
Agenda 
 

PLANNING COMMISSION REGULAR DOCKET 
TUESDAY, May 8, 2012 – 5:30 P.M. 

CITY COUNCIL CHAMBERS 
 
I. PLANNING COMMISSION GATHERING   -- 4:30 P.M. (Held in the NDS 

Conference Room) Commissioners gather to communicate with staff. (4:30-5:30 P.M.) 
 

II.      REGULAR MEETING -- 5:30 P.M.   
 
A.        COMMISSIONERS' REPORTS 
B.   UNIVERSITY REPORT  
C.  CHAIR'S REPORT 

 D. DEPARTMENT OF NDS  
 E. MATTERS TO BE PRESENTED BY THE PUBLIC NOT ON THE FORMAL 
  AGENDA  
    F.    CONSENT AGENDA  

(Items removed from the consent agenda will be considered at the end of the regular 
agenda) 
1. Minutes  -  April 10, 2012 – Regular meeting 
2. Minutes -   April 10, 2012  – Pre meeting 
3. Minutes –  April 17, 2012 – Work Session 
4. Minutes –  April 24, 2012 – Work Session 

 
 G.  ENTRANCE CORRIDOR REVIEW 
  1.  Special Permit recommendation for 1719 Hydraulic Road 
    
III. JOINT PUBLIC HEARINGS (Beginning at 6:00 P.M.) 
 

H.          JOINT PUBLIC HEARINGS  
 

1. SP-12-03-03 – (1719 Hydraulic Road)  An application from Dominion Virginia Power for a special 
use permit to locate a utility facility.  The property is further identified on City Real Property Tax 
Map 40A Parcel 3 having road frontage on Hydraulic Road.  The site is zoned Highway Corridor with 
Entrance Corridor Overlay and is approximately 9.11 acres or 39,832 square feet. The Land Use Plan 
generally calls for Commercial.   Report prepared by Michael Smith, Neighborhood Planner. 

 
2. ZM-10-08-24 – (2712 Eton Road) A petition to rezone the property located at 2712 Eton Road  from 

R-1 Residential District to Planned Unit Development (PUD).  This property is further identified on 
City Real Property Tax Map #19 as parcel 10 having approximately 50 feet of frontage on Eton Road 
and containing approximately 112,123 square feet of land (2.574 acres). The PUD zoning allows an 
applicant to present a proposal independent of established zoning categories for consideration by the 
governing body.  This proposal includes a residential cluster development with dedicated open space 
containing a density of 3.5 DUA.  The general uses called for in the Land Use Plan of the 
Comprehensive Plan are for Single Family Residential.  Report prepared by Brian Haluska, 
Neighborhood Planner. 

 
 
IV.   REGULAR MEETING ITEMS (Cont.) – 10:00 P.M. 

 
I.  Preliminary Discussion 
 1.  Stonehenge PUD 



J.  FUTURE MEETING SCHEDULE 
 

Date and Time Type Items 
Tuesday, May 22, 2012 – 5:00 PM Work Session  
Thursday June 7, 2012 – 5:00 PM Work Session Joint Session on Land Use with City 

Council 
Tuesday June 12, 2012 – 4:30 PM Pre- Meeting  
Tuesday, June 12, 2012 – 5:30 PM Regular 

Meeting 
Rezoning – Lochlyn PUD, Stonehenge 
PUD, Rose Hill/Cynthiana Rezoning 
ZTA – Zoning Text Waivers 
 

 
Anticipated Items on Future Agendas   

• Entrance Corridor – Belmont Cottages PUD,  
• Preliminary Site Plan and Critical Slopes – Willoughby Place 

     
PLEASE NOTE:  THIS AGENDA IS SUBJECT TO CHANGE PRIOR TO THE MEETING.   
 
PLEASE NOTE:  We are including suggested time frames on Agenda items.  These times are 
subject to change at any time during the meeting. 
 



City Council Action on Items with  
Planning Commission Recommendation 

April 2012 
 
 
April 2, 2012 
 
5.  Public Hearing/Appropriation/Resolution – Appropriation of Funds for CDBG 2012-
 2013 - $441,300.75 and Resolution reprogramming Funds for FY 12-13 - 
 $2401.28 
 
This item moved to second reading. 
 
 
 
April 16, 2012 
 
Consent Agenda 
d. APPROPRIATION : Appropriation of Funds for CDBG FY 2012-2013 - $441,300.75  
 
Approved on second reading 



 
 

LIST OF SITE PLANS APPROVED ADMINISTRATIVELY 
4/1/2012 TO 4/30/2012 

 
 
 

        1. Final  Arlington and Millmont Apartments 
 
        2.   Final  Grove Annex – 1250 Wertland Street 
 
 
 
 

LIST OF SUBDIVISIONS APPROVED ADMINISTRATIVELY 
     4/1/2012 TO 4/30/2012 
 

1.         TMP 54 – 6-8 & 10      Boundary line adjustment 
Locust Avenue, High Street, & Grove Avenue Roger Ray & Assoc., Inc. 
File No. 1495     Final 

Final Signed:  4/17/12  
Signed by: Michael Smith & Genevieve Keller  

 
 

2.         TMP 30 – 55, 59-62     Residential lots 
850 Estes Street      Lincoln Surveying 
File No. 1496     Final 

Final Signed:  4/20/12  
Signed by: Brian Haluska & Genevieve Keller  

 
 

3.         TMP 6-1.11 & 1.12 TMP 1- 1.8 &1.9  Consolidation plat 
Arlington & Millmont     Jenning Stephenson 
File No. 1497     Final 

Final Signed:  4/24/12  
Signed by: Ebony Walden & Genevieve Keller  

 
 

3.         TMP 23 – 92.1, 94.4, 94.5, 94.6 & 94.7  Boundary Adjustment 
Paton Street Phase 2     Roudabush, Gale & Associates 
File No. 1498     Final 

Final Signed:  4/30/12  
Signed by: Willy Thompson & Genevieve Keller  
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MINUTES 
CITY OF CHARLOTTESVILLE 

PLANNING COMMISSION 
TUESDAY, April 10, 2012 -- 5:30 P.M. 

CITY COUNCIL CHAMBERS 
 

Commissioners Present:  
Ms. Genevieve Keller (Chairperson)  
Mr. Dan Rosensweig 
Ms. Lisa Green 
Ms. Natasha Sienitsky 
Mr. John Santoski 
Mr. Kurt Keesecker 
 
Mr. David Neuman, Ex-officio, UVA Office of the Architect 
 
Not Present: 
Mr. Michael Osteen 
 
Staff Present: 
Ms. Missy Creasy, AICP, Planning Manager  
 
Also Present 
Mr. Richard Harris, Deputy City Attorney 
 

II. REGULAR MEETING 
Ms. Keller convened the meeting.  

 
A. COMMISSIONERS' REPORT 

• Ms. Sienitsky –Nothing to report. 
• Ms. Green –MPO met March 20th and they will meet again in May.  Ms. Green 

provided information on the New Bike Application for the Smart phone.  
• Mr. Osteen-BAR had their regularly scheduled meeting.  He had nothing to report.  
• Mr. Rosensweig-HAC met on March 21st  
• Mr. Keesecker-PACC Tech did not meet. The next meeting will be in July. 
• Mr. Santoski-Attended The Crossings building dedication. He feels that is a wonderful 

project which will house a number of the community’s homeless. 
  

B. UNIVERSITY REPORT 
Mr. Neuman – April 13th, the University will be celebrating Mr. Jefferson’s birthday with 
a tree planting ceremony. There will also be a medal presentation and luncheon. 
 

