Agenda

PLANNING COMMISSION REGULAR DOCKET
TUESDAY, June 11, 2013 - 5:30 P.M.
CITY COUNCIL CHAMBERS

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.)

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
CONSENT AGENDA
(Items removed from the consent agenda will be considered at the end of the regular agenda)
1. Minutes - April 9, 2013 — Reqular meetinc
2. Minutes - May 14, 2013 — Pre meetinc
3. Minutes - Mav 14. 2013 — Reaular meetinc

n

JOINT PUBLIC HEARINGS (Beginning at 6:00 P.M.)

G. JOINT PUBLIC HEARINGS

7T-13-04-08 West Main Street Reauirement:_ - An ordinance to amend and reordain §34-621
and 834-641 Density of the Zoning Ordinance of the Code of the City of Charlottesville, 1990, as
amended, to clarify that exclusively multi-family residential buildings are not permitted in the West
Main North and West Main South Zoning Districts. Report prepared by Ebony Walden and
Brian Haluska, Neighborhood Planners. Presented by Brian Haluska.

V. REGULAR AGENDA (continued)
H. Critical Slope Waiver Requests
1. Seminole Sauare Expansior
b. 2epsi Cola Plan Expansior
I FUTURE MEETING SCHEDULE
Date and Time Type Items
Tuesday June 25, 2013 - 5:00 PM Work Session Joint City County Planning Commission
meeting — LRTP Comp Plan
Performance Measures
PUD Ordinance Review
Tuesday, July 9, 2013 — 4:30 PM Pre- Meeting
Tuesday, July 9, 2013 — 5:30 PM Regular Tonsler Park Master Plan

Meeting Meadowbrook Flats 1138 Emmet Street —
Critical Slopes, Entrance Corridor Review
Minutes — May 28, 2013 — Work Session




Anticipated Items on Future Agendas

e LID Guideline Review
Zoning Text Amendment - PUD ordinance updates
Subdivision — 803 Rugby Road
Rezoning — Lyman Street
Special Use Permit - 925 East Market Street
Entrance Corridor - 5" Street Station

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

5/1/2013 TO 5/31/2013
None
LIST OF SUBDIVISIONS APPROVED ADMINISTRATIVELY
5/1/2013 TO 5/31/2013
TMP 61- 81 & 82 Boundary Adjustment
912 Nassau Street Old Albemarle Surveying, LLC
File No. 1508 Final
Final Signed: 5/14/13
Signed by: Ebony Walden & Genevieve Keller
TMP 17-18 Four Residential Lots
Maury Avenue Commonwealth Land Surveying
File No. 1509 Final
Final Signed: 5/24/13
Signed by: Ebony Walden & Genevieve Keller
TMP 16-102 One Residential Lot
1830 Jefferson Park Avenue Roger Ray & Associates Inc.
File No. 1510 Final

Final Signed: 5/29/13
Signed by: Ebony Walden & Genevieve Keller



MINUTES
CITY OF CHARLOTTESVILLE
PLANNING COMMISSION
TUESDAY, April 9, 2013 -- 5:30 P.M.
CITY COUNCIL CHAMBERS

Commissioners Present:

Ms. Genevieve Keller (Chairperson)
Mr. Dan Rosensweig

Ms. Natasha Sienitsky

Mr. Michael Osteen

Mr. Kurt Keesecker

Mr. John Santoski

Mr. David Neuman, Ex-officio, UVA Office of the Architect

Not Present

Ms. Lisa Green

Staff Present:

Ms. Missy Creasy, AICP, Planning Manager
Mr. Michael Smith, Planner

Mr. Willy Thompson, AICP, Planner

Ms. Kathy McHugh, Housing Specialist

Also Present

Mr. Richard Harris, Deputy City Attorney

1. REGULAR MEETING
Ms. Keller convened the meeting and stated that the Critical Slopes items a and b have been deferred
by the applicant and will not be heard this evening.

A. COMMISSIONERS' REPORT

Ms. Sienitsky-nothing to report

Mr. Osteen-nothing to report due to being out of town.

Mr. Rosensweig- attended the HAC meeting and outlined items from their
agenda.

Mr. Keesecker-plans to attend the PACC Tech meeting on April 18"

Mr. Santoski-nothing to report.

B. UNIVERSITY REPORT

Mr. Neuman announced Thomas Jefferson’s birthday and the associated activities.
Founder’s Day will be celebrated with a tree planting dedicated to John Casteen.

C. CHAIR’S REPORT -Ms. Keller announced that Natasha Sienitsky has agreed to be
on the CHART Committee. She attended the TIPDC meeting and outlined the land use
map project in Fluvanna as well as highlighting information shared at the PLACE Task
Force meeting.

DEPARTMENT OF NDS/STAFF REPORTS/WORK PLAN
Ms. Creasy announced that there will be a work session on April 23 if it is needed.



E. MATTERS TO BE PRESENTED BY THE PUBLIC NOT ON THE FORMAL
AGENDA
There were none.

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
Minutes - February 26, 2013 — Work Session
Minutes — March 5, 2013 — Work Session
Minutes — March 12, 2013 — Regular meeting
Minutes - March 12, 2013 — Pre meeting
Minutes — March 12, 2013 — Work Session
Subdivision — Burnett Commons Phase 2 (preliminary and final)
Zoning Text Initiation — Allowances in West Main North & South

N AWDN

Mr. Rosensweig recused himself from item 7.

Mr. Osteen made a motion to approve the consent agenda.
Ms. Sienitsky seconded the motion.

All in favor.

