TOWN OF LEESBURG
APPEAL HEARING

NOTICE IS HEREBY GIVEN that an appeal hearing will be held by the Leesburg Town
Council on Tuesday, August 13, 2013 at 7:30pm in the Town Council Chamber, second floor
in the Leesburg Town Hall, 25 West Market Street, Leesburg, Virginia 20176 to hear the
following item:

Case No. TLAP-2013-0003 Battlefield Shopping Center: Kathy Baker of Concept Unlimited,
Inc., has submitted an appeal of the June 21, 2013 decision of the Comprehensive Sign Plan
Administrative Panel in case TLHP-2013-0090 which denied appellant’s Certificate of
Appropriateness request to amend the Battlefield Shopping Center Comprehensive Sign Plan
located at1021 Edwards Ferry Rd, NE. The panel’s decision was based on its findings that the
proposed amendments to the Comprehensive sign plan were inconsistent with existing signs, and
incompatible with building design and existing signs in the Battlefield Shopping Center.

The property subject to this appeal is approximately 27.8 acres in size and is zoned B-3,
Community Retail/Commercial District. The property is located on the south side of Edwards
Ferry Road, NE and is more particularly described as MCP Parcel Identification Numbers 14-25-
2096-000.

Full and complete copies of the above-referenced appeal and related documents may be
examined in the Leesburg Department of Planning & Zoning, on the second floor of the
Leesburg Town Hall, 25 West Market Street, during normal business hours (Monday-Friday,
8:30am to 5:00pm), or by calling 703-771-2765 and asking for Tracey Shiflett, Assistant Zoning
Administrator.

At this hearing, all persons desiring to express their views regarding this matter will be heard.
Persons requiring special accommodations should contact the Clerk of Council at 703-771-2733,
three days in advance of the meeting date. For TTY/TDD service, use the Virginia Relay Center
by dialing 711.
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TOWN OF LEESBURG
TOWN COUNCIL MEETING

TLAP-2013-0005 Appeal of the administrative denial of TLHP-2013-0090
(Request to amend the comprehensive sign plan for Battlefield Shopping Center)

Tracey Shiflett, Assistant Zoning Administrator

Staff recommends that the Town Council uphold the decision of the
Administrative Panel to not approve the Certificate of Appropriateness request to
amend the Comprehensive Sign Plan TLHP-2013-0190 based on the facts that
were established at the time the decision was made. {Attachments 2 & 3)

29 May 2013
13 August 2013

Kathy Baker

Concept Unlimited, Inc,
10020 Farrow Rd.
Columbia, SC 29203

C H Realty ill/Battlefieid LLC

% KIMCO Realty Corp/Prop Tax Dept
3333 New Hyde Park RD STE 100
New Hyde Park NY 11042

Same as Appellant
1021 Edwards Ferry Rd, NE
B-3, Community Retail/Commercial District

The Town of Leesburg Zoning Ordinance §15.13 establishes the procedures for
the review and approval of new Comprehensive Sign Plans and amendments to
existing Comprehensive Sign Plans, The Board of Architectural Review approves
Comprehensive Sign Plans in the H-1 and H-2 Districts. Outside of the H-1/H-2
districts, Comprehensive Sign Plans are reviewed by an Administrative Panel.

The Appellant, Kathy Baker, is appealing the June 21, 2013 decision of the
Administrative Panel to not approve the proposed amendments to the Battlefield
Shopping Center Comprehensive Sign Plan on the basis that the proposed
amendments did not meet standards set out in Zoning Ordinance §15.13.5 A,
(Consistency/Variety) B. (Compatibility with the buildings) and C.
(Compatibility with other signs).
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Basis for Appeal:

Appeal Regulations:

Battlefield Shopping
Center
Comprehensive Sign
Pilan Comparison

Rules for Review

The Appellant has not provided any basis for the appeal. That is, the Appellant
has cited no guidelines, law or other grounds in support of its position that the
Administrative Pane! erred by not approving the Certificate of Appropriateness for
said amendment to the Comprehensive Sign Plan. The Battlefield Shopping
Center is outside the H-1/H-2 Districts; therefore Town Council hears the appeal
rather the Board of Architectural Review.