C.        CHAIR’S REPORT  
Ms. Keller attended the TJPDC regular meeting and provided an update on Federal 
HOME Funds. They also spoke on extending water around the Zion Crossroads area. The 
40th anniversary of the TJPDC was also discussed including scheduled events and 
educational opportunities.  On May 3rd, Charlottesville Tomorrow will be having a 
heritage presentation at Zinc on West Main Street.  

 
D.          DEPARTMENT OF NDS/STAFF REPORTS/WORK PLAN  

Ms. Creasy reminded the Planning Commission and staff of the upcoming joint work 
session with the county on April 17th, 6pm at City Space. There will be a livability project 
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update and updates on other planning projects in the two localities. The April 24th work 
session will be a discussion of the waiver zoning text amendments. She also advised the 
Planning Commission to keep their summer schedules open for more work sessions. She 
gave an update on the changes to the HOME budget since the March meeting. 

 
E. MATTERS TO BE PRESENTED BY THE PUBLIC NOT ON THE FORMAL 
AGENDA. 
 
Mr. Bruce Odell read a letter from concerned citizens in the neighborhood on the new proposed 
Lochlyn Hill PUD application. He presented some ideas about transportation, new roads and 
taking existing roads and making them more accessible.  He wanted to make sure the Eastern 
Connector was part of the discussion in this application. 
 
John Pfaltz, 1503 Rugby Road, said he was in support of the previous speaker. He feels Lochlyn 
Hill will create additional traffic on Park Street. He also feels there should be a connector from 
Lochlyn Hill to Pantops.  

 
F. CONSENT AGENDA 

(Items removed from the consent agenda will be considered at the end of the regular agenda) 
1. Minutes  -  March 13, 2012 – Regular meeting 
2. Minutes -   March 13,  2012  – Pre meeting 
3. Minutes –  January 24, 2012 – Work Session 
4. Minutes – March 27, 2012-Work Session 
5. Major Subdivision-850 Estes Street 

 
Ms. Sienitsky made a motion to approve the Consent Agenda. 
 
Ms. Green seconded the motion. 
 
All in favor. 
 
Consent Agenda passes. 
  
III. JOINT PUBLIC HEARINGS  

G.          JOINT PUBLIC HEARINGS  
 
1.  SP-12-02-02 – (2211 Hydraulic Road) An application from BHE, LLC for a special use permit to 
locate a research and testing laboratory.  The property is further identified on City Real Property Tax Map 
40C Parcel 64 having frontage on Hydraulic Road.  The site is zoned B-1 Business with Entrance 
Corridor Overlay and is approximately 2.933 acres or 127,761 square feet. The Land Use Plan generally 
calls for Office.   Report prepared by Michael Smith, Neighborhood Planner. 
 
William Dittmar, owner of the building was present and added that the business is already housed in the 
City of Charlottesville and has been very successful. They are looking for more space to house the 
expanding company. He feels that this will help the neighborhood.  
 
Questions or Comments from the Commission 
 
Will there be other activities or deliveries taking place at hours other than 7am-6pm? 
 
Mr. Dittmar stated that they will only have deliveries during the hours that someone is there and that will 
be from 7am-6pm. 
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Ms. Keller opened the public hearing. No one spoke so she closed the public hearing.  
 
Questions or Comments from the Commission 

• Feel the use is appropriate 
• Will the company be limited to 10,000 sqft or will they use additional space? 
• Will the parking be sufficient if they decide to expand? 
• The impact in that area needs to be looked at between 8am-6pm. 
• Concern that the building will become a 24 hour operation and question how odors and gases are  

limited. 
• Will there be an issue with the site plan and entrance corridor review? 
• What are the parking space requirements for this use? 

 
The applicant stated that the building is already being used 24 hours by the University of Virginia. He 
also stated that they have a way of controlling the odor on site.   
 
Ms. Creasy stated there is no parking requirement for research use so you would choose the next best use 
and with that they have enough parking.   All other questions were answered to the satisfaction of the 
Commission. 
 
Mr. Rosensweig said I move to recommend the approval of the Special Use Permit application for a 
research and testing facility at 2211 Hydraulic Road. 
 
Ms. Sienitsky seconded the motion. 
 
Ms. Creasy called the question 
 
 Sienitsky Yes 
 Green  Yes 
 Osteen  Yes 
 Rosensweig Yes 
 Keesecker Yes 
 Santoski Yes 
 Keller  Yes 
 
Motion Carries.  
 
 
IV.   REGULAR MEETING ITEMS  

 
I.  Preliminary Discussion 
 1.  Lochlyn PUD 

 
The applicant, LJ Lopez was present and gave a Power Point presentation for the proposed Lochlyn Hill 
Development. 
 
Preliminary Discussion 
 
The Commission would like to know exactly how much land is being developed on the City of 
Charlottesville side and how much will be available for affordable housing? How will the developer 
manage the affordable housing side of the development? They would also like input on fire and safety 
issues due to the access situation. They would like multimodal access to Greenbrier Elementary School 
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taken into consideration since there will be an increase in student population. The Commission would 
also like to see more pedestrian access and trails including a link that would allow for travel to 
Downtown. They would like to hear the outcome of the plan for sewer and water since this is City of 
Charlottesville and County of Albemarle development. Other issues included use of LID, traffic light 
funding, integration of housing types and timing of the bridge construction over Meadowcreek.  
 
The applicant stated that he will take all suggestions into consideration and come back with a revision and 
be able to answer more questions.  
 
Mr. Rosensweig made a motion for adjournment until the second Tuesday in May. 
 
Meeting adjourned at 8:14pm 
 
 
 

 
  
 



CITY OF CHARLOTTESVILLE 
PLANNING COMMISSION PRE MEETING 

TUESDAY, April 10, 2012 -- 4:30 P.M. 
NDS CONFERENCE ROOM 

 
 
 
Planning Commissioners present 
Ms. Genevieve Keller 
Mr. Dan Rosensweig 
Mr. Kurt Keesecker 
Ms. Lisa Green 
Ms. Natasha Sienitsky 
Mr. John Santoski 
Mr. Michael Osteen 
 
Staff Present: 
Mr. Jim Tolbert, NDS Director 
Ms. Missy Creasy, Planning Manager 
Ms. Brian Haluska, Neighborhood Planner 
Mr. Richard Harris, Deputy City Attorney 
 
The Commission began to gather at 4:30 and was called to order at 5:00.  Ms. Creasy outlined 
announcements and it was clarified that the Laurel Street Closing request was removed from the 
Commission agenda with explanation as to the circumstances.  Commissioners asked numerous 
questions on the Lochlyn Hill PUD application including clarification on the City/County 
relationship, terms of the sale of the property to the applicant, which school district included this 
development and clarification on the intent of the proffer language.  Staff provided responses to 
the questions and noted items to clarify with the applicant in the meeting. 
 
The discussion adjourned at 5:25pm. 
 



1 
 

Charlottesville and Albemarle County Planning Commissions 
 Joint Work session  

April 17, 2012 
Notes 

 
 
Charlottesville Commissioners Present: 
Ms. Genevieve Keller (Chairperson) 
Mr. Kurt Keesecker 
Ms. Lisa Green 
Mr. Dan Rosensweig 
Ms. Natasha Sienitsky 
Mr. David Neuman  
 
Albemarle Commissioners Present 
Mr. Calvin Morris (Chairperson) 
Mr. Ed Smith 
Mr. Richard Randolph 
Mr. Bruce Dotson 
Mr. Mac Lafferty 
Mr. Tom Loach 
Mr. Don Franco 
 
 

Charlottesville Staff Present: 
Jim Tolbert 
Missy Creasy 
Richard Harris 
Michael Smith 
 
Albemarle Staff Present: 
Wayne Cilimberg 
Lee Catlin 
Elaine Echols 
Ron White 
Andy Sorrell 
 
TJPDC Staff: 
Steve Williams 
Amanda Burbage 
Matt Weaver 
Summer Frederick 

 
Ms. Keller and Mr. Morris convened the meeting at 6:00 p.m. and turned the time to Steve Williams, 
Director of the Thomas Jefferson Planning District Commission and staff for the Livability Project 
provided a “big picture” view of how the four planning efforts are being worked on at the same time:  City 
Comprehensive Plan, County Comprehensive Plan, Regional Transportation Plan, and the Livability 
Project. 
 