Motion Carries

G. Zoning Text Review
a. Surface Parking Lots and Parking Garages

Ms. Creasy provided the staff report.
The Commission feels that good tools are already in place with the zoning ordinance.
Mr. Rosensweig made a motion to forward this report to Council.

Mr. Santoski seconded the motion.
Sienitsky yes

Osteen yes
Rosensweig  yes
Keesecker yes
Santoski yes
Keller yes

Motion carries
1. H. JOINT PUBLIC HEARINGS

1. ZT-13-02-03 - Affordable Dwelling Unit Amendment - An ordinance to amend and reordain
834-12 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.

Ms. McHugh provided the staff report.

There were no questions from Commissioners.



Ms. Keller opened the public hearing. With no one to speak, she closed the public hearing.

Mr. Rosensweig made a motion to recommend approval of the Affordable Dwelling Unit Amendment.
Mr. Sienitsky seconded the motion.
Ms. Creasy called the question.

Sienitsky Yes
Osteen Yes
Rosensweig  Yes
Keesecker Yes
Santoski Yes
Keller Yes

Motion Carries.

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

Ms. Creasy provided the staff report.
Ms. Keller opened the public hearing.
Neal Williamson, Free enterprise Forum, feels that a great deal of work has been put into the plan.

Travis Patiella, Southern Environmental Law Center, thanked staff and feels the plan has improved
throughout the process.

Bill Emory, 1604 East Market St, would like the Woolen Mills narrative to include revised wording.

Meredith Richards, 1621 Trailridge Rd, gave a brief description of what the plan has done for the rail
system, the great revenue Charlottesville has created for the rail system, and how Charlottesville as a
whole is improved by adding these stops to their schedule.

Ms. Keller closed the public hearing.

Ms. Creasy stated that a different proposal was presented at the March 26 work session on the Woolen
Mills narrative and the neighborhood would like some things added.

Mr. Rosensweig is really blown away with all of the work that was put into the comp plan. He is good
with most of the changes. He would like everyone to be mindful and keep the plan positive and
inspirational.

Ms. Sienitsky thanked staff and the Commissioners for the great job they have done. She is very satisfied
and is comfortable with the changes.



Mr. Osteen is comfortable and complimented staff on a job well done.

Mr. Keesecker is very pleased and appreciates the changes. He has really learned a lot from the
community during this process.

Mr. Santoski is concerned that the public doesn’t realize how much work goes into this process. He feels
they would appreciate it more if they knew. He likes the changes and the links that were added.

Ms. Keller stated that comments will be incorporated and updated on the web page.

Mr. Santoski asked if the navigation process through the document would be easy.

Ms. Creasy stated that links will be provided and the plan will be accessible.

There was a brief discussion about one section of the housing chapter and the wording was resolved.
The Commission is okay with adding the comments Woolen Mills presented.

Mr. Santoski feels that affordable housing is not always low income housing and that needs to be
considered.

Ms. Keller was concerned about school statistics for the next five years.

Ms. Creasy stated that the plan does not get into those issues, but some links and statistics are provided.
She stated that we do coordinate with the schools.

Ms. Galvin asked if the comp plan is the guide used for review of a PUD application.

Ms. Creasy stated that there is a section in the plan that discusses PUDs and it is one factor for
consideration.

Mr. Santoski feels that the Cherry and Ridge project could have a lot of low income households and the
impact that has on the schools should be considered.

Ms. Keller stated that data would come from the schools, not the comp plan. You will be able to find
some guidance in the plan, but we don’t have the background to make judgments on school decisions.

Mr. Rosensweig would like to continue to see references to housing and the impacts on schools.

Mr. Norris wanted to know how integrated housing could be? He feels we need the ability to
communicate with the community.

Mr. Emory provided clarification on changes the Woolen Mills neighborhood would like and the changes
to the introductory sentence.

Ms. Sienitsky noted that changing the first sentence would be fine. She doesn’t like changing the word
unique to historic.

Mr. Emory suggested the sentence reading as follows; Unique historic residential community.

Ms. Keller would like to see 6.7 added to the urban design section dedicating parts of the woolen mills
conservation neighborhood.



Mark Cabott stated that he likes the changes and commends staff on a job well done.

Summary

The Commissioners feel that staff has done a great job with the Comprehensive plan. They have
suggested few changes, but feel they could recommend this plan to City Council.

Mr. Rosensweig made a motion to recommend approval of the resolution for adoption of the 2013
Comprehensive Plan to City Council.

Mr. Keesecker seconded the motion.
Ms. Creasy called the question.

Sienitsky yes
Osteen yes
Rosensweig  yes
Keesecker yes
Santoski yes
Keller yes

Motion Carries.

3. SP-13-02-04 —(600 Mclintire Road) An application for a special use permit for a family day
home of up to 12 children at 600 Mclintire Road. The property is further identified on City Real
Property Tax Map 34 Parcel 55 having frontage on Mclintire 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.

Mr. Smith provided the staff report.

Mr. Rosensweig asked what would be the maximum amount of vehicle trips generated daily. He also
inquired about the hours of operation. Mr. Smith provided this information.

Ms. Keller asked if the applicant would be in violation if they operated past 6pm and Mr. Smith stated
that they would be if there were more than 5 children present.

The applicant presented the application noting that she did not need an employee at this time but has
prepared for that in the future. She stated that most of her students actually walk.

There was discussion concerning the hours of operation, number of students who walk and signage on
site.

Ms. Sienitsky asked where people park if the on site spaces are occupied.
The applicant stated that they would park across the street or near the stop sign.

Ms. Keller opened the public hearing.



