
Final Agenda 
 

PLANNING COMMISSION REGULAR DOCKET 
TUESDAY, June 9, 2015 – 5:30 P.M. 

CITY COUNCIL CHAMBERS 
 
1. 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 – May 12, 2015 – Pre-Meeting 
2. Minutes – May 12, 2015 – Regular Meeting 
3. Minutes – May 26, 2015 – Work Session 
4. Preliminary Site Plan – Sycamore House Hotel 

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

G.          JOINT PUBLIC HEARINGS 
 

1. SP14-00007 – 201 Garrett Street - Russell E. Nixon of Nixon Land Surveying, LLC, has 
submitted a special use permit for a mixed-use development at 201 Garrett Street. The request is 
for residential density in excess of 43 dwelling units per acre, up to 171 dwelling units per acre. 
The site plan proposes 233 new multi-family residential units, 49,580 square feet of new 
commercial space, and 142 on-site parking spaces. The property is further identified on City 
Real Property Tax Map 28 Parcel 113. The site is zoned Downtown Extended Corridor with 
Parking Modified Zone Overlay. The property is approximately 1.366 acres. 
 

2. ZM15-00002 - Lochlyn Hill PUD Amendment – Milestone Partners, acting as agent for 
Meadowcreek Development, LLC has submitted a PUD amendment for a development located 
on Penn Park Lane.  The original PUD was approved September 4, 2012.  Changes to the 
approved proposal include a revised concept plan. The property is further identified on City Real 
Property Tax Map 48A Parcel 39 having frontage on Penn Park Lane. The site is zoned PUD and 
the total project area is approximately 22.47 acres.  

 
3. CP15-00001:  (Comprehensive Plan Amendment)  - The Planning Commission and City 

Council will jointly conduct a public hearing on a proposed  amendment to the 2013 
Comprehensive Plan to include the contents of the Bicycle and Pedestrian Master Plan (dated 
November 26, 2013) as supplemental provisions of the plan.  The Master Plan Update focuses on 
integrating the on-street and off-street networks identified in past planning efforts to create safe, 
comfortable transportation corridors that appeal to a wide range of users of all abilities. It 
provides the recommended network improvements for Charlottesville’s on-street bicycle and 
pedestrian corridors, as well as a phasing plan for implementation. The Master Plan, including 
attached maps, may be viewed at 
http://www.charlottesville.org/Modules/ShowDocument.aspx?documentid=33244. City Council 
has referred the Master Plan to the Planning Commission, for the Commission’s review as a 
proposed Comprehensive Plan Amendment. Following the joint public hearing the Planning 
Commission may recommend to City Council that it should approve the Master Plan as 

http://www.charlottesville.org/Modules/ShowDocument.aspx?documentid=33244


presented, make recommendations for changes to the Master Plan and recommend approval of 
the Master Plan with the recommended changes, or disapprove the proposed Master Plan as a 
Comprehensive Plan amendment.   

 
IV.      REGULAR MEETING – (continued) 
 

H. FUTURE MEETING SCHEDULE 
 

Date and Time Type Items 
Tuesday June  23, 2015 – 6PM Joint Work 

session 
River Corridor 
Bicycle and Pedestrian Linkages 

Tuesday, July 14, 2015 – 4:30 PM Pre- Meeting  
Tuesday, July 14, 2015 – 5:30 PM Regular 

Meeting 
Transient Lodging 
550 East Water Street 
Longwood Drive PUD Amendment 
1725 JPA Site Plan 

 
Anticipated Items on Future Agendas   
• Naylor Street Major Subdivision 
• Spot Blight – 1810 Yorktown Drive 
• Zoning Text Amendment - PUD  ordinance updates 

 
Persons with Disabilities may request reasonable accommodations by contacting 

ada@charlottesville.org or (434)970-3182 
 
 
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.  

mailto:ada@charlottesville.org


MINUTES 
PLANNING COMMISSION REGULAR MEETING 

Tuesday, May12, 2015 
 
 
I. PLANNING COMMISSION PRE-MEETING (Beginning at 4:30 p.m.) 
 
Location:  NDS Conference Room, Charlottesville City Hall, 2nd Floor 
 
Members Present: Commissioners Lisa Green, Kurt Keesecker, Taneia Dowell, and John 
Santoski; UVA representative Bill Palmer 
 
Call to Order:  the meeting was called to order by Vice-Chair Keesecker at 5:00 p.m. 
 
