
Agenda 
 

PLANNING COMMISSION REGULAR DOCKET 
TUESDAY, April 9, 2013 – 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 -   February 12, 2013  – Regular meeting 
2. Minutes -  February 26, 2013 – Work Session 
3. Minutes – March 5, 2013 – Work Session 
4. Minutes – March 12, 2013 – Regular meeting 
5. Minutes -   March 12, 2013  – Pre meeting 
6. Minutes – March 12, 2013 – Work Session 
7. Subdivision – Burnett Commons Phase 2 (preliminary and final) 
8. – Allowances in West Main North & South Zoning Text Initiation 

  
            G.         Zoning Text Review 
  a. Surface Parking Lots and Parking Garages 
 
III. JOINT PUBLIC HEARINGS (Beginning at 6:00 P.M.) 
 

H.          JOINT PUBLIC HEARINGS 
 

1. ZT-13-02-03 - Affordable Dwelling Unit Amendment - An ordinance to amend and reordain §34-
12 of the Zoning Ordinance of the Code of the City of Charlottesville, 1990, as amended, to provide 
reference to the correct Consumer Price Index used to calculate contributions to the City’s affordable 
housing fund.  Report prepared by Kathy McHugh, Housing Specialist. 

 
2. CP-13-03-06:  (Comprehensive Plan)  - The Charlottesville Planning Commission will hold a 

public hearing on the proposed 2013 Comprehensive Plan for the City of Charlottesville. The 
purpose of the Comprehensive Plan is to provide a guide, with long-range recommendations, for the 
coordinated and harmonious development of property within the City.  Elements that are addressed 
in the proposed Plan include Community Values and Characteristics, Land Use, Community 
Facilities, Economic Sustainability, Environment, Housing, Transportation, Urban Design and 
Historic Preservation.  The Plan also identifies Community Wide Issues; Goals and Objectives, and 
recommended actions for implementation.  Following the public hearing the Planning Commission 
may approve, amend and approve or disapprove the proposed Comprehensive Plan.  If approved, the 
Commission will recommend the Plan to the Charlottesville City Council. Report prepared by 
Missy Creasy, Planning Manager 

 
3. SP-13-02-04 –(600 McIntire Road)   An application for a special use permit for a family day home 

of up to 12 children at 600 McIntire Road.  The property is further identified on City Real Property 
Tax Map 34 Parcel 55 having frontage on McIntire Road. The site is zoned R1-S (Residential) and is 



approximately 0.278 acres or 12,110 square feet. The Land Use Plan generally calls for Single 
Family.  Report prepared by Brian Haluska, Neighborhood Planner. Presented by Mike Smith. 

 
4. ZM-12-04-06 (Stonehenge PUD): A petition to rezone the property located off of Stonehenge 

Avenue from R-1S Residential District to Planned Unit Development (PUD) with proffers. Proffers 
include pedestrian connections to neighboring streets, a unified streetscape throughout the 
development, a tree replacement plan, and a landscaped buffer on the northern edge of the property. 
The property is further identified as Tax Map 60 Parcels 81.8, 91, 120, 120A-C, 121, 122.4-7 having 
road frontage on Stonehenge Avenue and Quarry Road containing approximately 240,887 square 
feet of land or 5.53 acres. The PUD zoning allows an applicant to present a proposal independent of 
established zoning categories for consideration by the governing body.  This proposal consists of 
approximately 26 single family detached dwellings with open space and a density of no greater than 
4.7 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. 
Presented by Willy Thompson 

 
5. SUB-13-03-07 – Sidewalk Provisions- An ordinance to amend and reordain §29-182 of the 

Subdivision Ordinance of the Code of the City of Charlottesville, 1990, as amended, to provide the 
option of contributing to a sidewalk fund rather than dedicating land and constructing sidewalks for 
residential lots on existing streets.  Report prepared by Missy Creasy, Planning Manager 

 
IV.    REGULAR AGENDA (continued) 
 
 I. Critical Slope Waiver Requests 
 a. Seminole Square Expansion 
 b. Pepsi Cola Plan Expansion 
 c. Stonehenge PUD (to be discussed and recommendation provided with ZM-12-04-06 above) 
 
  

J. FUTURE MEETING SCHEDULE 
 

Date and Time Type Items 
Tuesday April 23, 2013 – 5:00 PM Work Session Comprehensive Plan  
Tuesday, May 14, 2013 – 4:30 PM Pre- Meeting  
Tuesday, May 14, 2013 – 5:30 PM Regular 

Meeting 
Meadowcreek Stream Valley Master Plan 
ADA Transition Plan 
Subdivision – 803 Rugby Road 
Rezoning – Lyman Street  
Meadowbrook Flats 1138 Emmet Street – 
EC recommendation on SUP, Special Use 
Permit, Critical Slopes, Entrance Corridor 
Review 
Minutes – March 26, 2013 work session 
 

 
Anticipated Items on Future Agendas   

• LID Guideline Review  
• Major Subdivision – Maury Avenue 
• Zoning Text Amendment - PUD  ordinance updates 
• Tonsler Park Master Plan – June 2013 

     
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. 



 
 

LIST OF SITE PLANS APPROVED ADMINISTRATIVELY 
3/1/2013 TO 3/31/2013 

 
         
 1. Final  Barracks Road Shopping Center Shell Redevelopment (973 Emmett Street N) 
 
 
 2. Final  ABC Preschool 
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MINUTES 
CITY OF CHARLOTTESVILLE 

PLANNING COMMISSION 
TUESDAY, February 12, 2013 -- 5:30 P.M. 

CITY COUNCIL CHAMBERS 
 

Commissioners Present:  
Ms. Genevieve Keller (Chairperson)  
Mr. Dan Rosensweig (Vice Chairperson) 
Ms. Lisa Green 
Mr. Kurt Keesecker 
Mr. John Santoski 
Mr. Michael Osteen 
 
Mr. David Neuman, Ex-officio, UVA Office of the Architect 
 
Staff Present: 
Ms. Missy Creasy, AICP, Planning Manager  
Mr. Brian Haluska, AICP, Planner 
Mr. Michael Smith, Planner 
 
Also Present 
Mr. Richard Harris, Deputy City Attorney 
 

II. REGULAR MEETING 
Ms. Keller convened the meeting.  

 
A. COMMISSIONERS' REPORT 

• Ms. Green –MPO TEC will meet in March. The CDBG Task Force held their regular 
meeting. She was unable to attend, but she knows they are close to a decision.  

• Mr. Osteen missed the last BAR meeting, but two new members were introduced.  
• Mr. Rosensweig stated that HAC had their regular meeting. The discussion in March 

will be on homelessness and affordable housing. They will also address what local 
organizations are doing about these issues.  

• Mr. Keesecker- Nothing to report 
• Mr. Santoski-Nothing to report 

 
 B.  UNIVERSITY REPORT 

Mr. Neuman – He presented a state of the University PowerPoint presentation that 
highlighted current and future projects at the University of Virginia.  
 

C.        CHAIR’S REPORT  
Ms. Keller attended a Place Task Force meeting and the PLACE sub-committee has 
finished their study of West Main Street. The BZA did not meet last month. 
 
Ms. Keller gave a report for Ms. Sienitsky which consisted of announcing the opening of 
the new Jefferson Heritage School. She stated that there will be many different  
businesses located at this site.  
  

D.         DEPARTMENT OF NDS/STAFF REPORTS/WORK PLAN  
   

Ms. Creasy announced future work session dates.  
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E. MATTERS TO BE PRESENTED BY THE PUBLIC NOT ON THE FORMAL 
AGENDA 
 
Sam Towler, 1601 Green Street, had concerns about the Habitat project on Rialto St that had not 
been completed. He wanted to make the Planning Commission aware of the flood on Rialto Street 
in 1968. 
  

F.    CONSENT AGENDA  
(Items removed from the consent agenda will be considered at the end of the 
regular agenda) 
1. Minutes -   January 8, 2013– Pre meeting 
2. Minutes -   January 8, 2013  – Regular meeting 
3. Minutes –  January 15, 2013  - Joint City/County PC Meeting 
4. Minutes –  January 22, 2013  - Work Session 
5. Subdivision- Belmont Cottages (preliminary and final) 

 
Mr. Rosensweig recused himself from voting on item 5 
 
Mr. Osteen made a motion to approve the consent agenda with Mr. Rosensweig rescuing himself 
from item 5 and pulling item 2 from the consent agenda. 
Ms. Green seconded the motion. 
All in favor 
Motion carries 
 
G.  Planning Awards-Mr. Mike Smith, Mr. Dan Rosensweig and Mr. Michael Osteen 
presented the awards and they are as follows: 
  
The Eldon Fields Wood Design Professional of the year-University of Virginia Architecture 
School 
 
Outstanding Plan of Development-Sunrise Neighborhood by Habitat for Humanity 
 
Citizen Planner of the Year-Preston Coiner 
 
Herman Key Jr., Access to the Disabled Award-Mr. Yusen Wang 
 
Outstanding Neighborhood Effort-“Bike! Walk! Play! JPA!” 
 
Neighborhood of the Year-Woolen Mills 
 
Outstanding Sustainable Development-Main Street Market Annex, Gabe Silverman 
 
NDS Staff Member of the Year-Francis Vineyard 
 
H.  Critical Slope Waiver Requests 
a. Stonehenge PUD-This waiver will be considered during the public hearing  for Stonehenge 
PUD since the applicant has applied for rezoning of the same property.  
.  
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III. JOINT PUBLIC HEARINGS  

 
1. ZM-12-04-06 (Stonehenge PUD): A petition to rezone the property located off of 

Stonehenge Avenue from R-1S Residential District to Planned Unit Development (PUD). 
The property is further identified as Tax Map 60 Parcels 81.8, 91, 120, 120A-C, 121, 122.4- 
7 having road frontage on Stonehenge Avenue and containing approximately 240,887 square 
feet of land or 5.53 acres. The PUD zoning allows an applicant to present a proposal 
independent of established zoning categories for consideration by the governing body. This 
proposal consists of 29 single family detached dwellings with open space and a density of no 
greater than 5.25 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 provided the staff report.  
 
After Mr. Haluska gave the report, Ms. Green asked why a 16ft buffer on lots 11-21 was not 
reflected on the plan. She wanted to know if anyone had looked at lot 11 to see if a 16ft buffer 
would work on the lot. She asked if lots 7, 8, 9, and 10 all contained shared driveways. She 
wanted to know if proffers are absent in the plan would the applicant need to come back if 
something doesn’t work that is on the plan.  
 
Mr. Haluska stated that the concept plan is not an accurate survey. He also stated that it would be 
a much smaller lot if a 16ft buffer were on the lot. If the applicant has not done due diligence and 
there are concerns during the site plan phase, the PUD may have to return for revision.  He also 
stated that shared driveways are permitted in the city. 
 
Ms. Creasy stated that the applicant could lose one lot if they do not meet the 16ft buffer. 
 
Ms. Green asked if this PUD doesn’t work, is there a plan that will work.  
 
Mr. Haluska stated that the applicant can redo the plan.  
 
Mr. Santoski feels that promising to put things in is appropriate, but he would like to see the 
language changed to reflect those statements. 
 
Mr. Haluska stated that the plans show what the applicant is promising, but the applicant could 
clarify items further on the plans.  
 
Mr. Harris stated that if things are inconsistent then clarification should come from the applicant.  
 
Ms. Galvin asked if a by right plan was ever submitted prior to the removal of the trees and 
doesn’t it violate a zoning code. 
 
Mr. Haluska stated that a by right site plan was not required. The property was platted in the 
1800’s. Only the road construction plan was missing.  
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Ms. Szakos wanted to know if  there were any consequences for the applicant due to the tree 
removal.  
 
Ms. Creasy stated that a stop work order was issued.  
 
Ms. Szakos feels there is a different level of trust you have for an applicant who has violated 
codes.  
 
Mr. Haluska stated that decisions should not be made on what applicants have done in the past.  
 
Ms. Smith wanted to know the name of the creek that runs through the property and if any 
damage was done to the creek during the tree removal.  
 
Mr. Haluska didn’t know the name or if the creek had been damaged.  
 
Mr. Keesecker asked who controls the connections on the concept plan. 
 
Mr. Haluska stated that the home owners association would be responsible for  maintenance.   
 
Ms. Keller asked if the applicant approached staff with an application in April 2011? 
 
Mr. Haluska stated that the application was submitted in June.  
 
Mr. Santoski asked if the PUD trumps putting lots over the streams.  
 
Mr. Haluska stated that Stonehenge Avenue runs down the streams and those lots have been 
platted. The applicant still has the right to extend Stonehenge if the PUD is approved. The only 
thing that can be built is what is in the concept plan.  
 
Ms. Creasy stated that stream buffers regulate and that will control things.  
 
Ms. Green would like to see a correct by right plan that shows an actual representation of the 
plan.  
 
Mr. Shimp, the applicant, cleared up the concerns of the bridges and noted they intend on 
building them. He shared some new drawings and promised to build what is on the plans.  
 
Mr. Rosensweig had concerns with the houses that front on Quarry Rd if they are architectural 
the front of the dwelling.  
 
Mr. Shimp stated that it is more like an alley in the back of the house. 
 
Mr. Keesecker wanted to know if they were double front homes and applicant stated that they 
were.  
 
Mr. Shimp stated that the bridge would require a lot of grading around the stream. The by right 
plan scheme would have required a 30ft wall. 
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Ms. Smith asked if the trees were cleared before they decided to apply for a PUD.  
 
The applicant stated that a soil and erosion plan was approved.  They had the ability to remove 
the trees. 
 
Mr. Keesecker wanted to know the difference in the height of the houses on Quarry Rd than the 
four existing houses.  
 
Mr. Shimp stated there is about an 8ft difference.  
 
Ms. Keller opened the public hearing.  
 
Steve Miller, 918 Druid Ave, had no idea where the 16ft idea came from. He would like to see 
the first alley plan built. He disagrees with staff and feels it is a horrible plan for the road. He 
feels that when it rains water will dump into his yard.  
 
James Kelly, Palatine Ave, is in favor of the development. He just feels this plan isn’t it. He has 
issues with traffic flow and safety.  
 
James Dasio, 1602 D Monticello Ave, has concerns with the traffic on Monticello and Quarry 
Road. He feels there are a lot of blind spots on that corner and the interstate traffic makes it 
worse.  
 
Michael Heniger, 1006 Druid Ave, is in favor of the previous plan. He feels it fits the land better. 
The applicant has been reaching out to the community.  
 
Marla Zeigler,1008 Druid Ave, stated that the applicant has been working on this plan for 10 
months. She feels that many things went wrong in the beginning and there are many things still 
wrong, but this is the best plan yet.  
 
Julia Williams, 751 Belmont Ave, feels that the design is too large and will have very large 
retaining walls. She would like to see a commitment from the applicant to build pedestrian 
walkways. 
 
Steve McQue, Palatine Ave, feels that it is really not a Stonehenge development. He feels it’s a 
Quarry Road development.  
 
With no one left to speak Ms. Keller closed the public hearing.  
 
Discussion 
 
Mr. Osteen feels there is potential for a PUD. He feels the retaining wall will be problematic and 
the lots are really challenging to build nice houses on. He feels the applicant comes up short on 
two of the guidelines.  
 
Mr. Rosensweig feels the plan will have a negative impact on affordable housing. As far as the 
standards of review guidelines, they don’t meet most of them. He agrees with the public that the 
project feels like an extension of Quarry Road. He is unlikely to recommend approval.  
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Mr. Keesecker agrees with a lot that was said. He feels that a site like this is difficult due to the 
standards of review guidelines.  
 
Mr. Santoski agrees with other Commissioners. He feels it doesn’t meet the PUD standards of 
review guidelines. There will never be a transit system going through because it only has one 
entrance. He has a real problem with plans that do not have engineered slopes. He feels the 
applicant hasn’t been trust worthy.  
 
Ms. Green appreciates the effort for the pedestrian connection. She feels that the issue of only 
having one entrance would impact the neighborhood.  
 
Ms. Green made a motion to grant the critical slope waiver to the applicant.  
 
Mr. Santoski seconded the motion 
 
This motion was withdrawn 
 
Mr. Osteen made a motion to deny the applicants request for a rezoning of the property to a 
PUD.  
 
Mr. Santoski seconded the motion 
 
Ms. Creasy called the question 
 
Green  yes 
Osteen  yes 
Rosensweig yes 
Keesecker yes 
Santoski yes 
Keller  yes 
 
The motion carries 
 
Mr. Osteen made a motion to deny the application request for a critical slope waiver. 
 
Mr. Rosensweig seconded the motion 
 
Mr. Harris stated that a waiver may not be needed since the PUD was denied.  
 
Ms. Creasy called the question 
 
Green  yes 
Osteen  yes 
Rosensweig yes 
Keesecker yes 
Santoski yes 
Keller  yes. 
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The motion carries
 
2. SP-12-12-17 – (501 Locust Avenue) An application for a special use permit to locate a 
Medical laboratory in excess of 4,000 square feet at 501 Locust Avenue. The property is 
further identified on City Real Property Tax Map 53 Parcel 234 having road frontage on 
Sycamore Avenue and Locust Avenue. The site is zoned Downtown North and B-1 Business 
with Entrance Corridor and Historic Conservation District Overlay and is 3.83 acres or 
166,835 square feet. The Land Use Plan generally calls for Office. Report prepared by Brian 
Haluska, Neighborhood Planner.  
 
Mr. Haluska provided the staff report. 
 
After Mr. Haluska finished the staff report ,Mr. Keesecker wanted to know if Hemoshear would be a B 
use in the building code classification.  
 
Mr. Haluska confirmed that Hemoshear would be a Business use group. 
 
Ms. Green wanted some clarification on how a building could have two different zonings. 
 
Ms. Creasy stated that the building goes through the property line.  
 
Mr. Huja asked if any hazardous material would be going through the drains.  
 
Mr. Williamson, the applicant, stated that there will be no hazardous waste in the drainage system. He 
also stated that the applicant has a sub-contractor that will be collecting the waste.  
 
Ms. Keller asked if any material would be stored on the property.  
 
The applicant stated that a sub-contractor would be in charge of the medical waste.  
 
Ms. Keller opened up the public hearing. 
 
Mark Rylander, 607 Lexington Ave, wanted to know if the SUP is granted, what would happen to future 
tenants in that space and will they need a new SUP.  
 
Marie Chapel, Hazel Street, wanted to know how the ventilation works and what does the medical waste 
consist of.  
 
Denis Mason, 621 Lexington Avenue, had concerns about the high traffic volume it will bring to Poplar 
Street and feels it will get worse once the building is fully developed since more than 700 people will be 
working there.  
 
With no one  left to speak, Ms. Keller closed the public hearing.  
 
Mr. Haluska answered the concerns from the public hearing by saying that the SUP will be for one 
laboratory and if an additional laboratory is needed then the SUP may be amended for the site or a new 
SUP may be applied for. He also stated that the traffic for this use will be a mad rush in the morning and 
then a peak in the afternoon between 4-7pm. It will not be the same as to when it was a hospital and there 
was traffic all day long. 
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Mr. Santoski asked if the SUP would be granted for the entire square footage since they will only be 
occupying part of it and he wanted clarification of exactly how much square footage they are approving.  
 
Ms. Keller disclosed they she had taken a tour of Hemoshere last spring and feels she can be impartial in 
her decision.  
 
Mr. Keesecker wanted to know if there would be limits on the SUP in the future and he feels a B use 
group is a benign use.  
 
Mr. Rosensweig asked if any conditions should be placed on the SUP if it is granted.  
 
Mr. Santoski stated , I move to recommend approval of this application for a special use permit 
for the operation of a medical laboratory in the Downtown North and B-1 zone for 501 Locust 
Avenue. 
 
Mr. Rosensweig seconded the motion.  
 
Ms. Creasy called the question 
 
Green  No 
Osteen  Yes 
Rosensweig Yes 
Keesecker No 
Santoski Yes 
Keller  Yes 
 
Motion Carries 
 
IV. REGULAR MEETING ITEMS (Cont.) 
J. Comprehensive Plan Work Session (move to NDS Conference Room) 
 
Ms. Creasy opened the work session by stating that the discussion for the evening would be on 
land use, community values and community characteristics and turned the meeting over to Mr. 
Haluska to discuss land use.  
 
Mr. Haluska stated that he has two items to discuss. The first item will be giving an update on 
where we are with the chapter. He stated that he is rewriting the chapter and integrating the 
comments that Mr. Keesecker submitted. He stated that one additional goal is breaking down the 
city wide goal into two goals and taking the notes provided by Mr. Keesecker and have a draft by 
the end of the week.  He also stated that they would review parcels in Woolen Mills, 1408 
&1410 Burgess Lane, and the Herman Key Apartment sites. The property is currently zoned 
industrial and we need to discuss whether it should be classified as multiuse or residential.  
 
Ms. Green and Ms. Keller feel that it is appropriate to make the property residential because that 
is what it is being used for now. 
 
Mr. Rosensweig feels that you can’t determine what the building should be zoned unless you go 
inside and see what it is being used for.  
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Mr. Keesecker asked if we would need to circle back and take another look at the land use map. 
He feels that it doesn’t make sense to change the zoning on one piece of land.  
 
Ms. Creasy stated that we may need to bring the land use map up to where the zoning map is 
now.  
 
Mr. Keesecker feels that leaving it as business technology with the theory of wanting some 
buffering doesn’t make sense.  
 
Ms. Keller feels that it makes some sense to protect what is there and make it residential so its 
use would conform. 
 
Community Values 
 
Ms. Creasy presented a review of how we have gotten from one point to the next and things were 
updated based on the current council vision statement and this year’s round of review. 
 
Mr. Rosensweig feels that the first paragraph and opening needs a little work. He feels that it is 
dry and generic and feels the second paragraph has more of the meat and potatoes in it. The part 
that states our values now should be the opening statement. He feels our elected officials have 
stated who we want to be.  
 
Ms. Keller stated that other parts speak values, but the first part does not. It feels like the 1995 
goal should not be bold. 
 
Ms. Creasy stated that we need to find a way to include the progression and things can be flipped 
around to reflect where we were and where we are not. She also stated that the preamble should 
be put in front of statement.  
 
Ms. Keller suggested that it might be healthy to make the sentences reflect points.  
 
Mr. Keesecker asked how implementing council vision applies to the statement. He would like to 
see the public input on how to implementation.  
 
Community Characteristics 
 
Ms. Creasy stated that a lot of outside data was used to compose this section. She stated that the 
characteristic chapter is similar to the last one. She would like to see the data part moved to the 
beginning of the chapter and they plan to do active links where it is possible.  
 
Mr. Keesecker asked if any of the table of contents represent any of our thoughts.  
 
Ms. Creasy stated that it will have an outline document and a link. It will start with the small 
chapters and have links to other sources. 
 
Ms. Keller asked if the links will have their own place to reside and why some of the land use 
data couldn’t go into the characteristics part of the plan.  
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Ms. Creasy stated that it will be on the NDS website.  
 
Mr. Keesecker really liked the idea of having a single page executive summary. Having the 
summary in the front keeps the document from being boring and it needs to be written in a 
narrative format.  
 
Ms. Keller is very disappointed in the characteristics chapter. She would like see links to certain 
sections that relate to Charlottesville. She feels that we shouldn’t say things if we can’t back 
them up. 
 
Ms. Creasy stated that they basically took what was in 2007 and updated it.  
 
Mr. Keesecker feels that Council statements and the data should follow each other.  
 
Ms. Green asked if the wording in figure 3, 13 or 31 come from the data or did staff come up 
with the wording. She feels that 12 and 13 are really offensive.  
 
Ms. Creasy stated that we did not make up the wording and she knows it is bulky. She stated that 
only what the data said was put in and the data can be removed.  
 
Ms. Keller feels that there is pertinent information in table 11 and figure 3 and feels it can be 
presented in a different way.  
 
Mr. Osteen feels that the data shouldn’t change just some of the words.  
 
Mr. Rosensweig feels that the language is really outdated. He feels the glossary is really good 
and he likes the writing of it.  
 
Ms. Keller would like for the table to be placed into a narrative and the census data referenced at 
the end 
 
Mr. Rosensweig brought up some concerns from earlier discussions. He felt that some things are 
missing. He would like to see three levels of affordability added. He noted that  shared streets are 
included but  not living streets. Single room occupancy should be added and also nodes of 
density.  
 
Ms. Keller suggested that a time frame should be picked if any alternative language is needed or 
suggested.  
 
Public Comment 
 
Bill Emory, 1604 Market Street, really likes the changes made to the land use plan, but he still 
feels that the design manual should be looked at again and referenced back too.  
 
Ms. Keller adjourned the meeting at 10:25 PM 
 



Planning Commission Work session 
February 26, 2012 

Minutes 
 
 
Commissioners Present: 
Ms. Genevieve Keller (Chairperson) 
Mr. Kurt Keesecker 
Mr. Dan Rosensweig 
Mr. John Santoski 
Ms. Natasha Sienitsky 
 
City Council  
Ms. Kathy Galvin 
 
Staff Present: 
Missy Creasy 
Willy Thompson 
Brian Haluska 
Richard Harris 
 
Ms. Keller convened the Charlottesville Planning Commission meeting at 5:00 pm and turned the meeting 
over to Ms. Creasy. 

Ms. Creasy announced that a couple of chapters had been signed off on.  The evening discussion would 
be on Community Facilities, Introduction and Implementation, Land Use and Community Values. 

Community Facilities 

Willy Thompson stated that not a lot of changes were made to this section. They mainly made to the 
Parks and Recreation section and the entire section that included public works was removed.  

Discussion 

Ms. Keller asked if there would be anything left in the plan that would reference public buildings. Mr. 
Thompson answered by saying that the buildings are referenced within the goals in a different section.  

Ms. Keller would like to see the statement broaden and not totally removed.  

Ms. Sienitsky would like to see the phrase “maintain and improve the quality” added to the vision 
statement. 

Mr. Rosensweig would like to see something about soccer fields added. Ms. Creasy felt that things 
needed to stay broad since there is a section addressing rectangular fields.  

Mr. Keesecker felt it would be better if soccer fields were called out specifically since they have been 
over looked.  He feels that if they are called out it would help achieve the goal. If a developer knows what 
we are trying to achieve they may want to build a soccer field.  



Ms. Keller suggested that maybe some language should be added to justify why soccer fields were added 
and specified.  

Ms. Sienitsky preference is to accommodate the most number of uses on a field. 

Ms. Keller would like the conversation that has taken place used and new language to accommodate 
smaller fields and multi-use fields.  

Mr. Keesecker would like item 1.3 language changed to reflect that the fire department encourages every 
home to have a working fire alarm outside of every sleeping quarter. 

Ms. Sienitsky feels that 2.1 should have some mention of mapping for priorities. Water and sewer, and 
Parks and Recreation references the importance of coordinating the Rivanna River water plan.  

Introduction and Implementation 

Mr. Thompson stated that the introduction is a mix of what is in the 2007 plan and it is still a work in 
progress.  

Mr. Keesecker would like to see the words “heritage tourism” added. He feels in the environment section 
that open natural space notations should be positive. 

Ms. Sienitsky would like to see a different word than “centerpiece” used. 

Implementation 

Ms. Creasy stated that this section can’t be finished until the rest of the plan is complete. She stated that 
information will be pulled from other chapters and put in one place.  

Ms. Sienitsky feels the word ongoing can lead to a little fogginess of what is trying to be achieved and 
should be clarified. 

Ms. Creasy stated that staff will see where references can be made more  specific.  

Mr. Keesecker asked if there could be a visual which shows all the activities underway that could be 
placed on the website. 

Ms. Keller suggested that maybe a new bullet to encourage the creation of such a tool. 

Land Use 

Mr. Haluska went over the changes. He stated that he had received a lot of detailed notes and comments 
from the Planning Commission. He only focused on the goals that had some changes.  

Ms. Keller would like to add vitality and urban spaces to the land use chapter and the sense of space. She 
feels that the Comprehensive Plan is the location to note placemaking. She feels that not every area in the 
city is the same, but the process used to review them could have similar elements. She would like to find a 
way to work with existing conditions.  



Mr. Rosensweig feels  that urban vitality should be put into goal 1. He likes the work that has been done 
on goal 2 and suggested that  taking out “protecting” and adding “respecting” would be better. He would 
like the word “plans” in 1.2 changed to “planning process.”  He feels that we have some great ideas, but 
many can’t be implemented.  

Ms. Creasy feels that urban and vitality should not be over used in the chapter. She stated that having 
everything together in the design manual is new and that we are starting to look at things differently.  

Mr. Santoski feels that this chapter has to be written in a way that people will be able to understand the 
things in it. He feels that “urban vitality” are words that people are able to understand.  He would like to 
change the word “enhance” in goal 2 changed to “encourage.”  He feels that we don’t have to protect 
everything. He is concerned about PUDs and hopes there is another way to gain flexibility with 
development. He would like to see a process in place to see things work the way that they are on paper.  
He would like to see the developers be more creative when they are developing land.  

Mr. Keesecker would like goal 3 and 4 combined. He would like 5.3 to say something in coordination 
with UVA.  In goal 6 he would like to find a way to implement changes in the SADM manual.  

Mr. Haluska confirmed that 6.1 and 6.2 had been combined.  He noted that it is I important for the 
comprehensive plan to remain broad. 

Ms. Galvin said in looking at the current goal 6, the PUD is the only mechanism that is mentioned.  She 
feels there is a need to explore new tools to get at the implementation of the vision. She thinks that more 
needs to be added to the tool kit and the design manual. In goal 3 we are protecting the City’s natural 
environment, but the word design is not mention. How do you protect it? Do you protect it by not 
touching it?  She thinks the target industry study in goals 4.1 and 4.5 are excellent.  

 Community Values 

Ms. Creasy stated that she rewrote this chapter using the comments from the previous work session.  

Ms. Keller would like to see the word “value” not used so much in the chapter.  

The Planning Commission really like what they see so far and like the way things have been written. 

Ms. Keller opened the session for public comment.  

Bill Emory, 1604 East Market St, stated that he had sent the Planning Commission members a copy of a 
letter from the Woolen Mills Neighborhood sent in 2008. He feels that the City needs new tools to work 
with the public though he is happy with many activities the City has undertaken.  He is not sure how 
target areas are helpful and he continues to not like the line between industrial and residential in his 
neighborhood.   