Mark Cabot, President of the North Downtown Association stated that the neighborhood strongly
supports the applicant and it would be beneficial to the neighborhood. He would just like to know what
happens when the property is sold. He feels that no sign and hours of operation should be restricted.
With no one left to speak Ms. Keller closed the public hearing.

Ms. Sienitsky’s main concern is with safety and parking at the intersection. There appears to be adequate
parking.

Ms. Creasy stated that a traffic calming request comes from the neighborhood, but some wording could be
added to have it looked at. The Commission discussed traffic concerns in the area.

Mr. Osteen feels this would be appropriate and feels really good about it.
Mr. Santoski is very comfortable with the application.
Ms. Keller would like to see a sign to identify the location.

Mr. Rosensweig said, | move to recommend approval of this application for special use permit in
the R-1S zone at 600 Mclintire Road to permit the operation of a family day home with the
conditions listed in the staff report which is as follows:

1. Hours of operation are limited from 8am-7pm Monday-Friday.”

Mr. Keesecker seconded the motion.

Ms. Creasy called the question.

Sienitsky Yes
Osteen Yes
Rosensweig  Yes
Keesecker Yes
Santoski Yes
Keller Yes

Motion carries.

Mr. Rosensweig made a second motion to communicate to Council the traffic calming process be
undertaken following completion of the roadway projects.

Mr. Santoski seconded the motion.

Sienitsky Yes
Osteen Yes
Rosensweig  Yes
Keesecker Yes
Santoski Yes
Keller Yes

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

Mr. Thompson provided the staff report.
Ms. Keller stated that the PUD and Critical slopes applications will be considered at the same time.

Ms. Creasy stated that City Council suggested that this be brought back to the Planning Commission for
further discussion based on the changes presented.

Ms. Keller called for questions from the Commissioners; with no one having questions she opened the
public hearing.

Public Hearing

Mr. Steve Miller, 918 Druid Ave, feels that the new drawings are better. He would like to see some
language added about the path that could dump water onto his property.

Ms. Marla Zeigler, she feels the applicant has done a much better job.

Michael Henniker, 1006 Druid Ave, is in favor of the new plan but feels he can’t really comment on the
engineering side.

Martha Dix, 914 Druid Ave, would like to know if the stream will remain in the culvert.

Ms. Keller closed the public hearing.

Discussion

Mr. Keesecker stated that he met with the developers as a committee appointee. He felt the meeting went
well and noted the improved streetscape that wouldn’t be dominated by cars. He feels there may be some

details that may need to be worked out though when looking at the technical aspects.

Mr. Osteen feels the applicant has responded to some of the larger concerns and he could support the
project now.

Mr. Santoski is very surprise to see what a great job the applicant has done. He feels this is the best we
will see done to this project. He is really not concerned with the Druid connection.

Mr. Rosensweig is still struggling. He doesn’t see any consistency with the housing portion of the comp
plan.

Ms. Keller is in agreement with Mr. Rosensweig. She appreciates the applicant taking time to redo the
plan but does not feel it is harmonious with other houses in Belmont.

The Commission discussed some of the details of the project prior to the applicant’s report.



Andy Baldwin, the applicant, stated that they took the recommendations from the previous meeting and
went back to the drawing board.

Mr. Osteen asked if the applicant had some architectural designs of the houses and asked for the price
range of the homes.

The applicant stated that he has not really made a definite decision, but he is talking with some small
custom design home builders now. The applicant stated that the houses will be in the high 200,000 to low
300,000 range.

Mr. Osteen asked if there would be some affordable housing units.
The applicant stated with only 26 units it would be hard to offer affordable units.

Ms. Galvin asked questions concerning the parking areas and requirements for the site. The applicant
provided responses.

Mr. Rosensweig feels that the project has come a long way. He feels the connection on Stonehenge makes
it a much better project. If affordable housing was included with confirmed design elements, it would be a
great project.

Mr. Santoski made a motion 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.

Mr. Rosensweig seconded the motion.
Ms. Creasy called the question.

Sienitsky No
Osteen No
Rosensweig  Yes
Keesecker No
Santoski Yes
Keller Yes

Motion is denied. (It was later noted that since the vote was tie that no decision was made. The
original motion made at the previous meeting stands)

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

Ms. Creasy provided the staff report.

Ms. Keller opened the public hearing with no one to speak she closed the public hearing.



The Commissioners feel like this is a reasonable request. They expressed concern with the payment but it
was noted by staff that this would only come into effect for new single and two family residential units.

Mr. Santoski made a motion to recommend approval of the 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,

Ms. Sienitsky seconded the motion

Sienitsky Yes
Osteen No
Rosensweig  No
Keesecker Yes
Santoski Yes
Keller Yes

Motion Carries.

Ms. Sienitsky made a motion to adjourn to the second Tuesday in May.
Adjourned at 10:12pm.



CITY OF CHARLOTTESVILLE
PLANNING COMMISSION PRE MEETING
TUESDAY, May 14, 2013 -- 4:30 P.M.
NDS CONFERENCE ROOM

Planning Commissioners present
Ms. Genevieve Keller

Mr. Dan Rosensweig

Mr. Kurt Keesecker

Mr. John Santoski

Mr. Mike Osteen

Ms. Lisa Green

Staff Present:

Ms. Missy Creasy, Planning Manager

Mr. Willy Thompson, Neighborhood Planner
Ms. Ebony Walden, Neighborhood Planner

Mr. Brian Haluska, Neighborhood Planner

Mr. Jim Herndon, Planner and ADA Coordinator
Mr. Richard Harris, Deputy City Attorney

The Commission began to gather at 4:30 and was called to order at 5:00pm.