Town of Leesburg Zoning Ordinance §15.13.3 requires that appeals of decisions
made by the Administrative Panel be forwarded to Town Council for
“consideration and action”. §15.13.3 does not require that the Appellant provide a
basis of appeal be stated when appealing administrative decisions, unlike Sections
§3.10.14 and §3.11.15 (Appeals of BAR decisions).

Current Standards Proposed Standards
Sign Colors: Red Sign Colors: Corporate Colors
Logos*: Corporate Colors 4 Feet High | Logos*: Corporate Colors, 4 Feet High
Font: Any, Including Corporate Style | Font: Any, including Corporate Style
Sign Type: Channel Letters Sign Type: Channel Letters
Anchor Store Letter Size: 4 Feet High | Anchor Store Letter Size: 4 Feet High
Other Store Letter Size: 2 Feet High Other Store Letter Size: 3 Feet High
*Logos are a secondary element and must be proportional to size of sign.

Comprehensive Sign Plan Review Criteria

15,13.5 Standard for Review

When evaluating the appropriateness of any comprehensive sign plan
application, the administrative panel shall use the applicable set of sign
guidelines for the H-1 or H-2 Overlay District as well as the following standards:

A, Consistency/Variety. The degree of consisiency or variety among the signs
proposed for installation in a comprehensive sign plan should be related to the
degree of consistency or variety among or within the building(s) to which the
signs relate,

Staff Assessiment: #ith the exception of hwo anchor stores and the gas station
signs, all other signs in the shopping cemter are red channel letters. The style of
the letters is not limited; therefore, businesses may utilize font styles that identify
with a particular corporation. Additionally, colored corporate logos are with a
merxiniom height of 4 feet permitied as a secondary sign element. Allowing the
use of corporate colors rather than red letters would not be consistent with the
other business signs in the shopping cenler, nor would this comply with the
Consistency/Variety review standards or Guidelines for Signs in the Old and
Historic District.

B. Compatibility with the buildings. The design (including, but not limited to,
size, materials, colors, and illumination) of the proposed signs in a
comprehensive sign plan should be compatible with the design features of the
building(s) to which the signs relate.

Staff Assessment: The H-1/H-2 Sign guidelines require that wall signs must
“[maintain] proper proportions to the available and appropriate wall space.”
The only permiited type of signs under the current comprehensive sign plan is
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channel letter signs. Tenants are permitted to utilize corporate fonts if desived.
Anchor stores (retail spaces in excess of 10,000 sf) may have signs up to 48
inches in height. Non-anchor stores may have signs of up to 24 inches in height.
The appellant is proposing (o permit non-anchor stoves to have signs of up to 36
inches in height. Alfowing 36" signs would reduce the already limited empty
wall space on the fronl facades of the buildings, thus overwhelming the building
SJront. Additionally, many of the non-anchor storefronts in the shopping center
are compacl; therefore signs are necessarily close together. Permitting larger
signs would lead 1o the appearance that the signs are out of scale with the
storefront and could crowd other signs on adjacent wall space (See attachment

3).

C. Compatibility with other signs. All signs for a multi-tenant building or
development should be compatible, but not necessarily identical, to one another.

Staff Assessment: The red lettering is what unifies the shopping center, As
mentioned above, font style is not limited to a particular style. Allowing
corporate colors on the sign face would eliminate the existing unity of the
shopping center, creating a mix of colors and styles of signs that will create
visual clutter that detracts for the consistent appearance the center currently
has.

D. Location. The signs should be located in areas that are generally appropriate
for installation of signs, including sign bands over storefronts, or hanging from a
porch or walkway canopy.

Staff Assessment: The appellant is noi requesting any change fo sign locations

E. Number. The number of signs requested for any tenant in a multi-tenant
building or development should be reasonably related to the area available for
such signs as well as the degree of visibility of the tenant from within the
development as well as from the public right-of-way.

Staff Assessment: The appeliant is not requesting any change to the number of
permitted signs.