Adjourned @ 7:19 
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CITY OF CHARLOTTESVILLE 
PLANNING COMMISSION WORK SESSION 

TUESDAY, March 5, 2013 – 5:00 P.M. 
NDS CONFERENCE ROOM 

 
 
 
Planning Commissioners present 
Ms. Genevieve Keller 
Mr. Dan Rosensweig 
Mr. Kurt Keesecker 
 
Staff Present: 
Ms. Missy Creasy, Planning Manager 
Ms. Mary Joy Scala, Preservation Planner 
Ms. Melissa Thackston, Grants Coordinator 
Ms. Kathy McHugh, Housing Specialist 
Ms. Amanda Poncy, Bike and Pedestrian Coordinator 
Mr. Chris Engel, Economic Development Director 
Ms. Hollie Lee, Economic Development Specialist 
Mr. Mike Smith, Neighborhood Planner 
Mr. Richard Harris, Deputy City Attorney 
 
Ms. Keller called the meeting to order at 5PM and turned the time to Ms. Creasy who provided 
announcements and an overview of the work session for this evening. 
 
Transportation 
Ms. Poncy provided an overview.  Mr. Keesecker noted that this would be a good chapter to 
provide a diagram which shows the transportation network as a whole.  At a minimum a goal to 
create this diagram should be included.  There was a discussion concerning street guidelines and 
update of the Standards and Design manual (SADM).  It was determined that objective 1.4 
would remain and another objective would be added to present an update of the SADM in the 
broader sense of implementing the community vision. Ms. Keller noted that objective 4.2 needs 
to be made clearer and objective 6.6 should read “transit supported.”  There should also be 
reference to “bikeability” as a part of goal 6. 
 
Economic Sustainability 
Ms. Lee provided an overview. Mr. Keesecker noted a concern with objective 5.4.  Following a 
discussion it was noted that this objective would be revised to explore with other community 
partners ways of providing transportation linkages between various tourist destinations. 
 
Urban Design and Historic Preservation 
Ms. Scala provided an overview including pointing out a pending discussion about the use of the 
word “centerpiece” in the chapter vision statement.  After discussion, the following was 
proposed: Urban design and historic preservation contribute to the character and quality of 
neighborhoods and the aesthetic value of the entire community. As a result, Charlottesville will 
be a well-designed community with neighborhoods, buildings and public spaces, including the 
Downtown Mall, that are human scaled, sustainable, healthy, equitable, and beautiful. 
Charlottesville will also seek to preserve its historic resources through education and 
collaboration to maintain the character of our neighborhoods’ core historic fabric, our major 
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routes of tourism, and public spaces.  Ms. Scala will further refine and forward to the full 
commission for comment. 
 
Mr. Rosensweig asked that “nodes of density and vitality” be added to objective 1.3 and 
“commercial areas and employment centers” be added to objective 1.4. There was a brief 
discussion about editing objective 4.3 but it was determined that no change would take place.  
Objective 5.1 needs to be reworded.  Ms. Keller noted that objective 6.3 should begin with 
“regularly review” as opposed to “consider.  There should be a review of the chapter to assure 
that no objectives are repeated. Mr. Rosensweig noted that Goal 7 and the preceding header 
should include “urban design.”  Ms. Keller noted that Ms. Sienitsky would like the Monticello 
view shed map included as a reference to the Comprehensive Plan.  She also noted that objective 
8.7 should be moved to 8.1 as well as stating that she would forward additional language to Ms. 
Scala. 
 
Mr. Bill Emory requested that references to Woolen Mills historic area be titled “Woolen Mills 
Village” for consistence with the registry documents. 
  

Housing 

Ms. McHugh provided an overview asking for the Commissioners to focus on five objectives 
that were left off of the previously reviewed draft. Ms. Keller noted that “as appropriate” should 
be added to objective 2.2 and removed from sub goals. Commissioners discussed the comment 
provided by the Southern Environmental Law Center with regards to transportation and housing 
costs.  Following a discussion it was noted that both transportation and energy efficiency should 
be included using the wording of objective 3.2g as a guide.  Mr. Rosensweig expressed concern 
with the second part of objective 1.3a and following discussion, it was determined that reference 
to close proximity of affordable housing would be removed.  Ms. Keller asked for updated 
language for objective 1.3c.  

Mr. Keesecker noted that in the urban design chapter, there should be an objective which 
encourages public space to truly be open to the public.  Interior courtyards should not count for 
public open space.  He provided comments on the Planned Unit Development (PUD) ordinance 
review criteria.  In addition, he noted that housing and public space should be considerations in 
using the zoning tools available (PUD, Infill Special Permit, etc.) 

Ms. Keller noted that an objective should be included which provides for education for all on 
housing choices.  She concluded her comments by noting that objective 2.3d should be more 
specific using “state and local elected officials.” 

Environment 

Mr. Smith provided an overview.  Commissioners agreed with the comment form SELC for the 
vision statement and further noted that transit should be added.  Ms. Keller requested that 
chapters be reviewed to assure that “walkable, bikeable and transit supported” was reflected 
where appropriate.  It was noted that objective 4.5 in the draft should include the word “ratio.” 

 

Mr. Bill Emory requested that “daylighting streams where possible” be added to objective 3.6.  
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He also noted that objective 4.2 should include a reference to green infrastructure.  

There was a discussion about making sure that language in support of the stormwater utility was 
reflected in the plan.  Language focused on exploring incentives, mitigation and credits rather 
than monetary payments should be included.  There should also review of the possibility of off 
site mitigation options and education programs for citizens to minimize their on site stormwater.  
It was noted that Ms. Riddervold would be consulted for language to assist in this area. 

Glossary 

Ms. Creasy noted that she would update the glossary with the comment provided by SELC.  No 
other comments were provided at this time. 

Ms. Creasy provided an overview of next steps and the work session ended at 7:15 PM 
 
 
Packet materials for the March 5, 2013 work session can be reviewed here: 
http://www.charlottesville.org/index.aspx?page=3368 
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MINUTES 
CITY OF CHARLOTTESVILLE 

PLANNING COMMISSION 
TUESDAY, March 12, 2013 -- 5:30 P.M. 

CITY COUNCIL CHAMBERS 
 

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

II. REGULAR MEETING 
Ms. Keller convened the meeting.  

 
A. COMMISSIONERS' REPORT 
  

• Ms. Green –MPO TECH will meet March 15, 2013.  
• Ms. Sienitsky stated that the Parks and Recreation Board met last month and discussed the 

Meadowcreek Stream Valley Master Plan. They will be having a public hearing on this item on March 
26, 2013. 

• Mr. Keesecker- Nothing to report 
• Mr. Santoski-Nothing to report 

 
B.  UNIVERSITY REPORT 
 No report 
 
C.        CHAIR’S REPORT  
 Ms. Keller stated that the West Main Street RFP is out. Consultants will be in town this week for SIA and the 
 agenda is on the website. She attended a BZA meeting and the applicant deferred until next month. She has 
 appointed a committee that consists of Mr. Osteen and Mr. Keesecker to meet with the Stonehenge 
 developer to discuss concerns.    
 
D.         DEPARTMENT OF NDS/STAFF REPORTS/WORK PLAN  
 Ms. Creasy announced that there will be a work session after the regular meeting this evening. March 26 will be a 
 regular work session. There will be many items for the regular meeting in April.   
 
E. MATTERS TO BE PRESENTED BY THE PUBLIC NOT ON THE FORMAL AGENDA 
 There were none 
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F.    CONSENT AGENDA  

(Items removed from the consent agenda will be considered at the end of the regular agenda) 
1. Minutes -   January 8, 2013  – Regular meeting 
2. Minutes -  February 5, 2013 – Work Session 
3. Minutes -   February 12, 2013  – Pre meeting 

 
Ms. Sienitsky made a motion to approve the consent agenda.  
Ms. Green seconded the motion. 
All in favor 
Motion Carries 
 
With City Council not present yet to start the public hearings, Ms. Keller opened up discussion on one of the work session 
items.  
 
Ms. Creasy stated that changes were made to the demographic chapter of the comprehensive plan.  Reorganizing material 
became a little problematic. She gave three recommendations on how to rectify the problem.  
 
 1. Go back to the original orientation of material 
 2. Remove the vision statement heading and take out sections where there are no data points. 
 3. Remove the chapter and use the VEC report as our data source.  
 
Mr. Keesecker feels that if a hybrid was created with another attachment that could cover everything. If 3-5 statements 
were still linked to the vision that would work too.  
 
Ms. Green would like for all of the chapters to be compatible.  
 
Ms. Keller would like to find a way to include the environmental baseline data. 
 
Ms. Green was concerned if a link was added and the data changed would the comprehensive plan need to be changed 
 
Ms. Creasy stated that the main chapters will not change only the supplemental items  will change as the outside source 
updates the information. 
 
Ms. Keller feels that providing links  to the chapter with data is very important. 
 
Mr. Keesecker feels that if the city is a green city then it should list the ways we have worked towards becoming a green 
city. 
 
Ms. Keller would like some clarity on how we would add links.  
 
Ms. Creasy stated that a separate reference page needs to be added if we would like to go that way. 
 
III. JOINT PUBLIC HEARINGS  
1. Community Development Block Grant (CDBG) and HOME Funding—1st Year Action Plan, 13-14:  The 
Planning Commission and City Council are considering projects to be undertaken in the 1st Year Action Plan of the multi-
year Consolidated Plan utilizing CDBG & HOME funds for the City of Charlottesville.  In Fiscal Year 13-14 it is 
expected that the City of Charlottesville will receive $390,441 for Housing and Community Development needs and 
$66,000 in HOME funds for affordable housing from HUD.  CDBG funds will be used in the City to conduct housing 
rehabilitation, assist low and moderate income homebuyers, construct pedestrian improvements to the Fifeville 
Neighborhood and fund Economic Development activities, as well as to fund several programs that benefit low and 
moderate income citizens and the homeless population.  HOME funds will be used to support the housing needs of low 
and moderate income citizens. Report prepared by Melissa Thackston, Grants Coordinator. 
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Ms. Thackston provided the staff report. Then Ms. Smith asked if ABRI budget is looked at when making decisions.  
 
Ms. Thackston stated that they try to keep that process separate when making CDBG decisions. 
 
Ms. Keller opened the public hearing.  With no one to speak she closed the public hearing.  
 
Ms. Smith asked if the fact that City Council had already given funding to Belmont Cottages had been considered?  
 
Ms. Thackston stated that CDBG tries to keep their funding desisions separate. 
 
Ms. Sienitsky asked if there were people waiting on funds and Ms. Thackston stated that there were. 
 
Ms. Green asked if the economy played a part in how funds are allocated and Ms. Thackston stated that it does.  
 
Mr. Santoski asked how neighborhoods are chosen. 
 
Ms. Thackston stated that they have a cycle and they present to City Council to see if they would like them to proceed in 
that direction or go in another direction.  
 
Mr. Huja wanted to know how neighborhoods qualify. 
 
Ms. Thackston stated that they are reevaluated every 10 years through the use of Census data. 
 
Mr. Keesecker would like to see if this program could be aligned with the strategic investment area. 
 
Ms. Smith wanted to know if there were any restrictions to who could receive money.  
 
Ms. Thackston went over who could and couldn’t apply and stated that there are some stipulations.  
 
Mr. Santoski made a motion to recommend approval of the proposed CDBG budget. 
 
Mr. Keesecker seconded the motion 
 
With no further discussion Ms. Creasy called the question.  
 
 Sienitsky Yes 
 Green  Yes 
 Keesecker Yes 
 Santoski Yes 
 Keller  Yes 
 
The motion carries. 
 

1. ZT-12-12-15 Mobile Food Units - An ordinance to amend and reordain §34-420,  §34-480 and  §34-796 Use 
Matrixes; §34-1200 Definitions and to create and ordain §34-1175 Mobile Food Vehicle of the Zoning Ordinance 
of the Code of the City of Charlottesville, 1990, as amended, to provide allowance for mobile food units.  Report 
prepared by Read Brodhead, Zoning Administrator.  

 
Mr. Brodhead provided the staff report.  
 
Ms. Green asked about the stipulations of a block party and Mr. Brodhead stated that they would have to go through 
Parks and Recreation because that would be a special event.  
 
Ms. Green asked if the applicant would need another permit from the Health Department if they wanted to provide 
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seating.  
 
Mr. Brodhead stated that there is nothing in the Virginia Ordinance that talks about mobile food units with seating.  
 
Ms. Green wanted to know why would we allow seating if other localities don’t allow seating.  
 
Mr. Brodhead stated that we are not other localities and some people have express interest in seating.  
 
Mr. Santoski likes the idea of mobile food units but wanted to know what would stop the truck being permanently 
parked on the owners’ property.   
 
Mr. Brodhead stated that Health Department regulations will not allow the trucks to be permanently parked because 
they would have to go to a commissary to reload and remove refuse.  
 
Ms. Creasy stated that it is a part of the Health Department application to have a place to go to and dump refuse and 
other waste. 
 
Mr. Norris asked if any mobile food vendors were caught off guard since the last meeting and have any contacted Mr. 
Brodhead.  
 
Mr. Brodhead stated that a few more have come on board since then.  
 
Mr. Huja asked how far the trucks should be from residences and businesses.  
 
Mr. Brodhead stated that the trucks should be 100ft from residences and 30ft from businesses.  
 
Mr. Huja asked if it was legal to restrict downtown parcels from having a food truck next to restaurant.  
 
Ms. Creasy stated that we are only restricting the location of the trucks.  
 
Ms. Keller opened the public hearing.  
 
Kelly Haus, 575 Gilliam Ridge Rd, is a mobile food truck applicant with the health department and they are really 
strict. She stated that they require you to get rid of the grease and gray water and the truck has to meet their 
requirements. The health department has to give you permission concerning what commissary can be used. A lot of 
big trucks look for the food trucks and she would like to see a rotation and have everyone work together.  
 
Stanton Braverman, 226 Douglas Ave, is in favor of the food trucks and he was very engaged with them while visiting 
Durham.  
 
Ashley Florence, 203 Douglas Ave, is in favor of allowing food trucks. She has seen them in other cities  
 
Ms. Keller closed the public hearing.  
 
Discussion 
Ms. Sienitsky supports the mobile food trucks and feels we should approve and see what happens. 
 
Ms. Green thanked staff for the intense report and stated that she is in favor of eating out of food trucks. She is not 
although in favor of the seating.  She supports the fact that they can’t be within 30ft of a restaurant. She feels we have 
a lot of great restaurants and would not like to see them go away.  
 
Mr. Keesecker asked about the noise that the trucks generates.  
 
Mr. Brodhead stated that it all depends on what the truck is providing.  There may be no need for a generator which is 
the cause of noise.  
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Mr. Keesecker is not for the seating but he is for the trucks. He feels that if property owners allow the trucks on their 
parcel they should go for it.  
 
Mr. Santoski agrees with Mr. Keesecker and Ms. Green on the seating. He feels that it should be what it is - mobile. 
He feels they should have written permission, not just verbal from the property owner. He asked Mr. Brodhead if an 
issue comes up with the property owner, who resolves it.  
 
Mr. Brodhead stated that the property owner could call and say that they revoke the truck being on the property.  
 
Ms. Keller has a problem with the trash and noise. She feels Mr. Brodhead has done a great job in addressing that.  
 

Ms. Green said I move to recommend approval of this zoning text amendment request as proposed to amend and 
reordain Sections 34-480, 34-796, 34-1175, and 34-1200 of the Code of the City of Charlottesville, 1990, as amended 
(Zoning Ordinance) relating to permitting mobile food units with a provisional use permit on private property 
with the following condition; for the mobile food truck owner to have written permission from the property owner.  
 
Mr. Santoski seconded the motion  
Ms. Creasy called the question 
 
 Sienitsky Yes 
 Green  Yes 
 Keesecker Yes 
 Santoski Yes 
 Keller  Yes 
 
Motion Carries 

 
2. ZM-13-01-01 (Lyman Street): A petition to rezone the property located on Lyman Street from R-1 Single 

Family Residential District and Planned Unit Development (PUD) to Downtown Extended (DE). The property is 
further identified as Tax Map 58 Parcels 289.2 and 358E having road frontage on Lyman Street and containing 
approximately 8,613 square feet of land or 0.2 acres. The general uses called for in the Land Use Plan of the 
Comprehensive Plan are for Industrial. Report prepared by Brian Haluska, Neighborhood Planner.   

 
Mr. Keesecker recused himself from this item and left chambers.  
 
Mr. Haluska provided the staff report.  
 
Ms. Green disclosed that she lives in the neighborhood but has no financial interest and this will not affect her decision.  
She asked if there are other properties in the area with similar zoning and someone wanted to create a building 9 or 10 
stories what would be there limitations.  
 
Mr. Haluska stated that the building could be 8 or 9 stories. 
 
Ms. Keller asked if there had been any discussion with applicant on any other uses that would have an effect on adjacent 
properties and what are the most generous buildings that can be built on a downtown extended use.  
 
Mr. Haluska gave a list of things that could be built such as, multifamily dwellings, banks, health clinics and etc.  He also 
stated that there is nothing in city code where we can use proffers to limit uses.  
 
Ms. Creasy stated that there are many things that lead to site limitations such as zoning and setbacks.  
 
Mr. Santoski asked if the other side of Belmont Lofts where the park was proposed is owned by the City and if the City 
could still develop the property? 
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Mr. Haluska stated that discussion of the park was on the other side of the property and the front parcel was formally the 
Lyman Street right of way. He also stated that the city could still develop this property if they obtained the right of way.  
 
Ms. Green asked if there was a 50ft setback and could parking be allowed in the 10ft setback and Mr. Haluska stated that 
there is a 10ft minimum setback in front with 50ft maximum and parking is not allowed in the 10ft setback. 
 
Ms. Smith asked if a Music Hall is allowed 
 
Mr. Haluska stated only by a provisional use permit.  
 
Mr. Wardell the applicant was present and provided a PowerPoint presentation. 
 
Ms. Keller opened the public hearing.  
 
Luke Waldren, 203 Douglas Avenue feels that Lyman Street is very narrow and it should be limited to a one way street. 
He feels that an R-2 zoning offers more protection and will allow the applicant to have more options to develop. He feels 
there is no rush in rezoning this property and maybe R-2 should be looked at more.  
 
Ashley Florence, 203 Douglas Ave stated that the railroad is really dividing the Downtown extended zoning of this 
property. Lyman Street has a car accident almost every day. She stated with no plans from the owner to develop this 
property in the future, why rush.  
 
Stanton Braverman, 226 Douglas Ave stated that the street is very dangerous. There are delivery trucks on this road daily 
and they make it dangerous to pass. Cars are side swiped on this road daily and there is no handicapped parking at all.  
 
Linda Renfroe, 202 Douglas Ave, stated that having a commercial building there will create a lot of traffic. There is no 
guarantee that a residential building will go there and she feels residential will be better.  
 
Maria Bell 202 Douglas Ave, she agrees with what has been said. She feels this neighborhood is overlooked. She feels if 
Lyman Street would have been built the way it was supposed to we would not have this problem.  
 
Joan Schatzman 204 Douglas Ave would like to see the R-2 zoning considered and she feels that the Downtown extended 
zoning is the wrong way to go.  
 
Steven Kephart, 509 Stonehenge Ave, agrees with the traffic concerns and the problems it causes.  
 
Eugenia Schettini, 214 Douglas Ave, really appreciates the work Bruce has done. She feels that downtown extended is the 
wrong way to go.  
 
Judy Zeitler, 200 Douglas Ave, has concerns about the downtown extended zoning. She feels that traffic would be a 
problem, but maybe underground parking should be considered.  
 
With no one left to speak, Ms. Keller closed the public hearing.  
 
Discussion 
Mr. Santoski feels there is a lot of logic to the DE zoning. The R-2 zoning and M-1 makes sense. DE makes more sense 
by default and is the best thing to put there. Maybe there should be no on-street parking on Lyman and permit parking on 
Douglas. The main concern he has is traffic. He also does not like the fact that the applicant can’t guarantee that he will 
actually build on this property.  
 
Mr. Santoski asked Mr. Haluska if we could limit the amount of on street parking and make some of these streets one 
way. 
 
Mr. Haluska stated that staff has the means to make streets permit parking now. He feels that some of these issues still 
need to be addressed.  
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Mr. Huja asked if the applicant could offer proffers. 
 
Ms. Creasy stated that we would have to advertise again.  
 
Ms. Sienitsky is very sympathetic to the neighborhood concerns about traffic. She feels really torn and she agrees with 
Mr. Santoski. She stated that it is not within our power to say how the property will be developed. She feels the 
neighborhood would feel better if the applicant could place some restrictions on what can be built on the property.  
 
Ms. Green stated that she drives, runs and walks on those streets daily. She feels that the access to the property is not 
logic. She is torn by the rezoning.  
 
Ms. Keller is very impressed that the applicant took the opportunity to talk to the adjacent property owners. She feels that 
traffic is a problem and very challenging. She would feel more comfortable with a rezoning that would guarantee the 
result is a residential structure being built.  
 
Mr. Keller suggested that the applicant would like to request a deferral.  
 
Mr. Wardell asked for a deferral. 
 
Ms. Green made a motion to accept the applicant request for a deferral.  
 
Mr. Santoski seconded the motion 
 
The Planning Commission accepted the applicants request for a deferral 
 

3. ZM-13-01-02 (Johnson Village PUD amendment): A petition to amend the allowable uses for one block of the 
Johnson Village PUD.    The property is further identified as Tax Map 22B Parcels 177 through 182 having road 
frontage on Cleveland Avenue and containing approximately 34,725 square feet of land or 0.8 acres. The PUD 
zoning allows an applicant to present a proposal independent of established zoning categories for consideration by 
the governing body.  The current uses allowed in this block include multifamily and commercial.  The change 
would allow townhome units to be included as an allowable use on these parcels.  The general uses called for in 
the Land Use Plan of the Comprehensive Plan are for Two Family Residential. Report prepared by Willy 
Thompson, Neighborhood Planner.   
 

Mr. Thompson provided the staff report.  
 
With no questions from the Commissioners Ms. Keller opened the public hearing 
 
John Via, 513 Harris Rd would like to see the developers provide adequate parking. He has people park in front of his 
house now that do not live on his road, since they can’t find parking where they live.  
 
With no one left to speak Ms. Keller closed the public hearing.  
 
Discussion 
Ms. Green asked if required parking has to be on site and will this make changes to the current PUD. She feels that she 
could be in favor of this change.  
 
Ms. Keller asked if the parking would be more of an impact with the townhouses.  
 
Mr. Thompson stated that there are some parking requirements and that will be reviewed at site plan level. There will be 
no changes to the current PUD.  
 
Ms. Sienitsky feels this is a reasonable use for this area and she would be in favor of the project.  
 
Mr. Santoski hasn’t really heard of any negative feedback from neighbors that don’t approve and he could be in favor.  
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Mr. Keesecker stated that he also would not have a problem with the townhouses and they are allowed.  
 
Mr. Santoski said, I move to recommend the approval of this application to amend the Johnson Village PUD to allow 
up to 12 townhouses in Block C2, on the basis that the proposal would serve the interests of the general public welfare 
and good zoning practice 
 
Ms. Green seconded the motion.  
 
With no further discussion Ms. Creasy called the question.  
 
 Sienitsky Yes 
 Green  Yes 
 Keesecker Yes 
 Santoski Yes 
 Keller  Yes 
 
Motion Carries.  
 

4. ZM-12-12-16 (Elliott Avenue PUD): A petition to rezone the property located off Elliott Avenue from R-
3Multifamily Residential District to Planned Unit Development (PUD). The property is further identified as Tax 
Map 29 Parcels 266 and 272.1 having road frontage on Elliott Avenue and containing approximately 156,816 
square feet of land or 3.6 acres. The PUD zoning allows an applicant to present a proposal independent of 
established zoning categories for consideration by the governing body.  This proposal consists of up to 50 
dwelling units in a variety of housing types, including single-family detached, single-family attached, 
townhouses, cottages and a group home with a density of no greater than 13.8 DUA as well as a non-residential 
use.  Proffers include affordable housing, funding for and/or improvements to the Oakwood Cemetery 
property.   The general uses called for in the Land Use Plan of the Comprehensive Plan are for Public- Semi 
Public. Report prepared by Willy Thompson, Neighborhood Planner.   

 
Mr. Thompson provided the staff report.  
 
After Mr. Thompson finished his staff report, Ms. Smith asked why the developer would be removing  trees from the site.  
 
Mr. Thompson stated that he would let the applicant address that question.  
 
Ms. Green wanted clarification of what type of job opportunities this development would bring.  
 
Mr. Thompson stated that it is more in line with the developer creating jobs while the project is under construction.  
 
Ms. Keller asked about non-residential uses. 
 
Mr. Thompson stated that with the flexibility, Region Ten will be offering housing.  
 
Ms. Smith asked if Oak St will be upgraded.  
 
Mr. Thompson stated that no but that Oak Lane (the cemetery access) will be upgraded.  
 
Don Franco, the applicant provided a PowerPoint presentation giving an overview and details of the proposed project.  He 
stated that one of the proffers would be to provide funding to Parks and Recreation to maintain the trees in the cemetery.  
 
Ms. Smith asked if the project construction would disturb the trees. 
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Mr. Franco stated that construction will not harm the trees. Construction will actually be on the opposite side to where the 
trees are located. He gave an explanation of how all the streets would be maintained by the City if they are public and the 
only roads that aren’t public would be the alleys. He stated that there are plantings shown on the plans and if they are 
approved at site plan level they will be completed.  
 
Mr. Huja asked if there will be mailboxes on double loaded streets and will they be wide enough to allow trash trucks to 
pass.  
 
Mr. Franco stated that he did not know where the mailboxes would be and yes the streets will be wide enough to allow a 
trash truck to pass.  
 
Ms. Green had concerns of how the picnic tables and common area would be designed.  
 
Mr. Franco stated that they will wait on the residents and see how they would like it designed.  This is a very important 
feature.  
 
Ms. Green would like to see the sidewalk extended all the way up Ridge Street and Mr. Franco stated that they would 
work with the Public Works department to make this happen.  
 
Ms. Keller opened the public hearing.  
 
Jeanne McCusker, 400 10th St NE is in support of the project. She is a Habitat board member and feels this is a great way 
a non-profit and for-profit can work together.  
 
Ms. Keller closed the public hearing.  
 
Discussion 
Mr. Keesecker thinks it is a great project and really can’t find any negative aspect. He also likes the use of the double 
loaded streets and the fact that everyone will be allowed to enjoy the open space.  He feels the applicant has done a fine 
job in creating an excellent PUD and this project could be used as an example.  
 
Ms. Green would just like to see the sidewalk extended. She feels that needs to extend to Ridge Street.  
 
Ms. Keller feels the applicant has been very responsive and feels this raises the bar for PUD expectations.  
 
Mr. Santoski hopes that what they will approve on paper will be exactly what the developer builds.  
 
Ms. Green said I move to recommend approval of this application to rezone the subject properties from R-3 to PUD, with 
the following proffers:  
 
Ms. Sienitsky seconded the motion. 
 
Ms. Creasy called the question 
 
 Sienitsky Yes 
 Green  Yes 
 Keesecker Yes 
 Santoski Yes 
 Keller  Yes 
 
IV.    ADJOURN @ 9:45 to move to the NDS Conference room for a work session.  
 



CITY OF CHARLOTTESVILLE 
PLANNING COMMISSION PRE MEETING 

TUESDAY, March 12, 2012 -- 4:30 P.M. 
NDS CONFERENCE ROOM 

 
 
 
Planning Commissioners present 
Ms. Genevieve Keller 
Mr. Ms. Lisa Green 
Mr. Kurt Keesecker 
Mr. John Santoski 
Ms. Natasha Sienitsky 
 
Staff Present: 
Ms. Missy Creasy, Planning Manager 
Mr. Brian Haluska, Neighborhood Planner 
Mr. Willy Thompson, Neighborhood Planner 
Ms. Melissa Thackston, Grants Coordinator 
Mr. Read Brodhead, Zoning Administrator 
Mr. Richard Harris, Deputy City Attorney 
 
The Commission began to gather at 4:30 and was called to order at 4:55pm.   
 
Ms. Keller reviewed the agenda.  Ms. Thackston clarified that the final numbers from HUD have 
not been received and any adjustments will be made once  the final allocation is provided.  
Concerning the Johnson Village PUD Amendment, Mr. Thompson clarified the question before 
the commission this evening. It was noted for the Elliot Avenue project that the lots on Elliot will 
have frontage facing that direction and clarification was provided on the reason for the two road 
options outlined in the plan. 
 
Questions on the Lyman Street application were posed next.  Mr. Haluska provided background 
on the park space concern that had been raised by the public.  The parcel in question is on the 
other side of Belmont Lofts from the space discussed for park use.  Mr. Santoski asked if there 
was an intended use for this part of the PUD and it was clarified that there was not.  Ms. Green 
asked why Downtown Extended zoning was chosen opposed to another classification and Mr. 
Haluska provided some background. 
 
Briefly, Mr. Brodhead provided updated language for the mobile food unit ordinance and 
clarification was provided on who would be required to get the permit. 
 
The discussion adjourned at 5:30pm. 
 



Planning Commission Work session 
March 12, 2013 

Minutes 
 
 
Commissioners Present: 
Ms. Genevieve Keller (Chairperson) 
Mr. Kurt Keesecker 
Ms. Lisa Green 
Ms. Natasha Sienitsky 
 
Staff Present: 
Missy Creasy 
Willy Thompson 
Brian Haluska  
 
 
The work session began at 9:45 following completion of the regular meeting.  Ms. Creasy noted that the 
Commission had talked about the Community Characteristics chapter during the regular meeting while awaiting 
time for public hearings.  She noted that the Commission would like staff to use the VEC report as well as a 
supplement including data not addressed by VEC.  It was mentioned that reference will be made to various data 
projects underway and links will be provided to this information once efforts are complete. 
 
The discussion moved to Community Facilities.  Mr. Thompson provided a report.  Mr. Keesecker asked that a 
map be developed in the future showing all pending projects along with an update each year.  It was felt this 
tool could assist in providing information as well as coordination on projects. 
 
Mr. Haluska provided an update on the Land  Use chapter.  He also guided the Commissioners through 
comments made by Mr. Rosensweig.  Commissioners provided guidance on those comments. 
 
The meeting adjourned at 10:15. 