Vice-Chair Keesecker noted that due to the amount of items, the pre-meeting should focus only 
on procedural questions. 
 
Commissioner Dowell asked what would happen to the definition of bed and breakfast in the 
code if the proposed transient lodging amendment was approved. 
 
Planner Matt Alfele said the definition would remain unchanged. 
 
Principal Planner Brian Haluska said that the Entrance Corridor review of the 1725 JPA Special 
Use Permit should be moved up to be considered immediately after the Special Use Permit. 
Design Planner Mary Joy Scala described the review process for the Commission. 
 
Vice-Chair Keesecker said that almost all of the items on the agenda required votes this evening, 
because the Commission was getting close to the 100 day limit. 
 
Chief Deputy City Attorney Lisa Robertson described the transient lodging options. She 
explained that she felt that Option B’s geographic proximity rules are legal. 
 
Vice-Chair Keesecker asked what language requires an owner to be present in a transient lodging 
facility. 
 
Commissioners Santoski and Green asked how long could an owner be absent from the property 
before it would be a violation. 
 
Commissioner Green asked how the ordinance would be enforced. 
 
City Attorney Robertson stated that it would be enforced on complaint. 
 
Commissioner Dowell asked if the City could ban transient lodging facilities. 
 
City Attorney Robertson stated that if the current ordinance is maintained, then such facilities 
would be banned in effect. 



Commissioner Dowell asked if the transient lodging facilities ordinance would override 
Homeowner’s Association regulations. 
 
Staff replied that it would not. 
 
City Attorney Robertson mentioned that staff would like to edit some of the language used in 
Option B prior to approval, because it was copied from another locality that used different terms. 
 
Commissioner Green asked if transient lodging would be an accessory use in Option B? 
 
City Attorney Robertson said that it would. 
 
Adjournment:  At 5:27 p.m. the Chair adjourned the meeting in order to reconvene in City 
Council Chambers at 5:30 to continue with the Commission’s regular monthly agenda. 
 
II. ADMINISTRATIVE AGENDA (Beginning at 5:30 p.m.) 
 
Location:  City Council Chambers, Charlottesville City Hall, 2nd Floor 
 
Members Present:  Vice-Chair Kurt Keesecker; Commissioners Taneia Dowell, Lisa Green, and 
John Santoski; UVA representative Bill Palmer 
 
Call to Order:  the meeting was called to order by Vice-Chair Keesecker at 5:30 p.m. 
 

A. Commissioner’s Reports: 
 

Commissioner Dowell reported she has completed her certification training through Virginia 
Tech and it was very informative. 
Commissioner Keller arriving later 
Commissioner Keesecker reported on the BAR meeting he attended where they discussed the 
1000 W Main project where the certificate of appropriateness was granted. The second project 
was the Market Plaza project received its certificate of appropriateness with some request for 
additional detail to come back  
Commissioner Santoski - No Report 
Commissioner Green reported C-Tech did meet last Wednesday and she was unable to attend.  
The next meeting is the first Wednesday in July. 
 
B. University Report—Bill Palmer reported that Mr. Keesecker was not able to attend May 
6th meeting, combining the strategic and academic planning as one.  Ivy corridor for the board of 
visitors.  General university items, May 7th, resilient forum consisted a number short presentation 
from faculty of university  
D. NDS Department Report:  given by Brian Haluska, Senior Planner reported the two work 
session May 26th work session, telecommunication ordinance, and the bicycle and pedestrian 
master plan to bring back for a public hearing before it goes to City Council for an amendment to 
the Comprehensive Plan.  There is a June work session with the County Planning Commission 
and topics of discussions are the River Corridor, as well other topics of mutual interests 



including an overlap on Bike and Ped planning. He said to Block our 6 pm -8pm for this meeting 
instead of 5pm -7pm.  The opening for the Director of NDS is now closed and they do have 
applicants in which they are working though.   
 