Ms. Keller reviewed the agenda. Mr. Herndon provided an overview of the ADA Transition
report noting the addition of information concerning signalized intersections. Mr. Keesecker
requested that a map be added to the report showing the locations explained in the narrative. It
was asked that Mr. Herndon explain the curb ramping specification priority. Mr. Osteen asked

for clarity on the information contained in the cost tables.

Ms. Walden provided an overview of the Carlton project and answered a question concerning off

site improvement allowances.
Mr. Thompson provided an overview of the Garrett Street application.

The discussion adjourned at 5:25pm.



MINUTES
CITY OF CHARLOTTESVILLE
PLANNING COMMISSION
TUESDAY, May 14, 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

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. Willy Thompson, AICP, Neighborhood Planner
Ms. Ebony Walden, AICP, Neighborhood Planner

Also Present
Mr. Richard Harris, Deputy City Attorney

Ms. Keller convened the meeting at 5:30.

A. COMMISSIONERS' REPORT

e Mr. Santoski-Nothing to report

e Mr. Keesecker- PACC Tech met in April with presentations on the Envision Sustainability Rating
system at the University and development activities for the City, County and UVA.

e Mr. Rosensweig noted that the HAC will meet on May 15, 2013.

e Mr. Osteen participated in the BAR and Tree Commission meetings this month. He highlighted the
collaboration underway to gain placement of trees along Water Street Extended as part of the City

Walk project.
e Ms. Green —-MPO TECH will meet May 21, 2013.

B. UNIVERSITY REPORT

Mr. Newman stated that PACC meets this Thursday with a report on the Envision Process and a report from
Weldon Cooper on recent demographic estimates. University Commencement will take place this weekend.

C. CHAIR’S REPORT

Ms. Keller noted that the Comprehensive Plan will be heard by Council on May 20. She also provided updates of
the work of the PLACE committee and upcoming meetings associated with the SIA project.

D. DEPARTMENT OF NDS/STAFF REPORTS/WORK PLAN

Ms. Creasy announced that two commissioner terms would end in August and those are currently advertised. She
outlined future work session topics and noted that with Mr. Thompson leaving and the end of the Livability grant,
there would be neighborhood planner staff changes occurring in the next few weeks.

E. MATTERS TO BE PRESENTED BY THE PUBLIC NOT ON THE FORMAL AGENDA

There were none.



F. CONSENT AGENDA
(Items removed from the consent agenda will be considered at the end of the regular agenda)
1. Minutes - April 9, 2013 — Pre meeting
2. Minutes — March 26, 2013 — Work Session

Mr. Santoski made a motion to approve the consent agenda.
Mr. Keesecker seconded the motion.

All in favor

Motion Carries

Meadowcreek Stream Valley Master Plan Report
Brian Daly, Director of Parks and Recreation introduced the presentation and turned the time to Chris Gensic to present.

Commissioners provided the following feedback:
o Look for ways to reduce costs for garden plots for low income populations.
o Formalized trail connections where needed.

No formal action was required.

. JOINT PUBLIC HEARINGS
1. ADA Transition Plan: The Charlottesville Planning Commission will hold a joint public hearing on the proposed
ADA Transition Plan for the City of Charlottesville. The purpose of the ADA Transition Plan is to provide a
guide to assure that all City facilities and services are accessible to persons with disabilities. The Plan identifies
specific structural and programmatic changes that need to be implemented to assure equitable access for all City
citizens and guests. Following the public hearing the Planning Commission may approve, amend and approve or
disapprove the proposed ADA Transition Plan. Report prepared by James Herndon, Planner.

Mr. Herndon presented the staff report. Update of the plan began in January 2012. The plan was compiled over many
meetings and cooperative efforts. The Plan is being proposed as part of the current Comprehensive Plan update.

Mr. Keesecker asked if maps will be included.
Mr. Herndon stated all changes requested at the pre-meeting, including maps and cost estimates, will be addressed.
Ms. Green had questions regarding pedestrian crossings.

Mr. Herndon stated there is an online process that can accommodate complaints and additional language will be added to
the plan.

Ms. Keller asked what consideration was given to people using walkers.
Mr. Herndon responded that review was done concerning people with varying mobility.

Mr. Santoski asked if public housing will incorporate universal design and it was noted that public housing does not fall
under the City’s transition plan. CRHA has their own requirements.

Mr. Keesecker asked regarding City development standards and those areas needing creative solutions, will there be ways
to improve these areas? It was noted that this is possible.

Mr. Santoski noted that at the pre-meeting there was conversation about overgrowth and utility poles blocking access and
he felt this should be addressed. These action items are included in the Plan

Ms. Keller opened the public hearing. No one present spoke so she closed the public hearing.



Mr. Rosensweig is concerned about the standard adopted from VDOT about dual ramps. He is worried that this makes
the intersection larger and more unsafe. He would like to accommodate movability without sacrificing safety. He would
like to charge staff with the task of balancing this scenario.

Mr. Herndon noted that a developer should consider doing two ramps and even though it is more expensive, less right-of-
way would be used. Staff could write something that says right-of-way should be limited as much as possible and one way
to do this is to use two ramps instead of one.

The Commission asked Mr. Herndon to draft some language to address concerns noted for comment.

Ms. Green provided a thank you for the comprehensive and well-done document. She would like to see mapping and the
timing of pedestrian crossings addressed. For the events on the downtown mall, too often, accessible parking is blocked
off and should be a priority. She would like to see phone applications that allow people to file complaints.