Amanda Burbage provided an overview of the workshops and conclusions from those workshops for 
environment, transportation, land use, economic development, entrance corridors, and housing.  The 
Commissioners provided feedback and noted the following conclusions: there was a general desire to make 
sure that there is sufficient community representation in the identification of the issues that are important to 
the community, there appears to be underrepresentation of the full-spectrum of the citizenry, especially 
senior citizens and several suggestions were made on how to increase public input or confirm that the input 
truly represents a cross-section of the community. 
 
Missy Creasy reminded the Commissions of the agreements to date on areas to study together: 
environment, transportation, and land use.  She noted the recent regional Target Industry work that is 
providing for joint economic development efforts and that staff is still working on entrance corridor issues.    
  
Elaine Echols reviewed the County’s Housing goals and Kathy McHugh provided a presentation on the 
City’s housing programs.  Summer Frederick presented the current housing indicators for the City and 
County.  She took comments from the Commissions on their thoughts about the indicators as well as 
observations about the programs.  Commissioners commented on a variety of issues including, green 
building, housing availability and type and housing affordability.  It was noted that some developers try to 
“buy their way out” of affordable housing and there is interest in having mixed income on sites rather than 
separation.  It was noted that tax assessments do not link with “affordability” of a unit and that should be 
addressed.  Discussion on aging housing stock as well as units that still do not have adequate plumbing and 
kitchen facilities occurred. 
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After the Commissions concluded their comments, Cal Morris, Chair of the Albemarle County Planning 
Commission opened the floor for public comment.  Comments were received from the following seven 
individuals. 
 
1. Charles Winkler – City resident representing the Jefferson Area Tea Party. Thanked the staff for the 

opportunity to attend and provide public comment at the workshops.  Would like the opportunity for 
partner groups to review and comment on the final deliverable that contains public input before it is 
finalized.  Also stated that the meetings were self-selective and those that attended were people who 
had a particular interest in the workshop topic.   Commented that categories of comments need to be 
attached to the question to tie those comments to the line item on the poster. 

2. Charles Battig – Stated that nothing he said was to criticize people.  Stated that sustainability and 
livability are found in the 1998 sustainability accords.  Population distribution is based on racial 
components and diversity is not well represented on councils and boards.  Stated that the questions are 
stacked based on the existing plans.  Stated that what has been missing from the conversation is a 
discussion of costs, and cost effectiveness and property rights.  Communities with the highest amount 
of regulations also have the highest problems with unemployment and a lack of manufacturing.   

3. Edward Strickler – Thanked staff for engaging in the process and using the community to help gather 
diverse comments. 

4. Scott Bandy -   Disagreed that bike lanes should be designated anything other than for recreational 
purposes (such as a means of transportation).  Felt it was inappropriate to conduct the transportation 
workshop right before Mia Burke spoke because that likely stacked the comments in favor of bike 
advocates. 

5. Nancy Carpenter – Living wages are needed for affordable housing especially from large employers 
like UVA.   

6. Dave Reddins – City resident – Appreciates the One Community project and its outreach efforts.  
Stated that he does use his bike for transportation riding 40 miles a week.    Would like to see more 
bike lanes and bike paths.  Suggested options for co-housing with seniors so they can remain in their 
homes while a younger couple lives there too and helps maintain the home.   

7. Morgan Butler – Southern Environmental Law Center –Thanked staff for the work that has been done 
so far.  Stated that affordable housing has a transportation component and there is a need to recognize 
the overlap. Development patterns affect connections to other modes of transportation which effects 
affordability.  Also stated that an affordability indicator is the percentage of household income that 
goes to transportation.   

Next steps – Elaine Echols summarized the conclusions of the Albemarle County Planning Commissioners 
concerning public input.   Generally there is a desire to make sure that there is enough community 
representation on the issues that are important to the community.  There appears to be underrepresentation 
of the full spectrum especially senior citizens.  Project staff needs to find a way to test whether we have an 
accurate representation of community opinion and desires.  One suggestion was that the final product be 
taken out to the community for response to see if we captured the important community issues.  Another 
idea was to take the results of the workshops out to community groups.  A third idea was to have a survey 
(representing a cross-section of the community) to make sure we got the public opinion portion correct in 
relation to the goals and priorities.   
 



3 
 

Ms. Echols stated that next steps would be for Summer Frederick to work with the commissions 
individually over the summer on potential joint goals before bringing the commissions back together 
sometime in the fall.   
 
It was the consensus of the Albemarle County Commissioners  that they preferred to discuss housing issues 
in-house before coming together with the City again to discuss housing and it was recommended that city 
housing resources might be helpful for those conversations. 
 
Meeting adjourned at 8:07 PM.   
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
  
  
 



Planning Commission Work Session 
April 24, 2012 

Minutes 
Commissioners Present: 
Ms. Genevieve Keller (Chairperson) 
Mr. Kurt Keesecker 
Ms. Lisa Green 
Mr. Dan Rosensweig 
Mr. John Santoski 
Ms. Natasha Sienitsky 
 
Staff Present: 
Jim Tolbert 
Missy Creasy 
Richard Harris 
Michael Smith 
Willy Thompson 
Ebony Walden 
 
Ms. Keller convened the meeting at 5:00 p.m. and turned the meeting over to Ms. Creasy. 
Ms. Creasy informed the Planning Commission of outreach and focus group events that 
will take place between May and August.  
 
Ms. Creasy asked Commissioners to provide broad input on the type of comments they 
had on the zone text amendments and we would then move to a page by page review of 
the document. 
 
Mr. Keesecker noted that he saw the changes fall into four different categories and 
wondered why one change was not proposed for all sections.  Ms. Creasy noted that each 
item was looked at individually in attempt to maintain as much flexibility as possible.  
There are only two proposals where the request would go straight to Council.  
 
Mr. Santoski wanted to know if this issue will come back to the Planning Commission in 
the future if the General Assembly changes its perspective on the issue. 
 
Ms. Keller wanted the document proofread again for language consistency. 
 
Ms. Creasy stated that is possible that we would need  to revisit the issue based on 
General Assembly action. 
 
 Discussion 
 
The Commission reviewed the zoning text amendments page by page.  The following 
resulted from that discussion: 
 

1. Take another look at landscaping, off street parking and sidewalk requirements to see if 
there is a way to incorporate increased flexibility. 



2. Provide a chart/ score sheet in the staff report which shows commonalities on the changes 
made including increase or decrease in public input, appeal process, timeline for approval 
etc. 

 
Ms. Creasy noted there is always the ability for an appeal to the BZA for each of these 
items.  
 
Mr. Harris informed the Planning Commission of a recent court case with the Town of 
Occoquan, VA involving critical slopes. He explained the decision that was made and 
that we will need to address the impact of this change.  
 
Public Comment 
 
Morgan Butler from the SELC on 201 West Main Street just read about the VA Supreme 
Court ruling and feels the language in the ruling is really clear. He asked for 
consideration of tiered zoning for site with critical slopes and those without. 
 
