveling north on |-
26 making a right furn on the exit ramp going on to Weaver Boulevard. She stated that the
ramp backs up frequently. Mr. Adams stated that the Developer had requested a traffic signal
at that site which would facilitate a right tum movement off the interstate onto Weaver Boulevard
and a lefl tum movement off of Weaver Bouievard onto the interstate. He stated that this was
still under conslderation by DOT but that the Developer would pay for such a signal. He stated
that there was not a good fix for the siuation but if the DOT did not approve a full signal at the
location, the Developer had some other solutions, including a queue detector which would affect
the phasing of the "upstream signal” to aliow more people off of the ramp. Mr. Adams assured
Mrs, Ballard that any such improvements would be at the expense of the Developer. Mr.
Vermillion assured Mrs. Baliard that the light would be paid for by the Developer. Mrs. Ballard
also made an inquiry if the Developer wouid build a bus stop inside the shopping center if the
bus route out of Asheville survived. Mr. Vermillion assured Mrs. Ballard that bus stops wouid be

provided as well as transit shelters and seating.

Chairman Embler indicated that there were no further questions from the Board and
notified the audience that those members of the audience wishing to speak would now be heard
and that one person at a time would be sworn and could ask questions or make a comment.

Speakers wolild be allowed three minutes fo speak.

All of the following persons who spoke were duly swom (or affirmed) and gave their
addresses.

Dave Weir of 99 Ollie Weaver Road stated that the main question he was concerned
about was the future of Monticello Road and 19-23 by the car wash (north). He inquired of
Vermillion if any plans were made for the north end of Monticello Road beyond the shopping
center, were there plans for an access ramp. Mr. Vermillion said he knew of no plans to widen
Monticeilo Road in that vicinity. Mr. Weir also questioned Mr. Vermillion if the proposed
widening of Monticello Road would cause more run off. Mr. Vermillion replied that they would
not be allowed to increase the run off from the site and that the North Carolina Department of
Transportation would force the Developer to put in proper drainage. He stated that you cannot
take water off the site at a faster rate than it is currently going and indicated that the ponds on
the project would take care cf drainage. Mr. Vermillion said that curbs would be put in on
Monticello Road where it is widened. That the widening would not create a water situation Mr.

Weir was talking about.

Debra Mackey of 11 Robin Lane testified that she had lived in Weaverville all her life,
that she thought the proposal was beautiful, that Weaverville was growing and that people were
moving to Weaverville; that the police and fire departments needed to grow and that the Town
needed new tax revenues and jobs and that the Town needed fo take some of the tax burden
off of senior citizens. She felt that the project would do so. It would provide jobs, tax revenue
places to shop and eat and for senior citizens to go.

Mary Ann Bischell of 194 Rocky Hollow in Weaverville testified that she believes the
development would impede the normal and orderly development of the surrounding property (as
set forth in standard No. 3). She stated that Weaverville is a modern rural town. That while the
development is very beautiful, it is quite a jump from the development that we currently have in
Weaverville and that the proposed deveiopment was out of line with the development we need
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in the area. She testified that she moved to Weaverville to enjoy green space, hearing no traffic
or airplanes. She testified that Weaverville was a modern rural town and was a treasure north

of Asheville and she wanted to keep it that way.

Harry Payne of Highland Street in Weaverville testified that he was a native, that he had
watched and worked on the subject property as a teenager and that the proposed development
was beautiful; that if the project did not go in, there would be 200 houses sitting there and that
we would really have problems. He was a retired citizen and does not like to get on the
interstate to go to Asheville. He would rather have an accessible area to walk to. If you had

moved to this town in the last 15 years you are the main reason we need this store.

Samuel Tucker of 22 Alexander Road invited the Board to reflect on the conditions of the
new Walmart Center at the old Sayles-Biltmore Bleachery Property, before and after. He
indicated that Walmart was an improvement (to that area) and that the proposed facility would
be a strong improvement to the neighborhood. He stated that it would eliminate trips to
Asheville to have shops close by and save gas. He spoke to the concerns expressed by some
that there would be a loss of jobs and small businesses(with the Walmart). He referred to an
Asheville Citizen Times articie discussing the fears before the new Walmart was built and that
the article indicated that there was an increase in business after the Walmart project. He
testified that as the criteria necessary to get the project was read, most of the things he saw was
going to be a tremendous improvement over what was there now.

Chris Bauer of 12 Park Street testified that due to the lack of infermation from the DOT
as to their intention (on the proposed new entrance) that the matter should be continued. He
stated that the traffic study was done in the summer when school was out.

Richard Downing of 9 East Rolling Acres testified that his subdivision was just up
Monticelio Road from the shopping center. He was concemed about getting in and out of his
subdivision because of Monticello Road. He felt that people would use Monticello Road and
New Stock Road to access the shopping center and that it was a narrow twe lane road. He
wondered if there were any thoughts on widening Monticello Road beyond the shopping center.
Chairman Embier permitted Mr. Adams fo answer the question. Mr. Adams stated that "we"
studied the area and that there was a very small distribution of trips coming from that end of
Monticello Road. That is why there were additional turn lanes at the entrance io the project to
make sure traffic was not impeded. He did not expect the creation of a level of service problem
at New Stock or Monticello Roads. The intersections of Monticello Road and New Stock Road
(2) were included in the traffic study and they met the level of service criteria. A small amount of
trips (to the shopping center) were expected from that direction but were not enough to create

substantial problems.

Paul Littman if 301 Monticello Road testified that the package of information presented
by the Developer did not adequately discuss the demglition, grading and construction processes
of the Northridge Commons shopping center. He inquired as to the hours of operation, the
number of buildings and trees that would be demolished and removed and whether debris
would be hauled or burned during the construction process. He also worried about buring
poison ivy. He also addressed maintenance of the storm water ponds and would there be
fences around the same. Mr. Vermillion was permitted to answer the question and stated that
the normal hours of operation would be 7:00 a.m. in the morning to 5:00 p.m. in the aftemoon.
He could not foresee construction being beyond the 5:00 p.m. hour and answered Mr. Littman
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that if any work went on beyond that hour, that 2 complainant could call him and that the
problem could be fixed easily. Mr. Vemmillion further addressed the ponds and the fencing and
stated no chain link fencing would be used, that most of the screening wouid be landscaping
with some decorative fencing which would be more decorative in nature and would be away
from the ponds so that the area could be used for walking and picnic areas. He stated that they
wouid be wet ponds and would be different from retention ponds; that they would not dry out
and would give a much nicer appearance over all and could be used as an amenity. Mr.
Vermillion stated that there wouid be no burning of material and that all material would be

hauled off.

Anna Vogler of 301 Monticelic Road testified that she had prepared a full description of
her concerns as they related to the 7 points in question and would like to submit these concerns
in writing, which she did. She had a special concern regarding the use and enjoyment of
property in the vicinity. She stated that the North Carclina Department of Transportation had
designated 45 special roads in the state as scenic by-ways. Monticello Road, from its
intersection with U.S. 25-70 was the beginning segment of the French Broad Overview Scenic
By-Way connecting Weaverviille with Marshall through Alexander. She stated that the DOT (on
its website) selected certain routes {0 embody diversity and beauty in the state in that there
would be little development along the routes to distract from natural nature and quality of the by-
way. She had a letter from cyclists from the area expressing concemns and asked to introduce
the same. She stated that the current proposed commercial and retail plan would threaten the
road's designation as a scenic by-way and therefore the property values of rasidents who live
on or near the by-way. She further stated that the by-way program, was a grassroots program,
where the authority to regulate and preserve the existing character of the by-way Is left up to the

community.

Julie Brant of 71 Forest Drive, Weaverville, testified that she felt that the meeting should
be postponed until the DOT comes up with a decision (regarding the entrance from U.S. 25-70)
and until the traffic patterns were determined. She stated that the traffic lights coming into
Weaverville during rush hour were a major problem without the shopping center. She testified
that the amount of traffic and crime wouid be increased and this would effect the quality of life.

Susan Stewart of 170 Hamburg Road testified that increased traffic causes increased
auto emissions, ozone, CO,, carbon monoxide, carbon dioxide and particulate matters She
referred fo the North Carolina Air Quality Agency Chapter 4, Air Pollution Control Requirements,
and questioned the impact of 1,500 parking spaces in terms of the ambient air quality. She
stated that traffic and air quality concemns, apply to comfort , safety and general welfare of the
citizens of Weaverville and surrounding areas. She also spoke of increased noise and light
pollution and stated that her realtor would not show her property in West Ashevilie, Tunnel Road
or South Asheville because of traffic, congestion and commercialization and sprawl in those
areas. She stated that the mall would impede the normal and corderly development and

improvement of surrounding property for uses permitted.

Darryl Coyle of Hamburg Mountain Road testified that she was for green parks and
green ways and let the peopile come here and shop "we need the revenue.”

Randy Weaver of 105 Alexander Road testified that he was the park manager of the
existing mobile home park on the proposed site and had a couple of questions. He testified that
there were approximately 65 residents in the mobile home park who were mostly low income or

483377-1 12



fixed income residents. He questioned what provisions were being made for these people as
they did not have funds to move. Mr. Vermillion was allowed to respond. He said that the
Developer had a plan and would like fo deal with the members of the mobile home community
should the project be approved, but that they could make no commitment to the residents until
the project was approved as any commitment made might be legally binding upon the curent
owners of the property which was not yet under contract. He assured Mr. Weaver that it was
the Developer’s intention fo sit down and try to work through the issue (of the residents) and
come up with an orderly process to provide funds for those people to be able to move.

Patrick Giese of 177 Monticello Road, had two specific questions of the Developers. He
asked how many cars a day were planned for the shopping center. Mr. Adams was permitted to
respond and stated that the total new trips generated was about 11,000 trips in and 11,000 trips
out for a fotal of 22,000 trips per day, distributed throughout the entire network and not just at
one point. Mr. Giese asked whether there would be stop lights at the entrances on Monticello
Road, if the proposed entrance off of U.S. 25-70 were not permitted. Mr. Adams replied that
there would only be tum lanes. Mr. Giese said that 22,000 trips on Monticelio Road was too
much when the current trips are 3,500 per day. Mr. Adams replied that there would be two
separate entrances that they would be widening a stretch of Monticsllo Road to a minimum of 3
lanes in each direction so there would be well under 22,000 trips per day at the second
entrance. Mr. Giese asked that the Board not approve the plans unless the exit off of U.S. 25

70 be allowed.

Bill Hussey of 30 Church Street, announced that there would be a meeting in
Weaverville to discuss a comprehensive land use pian. He testified that the propased shopping
center would impede the normal and orderly development and improvement of the surrounding
property for the uses permitted in the district. He stated that the project was "just too big™. He
stated that the shopping center represented an increase of 187% in commercial property on

Weaver Boulevard.

Jili Totman of 205 North Main Street testified that traffic issues are the things where
nos. 5 and 6 of the standards were not met. She stated that the traffic study was not done
during the school year when traffic was heaviest. That during the school year traffic was
heaviest on North Main Street, Dula Springs Road and Monticello Road. She testified that the
matter should be continued until DOT makes a determination as to controlled access.

Bruce Weaver of 107 Monticello Road testified that he had been there for 30 years.
That Weaverville had grown and would continue to grow more rapidly with the Improvements to
I-26; that there was nothing in Northern Buncombe County for people to shop. He thought that
the shopping center was a great idea; that it may have some shortcomings that could be worked
out; that it would bring in revenue and that if we don't allow a shopping center, Woodfin was
waiting to do so and would take our jobs. Also, that Mars Hill would like to take our jobs. He

stated that the proposai was great.

Karin Hedburg stated that she was speaking on behaif of a group entited West
Weaverville Neighborhood Coalition consisting of at least 30 people and would like more time
and was granted more time. She testified that the proposal would result in a significant increase
in traffic along Monticelio Road and at the intersection of U.S. 25-70 and Monticello Road,
particutarly during psak hours. She said that traffic on New Stock Road would be stressed by
the project and by additional residential developrments approved for the vicinity. She said that
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an increase in traffic would threaten the safety of the people and property in the immediate
vicinity. She also testified that there would be increased noise from traffic and large scale
commercial activity, increased light poliution and significant alteration of the view of natural
undeveloped areas. She stated that big box store "A" would be visible from Monticello Road
and is injurious to the rural residential quality of life that exists and has existed in Weaverville
since most of the homes were constructed more than 30 years ago. She stated that the
development would pose an immediate threat fo the property values of those homes whose
view would be altered and by the rising traffic volumes. She stated that there were several
properties adjoining project that had gone up for sale as commercial land since the beginning of
the project although they were zoned R-3 and that further commercial development could be
anticipated constituting another threat to property values. She stated that the "big box" store
closest to Monticello Road would be a direct violation of Special Exception No. 4 as it would be
grossly at variance with existing residential structures. She spoke of Weaverville's website ad
as containing a motio "A good place for your home"™ and that Weaverville should actively
manage growth and that neighborhoods and business areas are key building blocks of our
community; that we should preserve areas of both types while buffering each from the other.
She stated that commercial development on more than 85 acres of land containing 475,000 sq.
ft. is directly incompatible with the Town's own vision and morals because of the scale. It is out
of proportion to the Town's population. She requested a delay of the matter for further study.