15.13.6 Amendments to Existing Comprehensive Sign Plans
Changes to any existing, approved comprehensive sign plans shall be made in
accordance with the provisions of Sec. 15.13 Comprehensive Sign Plans.

H-1/H-2 SIGN DESIGN GUIDELINES

Comprehensive Sign Plan: According to Guidelines for Signs in the Old and
Historic District (Guidelines} a Comprehensive Sign Plan is a coordinated plan
that indicates the proposed signage details (inchuding type, location, size,
placement, design, materials, and color) for multi-tenant buildings and multi-
building projects. It allows a group of tenants to have coordinated signage of one
type, or even a combination of sign types if they are deemed appropriate. The
plan ensures that these signs are appropriately sized and aligned, and that they
complement the butlding on which they are located as well as the surrounding
properties. (Guidelines pg. 8)
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CRITERIA FOR SIGN DESIGN

Shape (Guidelines pg. 6-7)

* In general, rectilinear and oval signs are appropriate and are common because
they conform to the area in which they are to be installed.

+ Signs with unique shapes related to the nature of the business, such as eye
glasses for an optician or a boot for a shoe repair shop may also be appropriate.

Staff Assessment: The proposed change to the sign plan would permit non-
anchor signs fo increase in height from 247 to 367, However, the signs stifl
must comply with the maximum square footage requirements for business signs.
Wall signs in the B-3 Zoning District are permitted to have one square foot in
area for each one foot of store frontage. Currently the signs in the shopping
center have longer widths than heights; this height change could lead to signs
where the height is out of proportion with the width of the sign.

Text {(Guidelines pg. 7)

+ Signs may contain only the name, and, if desired by the business owner, a
concise indication of the general nature of the business,

+ Inclusion of the street address and logo may be acceptable if it is determined
that the text is not overcrowded and the sign otherwise meets the guidelines.

Staff Assessment: The Appellant is not proposing an amendment to the text of
the signs; they will remain limited to the name of the business and lago.

Material (Guidelines pg. 7)

» Signs constructed of a durable composite wood material that, when painted, is
indistingunishable from sotid wood are also acceptabie.

+» The sign’s materials should complement the design and materials of the
building to which it relates.

* Support structures, if any, should be of durable traditional materials as well.

Staff’ Assessment: The appellant is not proposing any changes to sign materials.

Color and Finish (Guidelines pg. 7) _

* Because signs are alterations to a building, their color schemes must respect the
same guidelines as buildings. The color scheme must complement or relate to the
overall color scheme of the storefront or building, including accent and trim
colors. The color scheme may not detract from the architectural character of the
storefront or building, nor from the surrounding buildings. For instance, signs in
a predominantly residential district may be required to use more subdued colors
than signs in a predominantly commercial area.

» The sign color scheme includes the colors (including black and white) used for
all elements of the sign or Comprehensive Sign Plan, including the text,
background, logo, border and support structure, if any.

* The color scheme should be comprised of two or, at most, three non-reflective
colors (inclusive of black and white); however, a particularly well-executed
design may be determined to meet the guidelines though comprised of more than
two or three colors. The color scheme includes the colors used for the
background, text, and other elements.

Staff Assessiment; Fith the exception of hwo anchor stove signs; Ross and
Staples, and the gas station signs, ail other signs in the shopping center are red
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Council Options:

Alternative Motions:

channel letters and may have logos with corporaie letters. The logos are
required to be consistent in height with the sign lettering and relate to the sign
space, but cannot exceed four feet in height. The addition of corporate colors on
signs rather than current red letters would not be consistent with the other
business signs in the shopping center and would detract from the overall
appearance of the shopping center. The red color currently approved for signs
offers good contrast between the background and the sign, corporate colors that
are light in color may not offer enough contrast for the signs to be effective.

Many of the storefronts in the shopping center are compact; therefore signs are
necessarily close together. This could lead to sign colors in adjacent storefionts
clashing. Moreover, increasing the allowable size of signs firom 24 inches to 36
inches would only serve to exacerbate this problem. Additionally, permitting the
use of corporate colors could lead to a single sign could literally be a rainbow of
colors.