E. Public Comment (Items Not Scheduled for a Public Hearing on the Regular Agenda) 
 
Tom Bowe – 1211 Augusta Street, said that he was concerned about the imminent development 
on the lots 1143 – 1147 on Rose Hill Drive which is on the corner of Amherst and Rose Hill.  
The specific concern of the neighborhood is the by right of the corner to have a driveway on 
Amherst which is a primary entrance into their neighborhood.  There is not a proposal before the 
city for development. He said demolition has begun on one of the dwellings that is on part of that 
lot.  Their concern is that the by-right has been transferred to the other three; they are concerned 
about the potential volume that would empty on to Amherst.  They worry that the developer will 
find a way to get around code and build a 15 – 20 story building laying it horizontally on its side 
instead of vertically.  He also thinks the zoning intended for several residential houses to be built, 
not a large dwelling like an apartment building or something like that.  He is concerned about it 
obviously, and there are half a dozen bus stops along that corridor within the neighborhood.  The 
neighborhood is concerned that it would become a tributary to Rose Hill Drive if there is a 
driveway on Amherst serving a very large dwelling that has been proposed.  They want to make 
the Commission aware of this and to monitor it. 
 
Alex Hancock – Eton Road, said he would like to make public something that has been going on 
his street for decades. Eton Road is a dead end street that is considered by the City now (Not 
when he purchased the property) as subject to critical slopes and stream buffers, which creates 
issues for development within the code.  The issues that are there for the residents are not only 
parking, but there is a failing retaining wall.  There is no E&S or storm water pick up at the end 
of the street road.  Basically the roads ends in a city owned 15 foot easement that spills out on to 
his neighbor’s and his property.  He said he came before the city in 2010 with a PUD design that 
would handle those problems himself, because he asked the city for drainage help when he first 
brought the property in 2003 or 2004.  He said the city has basically stone-walled him since he 
purchased the property. He said every time he comes before the Planning Commission or City 
Council, the folks who are up here or the folks in the planning department, seem to bring up all 
these issues that have nothing to do with the legal turn around code that needs to be met with this 
street.  The retaining wall has failed and there is no turn around for EMS vehicles.  He has 
consistently sent the city messages that his trash doesn’t get picked up, his street doesn’t get 
plowed. He said the issue has gotten better over the years but still hasn’t changed. There are no 
fire hydrants within the city code limits, and part of his frustration is from something the city 
recently just did in approving $70,000 to re-align a sidewalk for one neighbor. The side walk 
hasn’t failed or created any problems.  He said maybe this is a way to create an ADA ramp but it 
doesn’t make sense why the city is going to spend $70,000 on infrastructure money on 
something that is already there and facilitates need and yet when residents ask for help, the city 
turns a blind eye, because he believes they think one owner is going to build all of the 
infrastructure that the city has lack to build or follow the deeds when they took over this property 
or started to look at  what they can do or what was going with a specific property. 
 



Jean Hiatt, 1534 Rugby Ave, said that the City has a lovely brick office building at the corner of 
Rose Hill and Amherst that can be seen as a gateway building into one of the entrances into the 
Kelly town Neighborhood.  It is beautifully built, probably architect-designed, and is now 60 
years old and can be considered as a historic structure but it is not an individually designated 
property.  It has been used as a realtors’ office for many years.  Unfortunately for the 
neighborhood and Charlottesville, the current owner, Woodard Properties has successfully 
requested a demolition permit for this building.  According to the City Comprehensive Plan of 
2013, Charlottesville will seek to preserve its historic resources through education and 
collaboration to maintain the character of our neighborhoods core historic fabric.  This 
contributes to the character and quality of neighborhoods and to the aesthetic value of the entire 
community. A better scenario for this building at 1143 on Rose Hill Drive would have been if the 
developers looked into adaptive reuse and built a large addition on this structure.  This way they 
could have reaped economic benefits and still preserved an important neighborhood building.  
The comprehensive plan also cites a goal of supporting creative reuse of existing buildings.  As 
the City looks now to update our Codes and faces increased development pressure, please be 
vigilant about considering zoning changes where other important historic buildings can be 
adequately protected.  Kelly town Neighborhood of course is disheartened by this demolition 
plan. They would ask that the Commission monitor new development on this property closely.  
They will be concerned about adequate buffer protection, set back and protection from light 
pollution and noise emanating from the new structure.  She added that the Historic Preservation 
and Urban Design chapter of our comprehensive plan (8.3) states that there be an effort to ensure 
that new development complements the City’s character and respects those qualities that 
distinguish the City built environment. 
 