Jane Roberts of 187 Monticello Road addressed, traffic, safety, comfort and the general
welfare of the neighborhood. She stated that she had no factual numbers but sees from her
window the amount of traffic on Monticello Road which, at times, can be considerably heavy.
She testified that when her children were small, they sat on the front porch and watched fire
works from Weaverville on Independence Day but with a large shopping mall in that direction,
the quality of this particular tradition is taken away from us.

Brenda Dillingham, 6 Spice Cove Drive in Barnardsville, testified that she owned
property off of Gill Branch Road and grew up on a farm directly behind the site. She testified
that her property was a fourth generation family farm of 25 acres which had 600 feet along the
property line which borders the proposed development. The farm had a 3 acre vineyard which
is 200 feet from the property line of the development. She testified that she did not know what
effect asphalt holding heat would have on the vineyard. She stated that heavy concentrations of
exhaust emissions will affect not only human life, but effect our livestock. She wondered what

effect acres of asphait would have on the grape crop.

Jim Cooper of 252 Blackberry Inn Road testified that he had moved to the area 5 or 6
years ago hoping that Weaverville would be Weaverville for a long time. He moved from
Northern Kentucky to escape sprawl and hoped that Weaverville would make a decision that
has the legacy going a litle more towards small town Weaverville than anytown USA.

Tommy Bucklew stated that he spoke for the residents of Mountzin Terrace Mobile
Home Park (the park currently located on the proposed site). He stated that his address was 92
High Point Road, Weaverville, NC. He stated that the owner of the mobile home park didn't
care about the current residents of the park and that the owner was telling current residents to
move. He stated that most of the residents were low income and questioned what kind of a
moving package the Developer had for the residents. He called upon Mr. Vermillion to answer.
Mr. Vermillion reiterated that no package could be offered until it was known whether the project
would go forward. He stated that the Developers wanted to sit down with the people and make
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the move as easy as possible. Mr. Bucklew asked Mr. Vermitlion to keep in fouch with the
mobile home park residents rather than the owner, who was identified as Parks Banks. He

testified that the current owner was not forthcoming with answers.

Betty Whittimore of 12 Hilltop Drive, another resident of Mountain Terrace Mobile Horme
Park, testified that she was a widow and old and the owner of the mobile home park had let the

property run down and that the residents needed help.
After a 10 minute recess, the hearing was readjourned.

Becky Cheek testified that she lived right behind the largest shop in the middle and the
lower longer stretch of shops on Gill Branch Road. She stated that the development would
bring issue into her life that she doesn't have to deal with now — the safety of her children. She
lives on a 25 acre farm with her family, has a vineyard and raises cattle and sheep. Itis 2
working farm and has been so for 50 years. She said that her children could not camp behind
their house next o a 90 acre shopping center. She worries about the safety, that the
development would make her house visible and she feared for an increase in crime. She
testified that there would be bright lights at night near her house and also addressed traffic

concemns and that her neighborhood would be destroyed.

Catherine Horan, 185 Monticello Road, testified that she was concerned about the traffic
on Monticello Road going from muitiple ianes to 2 lanes In front of her house. She said that
there was already an increase in traffic due to a landfill being built. She feared that Main Street
in Weaverville would become a by-pass. She also testified that cyclists used the scenic

highway and would no longer be able to use it.

Bill Cheek of 42 Gill Branch Road (the husband of Becky Cheek, who previously
testified) reiterated her concerns. He stated that he respected the views of others who had
testified but that he would live behind the bottom left section of the property and would see the
back of the buildings. He felt that the proposed development would impede the normal and
orderly deveiopment and improvement, especially for small business opportunities and home
owners. He testified that there was a nearby farm on the market for 7 million dollars and a 30
acre farm next to it on the market for 9 miliion. He said the prices of real estate were inflated
around the area and that prices were going to be very high. He reiterated that he was

concemed about traffic.

Kurt Irmiter of 19 Salem Road and 179 Central Avenue tastified that Weavervilie now
had "sort of organic, mom and pop businesses, . . . " and that the proposed development
contained more retain space than the Asheville Mall. He hoped that the Board would consider
the safety, comfort and general welfare of the Town as it (the development) created a potentially
devastating situation for all Weaverville's current retail businesses. He spoke of an abandoned

shopping center in Landrum, South Carolina.

Mel Kelly of North College Street in Weaverville testified that she was representing her
husband and a couple of her neighbors who were here. She inquired of Mr. Vermillion which
store would be the new Walmart. Mr. Vermillion replied that there had been conversations with
Walmart and Target and that no decision had been made at this time. She then testified that
the project would be detrimental and endanger the public health, safety, morals and general
welfare of our many citizens. She also testified as to the current residents of the mobile home
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park having to leave and that morally the Developer should help them to relocate. She said that
she contends that moral values "will be endangered if Walmart comes into this community.” It
was currently being investigated in many states by the Environmental Protection Agency and
was involved in the largest class action suit in American history. She stated that the parking lot
would generate crime and that it would be Injurious to the "scenic by-way of Mcnticello Road
“declared by the federal government as a special road in the United States." She stated that the
project would be injurious to any property owners and small businesses. She stated that the
Town did not have the proper staff to monitor the project.

Cindy Spruill of 194 Rocky Hollow testified that the decision is going to affect real lives,
real people and small businesses in Weaverville because of increased traffic and bringing in
companies like Walmart and Lowes will not help small business owners. She wanted to keep

Weaverville small and quaint.

John Kilby testified that he owned property adjoining the project but lived in Lake Lure,
Nerth Carolina; that Weaverville had changed over the years since he was born in 1950; but
that change and growth was going to happen; that when he grew up there was no Weaver
Boulevard, no Ingles, no six banks. Weaverville was what it was because of the people who

lived thers.

Vicky Banks of 45 North Pinnacle Drive, testified that Weaverville has changed over the
years and that it had not had much growth. Her family was excited about the shopping center
and she would be excited if her daughter were to get a job a Waimart so that she would not
have to drive to Asheville. She felt that it would open up a lot of opportunities for the individuals
who live here and the individuals who have always lived here. It is a beautiful community and
that she thought that the council would do what's best. She stated that there was already crime
and that you don't have to live on Patton Avenue for things to happen. She stated that there
were air quality regulations that could not be exceeded. It may take a while for things to get
settled but that the project would work out and the families would enjoy it.

Bill Penland testified that he was a small business owner at 70 Monticello Road and that
he would weicome competition and that small business owners have a niche that big box stores
can't fulfill. He did not feel that small business owners in Weaverville would be threatened. He
testified that crime was already in the neighborhood. He would welcome the new development.

He thought it was great.

Tom Moroney (no address given) spoke on behalf of a group entitied "Weaverville First."
He said that there should be no rush, that the Developers could not answer a number of
questions, that they could enter a contingent contract (with the residents of the mobile home
park). Weaverville is a small tranquil community served by small local stores; that the proposed
development would not fulfill any need in the community but rather the greed of the Davelopers;
that if the development goes forward the Town of Weaverville "as you know it will cease to
exist." That the proposed development would endanger the health, safety and general welfare
in that it would attract shoppers from at least a 50 mile radius, that the roads would not
accommodate the increased traffic; that other roads in Weaverville would have fo serve as
feeder roads for the development which they would not be able to do. The health of the Town
would be detrimentally effected by the increase of exhaust fumes; that there would be increased
noise; that the proposed devefopment would substantially diminish and impair property values of
adjacent land owners; that the ambient temperature would adversely affect the adjacent
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vineyard, would affect the ability of adjacent residents to seli their property as residential
property which would lead to more commercial zoning; that the Town did not need any 80,000
sq. ft. plus stores; that Weaverville was going to study long range planning and that there should
be a continuance of the matter; that the Board shouid contact the State authorities who may
enforce the state's scenic highway designation of Monticello Road to ascertain their reaction to
the violation of the letter and spirit of the Scenic Highway Act. To do otherwise might invite a
lawsuit which would not be good for the freasury of the Town of Weaverville nor its reputation.

Mimi Schieicher of 14 Wildwood Park, testified that she has several friends who have
businesses in downtown Weaverville; that she if one of the artists in the community. She
always hoped that Weaverville would become a quaint little town, that it would continue to grow
in this direction with lovely galleries and small businesses. This type of business creates an
artificial environment which she did not care for. To her knowledge, Weaverville is not suffering
from lack of revenues but she is not sure. She asked Mr. Vemillion whether he preferred
Walmart or Target to which he replied that the Developers preference would be Target. Ms.
Schieicher said that Walmart is a very powerful force that she would like to kesp out of

Weaverville.

Chairman Embler asked if anyone else in the audience wished to speak. There being no
one wishing to speak, he closed the public hearing and stated that the Board could ask further
questions and discuss any part of any discussion that "we've had tonight”.

Warren Alcorn, an altemate member, stated that it appeared that most of the residents
of Monticello Road and the surrounding and bordering areas were most vocal but that it
appeared that most Weaverville residents appeared in favor of the shopping center. He was
interrupted by unidentified speakers shouting "no". He replied that "this is what | mean about
having a vocal disproportionate amount of aggressive comments without listening." That the
audience was not giving him the due courtesy that it had given to all of the other pecple. He
asked what would happen "if we all booed when you said things that we may or may not agree
with?" He asked the audience to show some appropriate behavior and let him finish his
comments. He stated that most Weaverville residents appear to favor the shopping center due
to the convenience, the tax revenue and the estimated 1,500 jobs that are sorely needed in this
community, blg box stores could be a starting platform for people to get started in the business
community. He stated that we (the Board) should {ook and decide what is best for the Town of

Weaverville; that progress and growth are inevitable.

Board Member Chris Crawford stated that the Developer had done diligence by having
the traffic study performed. That some issues were out of the Developers control with the NC
DOT but that (the Board) would have to trust that they would be resolved.

Emie Hewitt questioned the water quality and the best practices for water quality and
runoff and erosion control. He inquired of the Developer if stagnant water would be in the

drainage basin.

Gene Hinkley with the firm of Freeland & Coffman, Engineers, stated that (his firm) was
handling the site engineering on the project, that each of the basins was designed for water
quality, that they would be wet all the time, that there would be three or four feet of water all the
time with 3 separate ponds handling different portions of the site but all would have a permanent
level of water but would also handle stormwater. They would be designed to handls permanent
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and stormwater. The ponds would be sized to handle a 25 year storm event (predevelopment
levels) but that they would have to be able to pass the 100 year storm event. Mr. Hewitt
inquired as to fences and Mr. Hinkley replied that they were not required uniess the shopping
center retailers wanted such; that it was not a staged pond system; that each pond drained
separately. That mainienance would not be a problem except during construction.

Karen Ruffing stated that she was concemed about traffic and wished the state could
move more rapidly. That the intersections would be passable but that the {(new) intersection off
of Highway 25-70 would be a lot better. She said there had been a lot of talk about "mom and
pop" businesses but that the nearby stores, Roses, CVS, Food Lion, McDonalds, Burger King
and others were not of that nature; that the mom and pop businesses were really downtown and
were unique; that there might be more people coming to Weaverville and discovering the fypes

of unique businessss and small shops.

Carol Cumbie questioned the nature of the out parcels and was informed that they wouid
generally be restaurants. She questioned whether the summary of traffic distribution would hold
regardiess of which of the two scenarios was chosen. Mr. Adams answered that the over all
distribution would hold but that the individual assignment to (the different) driveways would
change slightly depending on whether the (new) driveway was allowed. Ms. Cumbie questloned
whether the point of origin of a majority of the traffic would change to which the answer was
"no". That 73% of the traffic will come from either I-26 or U.S. 25-70. Ms. Cumbie questioned
whether the level of service at U.S. 25-70 at Monticello Road, which would become a C or
a D, Mr. Adame replied that this was not only because of the project but because of
"background traffic growth" which he explained was normal growth from some of the residential
developments had been mentioned. Mr. Adams staled that other developments in the future

might also increase traffic.

Susan Ballard guestioned the walkability to the project and Michae! Morgan, Town
Manager, said that there was no sidewalk across the interstate but within the shopping center
the Developer had proposed Interconnecting sidewalks. Ms. Ballard questioned whether
sidewalks could be built along the proposed new traffic lanes on Monticello Road and U.S. 25-
70. Mr. Vermillion replied that they would have to get the permission of the NC DOT to build
such sidewalks but would do so if the DOT approved it. Mr. Vermillion said that they would
pledge to put in a bus shelter within the shopping center.