The Council may:

s reverse the decision of the Administrative Panel, or

e affirm, wholly or partly, the decision of the Administrative Panel, or

¢« modify any order, requirement, decision or determination of the
Administrative Panel

Because the proposed modifications to the Comprehensive Sign Plan for Battlefield Shopping Center do
not meet the standards of the Town of Leesburg Section 15.13.5 and the Guidelines for Signs in the Old
and Historic District, I move to AFFIRM the decision of the Administrative Panel in case TLHP-2013-
0090, rendered on June 21, 2013,

Because the proposed modifications to the Comprehensive Sign Plan for Battlefield Shopping Center
meet the standards of the Town of Leesburg Section 15.13.5 and the Guidelines for Signs in the Old and
Historic District, I move to REVERSE the decision of the Administrative Panel in case TLHP-2013-0090,
rendered on June 21, 2013.

Based on good planning practice and to facilitate the creation of a convenient, attractive and harmonious
community, | move to MODIFY the decision of the Administrative Panel in case TLHP-2013-0090,
rendered on June 21, 2013, by:

Attachments

I. Application to amend Comprehensive Sign Plan (TLHP-2013-0090),
2. Letter to applicant with finding of facts that did not permit the requested amendments to the
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Comprehensive Sign Plan.

3. Pictures of existing Conditions at the Battlefield Shopping Center and examples of what the
proposed changes could look like.

4. Current Comprehensive Sign Plan (Resolution No. 91-259) and Amendments thereto.
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CH Realty III/Battlefield LLC.

May 10,2013

Loudoun County Building and Development
| Harrison Street, SE
Leesburg, VA 20177

RE: Battlefield Marketplace Comprehensive Sign
Edwards Ferry Road, NLE,, Leesburg, VA

To "Whom It May Concern:

Ple: se be advised we wish to change our comprehensive sign plan for Battlefield
Marketplace as follows:

The Shopping center is comprised of « multi-Tenant center that includes anchor stores,
tencnt stores and three separate pad sites currently. The sign plan consists of 4-foot-high
letters for anchor tenant signs and a maximum of 36-inch-high letters for tenani stores.
Corporate trademarked logo colors 1o be consistent with Tenant’s signs afready used at
other store locations (where applicable).

Thank you for your assistance with this matter.

Very truly yours,

T

EM)D/\;::MSL KQ O A
Debbic Keating
Proerty Manager

dkes tinpgdkimeoreatty. com

14076 Shoppers Best Way, Woodbridge, VA 22192 Phone: 703-583-0071 Fax: 703-583-0053

Attachment 1
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=KIMCO Battlefield S.C

REALTY

Leesburg, VA | www.kimcorealty.com/1569|

<L - e

DRESS POR LESS

Five cuvsi g

Integrity . Creativity . Stability tel: 410-427-4434 | kallen@kimcorealty.com
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=KIMCO Battlefield S.C

REALTY

COMPETITION AERIAL _ | _ Leesburg, VA | www.kimcorealty.com/1569
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Town of

6&5‘ Department of Planning & Zoning

Virginia

25 West Market Street m 20176 m 703-771-2765 m Fax: 703-771-2724 m www.leesburgva.gov

April 21, 2013

Kathy Baker

Concept Unlimited, Inc.
10020 Farrow Road
Columbia, SC 28203

Dear Ms. Baker:

The review committee met on June 212013 to review the proposed amendments to the Battlefield
Shopping Center Comprehensive Sign Plan. The Administrative Panel found that the proposed
amendment to the Comprehensive Sign Plan did not meet standards for review of the Town of Leesburg
Zoning Ordinance Section 15.13.5. Specifically:

Town of Leeshurg Zoning Ordinance Section 15. 13.5 Standard for Review
“In evaluating the appropriateness of any comprehensive sign plan application, the administrative panel

shall use the applicable set of sign guidelines for the H-1 or H-2 Overlay District as well as the following

standards.”