 



CITY OF CHARLOTTESVILLE
DEPARTMENT OF NEIGHBORHOOD DEVELOPMENT SERVICES

STAFF REPORT

PLANNING COMMISSION REVIEW

DATE OF PLANNING COMMISSION MEETING:  April 9, 2013 

Author of Staff Report:   Willy Thompson, Neighborhood Planner 
Date of Staff Report: March 28, 2013 
Project Name: Burnet Commons Phase II “The Woods” 
Applicant:   Burnet Commons Development LLC 
Applicant’s Representative:   Charlie Armstrong, Southern Development 
Applicable City Code Provisions:    29-1 through 29-126 (Subdivision) 
Zoning District: PUD
Date Subdivision was Submitted:  February 19, 2013 

Legal Standard of Review

Approval of a major subdivision is a ministerial function, as to which the Planning Commission 
has little or no discretion.  When an applicant has submitted a subdivision that complies with the 
requirements of the City’s Subdivision Ordinance, then approval of the plan must be granted.  In 
the event the Planning Commission determines there are grounds upon which to deny approval 
of a subdivision, the motion must clearly identify the deficiencies in the plan, that are the basis 
for the denial, by reference to specific City Code sections and requirements.  Further, upon 
disapproval of a subdivision, the Planning Commission must identify the modifications or 
corrections that would permit approval of the plan. 

Vicinity Map

APPLICATION FOR APPROVAL OF A SUBDIVISION



Executive Summary 
 
The applicant, Burnet Commons Development, LLC, has submitted a major subdivision for a 
planned unit development located between Elliott Avenue and Lankford Avenue. The plan 
contains 41 residential lots, one mixed-use lot, and an open space parcel to be used as a park.  
The applicant submitted the application on February 19, 2013.   
 
Staff Checklist 

 
A. Compliance with design standards and improvements (per Subdivision Ordinance 

§§29-36 - 29-60): 
 
a. Blocks: This subdivision meets the requirements for block length and width 

unless otherwise specified in the PUD code of development, which requires no 
minimum lot size. 

b. Lots:  The applicant proposes consolidation of 8 lots into a new tract of 5.1 acres. 
The new tract of land will be subdivided into 38 residential lots, one commercial 
lot, and an open space parcel. The residential lots range in lot size from as small 
1,467 square feet to 6,357 square feet. The open space lot will be .748 acre or 
32,584 square feet.  The lots conform to the PUD plan of development. 

c. Parks, Schools, and other Public Land: This plan includes the extension of Paton 
Street, a public right of way. 

d. Preservation of natural features and amenities: The applicant is preserving a 
wooded open space parcel to be used as park amenity.  

e. Soil Erosion and Sediment Control: The applicant has submitted an erosion and 
sediment control plan, which has been approved along with the final site plan. 

f. Monuments: Monuments will be used in the subdivision as needed. 
 

B. Compliance with Street Standards for Subdivisions (per Subdivision Ordinance §§29-
61 - 29-80):  The streets in the subdivision comply with the planned unit development 
concept plan approved by City Council. 
 

C. Compliance with Utility Standards for Subdivisions (per Subdivision Ordinance 
§§29-81 -29-115):  The utility layout and configurations have been approved as part 
of the final site plan process. 
 

D. Compliance with applicable zoning district regulations (per Zoning Ordinance §34-
490-519):  The PUD regulations have been addressed as required, and the plat layout 
conforms to the conceptual layout of the planned unit development approved by City 
Council on December 19, 2011. 

 
E. Compliance with the City’s Erosion and Sediment Control Ordinance, City Code, 

Chapter 10:  As noted before, the applicant has submitted an erosion and sediment 
control plan, which was approved as part of the site plan process. 

 
 



Public Comments Received 
 
No public comments have been received as of this date. The public was sent notices for the 
rezoning application to PUD approved on December 19, 2011 as well as for the preliminary site 
plan conference held on July 5, 2012. 
 
Recommendation 
 
Staff recommends approval, on the basis that the subdivision meets the layout of the concept 
plan for the PUD, as well as the approved site plan. 
 
Suggested Motions 
 

1. I move to approve the proposed preliminary and final subdivision plat located at Tax 
Maps 25-64; 25-65; 25-68; 25-69; 29-262; 29-266.1; 29-266.2 and 29-266C. 
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REQUEST FOR INITIATIO N OF ZONING TEXT 
AND MAP AMENDMENTS 

CITY OF CHARLOTTESVILLE 
DEPARTMENT OF NEIGHBORHOOD DEVELOPMENT SERVICES 

STAFF REPORT 

PLANNING COMMISSION REGULAR MEETING 
DATE OF PLANNING COMMISSION MEETING:  April 9th, 2013 

 
Author of Staff Report:  Ebony Walden 
Date of Staff Report:  March 26, 2013 
Applicable City Code Provisions:  §34- 621 (West Main North Density) and 34-641 
(West Main South Density) 
 
Origin of Request 
 
Upon reviewing the code for the West Main North District Corridor staff found an inconsistency 
in the density regulations in this section.  The matrix in 34-796 notes that multifamily 
developments in this district are required to be mixed use. Similarly 34-619 states that there shall 
be no ground floor residential uses fronting on West Main Street. Both of these regulations 
prohibit any solely residential development from occurring in this district. However, the density 
regulations in 34-621 puts a 43 (DUA) dwelling unit per acre cap on mixed use development 
while allowing residential development of up to 200 DUA by special permit. This creates a 
peculiar discrepancy, since the only type of residential development allowed is required to be 
mixed use. In addition, a 43 DUA cap on a mixed use development is seemingly insufficient and 
inconsistent with the type of high density development this zoning district anticipates. The West 
Main South District Corridor regulations are clearer and less restrictive, but there is also a 
provision for “other residential density,” which is not necessary given that the only residential 
density allowed would be required to be mixed use. Thus staff is initiating changes to both the 
West Main Street North and South sections.  
 
The following code sections are coming forward for consideration: 

  
West Main North - Sec. 34-621. - Density. 

 
(a) Mixed use. For a mixed use building or development, residential density shall not 
exceed forty-three (43) DUA.  
(b) Other residential development. Residential density shall not exceed twenty-one (21) 
DUA; however, up to two hundred (200) DUA may be allowed by special use permit.  

 
West Main South - Sec. 34-641. - Density.  
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(a) Mixed use. For a mixed use building or development, residential density shall not 
exceed forty-three (43) DUA; however, up to two hundred forty (240) DUA may be 
allowed by special use permit.  
(b) Other residential development. Residential density shall not exceed forty-three (43) 
DUA.  

 
Initiation Process 
 
Whenever the public necessity, convenience, general welfare or good zoning practice require, the 
City Council may, by ordinance, amend, supplement, or change the city’s zoning district 
regulations, district boundaries, or zoning district classifications.  Any such amendment may be 
initiated either by (1) resolution of council or (2) motion of the planning commission.  (See City 
Code §34-41(a), which is based on Virginia Code §15.2-2286(a)(7))1. 

 
If a person or groups seeks to effectuate such a change, the amendment can be initiated by 
Council or Commission, as required by Code.  In such an instance, an applicant will be given the 
opportunity at a regularly scheduled Planning Commission meeting to present their request, 
seeking a vote in favor of initiating the amendment. Initiating, in this context, is the action by 
which the Commission decides whether to begin a formal study on the proposal, or to decline the 
request.   
 
Appropriate Motions 
After listening to the proposal, the Planning Commission has the following options for moving 
forward: 
 
1) Initiate the process by making a motion such as: 
 

“I move to initiate a proposed amendment to the city’s zoning ordinance, 
to wit: amending Article VI, DIVISION 5. - REGULATIONS—WEST 
MAIN STREET NORTH CORRIDOR ("WMN") and DIVISION 6. - 
REGULATIONS—WEST MAIN STREET SOUTH CORRIDOR ("WMS"). 
 

2) Decline to initiate the process, by voting against such a motion; or 
3) Defer voting on the motion until a later time. 

 
If the Planning Commission votes in favor of initiation, the study period will begin as outlined 
below.  Otherwise, the proposal goes no further.  The applicant, however, would not be 
precluded from seeking initiation by City Council. 

 
Study period and public hearing 
Once an amendment has been initiated by City Council, it is deemed referred to the Planning 
Commission for study and recommendation (See City Code §34-41(d)).  From the time of 

                                                 
1 A rezoning of a particular piece of property can be initiated by Council, Planning Commission, the property 
owner, owner’s agent, or contract purchaser. 
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initiation, the planning commission has 100 days in which to make its recommendation to City 
Council, or else it will be deemed to be a recommendation of approval.  If the Planning 
Commission initiates the request, the 100 day recommendation requirement does not 
apply.  Staff will provide Planning Commission with reports and analyses as appropriate and a 
joint public hearing will be scheduled for the next available date.   
 
Standard of review 
If initiated, the planning commission shall review and study each proposed amendment 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 (City Code §34-42). 
 
Draft Code Language 
 
Sec. 34-621. - Density. 

(a) Mixed use. For a mixed use building or development, residential density shall not exceed 
forty-three (43) DUA; however; up to two hundred (200) DUA may be allowed by 
special use permit. 
 

(b)  Other residential development. Residential density shall not exceed twenty-one (21) 
DUA; however, up to two hundred (200) DUA may be allowed by special use permit.  

(5-19-08(3); 9-15-08(2)) 
 
Sec. 34-641. - Density.  

(a) Mixed use. For a mixed use building or development, residential density shall not 
exceed forty-three (43) DUA; however, up to two hundred forty (240) DUA may be 
allowed by special use permit.  
(b) Other residential development. Residential density shall not exceed forty-three (43) 
DUA.  
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CITY OF CHARLOTTESVILLE 
NEIGHBORHOOD DEVELOPMENT SERVICES 

      
MEMORANDUM 

 
 
To:   Charlottesville Planning Commission and City Council 
From: Missy Creasy, Planning Manager  
Date: March 11, 2013 
Re: Zoning Text review for Parking Lots and Garages 
______________________________________________________________________________________ 

 
On February 4, 2013 City Council approved an ordinance to regulate the operation of parking lots and the 
towing of vehicles as the outcome of work with the City’s Towing Advisory Board.  During the second reading 
of this item, a question was raised regarding whether parking lots and garages should be by-right uses or by 
Special Permit only following a discussion about whether parking lots should be required to have an attendant 
or not. As a response to this question, City Council initiated study of the zoning regulations pertaining to 
parking lots and garages providing Planning Commission with 100 days to provide a report. 
 
Staff took the opportunity to review the context of the request from the February 4, 2013 meeting and the 
zoning ordinance regulations related to parking lots and garages 
 
Since the general regulations for lots and garages pertain to “how” to place one rather than where to locate it, 
review of these sections produced no comment at this time.  Review of the zoning matrixes for residential and 
commercial classifications raised no concerns.  Low density residential areas do not allow for these uses and in 
the higher density residential areas and low intensity commercial areas, parking lots and garages are only 
allowed by ancillary or special use permit (SUP).  Areas of the city zoned for higher intensity 
commercial/industrial are not located in areas where paid parking situations are necessary. 
 
Focus then moved to review of the mixed use district matrix. Surface parking lots above 20 parking spaces must 
be ancillary meaning that the parking must directly serve a specific structure or a violation is created.  Parking 
garages are also ancillary or by SUP in most mixed use districts.  Those districts which allow for garages by 
right are in places where garages currently exist (which minimizes non-conforming situations) and to provide 
additional encouragement for structured parking in our entertainment areas.   
 
Staff feels the only potential area of discussion would be for surface parking lots for less than 20 parking 
spaces.  This size parking area is by right in most mixed use areas at this time.  It is felt that there are few areas 
in our mixed use areas where a new parking lot would be established and the size constraint would make it very 
difficult to become a viable business endeavor.  The current values of this land as well as current availability of 
parking would likely deter additional paid lots of that size at this time.  It is also important to keep in mind that 
there are no differences, functionally, between a manned or unmanned parking lot.  Thus, making a distinction 
in the zoning ordinance is not appropriate as the impacts upon the surrounding areas are identical. 
 
This review has lead staff to believe that there are adequate zoning tools in place to address concerns which 
may arise on this issue and the regulations put into place on February 4, 2013 will provide appropriate direction 
to address the towing concerns which arose in the community. 
 
Staff recommends that the Planning Commission report to Council that no Zoning Ordinance changes are 
needed at this time to address surface parking lots and parking garages. 
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Attachments: 
Zoning Text Initiation 
Council Resolution from February 4, 2013 
Applicable zoning ordinance sections 34-934, 34-970 through 986 and the zoning matrixes  
 



CITY OF CHARLOTTESVILLE, VIRGINIA 
CITY COUNCIL AGENDA 

Agenda Date: February 19, 2013 

Action Required: Approval of Resolution 

Presenter: James E. Tolbert, AICP, Director ofNDS 

Staff Contacts: James E. Tolbert, AICP, Director ofNDS 

Title: Zoning Text Initiation- Parking Lots and Garages 

Background: On February 4, 2013 City Council approved an ordinance to regulate 
the operation of parking lots and the towing of vehicles. During that discussion a 
question was raised regarding whether parking lots and garages should remain as by
right uses or should possibly be approved through a Special Use Permit process. 

Discussion: Staff proposes to review the Zoning Ordinance of the City, Chapter 34 of 
the City Code ofthe City of Charlottesville, to determine the appropriate way to permit 
and regulate parking decks and parking garages. The attached resolution will initiate 
that study. 

Alignment with City Council's Vision and Priority Areas: Approval of this agenda 
item aligns directly with Council's Vision for a Smart, Citizen Focused Government. 

Budgetary Impact: None. 

Recommendation: Staff recommends approval of the resolution 

Alternatives: The proposed study will determine alternatives. 

Attachment: Resolution 



Use Types ZONING DISTRICTS 
D DE DN WMN WMS CH HS NCC HW WSD URB ss CD cc 

Electronic gaming cafe s 
Funeral home (without crematory) r 
GFA 4,000 SF or less B B B B B B B B 
GFA up to 10,000 SF B s s s s s 

Funeral homes (with crematory) 
GFA 4,000 SF or less B B 
GFA up to 10,000 SF B 

Golf course 
Golf driving ranae 
Hel,!{lad 
Hospital s s s s B s 
Hotels/motels: 
Up to 100 guest rooms B B B B B B B B B B B B 
100+gll_est rooms B B s B B B B B B s s 

Laundromats B B B 
Libraries B B B B B B B B B B B B B B 
Manufactured home sales 
Micro brewery B B B B B B B B B B B B 
Movie theaters, cineplexes s s s s s B s B s s s s s 
Municipal/governmental offices, buildings, B B B B B B B B B B B B B B 
courts 
Museums: 
Up to 4,000 SF, GFA B B B B B B B s s B B B B B 
Up to 10,000 SF, GFA s B s s B B B s B s s B 

Music hall B p B B B B B s B p 
Offices: 

Business and professional B B B B B B B B B B B B B B 
Medical B B B B B B B B B B B B B B 
Philanthro})ic institutions/agencies B B B B B B B B B B B B B B 
Property management (ancillary to MFD) A A A A A A A A A A A A A A 
Other offices (non-specified) B B B B B B B B B B B B B B 

Outdoor storage, accessory s s B s 
Parking: 
Parking garage B B A/S A/S A/S A/S A/S A/S B A/S B AIS A!S 
Surface parking lot (19 or less spaces) B B B B B B B B B B A B A 
Surface parking lot (more than 20 spaces) A A A A A A A A A A A A A A 
Temporary parking facilities 

Photography studio B B B B B B B B B B B B B B 
Photographic processing; blueprinting B B B B 
Radio/television broadcast stations B B B B B B B B B B B B 
Recreational facilities: 
Indoor: health/sports clubs; tennis club; swim- B B B B B B B B B B B B B B 

ming club; yoga studios; dance studios, skat-
ing rinks, recreation centers, etc. (on City-
owned, City School Board-owned, or other 
public property) 



Use Types ZONING DISTRICTS 
Requirements 

B-1 B-2 B-3 M-I ES IC 34-= 
Artistic up to 4,000 SF, GFA B B B B 
Artistic up to 10,000 SF, GFA B B B B 
Vocational, up to 4,000 SF, GFA B B B B 
Vocational, up to 10,000 SF, GFA B B B B 

Electronic gaming cafe s 937 
Funeral home (without crematory) 

GFA 4,000 SF or less B B B B B B 
GFA up to 10,000 SF B B B B B B 

Funeral homes (with crematory) 
GFA 4,000 SF or less B B B B B B 
GFA up to 10,000 SF B B B B B B 

Golf course 
Golf driving range s s 
Helipad s s s 
Hospital s s B 
Hotels/motels: 
Up to 100 guest rooms s B B s 
100+ guest rooms s B s 

Laundromats A B B B B 
Libraries B B B B 
Manufactured home sales s s 
Micro brewery B B B B 
Movie theaters B* . B B *<6 screens 
Municipal/governmental offices, buildings, courts B B B B B B 
Museums: 
Up to 4,000 SF, GFA s B B B s B 
Up to 10,000 SF, GFA s B s B 

Music halls p p s B 
Offices: 
Business and professional B B B B B B 
Medical B B B B B 
Philanthropic institutions/agencies B B B B B B 
Property management B B B B 370 

Other offices (non-specified) B B B B B B 
Outdoor storage, accessory B s B 
Parking: 970 et seq. 
Parking garage B B B 
Surface parking lot A/S A/S A/S B A B 873 
Surface parking lot (more than 20 spaces) A A A B A B 873 
Temporary parking facilities T T T T T 

Photography studio B B B B B B 
Photographic processing; blueprinting B B B 
Radio/television broadcast stations B B B B B 
Recreational facilities: 366 



Use Types ZONING DISTRICTS 
Q ::::, ::::, 

...... Cl) ::::, 
...... ...... Cl) C';l ~ 

...... C';l § ~ Requirements ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ 34-= 
Elementary s s s s s s B B B B 
High schools s s s s s s B B B B 
Colleges and universities s s s s s s B B B B 
Artistic up to 4,000 SF, GFA 
Artistic up to 10,000 SF, GFA 
Vocational, up to 4,000 SF, GFA 
Vocational, up to 10,000 SF, GFA 

Electronic gaming cafe 937 
Funeral home (without crematory) 

GFA 4,000 SF or less s 
GFA up to 10,000 SF s 

Funeral homes (with crematory) 
GFA 4,000 SF or less s 
GFA up to 10,000 SF s 

Golf course 
Golf driving range 
Helipad 
Hospital 
Hotels/motels: 
Up to 100 guest rooms 
100+ guest rooms 

Laundromats A A A A A 
Libraries B B B B B B B B B B B 
Manufactured home sales 
Microbrewery 
Movie theaters, cineplexes 
Municipal/governmental offices, buildings, courts s s s s s s s s s s s 
Museums: 
Up to 4,000 SF, GFA 
Up to 10,000 SF, GFA 

Offices: 
Business and professional 
Medical 
Philanthropic institutions/agencies 

Property management A A A A A 370 
Other offices (non-specified) 

Outdoor storage, accessory 
Parking: 

Parking garage A/S AJS A/S A/S 
Surface parking lot A A A A 
Surface parking lot (more than 20 spaces) A A A A 873 
Temporary parking fa cilities T T 873 

Photography studio 



RESOLUTION 
TO INITIATE ZONING TEXT AMENDMENTS 

TO REGULATE PARKING LOTS AND PARKING GARAGES 

WHEREAS, the City Council of the City of Charlottesville believes that changes to the City 
Code, Chapter 34 (Zoning) may be necessary to create additional regulatory controls over parking 
lots and parking garages; and 

WHEREAS, this Council finds and determines that the public necessity, convenience, 
general welfare, and good zoning practice require the initiation of a study of certain amendments to 
Chapter 34 (Zoning) of the Charlottesville City Code, 1990, as amended; now, therefore, 

BE IT RESOLVED by the City Council of the City of Charlottesville that the Plam1ing 
Commission is hereby directed to study potential amendment(s) to Chapter 34 of the Charlottesville 
City Code, 1990, as amended, related to regulation of parking lots and parking garages; and 

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED that the Planning Commission will submit its findings and 
recommendations to the City Council no later than I 00 days from the date of this Resolution. 

Approved by Council 
February 19,2013 

Clerk of Council 
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CITY OF CHARLOTTESVILLE
DEPARTMENT OF NEIGHBORHOOD DEVELOPMENT SERVICES

STAFF REPORT

PLANNING COMMISSION REGULAR MEETING
DATE OF PLANNING COMMISSION MEETING:  April 9, 2013 

Author of Staff Report: Kathy McHugh
Date of Staff Report:  March 19, 2013 
Applicable City Code Provisions:   §34-12 (Affordable Dwelling Units)

Executive Summary

This is a proposed zoning text amendment which would correct an invalid Bureau of Labor 
Statistics Consumer Price Index measure as referenced in this section.  Staff recommends 
approval of the text amendment. 

Background 

The current code contains a reference error.  Specifically, paragraph “e” makes reference to an 
index that is not tracked by the Bureau of Labor Statistics (BLS).  This section of the code 
requires that a cash contribution shall be indexed to the Consumer Price Index for Housing in 
the Charlottesville Metropolitan Statistical Area as published by the Bureau of Labor 
Statistics and shall be adjusted annually based upon the changes made in January to such index.
Unfortunately, a Consumer Price Index for Housing in the Charlottesville Metropolitan 
Statistical Area (MSA) does not exist. 

The purpose of this code reference is to allow the City of Charlottesville to capitalize on 
potential increases over time which would allow the City to escalate the amount of the optional 
cash contribution that could be charged when the ordinance is triggered.  The Virginia statute 
enabling Charlottesville’s affordable dwelling unit ordinance (adopted on March 27, 2008) was 
based upon an earlier act approved March 31, 2006 (codified at section 15.2-735.1 of the Code 
of Virginia) for the county manager form of government, which states: 

“The cash contribution shall be indexed to the Consumer Price Index for Housing in the 
Washington-Baltimore MSA as published by the Bureau of Labor Statistics and shall be adjusted 
annually based upon the January changes to such index for that year.” 

Since the wording is almost identical, with the exception of the Consumer Price Index (CPI) 
reference, it appears that the error was based on the assumption that there was a similar statistic 
for the Charlottesville MSA.  Regardless, after the first ADU payment was received in 2012, 

ZT-13-02-03: REQUEST FOR A ZONING TEXT 
AMENDMENT
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City staff realized the error and requested that the City Attorney’s office pursue a code change 
through the General Assembly. 
 
Based on a review of available CPI measures, there were several options; however, the BLS 
recommends the use of national or regional CPIs in escalator clauses.  This rationale is due to the 
fact that national and regional indexes are considered to be more stable and subject to less 
sampling / other measurement error than area indexes, making this data more statistically 
reliable.   
 
Initially Charlottesville staff requested that this reference be changed to the Washington-
Baltimore, DC-MD-VA-WV, however, based on BLS recommended policy, staff revised their 
request to use the “south urban region” data as it will provide the most statistically reliable data 
for the Charlottesville. 
 
This recommended change was approved in the 2013 Session of the General Assembly of 
Virginia on February 23, 2013 via Senate Bill 886, to be codified as an amendment to Section 1 
of Chapter 693 of the Acts of Assembly of 2008 and the bill has been signed by the Governor. 

City Council initiated the amendment for this change at its regularly scheduled meeting on 
March 18, 2013. 

Study Period and Public Hearing 
 
Once an amendment has been initiated by City Council, it is deemed referred to the Planning 
Commission for study and recommendation (City Code §34-41(d)).  From the time of initiation, 
the planning commission has 100 days in which to make its recommendation to City Council, or 
else it will be deemed to be a recommendation of approval.  If the Planning Commission 
initiates the request, the 100 day recommendation requirement does not apply.  Staff will 
provide the Planning Commission with reports and analyses as appropriate and a joint public 
hearing will be scheduled for the next available date. 
 
Standard of Review 
 
As per §34-42 of the City Code, if initiated, the planning commission shall review and study 
each proposed amendment 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. 
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Proposed Zoning Text Change 
 
Paragraph “e” should be modified to read:  “The cash contribution shall be indexed to the 
Consumer Price Index for Housing in the South Urban Region as published by the Bureau of 
Labor Statistics and shall be adjusted annually based upon the January changes to such index for 
that year.” 
 
Standard of Review Analysis 
 
1. Whether the proposed amendment conforms to the general guidelines and policies 

contained in the comprehensive plan; 
 

Goal II in the housing chapter of the Comprehensive Plan is to “Promote an assortment of 
affordable housing initiatives to meet the needs of owners and renters with varying levels of 
income.”  This is refined further through Objective A, Strategy 3 which states: “Secure state 
legislation to allow for cash payment in lieu of affordable units.” 
 
In the case of the proposed change, the zoning text change would be facilitating a means by 
which cash payments could be made in lieu of affordable units. 

 
2. Whether the proposed amendment will further the purposes of this chapter and the 

general welfare of the entire community; 
 

Correcting the reference to an actual CPI measure will safeguard the City from legal 
challenges related to the utilization of this option, thus ensuring general welfare of the 
community. 
 

3. Whether there is a need and justification for the change;  
 

There is a need to correct the reference in our local code as the City has already gone through 
the required process with the General Assembly to correct the reference within the Code of 
Virginia. 

 
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.  

 
This zoning text amendment does not include a change in the zoning district classification of 
any particular property. 

 
Public Comment  
 
Staff has received no public comment at the time of the drafting of this report. 
 
Recommendation 
 
Staff recommends approval of the zoning text amendment. 
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Appropriate Motions 
 

1. “I move to recommend approval of this zoning text amendment to amend and re-ordain 
Section 34-12 of the Code of The City of Charlottesville, 1990, as amended, to provide 
reference to the correct Consumer Price Index used to calculate contributions to the City’s 
affordable housing fund.”   
 

2. “I move to recommend denial of this zoning text amendment to amend and re-ordain 
Section 34-12 of the Code of The City of Charlottesville, 1990, as amended, to provide 
reference to the correct Consumer Price Index used to calculate contributions to the City’s 
affordable housing fund.”   
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City of Charlottesville   
MEMO 
  

                
                                                                                                                                                            “A World Class City” 

www.charlottesville.org 

TO:       Planning Commission 
FROM:      Missy Creasy, Planning Manager  
DATE:      March 12, 2013 
SUBJECT:     2013 Comprehensive Plan      
 
The Code of Virginia requires that at least once every five years the Comprehensive Plan be reviewed 
to determine if amendments are needed (§ 15.2-2230). The review process for the 2013 
Comprehensive Plan began at a July 25, 2010 Planning Commission work session where it was 
determined that the review would continue the direction  established during the 2001 and 2007 Plan 
reviews and provide any updates as needed. Due to the significant structure already in place, it was 
noted that this was an opportunity to focus on a few key areas where updates have not occurred in 
recent years while providing text and data updates where necessary to make sure the full document is 
up to date. It was further determined that implementation of the City Council Vision would be used as 
the focus for moving forward in addition to creating a shorter user friendly document.  City Council 
confirmed this direction at an April 2011 meeting. 
 
Purpose of the Comprehensive Plan 
The Comprehensive Plan serves to coordinate public and private development with present and future 
policies as may be reflected through zoning, capital improvement programs, code enforcement and 
other means.  

 
A secondary purpose of the Comprehensive Plan is to comply with state regulations that require local 
planning. In 2001 a complete revision of the Comprehensive Plan was completed. The last review in 
2006 produced minor revisions with increased attention paid to transportation and housing.  
 
The 2013 review was also organized and conducted as an update with minor content revisions with a 
special focus on land use. Substantial attention was given to reorganizing and reformatting the 
Comprehensive Plan document. The 2013 Plan is concise and efficient, designed primarily for 
electronic use. While accessed and used online, a user has access to an array of supporting documents, 
plans, and studies which are digitally embedded throughout the Plan. The 2007 plan contained 
voluminous amounts of reference and resource-related information. Much of that information can now 
be accessed through the digital links. 
 
Livable Communities Project  
On February 1, 2011 the Thomas Jefferson Planning District Commission (TJPDC) was awarded a 
$999,000 grant to develop a Livability Implementation Plan for the Charlottesville-Albemarle 
Metropolitan Planning Organization area. A large part of this grant provided assistance to 
Charlottesville and Albemarle for public outreach to support each locality’s comprehensive plan 
update. The Livable Communities project was launched in April 2011 in conjunction with the kick off 
to the Charlottesville and Albemarle County Comprehensive Plans and the MPO Long Range 
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Transportation Plan update processes.  Project staff assisted in coordinating public input into the three 
plan updates, as well as coordinating and collaborating with project partners toward the completion of 
the five deliverables that will comprise the Livability Implementation Plan.  These five deliverables 
are:

1. A Performance Measurement System to analyze where the region stands with respect to 
transportation, the environment, housing, economic development, and energy use. 

2. One map reflecting future land use designations and transportation projects for the City of 
Charlottesville and the County of Albemarle. 

3. A list of recommended Livability policies to inform the Charlottesville and Albemarle 
Comprehensive Plans, and the MPO Long Range Transportation Plan. 

4. Recommendations for code and ordinance changes to help implement recommended Livability 
policies.

5. Recommendations for voluntary individual and community-wide actions that will support 
Livability within the community. 

Plan Charlottesville
Review of the Comprehensive Plan is a staff intensive activity requiring, writing, research, community 
event organization and execution among many tasks.  With the support of TJPDC staff for logistics for 
community outreach, city staff was able to focus on the document.  Many staff members became 
“Chapter Champions” holding primary responsibility for guiding specific comprehensive plan 
elements through the review.  This team met and corresponded regularly throughout the update to 
provide general consistency for the plan.  Staff also established a brand for the Comprehensive Plan 
review carrying forward the theme from the 2006 Design day and broadening to “Plan Charlottesville” 
to highlight a citywide focus.
  

Land Use Chapter and Map updates
In depth review of the land use chapter and the future land use map was needed and many of the 
review efforts centered on this aspect.  A windshield land use survey was conducted by TJPDC in the 
summer of 2011 which provided up-to-date information on uses located on each city site.  Staff also 
produced a build out analysis which confirmed that the zoning in place provides for the projected 
population gains.  In addition, staff compared the current zoning map, the results of the PDC’s land 
survey, and the land use map created for the 2001 Comprehensive Plan with the goal of identifying the 
differences between the various maps.  Differences discovered during this process were used as focus 
discussion areas for the Commission and the public.  City Council also joined in on the early phases of 
the discussion by participating in a mapping exercise and attending joint work sessions with the 
commission to discuss the issues.
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CITIZEN PARTICIPATION 
Citizen participation is an important element in the Comprehensive Planning Process.  In order to 
prepare a plan that is fully responsive to the needs of community residents, the Planning Commission 
carried out an extensive program of citizen review and participation. The objectives in encouraging 
citizen participation were to assist local residents in understanding the planning process, to allow 
citizens to discuss the future of their community, to incorporate public input into the formation of 
policies for the future, and to transmit these comments to members of the Planning Commission and 
the City Council. Emphasis was also placed on open and free distribution of information and 
encouraging public involvement in the formulation of goals, policies, and implementation strategies.  
 