Mr. Embler was assured by Mr. Adams (on behalf of the Daveloper) that there would be
two entrances into the shopping center off of Monticello Road if the DOT did not give approval
for an entrance off of U.S. 25-70. Mr. Embler inquired of Mr. Adams when an answer from the
DOT might be expected to which the reply was "it could take months”. Mr. Embler further
inquired about a possible traffic light on Weaver Boulevard (east of the shopping center). He
felt that lights would be appropriate there. Mr. Vemillion agreed. Mr. Embler thought that it was

coming.

Carol Cumbie suggested that a condition (should be put in the Order) to encourage the
developer to help in relocating the residents of the mobile home park and that communication
(from the Deveioper) should be with the people who live there rather than the owner. Mr.
Vermiilion stated that the Developer would be happy to add a condition that they would meet
with the owners and try to help them figure out a way (to relocate their residence) that's fair to

everybody.
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Tom Moroney asked a question of Mr. Embler and stated that "And as an attomey, | can
assure that you, this gentleman right here can enter into an agreement right now where there
can be a fiat fee for all 60 plus families who are affected. | can assure you, If its not made a part
of this packet, it ain't going to happen.” A short further discussion ensued between Mr. Moroney

and Mr. Vermillion.

Chairman Embler stated that the Board needed to make a decision on the information it
had heard; that the Board had heard from 34 speakers over 3 hours and 20 minutes. He further
stated that the decision would be based on the information and the standards.

Member Chris Crawford stated that he was prepared to make a motion but that it was in
the best interest of the Developer and the public to purstie the state to get a new entrance into
the facility but that he felt that the seven standards had been met and made a motion to approve

the project.

Member Susan Ballard seconded the motion and wanted a contingency put into the
Order that a sidewalk be built along U.S. 25-70 for the length of the property as long as it meets
with DOT approval and that a sheltered bus stop be put in the shopping center. No one

objected to the amendment.
Member Carol Cumbie stated that she was going to vote against the motion.

Member Susan Ballard questioned the Town Attorney, Cart Loftin, if the motion could be
worded so that the sidewalk requirement is one that is not ignored to which the reply was
"depending upon the DOT giving permission." Michael Morgan and Mr. Loftin discussed the
option and Mrs. Ballard said she wanted it in the motion that the sidewalk must be built unless
the DOT specifically prohibits it. No one objected o adding the sidewalk and bus stop
amendments to the motion. A vote was then taken on the motion, as amended. Chairman
Embler, Vice Chairwoman Ballard and members Karen Ruffing and Chris Crawford voted for the
motion. Member Carol Cumbie voted against the motion. The motion therefore carmied by vote
of 4 to 1. Chairman Embler announced that the special exception has been granted. An order
was to be prepared when a transcript of the public hearing was available.

A transcript of the public hearing having been produced and reviewed by the Board, the
Board finds the following facts:

1. That all of the property constituting the proposed Unified Business Development
is zoned either C-2, General Business District, or I-1, Light Industrial District, in
accordance with Chapter 36, Zoning, of the Code of Ordinances of the Town of
Weaverville, specifically Section 36-81, C-2, General Business District, and
Section 36-82, I-1, Light Industrial District, a copy of both District classifications

being hereto attached as Exhibit "A".

2. That Section 36-81(c)(2) of Chapter 36 of the Town Code provides that Unified
Business Developments are a permitted use in the C-2, General Business
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District, provided such developments meet the requirements of Section 36-240 of
Chaptler 36 of the Code of Ordinances of the Town of Weaverville.

That Section 36-82(c) of Chapter 36 of the Town Code provides that any special
exception allowed in the C-2, General Business District, is also allowed in the -1,
Light Industrial District, provided all the provisions of Article IX (of the Code)

regarding any special exceptions are met.

That Article IX of Chapter 36 of the Code of Ordinances of the Town of
Weaverville is entitied "Special Exceptions,” sets forth the rules and standards
regarding such special exceptions, includes Section 36-240 (mentioned In
Finding of Fact No. 2, above) which deals specifically with Unified Business
Development and sets forth, in detall, the requirement for a Unified Business

Development.

That a copy of Article I1X, Special Exceptions, of Chapter 36 of the Code of
Ordinances of the Town of Weaverville is attached hereto as Exhibit "B".

That Section 36-238, Standards, of Article IX, of Chapter 38 of the Code of
Ordinances of the Town of Weaverville (a part of Exhibit "B" attached} sets forth
the standards which must be found in order that a special exception can be
granted by the Zoning Board of Adjustment.

That the Standards set forth in Section 36-238 were read to the Applicant
(proposed Developer) and to the public during the public hearing held on April 4,

20086.

That the "Application for a Unified Business As A Special Exception” filed by the
Deveioper, HMVHN of Weaverville, LLC, dated February 23, 2006, and the loose
leaf notebook accompanying and filed as a part of the application, constitute the
general pian of the Developer for the Unified Business Development in
accordance with Section 36-240 of Chapter 36 of the Weaverville Town Code.

That the application filed by the Developer and the loose leaf notebook filed as a
part of the application and containing photographs, development standards, site
plans, grading plans, utility plans, landscaping and sidewatk plans, building
elevations, signage, traffic study and traffic impact analysis and outdoor lighting
information, taken togsether with the verbal testimony regarding the plans, fully
meet the intent, applicability and all of the requirements, general plan
requirements, area, sign and buffering requirements as set forth as criteria for the
granting of a Unified Business Development in Section 36-240 of Chapter 36 of
the Code of Ordinances of the Town of Weaverville, as set forth in the following

findings numbered 10 through 27.

That the property contains more than two principal buildings located on a parcel
of the land not subdivided into individual lots.

That the property contains more than two areas.
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That the property abuts a major collector street maintained by the state
department of transportation and has direct access thereto. If a cut is allowed in
the controlied access of U.S. 25-70, the property will also abut and have access

to a major existing thoroughfare.

That the development will have at least 2 points of ingress and egress located a
sufficient distance from Intersections to minimize traffic hazard, inconvenience

and congestion.

That the Site and Landscape Plans indicate that the streets within the planned
Unified Business Development will have widths exceeding the minimum
pavement widths required by Section 36-240{c)(3)(a) of Chapter 36 of the Town

Code.

The number, width and location of all curb cuts are located so as to minimize
traffic hazards, inconvenience and congestion.

That the Landscape Plan further indicates that parking will be provided on the
site which meets the pravisions of Article VII, Off Street Parking and Loading
Requirements, of Chapter 36, of the Town Code, specifically Section 36-176 of
said Articie, in that one space shall be provided for each 200 sq. fi. of gross floor
space. The gross floor space will be 478,000 sq. ft. The required parking will be
2,390 and the provided parking will be 2,390.

That the general plans indicate that storm drainage will be provided through a
series of ponds and that sanitary sewerage will be provided as approved by the
Town Engineer in accordance with the regulations set forth in the Town Code

and other applicable regulations.

That the general plans shows proposed property lines, street and other public
right-of-way lines, public utility easements and rights of way.

That the general plans contains a grading plan showing the topography of the
site in five foot contours and true elevations.

That the general plan shows proposed buildings and structures. The ownership
and zoning of lands within 500 feet of the site boundary were available to the
Zoning Administrator and the requirement was waived by the Administrator.

That the general plans show proposed points of ingress and egress and the
general traffic and parking patterns.

That the plans show provisions for stormwater collection and disposal, natural
and man made.

That the "development standards” set forth in the notebook presented by the

Developer as part of its application indicate that all erosion control will fully

adhere to rules promulgated by Buncombe County, USACE and/or NC DENR as
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well as well as wetlands protection regulations provided by the these agencies.

That the plans show proposed connections to water and sewer and trash
compactors and dumpsters for garbage.

That the Landscape Plan submitted by the Developer as a part of the loose leaf
notebook complies with Article VI of Chapter 36 of the Town of Weaverville

Code.

That by letter the Developer's engineers indicated that an erosion control plan
was submitied to the State Department of Environment, Health and Natural

Resources.

That the outdoor lighting plans are adequate and designed so as to minimize the
escape of light from the site.

That the property which constitutes the proposed Unified Business Development
is bordered on the east by U. S. Highway 18-23 (also known as Interstate
Highway No. 26). That the property constituting the proposed Unified Business
Development is bordered on the north by U. S. Highway 25-70 and that the
property immediately across U. S. Highway 25-70 from the proposed Unitized
Business Development is zoned i-1 Light indusfrial. That the property
constituting the proposed Unified Business Development is bordered on the west
partially (the northem segment of the western boundary) by property lying
between the subject property and the eastemn margin of Monticello Road which
property is zoned I-1, Light Industrial. That the southern segment of the westemn
boundary of the subject property is bordered by Monticello Road and the property
across Monticello Road from the southern subject property as well as the
southern boundary of the subject property is zoned R-3 General Residential

District.

That the landscape plan submitied by the Developer indicates that there will be a
twenty foot buffer around that portion of the perimeter of the proposed Unified
Business Development site which adjoins residentially zoned areas. The
Landscape Plan indicates that the buffering will comply with the requirements of
the twenty foot buffer as that term is defined in Section 36-56 of Chapter 36 of the

Town Code.

That the Developer caused a detalled traffic impact analysis of the area in the
vicinity of the proposed site to be prepared on the Developer's behalf by the
traffic engineering fim of Kimley-Horn and Associates, Inc. of Cary, North
Carolina, which traffic impact analysls was summarized in a traffic study, both the
traffic impact analysis and the fraffic study being submitted in the loose leaf
notebook filed as a part of the application by the Developer.

The traffic impact analysis and fraffic study, as submitted, indicate that the

Developer is committed to making all of the traffic improvements indicated as

being needed by the fraffic impact analysis and that the Developer is working
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diligently with the North Carolina Depariment of Transportation to seek the
approval of a stop light installation at the intersection of Highway 25-70 and the
eastemmost ramp from 1-26. That if approved by the Department of
Transportation, the Developer agreed to make all necessary road improvements
to the interchange and install the traffic iights at Developer's expense.

That traffic engineers analyze traffic.by allocating grades to the level of service at
a particular location, the grades being A through F. That a level of setvice grade
of D or beiter is generaily considered acceptable and is acceptable to the North

Carolina Depariment of Transportation.

That the traffic study outlined existing traffic conditions on U. S. Highway 25-70
and on Monticello Road and outlined existing a.m. and p.m. rush hour levels of
service at three intersections affecting the property, being: (1) U.S. Highway 25-
70 at Monticello Road; (2) U.S. Highway 25-70 at the south bound ramp on
interstate 26 (U.S. 19-23) and (3) on Weaver Boulevard at the Roses Shopping
Center (east of the property). The existing level of seivices at these three
intersections was determined to be (1) U.S. Highway 25-70 at Monticello Road,
B in the moming and B in the aftemoon rush hour; (2) U.S. Highway 25-70 at the
south bound ramp on Interstate 26, A in the morning and A in the afternoon rush
hour and (3) on Weaver Boulevard at the Roses Shopping Center B in the

morning and C in the aftemoon rush hour.

That the Developer has applied to the North Carolina Department of
Transportation to allow a new access into the proposed Unified Business
Development from U.S. Highway 25-70 which is now a controlled access
highway, with a traffic signal to be erected at the proposed new location.

That the North Carolina Depariment of Transportation has advised the Developer
that it will not allow a break in the controlled access on Weaver Boulevard which
would allow full movement tums in all directions, both in and out of the Proposed

Unified Business Development.

That Developer is pursuing, and the North Carolina Department of Transportation
is considering, allowing a new entry into the Proposed Unified Business
Development from U. S. 25-70 which would be a "left over” traffic signal which
would ailow limited turns into the Proposed Unlfied Business Development, the
left over allowing left fums into the site when traveling west on U.S. 25-70 and
right tums into the site when traveling east on U.S. 25-70. That such a
configuration would allow traffic leaving the site to make right tumns only.

That the traffic impact analysis and the traffic study envision two scenarios of
traffic entering and leaving the proposed Unified Business Development,
scenario 1 being if the North Carolina Department of Transportation allows the
proposed new entry into the Unified Business Development from U.8. 25-70 and
Scenario 2 being if the North Carolina Department of Transportation does not
allow entry info the site from U.S. 25-70. Under the iafter scenario all traffic
entering and leaving the site would be from 2 entrances on Monticello Road.
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The traffic impact analysis ana the traffic study indicate that under Scenario 1,
after construction of the Development, the a.m. and p.m. rush hour level of
service at the 4 intersections affecting the property would be as follows: (1) U.S.
Highway 25-70 at Monticello Road, C in the a.m. and C in the p.m. rush hour; (2)
U.S. Highway 25-70 at the proposed driveway into the site would be B in the a.m.
and B in the p.m. rush hour; (3) U.S. 25-70 at the south bound ramp on Interstate
28, A in the a.m. and B in the p.m. rush hour and (4) on Weaver Boulevard at the
Roses Shopping Center B in the a.m. and C in the p.m. rush hour.