A. Consistency/Variety. The degree of consistency or variety among the signs proposed for installation in
a comprehensive sign plan should be related to the degree of consistency or variety among or within the

building(s) to which the signs relate.

o With the exception of two anchor stores and the gas station signs, all other signs in the shopping
center are red channel letters. The style of the letters is not limited to any particular style, so
there is an opportunity for businesses to utilize font styles that identified with a particular
corporation. Additionally, colored corporate logos are permitted. The addition of corporate
colors rather than red letters would not be consistent with the other business signs in the
shopping center.

B. Compatibility with the buildings. The design (including, but not limited to, size, materials, colors, and
illumination) of the proposed signs in a comprehensive sign plan should be compatible with the design
features of the building(s) to which the signs relate.
o The H1/H2 Sign guidelines require that walls signs must “[maintain] proper proportions to the
available and appropriate wall space.” Allowing 36" signs would eliminate the limited empty wall
space on the front facades of the buildings, thus overwhelming the building front.

Hometown of the 21 Century
Attachment 2
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C. Compatibility with other signs. All signs for a multi-tenant building or development should be
compatible but not necessarily identical to one another,
o The red lettering is what unifies the shopping center. As mentioned above, font style is not
limited to a particular style. Allowing corporate colors on the sign face would eliminate the
existing unity of the shopping center.

i you have any questions regarding this matter, do not hesitate to contact me at 703-771-2758 or
tshiflett@leesburva.gov. If you want to appeal this decision by the Administrative Panel panel, you must
reguest that the application be forwarded to the Town Council for consideration and Action.

)

Tracey Daniel Shiflett, A
Assistant Zoning Administrafor

Sincerely,

Attachment 2
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Battlefield Shopping Center
Anchor Stores Existing Signs
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Examples of What the Proposed Changes Could Look Like
Examples of What the Proposed Changes Could Look Like

“Rainbow & Multi-Color Signs”
“Rainbow & Multi-Color Signs”
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Lo« . APR=12-2002 FRI 03:55 PH KODIAG PROPERTIES
FFhe Toun of i
Leesburg,

v b e
Virginia

RESOLUTION NO, _01-259

RESOLUTION: APPROVING COMPREHEN!
»  BATTLEFIELD SHOPPING

FAX NO, 7038218153 P, 62/03
b1 565 7s2

PRESENTED Navembor 28, 1841

ADOPTED __ November 28, 1991
SIGN APPLICATION #CBP-91.01 FOR THE

RIVE
CENTER LACATED ON THE SOUTHEAST CORNER

OF THE ROUTE 16 BYFABS AND EDWARDS FERRY ROAD

' WHEREAS, on October 10, 1693, the applicant, Fort Evaos.Beverly Road Associates, applied for
u.(’}omprahnnﬁiva Sign Packnge for the Battlefiald Shepping Clenter, located on the sontheast corner of

the Ronts 16 Bypasy ax;d Bdwards Ferry Road; und '
WHEREAS, op Qctober 21, 1991, the Board of Architeetural Review recommended approval of
. tho sign package with amoendments; ;md . )
‘ WHEREAS, tho applicant arected a mock sign that miccesafolly demoustrnted that the proposed
monient (diréetory) slgn fs compatible with the gealp of the nbapplng conter; and
WHEREAS, the Council hes determined that the scale of this development constitutes o uniquo
cirouratanca in which a monnment (divectory) sign thnt exceeds tha. aiza Umitations gpecified in Articda
10 of the Leesburg Zoning Ordinanes is appropriate In relation to the size of the shopping center, the
length of voad frontags, adjacent Baffic speed on o major roud, the nmuber of traffic Ianes on Routo 15, s
and the distance the eign will be sot back from the rightvni'-way; ind .
WHERFRAS, the proposed signage Ia compatible with the aesthotic concerns of the Tawn of
Teesburg: - .
THEREFORE, RESOLVED by the Conngll of the Tawn of Lessburg in Virginia ag follows;
'SECTIONL ‘Authorization for the Battlafisld Shopping Conter Comprebensive Siga Package' HOSP
-01-01 i3 horely approved based on the rationale that the majority of the tenent spaces are located In
dxcesa of 600 faot from tho Rouwte 35 Bypaes, and ave r:ompletely ohatructed from view by g landseapad
berm. Thoreforo, it i3 reasonable to allow tho applicant & visual display fnn the form of 4 monnment
(directory) sign to notify the motordst of the vaxiely of retail stores aud sexviess located within the