The following processes and outreach efforts demonstrate the City’s efforts to engage in effective 
citizen participation: 
 
Many Plans, One Community 
The Livable Communities project was launched in April 2011 in conjunction with the kick off to the 
Charlottesville and Albemarle County Comprehensive Plans and the MPO Long Range Transportation 
Plan update processes.  This effort was branded Many Plans, One Community.  A regional team 
assisted in coordinating public input into the three plan updates, as well as coordinating and 
collaborating with project partners toward the completion of the other grant deliverables. As part of the 
update process, the City of Charlottesville, Albemarle County and TJPDC jointly hosted a series of six 
community workshops from September 2011 to March 2012 on a variety of topics addressed in their 
Comprehensive Plans. The Community Outreach Series touched on a wide range of issues, including 
the Environment, Land Use, Transportation, Housing, Economic Drivers, Community Facilities & 
Services and Historic Resources. Attendees were asked to provide feedback on existing goals and 
actions being taken to implement these goals in the community. Nearly 200 individuals attended the 
workshops and over 700 public comments were gathered, in addition to over 500 surveys that 
were completed online. This feedback was compiled and taken into consideration throughout the City’s 
Comprehensive Plan review process. 
 
2006 Neighborhood Design Day 
Materials from the 2006 Community Design Process were evaluated to determine which 
recommendations would be included in the 2013 Comprehensive Plan.  Most recommendations 
appropriate for a Comprehensive Plan were already contained in the Plan but it was found that 
additional references to mixed use development and to Rivanna River planning should be noted and 
are included in the 2013 update. 
 
Land Use Opinion Survey 
As a part of the update of the Land Use chapter of the Comprehensive Plan, staff aimed to gather input 
from multiple sources, especially citizens and members of the public that do not often participate in the 
visioning and planning of the City. Staff particularly wanted to get more input on the idea of creating 
more neighborhood commercial nodes in the City, as well as what improvements citizens would like to 
see in their residential neighborhoods.  Staff attended numerous community events between May and 
August of 2012, including Fridays after Five, Community festivals and Movies in the Park, to obtain 
this input from the community. 
 
The survey effort produced the following overarching themes:  
 

• Strong support exists for the existing character of the City of Charlottesville and that this 
character should be maintained.  
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• There is support for increased access to alternative modes of transportation, whether public 
transportation, or walking and bike routes.  

• Many citizens voiced a need to preserve and increase the amount of green and open space. 
 
Community Outreach Meetings 
In the fall of 2012 Neighborhood Development Services hosted a series of meetings to gather feedback 
on the Comprehensive Plan chapter goals and the draft Land Use map.  
 
The meetings were held on three evenings at Buford Middle School, Venable and Clark Elementary 
Schools. All three meetings had the same content, which included: 
 

• An overview of the planning efforts and principles of the recent past. 
• Citizen feedback on a condensed version of each of the Comprehensive Plan chapter visions 

and 4-6 overarching goal themes. Staff reviewed each of the chapters to create one sentence 
goals that captured the spirit of the chapter goals. Participants used a real time selection tool 
and were asked to select 2-3 of the goals from each chapter as priorities for implementation and 
early action. 

• A gallery of posters and maps explaining the draft land use map changes and feedback stations 
for citizen comment. 
 

Land Use Focus Groups 
City staff attempted to engage various groups of people in a series of conversations regarding different 
aspects of the City.  Among the discussions, staff engaged citizens on their City preferences, 
opportunities for improvement, and how their unique experiences in and around the City might benefit 
the planning process. Looking back on the nine focus groups the City hosted, several themes stood out:  
 

• Many desire that the City focus on pedestrian and bicycle infrastructure improvements.  
• Strong support exists for open space and parks.  
• There is need for balanced economic development. 

 
 
Additional Opportunities for Citizen Participation 

 
Community Outreach January 31, 2013 
Following a joint City Council and Planning Commission work session in early January 2013, it was 
determined that one additional citizen input opportunity would be valuable.  This event was held on 
January 31, 2013 at the Water Street Center.  The public was provided the opportunity to visit stations 
on each element of the Comprehensive Plan, ask questions and provide input.  Those in attendance 
were able to spend extensive time with staff discussing the issues and reviewing the comprehensive 
plan on line. 
  
Planning Commission Work Sessions and Meetings 
The Planning Commission has spent many hours in review of elements of the Comprehensive Plan.  In 
addition to attending many community events in support of the plan and to gather community input, 
Commissioners held a retreat to discuss land use as well as participate in multiple work sessions in 
2013 to provide staff with guidance.  All meetings were open to the public and additional public input 
was provided at a majority of these meetings. 
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Electronic review of Comprehensive Plan Materials 
There was a desire to streamline the Comprehensive Plan to allow review to be as broad or as detailed 
as the reader desires.  Each chapter has been simplified to between two and four pages with links to 
many supplemental studies, documents and maps to provide a full context. All supplemental 
documents in the Plan will include subsequent versions of those documents following adoption.  This 
allows for up to date information to be referenced as needed.  Any changes to the Chapters themselves 
would need to be reviewed through the public process. 
 
Staff provided materials on line in the early phases of the review on the One Community website.  In 
the last 6 months, the City placed draft materials on the City Website for public review and comment.  
These opportunities were publicized and copies provided to those without internet access. 

 
Charlottesville and Albemarle Joint Goals 
The City and County Planning Commissions began meeting together regularly in March of 2011 with 
the intent of working on community issues which reach across the jurisdiction boundaries.  The 
process began with a review of the future land use map along the community boundaries in association 
with the One Map livability deliverable and progressed to a discussion of regional priorities based on 
current plans and community input.  Once the areas where the commissions wanted to focus were 
determined, the public provided additional comment at community forums and the Commissioners got 
to work on creating detailed language.  The result of that exercise is attached to the introduction.  
Throughout the City’s comprehensive Plan there are asterisks which indicate which goals and 
objectives support the joint goals. Furthermore, the Commissions highlighted two areas  where they 
would like to begin their work which include:  
 

1.    Create a plan that incorporates a unified vision for land uses adjacent to the Rivanna River that 
support the river corridor as a destination; and develops a shared vision for parks, trails, and 
recreational opportunities associated with the river. 

2. Create a plan that coordinates building the sidewalk network across City-County boundaries, 
and creates dedicated bike-pedestrian connections across physical barriers within the 
community. 

 
It is anticipated that the commissions will work together in the coming years to move towards 
implementation of these objectives in a coordinated manner. 
 
March 26, 2013 Planning Commission Work Session Comments 
The Comprehensive Plan was updated on line until the advertisement was posted.  At that point, staff 
plans to collect any additional comments between now and the Public hearing on April 9, 2013 before 
updating the on line version again.  At the March 26 Work Session, the commission provided a number 
of comments which are outlined below: 
 
 Land Use 
 Minor edits were made 
 The Woolen Mills statement in the Small Area Plan Narrative was further refined to read:  
 Woolen Mills: The Woolen Mills neighborhood has long been zoned for low density residential 
 development in the core of the neighborhood, and industrial development along the railroad 
 tracks. As the neighborhood has been built out, these uses have increasingly come into conflict 
 with each other.  Staff proposed to the University of Virginia that the resources of the 
 Architecture School be focused on this area to start a process. During the fall semester, a 
 planning class has examined neighborhood history and land use. In January 2013 the full 
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 school conducted a week long charrette focused on both sides of the Rivanna River. Staff and 
 the Planning Commission will utilize both of those efforts as a point of departure to work with 
 the neighborhood in the development of a small area plan that can address the conflict between 
 the low-density residential uses in the north of the neighborhood and the industrial uses in the 
 south and anticipate the redevelopment of industrial sites as the nature of industrial land uses 
 evolve in the City in a manner that respects the unique character of the neighborhood. 
 
 Community Facilities 
 The following was added under emergency rescue services:  
 1.4: Explore feasibility of using  alternative firefighting and rescue apparatuses designed to 
 accommodate a dense, compact built environment. 
 Transportation 
 Objectives were reordered to group goals related to specific types of transportation. 
 Living Streets was added to Objective 1.7 
 Housing 
 The vision statement includes a minor edit but no change of intent 
 Changed “impact” in 3.3.a and 3.3.c to “effect” 
 Objective 1.3.a was split into two objectives creating a new 1.3.b:  Attempt to incorporate 
 affordable units throughout the City, considering the proximity of existing units and the effects 
 of unit location on schools and neighborhood demographics, and associated infrastructure. 
 Community Characteristics 
 It was requested that this chapter be reworked to condense the language further, include basic 
 introduction and information on community non-profits.  It was also asked that facts and 
 statistics from each of the chapters be added to this chapter to create a City profile with 
 references to the other documents for more information. Staff has updated the chapter and 
 attached for review and comment. 
 
Next Steps 
Following approval of the Comprehensive Plan, any additions/changes noted at the public hearing will 
be included and the table of contents, introduction, and implementation chapters brought up to date 
based on the approved plan.  A staff team is also ready to work on the publishing format for the 
document.  This process is likely to take a couple of months but the text will be available on line 
throughout this timeframe.  In the meantime, the Commission will begin the implementation process 
which will include prioritizing objectives and working with Albemarle County Planning Commission 
to move forward with the two joint goals where there was interest in moving forward first. 
 
Recommendation 
Many efforts have been made to involve the public in the Comprehensive Plan revision process.  The 
process began with a Kick-off event in April 2011 and multiple meetings have been held since to allow 
for participation.  The Planning Commission has held many work sessions advertised to the public 
which have been held  at least once a month (in many cases more than one time per month) over the 
last 2 years.  Meetings have also taken place with City Council and Albemarle County Planning 
Commission to advance the progression of the Comprehensive Plan. Staff has posted drafts of the 
Comprehensive Plan on line and updated as it changes.  Also, multiple notices have been sent to our 
email list which have resulted in a number of comments that have been addressed within the draft.  
Notices were also forwarded to the City’s media resources to make sure as many persons were aware 
of the upcoming hearing in addition to those notices required by Code. 
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The document will receive final editing and formatting for formal publication following approval.  The 
text version will be available on line while that process is underway. 
 
Staff recommends Planning Commission recommend approval of the resolution for adoption of the 
2013 Comprehensive Plan to City Council. 



RESOLUTION 
RECOMMENDING APPROVAL OF THE 2013 COMPREHENSIVE PLAN  

FOR THE CITY OF CHARLOTTESVILLE 
 

WHEREAS, In 2007 City Council adopted a Comprehensive Plan for the City of 
Charlottesville; 

 
WHEREAS, the Code of Virginia requires such plan be reviewed every five years, and 

the City Planning Commission (hereinafter "Planning Commission") with the assistance of the 
City's Department of Neighborhood Development Services, and as required by Code of Virginia 
§15.2-2230, has undertaken a review of the City's 2007 Comprehensive Plan, and has determined 
that it would be advisable to amend such plan; 

 
WHEREAS, in preparation of an updated comprehensive plan for the City, the Planning 

Commission has made careful and comprehensive surveys and studies of existing conditions and 
trends of growth within the City, and of the probable future requirements of the City's territory 
and inhabitants, including surveys and studies such as those contemplated within Code of Virginia 
§15.2-2224; 

 
WHEREAS, the 2013 Comprehensive Plan has been made with the purpose of guiding 

and accomplishing a coordinated, adjusted and harmonious development of the territory within the 
City which will, in accordance with present and probable future needs and resources, best promote 
the health, safety, morals, order, convenience, prosperity and general welfare of the city's 
inhabitants; 

 
WHEREAS, the 2013 Comprehensive Plan is general in nature, in that it designates the 

general or approximate location, character, and extent of each feature shown on the plan, and 
indicates where existing lands or facilities are proposed to be extended, widened, removed, relocated, 
vacated, narrowed, abandoned, or changed in use, as the case may be, and the plan, with the 
accompanying maps, plats, charts and descriptive matter, shows the locality's long-range 
recommendation for implementation as part of the general development of the territory covered 
by the plan; 

 
WHEREAS, the transportation element was submitted to VDOT for review and comment in 

accordance with Code of Virginia §15.2-2223(B)(4) and comments received were incorporated 
into the plan; 

 
WHEREAS, on April 9, 2013, following notice given in accordance with §15.2-2204 of the 

Code of Virginia, a joint public hearing of the Planning Commission and City Council was held to 
consider the 2013 Comprehensive Plan; 

 
NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED by the Planning Commission of the City of 

Charlottesville, that the aforesaid 2013 Comprehensive Plan, as amended by the inclusion of 
additional comments proposed by the Planning Commission, Staff and City Council on April 9, 2013, 
is hereby recommended for approval to City Council as the official Comprehensive Plan of the 
City pursuant to Code of Virginia §15.2-2226. 
 

Approved  by the Planning Commission 
April 9, 2013 
 
 
_________________________ 
Secretary to the Planning Commission 



Community Characteristics 

PURPOSE 
This chapter contains a variety of information about Charlottesville including demographics and other quantitative measurements that describe the City and its residents. 
Understanding descriptive data about Charlottesville’s population and structure is essential for assessing and tracking our community’s progress toward specific goals and 
for making informed decisions about the City’s future, including goal setting and resource allocation.  

Background Information 

About Charlottesville 

Founded in 1762, Charlottesville is nestled in the foothills of the Blue Ridge 
Mountains, about 100 miles southwest of Washington, DC. Named for Charlotte 
of Mecklenburg‐Strelitz, wife of King George III, home to US Presidents Thomas 
Jefferson and James Monroe, and skirmish place of the Civil War Battle of Rio Hill, 
Charlottesville has a rich history to complement its vibrant present‐day arts and 
culture.  

Surrounded by, but independent of, Albemarle County, Charlottesville is an urban 
center amid a rural landscape of historic sites and acclaimed vineyards and bor‐
ders on Shenandoah National Park’s breathtaking Skyline Drive. Local attractions 
include the Lawn and Rotunda at the University of Virginia, Monticello, Ash Lawn‐
Highland, Montpellier, the outdoor pedestrian Downtown Mall, John Paul Jones 
Arena, the nTelos Wireless Pavilion, the many shopping centers in Charlottesville 
and along Route 29, annual Film, Photograph, and Book Festivals, and the park 
and recreational facilities operated by the City. 

Performance Measures 

There are additional community efforts underway which will provide valuable 
data. A joint effort, called P3 (Plan Perform Perfect), between the Budget Office 
and City Council is the development a performance measurement tracking system 
which tracks individual department activities and overall progress towards the 
Charlottesville City Council Vision—2025. Tracking progress towards the Vision 
will use both internal measures (such as total number of affordable housing units 
created or linear feet of sidewalk built) and external measures (such as US Census 
data on the median income of families or VDOT Average Annual Daily Traffic Vol‐
umes data for City roads). When these measures are completed and resources 
gathered, much of this chapter in future Comprehensive Plans will be able to ref‐

erence directly the P3 measures and data instead of being an independent data‐
gathering effort by City staff. In addition to the P3 project, the Livable Communi‐
ties Planning Project is in the process of developing a performance measurement 
system to support both the City and County Comprehensive Plans.  

Structure of Governance 

The City of Charlottesville operates under a Council‐Manager form of govern‐
ment. The City is governed by a 5‐member City Council, who are elected at‐large 
to serve 4 year, staggered terms. Elections are held in November of odd‐
numbered years. The City Council elects one of its members to serve as Mayor for 
a term of two years. The Mayor presides over meetings and may call special 
meetings.  

The City Council appoints a City Manager who serves at the pleasure of the City 
Council and translates their policies and priorities into action. The current City 
Manager, Maurice Jones, has been in office for two years and served as Assistant 
City Manager for two years prior to that. In addition, the City Council appoints the 
Director of Finance, the City Assessor, the Clerk of the Council, and members of 
policy‐making boards and commissions. 

The City Council has specific powers to pass ordinances, levy taxes, collect reve‐
nues, adopt a budget, make appropriations, issue bonds, borrow money, and pro‐
vide for the payment of public debts. Authority to utilize these powers is granted 
through the charter issued by the Commonwealth of Virginia in 1946 for the City 
of Charlottesville, which has been amended several times since. 

Boards and Commissions 

The Charlottesville City Council appoints citizen representatives to 32 local and 
regional boards and commissions. All board positions are open to Charlottesville 
residents and are publicly advertised. While some boards interview potential rep‐



resentatives, most committee members are selected through an application pro‐
cess.  

The 32 local and regional boards and commissions include, but are not limited to, 
the Board of Architectural Review, the Planning Commission, the Rivanna Water 
and Sewer Authority (RWSA), and the Charlottesville Redevelopment and Housing 
Authority (CRHA). In the past, citizens were appointed to serve on the School 
Board, but in November 2005, voters in the City approved a referendum for an 
elected School Board. 

Real Estate Tax Rates 

The City of Charlottesville’s real estate tax rates compare favorably with other 
comparable Virginia cities (see appendix, Table 1). City Council lowered the real 
estate tax rate for 2007 because the assessment values have increased so dra‐
matically in recent years. The Charlottesville tax rate is set at $0.95 per $100 of 
assessed value for the 2012 fiscal year. 

Utility Fees 

The water, sewer, and gas rates for Charlottesville’s public utilities are set to re‐
cover operating and maintenance costs only and new rates are approved in June 
of each year (see appendix, Tables 2 and 3). 

The 2012 fiscal year monthly water and sewer charges are $4.00 each. The water 
charge’s summer rate per 1,000 cubic feet was $49.93 and the winter rate was 
$38.41. The sewer charge’s summer rate per 1,000 cubic feet was $50.25 and the 
winter rate was $50.25. The gas rates have a monthly charge of $10.00. The rate 
for the first 3,000 cubic feet per 1,000 cubic feet is $10.6424. The rate for the 
next 3,000 cubic feet per 1,000 cubic feet is $10.0039. The rate for the next 
144,000 cubic feet per 1,000 cubic feet is $8.9396. The rate for over 150,000 cu‐
bic feet per 1,000 cubic feet is $8.7268. 

Local Nonprofits 

The City of Charlottesville has an abundance of nonprofit organizations covering a 
range of needs including housing and community development, human services 
and welfare, social justice, environmental stewardship, health, and education. A 

2012 report written by Johns Hopkins Center for Civil Society Studies, the Com‐
munity Foundation, and Virginia Commonwealth University provides a snapshot 
of nonprofits across the state. According to that report, in 2010, there were 257 
nonprofits located within the City of Charlottesville. Further, the report shows 
that 10% of Charlottesville’s workforce was employed by a nonprofit, which is 
well above national, state, and regional rates. In 2010, these nonprofits had reve‐
nues of over $975 million and had assets of over $7 billion. Nonprofit expendi‐
tures in Charlottesville in 2010 were $1.4 billion with a per capita expenditure 
rate of over $32,000. This is the third highest per capita rate in the Virginia and 
almost 10 more than Central Virginia (including Richmond) as a whole. 

Local Economy 

Income 

Charlottesville’s median household income of $42,240 is lower than that of Albe‐
marle County, the Charlottesville MSA, and the state of Virginia. The median fam‐
ily income for Charlottesville is $62,378 (see appendix, Table 5). 

Income Disparities 

In Charlottesville, the highest poverty rate by educational attainment level is 
among those who did not earn a high school diploma or equivalent, at 36.9%, 
with the next highest being those who only earn a high school diploma or equiva‐
lent, at 15.3%. The largest difference in poverty rates by gender is among those 
with a high school diploma or equivalent: for males, the poverty rate is 6.5%, and 
for females, the poverty rate is 23.1%. (see appendix, Table 8) 

The largest difference in median income by educational attainment level is be‐
tween those who did not earn a high school diploma or equivalent (median of 
$12,974) and those who did earn a high school diploma or equivalent (median of 
$27,392). The largest difference in median income by gender is for those with a 
bachelor’s degree: males have a median income of $41,447, and females have 
median income of $32,257 (see appendix, Table 9). 

Cost of Living 

The Council for Community and Economic Research (C2ER, formerly ACCRA) 
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shows the composite cost of living index during the third quarter of 2012 for the 
Charlottesville area as 105.5, which is more than 5% higher than the national 
composite index (100) (see appendix, Table 6). The cost of living in Charlottesville 
is also higher than in the Harrisonburg‐Rockingham area (98.6) and the Staunton‐
Waynesboro‐Augusta area (94.5). The Washington‐Arlington‐Alexandria metro‐
politan area has a much higher cost of living index: 147.2.  

Although the cost of living in Charlottesville is higher than in Richmond (101.2), in 
the year 2011, both cities had similar median family incomes: $77,170 in Char‐
lottesville and $73,112 in Richmond.  

Charlottesville is not as expensive as some comparable cities with similar charac‐
teristics, such as high quality of life: the Burlington‐Chittenden area of Vermont is 
one comparable example and has a cost of living index of 121.1 for the same re‐
porting period. The high cost of living in Burlington is accompanied by higher me‐
dian family income of $75,598, which is similar to the median family income in 
Charlottesville, though there is a 15‐point difference in the cost of living indices. 

Labor Force  

According to the 2006‐2010 American Community Survey, it is estimated that 
60.0% of the population in Charlottesville is in the labor force, 57.0% are current‐
ly employed, and 4.5% are unemployed. In Virginia as a whole, is it estimated that 
67.4% of the state’s population is in the labor force, which is similar to Albemarle 
County’s estimated 64.5%.  

Education 

Structure 

The Charlottesville City School board is a seven‐member board that is responsible 
for directing the program of public education for approximately 4,000 students. 
Most planning for the school system occurs through the school board. 

Enrollment Trends 

The school system consists of 6 elementary schools, 1 upper elementary school, 
one middle school, and 1 high school. Each elementary school houses a preschool 
program for disadvantaged and at‐risk 3 and 4 year olds. Total preschool enroll‐

ment for the 2011/12 school year is 247 students, which is not included in the 
total school enrollment numbers. Over the last 20 years, the total number of stu‐
dents enrolled in the Charlottesville school system has decreased by 12.1% from 
4,530 students in the 1992/93 school year to 3,983 in the 2011/12 school year. 
However, in the last 5 years, the total enrollment in the City’s elementary schools 
has increased by 9%. System‐wide, there has been a net 1.7% increase in enroll‐
ment over the last 5 years due to a substantial increase in elementary school en‐
rollment (see appendix, Figures 10 and 11).  

Some non‐City residents choose to pay tuition to send their children to City 
schools, particularly to Charlottesville High School. There are currently 259 tuition
‐paying students. 

Student‐Teacher Ratio 

The student‐to‐teacher ratios in the last five years has increased from around 14 
students per teacher in 2006 to an average of 18 students per teacher, with a low 
of 14 in 2006/07 school year and a high of 20.5 in the 2010/11 school year. The 
average class size in Charlottesville City Schools was higher than in Albemarle 
County in the 2010/11 school year for elementary and high schools, while lower 
for middle schools (see appendix, Table 12).  

Educational Spending Trends 

In 2008, Virginia exceeded the national average of per pupil educational expendi‐
tures, which was $10,591, by $725. Charlottesville has consistently spent more 
than the state and national averages, and in 2011 spent $16,246 per pupil, which 
exceeded the state average for that year by 51%. In FY 2002, the City of Char‐
lottesville spent $5,745 per student in the City Schools system. In FY 2012, the 
City spent $9,856 from local revenue sources per student, an increase of more 
than 71% (see appendix, Table 13).  

Free and Reduced Lunch Program  

For the 2011/12 school year, a student could receive free lunch if his or her fami‐
ly’s income was less than 130% of the federal poverty threshold. Similarly, a stu‐
dent could receive reduced lunch if his or her family’s income was less than 185% 
of the poverty threshold. In the 2011/12 school year, 54.4% of the students in 
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Charlottesville City Schools were eligible to receive either free or reduced lunch. 
In both the City and the county, the proportion of students who are eligible for 
the Free and Reduced Lunch Program is highest in the elementary schools and 
lowest in the high schools, a trend that has remained consistent during the last 
decade (see appendix, Table 14). Table 15 indicates that the proportion of stu‐
dents eligible to receive free lunch at Charlottesville High School has been in‐
creasing over the last five years.  

Private School Enrollment Trends  

According to the 2010 Census, 414 children living in Charlottesville were enrolled 
in private elementary, middle, or high schools (see appendix, Table 16). This 
means 10.3% of Charlottesville’s school‐aged children did not attend the City’s 
public schools in 2010. Charlottesville had 51% more students enrolled in private 
schools in 2010 than in 1990.  

In 2010, 327 children over the age of three years were enrolled in a private pre‐
school or nursery, while more than 1,200 children in Albemarle County were en‐
rolled in private nurseries and preschools.  

Higher Education  

UVA’s enrollment has gradually increased and is projected to grow by approxi‐
mately 100 students per year in the near future. The majority of UVA students are 
undergraduates, and approximately 30% are graduate and professional students. 
In the fall of 2011, 21,106 undergraduates and graduates were enrolled in UVA. 
According to the 2006‐2010 ACS, there are approximately 12,510 Charlottesville 
residents enrolled in college or graduate school, which accounts for approximate‐
ly 30% of the population.  

Educational Attainment of Population 

The education of the population 25 years of age and over varies by attainment 
level and gender (see appendix, Table 7). An estimated 84% of the population 25 
and over have at least a high school diploma or equivalent and 46% have a bache‐
lor’s degree or higher.  The largest gender disparities are for those with a less 
than 9th grade education (9% of males and 6% of females) and those with a grad‐
uate or professional degree (26% of males and 24% of females.) 

Housing 

Housing Units and Dwelling Type 

According to the 2006‐2010 American Community Survey (ACS), 47.2% of the 
housing units in Charlottesville are single‐family detached units, and 8.9% are 
single‐family attached units. In total, single‐family housing units account for 
56.1% of all housing in Charlottesville. Another 9.8% of the housing units in Char‐
lottesville are duplexes. The remainder of Charlottesville’s housing units (34.1%) 
are classified as either multi‐family units (e.g., apartment or condominium build‐
ings) or mobile homes. Between 2000 and 2010, the number of single‐family 
units increased by 10.5% (from 9,607 to 10,625) while the number of duplexes 
and multi‐family units (including mobile homes) increased by 4.1% (from 7,984 to 
8,318).  

Age of Housing Stock 

Of the total housing units, 8,574 units were built between 1940 and 1970, which 
constitutes 44.6% of the total housing stock in 2010 (see appendix, Table 17). 
Charlottesville has 3,479 housing units that were built in 1939 or earlier, which 
accounts for 18.4% of the housing stock in 2010.  

Homeownership Rates 

Of the 17,778 occupied housing units in the City, only 7,315 are occupied by the 
homeowner. Renters account for almost 60% of all housing occupants. According 
to U.S. Census 2010 data, the number of owner‐occupied housing units increased 
by 433 from 2000 to 2010 (from 6,882 to 7,315), indicating a slight increase in the 
homeownership rate between 2000 and 2010.  

Vacancy Rates 

Of the 19,189 housing units in Charlottesville in 2010, 17,778 housing units or 
92.6% of the total units were occupied, and 1,411 (7.4%) were vacant (see appen‐
dix, Table 18). Of the units that were vacant in 2010, only 671 were available for 
rent, and another 205 were for sale. With only 1.1% of the City’s housing units 
available for rent at a given time, the housing market in Charlottesville can be 
generally classified as very tight.  
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Housing Costs and Values 

One of the two highest financial burdens for Charlottesville Metropolitan Statisti‐
cal Area (MSA) residents is the cost of housing. According to 2010 Census data, 
median home values have increased by 130.2% in Charlottesville and 105.2% in 
Albemarle County between 2000 and 2010 (see appendix, Table 19). The Char‐
lottesville Area Association of Realtors (CAAR) reports that the average price per 
square foot of houses sold in Charlottesville has increased from $65 (1990) to $86 
(2000) to $167 (2011), an increase of approximately 94%; however, in the last 5 
years this figure actually decreased from a high of $202 or ‐17.4%.  

According to the American Community Survey 2006‐2010 5‐year estimates, ap‐
proximately 55.6% of renters in Charlottesville and 36.6% of homeowners were 
paying 30% or more of their income towards housing—typically, paying 30% or 
less is considered affordable. These figures are significantly higher than the fig‐
ures from 2000, which showed that only 40.5% of renters and 14.2% of Char‐
lottesville homeowners paid 30% or more of their income in rent or mortgage.  

Between 1980 and 2000, the ratio of housing values to income increased from 2.6 
to 2.7, which is not a significant increase, meaning the cost of housing remained 
stable relative to income in Charlottesville during those 20 years. In 2010, the 
ratio jumped to 4.5, which is a large increase (see appendix, Table 20).  

Quick Facts 

The following data provides a snapshot of Charlo esville as of March 2013. For addi‐
onal and updated informa on about the City, please see the appendices listed under 

this chapter in the Table of Contents. 

Popula on 

 43,475 total people 
 52% female; 48% male 
 69.1% white; 19.4% black; 6.4% Asian; 5.1% other (race) 
 5.1% are Hispanic or La no (ethnicity; can be of any race) 
 18.7% of the popula on is 19 years old or under 
 24.3% of total popula on is 20‐24 years old (largest age group) 

 
Land Use 

 75% of the City’s land is zoned for exclusively residen al development. 
 Following the crea on of the City’s first mixed‐use zone in 2001, 13% of the 

City is now zoned for mixed‐use development. 
 570 building plans were reviewed and 1897 permits were issued in calendar 

year 2012. 
 32 site plans were received for review, as well as 12 requests for special use 

permits or rezonings in calendar year 2012. 
 The overall popula on density in the City in 2012 was 8.3 persons per acre. 

The Weldon Cooper Center for Public Service projects this number to rise to 
8.9 persons per acre in 2040. 

 
Community Facili es 

 10% of land in the City is parkland 
 25 public parks 
 5 swimming pools 
 5 recrea onal centers 
 3 public libraries 
 3 fire sta ons; 1 rescue squad sta on 
 1 police sta on; 3 police substa ons 
 14,000+ water and sewer customers 
 

Economic Sustainability 

 The Office of Economic Development collaborates with more than 10 work‐
force development agencies each year to offer numerous recruitment and 
training opportuni es for City residents. 