The traffic impact analysis and the traffic study indicate that the a.m. and the p.m.
rush hour level of service at the three intersections which would be involved
under Scenario 2 {the North Carolina Department of Transportation disaliows the
entry from U.S. 25-70) would be as follows: (1) U.S. Highway 25-70 at
Monticelloc Road, C in the a.m. and D in the p.m. rush hour; (2) U.S. Highway 25-
70 at the south bound ramp on Interstate 26, A in the a.m. and C in the p.m. rush
hour and (3) on Weaver Boulevard at the Roses Shopping Center B in the a.m.

and C in the p.m. rush hour.

That under either Scenario 1 or Scenario 2 the level of service at the
intersections around the proposed Unified Business Development would be at
acceptable ievels in accordance with standards considered acceptable by the
North Carolina Department of Transportation.

That the Town of Weaverville had an independent review of the Traffic Impact
Analysis performed by Roger D. Dyar, a traffic engineer from Greenville, South
Carolina and his report agreed with the findings of the Traffic Impact Analysis.

That while various individuals testified that, in their opinion, the aliowance of the
spedial exception for a Unified Business Development would be detrimental and
endanger the public health, safety, morals, comfort and general welfare, no
expert testimony was offered as to the manner in which the public would be so

endangered.

While various individuals testified that, in their opinion, the allowance of the
special exception would be injurious to the use and enjoyment of other property
in the immediate vicinity for the purposes already permitted and would
substantially diminish and impair property values, no expert testimony was
offered as to the manner in which the uses would be impaired or the property

values would be substantially diminished.

That much of the property surrounding the site of the proposed Unified Business
Development is already zoned so that other commercial or industrial activities

could be conducted thereon.

That the traffic impact analysis and traffic study indicate that there would be no
large increase in traffic on Monticello Road or on New Stock Road lying to the

south of the subject property.
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That while various individuals testified that, in their opinion, the Unified Business
Development might affect the air quality in the neighborhood, no expert testimony

with regard to air quality was offered.

That there was no expert testimony offered that the properties lying to the south
of the proposed site could not be used for residential and/or farming purposes.

That by and with the consent of the Developer, it was agreed by the Board that
certain conditions should be added to the Special Exceptions Permit if the same
were granted. The conditons were that: (1) The Developer, HMVHN
Weaverville, LLC, continue to pursue the North Carolina Department of
Transportation for the allowance of an entry into the proposed Unified Business
Devslopment from U.S. Highway 25-70 and for the location of a stop light at such
antry; (2) That the Developer, at its own expense, construct a sidewalk around
the perimeter of the site and along the proposed new traffic lanes on Monticello
Road and on U.S. Highway 25-70 unless the North Carolina Department of
Transportation prohibited the construction of such sidewalks in its right of way. If
possible, sidewalks would be constructed eastwardly across Interstate 26 in the
vicinity of the Roses Shopping Center; (3) That appropriate covered bus stops be
provided within the proposed Unified Business Development which would serve
the bus route cumrently being offered from Asheville to Weaverville.

NOW, THEREFORE, based upon the foregoing findings of fact, the Zoning Board of
Adjustment concludes as follows:

(1)

@)

@)

4

®)

(6)

()
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The establishment, maintenance, or operation of the special exception will not be
detrimental to or endanger the public health, safety, morals, comfort, or general

welfare,

The special exception will not be injurious to the use and enjoyment of other
property in the immediate vicinity for the purposes already permiited nor
substantially diminish and impair property values within the neighborhood.

The establishment of the special exception will not impede the nomal and
orderly development and improvement of the surrounding property for uses

permitted in the district.

The exterior architectural appeal and functional plan of any proposed structure
will not be so at variance with the exterior architectural appeal and functional plan
of the structures already constructed or in the course of construction in the
immediate neighborhood or with the character of the applicable district as to
cause a substantial depreciation in the property values within the neighborhood.

Adequate utilities, access roads, drainage and/or other necessary facilities have
been are being or will be provided.

Adequate measures have been or will be taken to provide ingress and egress so
designed as to minimize traffic congestion in the public streets.

The special excepticn shall, in all other respects, conform to the applicable
25



regulations of the district in which it is located, except as such regulations may, in
each instance, be modified by the Zoning Board of Adjustment.

The Zoning Board of Adjustment does hereby grant fo HMVHN Weaverville, LLC a
Special Exception Permit for the construction of a Unified Business Development on the
property at the intersection of U.S. Highway 25-70 and Monticetlo Road provided the Developer
follows all of the provisions of Section 36-240(h)(1)(2) of Chapter 36 of the Code of Ordinances
of the Town of Weavervilie regarding subsequent performance and construction. The Permit is

granted upon the following specific conditions:

o)

()

3

That the Developer, HMVHN Weaverville, LLC, will continue to pursue the North
Carolina Department of Transportation for the allowance of an entry into the
proposed Unified Business Development from U.S. Highway 25-70 and for the

location of a stop light at such entry;

That the Developer, at its own expense, construct sidewalks along the perimeter
of the property and along the proposed new traffic lanes on Monticello Road and
U.S. Highway 25-70 unless the North Carolina Department of Transportation
prohibits the construction of such sidewalks in its right of way. if possible,
sidewalks would be constructed easitwardly across Interstate 26 in the vicinity of

the Roses Shopping Center;

That appropriate covered bus stops be provided within the proposed Unified
Business Development which would serve the bus route being offered from

Asheville to Weaverville, at the Daveloper's expense.

Adopted this 5 day of June, 20086.
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The Town of Woeaverville Zoning Board of Adjustment

By / //&%“'zﬁ&-«/

Boh Embler, Chairman

Also votlng for the adoption of the Decision:

Susan Baliard, Vice Chaléan

Karen Ruffing z é‘z‘ 3
( _[&% ; i rﬁgrj
Chris Crawford
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Voting agalnst the motion was Carol Cumbie

Certified to as a true copy

Zﬁc.u:/é -&de’ﬂ

Shelby G. Shiglds
Board Clerk

483377-1 27



Agenda Items 48&5
Amendment to an Existing Special Use Permit for Fairfield Inn, Weaverville

Attached you will find an application for an amendment to an existing special use permit for
Fairfield Inn, Weaverville, a map of the property in question, current ordinances related to
buffering and the order establishing the SUP for Fairfield Inn, Weaverville.

It is the opinion of staff that should the Zoning Board of Adjustment wish to remove the noted

parcel from an existing special use permit as the applicant desires, buffering requirements will
remain the same through the underlying zoning district.



ZONING BOARD OF ADJUSTMENT
MEETING SHEET FOR NOVEMBER 13, 2017

Agenda Items 4 and 5:

INTRODUCTION: BH2 Partners, LLC, is the owner of 166 Weaver Boulevard which
has been approved for development of a Fairfield Inn and Suites by Marriott under a
special use permit that was adopted on October 10, 2016. The developer has
requested an amendment to its special use permit to remove a +/-1.75 acre portion
of the property from the operation of the special use permit.

JURISDICTION: Sec. 36-328(1) authorizes the BOA to amend previously granted
special use permits

STANDARDS:

1. The establishment, maintenance, or operation of the special use will not be
detrimental to or endanger the public health, safety, morals, comfort, or general
welfare.

2. The special use will not be injurious to the use and enjoyment of other property
in the immediate vicinity for the purposes already permitted nor substantially
diminish and impair property values within the neighborhood.

3. The establishment of the special use will not impede the normal and orderly
development and improvement of the surrounding property for uses permitted
in the district.

4. The exterior architectural appeal and functional plan of any proposed structure
will not be so at variance with the exterior architectural appeal and functional
plan of the structures already constructed or in the course of construction in the
immediate neighborhood or with the character of the applicable district as to
cause a substantial depreciation in the property values within the neighborhood.

5. Adequate utilities, access roads, drainage and/or other necessary facilities have
been or will be provided.

6. Adequate measures have been or will be taken to provide ingress and egress so
designed as to minimize traffic congestion in the public streets.

7. The special use shall, in all other respects, conform to the applicable regulations
of the district in which it is located, except as such regulations may, in each
instance, be modified by the zoning board of adjustment.

QUESTION FOR DELIBERATION: Does the record include competent, relevant and
substantial evidence that the amendment as requested by developer meets the
standards and should therefore be granted?
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TOWN OF WEAVERVILLE UNIFIED BUSINESS DEVELOPMENT

ZONING APPLICATION
Planning and Zoning Department, 30 South Main Street, P.O. Box 338, Weaverville. NC 28787
(828) 484-7002—- fax (828) 6454776 --- jellerd weaveryillenc.ore
Special Use Permit Fee: $350.00

OWNER/APPLICANT NAME: BH2 Partners, LLC APPLICATION DATE: 10/26/2017

Ca ~ ..d" "D e
e - S o

BRIEFL.Y DESCRIBE THE PROJECT:

PHONE NUMBER: 336-462-1468 PROPERTY ADDRESS: 33 Fairfield Approach Drive
PIN: 9742-09-7663-00000 DEED BOOK/PAGE: 5544/1631
TRACT AREA (acres): 1.80 PROPOSED SQ. FOOTAGE:
REGISTERED CONTRACTOR: PHONE NUMBER:

ADDRESS:

REGISTERED ENGINEER.: PHONE NUMBER:

ADDRESS:

All applications shalt be accompanied by a general site plan draw to scale and containing all
elements of the attached checklist.

Ti is the applicant’s responsibility to obtain a copy of the Town of Weaverville Zoning Ordinance
and to be fully aware of the regulations detailed therein.

I certify that the above information is accurate and true and that I am the nwner or a duly
appointed agent of the owner.

LAC ,@Z,za;zfmr
SIGNATURE OF APPLICANT 4 DATE

" OFFICE USE ONLY
FEE: DATE PAID: CHECK | ! CASH
SITE PLAN DECISION APPROVED DISAPPROVED T DATE:
DETAILED PLAN DECISION APPROVED DISAPPROVED DATE:
APPROVED WITH CONDITIONS:
The Town of .

Weaverville
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stores, speed shops, truck cap stores, tires and tube shops, and similar shops for other types of motorized
or mechanical equipment.

Automobile services - gas station. An establishment that primarily retails automotive fuels. Gas stations
include structures that are specialized for selling gasoline with storage tanks, often underground or hidden.
Bays for car washes may also be included but any establishment offering repair services as defined by
automobile services — repair are not allowed under this category of use.

Automobile services — repair. An establishment that provides repair and maintenance of automobiles.
These may or may not include facilities for lubricating, washing, or otherwise servicing automobiles, but
may not include the painting thereof by any means. This classification shall not inciude convenience stores
which do not dispense motor fuels. Gas stations as defined by automobile services ~ gas station may be
permitted in conjunction with this use. This use does not include automobile bedy shop as such use shall
be classified as Metal Product Fabrication, Machine or Welding Shop, Automobile Body Shop as defined
herein.

Awning. A temporary hood or cover which projects from the wall of a building, and which may include
a type which can be retracted, folded or collapsed against the face of a supporting building.

Banks, credit unions, financial services institutions. Establishments that engage in financial
transactions that create, liquidate, or change ownership of financial services. Banks, credit unions, and
savings institutions may perform central banking functions, accept deposits, and lend funds from these
deposits. In addition to banks and credit unions, financial services institutions include, but are not limited
to, credit agencies, trust companies, holding companies, lending and thrift institutions, securities/commodity
contract brokers and dealers, security and commodity exchanges, vehicle finance (equity) leasing
agencies, and investment banking, securities, hrokerages and insurance-related services. Pawnshops shall
not be considered under this definition.

Banner. A strip of cloth or other material on which a sign is painted.

Bar/ftavermn/nightciub. A business where alcoholic beverages are sold for on-site consumption, which
are not part of a larger restaurant. This term includes but is not limited to bars, taverns, pubs, and similar
establishments where any food service is subordinate to the sale of alcoholic beverages. It may also include
beer brewing as part of a microbrewery and other beverage tasting facilities. Entertainment including live
music, and/or dancing, comedy, etc. may also be included.

Bed & Breakfast. Any dwelling in which three or more persons, either individually or as families, are
housed or lodged for hire, with or without meals. A bed & breakfast must be managed or operated by a
person or family who resides on the premises. A "rooming house” and a "boarding house" establishment
shall be deemed a bed & breakfast. If such an establishment is not managed by a person who resides on
the premises, it shall be considered as a hotel,motel, or inn as herein defined.

Berm. A mound of earth, sometimes referred to as a "berm”, which shall not be more than four feet
higher than the elevation of the surrounding property and with a slope no steeper than cne foot of vertical
distance for each two feet of horizontal distance. Any mounding of earth located within a required buffer
strip must be mounded in conjunction with planting. The mounding of earth in a buffer strip shall not relieve
the developer of the requirement of planting said buffer strip as herein specified. The mounding of earth
outside of a buffer strip may be permitted without the required planting, but such mounding shall not exceed
the height set forth above.