Meeting adjourned @ 7:07 pm. 
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CITY OF CHARLOTTESVILLE 
ENTRANCE CORRIDOR REVIEW BOARD 
STAFF REPORT      
May 8, 2012 
 
Special Use Permit Recommendation 
SP-12-03-03 (Electrical Substation Facility for Dominion Virginia Power) 
1719 Hydraulic Road 
Tax Map 40A Parcel 3 (Online Records: 40A003000) 
Virginia Electric & Power Co. d/b/a Dominion Virginia Power, Owner 
Staff report prepared by Mary Joy Scala, Preservation and Design Planner 
----------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 
Relevant Code Section: Sec. 34-157(7)   When the property that is the subject of the application 
for a special use permit is within a design control district, city council shall refer the application 
to the Board of Architectural Review (BAR) or Entrance Corridor Review Board (ERB), as may 
be applicable, for recommendations as to whether the proposed use will have an adverse impact 
on the district, and for recommendations as to reasonable conditions which, if imposed, that 
would mitigate any such impacts. The BAR or ERB, as applicable, shall return a written report 
of its recommendations to the city council. 
 
Background: Dominion Virginia Power has been located at this site for some time. The current 
proposal is to add an electrical substation facility, allowed by special use permit, and to add a 
“backbone” structure, allowed by right. The new equipment will be located under existing high 
voltage transmission lines at the rear of the site.  
 
Discussion and Recommendations: Before City Council takes action to permit the proposed 
use, they must consider the ERB’s opinion whether there are any adverse impacts to the EC 
district that could be mitigated with conditions.  A special use permit is an important zoning tool 
that allows City Council to impose reasonable conditions to make a use more acceptable in a 
specific location, and to “protect the welfare, safety and convenience of the public.”  
 
In staff opinion, the proposed utility facility does add additional adverse impacts to the EC 
district.  One of the Design Principles of the Entrance Corridor Guidelines is: 
Screen Incompatible Uses and Appurtenances: Screen from adjacent properties and public view those 
uses and appurtenances whose visibility may be incompatible with the overall character and quality of the 
corridor, such as: parking lots, outdoor storage and loading areas, refuse areas, mechanical and 
communication equipment…. 
 
Because the site was developed prior to current site landscaping regulations, the 
Hydraulic Road frontage has no landscaping. In staff opinion, the Hydraulic Road 
frontage should be landscaped to current standards with an S-3 buffer, including large 
and medium canopy streetscape trees, understory trees, evergreen trees and shrubs. This 
would draw attention away from the parking, storage and communication equipment 
areas and would provide a more attractive streetscape than an opaque barrier such as a 
wall or solid evergreens. 
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The new substation facility should have an opaque screen located near the facility. A 
chain link fence with opaque slats is proposed. 
 
There is currently a wooded buffer existing between the proposed substation and the Bypass, 
largely located on abutting properties. There does not appear to be room for Dominion Power to 
add screening on their own property in this area due to a stream and rip-rap bank. Meadow Creek 
is located on the east side of Dominion Power’s property, crossing Hydraulic Road in a north-
south direction.  Any existing wooded buffer within 100 feet of the stream is protected by 
ordinance. 
 
Suggested Motions:  I move to find that the proposed special use permit to allow an electrical 
substation facility at 1719 Hydraulic Road will have an adverse impact on the Hydraulic Road 
Entrance Corridor; which could be mitigated by landscaping the Hydraulic Road frontage (from 
Meadow Creek to the western property line) to current standards with an S-3 buffer, including 
large and medium canopy streetscape trees, understory trees, evergreen trees and shrubs.  



CITY OF CHARLOTTESVILLE 
DEPARTMENT OF NEIGHBORHOOD DEVELOPMENT SERVICES 

STAFF REPORT 
 

 
 
 

 
PLANNING COMMISSION AND CITY COUNCIL JOINT 

PUBLIC HEARING 
 

DATE OF HEARING:   May 8, 2012 
APPLICATION NUMBER:  SP-12-02-02  

 
Project Information 
Project Planner:  Michael Smith, Neighborhood Planner  
Applicant:   Virginia Electric & Power Company d/b/a Dominion Virginia Power 
Applicants Representative:  Jonathan Schultis 
Applicable City Code Provisions:  34-156 through 34-164 (Special Use Permits), Section 34-796 Use 
Matrix, Section 34-306 through 34-314(Entrance Corridor Overlay Districts). 
 
Application Information 
Property Street Address:    1719 Hydraulic Road  
Tax Map/Parcel #:   TM 40A, Parcel 3 
Total Square Footage/Acreage Site:  396,831 square feet/ 9.11 acres 
Comprehensive Plan (Land Use Plan) Designation:  Commercial 
Current Zoning Classification: HW-Highway Corridor 
Tax Status: The City Treasurer’s office indicates that there are no delinquent taxes owed on the subject 
property at the time of the public hearing. 
 
Applicant’s Request: 
 
Virginia Electric & Power Company(Dominion Virginia Power), current owner of 1719 Hydraulic Road, 
is requesting a special use permit to construct an electrical substation in the rear of their property. The site 
currently operates as headquarters of the Charlottesville service area for Dominion. The site is comprised 
of an office building and various electrical equipment structures.  
 
The project area is proposed to be 37,500 sq. feet and contain a 95’ “backbone structure,” two 230KV 
transformers, four distribution circuits, and a 20’x20’ control enclosure. These structures are all proposed 
to be enclosed by a 75’x500’ opaque, chain link fence. 
 
 Under Sec 34-1200 of the City Code, “electric power transformer substations” are defined as “utility 
facilities.” Per Sec. 34-796, utility facilities are only allowed by SUP in the HW corridor. 
 
The applicant states this substation will meet the growing electric need for the City, as well as increase 
reliability for Dominion customers in the Charlottesville area. It is the applicant’s belief that 1719 
Hydraulic Road is an appropriate location for this facility for the reasons noted below: 
 

APPLICATION FOR A SPECIAL USE PERMIT 
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1. The property is located in an area of the city where there has been an increased load growth. 
2. The property is located along an existing transmission line corridor. 
3. The substation is consistent with existing and future land uses in the area. 
4. The proposed substation represents one of the projects presented to City Council to improve 

electrical reliability in the city. 
 
 
Vicinity Map: 

 
 
 
Standard of Review:    The Planning Commission must make an advisory recommendation to the City 
Council concerning approval or disapproval of a special permit or special use permit for the proposed 
development based upon review of the site plan for the proposed development and upon the criteria set 
forth.   
 
Section 34-157 of the City Code sets the general standards of issuance for a special use permit. 
 

(1)     Whether the proposed use or development will be harmonious with existing patterns of use 
and development within the neighborhood;  
(2)     Whether the proposed use or development and associated public facilities will substantially 
conform to the city's comprehensive plan;  
(3)     Whether proposed use or development of any buildings or structures will comply with all 
applicable building code regulations;  
(4)     Whether the proposed use or development will have any potentially adverse impacts on the 
surrounding neighborhood, or the community in general; and if so, whether there are any 
reasonable conditions of approval that would satisfactorily mitigate such impacts. Potential 
adverse impacts to be considered include, but are not necessarily limited to, the following:  
 

a) Traffic or parking congestion;  
b) Noise, lights, dust, odor, fumes, vibration, and other factors which adversely affect the 

natural environment;  
c) Displacement of existing residents or businesses;  
d) Discouragement of economic development activities that may provide desirable 

employment or enlarge the tax base;  
e) Undue density of population or intensity of use in relation to the community facilities 

existing or available;  
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f) Reduction in the availability of affordable housing in the neighborhood;  
g) Impact on school population and facilities;  
h) Destruction of or encroachment upon conservation or historic districts; and,  
i) Conformity with federal, state and local laws, as demonstrated and certified by the 

applicant 
j) Massing and scale of project; 

 
(5)     Whether the proposed use or development will be in harmony with the purposes of the 
specific zoning district in which it will be placed; and  
(6)     Whether the proposed use or development will meet applicable general and specific 
standards set forth within the zoning ordinance, subdivision regulations, or other city ordinances 
or regulations.  