Mr. Rosensweig made a motion to recommend approval of the proposed ADA Transition Plan with the following
recommendations:

e An additional section be added concerning inspection of electronic pedestrian signal devices and
their timing.

e Add language to encourage developers to minimize the size of intersections where diagonal curb

ramps are provided, as much as possible.

Promote the on-line reporting of ADA issues and investigate the development of a mobile app.

Review the Facilities Cost Table.

Add a Graphic (Map) of the location of corners without curb ramps in the Plan

Provide Language for examine location of Drop-Off Points

Add Language addressing people using walkers and canes

Mr. Keesecker seconded the motion
With no further discussion Ms. Creasy called the question.

Sienitsky Yes

Green Yes
Keesecker Yes
Santoski Yes
Keller Yes
Osteen Yes

Rosensweig  Yes
The motion carries.

2. SP-13-02-05 — (1335 Carlton Ave): An application for a special use permit to allow for residential use (up to 21
dwelling units per acre) in the Manufacturing — Industrial zoning district at the property located at 1335 Carlton

Avenue. The property is further identified on City Real Property Tax Map 56 Parcels 43, 43.1 and 43.2 with frontage on
Carlton Avenue. The site is zoned M-I (Manufacturing — Industrial ) and is approximately 4.855 acres or 211,484 square
feet. The Land Use Plan generally calls for Industrial. Report prepared by Brian Haluska, Neighborhood Planner.
Presented by Ebony Walden.

Ms. Walden presented the staff report.

Ms. Keller asked what considerations were given to the traffic concerns.



Ms. Walden noted that traffic was a concern, but there was not a recommendation that seemed appropriate for this project.
Such recommendations typically include widening the road or adding a stoplight and neither is appropriate in this case.

Mr. Rosensweig and Ms. Keller made disclosures and stated that they can remain impartial.

Ms. Sienitsky asked staff to comment on the traffic comparisons between the current use and proposed use and this
information was provided.

Ms. Green asked if there is an age restriction for units on this site and that is not being provided.

Questions about transit and cut through traffic, potential road widening, sidewalk connections, lighting, landscaping and
open space, and type of housing mix proposed were also asked and answered.

Mr. Santoski asked about the loss of M-I land. How important is that loss? It was pointed out that the Comprehensive
Plan designates these areas for more diverse uses such as the kind being proposed and part of the project is currently
underway with support from the City.

Staff provided process clarifications and Ms. Keller asked for the applicant’s presentation.

Chris Murray made a presentation about the PACE program, the funding mechanisms, parking expectations, and
neighborhood communication.

Scott Collins provided details on the site. They will be widening Carleton Road, which will allow for intermittent
parking. A lot of the traffic will be absorbed by JAUNT bus travel. Landscaping is showed on the site plan. He presented
an updated version of the site plan at that meeting. Regarding lighting, the applicant recognizes the elevations and that the
buildings will help shield the parking lot lighting.

Ms. Green asked questions concerning the parking calculations attempting to gain clarification on the reason for
discrepancies throughout the materials. It was noted that 20 additional spaces are provided for the PACE center and no
more than the requirement will be constructed for the housing.

Questions were asked of the applicant in reference to the elevations of the buildings and site, pedestrian connections,
massing and scale, lighting, open space, and landscaping.

Ms. Keller opened the public hearing.

Bill Emory noted he was not informed of the site plan conference. Lighting is a concern for the neighborhood and he
wants to make sure it is addressed properly on this site.

With no other speakers, Ms. Keller closed the public hearing.

Ms. Keller asked about the timetable for the tax credit application. Mr. Murray noted that they cannot make application
unless they have an approved SUP and plan to apply as soon as possible if the permit is received.

Ms. Smith asked about the breakdown of affordable housing on the site which led to additional discussion concerning the
affordable housing planning for this site. The unit mix will depend on funding availability.

There was discussion of deferring the application to allow for additional information to address impacts this development
may have however the applicant would like to continue forward as there is a funding application due on June 1*.

Ms. Walden noted that the Commission has identified the issues and potential conditions for projects in the past. The
issues regarding unit mix and site layout cannot be answered in the next month so deferring would not be beneficial. She
pointed out the standards of review and stated that the Commission should craft the conditions they believe will offset the
impacts.



Some Commissioners expressed concern but moved forward to identifying the potential impacts of the development.

Mr. Keesecker noted that considering conformity to the Comprehensive Plan, the development is not taking advantage of
connectivity and should have more front doors and connections to the open space. The community building should be
more integrated to the site.

Mr. Santoski noted that the lighting with the back of the building could be an issue and perhaps more trees could be
planted. He expressed concern with the Franklin intersection and would like to see it improved.

Mr. Rosensweig plans to make some general comments to Council independent of the motion.
Ms. Green agreed with increased interconnectivity and appropriate lighting.

Ms. Sienitsky supports the height condition, limiting the parking to the minimum requirements, connectivity and lighting.
She noted there may be consideration for an affordable housing condition.

Ms. Keller asked if they can include an affordable housing condition. Mr. Harris noted that is already part of the project
and the standard of review should be followed.

Ms. Keller summarized the list of conditions.

Mr. Rosensweig noted that the site plan is not in the SUP purview. He moved to recommend approval per motion
with following conditions:

1. The maximum height of buildings on the property shall not exceed 50 feet

A minimum of 15% affordable housing as defined by residents earning up to 60% of median
income.

Provision of an entrance feature to all buildings that front on Carlton

No more parking than required by city code

Full cut off lighting

Work with CAT for the inclusion of a bus stop/shelter if deemed feasible or appropriate.
Retain trees greater than 6 in caliper in open space area on east side of site.