Billboard. An advertising sign used as an outdoor display for the purpose of directing attention to a
business, commodity, service or entertainment conducted, sold, manufactured, or offered at a location other
than the location of said sign.

Buifer. A landscaped strip of land designed to minimize the potential conflicts between adjoining land
uses. Specific buffers are defined as follows:

Ten-foot buffer. A planted strip of land which shall be a minimum of ten feet in width. The required
planting therecon shall be composed of evergreen vegetation which at maturity will be between six and
ten feet in height. Hedges or other evergreen plantings shall be installed at an initial height of at least
four feet, and shall be of a variety (such as Hetizi Juniper, Carolina or Canadian Hemlock, or other

CHAPTER 36 — with amendments adopted through 8/21/2017



variety with similar characteristics) that can be expected to grow to an average height of ten feet, by a
normal growth, within four years from the time of planting. Such required buffer strip must be at the
same grade level as the land on both sides thereof.

Twenty-foot buffer. A planted strip of land which shall be a minimum of 20 feet in width. The
required planting thereon shali be composed of evergreen bushes, trees, and/or shrubs, initially of a
height of at least four feet, planted so that at least two rows are provided which shall be planted in a
staggered pattern approximately in the center of the buffer strip and which will grow from the initial
four-foot height to a height of six feet within five years and which will contain foliage overiaps within
six years of planting. Each buffer shall contain at least one deciduous tree for each 40 feet of lot
perimeter which shall be at least one inch caliper with an initial height of six feet. Buffer strips must be
maintained and inspected annually by the original developer or current owner with a report of
conditions being submitted to the zoning administrator or his designee. Such required buffer strip must
be at the same grade level as the land on both sides thereof. The planning and zoning board may
approve as a buffer strip a previously planted strip of land, provided that the existing vegetation is of a
height and density which will afford equal or hetter protection to the adjoining properties as would a
newly planted buffer strip, as provided for in the foregoing portions of this definition.

Building. Any structure having a roof supported by columns or by walls, and intended for shelter,
housing or enclosure of persons, animals, property or business activity. The connection of two buildings by
means of an open porch, breezeway, passageway, carport or other such open structure, with or without a
roof, shall not be deemed to make them one building. The connection of two buildings by an enclosed
corridor connector where the buildings connected are not less than 50 feet apart at all points, and the
connecting corridor is not less than 50 feet in length nor more than 15 feet in inside width, one story in
height, and the ouiside walls of which contain not less than 30 percent glazing, shall not be deemed to
make them one building provided the corridor has no other use than as a passage from one building to the
next.

Building addition or expansion. Any construction that increases the size of a building or structure in
terms of site coverage, height, length, width or gross floor area or where a portion of the gross floor area is
relocated.

Building frontage. The linear length of any building occupied by a single owner or tenant or the linear
length of that portion of a building used by an individual tenant in a multiple tenant development which faces
a public street or alley or which faces the access road in a unified business development.

Building, height of, The vertical distance measured from the center of the front ground ficor level of the
structure at finished grade to the highest point of the coping of a flat roof, to the deck line of a mansard roof,
or to the highest ridge of a gable, hip, or gambrel roof. Height limitations shall not apply to chimneys,
steeples, communication antennas, spires, and cther similar objects.

Building line. The line, parallel to the street line, that passes through the peint of the principal building
nearest the front lot line.

Buifding permit. See "permit, building.”

Building, principal. A building in which is conducted the principal use of the lot on which said building
is located.

Caliper. The diameter of a tree trunk measured 4% feet above the ground.

Canopy. A permanently attached structure which projects from and is supported by a building, which
structure serves as a cover providing shelter or decoration and which extends beyond the building.

Cemetery. A parcel of land used for interment of the dead in the ground or in mausoleums.

Changeable copy sign. Any permanent sign, illuminated or not, which is principally devoted to and
designed for changeable text and graphics, but which specifically excludes "time/date/temperature” signs
as hereinafter defined. Portable or moveable signs are not considered changeable copy signs.

Child care cenfer. An individual, agency, or organization providing supérvision or care on a regular
basis for children who are not legal wards or foster children of the supervising adults. Child day care centers
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Zoning District R-1 R-2 R-3 R-12 C-1 |z€2'| 111
Minimum Lot Area (sq.ft.) 10,00027 {7,500 a2340| 5,445 g234n | 7,500 ¢75 0 0 0
Minimum Lot Width (ft.) 100 75 75 75 0 50 0
Minimum Front Yard (ft.) 30 30 30 30 0 0 0
Major Thoroughfare 30 30 30 30a 0 60 |35p
Minor Thoroughfare 30 30 30 30a 0 25@ | 35a
With Parking in Front - - - - - 60 -
Without Parking in Front - - - - - 40 -
Minimum Side Yard (ft.)

Abutting Residential District 10 10@ 10w 10w 0 30 40
Minimum Side Yard {ft.)
Abutting Commercial or
Industrial District 10 10 10w 10w 0] 0 40
Minimum Rear Yard (ft.)
Abutting Residential District 10 0@ 10w 10w 0 30 40
Minimum Rear Yard {ft.)
Abutting Commercial or
Industrial District 10 0@ 10m 10g 0 0 40
45 and no
more than
Height Limit (ft.) 35 35 35 3 stories | Note 10 75 75
Béfferif Abutting a-
Residential District (ft.) 0 0 0 0 Note 9 20 20

See dimensional notes in section 38-107.

(Ord. of 6-19-1978, Art. VIII; Ord. of 9-15-2008, § 1(s) ; Ord. of 5-16-2016(1). § 4)

Sec. 36-107. - Notes for table of dimensional requirements.

See sections: dwelling setbacks, sections 36-13 to 36-15; nonconforming lots, section 36-21; right-of-way,

section 36-8;

Notes:

10,000 square feet if no public sewerage is available.

20,000 square feet if neither public water or sewerage is available.

5,000 additional square feet for each additional dwelling unit when public water and/or sewer is

available.

4. 10,000 additional square feet for each additional dwelling unit when public water and/or sewer is

not available.

40 feet if property directly across the right-of-way is zoned residential.

15 feet for duplexes; 25 feet for all other multi-family dwelling units,

Additional square footage may be required by the authority having jurisdiction over private water
and/or sewerage systems located on individual lots.

CHAPTER 36 — with amendments adopted through 8/21/2017
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TOWN OF WEAVERVILLE SPECIAL USE PERMIT
STATE OF NORTH CAROLINA UNIFIED BUSINESS DEVELOPMENT

IN THE MATTER OF:

APPLICANT: BLUE RIDGE HOSPITALITY VENTURE, LLC
PROPERTY LOCATION: 2.5+/- ACRES AT 166 WEAVER BLVD, WEAVERVILLE, NC, 28787
PARCEL IDENTIFICATION NUMBER: 9742-09-6618

The Zoning Board of Adjustment (hereinafter as Board) of the Town of Weaverville held a Quasi-Judicial
Evidentiary Hearing on Monday, September 12, 2016, at 7p.m. in Council Chambers at Town Hall at 30 South
Main Street, Weaverville, North Carolina, on an application for a special use permit to allow a unified business
development for a 103 room, 4-story hotel.

A quorum of the Board was present with Chairman Al Root, Vice-Chairman J eff McKenna, Board Members
Paul Clauhs, Cynthia Wright, Tycer Lewis and Alternates Jan Rector and Roger Parkin each in attendance.
Town Attorney Jennifer Jackson, Fire Marshal Jayson Harwood, and Town Planner & Code Enforcement
Officer James Eller were also present.

The Quasi-Judicial Evidentiary Hearing was held after notice of the meeting had been mailed to property owners
within five hundred feet of the subject property, notice of the meeting was posted on the subject property and
notice of the meeting was duly advertised in a newspaper having general circulation.

At the Quasi-Judicial Evidentiary Hearing on September 12, 2016, Chairman Root presided and reviewed the
procedure for the hearing on the special use request. Chairman Root inquired of the Board members whether
anyone had any conflicts of interest, potential bias or outside communication concerning this project. None were
noted.

The Board acknowledged without objection that the following individuals had standing to participate in the
hearing and were made parties to this matter:

Planner/Zoning Administrator James Eller;

Applicant Blue Ridge Hospitality Venture, LLC, which has a contract to purchase the property;
Deborah Shelton who resides at 46 Alexander Road; and

Kelly Terry who resides at 39 Alexander Road.

The following were sworn in as potential witnesses: James Eller, Jayson Harwood, Marvin Mercer, Bob
Hodges, John Sandman (?), Bernie Edwards, Deborah Shelton and Kelly Terry.

Documentary evidence was submitted and admitted into evidence without objection as follows:

Exhibit A-1 — Affidavit of Publication

Exhibit A-2 — Affidavit of Posting

Exhibit A-3 — Affidavit of Mailing

Exhibit B-1 — Application for Unified Business Development and Checklist
Exhibit B-2 — MSD Allocation Approval

Exhibit B-3 — Real Estate Sales Agreement

Exhibit B-4 — Complete set of Plans (Sheets C-1 through C-4)

Exhibit C — Aerial Image of Site and neighboring properties

Exhibit D-1 through D-4 — Photographs of the Site



James Eller introduced the project and the Applicant, through its manager and engineer, reviewed the project
and the plans and answered questions.

Deborah Shelton indicated that she was concerned about people coming and going through a hole in the fence,
potential for light and noise pollution since it is a 24-hour business, adequate buffering, cutting of a bank and
existing trees, outdoor amenities which would increase the noise. Kelly Terry expressed concerns about
adequate buffering and screening, how lighting will affect her property, and whether the hotel expects to have
lots of tractor trailers staying as guests.

Based on the documentary and testimonial evidence provided at the Evidentiary Hearing the Board makes the
following FINDINGS OF FACT and CONCLUSIONS:

1.

This matter was properly noticed in accordance with North Carolina law and Town Code.

The proposed unified business development is for a Fairfield Inn to be located at 166 Weaver Boulevard
and consisting of a 103-room, 4-story hotel with rooms accessible internally, onsite security provided,
no outside amenities such as pools, 121 parking spaces provided, access to Weaver Boulevard via an
existing road intersecting with DOT road Weaver Boulevard at an intersection having dedicated turning
lanes and a traffic light.

The lighting plan for the project will be developed by the applicant in consultation with Duke Energy
and will to the greatest extent possible keep the light directed downward.

The proposed unified business development has been designed and planned in accordance with Town
Code and, except for those matters specifically addressed herein, meets the standards set out in Town
Code §§ 36-240 and 36-238.

The applicant has been working with the Town’s Public Works Director on water allocation for this
project. It was originally expected that a 2-inch water meter and allocation request would be sufficient
and fall under the authority of the Public Works Director. Just prior to the September 12 Zoning Board
of Adjustment meeting it was discovered that a 3-inch meter and allocation were necessary and requires
approval by Town Council. The applicant has, therefore, not yet secured water meter and allocation
approval from the Town of Weaverville for this project but intends to request the same at Town
Council’s next regularly scheduled meeting on September 19, 2016, and understands that the project
cannot be approved without a condition requiring the approval of a water meter and allocation from the
Town Council of Weaverville.

It was admitted by the applicant’s engineer that this project would trigger the threshold calling for a
traffic impact study for the project. However, due to the property’s direct access to existing roads with
dedicated turning lanes and a traffic light the Board finds that there is no purpose in having a traffic
impact study conducted for this project as the remedies to handle the flow of traffic generated by the
project are already in place.

The applicant’s plans currently show two driveways/access roads, one to the East and one to the West of
the hotel footprint, which provide a means of ingress and egress to a road that will be used to access
Weaver Boulevard at a traffic light and to a right-of-way to access Weaver Boulevard through the
SunTrust Bank parking lot. The Board finds that should the applicant wish to eliminate the driveway
shown on the western side of the hotel and move the footprint of the building westward by up to 20 feet
the project will stili be in compliance with the standards set forth in §§ 36-240 and 36-238 as long as
access to the hotel from the intersection at the traffic light on Weaver Boulevard between McDonalds
and Bojangles is provided.

As this project abuts a residential district with several residences located just beyond the project
boundaries it is necessary that the owner of the property install, repair and maintain in serviceable
condition a fence which will serve to separate the property on which the hotel will be located from those
residential propertics along Alexander Road.



9. A 20-foot wide landscaped buffer is adequate if the buffer area is planted with sufficient vegetation
selected from the Town’s approved list found in Article 6 of Chapter 36 of Town Code. It is noted that
the applicant agreed to provide taller and more prolific plantings within the 20-foot buffer.