 The unemployment rate for the City of Charlo esville has been lower than 
both the state and na onal unemployment rates for the past 5 years. 

 The Office of Economic Development, through outreach efforts such as work‐
shops and business visits, assists hundreds of entrepreneurs and exis ng 
business owners on an annual basis. 
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 Over the past five years, an average 83 startup companies with employees 
were founded each year in the City of Charlo esville. 

 The commercial real estate value in the City has exceeded $5 billion annually 
since 2008. 

 Charlo esville is home to numerous historical and cultural a rac ons such 
as the Downtown Mall, Mon cello, and the University of Virginia that signifi‐
cantly enhance the City’s tax base. 

 From 2008 to 2011, the City’s tax receipts from tourism have exceeded $5.5 
million each year. 

 
Environment 

 47% Urban Tree Canopy (UTC) coverage 
 10.4 square miles of land 
 99 million square feet of impervious land cover 
 6  miles of so  surface trails 
 5.5 miles of hard surface trails 
 18 mile (approximate) Rivanna Trail loop around City (maintained by a non‐

profit organiza on) 
Housing 

 1,359 affordable units 
 376 units of Public Housing 
 320 units of Low Income Housing Tax Credits 
 $2 million annual average of local and federal funds awarded to housing 

partners. 
 Point In Time (PIT) Homeless Census for 2013 showed 284 available beds, of 

which 232 were in use. 
 Total Sheltered and Unsheltered Count for 2013 was 195, not including those 

in permanent supported housing. 
 

Transporta on 

 Streets represent 10% of total land area within the City 
 14% of commuters walk to work 

 7% commute to work via transit 
 2% of workers bicycle to work 
 Downtown Charlo esville has approximately 6,000 parking spaces, of which 

about 5,000 (84%) are off‐street and about 1,000 (16%) are on‐street. 
 Charlo esville is the busiest sta on along AMTRAK’s Lynchburg‐DC route. 
 15,715 Charlo esville Area Transit (CAT) riders per week 
 19 miles of bike lanes 
 23 miles of shared lane markings and signed bike routes 
 

Urban Design and Preserva on 

 8% of the land in the City is listed on the Na onal or Virginia Register; 6.5% 
of the land in the City is locally protected as either an ADC district or historic 
conserva on district. 

 9 historic districts and 60 individual historic proper es (located outside dis‐
tricts) are listed on the Na onal Register of Historic Places and the Virginia 
Landmarks Register. 1,286 contribu ng historic resources are listed on the 
Na onal and Virginia Registers. 

 8 historic preserva on and architectural design control (ADC) districts, 1 his‐
toric conserva on district, and 76 individually protected proper es (located 
outside districts) are locally designated. An es mated 1,001 contribu ng his‐
toric resources are locally designated. 

 All the local districts except West Main Street ADC are also listed on the Na‐
onal and State Registers. All the Na onal and Virginia Register districts ex‐

cept Fifeville and Tonsler Neighborhoods, Woolen Mills Village, and Universi‐
ty of Virginia districts are also locally protected. 

 11% of the land in the City is in an entrance corridor. 
 12 designated entrance corridors ensure a quality of development compa ‐

ble with the City’s historic, architectural, and cultural resources. 9 of the 12 
entrance corridors extend from the City into Albemarle County, and are also 
designated as entrance corridors within the County. 
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CITY OF CHARLOTTESVILLE
DEPARTMENT OF NEIGHBORHOOD DEVELOPMENT SERVICES

STAFF REPORT

PLANNING COMMISSION AND CITY COUNCIL JOINT 
PUBLIC HEARING

DATE OF HEARING:   April 9, 2013
APPLICATION NUMBER:  SP-13-02-04

Project Planner:   Brian Haluska, AICP, Neighborhood Planner 
Date of Staff Report: March 20, 2013 

Applicant: Sarah Gerome
Current Property Owner: Sarah and Frank Gerome

Application Information

Property Street Addresses:  600 McIntire Road
Tax Map/Parcel #: Tax Map 34, Parcel 55
Total Square Footage/Acreage Site:  0.278 acres
Comprehensive Plan (Land Use Plan) Designation: Single-Family Residential
Current Zoning Classification: R-1S Single Family
Tax Status: The City Treasurer’s office indicates that there are no delinquent taxes owed on 
the subject properties at the time of the writing of this staff report.

Applicant’s Request

Sarah Gerome is asking for a special use permit to operate a family day home in an R-1S zone at 
600 McIntire Road.  The name of the business would be The Hillside School. 

This application would allow the applicant to operate a family day home serving up to 12 
children in a residential area.  The current zoning for the site is R-1S, which allows a family day 
home by special use permit.  The applicant has started the process to obtain licensing from the 
Department of Social Services.

APPLICATION FOR A SPECIAL USE PERMIT



2

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.  The applicant is proposing no changes to the current site, and therefore is not 
required to submit a site plan per sections 34-158 and 34-802 of the zoning ordinance. 

Section 34-157 of the City Code sets the general standards of issuance for a special use permit. 

In considering an application for a special use permit, the city council shall consider the 
following factors: 

(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; 
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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; 
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; 
i) Conformity with federal, state and local laws, as demonstrated and certified by the 

applicant; and, 
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; 
 

(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; and 
 

(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 BAR or 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. 

 
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. 
 
Project Review / Analysis 
 

1. Background 
 

This is a request for a use not allowed by right in the R-1S zoning.  A family day 
home is defined in the zoning ordinance as “a child care program serving one (1) to 
twelve (12) children under the age of thirteen (13) (exclusive of the provider's own 
children and any children who reside in the home), where such program is offered in 
the residence of the provider or the residence of any of the children in care. Any 
program serving more than twelve (12) children shall be considered a child daycare 
facility.” 
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The R-1S zone permits family day homes serving between 1 and 5 children by right, 
and requires family day homes serving between 6 and 12 children to obtain a special 
use permit. 
 

2. Proposed Use of the Property 
 

The principle use of the property is as a single-family residence, the primary 
residence of the applicant.  The applicant is seeking to add an accessory use of a 
family day home to the property with a maximum enrollment of 12 children per day. 
The applicant indicates that the typical hours of operation are 9am to 4pm on 
Mondays, Wednesday and Friday; and 9am to 12:30pm on Tuesdays and Thursdays. 
The applicant cares for children 2 to 5 years old during these times.  
 
The applicant also offers after-school art enrichment classes for children 6 and older 
from 4pm to 5:30pm on Tuesdays and Thursday. 
 
No new buildings will be built or developed as a part of this application.  The 
applicant is proposing to use the existing structure at 600 McIntire Road. 

 
3. Impact on the Neighborhood 
 

a. Traffic or parking congestion 
 

• Traffic congestion:  The new use will impact the traffic in the area.  The 7th 
Edition ITE Trip Generation Manual puts the maximum total number of trips 
generated by this use per day as a maximum of 65 trips, with 12 trips coming 
in the peak hour in the morning (8 am – 9 am), and an additional 12 trips in 
the afternoon peak hour (3 pm to 4 pm).   

 
The current use generates 10 trips a day per the 8th Edition of the ITE Traffic 
Generation Manual. 

 
• Parking: Family day homes require parking based on the number of non-

resident employees.  The applicant will not have any non-resident employees, 
and thus the parking requirement would be the same as the current use of the 
property.  The property currently has one off-street parking space. Drop-off 
and pick-up can be accommodated in on–street parking spaces adjacent and 
near to the property. 

 
b. Noise, light, dust, odor fumes, vibrations, and other factors which adversely 

affect the natural environment, including quality of life of the surrounding 
community. 

 
This use will have an effect from the standpoint of noise and fumes from the 
additional automobile traffic generated by the use. 
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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 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. 
 

This use will not impact public school population or facilities.  The applicant has 
stated that they primarily serve pre-kindergarten and kindergarten aged children, 
with the possibility of serving older children in the summer. 

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

 
This site is not in a historic district. 

 
i. Conformity with federal, state and local laws. 

 
The proposal complies with all federal, state, and local laws to the best of the 
applicant’s knowledge. 

 
j. Massing and scale of the project. 

 
No changes are proposed to the structures on the property. The current structure is 
of a massing and scale appropriate to the surrounding neighborhood. 
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4. Zoning History 
 

In 1949 the property was zoned A Residential District.  In 1958 and 1976, the 
property was zoned R-2 Residential.  The property was zoned R-1A in 1991, which 
became the current R-1S zoning in 2003. 

 
5. Character and Use of Adjacent Properties 

 
 
 
 
 
 

 
6. Reasonableness/Appropriateness of Current Zoning 

 
The current R-1S zoning is reasonable and appropriate.  By-right uses in R-1S 
Residential include low density, single-family residential uses as well as educational 
facilities and houses of worship. 

 
7. Consistency with Comprehensive Plan 
 

The current use of the property is consistent with the Comprehensive Plan designation 
for the property.  The proposed accessory use is in line with the types of uses 
envisioned in the Comprehensive Plan for this area. 
 

Public Comments Received 
   
Staff has received no input from the public at the time of the drafting of this staff report. 
 
Staff Recommendation 
 
The main issue to be considered with this application is the impact on traffic and parking in the 
surrounding neighborhood.  The only significant additional impact on the neighborhood from the 
increase in the number of children will be the increase cars coming to and from the site when the 
center typically opens at 9 am and closes at 4 pm. These times are outside the typical peak hour 
traffic in the North Downtown neighborhood, and can be managed on the existing streets. 
Additionally, staff notes an adequate number of on street parking spaces near the property which 
could support the drop-off and pick-up operations. 
 
Staff feels that the impact of the proposed use can be managed on the site without negatively 
impacting the surrounding neighborhood, and thus recommends that the application be approved 
with the following conditions: 
 

1. The hours of operation of the school will be limited to 8 am to 6 pm Monday through 
Friday. 

Direction Use Zoning 
North Single-family dwellings R-1S 
South Single-family dwellings R-1S 
East Single-family dwellings R-1S 
West Athletic Field MR 



 7 

 
Suggested Motions 
 

1. I move to recommend approval of this application for special use permit in the R-1S zone 
at 600 McIntire Road to permit the operation of a family day home with the conditions 
listed in the staff report. 

 
OR, 

 
2. I move to recommend denial of this application for a special use permit in the R-1S zone 

at 600 McIntire Road. 



~----------------------~~~~~o 
SPECIAL USE PERMIT APPLICATION 
Please Return To: City of Charlottesville 

Department of Neighborhood Development Services FEB 
Post Office Box 911, City Hall 
Charlottesville, Virginia 22902 
Telephone (434) 970-3182 

NEIGHBORHOOD IIVELOPME • SERVICES 
Fax (434) 970-3359 

For Non-Residential and Mixed Use projects, please include $1,500 application fee. For Residential projects, please include 
$1,800 application fee; checks payable to the City of Charlottesville. All petitioners must pay $1 .00 per required mail notice to 
property owners, plus the cost of the required newspaper notice. Petitioners will receive an invoice for these notices and 
approval is not final until the invoice has been paid. 

I (we) the undersigned property owner(s), contract purchaser(s) or owner's agent(s) do hereby petition the Charlottesville City 
Council for a special petmit to use the property located at: 600 Mcintire Road (address), 
zoned: B-1 S ,for: _8-'e'-'s-'-'id'--'e'--n--'-ti-'-'a_l - - - - --- --- - ----- ----- ----

A. Property Information - Please note on the back of this form any applicable deed restrictions. 

1. 95 feet of frontage on ..c.M.:..:.c.::.clc..cn..c.ti'--'re;__;R..:..o.:..:.ad.::.__ ___ _ _ ___ ___ _____ ,(name of street) 
2. Approximate property dimensions: 95 feet by 156 feet. 
3. Property size: 0.2780 acres (square feet or acres) 
4. Present Owner: Sarah and Frank Gerome (Name) as evidenced by deed recorded in Deed Book 

Number Page , with the Clerk of the Circuit Court. 
5. Mailing Address of Present Owner: 600 Mcintire Road, Charlottesville, VA 22902 
6. City Real Property Tax Map Number 340055000 Parcel(s) 34-55, · Lot(s): PT Lot 1 >---

B. Adjacent Property Owners' Addresses (Use the back of this fotm if necessru.y.) 

Property Owner Name Mailing Address Ci~· Tax Map and Parcel# 
1. BEVACQUA, THOMAS E 103 Perry Drive 340056000 
2. CAMPBELL, BOB D 602 Mcintire Road 340052000 
3. SCHWENK, THOMAS 1 02 Northwood Circle 340054000 
4. Holy Transfiguration of C'ville 1 00 Perry Drive 330005000 

C. Applicant Information - Please note that if the applicant is not the owner, proof of status as contract purchaser or 
owner's agent must be furnished. (Office Use: Proof f urnished - - - -1 

Applicant's Name _S_a_r_a_h_G_e_r_o_m_e _ _ ___ ___ _ _ ___ ___ _ ___ _ ___ __ _ 
Mailing Address 600 Mcintire Road, Charlottesville, VA 22902 
Applicant's Phone Numnber(s): 434-296-2936 Work -----------~Home 
Applicant's Signature ~...,. ._AI'- ~< C?:"l(Y\....Q 

D, Attachments Submitted by the Appli:ao 
1. A required site plan was previously submitted on ____ __ ,(Date) with the required fee, for a pre-

application review conference on (Date). This site plan was prepared by: 
Name: ________________________________________________________________ __ 

Address:--- ---------- --- - - --- - - - - --- - - - -Phone: ________________________________________________________________ _ 

2. Other attachments as required by Section 34-158 of the City Code (Office Use: Submitted --- - - - --1 

3. TI1e correct application fee (see above). 

For Office 
I certify that . 

Use Only 
the sign(s) as required by Section 34-44 of the City Code as amended has been posted on the following 

date: _ _ _____ _ _ _ 
Signature: _ _ ___ _ _ =---=--=---- - - - (Zoning Administrator) 

l ~ 
Amt. Paid 1500 Date Pa id 2/l~~ ):~ Cash~Received by cf· ~ 



February 6, 2013 

Mr. Brian Haluska, Neighborhood Planner 
City of Charlottesville 
Department of Neighborhood Development Services 
P.O. Box 911, City Hall 
Charlottesville, VA 22902 

Dear Mr. Haluska, 

Please find the Special Use Permit application and required attachments for the Hillside 
School/Sarah Gerome at 600 Mcintire Road to operate a "Family Day Home" with up to 
12 students. As per your recommendation, all of the neighbors have been contacted and 
no opposition has been expressed. Typical impacts associated with schools include 
parking and traffic during pick-up and drop-off times. For this reason we have included a 
parking plan as part of the application. We would like to submit this for consideration at 
the April 9th Planning Commission meeting, if possible. Please let me know if you have 
questions or concerns. 

Kind Regards, 

Q \ 
Dieckmann 

lo;JA 
Cogill 

RECEIVED 
FEB 1 9 2013 

~LOP~ENTSE~CES 

I' I AN N I 1>1 ( 

Dieckmann Cogill, Principal, AICP 
704 Nelson Drive 

Charlottesville, VA 22902 
dcogill@paragonplanningllc.com 



Hillside School Special Use Permit -Attachments as per Section 34-157 

Hillside School has been in operation as a home daycare at this location since 2010. 
Sarah Gerome is the full time resident of the site, as well as the owner and operator of 
Hillside School. Services include preschool and after-school art, enrichment and nature 
classes. 

Current hours of operation for preschool are Monday, Wednesday, and Friday from 
9:00AM to 4:00PM, and Tuesday and Thursday from 9:00AM until 12:30PM. Preschool 
ages are from 2 to 5 years old. After-school art and enrichment classes for 6 years and 
older and are held from are 4:00PM to 5:30PM on Tuesdays and Thursdays. 

Enrollment is currently at 5 children. Pick-up and drop-off is effectively achieved using 
the driveway and available on-street parking spaces. 

Ms. Gerome seeks to increase enrollment by 7 children for a total of 12 students. Hours 
of operation will remain the same. The increase in students will require one additional 
employee. 

Phase 1 of the Department of Social Services licensing procedure for the additional 
students has been completed and scheduling for phase 2 is underway. In addition, we 
are working with the Charlottesville Building Official to obtain required building permits 
for the change of use. 

Relationship to the existing patterns of use and development within the neighborhood 
and conformance to the Comprehensive Plan 

The expansion of the services offered at Hillside School will be harmonious with the 
existing patterns of use and development within the neighborhood. The Hillside 
School is located on the edge of the North Downtown Neighborhood and is 
surrounded by a diverse mix of land uses. Uses in the direct vicinity of the site 
include single-family residential, multi-family residential, a church, a recreational ball 
field, and a recycling center. The Shencks Greenway is also adjacent to the site. 
Childcare and arts and nature education is a wonderful complement and 
enhancement to this diversity of uses. 

Childcare in North Downtown is consistent with the vision and guiding principals of 
the Charlottesville Comprehensive Plan. Many young families are moving to the 
North Downtown Neighborhood and childcare services are needed to support this 
demographic. Fostering the growth of this school also allows for a diverse economy 
and supports entrepreneurship, a Comprehensive Plan goal. The school will also help 
contribute to a strong, livable neighborhood that allows for walking, biking and using 
transit. 



Building Code Compliance 
The school will change from a residential occupancy to education occupancy and will 
seek necessary building permits to achieve this if the Special Use Permit is issued. 
We have met with the building official and will be required to install a hard surface 
ramp. An architect has been retained to complete the design for this work. 

Potential for adverse impacts on the surrounding neighborhood, or the community in 
general 

No adverse impacts to the surrounding neighborhood are anticipated. 

Parking: There is adequate space for parking, drop-off and pick-up. Please see 
attachment for the parking plan. If parking demand surpasses the supply, pick-up 
and drop off times could also be staggered. 

Family day homes require parking based on the number of non-resident 
employees. The applicant will be required to have one non-resident employee. 
The site has one off-street space, and ample on-street parking to accommodate 
this requirement. If required, the garage could be used for an additional off-street 
space. 

Noise, light, dust, odor fumes, vibrations, and other factors which adversely affect 
the natural environment, including quality of life of the surrounding community: 
This use will have an effect from the standpoint of noise and fumes from the 
additional automobile traffic generated by the use. There will also be additional 
noise in the back yard of the children playing. 

In addition to outreach to the neighbors, we also shared the Hillside School 
expansion plans with the North Downtown Neighborhood Association. The 
Neighborhood Association president raised potential concerns about the 
commercialization of a residential area, requested that the permit allow no more 
than 12 students, and that the hours not extend into the evening. In response, the 
Hillside School has agreed not to install a school sign, will limit enrollment to 12 
students at a time, and will assure that the school will be closed not later than 
6:00PM. It is worth noting however that this is an ideal location for a more 
commercial use because it is situated amongst an already diverse set of uses. As 
described above, there is a church, multi family housing, single-family housing, a 
ball field, a recycling center and a recreational trail all directly adjacent to the 
property. A Family Day home use would serve a demonstrated need for childcare 
services in the downtown; and 600 Mel ntire Road is an ideal location for this 
service. 



Hillside School Parking Plan 

On-street spaces adjacent to the site provide adequate pick-up and drop-off space for up to 
12 students. Pick-up/drop-off times are 9:00AM, 12:00PM, 12:30PM, 4:00PM. 

1 driveways space 
3 spaces on-street along Hillside School frontage 
6 spaces on-street along adjacent properties underutilized during school hours 

There are ample overflow spaces at the island on Mcintire Road, and along the frontage of 
the Greek Orthodox Church . 

14 on-street spaces along church frontage (6 marked) 
8 on-street spaces along Mcintire Road island r 
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Hillside School 
600 Mclnth-e Road 

Charlottesville, Va. 22902 

Preschool Group 
Classes for Homeschoolers 

Afternoon Art Classes 
and 

Summer Enrichment Program 

Sarah Gerome 
434-296-2936 

hillsideschool600@gmail.com 

RECEIVED 
FEB 19 2013 

NBGHBORHOOD DEVELOPMENT SEIMCES 

Hillside School 
I huve been working with chi ldren in 

vurious Cflpacitics for over 25 years. l:ducated at 
Virg in ia Co111 monweallh Un ivers ity Art School 
a nd in t he Early Ch ildhood Education Program 
at Sa n Francisco State University, I hcnre spent 
t he past Len years as a full-time primary 
teacher and art educator at North Branch School 
in Aflon, Virginiu. 

I am offering a small grou p setting in my 
home. I enjoy the benefits of mixed-age groups and 
try Lo accomodate parents' varied work schedules. 

Children vvill experience: 

Art, music, dance and dmma, Li Lerature, 
poetry. storyteU i ng andjm UTlilling. 

Hands-on lessons in science and math. 

Handcrafts, cooperative games, physical 
chullenges ancltemmvork. 

Awareness ofnature and stewardship for 
all Uving things. 

Time fo r LII1St rucLUrecl play and chiH lerl 
exploral ion 

I hl'licw tll.llll,liHl<>-on ll'<><>Oil<>.llcmdcmf l~ 
<1JHI ollw1 plw<>i< ,11ly ung.1ging ,H! ivil J<'<> l'mhodv 
llw lliO'>l df<'cln·c fir'>li<'<>'>Oll'> fo1 vnungc llildn'll. 
1\ ly go,11 h to ilhpin' < ltriosily dtHI fo<>l<'l' 
i111<1gin,11 ion lllmugllle,H lling lh<~llwnot <> liH' 
wick v,lri<'l_\' of \\'<1\''> i11 wl1ich < llildt c•nl<'rll 11 

S<1mh (;(,'ronw 
1]34 2<)(> 2<) 3(> 

h illsidl'sclwol600~,,gmcl i I. com 



The Hillside School 
600 Mclnt:ire Road Char1ot:t:esville, Vh·ginia 11901 434-196-1936 

January 26, 2013 

Dear Neighbor, 

I run a small, home-based preschool, Hillside School, at 600 Mcintire Road and I am considering 
the possibility of expanding the services I offer in 2013. I have provided child care and taught 
after-school art classes in my home since 2010 and have I have been pleasantly surprised by the 
response from the conununity. 

Due to the increased demand for childcare in our community, I would like to take the school to 
the next level and provide care and instruction for up to six additional students. I have decided to 
apply for a special use permit and license from the city of Charlottesville. 

This letter is to inform you of my plans, and to solicit comments or questions so that I may work 
through any concerns that you might have before we begin the process. Securing a special use 
permit and state licensing would also allow me to apply for grants to improve my program, my 
property and offer scholarships. 

If you have questions, concerns or would like to an·ange a visit, please contact me before 
February 1 O'h if possible. Gathering and addressing your comments now will help me to better 
plan my program and prevent issues that may arise in the future. 

Sarah Gerome 





CITY OF CHARLOTTESVILLE
DEPARTMENT OF NEIGHBORHOOD DEVELOPMENT SERVICES

STAFF REPORT

JOINT PUBLIC HEARING

DATE OF HEARING:  April 9, 2013
APPLICATION NUMBER:  ZM-12-04-06

Project Planner:   Brian Haluska, AICP 
Date of Staff Report: August 3, 2012 (Revised March 26, 2013)

Applicant: Simeon Investments
Applicants Representative: Justin Shimp
Current Property Owner: Vulcan Development Company, LLC 

Application Information

Property Street Address: No Street Address
Tax Map/Parcel #:   Tax Map 60, Parcels 81.8, 91, 120, 120A, 120B, 120C, 121, 122.4, 
122.5, 122.6, and 122.7  
Total Square Footage/Acreage Site: 5.53 acres
Comprehensive Plan (Land Use Plan) Designation: Single-Family Residential
Current Zoning Classification: R-1S 
Tax Status: The City Treasurer’s Office indicates all taxes on the subject property have been 
paid.

Applicant’s Request

Justin Shimp of Shimp Engineering, agent for Simeon Investments has submitted the following 
application to rezone 5.53 acres comprised of Tax Map 60, Parcels 81.8, 91, 120, 120A through 
C, 121, and 122.4 through 122.7 from R-1S to PUD. The conceptual plan provided by the 
applicant shows 26 single-family residential units. The application is accompanied by a request 
for a waiver of the provisions of the critical slopes ordinance. 

The current zoning and subdivision plat shows 34 single family-lots, although some of the lots 
lack road frontage or adequate size to be granted building permits. There are 23 lots that could be 
developed with the extension of Stonehenge in a by-right scenario, with another 2 lots possible if 

APPLICATION FOR REZONING OF PROPERTY
and WAIVER OF CRITICAL SLOPE ORDINANCE



City Council agreed to close a portion of the Castalia right-of-way. The applicant also controls 
two lots that front on the Rockland Avenue right-of-way, three lots that front on Quarry Road, 
and could obtain another buildable lot on Quarry Road with the vacation of the Sonoma Street 
right-of-way. This adds up to a potential total of 31 lots under a by-right scheme of development. 
 
The applicant has made several modifications to the application following the previous public 
hearing in January 2013.  These include: 
 

• The proposed lots have a different arrangement, and the number of lots has been reduced 
from 29 to 26. 

• A proposed vehicle connection shown between Stonehenge and Quarry Road, while 
retaining the pedestrian connections between the development and Rockland and Druid 
Avenues. 

• Removal of the alley feature. 
• The inclusion of a proffer statement. 

 
Vicinity Map 
 

 
 
 
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. 

 
Analysis 
 

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

• “Continue to maintain, improve and grow the city’s housing stock. (pg. 58)” 
• “Encourage the use of Planned Unit Development for large sites and Infill SUP 

for smaller areas as a way to protect the natural environment and allow flexibility 
and variety in development. (pg. 94)” 



• “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)” 
 

The first goal is from the Comprehensive Plan chapter on housing, while the other two 
goals are from the chapter on land use.  The project’s consistency with the 
Comprehensive Plan depends on which of these goals is given higher priority when 
evaluating the project. The project addresses the goal of the housing chapter by providing 
new units.  Additionally, the project is a Planned Unit Development, which the 
Comprehensive Plan specifically encourages. 
 
The development, however, can be seen as not keeping with the original plan for 
Belmont, and may be viewed as not protecting the City’s historic environment of a grid 
layout in the Belmont neighborhood. 
 

2. Effect on Surrounding Properties and Public Facilities 
 
The plan of development would result in an increase in usage of public facilities in the 
surrounding area. Staff believes the increase would be a minor change from the by-right 
plan, and the public facilities can accommodate the increase. 
 
The proposed plan would slightly decrease the density on the site, and would alter the 
layout of an area that was platted in the original Belmont plat in the late 1800’s. The 
Belmont plat was created using a grid system of streets, while the PUD would respond to 
the topography of the site rather than adhering to the grid that has been established over 
time. 
 

Direction Use Zoning 
North Single-Family Residential R-1S 
South Public Park R-1S / PPPO 
East Multi-Family Residential HW 
West Single-Family Residential R-1S 

 PPPO – Public Park Protection Overlay 
 

3. Proffers 
 
The applicant has submitted a proffer statement with the following proffers: 
 
I. Pedestrian Paths. A pedestrian path shall be constructed from Rockland Ave, to 

Stonehenge, and Stonehenge Ave Extended to Druid Ave. as shown on the 
application plan. The Path shall be a minimum of 5' width and grades of no more 
than 8% shall be paved surface. Stairs and bridges are to be built with treated wood 
to the design standards and safety specification minimums of the City of 
Charlottesville. Paths constructed by the developer within City Right of Way as 
well as paths constructed from Rockland Ave to Stonehenge and from Stonehenge 
Ave to Druid Ave shall be maintained by the City of Charlottesville. Paths are to be 



constructed prior to the issuance of the 15th Building permit for the Stonehenge 
Extended PUD.  
 

II. Street Scape. Sidewalks and street trees shall be provided on Stonehenge Avenue 
Extended per the application plan and narrative. Sidewalks shall be constructed 
along Stonehenge Ave Extended per the application plan narrative and shall be a 
minimum of 5' in width.  Sidewalks are to be constructed and maintained 5' beyond 
each lot at the time an occupancy permit is issued until the entire development is 
completed.   
 

III. Tree Removal. For every tree shown to remain on the application plan that is 
subsequently removed or damaged during construction new trees shall be replanted 
at a ratio of three new trees per existing tree damaged or removed. Planting shall be 
in accordance with the tree planting and design standards of the City of 
Charlottesville. 
 

IV. Buffers. A16' wide tree buffer shall be planted and maintained adjacent to lots 5 and 
8 for screening purposes to those neighboring lots on Druid Avenue as shown on 
the PUD Application and Narrative.  

Proffer 1 obligates the developer to construct the pedestrian paths shown on the plan 
between Rockland Avenue and the development, and between Druid Avenue and the 
development. The proffer would obligate the City to maintain the pathways once they are 
completed and accepted. The City’s Parks and Recreation Department has indicated that 
the trails can be accepted into the City system for maintenance provided that they are 
dedicated to public use via a formal easement and built to City standards. 
 
One adjacent property owner has expressed concern about the design of the pedestrian 
path between Druid and the development. Specifically, they are concerned that the runoff 
from the path will flow onto their property, and any trash that accumulates on the path 
will be washed onto their property as well. 
 
Proffer 2 is not a proffer, but does serve to indicate that the streetscape shown in the plan 
is the exact design the developer intends to construct, as well as when the improvements 
will be completed. While redundant, staff recommends that the proffer be kept in the 
application, as it is very helpful to staff when approving certificate of occupancy for the 
proposed residences. 
 
Proffer 3 sets up a replanting process for any trees lost during construction. The approved 
site plan will indicate which trees the applicant intends to save and which trees they 
intend to remove. Ideally, the project would follow the plan to the letter, but construction 
projects frequently have to deviate from the approved plan once field work begins. This 
proffer obligates the owner to replant three trees for any tree that was not originally 
planned to be removed. 



 
Proffer 4 obligates the owner to establish the buffer previously mentioned in the 
application and in discussions with several adjacent owners on Druid Avenue. 
 

4. Concept Plan Review 
 
The applicant’s concept plan shows automobile access to the site from Quarry Road and 
Stonehenge Avenue. The applicant shows pedestrian connections to the site from Druid 
Avenue, via the Castalia Street right of way; as well as from Rockland Avenue. 
 
The applicant has broken the development down into four blocks of housing, each with 
their own unique characteristics. The applicant elaborates on the characteristics of each of 
these blocks on Page 5 of the PUD Narrative. 
 