Bill Emory 1604 E. Market St, said the city has a trinity of what could be called planning 
document, three main ones: the comprehensive plan, chapter 34 of the zoning code, and the 
standards and design manual.  He said the standard and design manual is truly the holy ghost of 
the trinity and is a little bit hard to describe. He said it is 129 pages, and with the entire 
appendixes it was 892 pages. He asked if there is a process for amending, revoking and re-
ordaining this manual. He asked how do items get put in there, how do they get removed, and 
how are they are judged for alignment with the Council vision. He said it seems like a very 
mysterious book and he wish the Commission would work in conjunction with Ms. Robertson to 
put together a short one, on what it is and how it is and how it gets changed so that the quality of 
our built fabric above and below the ground the City will improve because right now it seems 
that time and time again we hear that it is a how to manual, and when developers come through 
with thoughtful ideas it said “you can’t do that it’s not in the standard and design manual”.  He 
said who has that power. 
  
F. (Items removed from the consent agenda will be considered at the end of the regular agenda)  
 
1. Minutes -   February 24, 2015 – Work Session 
2. Minutes – March 10, 2015 – Pre-Meeting 
3. Minutes – March 10, 2015 – Regular Meeting 
 
Motion by:  Commissioner Green 
Seconded:   Commissioner Santoski 



 
VOTE: 4-0 
“Aye”:  Commissioners Dowell, Green, Keesecker, Santoski 
 “Nay”:  None 
  Abstentions:  None 
  Disqualifications:  None 
 
III.  JOINT PUBLIC HEARINGS (Beginning at 6:00 P.M.) 
 

G. JOINT PUBLIC HEARINGS 
 

1. ZT15-00003 – Affordable Dwelling Unit Definition Change 
An ordinance to amend and reordain §34-12 of the Zoning Ordinance of the Code of the City of 
Charlottesville, 1990, as amended, to amend the definition of an affordable dwelling unit.  This 
is a proposed zoning text amendment to modify the definition of what constitutes an affordable 
dwelling unit, relative to the length of the commitment and qualifying household income level.  
Staff recommends approval of the proposed text amendment. 

 
Kathy McHugh,  – "affordable dwelling units" mean dwelling units affordable to households 
with incomes at not more than eighty percent (80%) of the area median income, and which are 
committed to remain affordable for a specific period of not more than 30 years.  
 
No Members of the Public Spoke in the Public Hearing 
 
Commissioner Green said there is a huge problem with affordable dwelling units in Montgomery 
Maryland, where units are removed from the inventory of affordable units after the time frame 
for maintaining those units expires. 

 
City Attorney Lisa Robertson said there is an easier way to adopt this and it’s much easier to try 
to amend the language.   
 
Commissioner Genevieve Keller arrived at 6:25pm 
 
Commissioner Santoski move to recommend approval of ZT 15-00003 based on a finding that 
the amendment is required by the public necessity, convenience, general welfare or good zoning 
practice, seconded by Commissioner Keesecker. 
 