NOW THEREFORE, based upon the foregoing findings and conclusions, the Zoning Board of Adjustment for
the Town of Weaverville hereby waives the requirement for presentation of a traffic impact study and concludes
that the application for a special use permit should be granted subject to certain conditions.

IT IS, THEREFORE, ORDERED that the application for the special use permit submitted by Blue Ridge
Hospitality Venture, LLC, and shown on Exhibit B-4, a copy of which is attached hereto and incorporated herein,
is hereby approved and the special use permit for the project is GRANTED SUBJECT TO THE FOLLOWING
CONDITIONS:

1. Weaverville Town Council approval of a 3-inch water meter and water allocation sufficient for the project;
Repair and/or installation of a fence to separate the project from Alexander Road and maintenance of that
fence in a serviceable condition;

3. Installation and maintenance of a 20-foot wide landscape buffer along all portions of the property which
abut a residential zoning district and the planting of that buffer area with plants and trees that meet or
exceed, in height and/or density, those required by Article 6 of Chapter 36 of Town Code;

4. The width of all access road(s) must be at least 20 feet to meet Fire Code; and

5. If blasting of rock on the property is necessary, the applicant/owner/developer must provide all properties
entitled to notice of this hearing with notice of the date and time of such blasting at least two weeks in
advance.

An alternate plan in which the western driveway/access road is eliminated and the building footprint is moved
westward by not more than 20 feet is also hereby GRANTED subject to the same conditions noted above and
subject to the provision of a revised plan to the Town’s Zoning Administrator.

Effective as of the 10th day of October, 2016.

Al Root, Chairman
Zoning Board of Adjustment

ATTEST:

James W. Eller
Town Planner / Deputy Town Clerk



Agenda Items 6&7
Appeal of an Administrative Decision Related to the Denial of a Zoning Permit for a Parcel within
Weaver Village

Record
e Application of Appeal
e Zoning Permit Denial, Ordinance Establishing Weaver Village as a Conditional Zoning District,
and PowerPoint Presentation Referenced by Ordinance Showing Architectural Style.
e Zoning Permit Application and Subsequently Submitted Documents.
¢ Merriam-Webster definitions of stucco, plaster and emboss.



ZONING BOARD OF ADJUSTMENT
MEETING SHEET FOR NOVEMBER 13, 2017

Agenda Items 6 and 7:

INTRODUCTION: Brant Point Investments, LLC, is the owner of one of the lots
within Weaver Village which was developed under an ordinance approving a
conditional zoning district that was adopted on May 19, 2008. The owner has
requested approval to construct the exterior of its building with a metal siding
product that is made to resemble stucco. The conditional zoning district has many
development standards, one of which is that the exterior of all buildings must be of
an arts and crafts style using arts and crafts finishes which include stone, wood
timbers, brick, stucco, cement siding and cedar shake shingles. The zoning
administrator determined that the use of metal siding, even if it was embossed to
resemble stucco, was inconsistent with the CZD standards and denied the zoning
permit on that basis. The owner has appealed the zoning administrator’s decision
and requests that metal siding made to resemble stucco be allowed as a permissible
construction material under the CZD ordinance.

JURISDICTION: Sec. 36-328(3) authorizes the BOA to hear and decide appeals of
decisions of the zoning administrator

STANDARDS: When the issue is whether the zoning administrator erred in
interpreting an ordinance, the BOA reviews the issue de novo or as if it were
deciding the question in the first place. The board must consider the interpretation
of the zoning administrator but is not bound by that interpretation and may freely
substitute its judgment.

QUESTION FOR DELIBERATION: Did the zoning administrator err in interpreting
the CZD standards to exclude metal siding designed to resemble stucco as a
construction material? Does the board wish to substitute its judgment?



TOWN OF WEAVERVILLE APPLICATION TO APPEAL DECISION OF

ZONING ADMINISTRATOR
Planning and Zoning Department, 3¢ South Main Street, P.O. Box 338, Weaverville, NC 28787
{828) 484-7002— fax (828) 645-4776 --- jeller@weavervillenc.org
Application Fee: $500.00

DATE APPLICATION SUBMITTED:

10/27117
APPELLANT NAME: APPELLANT PHONE:
Carolina Speciaities Construction (828)697-7184
PROPERTY OWNER NAME: PROPERTY OWNER PHONE:
Brant Point Investment LLC. (828)230-2543
PIN: o -5—5" PROPERTY ADDRESS:
9742-29-2445— Weaverville Villageway
ZONING DISTRICT: Weaverville, NC

Town of Weavervile €~&-32
DESCRIBE THE NATURE OF THE APPEAL:

Getting an approval on using CF Tuff-Cast insulated metal wall panel with stucco finishes.

It is the applicant’s responsibility to obtain a copy of the Town of Weaverville Zoning Ordinance
and to be fully aware of the regulations detailed therein. This application must be filed with the
Town Clerk.

Please indicate on the following line how you wish to receive a copy of the written order establishing
a decision related to this application.

email: ryeong@gscwnec.com

/ /0-C$-17
DATE
Lo L I/I/ /s 3717
SIGNATURE Of PROPERTY DATE
OFFICE USE ONLY
FEE: 40D DATE PAID: @277, (- | ] CRECK CASH CARD
The Town of
Weaverville

NORTH CAROQLINA
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METL
SPAN®

CF TUFF-CAST

INSULATED METAL
WALL PANEL

The Metl-Span CF Tuff-Cast is an attractive insulated metal
LOEK & GROOYE e
SYSTEM

PANEL

panel with the appearance of finished precast concrete.

The exterior sutface of the panel is a hard aggregated fiber-
reinforced polymer coating created with the factory-applied
Tuff Cote” finish system. Tuff Cote” finish offers an extremely
durable, impact and abrasion-resistant coating that can

withstand severe weather conditions.

Mote: Not intended for exterior walls on cotd storage buildings PANEL PROFILE

PRODUCT SPECIFIGATIONS

WIBTH

CORE - Fosmed-in-place, Non-CFC & zera ODF polyurethane,
FM Approved Class 1with no height restrictions

* 36" 42"

THICKKESS - 2" 2»°, 3", 4, 5" 6"
THERMAL VALUES ' K-Factor* @ 75" F (24" C}ls 014, @ 40° F (4° C) is
LENGTH « 8.0 to 40"-0" 0126
EXTERIOR TEXTURE - Tuff Cote® finish system—a hard aggregated
fiber-reinforced polymer coating

EXTEREOR FABE - Stucco-embossed, G-90 galvanized and/or AZ-50

aluminum-zinc coated steel in 24 and 22 Ga. with
factory-applied Tuff Cote® finish system
FASTENINB - Fastener and clip concealed in the side joint
INTERIQOR FACE - Stucco-embossed, G-90 galvanized andfor AZ-50
aluminum-zing coated steel in 26, 24 and 22 Ga. U-FACTORS AND R-VALUES**
U-FACTOR (BTU/h-f2°F) RVALUE {h-fi2°F/BTU)
JOINT - Offset double tongue-and-groove with extended metal shelf for  pPANEL WIDTH: 42 PAMEL WIDTH: 42*

posltive face fastening

EXTERIDR PROFILE - 2" 21" 3" and 4" are no profile with Tuff Cote®
finish system; 5" and 6" are Mesa nominal 3"
deep with Tuff Cote’ finish system

INTERIOR PROFILE - Light Mesa nominal %s" deep

*K-Factor calculations: BTY infft*hr. °F
*Based on ASTM €518, ASTM C1363 and thermal modeling, 75° F core mean temp.

DESIGN FEATURES & BENEFITS

* Look of finlshed precast concrete with the efficiency of an insulated
rmetal panal

“ Field-tested and proven Tuff Cote® technology
= Durable finish that is highty resistant to impact and abrasion

= 10-year limited exterior finish warranty
= Utllizes concealed clips and eliminates thermal short cireuits
* Easy and fast installation, with reduced construction labor costs

Metl-Span: Performance Redefined
1720 Lakepointe Drive. Suite 101, Lewiaville, Texas 75057 (p) B77.585 9969 (f} 972.420.9382 metlspan com

2098 Mell-Span - art NCBullging Systers oomasmy Al ights reserved. Printsd in e UL5A

PARTZ




Dottie Sherrill The Town of Doug Dearth

Mayor

Conncil Member

Weaverville _—

NORTH CAROLINA Council Member

Doug Jackson
Cosincil Member

Andrew Nagle
Council Member
October 9, 2017
John Penley
To Whom It May Concern: Council Meber

Ref: PIN: 9742-29-0485, Unaddressed Weaver Village Way

The aforementioned property, within the development commonly known as Weaver Village, was
established as a Conditional Zoning District (CZD) in May of 2008. As a result of approval, there
were 29 conditions placed upon the property and by ordinance each must be satisfied prior to the
issuance of a zoning permit by municipal staff.

It is my determination that the proposed structure, which would establish a 2,500 square foot
commercial facility, does not meet the requirements of the CZD due to the following findings of fact.
A copy of the ordinance establishing the CZD and an amended master site plan is attached for your
reference.

e Condition #i4 establishes that “The architecture of all the structures located on the
property shall be of an arts and crafts style, using arts and crafts finishes {(which include
stone, wood timbers, brick, stucco, cement siding and cedar shake shingles on exterior
elevations and architectural design roof shingles) and colors.”

» Metal panels, designed with a texture to resemble stucco, do not constitute an arts and
crafts finish required by ordinance.

Know that | am available to you at your earliest convenience to further discuss the application and
plans to begin to work through the aforementioned issues. Please feel free to contact me should you
require additional information or assistance.

q_@_ﬂ

James Eller

Planner / Code Enforcement Officer
Town of Weaverville

828-645-7116
jeller@weavervillenc.org

30 South Main Strect * Weaverville, NC 28787 (PO Box 338)
(828) 645-7116 * Fax (828) 645-4776 1
www.weavervillenc.org



ORDINANCE ESTABLISHING CONDITIONAL ZONING FOR PROPERTY(8) LOCATED
ON WEAVER BOULEVARD (WEAVER VILLAGE)

WHEREAS, the Town of Weaverville has the authority pursuant to Part 3 of Article 19 of
Chapter 160A of the North Carolina General Statues, to adopt zoning regulations, to

establish 2oning districts and to classify property within its Jurisdiction according to
Zoning district, and may amend said regulations and district classifications from time to

time in the interest of the public heaith, safety and welfare; and

WHEREAS, Section 36-84 of the Code of Ordinancss of the Town of Weaverville establishes
the procedures and requirements for Zoning property to Conditional Zoning District; and

WHERERAS, this proposed amendment is consistant with the Town's Comprehensive Land Use
Plan because it provides adequate buffers to heip mitigate conflicis between established
low-density residential neighborhoods and existing high-intensiy commercial districts by
means of @ medium-density, mixed-use complex featuring an amaigam of commercial,
retall, office and single-family residential uses.

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT ORDAINED BY THE TOWN COUNCIL OF THE TOWN OF
WEAVERVILLE THAT:

Section 1. The Zoning Map of the Town of Weaverville be, and the same is hereby, amended as
follows;

The zoning classification of that certain real property described in Exhibit A and identified
on Buncombe County tax maps as PiNs 9742.05-20-1481, 9742.05-20-4850 and
§742.06-29-5251 be rezonsd from R-1 Residential District to Conditional Zoning Dietrict.

A copy of the Buncombe County tax map showing said lots with striping is attached
hereto as Exhibit "A” and made a part hereof. Said rezoning is subject fo compiiance with
the approved "Master Site Plan” and the conditions set out in Exhibit "B*, sttached hersto

and made a part hereof,

Section 2. That the Office of the Zoning Administrator i hereby authorized and dirscted'to make
the changes as hereinbefore enacted in said zoning map.

Section 3. That if any section, subsection, sentence, clause, or phrase of this ordinance is, for
any reasor, held to be invalid, such daclsion shall not affect the vaiidity of the remaining
portione of this ordinance. The Town CchllhonbydeclareaMIwuuldhaupasudmis
ordinance, and each section, subsection, sentence, clause, or phrase thereof irespective of the
fact that any ane or more sections, subsections, ssnisnces, clauzes, of phrases be declarad

Saclion 4. That all ordinances and clauses of ordinances in conflict herewith be and are hereby
repealed, to the extent of such conflict.

606852-1



Sacflon . That this ordinanca shall be in fullforce and effict on the date of adoption.