 
City Council may grant an applicant a special permit or special use permit, provided that the applicant’s 
request is in harmony with the purposes and standards stated in the zoning ordinance (Sec. 34-157(a)(1)).  
Council may attach such conditions to its approval, as it deems necessary to bring the plan of 
development into conformity with the purposes and standards of the comprehensive plan and zoning 
ordinance. 

 In reviewing an application for a special use permit, the City Council may expand, modify, reduce or 
otherwise grant exceptions to yard regulations, standards for higher density, parking standards, and time 
limitations, provided:  (1) Such modification or exception will be in harmony with the purposes and intent 
of the zoning district regulations under which such special use permit is being sought; (2) Such 
modification or exception is necessary or desirable in view of the particular nature, circumstances, 
location or situation of the proposed use; and (3) No such modification or exception shall be authorized to 
allow a use that is not otherwise allowed by this ordinance within the zoning district in which the subject 
property is situated.  The Planning Commission may include comments or recommendations regarding 
the advisability or effect of the modifications or exceptions.  The resolution adopted by Council shall set 
forth the approved modifications or exceptions. 

Project Review/Analysis 
 
1.  Background   
 

Staff was approached by Dominion staff requesting to build a substation at 11719 Hydraulic 
Road. Initial discussion of the proposal outlined a concern about the height of the “backbone 
structure,” which is 15’ taller than the maximum height permitted in the HW corridor(80’).  
Utilizing the materials submitted by the applicant, planning and zoning staff deliberated on 
whether the use of the structure reflected the definition of a “utility line” or “utility facility.” The 
zoning administrator determined that use of the backbone structure as a conduit between existing 
transmission lines and lower profile substation equipment, suited the definition of a utility line 
more appropriately than utility facility.  

 
Under Sec. 34-1200(“Definitions” ) Utility Facility and Utility Line are defined as: 

 
Utility Facility: sewage treatment plants, sewer pumping stations, water treatment plants, water 
pumping stations, gas regulator facilities, gas distribution facilities, incinerators and electric 
power transformer substations, and utility transmission line alignments and towers owned by 
public service corporations but which are not governed by city franchise arrangements. 
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Utilities: means all lines and facilities that provide for the transmission, transfer, 
distribution, collection, transmission, or disposal of water, storm and sanitary sewage, 
oil, gas, power, information, telecommunications and telephone cable, and includes 
facilities for the generation of electricity. 

 
Utility lines are a by-right use in the HW corridor. Due to the determination of the zoning 
administrator, the review of this SUP application will only concern the substation equipment 
proposed below the backbone structure. 

 
2.  Proposed Use of the Property 
 

Dominion Virginia Power proposes to construct a substation facility within a 75’x 500’ enclosure 
at the rear of their property at 1719 Hydraulic Road. Dominion officials believe this substation 
will meet the increasing demand of electric service in the City. 

 
3.  Impact on the Neighborhood 
 

a. Traffic or parking congestion 
 

Staff does not believe undue traffic and parking congestion will result from this proposed use. 
 

b. Noise, light, dust, odor fumes, vibrations, and other factors which adversely affect the 
natural environment, including quality of life of the surrounding community. 

 
Staff does not foresee the substation negatively impacting the neighborhood from undue lights, 
dust, odor fumes, or vibrations. Staff does believe the substation will create additional noise, 
however, the noise will be minimal in comparison to the noise currently projected into the 
neighborhood by various uses and automobile traffic along Rt. 250 and Hydraulic Road.  

 
c. Displacement of existing residents or businesses. 

 
This use will not displace any existing residents or businesses. 

 
d. Discouragement of economic development activities that may provide desirable 

employment or enlarge the tax base. 
 

This use does not discourage economic development activities. 
 

e. Undue density of population or intensity of use in relation to the community facilities 
existing of available. 

 
This use will not directly increase the density of population in the area or intensify the use of 
community facilities.   

 
f. Reduction in the availability of affordable housing which will meet the current and 

future needs of the city. 
 

This use will not reduce the availability of affordable housing. 
 

g. Impact on school population and facilities. 
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This use will not impact school population or facilities. 

 
h. Destruction of or encroachment upon conservation or historic districts. 

 
This site is not within a historic district and the applicant does not propose any demolition or 
enlargement of buildings. 

 
i. Conformity with federal, state and local laws. 
 
This project will conform to all applicable laws. 

 
j. Massing and scale of the project. 

 
A rendering of the project, as well as a site plan depicting the elevations of the substation 
equipment are attached. The use is potentially unsightly, due to the industrial nature of the 
facility. However, the facility will be located along the southern edge of the property where 
mature trees and vegetation currently buffer the site. Additional mature screening also exists 
along the SE edge of the property.  
 
Staff believes the existing vegetation on site will not be sufficient enough to minimize the visual 
impact of the proposed use. It is staff’s opinion that an appropriate approach towards screening 
this use will involve a condition that the applicant apply the landscape screening recommended in 
the ERB report.  

 
4.  Zoning History 
 

This property was annexed into the City in 1963 and designated in the 1976 zoning map 
as M-1 restricted industrial. The property remained M-1 restricted industrial until 2003, 
when it was rezoned to HW mixed use.  

 
5.  Character and Use of Adjacent Properties 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
6.      Harmonious with existing patterns of use and development within the neighborhood. 
 

The HW mixed use district is intended to attract intense commercial development. To 
support that growth, reliable electric service needs to be in place. The proposed 
substation will support that growth.  

 
7.      Conformity with the city’s comprehensive plan. 

 

Direction Use Zoning 
North Commercial HW 
South Vacant HW 
East Residential PUD 
West Commercial HW 
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Goal VII of the Land Use chapter in the 2007 Comprehensive Plan seeks to “Maintain an 
infrastructure system adequate to serve existing and future development.” The proposed 
substation will ensure the City has adequate electric service to meet the demand of 
commercial and residential growth. 

 
 
Attachments:  SUP Narrative, Preliminary Site Plan, Rendering of the Substation, Map of local 
substations. 
 
Public Comments Received: 
 
Dick DeButts, 1706 Emmet Street, called to ask if the substation would have any new buildings proposed.  
 
Staff mentioned that a 20x20 control enclosure is proposed, but no other buildings. Mr. DeButts 
responded in the affirmative, mentioning he had no concerns with the proposed facility. 
 
Staff Recommendation 
 
Staff believes the proposed substation will support the commercial growth the HW corridor is intended to 
facilitate. In order for Charlottesville to continue promoting land use policies encouraging dense, urban 
development, the city must have adequate infrastructure.  Staff believes approval of this special use 
permit is a proactive measure to ensure the city is equipped to sustain and encourage future development. 
 
Staff recommends approval with the following conditions: 
 

1. Screening of the property conform to motion approved during the Entrance Corridor Review of 
1719 Hydraulic Road. 

 
Suggested Motions: 
 

1. “I move to recommend the approval of this Special Use Permit application for a utility 
facility at 1719 Hydraulic Road on the basis that the proposal would serve the interests of the 
general public welfare and good zoning practice.” 

 
 

2. “I move to recommend the approval of this Special Use Permit application for a utility 
facility at 1719 Hydraulic Road with the following conditions:  

 
a)Screening of the property conform to motion approved during the Entrance 
Corridor Review of 1719 Hydraulic Road. 