Provide pedestrian linkages between buildings and open space on site and the neighborhood.

no
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Ms. Sienitsky seconded the motion.

Following discussion, the motion was amended to include:

8. Provide pedestrian linkage between buildings and open space on site and the neighborhood.
With no further discussion Ms. Creasy called the question.

Sienitsky Yes



Green Yes
Keesecker No

Santoski Yes
Keller Yes
Osteen Yes

Rosensweig  Yes
The motion carries.

Ms. Keller is very disappointed that the Planning Commission has just now seen this application and that there was not
more guidance in determining the conditions.

Mr. Rosensweig also wanted the following general comments and suggestions to be forwarded to City Council
regarding traffic and circulation patterns in this neighborhood. He recommended that City Council look at
traffic patterns in the overall area and find areas for improvements, including the Franklin intersection and the
potential to one way Franklin. He also suggested reincorporating parking along Carleton.

Mr. Keesecker noted there’s not a mechanism to handle this site in the same way as a PUD. This process let us down.

1. Closing of a portion of Garrett Street: A petition to close a dead end portion of Garrett Street for a distance of
approximately 100 feet long adjacent to 204 Ridge Street including paved and unpaved areas, sidewalk and stairs
leading to Ridge Street. The portion of this street is located adjacent to City Real Estate Tax Map 28 Parcel
143. Report prepared by Willy Thompson, Neighborhood Planner

Mr. Thompson presented the staff report and provided updates on questions asked since the report was completed.

Ms. Green asked if we have ever closed a roadway due to crime reports. No one was aware of a similar situation.

Mr. Santoski asked why the City is not maintaining this area better with this number of concerns.

Mr. Norris asked what would happen to the steps if the street was closed and it was noted the applicant would then own
the area and could close them. He also asked if the police had reviewed the site for CPTED issues and it was noted that
Mr. Finkle reviewed the site and had no further recommendations.

Leah Watson, applicant and property owner, provided a history of her ownership of the house. She was not aware of the
activities which were occurring on this property at the time and found out later from the previous owner that there had
been concerns. She is only interested in safety, not in increasing the size of her lot. Ms. Watson provided information on
the current parking situation and that the area is used for a turn around for those who get lost. She understands the need
for connectivity but noted that there are no crosswalks at the top of the steps and it is only a few extra steps to reach
Monticello or South Street to access downtown. She provided updates to the crime and calls for service data provided as
part of the application.

Mr. Norris asked what physical changes to the site she would make if the closing occurred. Ms. Watson noted that a gate
could be placed across the steps and fencing on Garrett Street.

Ms. Keller opened the public hearing
Lawrence Keys, 400 Oakmont Street, asked how far people would need to travel if this portion of the street were closed.
Ms. Keller closed the public hearing.

Mr. Thompson noted that there would be no change to the Oakmont Street area.



Ms. Keller noted her concern for the applicant but felt that the street closing would be premature. Ms. Sienitsky agreed
that it would be wise to wait for the outcome of the SIA. It is hoped those results will be available over the summer. Ms.
Keller noted that law enforcement and maintenance can address this concern and the pedestrian connection should remain.
Commissioners continued to provide suggestions to improve the area.

Ms. Sienitsky made a motion to recommend deferral of this application

Mr. Osteen seconded.

With no further discussion Ms. Creasy called the question.

Sienitsky Yes

Green Yes
Keesecker No
Santoski Yes
Keller No
Osteen Yes

Rosensweig  Yes
The motion carries.

The meeting was adjourned at 9:58 pm.



CITY OF CHARLOTTESVILLE
NEIGHBORHOOD DEVELOPMENT SERVICES

MEMORANDUM

To: Planning Commission
Missy Creasy AICP, Planning Manager
From: Ebony Walden AICP, Neighborhood Planner
Brian Haluska AICP, Neighborhood Planner
Date:  May 7, 2013
Re: West Main Density Zoning Text Amendment

PROBLEM

Upon reviewing the code for the West Main North District Corridor with a potential
developer, 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
solely residential development of up to 200 DUA by special permit.

The West Main South District Corridor regulations are similar in wording and also
include a density provision for “other residential development.” This is obviously a
mistake in the wording since the only residential density allowed would be in a mixed use
project. Thus staff is recommending changes to both the West Main Street North and
South sections which reflect the intent of the ordinance.

Staff is aware that there will be a study done of West Main Street in the near future which
could significantly change the zoning regulations in both the north and south districts.
That process could take up to a year to study and enact zoning changes. This change is
not an attempt to revise the zoning regulations, but to make sure the regulations are clear
and meet the original intent of the ordinance. In talking with the Director who was here at
the time of the zoning changes and reviewing previous documents, staff believes that the
original intent was to allow a mixed use building to have 43 DUA by-right and up to 200
DUA per acre by Special Use Permit in WMN and 240 DUA in WMS. The purpose and
intent the code section relating “other residential development,” is unclear and not
consistent with the regulation in the matrix or the additional regulations prohibiting
ground floor residential in both of these zones.



OBJECTIVE

To clarify the language in the code so that it is clear what density is allowed by right and
what is allowed by special use permit in the West Main North and South Districts for a
mixed use development.

The following code section is coming forward for consideration:

Draft Code Language

West Main North - Sec. 34-621. - Density.
(a \NMixead Q a mivad e huildina-o ala\V/alfaTaTaaTala! Q =A-' Resldentlal

density shall not exceed forty-three (43) DUA; however, up to two hundred
(200) DUA may be allowed by special use permit.