Read, approved and adopted the /%% day of &@fg 2008,

Town C,




May 22, 2008

EXHIBITR
CONDITI F APPROV,

1. All uses allowed within the C-1, Cantral Business District shall be allowed In
Zones A, B and C as shown on the “Master Site Pian" as finally approved on the property being
rezoned (the “Property”) except for the following uses: child care/day care facilities (uniess thay
do not exceed 5,000 square feet and all exterior play areas are enclosed with fencing materials
&cceptable to the Town's Zoning Administrator,) employment offices (which are greater than
5,000 square feet or inciude construction labor empioyment,) consiruction offices with outside
storage, movie theatres, funera! hames, government buildings whose uses axceed 1.2 vehicle
trips per thousand aquare feet per hour, churches and other places of worghip, vetarinlrian
offices or clinice with outside kannels or runs, check cashing services, pawn shops, bail bond
services, newspaper publishing operations, museums, hotels and motels, and muiti-family
dwellings or bulldings. Further, only single family dweliings shall be allowed within Zone D as
shown on the "Master Site Plan" as finalty approved.

2. No adult oriented businssses, as defined in section 36-28 of the Code of
Ordinances of the Town of Weaverville, shall be locsted on the Property.

3. No drive-through or drive-in type restaurants shall be allowed on the Properly,
including, but not fimited to, drive up and eat restaurants, excepi that & drive-through redtaurant
shall be allowed in a structure located within Zone A whose footprint is located close to the
wastern boundary of the Property, provided the reataurant has a minimum number of twenty
{20) indoor seats, no more than one drive-through tane or area, no more than one window for
ordering and receiving and no more than one speaker box for ordering which shall be designed
to prevent noise and light trespass on to any residentially used property.

606852-1



4, No businessas that sell gascline or other petroleum products measured through
a pumping device shall be allowed on the Property.

5. No convenience stores shall be sllowed on the Property.

8. No businassss will operate 24 hours a day other than a drug store or automated
teller machines operaied by financial institutions.

7. No businesses that perform any type of automobile services, including, but not

limited to oil changes or car washes, shali be allowed on the Property.
8. No autornobils or farm equipment sales lots nor individual vehicles offered for

sale shail be allowed on the Property.

9. None of the structures to be located in Zone A as shown on the approved site
plan shall have a footprint which exceeds 14,500 square fest. No more than one structure with
a footprint of 14,500 square feet shall be altowed in Zone A and the total square footage of all
levels of all structures to be located in Zone A shall not exceed 40,000 square feet. The
maximum footprint limits for Zone A exclude enclosed garbage dumpsier areas and/or covered

drive-through aress.
10.  None of the structures to be located in Zone B as shown ari fhe approved site

pian shail have a footprint which exceeds 10,000 squars feet. No more than one structure with
a footprint of 10,000 square feet shall be aifowed in Zone B and the total square footage of all
levels of ali structures to be located in bath Zone B and Zone C togsther shall not excesd

!

30,000 square fest.
11.  None ofthe stmcturestobelocatadinlorisCasshomonmeapprowdsiu

plan shall have a footprint which excaeds 8,000 square fest. No more than one structure with a
footprint of 8,000 square feet shall be alowed in Zone C and the total square footage of all

levels of all structures to be located in Zone C shall not exceed 14,000 squars fest.
12.  No business or facility that is primarily invoived with heavy shipping or storage

shall ba aliowed on the Property; provided, however, businesses will be aliowed to receive
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shipments and store products for their own sales and use. No outside siorage shall be
permitted on the Property, except during periods of construction or remodeling.

13.  There shail be no parking of senvice vehicles for a period of 24 hours,

< 5. The architecture of all of the structures located on the Property shall be of an Arts
and lels style, using Arts and Crafts finishes (which include stone, wood timbers, brick,
stucco, cement siding and cedsr shake shingles on exterior elevations and architeciura) design
roof shingles) and colors. The architectural style shall match the style shown in the applicant's
Power Point presentation, except for the architectural style of the phammacy building shown in
the presentation, and the presentation is hereby incorporated by reference in theses conditions
and as an essential part of the applicant’s petition for zoning. The colér pattsms for all
structures shall be those shown on the plan sheets or sample boards as approved by the Town
Council, unieas otherwise approved by the Town's Zoning Administrator, The architectural style
and colors shall tie the project together through ail four zones on the Property.

15.  No vinyl siding shall be used on any structure on the Property.

18.  No bare metal fencing shell be allowed on the Property. Fencing of a height of
four (4) feet which meets this requirement shail be placed along the top elevation of the
retaining wall running along the westem boundary of the property. The fencing shall be
constructad as shown on the approved "Master Sita Plan”.

17. No structure on the Property shall be over 35 feet above finished grade elavation
on any side of the structure.

18.  Waaverville Partrers shail grant to the Town of Weavevills a "non-cevelopment
easament” around the parimeter of the property which abuts residentially used property as of
the date of issuance of the building permit for the project. The "easement" will vary in width
according to the "Master Sita Plan" as finally approved, with 2 minimum width of two (2) feet,
The purpose of this easement will be to prohibit this project and the Property included in the
praject from ever expanding beyond its size as shown on the approved plan and from
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connecting this project to any future development.  Thie easement will not increase any set
back requirements and set backs shall bs measured from the actual property lines as shown on
the "Master Site Plan” as finally approved. No structures or drives qr parking areas may be
constructsd within the "non-development easement,” except thet emergency access may be
provided through that strip of property conveyed pursuant to Paragraph 19 below.

18.  Weavervilie Partners shall convey to the Town of Weavervilie by gift deed any
interest it may have In the unopened portion of Reagan Lane which Is approximately 30 feet
wide and 246 feet long and which runs south from the central portion of the Property to Moore
Street. If Weaverville Partnars has any easement or right of way across this unopened portion
of Reagan Lane, It will exacute any documents necessary to sumander'; its rights to cross over
the subject portion of the Property; provided, however, Weaverville Partners may reserve an
easement for utililes to the Property. The Town will cooperate with Weaverville Partners in'the
event Weavervile Partners makes an appiication for this convayance to be deemed a charitable

contribution.
20. Weavervilla Partners shafl convey {o the Town of Weaverville by gift deed the

portion of the Property located on the North side of Weaverville Boulevard, consisting of an area
of approximately .83 acres and identified as PIN #8742.05-28-0995. This portion of the
Property shall not be rezoned to Conditional Zoning District. The Town will cooperate with
Weaverville Partners in the event Weaverville Partners makes an appllcation for this

conveyance fo be deemad a charitable contribution.

21. Al lighting on the property shal be mountsd on posts no more than 16 feet tall,
Blocking, shielding and alming of all axterior lighting shall be used to minimizs light frespass on
to adjoining residential properties; provided, however, light poste within Zone A may excead 16
feet In height if sacurity lighting requirements of financial institutions exceed that timit and thers
Is no light trespass on tc adjoining residential properties. The exterdr lighting plan shak bs
subject fo review and approval by the Town's Zoning Administrator prior to inetsilation.
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22. A T-umaround or other tumaround as shown on the approved plan shall be
constructed at the end of Reagan Lane which runs off of Main Street where it intersects with the
Property boundary. Plantings in a buffer strip of twenty (20) feet wide shall be instafed and
maintained all around ths tumarpund area and shall be shown on the approved pian,

23. A minimum of 1.76 acre of open space or green space shall be maintained on
the Property at all times.

24.  Parking in Zones A, B and C shall be provided at not less than four(4) spaces but
no mere than five (5) spaces per one thousand (1 :000) square feet of finished fioor space,
Parking for residential dweltings in Zone D shall be two (2) spaces per unit, inclusive of interior

garage spacss,
25.  Setback minimums and landscaping buffer areas shall be as shown on the

approved "Master Site Plan".
26.  Sublect to the conditions set forth on this Exhibit "B", the footprints of structures

in Zones A, B and C may be relocated and/or combinad and the footprints of structures in Zons

D may be relocated.

27.  Subject to the conditions set forth on this Exhibit "B" and any other applicable
laws, portions of the Property designated Zones A, B and C ehall be deemed to be a "unified
business development” and the portion of the Property designated Zone D shall be deamed to
be a “unified housing development” for the purpose of being designated as exempt in Section

25-26 of the Town's Subdivision Ordinancs.
28.  Weaverville Partners shall provide to the Town of Weaverville a Letter of Credit

for $75,000 to insure the site ig substantially completed according to the approved "Master Site

Pian” and these conditions.
20.  Weaverville Partners shall add the Town of Waeaverville as an additional obligee

on the grading contractor's performance bond.
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a m 169 Oak Street - Forest City, NC 28043

Engmeer]ng PLLC office 828, 247.4495 . fax B28.247.4498

August 14, 2017

lames Eller

Planning Director

Planning and Zoning Department
30 South Main Street
Weaverville, NC 28787

Subject: Weaver Village Way — Zoning Permit Application
Weaverville, Buncombe County, NC 28787
Dear Mr. Eller,
Good Day!
Attached herewith is the pdf copy of the signed Application Form and Plans/Details for Weaver Village
Way, a proposed 1-storey Commercial Building located at Weaverville, NC 28787 - PIN# 9742-29-

0485/DB 5552/DP 1030. This is for the Zoning Permit Application for your review/approval.

Please see attached file for your reference.

Sincerely,

1/ 06—

David Odom, P.E.



TOWN OF WEAVERVILLE APPLICATION FOR ZONING PERMIT

Planning and Zoning Department, 30 South Main Street, P.O. Box 338, Weaverville, NC 28787
(828) 484-7002--- fax (828) 645-4776 --- jeller@weavervillenc.org

OWNER/APPLICANT NAME: BRANT POINT INVESTMENTS, LLC APPLICATION DATE: 8/317

BRIEFLY DESCRIBE THE PROJECT: 1-STOREY COMMERCIAL BUILDING

PHONE NUMBER: (828) 230-2543 PROPERTY ADDRESS: WEAVER VILLAGE WAY
WEAVERVILLE, NC 28787

PIN: 9742-29-0485 DEED BOOK/PAGE: 5565211030

LOT AREA (acres): +/- 0.95 ACRES PROPOSED SQ. FOOTAGE: 2,500 SQFT.

ZONING DISTRICT: CONDITIONAL ZONING DISTRICT

All applications shall be accompanied by a general site plan draw to scale and containing all
elements of the attached checklist.

Prior to submission of the application and site plan, all property corners shall be in place and
propesed buildings and structures shall be accurately located upon the lot by stakes or other
acceptable means,

It is the applicant’s responsibility to obtain a copy of the Town of Weaverville Zoning Ordinance
and to be fully aware of the regulations detaifed therein.

I certify that the above information is accurate and true and that T am the ewnrer or a duly
appointed agent of the owner.

d 8’(’/?//7

OF APPLICANB’ DATE

OFFICE USE ONLY
FEE: DATE PAID: CHECK CASH CARD
SITE PLAN DECISION [:‘ APPROVED DISAPPROVED DATE:
APPROVED WITH CONDITIONS:
The Town of s
Weaverviile

NORTH CAROLING




TOWN OF WEAVERVILLE APPLICATION FOR ZONING PERMIT

Planning and Zoning Department, 30 South Main Street, P.O. Box 338, Weaverville, NC 28787
{828) 484-7002--- fax (828) 643-4776 --- jelleri@weavervillenc.org

ZONING PERMIT SITE PLAN CHECKLIST

| 1 Title block containing”

Narme of owner & applicant

Property address

Buncombe County PIN

Date or dates survey was conducted or plan prapared

Scale of the drawing in feet per inch

Deed book and page reference of the deed conveving the property to the current owner

Exact dimensions of the lot, including any interior lot lines

Lot area in acres and square feet

Location and name of all strects bordering the property

Minimum building sethack lines applicable to the lot, including drainage or utility easements

Exact dimensions and location of existing buildings/structures on the lot or within 10£. of any exterior
lot line

Exact dimensions and location of proposed buildings/siructures/additions

Exact size and location of all existing and proposed patios, decks, porches, awnings, carports, etc.