 
On the basis that the proposal would serve the interests of the general public welfare and 
good zoning practice” 

 
3. I move to recommend denial of this Special Use Permit application for a utility facility at 

1719 Hydraulic Road on the basis that the proposal would not serve the intent of the general 
public welfare due to the following: 

a)  



 
 

 

Location of proposed 
substation. 
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CITY OF CHARLOTTESVILLE 
DEPARTMENT OF NEIGHBORHOOD DEVELOPMENT SERVICES 

STAFF REPORT 
 

 
 

 
 

JOINT CITY COUNCIL AND PLANNING COMMISSION  
PUBLIC HEARING 

 
DATE OF HEARING:   MAY 8, 2012 

APPLICATION NUMBER: ZM-10-08-24 
 
Project Planner: Brian Haluska, AICP 
Date of Staff Report: September 20, 2010 (Revised April 24, 2012) 
 
Applicant: Alex Hancock 
Current Property Owner: Alex Hancock 
 
Application Information 
 
Property Street Address: 2712 Eton Road 
Tax Map/Parcel #: Tax Map 19, Parcel 10 
Total Square Footage/Acreage Site: 2.574 acres 
Comprehensive Plan (Land Use Plan) Designation: Single-Family Residential 
Current Zoning Classification: R-1 
Tax Status: According to the City Treasurer’s office, as of the writing of the staff report, all due 
taxes had been paid on the subject properties. 
 
Applicant’s Request 
 
The applicant is seeking approval of a rezoning from R-1 to PUD, on property located at 2712 Eton 
Road.  The total land involved is approximately 2.574 acres.   The subject parcel fronts on Eton 
Road.  The conceptual plan provided by the applicant shows 7 single-family residential units.  
Proposed density of the project would be 2.72 dwelling units per acre.  The applicant was deferred 
by the applicant at the Planning Commission meeting on October 12, 2010 and reinstated by the 
applicant on April 9, 2012 to be brought forward for a decision. 
 
According to the applicant, under the current zoning, the vacant parcel could accommodate no more 
than 7 units by right, or 2.72 dwelling units per acre. Each of these units could be accompanied by 
an accessory dwelling unit – to make the maximum permitted density 5.44 units per acre on the 
vacant parcel.  The changes to the critical slope ordinance passed between the original public 
hearing and this meeting would not impact these calculations. 

APPLICATION FOR REZONING OF PROPERTY 
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 Density 
Existing 0.38 dua 
Maximum By-Right 5.44 dua 
Maximum Proposed 2.72 dua 

 
In accordance with the zoning ordinance, the developer is not required to submit a detailed 
engineering plan at this point in the PUD approval process, but to submit a concept plan that would 
show number and types of dwelling units, points of ingress and egress for vehicles and pedestrians 
as well as describe the street system.  The detailed engineering plans will be submitted in the site 
plan if the project is approved for development.   
 
All site plans for planned unit developments are required to be brought before the Planning 
Commission in accordance with Section 34-820(d)(1) of the City Code. 
 
The PUD zoning is necessary to allow reduced lot sizes, and reduced front, side, and rear yard 
setbacks, and amended frontage requirements. 
 
Vicinity Map 
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Rezoning Standard of Review    
 
The planning commission shall review and study rezonings to determine: 
 

(1) Whether the proposed amendment conforms to the general guidelines and policies 
contained in the comprehensive plan; 

(2) Whether the proposed amendment will further the purposes of this chapter and the general 
welfare of the entire community; 

(3) Whether there is a need and justification for the change; and 
(4) When pertaining to a change in the zoning district classification of property, the effect of 

the proposed change, if any, on the property itself, on surrounding property, and on public 
services and facilities. In addition, the commission shall consider the appropriateness of the 
property for inclusion within the proposed zoning district, relating to the purposes set forth 
at the beginning of the proposed district classification. 

 
Planned Unit Development Standard of Review 
 
In reviewing an application for approval of a planned unit development (PUD) or an application 
seeking amendment of an approved PUD, in addition to the general considerations applicable to any 
rezoning the city council and planning commission shall consider whether the application satisfies 
the following objectives of a PUD district: 
 

(1) To encourage developments of equal or higher quality than otherwise required by the strict 
application of zoning district regulations that would otherwise govern; 

(2) To encourage innovative arrangements of buildings and open spaces to provide efficient, 
attractive, flexible and environmentally sensitive design. 

(3) To promote a variety of housing types, or, within a development containing only a single 
housing type, to promote the inclusion of houses of various sizes; 

(4) To encourage the clustering of single-family dwellings for more efficient use of land and 
preservation of open space; 

(5) To provide for developments designed to function as cohesive, unified projects; 
(6) To ensure that a development will be harmonious with the existing uses and character of 

adjacent property, and/or consistent with patterns of development noted with respect to 
such adjacent property; 

(7) To ensure preservation of cultural features, scenic assets and natural features such as trees, 
streams and topography; 

(8) To provide for coordination of architectural styles internally within the development as well 
as in relation to adjacent properties along the perimeter of the development; and 

(9) To provide for coordinated linkages among internal buildings and uses, and external 
connections, at a scale appropriate to the development and adjacent neighborhoods; 

(10) To facilitate access to the development by public transit services or other single-vehicle-
alternative services, including, without limitation, public pedestrian systems. 
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Analysis 
 

1. Consistency with Comprehensive Plan 
 
There are several goals from the Comprehensive Plan that relate directly to the project: 

1. “Continue to maintain, improve and grow the City’s housing stock. (pg. 58)” 
2. “Regulate the use of land to assure the protection, preservation and wise use of the 

City’s natural, historic and architecturally significant environment. (pg. 94)” 
3. “Preserve and protect existing neighborhoods.(pg. 298)” 
4. “Enhance natural pedestrian ways i.e. paper streets, Rivanna Trails, etc., and create 

more pedestrian trails specifically in West Azalea Park. (pg. 298)” 
5. “Encourage developers not to tear down every tree and to replace trees that must be 

removed. Encourage the use of Low Impact Development techniques to protect the 
quality of streams, etc. (pg. 299)” 

6. “Protect the values of the community in new development. (pg. 299)” 
 
The proposed project would grow the City’s housing stock.  The other goals stated in the 
Comprehensive Plan relate to the preservation of natural features that the applicant mentions 
as a reason for submitting the application for a PUD.   
 

2. Effect on Surrounding Properties and Public Facilities 
 
The area surrounding the subject property is zoned for single-family residential, and is 
developed as such within the City.  The land to the west of the property is in the County of 
Albemarle, and is zoned for multi-family residential.  The property on Eton Road is 
separated from the County by Moore’s Creek and a system of critical slopes. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
The proposed development of the PUD would impact the surrounding properties through 
increased traffic impact on Eton Road and increased parking demand on the street.  The 
parking requirement for single-family residential units in the City is one off-street parking 
space per unit.  With the narrowness of the new proposed street, there is a potential for the 
road to be designated with no on street parking, which could force households with more 
than one car to park on-street in front of previously existing residences. 
 
The traffic impact of the proposed development is negligible in terms of volume, but the 
narrowness of Eton Road should be taken into consideration by the Commission. 
 
The Jefferson Park Circle and Eton Road areas have been determined potentially eligible for 
designation as part of the Fry’s Spring Neighborhood National Register Historic District.

Direction Use Zoning 
North Single Family Residential R-1 
South Single Family Residential R-1 
East Single-Family Residential R-1 
West Moore’s Creek/County of Albemarle R-15 
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3. Proffer 

 
The applicant has withdrawn their previously submitted proffer. 

 
4. Questions for the Commission to Discuss 

 
• Is there a “need and justification for the change”? 