(5-19-08(3); 9-15-08(2))

West Main South - Sec. 34-641. - Density.
(a) kvl an a a mi eg -9_




CITY OF CHARLOTTESVILLE
DEPARTMENT OF NEIGHBORHOOD DEVELOPMENT SERVICES
STAFF REPORT

REQUEST FOR A WAIVER:
CRITICAL SLOPES

PLANNING COMMISSION REGULAR MEETING
DATE OF PLANNING COMMISSION MEETING: June 11, 2013

Project Planner: Michael Smith

Date of Staff Report: May 31, 2013

Applicant: Seminole Square Shopping Center

Applicant’s Representative: Scott Collins, Collins Engineering
Current Property Owner: Towers Limited Partnership

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 Sequel Investors Limited Partnership, 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 and the potential for additional building space that will be lost to the Hillsdale
Drive extension.”
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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.

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:

Q) 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

(i) 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:

() Large stands of trees;
(i) 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:

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

(i) Alimitation on retaining wall height, length, or use;

(ili)  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:



*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 proposed design for Hillsdale Drive includes significant grading within the
existing SWM facility to accommodate the installation and filling operation for the
culvert required to provide access across the facility. Installation of the proposed
retaining wall(s) will prohibit the grading operation for Hillsdale Drive.

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. 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.

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 a decrease in capacity as a result of installing the retaining walls. Staff
believes an engineering analysis needs to be provided that reflects the applicant’s
statement. This information should include an outline of assumptions, routing
calculations, and any other data associated with this analysis. This analysis
should be based on the proposed improvements, in conjunction with the proposed
improvements at the Pepsi Bottling Facility and current conditions. If the
applicant believes this facility will not experience a decrease 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 received verification from the Army Corps of Engineers that no permits are
necessary for the work proposed.

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 believes installation of the rain garden can
mitigate potential increases in stormwater velocity.

e. Decreased groundwater recharge due to changes in the site hydrology.

The applicant states that the proposed rain garden and pervious surface material will
provide an opportunity for the run-off to drain into the ground before being discharged
into the existing SWM facility. Staff believes installation of the rain garden and
pervious surface material can allow for groundwater recharge.

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 has proposed landscaping at the base, between, and on top of the

proposed retaining walls. The existing vegetation is mostly scrub trees. Staff
believes the proposed landscaping appropriately mitigates the loss of tree canopy.

Staff Recommendation

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

1. An engineered analysis reflecting the applicant’s statement that the existing SWM will
not see a decrease in capacity.



Staff has requested this information on many occasions and the applicant has chosen not to
comply. As a result of the lack of information, the application fails to address the potential
negative impact of critical slopes provision “b.”

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.

Suqggested Motions

1. “I move to recommend approval of the critical 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 recommend approval of the critical 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 recommend denial of the critical slope waiver for Tax Map 41C, Parcel 3.1,
Seminole Court

Enclosures

Waiver Application
Applicant’s narrative
Site Plan
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www.collins—enginesring.com

January 18, 2013
Updated 3/18/2013
Further Updated 5/10/13

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
Shopping Center property (“Shopping Center”). The property’s current use is a retail
shopping center.

Applicant: Collins Engineering / Great Eastern Management Company, as agent for
Sequel Investors Limited Partnership, Lessee under long-term Ground Lease
(“Sequel”)

Property Owner: Towers Limited Partnership, et.al, and Lessor under long-term
Ground Lease (“Towers”)

Existing Conditions:

This area to the north of the site with the existing, but mostly man made 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, which
easement was designed to accommodate a 100 year flood event. The proposed
improvements and impacts to the critical slopes would not affect the existing stormwater
management facility or stream along the northern property as they would begin at the 418
contour elevation.

Project Description:

The reason for the critical slope waiver request for the project is to prepare the property
for the pending redevelopment improvements that were designed to help mitigate impacts
to the Shopping Center as a result of the extension of the Hillsdale Drive. Currently, the
city has designed the future Hillsdale Drive to extend through the Shopping Center
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 Shopping Center. The proposed project will accommodate space for additional
parking and the potential for additional building space that will be lost to the Hillsdale
Drive extension. A series of two (2) retaining walls will be constructed on the north side
of the property (outside of the existing 416 contour elevation 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 Shopping Center’s North Wing
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 Shopping Center and Pepsi Cola Bottling company properties. This facility will
remain as-is, with no impacts to the current capacity of the facility to handle stormwater
from the respective properties. The future impervious area created with the impacts to
the critical slopes will be treated with a rain garden and/or the installation of pervious
surfaces 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
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 buildings and overall parking on the Shopping Center property will need
to be mitigated, and this option allows for the expansion of the parking for the property to
meet the parking demands of the retail facility and also allows for the potential to replace
some of the building space that will be lost to the Hillsdale project.

Erosion affecting the structural integrity of those features:

Currently, this mostly man made 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/leased by Towers and Sequel and by Pepsi Cola
Bottling Company, but is contractually (by deed) maintained by, and subject to an
easement in favor of, the City. The Pepsi Cola Bottling Company is also proposing to
impact the existing critical slopes on its property as well for the same reasons, to allow
the Hillsdale Drive Extension to be constructed on Pepsi property for the overall benefit
of the community. The functionality of the existing stormwater management facility
owned/leased by Towers and Sequel and by Pepsi Cola will not be adversely 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. The local office of the
USCOE has confirmed that since there will be no fill placed below the ordinary high
watermark of the stream flowing within the existing stormwater management facility, no
Corps permit is required.