Exact dimension and location of any off-street parking and loading spaces including all turn-arounds

Proposed and Existing water and sewer lines

NCDOT Driveway Permit for commercial developments

Any landscaping plan required

Qutdoor lighting plan, if required
Grading Plan

Traffic Impact Analysis, if required

Stormwater permit, as required by Buncombe County

The Town of |
Weaverville

NORTH CAROLINA
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AFPFPENDIX B - COMMERCIAL CODE SUMMART APFENDIX B - page 2 " APPENDIX B - page 3 APPENDIX B - poge 4
PROECT BRART POINT INVESTMENTS, LG, FIRE RESISTANGE REGD HR| DETAL [% oPen| AssevBLY STRUCTURAL DESISN THERMAL ENVELGPE
HEAVER, VILLAGE WAY ~ HENVERVILLE, NORTH CARSLINA LDESIeN DESIGH LoAD® METHOD OF COMPLIANGE: FRESCRIPTIVE [ ]
PROPOSED UsE COMMERLIAL OFFICE BUILDING PARTT/FIRE WALLS HoNe IMPORTANGE FACTORS: HWIND ::xh __.uG PERFORMANCE ]
COMTACT PERSCN  DARREN CADY 5252303548 SHoW (ls)s  Loe
BULDING WNER DARREN CADY EXTEEARING WALLS HoNe SEISMIC (lo): Lo EMERSY eoaT [
CODE I o EL COUTY EXTNON-BEARING HWALL | o-Hour LIVE LOALE, _mno! _wtm.ﬂ“w ROCF ASSEMBLY: matal reviated rool panels
i V-VALUE OF TOTAL ASSEMBLY ©.028 Bluh 3
INTBEARING WALLS NohNE SHOIN LOAD: 15 psf "
DESISHERS OF REGORD = D LOAD: pel R-VALUE O [NSULATION R-254 (5* mulated panol) M
BAGIE NG SPEED; 95 {ABCE-T-C2) EXTERIOR WALLS: matal insvioted wall panals a@
ARCHITEGT  WILLIAM FNTER O'CAIN AANG-ZSI9  B26.642.44] — B T i moh vy ) ovisintl 8
STRUCTURAL HILLIAM HNTER G'CAIN, AANG-Z3I4 5256424441 EXTERI AME a-HaR D DASE SHIARS: (R MAFRS) Vi = 3336 kips mk)_._.mrrm o _E._..;._..ﬁmm__ Bl a.hzs Pl 6 ravtatod pankd
PLIMBINS  WILLIAM HNTER G'CAIN, APANC-2519  BaB£A3.4a0] [e———v— orouR Vi = i opr on pane g
MECHANICAL WILLIAM HNTER O'CAIN, MANC-Z31%  B2s.842.454] SEISMIC DESIGN CATESORY: & FRAMED EXTERIOR WALLS: 4" stud plus matal nsviated wall penels m
BELECTRICAL WILLIAM HNTER O'CAIN, AIANG-2519 2288024441 EXTERICR SOLUMNS a-HOUR SEIGMIC. AR GIROUP: | U-VALUE OF TOTAL ASSEMBLY G046 Bith H e
INTERIOR. CoLIMNS GHoUR BULDING WEISHT = 38.c8K R-VALUE CF INSUWLATION R-19.4 (257 Insvited panol) 3
2ITE DATA SFTCTRAL RESFONSE AGCELERATION S8 = 45.0%g FLOOR SLAB-GHM-SRADH: 4* concrote sldp =
HEA/ERVILLE ZONING — WEAYER, VILLASE G2 el Crnz o) Si= g VAL OF TETAL ASSEVBLY G.06% Bih 3
PARKINS RESUIREMENTS STAIR ENGLOSURE NONE SITE CLASSIFICATION B [ FIELD Tt R METER, INSULATION ’-12 (2 polabyone) N
REQIRED: |3 opacEs [X] PrESIPTIVE :
PAE CHASES NoME INSTALL Re5 THERMAL BLGCKS AS REGUIRED TO MIMMIZE THERMAL
FREamEe: 15 HELIDING | VAN AcCESSEE OHetoricAL paTA TRANMISSION THROUSH STEEL FRAMING : El:
EULDIN® DATA ol e BASIC STRUCTURAL BTBTEM: EXTERIZR DOORS, ©.095 Buuh a 25 G
2012 NTERNATIONAL EUILDINS copH coMPLIANCE DEAD END LIMIT - 20 L" MAXIMUM CONDITION - |12 LP Dg)ﬂ_zm STVE] DU_ A FPECIAL MOMENT FRAME OVERHEAD DOOR 0,145 Bk = M
SEEPANET: OROUP B - BUSINESS IS ANCE elET e 2CO LRI S COHETION SHOTLE [X] BUILDINS Frabe [T DUAL WANTERMEDR/G OR SPECIAL STEEL | | PLUMEINS FIXTURE REGUIREMENTS = m 2
COMSTRUCTION TYFEr 1B ~ UNSPRINKLERED I8 SCCUPRNTS x 027 EXIT/GCCUPANT 2 BB6 INCHES OCCUPANTS: 25 EMPLOTEBS (13 MALE + 12 FEMALE) = £
. 22000 smLooR EXITS REGURED: 2 - 35" DOORS [ MomenT rrAME [ INVERTED PENDULUM TATAL ] = B
UL e e oeler EXITS PROVIDED: | = 267 DOOR + | 12" DOOR PAR SHIBMIC BASIC BHEAR. V = 46 kips T b E
NMBER OF OCCUPANTS 25 FERSONS (100 SF/PERSON) [ siruiFizo .m_n
LMt BAMETY SYSTEMS -
EUILDING HEIGHT, 5 FT  STORIES: | MRE DISTRICT: NG [x] EcvALENT LATERAL FoRsE ic
MEZZAMINE, NO HiGH RIBE: MO EMERSENCY LISHTING AND EXIT SIS, YES [ImeoAL DESISHER. STATEMENT, To Lhw bost of my knowlsdgs and beliof,
TIRE ALARM AND SMOKE DETECTIGN STSTEMS: NO the design of this wsi_ﬁ nﬁ.__.ﬂ__on ith the thevmal envalops
PANIC HARDWARE, No MREAITECTURAL, MECHANISAL, COMPONENTS ANCHORED, TES recuremants of the | ONAL BUILDING GOE.
LATERAL DESISN CONTROL:  BARTHAUAKE [ ] HIND [X]
SOl BEARING CARACITIES, FLLIAN FUNTER, G'CAN, AlA
PRESUMETIVE BEARING GAPASITT: 2300 put \
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METL
SPAN®

CF LIGHT MESA

INSULATED METAL 4
WALL PANEL :
y

The Metl-Span CF Light Mesa insulated metal panel is ;\ﬂrg?Et‘ ERODVE PANEL

well suited for exterior and interior walls and ceiling <

applications. The shallower version of the Mesa profile ‘-
creates symmetry on the outside of the building and =

room to room within. The minor rib provides a flattened b

appearance. Light Mesa panels are ideal for commercial,

institutional and industrial applications. PANEL PROFILE

PRODUCT SPECIFICATIONS

WIDTH 030",36" U-FACTORS AND R-VAEUES®*
a7 U-FACTOR (BTUNHZF) | RVALUE (h-t2“F/BTU)
THICKNESS - 2-@3'4 PANEL WIDTH: 42° PANEL WIDTH: 42"
75° 75°
LENETH - 8-0"1053-0" » | 00706 » | 1a1s
2iz* | C.0516 2% | 19.38
EXTERIOR FACGE - Stu%lﬂssed, G-90 galvanized and/or AZ-50 3 | nodsa 3 23.58
alumi Zinc coated steel in 26, 24 and 22 Ga. pe ¢.0324 a 30.36

INTERIOR FAGE - Stucco-embossed, G-90 galvanized and/or

: P, 1
AZ-5Q aluminum-zinc coated steel in 26, 24 and a2 2L ANECIIDTH SIS
22Ga e a0
: 2 | n.06E3 2 14.95
' | 0.0491 izt | 20.37
JOINT - Offset doubie tongue-and-groove with extended metal shelf 23_ 0.0405 ?3_ i
for positive face fastening - y p e

‘Based on ASTM C518, ASTM C1363 and thermal modeling, 75° F and 40° F core

megn temp.
DESIGN FEATURES & BENEFITS
« Consigtent high quality with foamed-in-place panel manufacturing - Easy and fast installation, with reduced construction labor costs
* Flat surface, easily washable * Interior and exterior applications

- Lhilizes concealed clips and eliminates thermal short clrcuits

Meti-Span: Performance Redefined
1720 Lakepointa Drive; Sulte 101, Lewisville, Texas 75057 (p) 877.585,9969 (1) 972.420.93282 metlspan.com

JOVE Mar-Span - an MO Huiiding Systems coinpany, A fghts resersad, Printed in e LS8

PARTHE M A
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PROFILED

CF STRIATED

The Metl-Span CF Striated Insulated metal
parel Is an attraciive alternative to typical
flat wall panels. The exterlcr face s lightly
prefiled with narrow [ongitud'nal striatiens,
which creste a subtle shacow effect but
exhibit a virtually flat appearance from
short distance away. The Striated wall panet
Is am exceptlonal value, combining the
aesthatics of a fiat wall panel with the high
insulation ratings of a polyurethane core.

PANEL SPECIFICATIONS
Width: 24"+, 30", 36", 42"
Thickness: 27, 2'%4", 234", 3", 4"

Length: 8'-0" to 40'-G" for the 30" & 36"
widths, 8'-0" to 32'-0" for the 42" width

Exterior Face: Stucce-embaossed, G-80
galvanized and/or AZ-50 aluminum-zinc
coated steel in 24 and 22 Ga. Optional
smooth-unembossed finish.

Interior Face: Light Mesa profile, stucco-
embossed, G-90 galvanized and/or AZ-50
aluminum-zinc coated steel in 26, 24 and
22 Ga.

Joint: Offset double tongue-and-groove
with extended metal shelf for positive face
fastening

&

CF MESA

The Metl-Span CF Mesa insulated metal
panel Is well suited for exterior and
interior walis and celling applications. The
fightly corrugated proflle on both faces
creates symmetry on the outside of the
building and room to room withln. The
minor rib provides a flattened appearance.
Mesa panels are Ideal for commerclal,
institutional and industria! applications.

PANEL SPECIFICATIONS
Width: 30", 36", 42"
Thickness: 2% 2'4", 3", 4", 5", &"
Length: 8-0" to 53"-0"

Exterior Face: Stucco-embossed, G-20
galvanized and/or AZ-50 aluminum-zinc
coated steel in 26, 24 and 22 Ga.

Interior Face: Stucco-embossed, G-20
galvanized and/or AZ-50 aluminum-zinc
coated steel in 26, 24 and 22 Ga.

Jolnt: Offset double toengue-and-groove
with extended metal shelf for positive face
fastening

CF LIGHT MESA

The Metl-Span CF Light Mesa insulated
metal panel is well sulted for exterior and
Interior walls and ceiling applications.

The shallower version of the Mesa profile
creates symmetry on the cutside of the
bullding and reom to room within. The
minor rib provides a flattened appearance.
Light Mesa panels are tdeal for commerclal,
institutional and industtial applications.

PANEL SPECIFICATIONS
Width: 30", 36",@
Thickness: 2", 2¥2", 3", 4"
Length: &-0" to 53'-0"

Exterlor Face: Stucco-embossed, G-80
galvanized and/or AZ-50 aluminum-zinc
coated steel In 26, 24 and 22 Ga.

Interior Face: Stucco-embossed, G-90
galvanized and/or AZ-50 aluminum-zinc
coated steel In 26, 24 and 22 Ga.

Joint: Offset double tongue-and-groove
with extended metal shelf for positive face
fastening

*Availabie only from Nevada plant
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117772017 Stucco | Definition of Stucco by Merriam-Webster

stueco

noun | stuc-co | \'ste-( )kd\

Popularity: Bottom 30% of words

Definition of sTucco
plural stuccos or stuccoes

1 a: afine plaster used in decoration and ornamentation (as of interior walls)
b : a material usually made of portland cement, sand, and a small percentage of
lime and applied in a plastic state to form a hard covering for exterior walls

2 . STUCCOWORK

—stuccoed \~(,)kod\ adjective

First Known Use: 1598
SEE WORDS FROM THE SAME YEAR

LEARN MORE FROM M-W

See stucco defined for English-language learners
8 Nicer Ways 1o

See stucco defined for kids % Say 'Stupid’

https:/fwww.marriam-webster.com/dictionary/stucco 1/8



117712017 Plaster | Definition of Plaster by Memiam-Webster

Jplaster
noun | plasiter | \'pla-ster\

Popularity: Bottom 40% of words

Examples: PLASTER in a Sentence v

Definition of PLASTER

1 : a medicated or protective dressing that consists of a film (as of cloth or plastic)
spread with a usually medicated substance « adhesive plaster; broadly
: something applied to heal and soothe

2 : a pasty composition (as of lime, water, and sand) that hardens on drying and is
used for coating walls, ceilings, and partitions

—plastery \'pla-st(s-)ré\ adjective

First Known Use: before 12th century
SEE WORDS FROM THE SAME YEAR

See plaster defined for English-language learners

See plaster defined for kids

hitps://www.merriam-webster.com/dictionary/plaster 1712



17772017 Embass | Definition of Emboss by Merriam-Webster

Origin and Etymology of EMBOSsS
Ie:Eﬂ‘g-lls;ﬁ enmBiasen to become exhausted from being hunted, ultimately from
Ao-French bois woods

First Known Use: 14th century
SEE WORDS FROM THE SAME YEAR

@mMboss

verb
Definition of EMBOSS
transitive verb
1 : to raise the surface of into bosses; especially : to ornament with raised work

2 : toraise in relief from a surface

3 . ADORN, EMBELLISH

—embossable \im-"bi-se-bal, -'bo-\ adjective

—embosser \im-'ba-sar, -'bo-\ noun

amhacermant Viem_'hi_ermant _'ThAd nAnmn

hitps:/fwww.merriam-webster.com/dictionary/femboss
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