 
When evaluating whether or not a need or justification exists for a rezoning, staff looks at 
what benefits the City would receive if the rezoning were approved.  In the case of this 
application, the City would receive the certainty of the site plan process for review of the 
development.  In a by right scheme, the applicant would not be required to submit a site 
plan, just a subdivision plat. 
 
The chief question for the Commission is whether or not the preservation of open space in 
the configuration proposed by the applicant gives rise to the need for the rezoning, and the 
increase in units over a potential by-right layout. 
 

• Is the development of “equal or higher quality than otherwise required by the strict 
application of the zoning district regulations that would otherwise govern”? 

 
This standard of review forces the staff to consider how the proposed PUD would differ 
from the by right development of the parcel.  After evaluation of the concept plan, staff feels 
that the overall by right layout of the site probably would not differ from the proposed 
concept plan in terms of road location and lot configuration.  The critical slope ordinance 
prohibits the creation of lots that do not have a suitable building area outside of critical slope 
areas.  This calls into question whether or not the applicant could create as many lots as 
shown in the proposed PUD with a by right development scheme. 

 
• Is the development “harmonious with the existing uses and character of the adjacent 

property”? 
 

Concerns about the impact of parking and traffic on the surrounding neighborhood aside, the 
proposed development is made up of a style of development that fits with the surrounding 
neighborhood.  The clustering of units at the front of the property does result in smaller 
yards and setbacks for the development, but single-family detached units are prevalent 
throughout this area of the City, and the proposed development does not deviate from this 
pattern. 
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Public Comments Received 
 
Staff received a considerable amount of public input prior to the original public hearing for this item 
in October 2010.  The written comments submitted in 2010 by the public are attached, along with a 
petition signed by 83 members of the public.  The public comments were unanimously opposed to 
the project, based on concerns related to traffic, parking, and the suitability of the project in relation 
to the character of the surrounding neighborhood.  The residents have also expressed concern about 
the impact of the removal of trees and the disruption of the natural area adjacent to Moore’s Creek. 
 
Staff has received no further comments at the time of the drafting of this report. 
 
Staff Recommendation  
 
The standard of review for Planned Unit Developments clearly states ten objectives that potential 
PUDs should aspire to meet.  While it is not necessary for a PUD to meet all ten objectives, the 
development must be evaluated based on those objectives. 
 
Staff finds that the proposed PUD meets the following five objectives of the PUD ordinance: 

• To encourage the clustering of single-family dwellings for more efficient use of land and 
preservation of open space; 

• To provide for developments designed to function as cohesive, unified projects; 
• To ensure that a development will be harmonious with the existing uses and character of 

adjacent property, and/or consistent with patterns of development noted with respect to such 
adjacent property; 

• To provide for coordination of architectural styles internally within the development as well 
as in relation to adjacent properties along the perimeter of the development; and 

• To provide for coordinated linkages among internal buildings and uses, and external 
connections, at a scale appropriate to the development and adjacent neighborhoods; 

 
The plan undeniably pushes the proposed houses to the front of the property and preserves the rear 
of the property in the form of open space.  A by right configuration, however, would mostly likely 
follow a similar form.  The project would function as a cohesive and unified project unto itself, and 
the proposed use is in line with the surrounding neighborhood.  By developing the entire property 
under a single site plan, the site can be developed with a unified architectural style.   
 
Staff finds that the proposed PUD fails to meets the following five objectives of the PUD ordinance: 

• To encourage developments of equal or higher quality than otherwise required by the strict 
application of zoning district regulations that would otherwise govern; 

• To encourage innovative arrangements of buildings and open spaces to provide efficient, 
attractive, flexible and environmentally sensitive design. 

• To promote a variety of housing types, or, within a development containing only a single 
housing type, to promote the inclusion of houses of various sizes; 

• To ensure preservation of cultural features, scenic assets and natural features such as trees, 
streams and topography; 
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• To facilitate access to the development by public transit services or other single-vehicle-
alternative services, including, without limitation, public pedestrian systems. 

 
As stated above, staff feels that the arrangement proposed in the concept plan is similar to a by-right 
arrangement on the property.  Additionally, staff feels that the layout of the road and lots is similar 
to six PUDs already constructed or approved in the City, and thus is not an innovative arrangement 
of buildings.  Along these lines, the concept plan does not show a variety of housing sizes. 
 
The site is next to a number of sensitive environmental features, including critical slopes, the 
floodplain surrounding Moore’s Creek, the 100-foot stream buffer, and Moore’s Creek itself. 
 
Staff feels that this application does not differ demonstrably from a by right scheme, and the 
benefits articulated by the applicant can be realized under the current zoning for the property.  
Accordingly, there is no need or justification for a change in the zoning.  Staff recommends the 
rezoning be denied. 
 
Attachments 
 

• Rezoning Application 
• Packet of information from applicant, dated September 30, 2010 
• Concept Plan 
• Comments from the public submitted prior to the Planning Commission meeting on October 

12, 2010. 
• Petition from members of the public in opposition to the proposed Planned Unit 

Development – submitted in advance of the Planning Commission meeting on October 12, 
2010. 

• Minutes from the Planning Commission meeting on October 12, 2010. 
 
Suggested Motions 
 

1. I move to recommend approval of this application to rezone property from R-1 to PUD 
on the basis that the proposal would serve the interests of the general public welfare and 
good zoning practice. 

 
2. I move to recommend denial of this application to rezone property from R-1 to PUD on 

the basis that the proposal would not serve the interests of the general public welfare and 
good zoning practice. 



























































































3. ZM-10-08-24 – (2712 Eton Road) A petition to rezone the property located at 2712 Eton Road 

from R-1 Residential District to Planned Unit Development (PUD) with a proffer for a trail 

easement to the City along Moore’s Creek. This property is further identified on City Real 

Property Tax Map #19 as parcel 10 having approximately 50 feet of frontage on Eton Road and 

containing approximately 112,123 square feet of land (2.574 acres). The PUD zoning allows an 

applicant to present a proposal independent of established zoning categories for consideration 

by the governing body. This proposal includes a residential cluster development with dedicated 

open space containing a density of 3.5 DUA. The general uses called for in the Land Use Plan of 

the Comprehensive Plan are for Single Family Residential. Report prepared by Brian Haluska, 

Neighborhood Planner.. 

Mr. Haluska presented the staff report. 

Mr. Keesecker asked about the existing home adjacent to the property. Mr. Huja was interested 

in the percentage of open space proposed in the PUD. 

Ashley Cooper, representing the proposal on behalf of the applicant, Alex Hancock, provided a 

powerpoint presentation detailing the proposal. The applicant utilized the presentation to offer 

Commissioners and the public an opportunity to see the differences between a PUD design and 

by-right design. 

Mr. Pearson opened the public hearing. 

Ms. Dora Vivas, 2704 Eton Road, described the uniqueness of Eton Road and also addressed 

those in the audience opposed to this proposal. 

Mr. Charles Witter, 2708 Eton Rd., requested denial of this proposal due to the negative 

impact this development would have on the neighborhood. 

Ms. Ann Lucas, 2705 Eton Rd., questioned the development pattern and its inconsistency 

with the surrounding architecture. 

Jane Smith, 2707 Eton Rd., spoke on the health of Moore’s Creek and the harmful effects this 

development would create. 

Bill Niebel, 2707 Eton Rd, presented an overview of why the neighborhood seeks denial of 

this proposal. 

James King, 2607 Jefferson Park Circle, believes traffic volume will degrade the 

neighborhoods walkability. 

Peggy King, 2607 Jefferson Park Circle, echoed Mr. King’s traffic concerns. 