VOTE: 5-0 
“Aye”:  Commissioners Dowell, Green, Keesecker, Keller, Santoski 
 “Nay”:  None 
  Abstentions:  None 
  Disqualifications:  None 
 
2. ZM-14-12-14 – William Taylor Plaza PUD Amendment  
Southern Development acting as agent for Cherry Avenue Investments, LLC has submitted a 
PUD amendment for a development located on the northwest corner of Ridge Street and Cherry 



Avenue.  The original PUD was approved November 2, 2009.  Changes to the approved proposal 
include a revised proffer statement, parking configuration, parking lot screening, and Arboretum 
requirements.  A revised proffer statement and development plan reflecting these changes has 
also been submitted. The property is further identified on City Real Property Tax Map 29 Parcels 
157, 150, 149, 147, 146, 145, and 151 having frontage on Ridge Street and Cherry Avenue. The 
site is zoned PUD and the total project area is 125,321.5 square feet or approximately 2.90 acres.   
 
The applicant, in amending the 2009 PUD development plan and proffer statement had an 
opportunity to address concerns from staff and Planning Commission not covered in the original 
PUD. A use matrix, phasing plan, and building envelopes are all details staff would have liked 
included in PUD applications. By including these elements the neighborhood and community at 
large would have a better understanding of the development future for this important site. 
 
Matt Alfele, City Planner stated Southern Development wants to move in a direction that would 
embrace a lot of the changes that have been suggested.  The existing zoning requires 90 percent 
of the parking on the site to be in a structure, but the company wants that lowered to 60 percent. 

 
Charlie Armstrong, Southern Development’s vice president, said the design changes the 
Commission will see in the Proposed PUD are: 

- 40% max surface parking 
- Parking not visible from streets 
- Arboretum is 25% of the site 
- Inappropriate commercial and residential uses proffered out 
- 25 and 50 rear setbacks to adjacent residential properties 
- Construction phasing plan has been proffered 
- $420,000 annual city tax revenue 

 
Mayor Huja asked about landscaping. 
 
Charlie Armstrong said yes there is landscaping as shown in the picture. 
 
Councilor Smith asked is the same developer doing both phasing and is there a single owner of 
the property who would own the Arboretum.  
 
Mr. Armstrong said the same developer would probably not do both phasing because there are 
two different developers.  He said the common areas have shared use. 
 
Open the Public Hearing 
 
Stan Sweeny – said he owns 29-155 partially 29-156, and that he abuts all of the property across 
the square.  He said he has not seen anything regarding the screening for the arboretum. The 
arboretum is a public space and he doesn’t want anybody to cross his property.  This is a 
historical district designate in 2009. He does not feel the hotel concept is in keeping with the 
historical nature of the Fifeville/Tonsler community. 
 



Jean Hiatt 1534 Rugby Avenue commended the Planning Commission for the thoughtful and 
thorough list of requirements that were made for the 2009 PUD project on the corner of Ridge 
and Cherry and request that the commission keep the same requirements.   If this project cannot 
be built now, maybe another project will come along later. She is concerned about the project on 
Ridge Street which she assumes are going to be row houses of some sort but she hopes they will 
enhance the historical character of Ridge street and whatever is built on the cherry avenue 
portion does not under-mind the historic district. 
 
Susan Lanterman, 406 Ridge Street, back in 2000, she has seen the evolution of William Taylor 
Plaza go from residential to mixed use to a hotel.  People find it difficult to live in the city where 
they work because the City has grown to unaffordable. She said the City does not need another 
hotel within the W. Main, Cherry and McIntire area. 
 
Antoinette Roades 406 Oak Street – interchange of Ridge and Cherry is not appropriate to build 
on especially not a hotel.  She said she would like to see this matter resolved properly.  She 
would like to see an archaeology survey commenced pronto which means we would like to see 
everyone doing the right thing finally.  She said the property is not suitable for development 
because of its topography and because it is a probable location of a cemetery dating back to the 
19th century. 
It’s a steep-sided, wooded ravine bisected by a creek, and in 1883, heirs of Allan Woodson 
Hawkins reserved a graveyard on a deed on the land described in the deed overlaps a large part 
of what Southern Development wants to build on. 
 
Alex Hancock said his thoughts are that the developer has gone through a process and has 
already achieved a certain resolution that the Planning Commission has accepted at some point.  
He said although the applicant may be asking for changes, he is confused how the planning 
commission encouraged them to do one thing and then the next month, or next year, you all 
present new information.  Reminds him of regularly of challenges he has been through on his 
own project.  
 