The lots in the development are all at least 40 feet wide, and most of the lots follow the 
traditional rectangular configuration of Belmont lots. The exceptions are the lots on the 
corners of the new streets, Lots 10 and 16. 
 
At the January public hearing, the Commission stressed its concern with the lack of detail 
in the proposal. The applicant has responded to this concern by providing a new proffer 
statement detailing the applicant’s intentions in the development, and adding more detail 
to the PUD narrative accompanying the application. 
 

5. Questions for the Commission to Discuss based on the PUD standards 
 

• Is there a “need and justification for the change”? 
 
The justification for the rezoning is to permit a layout that would not be permitted under 
the conventional regulations. Construction of the existing subdivision layout would 
require a stream crossing and a large amount of fill on the site to get the extension of 
Stonehenge Avenue to the maximum permitted road slope of 10%. 
 
The proposed PUD permits the applicant to decrease the amount of fill needed to 
construct the road, as well as reducing the length of the culvert the stream would be 
passing through under the extension of Stonehenge Avenue. 
 

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

 
The property as currently platted would permit the development of the property via the 
extension of Stonehenge. In order to build this extension, the owner would need to cross 
a waterway and raise the level of the site to the point where the houses located along the 
extension of Stonehenge would be higher than the houses to the north on Druid Avenue. 
The proposed PUD would follow the existing topography, and allow the new houses to 
be built below the level of the houses on Druid, which is in keeping with the pattern of 
the existing Belmont neighborhood topography as you move south in the neighborhood. 



 
• Does the development “function as a cohesive, unified project”? 

 
The PUD proposal does function as a cohesive and unified project. The proposed lots are 
similar in road frontage width and setbacks, and the proposed lots serve to define the 
street edge. The open space shown on the concept plan would serve aesthetic and 
environmental purposes, which is appropriate with the availability of recreational space 
across Quarry Road. 

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

property”? 
 

The proposed development will not be completely harmonious with the Belmont 
neighborhood located to the northwest of the site. Belmont has a grid pattern street 
layout, and the proposed PUD does not continue that pattern. The PUD does use the same 
style of housing units present in the surrounding Belmont neighborhood, and attempts to 
mimic the style of lots in the surrounding neighborhood.  
 
The proposed development can also be considered to be more harmonious with the 
existing developments to the east of the property. The Belmont Park townhouses and 
Monticello Overlook condominiums are multi-family residential developments that are 
bounded by Monticello Avenue. These more recent developments do not follow the grid 
pattern of the larger Belmont neighborhood, much like the proposed PUD. They respond 
to the topography of their individual sites. 
 

6. Critical Slopes 
 
Lots 1-3, 5-8, 15, and 19-22 all have some portion of the buildable area within critical 
slopes. These systems of critical slopes are over 6,000 square feet in area, and within 200 
feet of the waterway on the property, which is shown on the City’s waterway map. 
 
The applicant’s correspondence requesting a waiver of the critical slope ordinance points 
out an irony of the application of the critical slope ordinance on this site. Because the lot 
has already been platted, and lots without an acceptable building site are permitted a 
single-family residence – the applicant can disturb the bulk of the critical slopes on the 
site as a matter of right. 
 
The City Council may grant a modification or waiver upon “making a finding that due to 
unusual size, topography, shape, location, or other unusual physical conditions, or 
existing development of the property, one or more of these critical slopes provisions 
would effectively prohibit or unreasonably restrict the use or redevelopment of such 
property or would result in significant degradation of the site or adjacent properties.” The 
Planning Commission must first make a recommendation on this matter. 
 
In reviewing the plan, staff finds that the proposed PUD would disturb less area of the 
critical slopes on the site than the by right plan, and would require the removal of fewer 



trees. For this reason, staff recommends the Planning Commission and Council grant a 
waiver of the critical slope ordinance on the basis that due to existing development of the 
property, one or more of these critical slope provisions would result in significant 
degradation of the site or adjacent properties. In this case, the existing development is the 
previous plat approved for the site in the 1890’s that shows an extension of Stonehenge 
Avenue. The degradation to the site would come from the loss of mature trees, and 
placing the waterway on the western boundary of the property in a culvert. 
 
Staff proposes the following conditions be placed on the waiver if granted: 
1. Any trees shown on the final landscape plan as “to be removed” will be replaced at a 

ratio of new 2 plantings for every 1 tree removed in the open space areas of the PUD. 
These trees will not count towards any street tree requirements on the site plan. 

2. Any trees shown as “to be preserved” on the final landscape plan that subsequently 
are removed will be replaced at a ratio of 3 new plantings for every 1 tree removed. 
These trees will not count towards any street tree requirements on the site plan. 

3. Detailed site engineering plans will be required along with the site plan to show how 
the applicant plans to achieve increased slope stability on the undisturbed areas of 
critical slopes. 

 
Public Comments Received 
 
Staff has received a fair amount of correspondence from the public regarding the application.  
Many of the early comments from the public were opposed to the application. As more 
information regarding the tradeoffs between the by-right proposal as the alternative to the PUD 
has been communicated, public comments have been mixed regarding which alternative 
commenters support. 
 
At the prior public hearing, the Commission heard from several opponents to the project, as well 
as some supporters. Opponents to the project felt that the project did not respond to the 
surrounding conditions. Opponents also expressed concern over the traffic impact to Quarry 
Road and the on street parking situation along Quarry that arises when Quarry Park is hosting 
events. 
 
Supporters of the project stated that the development was of better quality than the by-right 
layout of lots, and that the new submission responded to many of the concerns previously raised 
about the development of the property, including pedestrian connections and landscape buffers. 
 
Following the new submission, a least one member of the public objected to the new road 
alignment, stating that connecting Stonehenge to Quarry would give cut-through traffic a new 
route through the neighborhood. 
 
Staff Recommendation  
 
When considering the proposal, it is necessary to compare the existing platted lots and streets 
with the PUD proposal. The existing plat permits an extension of Stonehenge Avenue to serve 23 
lots, and 3 lots on Quarry Road. The applicant could obtain subdivision approval of an additional 



lot on Quarry through vacation of right-of-way, and could also construct two houses on an 
extension of Rockland Avenue. The extension of Stonehenge would require crossing a waterway 
shown on the City’s waterway map, as well as placing a large amount of fill in the Stonehenge 
right-of-way to get the road slope to 10%. This additional fill would require site grading that 
would place the floor elevation of the proposed lots above that of houses on Druid, obscuring the 
southern view of the existing properties. The construction of Stonehenge would require the 
removal of almost all trees on the site. 
 
The existing plat would be in keeping with the rest of the Belmont neighborhood by constructing 
the streets along the originally planned grid pattern that is a defining characteristic of the 
Belmont neighborhood.  
 
The proposed PUD responds to the existing topography of the site and guarantees 15% open 
space by virtue of being rezoned to PUD. It reduces the number of trees to be removed, and 
shortens the amount of the stream that would need to be placed in a culvert. The plan, however, 
is more in line with modern development techniques than the type of development in the rest of 
Belmont.   
 
In differentiating between the two layouts, the impact on the environment is a large factor.  The 
proposal uses a road layout that follows the topography of the site, while the Belmont plat did 
not take topography into account when it was drawn up over 100 years ago. Additionally, the 
15% open space requirement of the PUD, along with the greater certainty of the required site 
plan submission that would follow the approval of  PUD means the City would have more 
certainty regarding the future use of the land. 
 
It should be noted that the difference between the proposal and the grid layout will continue to be 
a cause for concern. Staff feels the applicant has responded to the concerns about connectivity by 
creating a vehicle link between the surrounding neighborhood through the new development, and 
attempted to replicate the typical Belmont lot while attempting to work with the existing 
topography. 
 
Staff recommends that the application be approved. 
 
Attachments 
 

• Rezoning Application 
• Concept Plan and Narrative Dated March 25, 2013 
• Letter from the applicant’s agent detailing the justification for a critical slope waiver 
• Proffer Statement 

 
  



Suggested Motions for the Rezoning Request 
 

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

• I move to recommend denial of this application to rezone property from R-1S to PUD 
on the basis that the proposal would not serve the interests of the general public 
welfare and good zoning practice. 
 

Suggested Motions for the Critical Slope Waiver Request 
 

• I move to recommend the City Council grant a waiver of the critical slope ordinance 
on the basis that due to existing development of the property, one or more of these 
critical slope provisions would result in significant degradation of the site or adjacent 
properties, with the following conditions: 
• Any trees shown on the final landscape plan as to be removed will be replaced at 

a ratio of new 2 plantings for every 1 tree removed in the open space areas of the 
PUD. These trees will not count towards any street tree requirements on the site 
plan. 

• Any trees shown as to be preserved on the final landscape plan that subsequently 
are removed will be replaced at a ratio of 3 new plantings for every 1 tree 
removed. 

• Detailed site engineering plans will be required along with the site plan to show 
how the applicant plans to achieve increased slope stability on the undisturbed 
areas of critical slopes. 
 

• I move to recommend the City Council deny this request for a waiver of the critical 
slope ordinance, on the basis that the proposed waiver shall be detrimental to the 
public health, safety or welfare, detrimental to the orderly development of the area, or 
adjacent properties, or contrary to sound engineering practices. 



PROFFER STATEMENT 

Stonehenge Avenue Extension 

Date of Proffer:  March 20, 2013 

Project Name:  Stonehenge Avenue Ext. 

ZM Number: 12-04-06 

Owner:  Vulcan Development Company, LLC. 
P.O. Box 7532 
Charlottesville, VA 22906 
 

Existing Zoning: R1-S Single Family Residential  

Zoning Requested:  Planned Unit Development (PUD) 

Acreage of Parcel: 6.43 

Neighborhood District: Belmont 

Tax Map #(s): Tax Map 60 / Parcels 81.8, 90, 120, 120A-C, 121, and 122.4-7 

Legal Reference: Tax Map 60-120, 120.A, 120.B and 120.C 
Deed Book 906-503, 506 Plat  
and Resolutions Closing Streets Book 2-23 

Tax Map 60-81.8, 91, 121, 122.4 and 122.7 
Deed Book 996-616 and Albemarle Deed Book 96-72,73,74,75 Plat 

Tax Map 60-122.5 and 122.6 
Deed Book 983-562 and Albemarle Deed Book 96-72,73,74,75 Plat 

Exhibit(s)/References: 1) Zoning Map Amendment Application for Stonehenge Avenue 
Ext.  (sheets 1 through 4 dated 03/19/13), prepared by Justin Shimp, 
P.E. 

 

The Term “Owner” as referenced within this document shall include within its meaning the 
owner, or owners, of record of the Property, or properties, and their successors in interest. 

The Owner hereby voluntarily proffers that if the Charlottesville City Council acts to rezone the 
Property from the R1-S District to the Planned Unit Development (PUD) District as requested, 
the Owner shall develop the Property in accord with the following proffered development 
conditions (each, a “Proffer,” and collectively, the “Proffers”), which the Owner acknowledges 



are reasonable, pursuant to Section 15.2-2303 of the Code of Virginia, 1950, as amended, and 
pursuant to Article I of the Charlottesville City Zoning Ordinance.  If rezoning application ZM 
12-04-06 is denied, these proffers shall immediately be null and void and of no force and effect. 

 

 

1. Pedestrian Paths. A pedestrian path shall be constructed from Rockland Ave, to 
Stonehenge, and Stonehenge Ave Extended to Druid Ave. as shown on the application 
plan. The Path shall be paved with a minimum of 5' width in areas of grade more than 8% 
and bridges are to be built with treated wood to the design standards and safety 
specification minimums of the City of Charlottesville. 

 
2. Street Scape.  Along both sides of the road for the entire development of 

Stonehenge Ave Extended a minimum 3' grass/tree buffer shall be maintained and wider 
sections of 8' shall be maintained where street parking is not supplied per the application 
plan along with a landscape practice per the ordinance of the City of Charlottesville. 
Trees will be planted along the street as shown and described per the application plan 
narrative. Sidewalks shall be constructed along Stonehenge Ave Extended per the 
application plan narrative and shall be a minimum of 5' in width.   

 
3. Setbacks.  Homes shall be constructed per the application plan narrative in 

reference to set back and no two neighboring homes shall be built to the same set back 
with a minimum of 3' of difference per the front of the home regardless of porch, dormer 
or any style of construction used so as to create an attractive inconsistent set back look 
seen in older neighborhoods.  
 

4. Tree Removal.   For every tree removed a replanting ratio used shall be 3 to 1 and 
replanted using the tree planting and design standards of the City of Charlottesville. 
 

5. Buffers.    Above lots 5 and 8 a 16' tree buffer shall be maintained for 
screening purposes to those neighboring lots on Druid Avenue as shown on the PUD 
Application and Narrative.  
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 



 
 
The undersigned Owner hereby proffers that the use and development of the Property 
shall be in conformance with the proffers and conditions herein above. This document 
shall supersede all other agreements, proffers or conditions that may be found to be in 
conflict. The Owner agrees that all proffers shall be binding to the property, which means 
the proffers shall be transferred to all future property successors of the land. 
 
 
WITNESS the following signature: 
 
 
Vulcan Development Company, LLC 
 
 
By: ___________________________________________ 
 

 
 
COMMONWEALTH OF VIRGINIA 
CITY/COUNTY OF _____________________, to wit: 
 
 
The foregoing instrument was acknowledged before me this ____ day of ______________ 2013 
by ___________________________, Owner of Vulcan Development Company, LLC, a Virginia 
Corporation. 
 
 
My Commission expires:  _____________________    ______________________________ 
        Notary Public 
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c 
August 3rd, 2012 

Mr. Brian Haluska 
City of Charlottesville 
Neighborhood Development Services 

(Delivered by E-mail) 

Regarding: Stonehenge Avenue PUD, Critical Slopes Waiver 

Dear Mr. Haluska, 

Please consider this letter as a request for waiver of section 34-1120 of the City Code for the 
Stonehenge Avenue PUD project. This request is most unusual in that we request this waiver on the grounds of 
preserving critical slopes, not disturbing them. Approving this waiver is in keeping with the provisions of the 
critical slopes ordinances of the City of Charlottesville. 

Background: 

The Stonehenge PUD project is not about an increase in density or developing new tracts of land, it is about re
aligning an existing platted street and lots to be more compliant with current regulations and to limit the 
environmental impacts of the development. The project consists entirely of recorded lots and streets that until 
this time have not been constructed. These lots were platted in the 1950's and are exempt from the critical 
slope ordinances and can be constructed as they sit today. A by-right clearing and grading plan was prepared 
and approved for clearing and mass grading of the site. As the final road plans were developed we observed 
that significant disturbance of the site and the stream crossing the site was required to construct roads to 
current standards. While this disturbance is permitted, we began to explore other options for development and 
ultimately submitted a request for a PUD zoning for this project. 

Discussion: 

The critical slopes waiver is not required for the by-right development, but it is for the PUD development. As a 
result, the waiver requested with the PUD ordinance is not a request to disturb critical slopes, but rather a 
request to preserve them. The by-right plan requires a minimum disturbance of 1.59 acres of critical slopes; the 
PUD plan proposes a disturbance of 0.96 acres. Approval of the waiver and of the PUD rezoning would result in 
a net reduction of 0.63 acres of critical slope disturbance. While there is some merit simply in disturbing less 
area during development, the critical slopes themselves do not necessarily represent an environmental or 
aesthetic enhancement. However, the PUD layout, which requires the critical slopes waiver, most certainly 
does. 

Section 1120(b )( 1) -"Purpose and intenf' describes the factors that make the disturbance of critical slopes 
relevant to discussions on zoning and planning decisions. Every one of the six factors given are enhanced 
with the PUD layout: 

PROJECT MANAGEMENT 
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a. Erosion affecting the structural integrity of those features. 
A smaller area of critical slopes will be disturbed if the waiver and PUD are approved, leaving fewer 
chances for erosion of the slopes. 

b. Stormwater and erosion-related impacts on adjacent properties. 
If the waiver and PUD are approved, open space areas and buffers to adjoining properties will 
provided in many areas, reducing the chances of erosion impacts on adjoining properties. 

c. Stormwater and erosion-related impacts to environmentally sensitive areas such as streams and 
wetlands. 
The by-right plan calls for fill to be placed on approximately 290' of stream bed, and the filling and 
disturbance of areas adjacent to stream. This disturbance has been approved by the U.S. Army Corp 
of Engineers and will occur if the PUD and waiver are not approved. The entire stream bed is to 
remain wooded and undisturbed in the PUD plan. 

d. Increased stormwater velocity due to loss of vegetation. 
The approval of the waiver and PUD plan will decrease the loss in vegetation on the site; specifically, 
vegetation will be preserved in areas of critical slopes and areas adjacent to the stream. 

e. Decreased groundwater recharge due to changes in site hydrology. 
The approval of the waiver and PUD plan will allow grading to be done in greater accord with the 
natural terrain, reducing the amount of disturbance, preserving additional trees and allowing for the 
low areas adjacent to the stream to remain in place. These design features will improve the overall 
hydrologic performance of the site. 

f Loss of natural or topographic features that contribute substantially to the natural beauty and visual 
quality of the community such as loss of tree canopy, forested areas and wildlife habitat. 
First, it should be noted that the project is not land that was formally designated as open space or 
owned by the City and then sold for development. These are lots that were platted at the same time as 
every home built in the neighborhood and kept under private ownership since that time. To create new 
lots there will always be a need to clear land and remove trees for construction. The PUD plan and 
associated critical slopes waiver allow for the development of the lots to take place with less impact to 
the natural and topographic features of this site. 

We find that the factors to be considered for both the waiver and PUD are in overwhelming support of our 
request. This decision is not a matter of if, it is a matter of how. The PUD layout promotes the intent of the PUD 
ordinance and approval of the critical slope waiver will promote the intent of the critical slopes ordinance. We 
look forward to the discussion and consideration of this matter by the planning commission. If you have any 
questions please feel free to contact me via email at Justin@shimp-engineering.com or by telephone at 434-
953-6116. 
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CONTEXT & HISTORY 

1 Existing Site at Rockland Avenue 

2 Stand of mature trees at the existing ter
minus of Stonehenge Avenue 
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The Stonehenge PUD project is not about an increase in density or developing new tracts of land. It is about re-aligning an existing platted street and lots to be 
more compliant with current regulations and to limit the environmental impacts of the development. The project consists entirely of recorded lots and streets 
that have not yet been constructed. These lots were platted in the 1950s or earlier, are exempt from the critical slope ordinances, and can be constructed as they 
sit today. A by-right clearing and grading plan was prepared and approved for clearing and mass grading of the site. As the final road plans were developed, we 
observed that constructing roads to current standards would cause significant disturbance of the site. Additionally, the By-Right Plan doesn't provide the type of 
connections and ease of mobility consistent with Belmont neighborhood. Based on these two points of consideration, we began to explore other options for de
velopment, which emphasizing context sensitive design and community connection, and ultimately submitted a PUD application as we believed it to be the ap
propriate way to develop the site. 

1 



,0 
6.-

SHIMP 
PROJECT MANAGEMEHT 

CIVIL ENGINEERING 
LANO PLANNING 

ENGI NEER I NG~ 
~ 

6 

15 16 

7 8 9 10 

STONEHENGE AVENUE EXTENDED 

19 20 

0 D 

21 

BY-RIGHT PLAN 
The existing plat permits an extension of Stonehenge 
Avenue to serve 25 lots, 4lots on Quarry Road and 2 
lots on Rockland Avenue, for a total of 31 lots. 

The extension of Stonehenge would require crossing a 
waterway shown on the City's waterway map, as well as
placing a large amount of fill in the Stonehenge 
right-of-way to get the road slope to 1 0%. This 
additional fill would require site grading that would 
place the floor elevation of the proposed lots above 
that of houses on Druid, thus obscuring the southern 
view of the existing properties. The construction of 
Stonehenge would require the removal of all trees on 
the site. 

Note that the By-Right Plan is 28 lots with 3 additional 
lots (5, 15, 31) available through street closing. The PUD
is 261ots. 
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PROPOSED PUD APPLICATION 
The PUD proposal meets the desired design standards of 
section 34-490 as follows: 

1 The PUD plan follows existing topography, allowing 
new improvements to be built below the level of 
the existing residences on Druid Avenue and 
conforming to existing terrain. The flexibility of 
the PUD allows for development of greater quality 
than the By-Right option. This development 
provides 31.6% open space. 

2 The PUD plan allows flexibility to preserve natural 
resources and features as open space. Efficient 
road design responds to the existing topography 
and preserves environmentally-sensitive areas. 

3 The PUD provides a variety of designs for single 
family detached products, encouraging a mixture of 
front and rear loaded lots along with elevated lots 
without garages. 

4 Clustering in a PUD promotes open space and 
retains existing landscape and green space. The 
proposed plan requires planting of significant 
lanscaping beyond the minimum street trees. 

5 The PUD designs a walkable neighborhood, 
strengthens external connections and creates 
more new open space. 

6 Lots are consistant with single family lots in the 
Belmont Neighborhood. 

7 The PUD allows for preservation of 68 trees, which 
accounts for 44% of the total trees on the site. 
Moreover, the PUD has disturbance of the 
stream, but minimizes the length of culvert and 
revegetates portions within open space. 

8 Planned covenants with architectural guidelines 
ensure architectural consistency for future improve
ments. 

3 

9 I 10 The PUD provides external connections. It creates a north-south pedestrian connection 
between Druid Avenue and Quarry Road to connect residents of Belmont to Quarry Park 
and the greenway trails. Additionally, a vehicular connection from Stonehenge to Quarry 
provides safe and convenient access for cars, bycides and predestrians and increases 
overall mobility through the neigborhood as intended by the original Belmont Plat 
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Rockland Ave 

PROPOSED BLOCK PLAN 
Block I: A continuation of Stonehenge 
Avenue consistent with the original Belmont 
plat. Lot widths and depths mirror the histori
cally platted lots. Front setbacks are consistent 
with neighboring homes on Stonehenge and 
parking is provided in the front yard via garag
es or parking areas. Driveways on each new lot 
shall be adjacent to each other to provide for 
landscaped traffic calming Islands and desig
nated on-street parking spaces on the 
south-west side of the street. The existing tem
porary turn-around on lot 1 shall be aban
doned with the extension of the street. 

Block II: lots are designed with a consistent back yard 
against Open Space A along the stream. Front yards are gener
ally level with the street allowing for a mix of garages and yard 
parking. Where driveways are wider than one car, landscape 
screening shall be placed between the sidewalk and parking 
areas along the 3' landscape strip within the ROW. Walk-out 
basements bring rear yards one level closer to the stream eleva
tion. New landscaping will be provided along the back of the 
lots to re-vegetate area's adjacent to the stream disturbed by 
grading activities for home construction. 

Block Ill: Homes are set back from the street and above street grade by a story or more to 
accommodate existing slopes. Consistent with other city neighborhoods. a small retaining wall 
boxes in a parking pad for each lot with a walkway or steps to the home. Rear yard grading 
and disturbance Is minimized to preserve green space and trees adjacent to the neighboring 
PUD accessed from Druid Ave. Building to building distances across Stonehenge Avenue are 
approximately 120C Front yards shall be landscaped with a minimum of one hardwood and 
one ornamental trM in each lot. Where front yard slopes exceed 3:1 groundcover shall be pro
vided to ensure slope stabilization and a consistent landscape quality on the north-east side of 
Stonehenge Avenue. Large shade trees will be provided at an average spacing of 50' along this 
side of the ROW. 

Block IV: Quarry Road shall serve as a front yard for lots 
within this block. Buildings will be slightly elevated above the 
street and a new sidewalk and street trees shall be provided 
across the frontage. The new homes shall have a walk-out con
dition in the front yards, with the back yard being one story 
above the front. Parking shall be accommodated via rear entry 
garages or parking In the back yard accessed from Stonehenge 
Avenue. Parking pads or driveways wider than one car shall 
have screening shrubs planted between the driveway and 
street within the three foot landscape strip. Rear yards along 
Stonehenge Avenue shall be planted with a minimum of one 
large shade tree and one ornamental tree in each lot. 

Stonehenge Avenue: The presently 
dead end street with a minimum turn around 
shall be extended into the site following exist
ing grades around the site to the east and 
finally south to connect with Quarry Road. The 
road shall be designed with designated on 
street parking spaces with landscaping Islands 
as traffic calming measures at spacing shown 
on the application plan.lhe south side of the 
street shall have a 3' landscape strip behind 
the 8' parklng spaces providing a feeling of 
spac.e and comfort for pedestrians using the 
street to travel from Stonehenge Avenue or 
other parts of Belmont to Quarry Park. Land
scape Islands shall include large shade trees 
and ornamental shrubs at each island as de
scribed in this narrative. Offsite connections 
from Druid and from Rockland will be de
signed to direct pedestrians to the south side 
of the street promoting the use of the sidewalk 
along the buffered side of the street The north 
side of the street Is adjacent to sloped open 
spaces and lots with homes set back from the 
road. 

Open Space A: A mixture of passive and active open space promoting preserva
tion of trees and vegetation along the stream banks and the use of one side of the 
stream as a designated picnic and recreation area giving residents a convenient 
access point to the stream. A path, wooden footbridge over the stream, and wooden 
boardwalk along the stream bank shall be provided in this area. Where grading from 
lot construction encroaches the open space area and causes the removal of any exist
ing trees designed to remain on the plan, new trees shall be provided at a ratio of 3 
new trees per existing tree removed. New landscaping In accordance with the appli
cation plan and narrative shall be provided in this area to enhance the buffer area, 
provide for shaded recreation areas. and restore landscape canopy to the site. 

Open Space B: Passive space intended to serve as a 
green space and entrance to the project. The newly graded 
slope on the north side the road across from block IV shall be 
landscaped with groundcover of an omamental nature as 
shown in the narrative. Street trees shall be provided at a 
spacing of SO' on center along the ROW In this section. A mix 
of deciduous ornamental trees, evergreen trees and shade 
trees shall be planted in the open space tore-vegetate the 
site. A row of evergreen screening shrubs will be provided 
along the eastern boundary of the site adjacent to the Bel
mont Cottages project In any location where the existing 
vegetation has been or will be removed as part of road con· 
structlon. 
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Section A-A 

PUD DESIGN STANDARDS 
The PUD proposal shall conform to the following additional 
design standards: 

1 Open Space A shall be re-vegetated at a rate of 20 
trees per acre. 

2 Ornamental groundcover shall be provided on 
slopes steeper than 3:1 adjacent to the right-of-way 
within Open Space B. 

3 A pedestrian trail between Rockland Avenue and 
Stonehenge Avenue shall be provided. Where 
slopes are steeper than 8% a hard surface of steps 
shall be provided. A wooden footbridge shall be in
stalled across the stream. A pedestrian boardwalk 
with a minimum area of 100 square feet shall be pro
vided along the stream bank adjacent to the foot 
bridge, to accomodate picnicing and recreational 
activities. 

4 One hardwood shade tree and one ornamental 
shade tree shall be provided in front yards within 
Block Ill. 

S Typical Building Setbacks for Lots 1-4: 
Front 25' 
Rear 25' 
Side 3' 

Typical Building Setbacks for Lots 5-26: 
Front 20' 
Rear 20' 
Side 3' 
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PUD DESIGN STANDARDS 
The PUD proposal shall conform to the following additional 
design standards: 

1 Four large shade trees shall be provided along 
Quarry Road. Units that front on Quarry Road shall 
have pedestrian access and architectural frontage 
on Quarry Road. 

2 Block IV Lots are allowed to park on Quarry Road, 
but no vehicular access for driveway shall be 
provided to them from Quarry Road. 

3 A double row of staggered evergreen screening 
shall be provided adjacent to Belmont Cottages 
where existing vegetation has been removed. 

4 Trees should not be removed from the Open Space 
Areas other than for road and utility grading. Any 
trees that are removed from the Open Space areas 
shall be replaced at a ratio of three new trees for 
each tree removed. 

5 Typical Building Setbacks for Lots 1-4: 
Front 25' 
Rear 25' 
Side 3' 

Typical Building Setbacks for Lots 5-26: 
Front 20' 
Rear 20' 
Side 3' 
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CONNECTIVITY 
Automobile access to the development from Quarry 
Road does not disrupt current traffic patterns on 
Stonehenge Avenue, Druid Avenue, or around 
Belmont Park. The PUD layout allows for greater 
pedestrian and bike permeability to the Belmont 
neighborhood, and pushes vehicles out onto 
Monticello Road, which is an established thorough
fare. 

The By-Right plan sends all vehicles and pedestrians 
together out Stonehenge Avenue towards Belmont 
Park. 

Pedestrian connection to the site from Druid Avenue, 
looking south. lbE~IO\illll 

fl: -~ 
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Existing Connectivity 

Proposed Connectivity of Belmont Plat 
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Proposed Connectivity of By-Right Plan 

Proposed Connectivity of PUD Plan 

CONNECTIVITY COMPARISON 
To create a sustainable community, the connection 
between houses and city amenities should be 
strengthened while minimizing the disturbance of 
natural resources. 

As is seen in the Existing Connectivity Figure, the 
main city amenities near the site include three bus 
stops and two public parks. However, since the road 
networks are imcomplete, it is inconvenient for 
residents to walk to and from these destinations. 

The By-Right Plan does nothing to improve the 
connectivity of this area. The orginal Belmont Plat 
greatly Improves the connectivity of this area, but It 
completely disregards environmental factors and can 
no longer be built due to certain right of ways being 
previously closed. The PUD plan is both sensitive to 
environmental factors and provides through 
connections between Druid, Stonehenge, Rockland 
and Quarry Road. 
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ZONING MAP AMENDMENT FOR
STONEHENGE AVENUE EXT.