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 proposed parking
area and by the installation of pervious surface material for the parking lot. A 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 for any surface run-off that does not penetrate the pervious
surfaces of the proposed parking area. 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 parking lot areas and the installation of
pervious surface material 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 (mostly scrub) tree canopy. Trees and the wildlife habitat within the existing
limits of the stormwater management facility will still remain and will be preserved.
Newly installed landscaping proposed on the site plan at the base, between, and on top of
the retaining walls can only improve the visual quality of the slopes.

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







































CITY OF CHARLOTTESVILLE
DEPARTMENT OF NEIGHBORHOOD DEVELOPMENT SERVICES
STAFF REPORT

REQUEST FOR A WAIVER:
CRITICAL SLOPES

PLANNING COMMISSION REGULAR MEETING
DATE OF PLANNING COMMISSION MEETING: June 11, 2013

Project Planner: Michael Smith

Date of Staff Report: May 31, 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 a 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
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.
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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.

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:

() 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

(i) 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:

() Large stands of trees;
(i) 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:

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

(i) Alimitation on retaining wall height, length, or use;

(ili)  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:

*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 is necessary for the Pepsi
facility to continue operating effectively.

The proposed design for Hillsdale Drive includes significant grading within the
existing SWM facility to accommodate the installation and filling operation for the
culvert required to provide access across the facility. Installation of the proposed
retaining wall(s) will prohibit this grading operation for Hillsdale Drive.

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 along the corridor. 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.

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.

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 reflects the applicant’s
statement. This information should include an outline of assumptions, routing
calculations, and any other data associated with this analysis. This analysis
should be based on the proposed improvements, in conjunction with the proposed
improvements at Seminole Square and current conditions. If the applicant
believes this facility will not experience a decrease in capacity, staff requests that
stormwater calculations be provided that justify that statement.

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 received verification from the Army Corps of Engineers that no permits are
necessary for the work proposed.

Increased stormwater velocity due to loss of vegetation.

The applicant states that increases in stormwater velocity will be mitigated with an
existing SWM facility located on Pepsi’s property, along with the installation of
pervious surface material for the proposed parking lot expansion. Staff believes the
existing SWM facility and proposed pervious pavement will mitigate potential
increases in stormwater velocity.

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 located on
Pepsi’s property and the proposed impervious surface material property will provide
an opportunity for groundwater recharge before being discharged into the existing
SWM facility and outfall system. Staff believes the existing SWM facility and
proposed pervious pavement will allow for groundwater recharge.

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 has proposed landscaping at the base and top of the proposed retaining

walls. The existing vegetation is mostly scrub trees. Staff believes the proposed
landscaping could appropriately mitigate the loss of tree canopy.

Staff Recommendation

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

1. An engineered analysis reflecting the applicant’s statement that the existing SWM will
not see a decrease in capacity.

Staff has requested this information on many occasions and the applicant has chosen not to
comply. As a result of the lack of information, the application fails to address the potential
negative impact of critical slopes provision “b.”

Staff believes the applicant does not fully meet the criteria for finding #1 and recommends denial
of the waiver request.

If the waiver request were to be approved, staff notes the importance of including the following
condition:

1. The City vacate the existing stormwater management easement.

Suggested Motions

1. “I move to recommend approval of the critical 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].”

2. “I move to recommend approval of the critical 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....”



“I move to recommend denial of the critical slope waiver for Tax Map 41C, Parcel 3, and

3.
Tax Map 41B, Parcel 6, 1150 Pepsi Place.”

Enclosures

Waiver Application
Applicant’s narrative
Site Plan
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COLLINS 800 E JEFFERSON CHARLOTTESVILLE VA 22802
434 293 3719 434 293 3719

www.collins—enginesring.com

January 18, 2013
Updated 3/18/2013
Further Updated 5/10/2013

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 of Central Virginia

Existing Conditions:

This area to the south of the site with the existing, but mostly man made 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, which
easement was designed to accommodate a 100 year flood event. The proposed
improvements and impacts to the critical slopes would not affect the existing stormwater
management facility or stream along the southern property, as they would begin at the
418 contour elevation.

Project Description:

The reason for the critical slope waiver request for the project is to prepare the property
for the future Pepsi plant expansion along with the pending improvements that were
designed to help mitigate impacts to the Pepsi facility as a result of 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 1980’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 Shopping Center and
Pepsi Bottling company properties. This facility will remain as-is, with no impacts to the
current capacity of the facility to handle stormwater from the respective properties. 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 and the installation of
pervious surfaces, 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 mostly man made 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/leased by Towers and Sequel and by Pepsi Cola
Bottling Company, but is contractually (by deed) maintained by, and subject to an
easement in favor of, the City. The Seminole Shopping Center is also proposing to
impact the existing critical slopes on its property as well for the same reasons, to allow
the Hillsdale Drive Extension to be constructed on the Seminole Square property for the
overall benefit of the community. The functionality of the existing stormwater
management facility owned/leased by Towers and Sequel and by Pepsi Cola will not be
adversely 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. The local office of the
USCOE has confirmed that since there will be no fill placed below the ordinary high
watermark of the stream flowing within the existing stormwater management facility, no
Corps permit is required.

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 and by the
installation of pervious surface material for the proposed parking lot expansion. The run-
off from the additional parking area that does not absorb through the pervious parking lot
material 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 additional
opportunity for the run-off, that does not penetrate the pervious parking lot area, 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 mostly scrub) tree canopy. Trees and the wildlife habitat within the existing limits
of the stormwater management facility will still remain and will be preserved. Newly
installed landscaping at the base and top of the retaining walls will only improve the
visual quality of the slopes and help compensate for the loss of the existing scrub tree
canopy.

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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