Carol Hendrickson, 2607 Eton Rd, was concerned about traffic safety and parking congestion 

Dede Smith, 2652 Jefferson Park Circle, also highlighted the threat development would have 

on the health of Moore’s Creek. 

Eric Gelker, 2421 Jefferson Park Ave, encouraged the Commission to consider mistakes made 

from past planned unit developments when reviewing this proposal. 

Brian Hogg, 2611 Jefferson Park Circle, opposed to this proposal, however, was not 

completely opposed to development on this property. 

Jean Lee, 2622 Jefferson Park Circle, was adamant about protecting the uniqueness and 

charm of the neighborhood. 

Betty Mooney, 201 Sunset Ave, believed this proposal was not appropriate for the 

neighborhood. 

Dan Grogan, 2649 Jefferson Park Circle, asked the Commission to consider the detriment to 

the neighborhood approving this PUD would create. 

Joe Mooney, 201 Sunset Ave, expressed reservations on trusting staff analysis of steep 

slopes. 

With no one else wishing to speak to the matter, Mr. Pearson closed the public hearing and 

called for discussion among the Commissioners. 

Commissioners asked various questions regarding by-right development (traffic increase, slope 

requirements). Mr. Haluska clarified all lots have to fall outside the critical slope boundary and 

prove no disturbance of slopes. 

Mr. Santoski believed the request for PUD is not justified because the application does not 

prove a substantial difference to a by-right use. 

Mr. Osteen believed better design would come from a PUD, but this application did not suggest 

a rezoning to PUD would produce better results than a by-right. He also expressed frustration 

with the current zoning regulations and the poor design that stem from certain code 

regulations. 

Ms. Keller did not believe this application provided a strong enough argument for a rezoning. 

She was disappointed in the lack of involvement between the applicant and the community. 

She 



thought working with the neighborhood would serve the applicant well in moving forward. She 

noted that the site has significant characteristics that warrant a design that responds to those 

characteristics. 

Mr. Rosensweig echoed his previous Commissioners’ opinions and felt the applicant had not 

identified a justified need for the PUD. 

Mr. Keesecker did not believe this proposal met the guidelines for approval and provided 

critique on the design of the PUD proposal. 

The Commissioners all agreed that this rezoning would not be approved unless the applicant 

submitted a substantially different proposal. 

The applicant requested deferral. 

Mr. Pearson requested the resubmittal provide more concrete analysis of a by-right 

development. 
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Author of Memo:  Brian Haluska, Neighborhood Planner 
Date of Meeting:   May 8, 2012 
 
RE:  Stonehenge Avenue PUD 
 
Background 
 
 Justin Shimp, PE; acting as the agent for contract purchaser Simeon Investments, has 

submitted the following application to rezone 5.53 acres comprised of Tax Map 60, 
Parcels 81.8, 91, 120, 120A, 120B, 120C, 121, 122.4, 122.5, 122.6, and 122.7 from 
R-1S to PUD.  The conceptual plan provided by the applicant shows 29 new single-
family residential units. 

 
Vicinity Map 
 

 
 
 

PRELIMINARY DISCUSSION: 
PLANNED UNIT DEVELOPMENT 



Preliminary Analysis 
 

Reason for PUD 
The applicant proposes “to create a more environmentally friendly development than 
would be possible with a by-right plan”. 
 
Open Space 
The applicant shows 37.0% open space. 
 
Density 
The overall density of this phase of the development would be 5.24 dwelling units an 
acre. 
 
Parking 
The applicant does not show how parking would be accommodated on the road.  The 
development would be required to provide 1 space per unit, accommodated either in a 
driveway or garage. 

 
Public Input 
 
Staff has received several comments on the project in advance of the preliminary 
discussion.  Several residents of the neighborhood expressed concern that the 
development will feature large houses on small lots that is not in keeping with the 
character of the surrounding neighborhood.  At least one resident raised the concern that 
the traffic generated by the development would exacerbate problems at the existing 
intersections of Monticello Avenue and Druid Avenue or Monticello Avenue and Quarry 
Road. 
 
One member of the public expressed support for the proposal, and hoped that additional 
housing types beyond single-family detached might be incorporated into the design. 
 
Attachment 
 

Conceptual plan 








	00 final  AGENDA 5-8-12
	PLANNING COMMISSION REGULAR DOCKET
	A.        COMMISSIONERS' REPORTS
	C.  CHAIR'S REPORT
	H.          JOINT PUBLIC HEARINGS


	01 City Council Action on PC items - 4-12
	02 April  site plan list
	03 PC_Minutes_04-10-2012
	MINUTES
	PLANNING COMMISSION
	TUESDAY, April 10, 2012 -- 5:30 P.M.
	CITY COUNCIL CHAMBERS
	UCommissioners Present:
	UStaff Present:
	Ms. Missy Creasy, AICP, Planning Manager
	Mr. Richard Harris, Deputy City Attorney
	II. REGULAR MEETING
	Ms. Keller convened the meeting.
	A. COMMISSIONERS' REPORT
	 Ms. Sienitsky –Nothing to report.
	 Ms. Green –MPO met March 20PthP and they will meet again in May.  Ms. Green provided information on the New Bike Application for the Smart phone.
	 Mr. Osteen-BAR had their regularly scheduled meeting.  He had nothing to report.
	 Mr. Rosensweig-HAC met on March 21PstP
	 Mr. Keesecker-PACC Tech did not meet. The next meeting will be in July.
	 Mr. Santoski-Attended The Crossings building dedication. He feels that is a wonderful project which will house a number of the community’s homeless.
	B. UNIVERSITY REPORT
	Mr. Neuman – April 13PthP, the University will be celebrating Mr. Jefferson’s birthday with a tree planting ceremony. There will also be a medal presentation and luncheon.
	C.        CHAIR’S REPORT
	Ms. Keller attended the TJPDC regular meeting and provided an update on Federal HOME Funds. They also spoke on extending water around the Zion Crossroads area. The 40PthP anniversary of the TJPDC was also discussed including scheduled events and educa...
	F. CONSENT AGENDA
	G.          JOINT PUBLIC HEARINGS


	04 4-10-12 pre meeting minutes
	05 joint PC work session 04-17-2012
	06 pc work session 04-24-2012 minutes
	07 ERB Memo 1719 Hydraulic Road SUP
	08 SUP Staff Report
	STAFF REPORT
	PLANNING COMMISSION AND CITY COUNCIL JOINT PUBLIC HEARING
	DATE OF HEARING:   May 8, 2012
	APPLICATION NUMBER:  SP-12-02-02
	Application Information
	Current Zoning Classification: HW-Highway Corridor

	APPLICATION FOR A SPECIAL USE PERMIT

	09Charlottesville Area Substations
	10 SUP Narrative
	11 02-29-12-Hydraluic Substation Presentation-Dominion Power-Charlottesville Branch
	12 Site Plan1
	13 Site Plan2
	14 Eton Road PUD Staff Report 4-24-12
	STAFF REPORT
	JOINT CITY COUNCIL AND PLANNING COMMISSION  PUBLIC HEARING
	DATE OF HEARING:   MAY 8, 2012
	APPLICATION NUMBER: ZM-10-08-24
	Application Information
	Current Zoning Classification: R-1


	15 Eton Road Packet
	16 PUD Concept Plan 1
	17 PUD Concept Plan 2
	18 PUD Concept Plan 3
	19 Eton Road PUD Input
	20 Eton Road PUD Petition
	21 Eton Road Minutes 10-2010
	22 PUD preliminary discussion 050112
	PLANNING COMMISSION
	PRELIMINARY DISCUSSION:

	23 PUD Concept Plan 1
	24 PUD Concept Plan 2
	25 PUD Concept Plan 3