TAX MAP 60, PARCELS 81.8, 90,120, 120A-C, 121, &122.4-7
CITY OF CHARLOTTESVILLE, VIRGINIA

SHEET INDEX
SHEET  C1 - COVER SHEET
SHEET  C2 - EXISTING CONDITIONS
SHEET  C3 - BY-RIGHT PLAN
SHEET  C4 - PUD APPLICATION PLANVICINITY MAP  SCALE: 1"=1,000'

SITE

OWNER / DEVELOPER

ZONING

LEGAL   REFERENCE

LAND USE TABLE

ADJACENT PARCELS WITHIN 500' OF SITE
TAX MAP & PARCEL # ADDRESS OWNER NAME ZONING

590300000 818 ALTAVISTA AVE

COLLINS, ELWOOD L & LUCILLE G

R-1S

590301000 817 DRUID AVE

KNIGHT, EDWARD M & SYLVIA H

R-1S

590302000 815 DRUID AVE

TRODDEN, RICHARD & NORA

R-1S

590303000 813 DRUID AVE

ROBERTSON, GOODWIN B

R-1S

590313100 808 DRUID AVE

WHITE, LAVENDER J JR & MARY T

R-1S

590314000  DRUID AVE

CORDANO, PHILIP M & INGRID M

R-1S

590315000 814 DRUID AVE

TEMPLETON, STEPHEN & HANNAH BESSELL

R-1S

590316000 816 DRUID AVE

GARRISON, NETTIE W

R-1S

590317000 817 STONEHENGE AVE

NEULAND, DONALD J & EVA L

R-1S

590318000 815 STONEHENGE AVE

SHIFFLETT, ROGER LEE & CAROLYN S

R-1S

590319000 813 STONEHENGE AVE

MORRIS, JOSEPH E & VIVA B

R-1S

590320000 811 STONEHENGE AVE

SCLATER, BETTY E & BETTY J HERRING

R-1S

590330000 812 STONEHENGE AVE

LIVELY, LOUISE M

R-1S

590332000 816 STONEHENGE AVE

DE BAUN, CHRISTIAN C & ROCHELLE R PULL

R-1S

590333000 818 STONEHENGE AVE

WALKER, WILLIAM E SR & DAISY A

R-1S

590334000 819 ROCKLAND AVE

GAYLORD, DONALD A

R-1S

590335000 817 ROCKLAND AVE

GENTRY, WALTER D & BETTY M

R-1S

590336000  ROCKLAND AVE

ROSELIUS, MARILYN JOAN

R-1S

590337000 813 ROCKLAND AVE

BINGLER, ROBERT F & PATRICIA G

R-1S

590348000 1500 GREEN ST

DUDLEY, PEARL M

R-1S

590348100 1502 GREEN ST

GENTRY, DAVID R & LYNETTE B NARCISO

R-1S

590349000 1504 GREEN ST

BRANCH, NORMAN W

R-1S

600066000 900 ALTAVISTA AVE

NAPPI, ANTHONY L, III

R-1S

600067000 902 ALTAVISTA AVE

GARRISON, CATHERINE E

R-1S

600068000 904 ALTAVISTA AVE

GARRISON REAL ESTATE, LLC

R-1S

600070000 908 ALTAVISTA AVE

GARRISON REAL ESTATE, LLC

R-1S

600071000 910 ALTAVISTA AVE

MARSHALL, HARRY S & PATSY

R-1S

600072000 912 ALTAVISTA AVE

PIPPIN, SUSAN G

R-1S

600073000 914 ALTAVISTA AVE

RUSHING, DEBORAH S

R-1S

600074000 916 ALTAVISTA AVE

FABIO, CRAIG A

R-1S

600075000 918 ALTAVISTA AVE

SACRE, THOMAS M, SR, LIFE ESTATE

R-1S

600076000 901 DRUID AVE

EPPARD, RAYMOND R & ETHEL D

R-1S

600076100 903 DRUID AVE

MAYO, BOBBY GENE & SHELBY G, LIFE ESTATE

R-1S

600076200 905 DRUID AVE

EPPARD, RAYMOND R & ETHEL D

R-1S

600076300 907 DRUID AVE

EASTON, FRED J & LOUISE K

R-1S

600076400 909 DRUID AVE

BREEDEN, ARNOLD R

R-1S

600076500 911 DRUID AVE

BLEAKLEY, JAMES F & MEGAN S

R-1S

600076600 913 DRUID AVE

GERMERSHAUSEN, BARBARA ANNE

R-1S

600076700 915 DRUID AVE

LANG, CARY L

R-1S

600076800 917 DRUID AVE

BEDDOW, WILLIAM & OLLIE, LIFE ESTATES

R-1S

600076900 919 DRUID AVE

LYNCH, MARTHA J

R-1S

600077000 900 DRUID AVE

HERRING, FLOYD L & SIDNEY B

R-1S

600078000 902 DRUID AVE

DEANE, BRENDA

R-1S

600079000  DRUID AVE

EVERETT, C E & BETTY H

R-1S

600080000  DRUID AVE

EVERETT, CLAUDE E & BETTY H

R-1S

600081000 908 DRUID AVE

MASSEY, MICHAEL & PATRICIA ANDERSON

R-1S

600081100 910 DRUID AVE

ULLRICH, WILLIAM & KRISTIN LINK

R-1S

600081200 912 DRUID AVE

PURICELLI, VIVIAN S

R-1S

600081300 914 DRUID AVE

DIX, MARTHA G

R-1S

600081400 916 DRUID AVE

VANDEVER, THOMAS J

R-1S

600081500 918 DRUID AVE

MILLER, STEVEN M & SHERYL H

R-1S

600081600 909 STONEHENGE AVE

AUST, NANCY I

R-1S

600081700 911 STONEHENGE AVE

AUST, NANCY I

R-1S

600082000 907 STONEHENGE AVE

WALSH, KATHLEEN A

R-1S

600083000 905 STONEHENGE AVE

MIDTHUM, BILLIE ANN

R-1S

600084000 903 STONEHENGE AVE

OLIVA, DONALD E & TAMMI J

R-1S

600085000 901 STONEHENGE AVE

LAHENDRO, JOSEPH D

R-1S

600086000 900 STONEHENGE AVE

WIDMER, DANIEL J & CANDACE B

R-1S

600087000 904 STONEHENGE AVE

ELLIOTT-GRAHAM, DELORES & MURRIEL

R-1S

600088000 906 STONEHENGE AVE

COUSAR, LAUREN M

R-1S

600089000 908 STONEHENGE AVE

DATTA, NICOLA C I

R-1S

600090000 910 STONEHENGE AVE

BECK, JAMES E & CHRISTINE P

R-1S

600095000 919 ROCKLAND AVE

HONAKER, RACHEL K, TRUSTEE

R-1S

600096000 917 ROCKLAND AVE

KOVARIK, BRENDA BURGESS

R-1S

600097000 915 ROCKLAND AVE

GENTRY, WALTER D & BETTY M

R-1S

600098000 913 ROCKLAND AVE

DOWELL, DORIS J

R-1S

600099000 911 ROCKLAND AVE

WARD, THOMAS G, JR & MAREN E

R-1S

600100000 909 ROCKLAND AVE

GARRISON, CATHERINE E

R-1S

600101000 905 ROCKLAND AVE

FOX, WILLIAM E JR & LINDA M

R-1S

600103000 1408 MERIDIAN ST

WOODSON, EMMA JANE

R-1S

600104000 1410 MERIDIAN ST

DUTOI, BRIAN CHARLES

R-1S

600105000 900 ROCKLAND AVE

SELLERS, ERIC W & JILL R

R-1S

TAX MAP & PARCEL # ADDRESS OWNER NAME ZONING

600107000 906 ROCKLAND AVE

LUGAR, MICHAEL D, JANICE C & KARA M

R-1S

600108000 908 ROCKLAND AVE

MATHENY, CAROLYN V

R-1S

600109000 914 ROCKLAND AVE

GENTRY, WALTER D & BETTY M

R-1S

600110000 916 ROCKLAND AVE

GENTRY, WALTER D & BETTY M

R-1S

600111000 918 ROCKLAND AVE

GIBSON, ANNIE M

R-1S

600112000 1000 ROCKLAND AVE

POWELL, LARRY W

R-1S

600114000
423 QUARRY RD

RESULTS REAL ESTATE, INC

R-1S

600115000
421 QUARRY RD

CRAWFORD, WAYNE C & PATRICIA ANN

R-1S

600116000
419 QUARRY RD

CRAWFORD, PATRICIA ANN

R-1S

600117000
417 QUARRY RD

WOOD PROPERTY INVESTMENTS, LLC

R-1S

600118000
415 QUARRY RD

FLAVIN, PHILLIP L

R-1S

600122000 1000 DRUID AVE

BUTTNER, ERNEST E & PAULINE E

R-1S

600122100 1002 DRUID AVE

LILLY,  LINDA K

R-1S

600122200 1004 DRUID AVE

SPEER, KIMBERLY L

R-1S

600122300 1006 DRUID AVE

HENNIGAR, MICHAEL H & KATRINA V

R-1S

600123000 1008 DRUID AVE

ZIEGLER, MARLA M

R-1S

600124000 1010 DRUID AVE

AUTEN, WILLIAM W & HOLLY H

R-1S

600124100 1012-A DRUID AVE

STEELE, MARIE C

PUD

600124200 1012-B DRUID AVE

PASTORE, EDWARD & ELIZABETH BRILLIANT

PUD

600124300 1012-C DRUID AVE

TOBIAS, AVROM & PEGGY

PUD

600124400 1012-D DRUID AVE

BROOM, CHRISTOPHER & CANDACE BURTON

PUD

600124500 1012-E DRUID AVE

ROBINSON, GERARD F & ANNE J HALE

PUD

600124A00  DRUID AVE

BELMONT RESIDENCES HOMEOWNERS ASSOC, INC

PUD

600125000 1014 DRUID AVE

FLETCHER, KRISTEN M

R-1S

600125A00 1016 DRUID AVE

THOMAS, ANDREW & KATHLEEN MUELLER

R-1S

600127000 1019 DRUID AVE

HARRIS, LANDON & SUZANNE

R-1S-EC

600127100 1015 DRUID AVE

GAFFNEY, NORA ALI

R-1S

600127200 1017 DRUID AVE

TAYLOR, RALPH E SR & ELSIE

R-1S

600128000 1013 DRUID AVE

WOOD, LYNWOOD DALE & CANDACE M

R-1S

600129000 1009 DRUID AVE

MEYER, KRISTIN K

R-1S

600129100 1005 DRUID AVE

CRUICKSHANK, JOHN & BARBARA

R-1S

600129200 1003 DRUID AVE

WOOD, WILLARD COLES JR & EDITH M

R-1S

600129300 1011 DRUID AVE

HENAO, IVAN D & JEANNETTE R HALPIN

R-1S

600129400 1007 DRUID AVE

KING, JOHN H

R-1S

600130000 1001 DRUID AVE

MATHIS, CASSANDRA MARIE

R-1S

600131000 1000 ALTAVISTA AVE

MEGAHAN, SCOTT & CAROLINE

R-1S

600131A00 1002 ALTAVISTA AVE

HUGHES, DAVID L & JEANNETTE A

R-1S

600132000 1006 ALTAVISTA AVE

PATRAS, JAMES

R-1S

600132100 1004 ALTAVISTA AVE H P RENTAL PROPERTIES LP R-1S

600133000 1008 ALTAVISTA AVE

CTM, LLC

R-1S

600134000 1016 ALTAVISTA AVE

NORTON, CHARLES W, III & JESSICA J

R-1S-EC

600134100 1012 ALTAVISTA AVE

GARRISON REAL ESTATE, LLC

R-1S

600134200 1010 ALTAVISTA AVE

AYERS, ASHLEY L

R-1S

600134300 1014 ALTAVISTA AVE

NORTON, CHARLES W, III & JESSICA J

R-1S-EC

600232000 1100 ALTAVISTA AVE

SPRADLIN, BONNIE & LAWRENCE MARSHALL, JR

R-1S-EC

600233000 1104 ALTAVISTA AVE

BLAKELY, VIRGIE M, LIFE ESTATE

R-1S

600252100 1600-12 MONTICELLO AVE

ONE SIX HUNDRED, LLC

HW-EC

600252200
 QUARRY RD

BELMONT VILLAGE OWNERS ASSOCIATION, INC

HW

6002522A0
373 QUARRY RD

HEIDEBRINK, KELLI D

HW

6002522AA
321 QUARRY RD

JORGENSEN, EARL V & CINDY M

HW

6002522B0
371 QUARRY RD

LEE, KENYA C

HW

6002522C0
369 QUARRY RD

CLARKSON, JAMES & KRISTEN KANIPE

HW

6002522D0
367 QUARRY RD

SHIN, KYUNGMIN

HW

6002522E0
365 QUARRY RD

SEILER, NAN W

HW

6002522F0
363 QUARRY RD

CHEW, ERIC M & SUSAN M

HW

6002522G0
345 QUARRY RD

CALLAN, ANDREW T, III

HW

6002522H0
343 QUARRY RD

SELINGER HOMES, INC

HW

6002522I0
341 QUARRY RD

SELINGER HOMES, INC

HW

6002522J0
339 QUARRY RD

JORGENSEN, EARL V & CINDY M

HW

6002522K0
337 QUARRY RD

VAUGHAN, PHILIP R

HW

6002522L0
361 QUARRY RD

BYRD, SUSAN LOWRY

HW

6002522M0
359 QUARRY RD

MCDONALD, PAUL A & CARMEN E

HW

6002522N0
357 QUARRY RD

TRESSLER, MARIA L

HW

6002522O0
355 QUARRY RD

SPILLER, WARREN L

HW

6002522P0
353 QUARRY RD

FAULK, CORDEL L

HW

6002522Q0 351 QUARRY RD

MARICICH, YURI A & BRIDGET

HW

6002522R0
349 QUARRY RD

JORDAN, WILLIAM R

HW

6002522S0
347 QUARRY RD

ORRELL, GEORGE N & SHARON J

HW

6002522T0
335 QUARRY RD

GLASS, BONNIE K

HW

6002522U0
333 QUARRY RD

SELINGER HOMES, INC

HW

6002522V0
331 QUARRY RD

MACGAW, SCOTT M & ELIZABETH G

HW

6002522W0
329 QUARRY RD

SELINGER HOMES, INC

HW

TAX MAP & PARCEL # ADDRESS OWNER NAME ZONING

6002522X0
327 QUARRY RD

RUDMAN, FRANCES

HW

6002522Y0
325 QUARRY RD

REHM, REBECCA A

HW

6002522Z0
323 QUARRY RD

KUPPALLI, MANU & SMITHA S GOWDA

HW

600255000
420 QUARRY RD

CITY OF CHARLOTTESVILLE R-1S-EC

600256000 307 PALATINE AVE

DUBENDORFER, DAVID & CARRIE OERTEL

R-1S

600256100  PALATINE AVE

DUBENDORFER, DAVID & CARRIE OERTEL

R-1S

600257000 303 PALATINE AVE

KELLEY, JAMES A, JR

R-1S

600259000 221 PALATINE AVE

WILLIAMS, ARLIE E & EVELYN C

R-1S

600260000 219 PALATINE AVE

ROWLAND, RICKY C

R-1S

600261000 215 PALATINE AVE

SELF, KEVIN E & SARAH J

R-1S

600262000 213 PALATINE AVE

FITZGERALD, JUNIOR H & BETTY JOE

R-1S

600263000 211 PALATINE AVE

WORKMAN, NORMAN LEE

R-1S

600264000 209 PALATINE AVE

CARWILE, M NEAL & ANITA D

R-1S

600265000 207 PALATINE AVE

FITZGERALD, JUNIOR & BETTY

R-1S

600266000 205 PALATINE AVE

BAKER, AARON E & CHRISTIN

R-1S

600267000 203 PALATINE AVE

GROVE, SUSANNAH L

R-1S

600267100 201 PALATINE AVE

KLINGER, JILL E

R-1S

600273000 212 PALATINE AVE

DICKERSON HOMES AND DEVELOPMENT, LLC

R-1S

600274000 214 PALATINE AVE

COLLIER, DANIEL & MARIE, ETAL

R-1S

600275000 216 PALATINE AVE

BABER, SHIRLEY L

R-1S

600276000 218 PALATINE AVE

GRIFFITH, STEPHANIE N

R-1S

600277000 220 PALATINE AVE

GRAY, KRISTEN A & LYNDON LARSON

R-1S

600278000 222 PALATINE AVE

TED REALTY, LLC

R-1S

600279000 304 PALATINE AVE

GRIFFITHS, JILLIAN

R-1S

600279100 302 PALATINE AVE

LORIGAN, CHRISTOPHER R & LAUREL T

R-1S

600279A00 306 PALATINE AVE

MCHUGH, STEVEN F

R-1S

600280000 308 PALATINE AVE

NOWELL, WILLIAM & EFFIE

R-1S

600281000 310 PALATINE AVE
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CITY OF CHARLOTTESVILLE 
MEMORANDUM 
 
TO:  Planning Commission; City Council 
FROM:  Missy Creasy, Planning Manager 
DATE:    March 14, 2013 
RE:    Subdivision Ordinance Amendment – Sidewalk Provisions 
______________________________________________________________________ 
 
Background 
Each year the City of Charlottesville proposes a number of amendments to the General Assembly 
for consideration and approval.  As part of the 2013 package, an amendment was proposed to 
allow for an additional option for addressing sidewalk regulations for existing streets in 
residential areas. Concern had been raised that there are situations where sidewalks may not be 
appropriate in front of a specific property but the option of having someone pay into a fund to 
assist in the construction of sidewalks citywide may be appropriate.  The City requested 
permission to allow for this option and it was approved. The change would allow for construction 
of the sidewalk at the location of the new dwelling or an option to provide funds to a sidewalk 
fund maintained by the City to construct citywide sidewalk priorities.  The legislation approved 
allows for the City to amend the subdivision ordinance to include this new provision and staff is 
bringing the request forward at this time so it may be effective on July 1, 2013. 
 
Discussion 
Staff reviewed the approved legislation and recommends the following language be placed into 
Sec 29-182 (j)(3) to address this legislative change:   
 
 Section 29-182(j)(3) Where land being subdivided or developed fronts on an existing 
 street, and adjacent property on either side has an existing sidewalk, the subdivider 
 shall construct a sidewalk, and shall dedicate land to the public for such sidewalk, to 
 connect to the existing sidewalk. On a residential lot or a lot containing at least one 
 residential unit, the subdivider or developer thereof may, in the alternative, choose to 
 contribute to a sidewalk fund, maintained and administered by the City, funds 
 equivalent to the cost of the dedication of land for and the construction of a sidewalk 
 on the property. 
 
 
Recommendation:   
Staff recommends approval of this ordinance to amend and reordain §29-182 of the Subdivision 
Ordinance of the Code of the City of Charlottesville, 1990, as amended, to provide the option of 
contributing to a sidewalk fund rather than dedicating land and constructing sidewalks for 
residential lots on existing streets as outlined by House Bill 1724.  
 
Attachments 
Legislation (H1724) 
Section 29-182 of the Subdivision Ordinance with proposal. 
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2013 SESSION 
 

CHAPTER 277 
An Act to allow the City of Charlottesville to amend its subdivision ordinance regarding the 
provision of sidewalks.  

[H 1724] 
Approved March 13, 2013 

Be it enacted by the General Assembly of Virginia: 

1. § 1. The governing body of the City of Charlottesville may, as a part of its subdivision 
ordinance as authorized by § 15.2-2242 of the Code of Virginia, include provisions allowing the 
subdivider or developer of a residential lot, or of a lot containing at least one residential unit, the 
option of either (i) dedicating land for and constructing a sidewalk as specified in subdivision 9 of 
§ 15.2-2242 or (ii) contributing to a sidewalk fund, maintained and administered by the city, funds 
equivalent to the cost of the dedication of land for and construction of a sidewalk on the property. 
Nothing in this act shall alter in any way any authority of localities or the Department of 
Transportation to require sidewalks on any newly constructed street or highway. 

 
 
Subdivision Ordinance Excerpt  
 
Sec. 29-182. - Standards for streets and alleys.  
The following standards shall apply to all streets and alleys within a subdivision:  
(a)-(i)… 
 
 (j) Related improvements.  
(1)Streets shall be constructed in accordance with the Standards and Design Manual with 
public facilities and infrastructure within the dedicated right-of-way where required.  
 
(2)Sidewalks shall be constructed to approved city standards on both sides of every new 
street, and the dedicated right-of-way for a public street shall be sufficient to permit 
installation of the sidewalk within the right-of-way on both sides of such street.  
 
(3)Where land being subdivided or developed fronts on an existing street, and adjacent 
property on either side has an existing sidewalk, the subdivider shall construct a 
sidewalk, and shall dedicate land to the public for such sidewalk, to connect to the 
existing sidewalk. On a residential lot or a lot containing at least one residential unit, the 
subdivider or developer thereof may, in the alternative, choose to contribute to a sidewalk 
fund, maintained and administered by the City, funds equivalent to the cost of the 
dedication of land for and the construction of a sidewalk on the property. 
 
 

http://lis.virginia.gov/cgi-bin/legp604.exe?000+cod+15.2-2242
http://lis.virginia.gov/cgi-bin/legp604.exe?000+cod+15.2-2242
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(4)Each sidewalk proposed to be accepted for maintenance by the city shall be marked on 
a plat as being "dedicated to the city for public use," and where practicable shall be 
located within the dedicated right-of-way for a public street. Each sidewalk proposed to 
be privately maintained shall be conveyed to a homeowners association or other private 
individual or entity, for ownership and perpetual maintenance, and shall be located 
outside the dedicated right-of-way for a public street. The agent or commission may 
require that a sidewalk proposed by the subdivider be privately maintained instead of 
being dedicated to the public, if the agent or commission determines there is not a need 
for the sidewalks to be publicly owned and maintained.  
 
(5)The agent or commission may vary or approve exceptions to the sidewalk 
requirements or other design standards that are the subject of this subparagraph. A 
request for a variance or exception may be made prior to or with submittal of a 
preliminary plat. If such a request is made, it shall include: a written statement of the 
justification for the request. In reviewing a request, the agent or commission shall 
consider, in addition to the factors set forth within section 29-36, and as may be 
applicable to the particular request: (i) whether a surface other than concrete is more 
appropriate for the subdivision because of the character of the proposed subdivision and 
the surrounding neighborhood; (ii) whether sidewalks on only one (1) side of the street 
may be appropriate due to environmental constraints such as streams, stream buffers, 
critical slopes, floodplain, tree cover, or wetlands, or because lots are provided on only 
one (1) side of the street; (iii) whether the sidewalks reasonably can connect into an 
existing or future pedestrian system in the area; (iv) whether the length of the street is so 
short and the density of the development is so low that it is unlikely that the sidewalk 
would be used to an extent that it would provide a public benefit; (v) whether an alternate 
pedestrian system including an alternative pavement could provide more appropriate 
access throughout the subdivision and to adjoining lands, based on a proposed alternative 
profile submitted by the subdivider; (vi) whether the sidewalks would be publicly or 
privately maintained; (vii) whether the waiver promotes the goals of the comprehensive 
plan, including the applicable neighborhood plan; and (viii) whether waiving the 
requirement would enable a different principle of the neighborhood plan to be more fully 
achieved. (4-21-08(1))  
 
 



 1 

CITY OF CHARLOTTESVILLE 
DEPARTMENT OF NEIGHBORHOOD DEVELOPMENT SERVICES 

STAFF REPORT 
 

 

 
 

PLANNING COMMISSION REGULAR MEETING 
DATE OF PLANNING COMMISSION MEETING:  April 9, 2013 

 
Project Planner:  Michael Smith 
Date of Staff Report:  
Applicant:  Seminole Square Shopping Center 
Applicant’s Representative: Scott Collins, Collins Engineering  
Current Property Owner: Towers Limited Partnership/Great Eastern Management 
 
Application Information 
 
Property Street Address:  129, 151, 159, 167, 123, 175 & 185 Seminole Court 
Tax Map/Parcel #:  Tax Map 41C, Parcel 3.1 
Total Square Footage/Acreage Site:  818, 928 square feet (18.8 acres) 
Comprehensive Plan (Land Use Plan) Designation: Commercial 
Current Zoning Classification: HW- Highway Corridor 
Tax Status:  No delinquent taxes 
 
Applicant’s Request 
 
Mr. Collins, on behalf of Seminole Square Shopping Center, is requesting a waiver from Section 
34-1120(b) of the City Code, relating to the protection of critical slopes, to allow for the 
construction of two, segmented retaining walls, totaling 1180’ in length, along the northern 
portion of the Seminole Square Shopping Center property, containing existing slopes greater 
than or equal to 25%.  Existing critical slopes include 67,953 square feet (1.56 acres) or 
approximately 8 percent of the property.   
 
The applicant is seeking approval of the waiver request in order to “accommodate space for 
additional parking that will be lost to the Hillsdale Drive Extension through the center with the 
future redevelopment of the property.” Staff would like to note that the corresponding site plan 
for this proposal does not depict parking and notes that “with the exception of the retaining wall 
improvements, no impervious areas are proposed with this plan.” 
 
 

REQUEST FOR  A WAIVER: 
CRITICAL  SLOPES  
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Vicinity Map 
 

 
Standard of Review 
 
Purpose and Intent 
 
Per the language stated in Sec 34-1120(b)(1), the “critical slope provisions” are intended to 
protect topographical features that have a slope in excess of the grade established and other 
characteristics in the following ordinance for the following reasons and whose disturbance could 
cause one (1) or more of the following negative impacts: 
 

a. Erosion affecting the structural integrity of these features. 
b. Stormwater and erosion-related impacts on adjacent properties. 
c. Stormwater and erosion-related impacts to environmentally sensitive areas such as 

streams and wetlands. 
d. Increased stormwater velocity due to loss of vegetation. 
e. Decreased groundwater recharge due to changes in site hydrology. 
f. Loss of natural or topographical features that contribute substantially to the natural 

beauty and visual quality of the community such as loss of tree canopy, forested areas 
and wildlife habitat. 

 
These provisions are intended to direct building locations to terrain more suitable to development 
and to discourage development on critical slopes for the reasons listed above, and to supplement 
other regulations and policies regarding encroachment of development into stream buffers and 
floodplains and protection of public water supplies. 
 
As stated in Sec.34-1120(6)(d), the planning commission shall make a recommendation to city 
council in accordance with the criteria set forth in this section, and city council may thereafter 
grant a modification or waiver upon making a finding that: 
 

(i) The public benefits of allowing disturbance of a critical slope outweigh the public 
benefits of the undisturbed slope( public benefits include, but are not limited to, 
stormwater and erosion control that maintains the stability of the property and/or 
the quality of adjacent or environmentally sensitive areas; groundwater recharge; 
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reduced stormwater velocity; minimization of impervious surfaces; and 
stabilization of otherwise unstable slopes); or 

(ii) Due to unusual size, topography, shape, location, or other unusual physical 
conditions, or existing development of a property, one (1) or more of these critical 
slopes provisions would effectively prohibit or unreasonably restrict the use, reuse 
or redevelopment of such property or would result in significant degradation of 
the site or adjacent properties. 

 
No modification or waiver granted shall be detrimental to the public health, safety or welfare, 
detrimental to the orderly development of the area or adjacent properties, or contrary to sound 
engineering practices. 
 
In granting a modification or waiver, city council may allow the disturbance of a portion of the 
slope, but may determine that there are some features or areas that cannot be disturbed. These 
include, but are not limited to:  

 
(i) Large stands of trees; 
(ii) Rock outcroppings; 
(iii) Slopes greater than 60%. 

 
City council shall consider the potential negative impacts of the disturbance and regrading of 
critical slopes, and of resulting new slopes and/or retaining walls. City council may impose 
conditions as it deems necessary to protect the public health, safety or welfare and to insure that 
development will be consistent with the purpose and intent of these critical slopes provisions. 
Conditions shall clearly specify the negative impacts that they will mitigate. Conditions may 
include, but are not limited to:  
 

(i) Compliance with the "Low Impact Development Standards" found in the City 
Standards and Design Manual. 

(ii) A limitation on retaining wall height, length, or use; 
(iii) Replacement of trees removed at up to three-to-one ratio; 
(iv) Habitat redevelopment; 
(iv) An increase in storm water detention of up to 10% greater than that required by 

city development standards; 
(v) Detailed site engineering plans to achieve increased slope stability, ground water 

recharge, and/or decrease in stormwater surface flow velocity;  
(vi) Limitation of the period of construction disturbance to a specific number of 

consecutive days; 
(vii) Requirement that reseeding occur in less days than otherwise required by City 

Code. 
 
Project Review / Analysis 
 
The applicant has provided information in the attached critical slopes waiver application for each 
item discussed below.  The planning commission shall make a recommendation to city council, 
upon making one or more of the following findings: 
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*Staff comments are in bold 
 

1. The public benefits of allowing disturbance of a critical slope outweigh the public 
benefits of the undisturbed slope (public benefits include, but are not limited to, 
stormwater and erosion control that maintains the stability of the property and/or 
the quality of adjacent or environmentally sensitive areas; groundwater recharge; 
reduced stormwater velocity; minimization of impervious surfaces; and stabilization 
of otherwise unstable slopes). 

 
The applicant is utilizing finding #1 as justification for approval of a critical slope waiver, 
stating that the public benefit of Hillsdale Drive Extended outweighs the impact to critical 
slopes. The applicant notes that the current alignment of Hillsdale Drive Extended impacts 
the overall parking on the Seminole Square property and that expansion of parking will be 
necessary in order to meet parking requirements and demands of the retail facility. 
 
In regard to the impacts the applicant is noting as a result of Hillsdale Drive, the 
current design of Hillsdale Drive consists of additional excavation within the existing 
SWM facility and construction of the proposed retaining walls would prohibit the 
ability to perform this additional excavation. This may require Hillsdale to cross the 
SWM facility via a bridge, instead of a culvert and fill, potentially adding significant 
costs to the Hillsdale Drive project. Additionally, the applicant has noted the 
Hillsdale Drive Extension will impact overall parking at Seminole Square and 
expansion into the critical slopes will be necessary, in order to mitigate city code 
requirements for parking. Hillsdale Drive Extended will not impact the parking 
requirements and Seminole Square’s parking will remain conforming. 
 
Also, staff would like to note that the design of Hillsdale Drive Extended has been 
with the help, cooperation and direction of Seminole Square whose representatives 
have served on the Steering Committee for Hillsdale Drive Extended since its 
inception.  In 1990, representatives of Seminole Square and several other businesses 
in that area approached City and County officials with the Hillsdale Drive concept.  
The concept was seen as a means to provide better access to local businesses and 
alternative transportation choices for the community without needing to drive along 
Route 29.  It has been designed as a low speed (25 mph), 2 lane local facility with 
dedicated left turn lanes and numerous access points serving existing businesses 
along the corridor – it has not been designed as a bypass to “help alleviate the 
congestion on Route 29.”  Due to the location -a previously developed commercial 
corridor-right of way costs were always expected to be high (current estimate is ~$16 
million).  The City agreed to pursue funding for design and construction for the 
corridor only if the impacted property owners donated necessary right of way for the 
improvements.  Of the 27.37 acres owned by Seminole Square, 1.214 acres of right of 
way and 0.27 acres of utility easements will be requested for donation.  While this 
road does provide public transportation benefits – it also contains economic 
redevelopment benefits – hence the roadway project has developed through a 
mutually beneficial partnership between the City and Seminole Square.   The 
roadway plans for Hillsdale Drive Extended as approved by City Council do not 



 5 

preclude redevelopment opportunities on Seminole Square property - in fact it was 
meant to encourage exactly that. 