377,000 square foot shopping eenter, Tha Tollawing limitations vegurding sigaage shall apply: '

1. - The monument (directory) algn will b relocatod within the resesved dedication parce] along
Routa. 18, to a position approximataly 280 feer south of Bdward's'Ferry Rond, Tha

Attachment 4
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1 e, APR-12-2002 FRI 03:55 P} KODIAG PROPERTIES FAX NO. 7038219153 P, 03/03
g g ' eIy

)—/" Ly,

- AR

2.

APPROVING CDI‘Ai’REIiENSWE SIGN APPLICATION #CSP-91-01 FOR THE BATTLEFIELD
SHOPPING CENTER LOCATED ON THE SOUTHEAST CORNER OF THE ROUTE 15 BYPASS AND
EDWARDS FERRY ROAD ’ .

handing, and sign lottering naming the six individual tenants will be uniform,

2 With tho exception of Hechingey's, Shoppers Food Warehovse, and other mafor anchor
tenants in exeoss of 10,000 & feet; all lettoring on the buildings shall ba uniform in

atyle with the letter size ranging from bwelve (12) to twenty-four (24) Inches,

8. With the exception of the same Klug tolor for Hechinger’s and Ross Dress For Less, all
lsttoring on the buildings shall be red,

4, The proposed sacondary monument sign will be located as an architeetural entrance foature
. ot tho Intersection of Route 16 ang Edwards Ferry Road within the regeyved dedication

parcol,

5. Unless specifically authorized In Soction 1, all signs shall conform to the size limitations
yerny by Article 10 (Siga Ordinanea),

SECTION 1. The following signs are anthorized to exceed the size limitations set forth in Artcle

10 of the Zoning Ordinancs: .
L Hechingew's shall be permittod up to 8 maximom of 300 square feet of bnilding sigﬁage. .

2, The Bhoppsrs Food Warehouss may ho up o 168 squara fuet,

i3 The monument slgn Incated on the Route 15 Byposs shall not exceed 14 feot in height
and 22 fost across, In sddition, tha sign copy may include the nams of the shopplog conter

Plus six (6) fndividual tenant names,

4, Tha avchitectural eblyy feature at the intersection of Route 15 and Edwards Ferry Road
may have up to forty (30} sqnare fect of slgn copy which jdentifies euly the shopping contsr
namay, .

SECTION I, The application of Paylass Shoo Store for a yellow and orange, in-line sign is denieg and
referrad to the Planning and Zoning Committss for further eonsideration of any modification the

applicant miéht make, '
PASSED) thig 26th dny of Novombey, 1091,

ert 4 or
Town of Leesburg
ATTEST:
ar T ?
K
Rieap-91-01 .
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The Town of
Leesburg,
Virginia

25 West Market Street = PO, Box 88 » 20178 » 703-777-2420 » Metro: 703-478-1821 » FAX: 703-771-2727 w www.leesburgva,org

June 6, 2002

M. Michael Banzhaf

ReedSmith

44084 Riverside Parkway, Suite 300
Leesburg, VA 20176

Dear My, Banzhaf:

This letter serves as your official notification of the action taken by the Leesbhurg Board
of Architectural Review (B.AR.) at the June 3, 2002 meeting on Case BAR 02-35 for a
Revised Comptehensive Sign Plan for Battlefield Shopping Center located at 1021-1079
Edwards Ferry Road NE.

The B.A.R. approved the application with the following clarifications and conditions:
The revised Comprehensive Sign Plan is approved subject to ‘grandfathering’ the two
existing, non-conforming, blue-channel-letter signs (Ross and Stein Mart) until these
signs are repaired or replaced; the recently-erected Michael’s sign to be changed to red
channel letters.

All anchor stores (retail spaces in excess of 10,000 square feet) to have 4-foot-
high, red channel letter signs on the front & side facades (where appropiiate), placement
of each sign to be appropriate that is vertically aligned with the composition of the
storefront and over-all frant fagade, and horizontally aligned with other similar anchor
signs.

All other tenant signs to consist of red-channel letters not to exceed 24 inches in
height — the sign returns to be specified but consistent in color with the understanding
that logos are not included in the sign plan,

All pad site signs to consist of red channel letters with placement compatible with
the composition of the building,
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Battlefield Shopping Center
Sign Plan
Page 2

If you have questions, you can telephone me at 703 771-2765.
Sincerely,

Al el

Kristie Lalire
Preservation Planner

Enclosure
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The Town of

Leesburg,

"irginia
i PRESENTED July 9, 2002
RESOLUTION NO.__ 2002-136 ADOPTED  July 9, 2002

A RESOLUTION: MODIFYING THE DECISION OF THE BOARD OF
ARCHITECTURAL REVIEW CONCERNING THE REVISED
COMPREHENSIVE SIGN PLAN FOR BATTLEFIELD SHOPPING
CENTER

WHEREAS, the Board of Architectural Review (BAR) considered a revised
Comprehensive Sign Plan for Battlefield Shopping Center, BAR CASE 02-35 and approved at a
special meeting on June 3, 2002 red channel letter signs for all stores consistent with previous
decisions made to produce uniform sign plans in other shopping centers in the Town of
Leesburg; and

WHEREAS, on June 10, 2002 Reed Smith, a representative of Kodiac Properties filed an
appeal of the BAR decision to the Town Council as authorized by the Leesburg Zoning
Ordinance, Section SA-4(18); and

WHEREAS, on July 8, 2002 the Town Council heard the appeal; and

WHEREAS, the Town Council elects to modify the decision of the BAR approving the
Revised Comprehensive Sign Plan to substitute an alternative design for the Staples Store signs
(2) that consists of white text on a red background to promote business in the Town of Leesburg,

THEREFORE, RESOLVED by the Council of the Town of Leesburg, Virginia, as
follows:

SECTION 1. The Town Council modifies the Revised Comprehensive Sign Plan for
Battlefield Shopping Center to permit a Staples sign consisting of white channel letters on a red
background in the proportions as shown on the plan entitled “Staples - Front Elevation™
presented July 9, 2002 and prepared by East Coast Sign Advertising, a copy of which is attached

as Exhibit A.
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2

RESOLUTION: MODIFYING THE BOARD OF ARCHITECTURAL REVIEW REVISED

COMPREHENSIVE SIGN PLAN FOR BATTLEFIELD SHOPPING CENTER

PASSED this 9" day of July 2002.

Town of Leesburg
ATTEST:

Chubit 1) Qe

lerk of Council

BAR resolution 2.dec

ﬁ' n C,%Umstattd, Mayor j
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. The Town of
ER Leesburg,
" Virginia

25 West Market Strect » RO, Box B8 » 20178 = 703-777.2420  Metro: 703.478.1821 » FAX: 7037702727 = www.leesburgva.org

November 19, 2002

Mr. Scott Spector

Kodiak Properties, LLC

4733 Bethesda Avenue, Suite 540
Bethesda, MD 20814

Dear Mr. Spector:

This letter serves as your official notification of the action taken by the Leesburg Board
of Architectural Review (B.A.R.) at the November 18, 2002 meeling on a modification to
CASE BAR 02-35, a revised comprehensive sign plan for Battlefield Shopping Center
located at 1021-1079 Edwards Perry Road NE,

The BAR approved modifying the revised application to include logos for the wall signs
subject to the following criteria: logos may consist of multi-colors but must be consistent
in height or smaller and horizontally aligned with the sign text or if there is no sign text
as in the case of free-standing pad sites, the logo must relate to the sign space not to
exceed 4 feet in height, the maximum allowable sign height for the center. Projects or
drawings may not be altered without prior approval of the Board of Architectural Review.

Installation of the signs will require a sign permit from the Zoning Department, For
additional information on the sign permitting process, please telephone Kevin Lawlor at
703 771-2765,

Sincerely,

T M
%ﬁistic Lalire

Preservation Planney
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