 
Applicant’s justification for Finding #1 
 

a. Erosion affecting the structural integrity of those features. 
The applicant states that although there are signs of erosion on parts of the slope, for 
the most part, the wooded vegetation is holding the slopes in place. The applicant 
believes that by installing the retaining wall system, the walls will lock in the fill 
material and prevent future erosion along the slope. Staff believes that installing the 
retaining walls will prevent possible future erosion as the slopes will be 
structurally stabilized. 

 
b. Stormwater and erosion-related impacts on adjacent properties. 

 
The applicant states that the existing stormwater management facility (SWM) will not 
experience an increase in capacity as a result of installing the retaining walls. Staff 
believes an engineering analysis needs to be provided that proves that the 
stormwater facility can manage projected storms without overtopping the 
embankment. This analysis should be based on current existing conditions, which 
account for current and future improvements located on the west side of Rt. 29. If 
the applicant believes this facility will not experience an increase in capacity, staff 
request that stormwater calculations be provided that justify that statement. 

 
c. Stormwater and erosion-related impacts to environmentally sensitive areas such 

as streams and wetlands. 
 
The applicant states that no streams or wetlands are proposed to be impacted. Staff 
has requested that the applicant verify no permits are necessary from the Army 
Corps of Engineers. At this time, the applicant has yet to provide verification. 

 
d. Increased stormwater velocity due to loss of vegetation. 

 
The applicant states that increases in stormwater velocity will be mitigated with a 
proposed rain garden facility. Staff recommends this facility not be considered as a 
mitigation effort as no rain garden is currently shown on the site plan. 
 

e. Decreased groundwater recharge due to changes in the site hydrology. 
 
The applicant states that impact to the critical slopes will not have an impact on 
groundwater recharge. The applicant states the existing SWM facility on the Pepsi 
property will provide an opportunity for groundwater recharge before being 
discharged into the existing SWM facility and outfall system. Staff has no comments 
regarding this statement. 
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f. Loss of natural topographic features that contribute substantially to the natural 
beauty and visual quality of the community such as loss of tree canopy, forested 
areas, and wildlife habitat. 

 
The applicant states the benefit of Hillsdale Drive Extended outweighs the loss of 
natural topographic features. The benefit of Hillsdale Drive Extended is immaterial 
to this particular critical slope provision. The applicant is not appropriately 
addressing loss of natural topographic features, as it relates to the installation of 
retaining walls. 
 

 
Staff Recommendation 
 
The applicant has yet to provide the following information necessary to review this proposal: 
 

1. Stormwater calculations that reflect the applicant’s claim that the existing stormwater 
facility will not see an increase in capacity. 

2. Verification from the Army Corps of Engineers that no permits are required to work 
within the proposed area. 

3. An engineered analysis of the proposed rain garden. 
 
As a result of the lack of information, the application fails to address the potential negative 
impacts of critical slopes provisions b, c,d and f. 
 
Staff believes the applicant does not fully meet the criteria for finding #1 and recommends denial 
of the waiver request. If the waiver request is approved, staff requests that the following 
condition be included: 
 
 1. The City vacate the existing stormwater management easement. 
 
If the critical slope waiver is granted and the easement is not vacated, staff recommends that an 
access road be constructed as part of the construction of the retaining wall to allow the City to 
adequately maintain the facility. The existing easement would have to be expanded to include the 
access road. 
 
 
Suggested Motions 
 

1. “I move to approve the steep slope waiver for Tax Map 41C, Parcel 3.1, Seminole Court 
on the grounds that [use one of the two findings].” 

 
2. “I move to approve the steep slope waiver for Tax Map 41C, Parcel 3.1, Seminole Court 

[use one of the two findings], with the following conditions….” 
 
3. “I move to deny the steep slope waiver for Tax Map 41C, Parcel 3.1, Seminole Court 
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January 18, 2013 
Updated 3/18/2013 
 
City of Charlottesville 
Department of Neighborhood Development Services 
P.O. Box 911 
Charlottesville, VA  22902 
 
RE:  Seminole Square Expansion – Critical Slopes Waiver Request Supplement 
 
Please allow this letter to serve as our formal request for a critical slope waiver to allow 
an impact to the critical slopes along the northern portion of the Seminole Square 
property.  The Seminole Square property’s current use is a retail shopping center.  
 
Applicant: Collins Engineering / Great Eastern Management 
 
Property Owner:  Towers Limited Partnership / Great Eastern Management 
 
Existing Conditions: 
This area to the north of the site with the existing critical slopes is primarily wooded.  
This area was graded and these slopes were created almost 30 years ago when the 
property was first developed back in 1985.  2:1 and 3:1 slopes were used to establish the 
grades of the current shopping center.  Overall the existing bank is in fair condition, there 
are some areas that show signs of erosion while other portions of the bank are holding up 
better.  There is a currently a creek and existing stormwater management facility along 
this area with the critical slopes.  The city currently has a stormwater management 
easement in this area up to the 416 contour elevations.  The proposed improvements and 
impacts to the critical slopes would not affect the existing stormwater management 
facility or stream along the northern property. 
 
Project Description: 
The reason for the critical slope waiver request for the project is to prepare the site for the 
pending redevelopment improvements with the extension of the Hillsdale Drive through 
the property.  Currently, the city has designed the future Hillsdale Drive to extend 
through the Seminole Square property, impacting large portions of the parking lot and a 
section of one of the retail buildings.  This extension will have a major effect on the 
overall existing usable area of the Seminole Shopping center.  The proposed expansion 
will accommodate space for additional parking that will be lost to the Hillsdale Drive 
extension through the center with the future redevelopment of the property.  A series of 
(2) retaining walls will be constructed on the north side of the property (outside of the 
existing stormwater management easement) to create an area behind the existing 
buildings for additional parking for the shopping center.  
 



Total Site Area:  18.8 acres 
 
Zoning:  existing HW (Highway Corridor) 
 
Percentage of Area greater than or equal to 25% slopes: 
1.56 acres of the site’s 18.8 acres, or 8% of the site area 
 
Finding #1: 
Hillsdale Drive extension is an integral part of the future Charlottesville transportation 
network.  A large portion of right-of-way (approximately 2 acres) necessary for the 
Hillsdale Drive extension cuts through the middle of the Seminole Square Shopping 
Center parking lot and portion of one of the buildings.  This roadway extension will serve 
the public as a secondary (parallel) roadway system along Route 29, providing an 
alternate road option that will service the community and help alleviate the congestion on 
Route 29.  This public benefit far outweighs the impact to the man-made critical slopes 
along the northern portion of the property that were created with the filling of the 
property back in 1985 to create the shopping center.  A series of retaining walls will be 
installed along this portion of the site and these walls will lock in the fill material along 
this area, creating a stabilized bank.  Below this area is an existing stormwater 
management facility for the Seminole Square and Pepsi Bottling company properties.  
This facility will remain as-is, with no impacts to the current capacity of the facility.  The 
future impervious area created with the impacts to the critical slopes will be treated with 
a rain garden in addition to draining to this stormwater management facility. 
 
If there was an alternative layout or alignment of Hillsdale Drive that did not impact the 
Seminole Square shopping center, then additional parking would not be necessary for the 
site.  However, City Council has accepted the current alignment and agreed to start the 
negotiations on acquiring the necessary right of way along this alignment.  With the 
roadway extension, the impact to the overall parking on the Seminole Square property 
will need to be mitigated, and this option allows for the expansion of the parking for the 
property to meet the parking requirements and demands of the retail facility. 
 
Erosion affecting the structural integrity of those features: 
Currently, this critical slope (which was created in 1985) is showing some signs of 
erosion on parts of the slope.  The wooded vegetation, for the most part, is holding the 
slopes in place; however, there are many areas where erosion has occurred over the years.  
With the installation of the retaining wall system, this will prevent any additional erosion 
along this steep bank.  The walls will lock in the fill material and prevent it from future 
erosion.   
 
Stormwater and erosion-related impacts on adjacent properties: 
The downstream area below this proposed critical slope impact is an existing stormwater 
management facility, which is owned and maintained by the Seminole Square Shopping 
Center and Pepsi Bottling Company.  The Pepsi Bottling Company is also proposing to 
impact the existing critical slopes on their property as well for the same reasons, to allow 
the Hillsdale Drive Extension to be constructed on their property for the overall benefit of 



the community.  The existing stormwater management facility and its current capacity 
will not be impacted by impacts of these critical slopes.  The retaining walls will be 
constructed prior to and in combination with the filling of this area to prevent erosion 
related issues.  Most of the drainage area to this slope is captured with the existing curb 
and gutter system on the top of the slope, which prevents a lot of the run-off from sheet-
flowing down the banks. 
 
Stormwater and erosion-related impacts to environmentally sensitive areas such as 
streams and wetlands: 
No streams or wetlands are proposed to be impacted with the filling and impacts of the 
critical slopes on this property.  The existing stream below this area is part of the existing 
stormwater management facility, and no impacts are proposed. 
 
Increased stormwater velocity due to loss of vegetation 
The increase of stormwater velocity due to the loss of vegetation and future impervious 
area will be mitigated with a proposed rain garden facility below the impervious area.  
This rain garden will collect the run-off and provide water quality and detention, prior to 
releasing the flow into the existing stormwater management facility, which provides 
additional treatment and detention.  These measures will compensate for the increase in 
velocity due to the loss of vegetation in this area. 
 
Decreased groundwater recharge due to changes in the site hydrology 
The impacts to these critical slopes do not have much effect or change on the 
groundwater or site hydrology.  There is not a lot of drainage area to these critical slope 
areas and the slopes themselves limit the ability for run-off to be absorbed into the 
ground before running down the slopes into the existing streams.  However, the 
installation of a rain garden below the future impervious areas will provide an 
opportunity for the run-off to drain into the ground before being discharged into the 
existing swm facility. 
 
Loss of natural or topographic features that contribute substantially to the natural 
beauty and visual quality of the community such as loss of tree canopy, forested 
areas and wildlife habitat.   
The benefit of Hillsdale Drive outweighs the overall impacts to this area, including the 
loss of tree canopy.  Trees and the wildlife habitat within the existing limits of the 
stormwater management facility will still remain and will be preserved. 
 
Additional attachments: 
Please see the Site plan amendment for additional information and exhibits for this 
request. 
 
Please let me know if you have any questions or need any additional information to 
review this critical slope analysis. 
 
Sincerely,  
Scott Collins, PE 
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CITY OF CHARLOTTESVILLE
DEPARTMENT OF NEIGHBORHOOD DEVELOPMENT SERVICES

STAFF REPORT

PLANNING COMMISSION REGULAR MEETING
DATE OF PLANNING COMMISSION MEETING:  April 9, 2013 

Project Planner: Michael Smith
Date of Staff Report: March 29, 2013 
Applicant:  Pepsi Bottling Company 
Applicant’s Representative: Scott Collins, Collins Engineering  
Current Property Owner: Pepsi Bottling Company

Application Information

Property Street Address: 1150 Pepsi Place 
Tax Map/Parcel #:  Tax Map 41C, Parcel 3 & Tax Map 41B, Parcel 6
Total Square Footage/Acreage Site:  666, 468 square feet (15.3 acres)
Comprehensive Plan (Land Use Plan) Designation: Industrial 
Current Zoning Classification: HW- Highway Corridor 
Tax Status:  No delinquent taxes

Applicant’s Request

Mr. Collins, on behalf of Pepsi Bottling Company, is requesting a waiver from Section 34-
1120(b) of the City Code, relating to the protection of critical slopes, to allow for the 
construction of 365’ of retaining wall along the southern portion of the Pepsi Bottling Company 
property, containing existing slopes greater than or equal to 25%.  Existing critical slopes include 
76, 665 square feet (1.76 acres) or approximately 11.5 percent of the property.  The applicant’s 
project would impact 26,571 square feet (.61-acre) or 10.7 percent of the property. 

Currently, the applicant has a site plan amendment in review that proposes an expansion into the 
area of critical slopes in order to supply parking and access for Pepsi’s fleet of trucks. The 
critical slopes are covered with trees of varying sizes and types and appear stable with no signs 
of erosion.     

The applicant is seeking approval of a critical slopes waiver on the grounds that the public 
benefit of retaining the current design of Hillsdale Drive Extended outweighs the public benefit 

REQUEST FOR A WAIVER:
CRITICAL SLOPES
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of disturbing critical slopes. The applicant states that as a result of the current design for 
Hillsdale Drive Extended, Pepsi Bottling Company is restricted to only expanding within the 
southern portion of their property. The applicant states this expansion into the southern portion 
of the site is necessary for Pepsi to meet their overall facility’s needs for the future. The applicant 
states this expansion is based off of a 30 year program forecast for Pepsi that was completed five 
years ago.

Vicinity Map

Standard of Review

Purpose and Intent 

Per the language stated in Sec 34-1120(b)(1), the “critical slope provisions” are intended to 
protect topographical features that have a slope in excess of the grade established and other 
characteristics in the following ordinance for the following reasons and whose disturbance could 
cause one (1) or more of the following negative impacts:

a. Erosion affecting the structural integrity of these features.
b. Stormwater and erosion-related impacts on adjacent properties.
c. Stormwater and erosion-related impacts to environmentally sensitive areas such as 

streams and wetlands.
d. Increased stormwater velocity due to loss of vegetation. 
e. Decreased groundwater recharge due to changes in site hydrology.
f. Loss of natural or topographical features that contribute substantially to the natural 

beauty and visual quality of the community such as loss of tree canopy, forested areas 
and wildlife habitat.

These provisions are intended to direct building locations to terrain more suitable to development 
and to discourage development on critical slopes for the reasons listed above, and to supplement 
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other regulations and policies regarding encroachment of development into stream buffers and 
floodplains and protection of public water supplies. 
 
As stated in Sec.34-1120(6)(d), the planning commission shall make a recommendation to city 
council in accordance with the criteria set forth in this section, and city council may thereafter 
grant a modification or waiver upon making a finding that: 
 

(i) The public benefits of allowing disturbance of a critical slope outweigh the public 
benefits of the undisturbed slope( public benefits include, but are not limited to, 
stormwater and erosion control that maintains the stability of the property and/or 
the quality of adjacent or environmentally sensitive areas; groundwater recharge; 
reduced stormwater velocity; minimization of impervious surfaces; and 
stabilization of otherwise unstable slopes); or 

(ii) Due to unusual size, topography, shape, location, or other unusual physical 
conditions, or existing development of a property, one (1) or more of these critical 
slopes provisions would effectively prohibit or unreasonably restrict the use, reuse 
or redevelopment of such property or would result in significant degradation of 
the site or adjacent properties. 

 
No modification or waiver granted shall be detrimental to the public health, safety or welfare, 
detrimental to the orderly development of the area or adjacent properties, or contrary to sound 
engineering practices. 
 
In granting a modification or waiver, city council may allow the disturbance of a portion of the 
slope, but may determine that there are some features or areas that cannot be disturbed. These 
include, but are not limited to:  

 
(i) Large stands of trees; 
(ii) Rock outcroppings; 
(iii) Slopes greater than 60%. 

 
City council shall consider the potential negative impacts of the disturbance and regrading of 
critical slopes, and of resulting new slopes and/or retaining walls. City council may impose 
conditions as it deems necessary to protect the public health, safety or welfare and to insure that 
development will be consistent with the purpose and intent of these critical slopes provisions. 
Conditions shall clearly specify the negative impacts that they will mitigate. Conditions may 
include, but are not limited to:  
 

(i) Compliance with the "Low Impact Development Standards" found in the City 
Standards and Design Manual. 

(ii) A limitation on retaining wall height, length, or use; 
(iii) Replacement of trees removed at up to three-to-one ratio; 
(iv) Habitat redevelopment; 
(iv) An increase in storm water detention of up to 10% greater than that required by 

city development standards; 
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(v) Detailed site engineering plans to achieve increased slope stability, ground water 
recharge, and/or decrease in stormwater surface flow velocity;  

(vi) Limitation of the period of construction disturbance to a specific number of 
consecutive days; 

(vii) Requirement that reseeding occur in less days than otherwise required by City 
Code. 

 
Project Review / Analysis 
 
The applicant has provided information in the attached critical slopes waiver application for each 
item discussed below.  The planning commission shall make a recommendation to city council, 
upon making one or more of the following findings:  
*Staff comments are in bold. 

 
1. The public benefits of allowing disturbance of a critical slope outweigh the public 

benefits of the undisturbed slope (public benefits include, but are not limited to, 
stormwater and erosion control that maintains the stability of the property and/or 
the quality of adjacent or environmentally sensitive areas; groundwater recharge; 
reduced stormwater velocity; minimization of impervious surfaces; and stabilization 
of otherwise unstable slopes). 

 
The applicant is utilizing finding #1 as justification for approval of a critical slope waiver. 
The applicant notes that the current design of Hillsdale Drive Extended prevents any 
future expansion of the facility to the west and to the north, restricting future develop to 
the south, where the critical slopes are located. The applicant states that expanding the 
building and parking lot within the location of critical slopes in necessary for the Pepsi 
facility to continue operating effectively. The applicant states that if Pepsi cannot expand 
within the southern portion of the property, due to critical slopes and Hillsdale Drive 
Extended, then Pepsi would have to look at other sites for the facility. 

 
In regard to the impacts the applicant is noting as a result of Hillsdale Drive, the 
current design of Hillsdale Drive consists of additional excavation within the existing 
SWM facility and construction of the proposed retaining walls would prohibit the 
ability to perform this additional excavation. This may require Hillsdale to cross the 
SWM facility via a bridge, instead of a culvert and fill, potentially adding significant 
costs to the Hillsdale Drive project.  
 
Staff would like to note that the design of Hillsdale Drive Extended has been with the 
help, cooperation and direction of Pepsi whose representatives have served on the 
Steering Committee for Hillsdale Drive Extended since its inception. In 1990, 
representatives of the Pepsi Bottling Company and several other businesses in that 
area approached City and County officials with the Hillsdale Drive concept. The 
concept was seen as a means to provide better access to local businesses and 
alternative transportation choices for the community without needing to drive along 
Route 29. It has been designed as a low speed (25 mph), 2 lane local facility with 
dedicated left turn lanes and numerous access points serving existing businesses 
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along the corridor – it has not been designed as a bypass to “help alleviate the 
congestion on Route 29.” Due to the location- a previously developed commercial 
corridor- right of way costs were always expected to be high (current estimate is ~$16 
million). The City agreed to pursue funding for design and construction for the 
corridor only if the impacted property owners donated necessary right of way for the 
improvements. Of the 15.3 acres owned by Pepsi, 1.55 acres of right of way, 0.11 
acres of permanent easement and 0.07 acres of utility easements will be requested for 
donation.  While this road does provide public transportation benefits – it also 
contains economic redevelopment benefits – hence the roadway project has 
developed through a mutually beneficial partnership between the City and the Pepsi 
Bottling Company.  The roadway plans for Hillsdale Drive Extended as approved by 
City Council do not preclude redevelopment opportunities on Pepsi Bottling 
property – in fact it was meant to encourage exactly that. 

 
Applicant’s justification for Finding #1 
 

a. Erosion affecting the structural integrity of those features. 
 
The applicant states there although there are signs of erosion on parts of the slope, for 
the most part, the wooded vegetation is holding the slopes in place. The applicant 
believes that by installing the retaining wall system, the walls will lock in the fill 
material and prevent future erosion along the slope. Staff believes that installing the 
retaining walls will prevent possible future erosion as the slopes will be 
structurally stabilized. 

 
b. Stormwater and erosion-related impacts on adjacent properties. 

 
The applicant states that the existing stormwater management facility (SWM) will not 
experience an increase in capacity as a result of installing the retaining walls. Staff 
believes an engineering analysis needs to be provided that proves that the 
stormwater facility can manage projected storms without overtopping the 
embankment. This analysis should be based on current existing conditions, which 
account for current and future improvements located on the west side of Rt. 29. If 
the applicant believes this facility will not experience an increase in capacity, staff 
request that stormwater calculations be provided that justify that statement. 

 
c. Stormwater and erosion-related impacts to environmentally sensitive areas such 

as streams and wetlands. 
 
The applicant states that no streams or wetlands are proposed to be impacted. Staff 
has requested that the applicant verify no permits are necessary from the Army 
Corps of Engineers. At this time, the applicant has yet to provide verification. 

 
d. Increased stormwater velocity due to loss of vegetation. 
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The applicant states that increases in stormwater velocity will be mitigated with an 
existing SWM facility located on Pepsi’s property. Staff has no comments regarding 
this statement. 
 

e. Decreased groundwater recharge due to changes in the site hydrology. 
 
The applicant states that impact to the critical slopes will not have an impact on 
groundwater recharge. The applicant states the existing SWM facility on the Pepsi 
property will provide an opportunity for groundwater recharge before being 
discharged into the existing SWM facility and outfall system. Staff has no comments 
regarding this statement. 

 
f. Loss of natural topographic features that contribute substantially to the natural 

beauty and visual quality of the community such as loss of tree canopy, forested 
areas, and wildlife habitat. 

 
The applicant states the benefit of Hillsdale Drive Extended outweighs the loss of 
natural topographic features. The benefit of Hillsdale Drive Extended is immaterial 
to this particular critical slope provision. The applicant is not appropriately 
addressing loss of natural topographic features, as it relates to the installation of 
retaining walls. 
 

 
Staff Recommendation 
 
The applicant has yet to provide the following information necessary to review this proposal: 
 

1. Stormwater calculations that reflect the applicant’s claim that the existing stormwater 
facility will not see an increase in capacity. 

2. Verification from the Army Corps of Engineers that no permits are required to work 
within the proposed area. 

 
As a result of the lack of information, the application fails to address the potential negative 
impacts of critical slopes provisions b, c, and f. 
 
Staff believes the applicant does not fully meet the criteria for finding #1 and recommends denial 
of the waiver request. If the waiver request is approved, staff requests that the following 
condition be included: 
 
 1. The City vacate the existing stormwater management easement. 
 
Suggested Motions 

 
1. “I move to approve the steep slope waiver for Tax Map 41C, Parcel 3, and Tax Map 41B, 

Parcel 6, 1150 Pepsi Place on the grounds that [use one of the two findings].” 
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2. “I move to approve the steep slope waiver for Tax Map 41C, Parcel 3, and Tax Map 41B, 
Parcel 6, 1150 Pepsi Place [use one of the two findings], with the following 
conditions….” 

 
3. “I move to deny the steep slope waiver for Tax Map 41C, Parcel 3, and Tax Map 41B, 

Parcel 6, 1150 Pepsi Place.” 
 
Enclosures 
Waiver application 
Applicant’s narrative 
Site Plan 
 



 
 
 
 
January 18, 2013 
Updated 3/18/2013 
 
City of Charlottesville 
Department of Neighborhood Development Services 
P.O. Box 911 
Charlottesville, VA  22902 
 
RE:  Pepsi Bottling Company Expansion – Critical Slopes Waiver Request Supplement 
 
Please allow this letter to serve as our formal request for a critical slope waiver to allow 
an impact to the critical slopes along the southern portion of the Pepsi Bottling Company 
property.  The current use of the property is a manufacturing, bottling, and warehouse 
facility for Pepsi products.  
 
Applicant: Collins Engineering / Pepsi Bottling Company 
 
Property Owner:  Pepsi Bottling Company 
 
Existing Conditions: 
This area to the south of the site with the existing critical slopes is primarily wooded.  
This area was graded and these slopes were created almost 30 years ago when the 
property was first developed in the early 1980’s.  2:1 and 3:1 slopes were used to 
establish the grades along the southern bank.  Overall the existing bank is in fair 
condition, there are some areas that show signs of erosion while other portions of the 
bank are holding up better.  There is a currently a creek and existing stormwater 
management facility along this area with the critical slopes.  The city currently has a 
stormwater management easement in this area up to the 416 contour elevation.  The 
proposed improvements and impacts to the critical slopes would not affect the existing 
stormwater management facility or stream along the southern property. 
 
Project Description: 
The reason for the critical slope waiver request for the project is to prepare the site for the 
future Pepsi plant expansion along with the pending improvements with the extension of 
the Hillsdale Drive along the western and northern portions of the property.  Currently, 
the city has designed the future Hillsdale Drive to extend along this western portion of 
the Pepsi property between the Pepsi plant and the U.S. Post Office building and tie-in 
along the northern property line to existing Pepsi Place.  The extension will have a major 
effect on the existing facilities’ overall ability to expand in the future.  The roadway, once 
constructed, will prevent a future expansion of the facility to the west and to the north.  
The only area left to develop for the building and parking lot expansion is to the south, 
which involves these impacts to the existing critical slopes.  The proposed expansion will 



accommodate space for additional parking and building expansion necessary for Pepsi to 
meet their overall facility’s needs for the future.  The need for the expansion is based on a 
30 year program forecast for the company and long range planning that was completed 
about five years ago.  The ability to expand in any other direction is greatly limited with 
the construction of the Hillsdale Drive Extension project.   
 
Total Site Area:  15.3 acres 
 
Zoning:  existing HW (Highway Corridor) 
 
Percentage of Area greater than or equal to 25% slopes: 
1.76 acres of the site’s 15.3 acres, or 11.5% of the site area 
 
Finding #1: 
Hillsdale Drive extension is an integral part of the future Charlottesville transportation 
network.  A good portion of right-of-way (approximately 1 acre) necessary for the 
Hillsdale Drive extension is located on the Pepsi Bottling Company property, taking up a 
large portion of the western property line and a portion of the northern property.  This 
roadway extension will serve the public as a secondary (parallel) roadway system along 
Route 29, providing an alternate road option that will service the community and help 
alleviate the congestion on Route 29.  This public benefit far outweighs the impact to the 
man-made critical slopes along the southern portion of the property that were created 
with the filling of the property back in 198o’s to create the manufacturing facility.  A 
retaining wall system will be installed along this portion of the site and the walls will lock 
in the fill material along this area, creating a stabilized bank.  Below this area is an 
existing stormwater management facility for the Seminole Square and Pepsi Bottling 
company properties.  This facility will remain as-is, with no impacts to the current 
capacity of the facility.  The future impervious area created with the impacts to the 
critical slopes will be treated with an existing stormwater management facility on the 
Pepsi property, in addition to draining to this stormwater management facility. 
 
If there was an alternative layout or alignment of Hillsdale Drive that did not impact the 
Pepsi Bottling Company property, then it would be possible to expand the facility either 
further west or to the north.  However, City Council has accepted the current alignment 
and agreed to start the negotiations on acquiring the necessary right of way along this 
alignment.  With the roadway extension, the impact to the overall site prevents future 
expansion to the north or to the west of the property.  In order for Pepsi to meet the 
current and future facility needs, it is looking to expand the facility to the south.  
Impacting these critical slopes along the southern property line and expanding the 
building and parking lot to the south allows for the Pepsi facility to meet the existing and 
future needs in order for the facility to operate effectively.  If the facility could not 
expand any more, due to critical slopes and future roadway extensions across the 
property, then Pepsi would have to look at other sites for the facility. 
 
 
 



Erosion affecting the structural integrity of those features: 
Currently, this critical slope (which was created in 1980’s) is showing some signs of 
erosion on parts of the slope.  The wooded vegetation, for the most part, is holding the 
slopes in place; however, there are many areas where erosion has occurred over the years.  
With the installation of the retaining wall system, this will prevent any additional erosion 
along this steep bank.  The walls will lock in the fill material and prevent it from future 
erosion.   
 
Stormwater and erosion-related impacts on adjacent properties: 
The downstream area below this proposed critical slope impact is an existing stormwater 
management facility, which is owned and maintained by the Seminole Square Shopping 
Center and Pepsi Bottling Company.  The Seminole Shopping Center is also proposing to 
impact the existing critical slopes on their property as well for the same reasons, to allow 
the Hillsdale Drive Extension to be constructed on their property for the overall benefit of 
the community.  The existing stormwater management facility and its current capacity 
will not be impacted by impacts of these critical slopes.  The retaining walls will be 
constructed prior to and in combination with the filling of this area to prevent erosion 
related issues.  Most of the drainage area to this slope is captured with the existing curb 
and gutter system on the top of the slope, which prevents a lot of the run-off from sheet-
flowing down the banks. 
 
Stormwater and erosion-related impacts to environmentally sensitive areas such as 
streams and wetlands: 
No streams or wetlands are proposed to be impacted with the filling and impacts of the 
critical slopes on this property.  The existing stream below this area is part of the existing 
stormwater management facility, and no impacts are proposed. 
 
Increased stormwater velocity due to loss of vegetation 
The increase of stormwater velocity due to the loss of vegetation and future impervious 
area will be mitigated with the existing swm facility on the Pepsi property.  The run-off 
from the additional impervious area will be routed to the swm pond, which will provide 
water quality and detention, prior to releasing the flow into the existing stormwater 
management facility and outfall.  These measures will compensate for the increase in 
velocity due to the loss of vegetation in this area. 
 
Decreased groundwater recharge due to changes in the site hydrology 
The impacts to these critical slopes do not have much effect or change on the 
groundwater or site hydrology.  There is not a lot of drainage area to these critical slope 
areas and the slopes themselves limit the ability for run-off to be absorbed into the 
ground before running down the slopes into the existing streams.  However, the existing 
stormwater management pond on the Pepsi property will provide an opportunity for the 
run-off to drain into the ground before being discharged into the existing swm facility and 
outfall system. 
 



Loss of natural or topographic features that contribute substantially to the natural 
beauty and visual quality of the community such as loss of tree canopy, forested 
areas and wildlife habitat.   
The benefit of Hillsdale Drive outweighs the overall impacts to this area, including the 
loss of tree canopy.  Trees and the wildlife habitat within the existing limits of the 
stormwater management facility will still remain and will be preserved. 
 
Additional attachments: 
Please see the Site plan amendment for additional information and exhibits for this 
request. 
 
Please let me know if you have any questions or need any additional information to 
review this critical slope analysis. 
 
Sincerely,  
Scott Collins, PE 






