Closing of the Public Hearing 
 
After in-depth discussion of this PUD by the Planning Commission and City Council it appeared 
members were still not supportive of this amendment. 
 
Commissioner Green moved to recommend denial of this application to amend the concept plan 
for the William Taylor Plaza Planned Unit Development with amended proffers, on the basis 
that the proposal would not serve the interests of the general public welfare and 
good zoning practice, seconded by Commissioner Santoski. 
 
VOTE: 5-0 
“Aye”:  Commissioners Dowell, Green, Keesecker, Keller, Santoski 
 “Nay”:  None 
  Abstentions:  None 
  Disqualifications:  None 
 



3. ZM-15-02-02 – Longwood Drive PUD Amendment 
Richard Spurzem of Neighborhood Properties Inc. has submitted a PUD amendment to add (5) 
attached residential units to the existing Longwood PUD development. The additional units will 
be located on the southwest corner of Harris Road and Longwood Drive.  The original PUD was 
approved July 20, 2009.  Additions to the approved proposal include expansion of the existing 
PUD by 0.20 acre constructing (5) attached residential units, additional parking, and adding 
2,000 square feet of open space.  The property is further identified on City Real Property Tax 
Map 21A Parcel 104, having frontage on Harris Road and Longwood Drive.  The site is zoned 
R-2 and the total project area is 8,712 square feet or approximately 0.02 acres. 

 
Mike Myers, Project Engineer, stated the PUD Amendment proposal is for the construction of 5 
new townhome units with associated parking at the intersection of Harris and Longwood.  He 
said Mr. Spurzem had always wanted to include these lots in the PUD, but it had only been 
recently that he was able to purchase this property.  The ultimate goal of the development is to 
“bookend” Longwood Drive with new townhomes and upgrades the existing duplexes in the 
middle.  The developer is also providing 15% of the units as affordable, and has promised 
contribution of an additional $10,000 to the Charlottesville affordable dwelling fund (in addition 
to $50,000 already provided with the original PUD approval). 
 
Mr. Richard Spurzem gave an additional overview of the project. He wanted to amend the July 
2009 rezoning to accommodate five additional townhomes that would face Harris Road. He said 
these units would be priced at around $230,000, which would be considered affordable to a 
family that makes 80 percent of the area’s median income.  He feels that this is a product that the 
city needs and it’s a product that the city wants. 
 
There was much discussion between Council and the Planning Commission regarding the 
garages under the townhouses.    
 
Open the Public Hearing 
 
Jeremy Sen, 101 E Longwood Drive, he is concerned with the distance between the townhomes.  
There is not a guarantee by way of a proffer that there is any reasonable distance between units 
and that by default and that the developer will go back to the city rigs that just require 10 feet 
between roads of townhomes. He is not opposed to new development, but would like to see it 
done responsibly. He also had concerns about the grade of the parcel in question, and how it 
slopes downward to our townhome. He is afraid of additional stormwater runoff will create 
pooling of water potential and lead to floor damage. 
 
Lisa Pisani 101 D Longwood Drive, Her concerns are the distance too close to her home and 
potential drainage issues.  Also she has concerns about the opportunity for crime and would like 
to keep it nice and quiet and peaceful the way it is. 
 
Susan Hennigan - 101 Longwood Drive, Lot 116, her concerns is the scope of the proposed 
development and why there isn’t a consideration to build three or four which seems more 
practical.  She said she cannot park her car where she lives. The parking is a problem and there 
are no extra spaces for these extra people.  She is disappointed that she is losing her 25 foot 



setback, and she has a security concern.  She said she is not opposed to building on the property 
but hopes that something else will be considered. 
 
David Hennigan, – the five units are too much to build on this property.  It is going to hurt our 
quality of life.  We believed we had a 25 foot rear yard behind our townhouse. The way this was 
originally laid out there was a very large space in the middle so the two new buildings are going 
to have a wonderful setback, but they have squeezed it right up to the back of our unit. He said 
there is no reason why the 3 units unit cannot be shifted over 15 feet more as originally plan 
which would give us our 25 foot rear yard that we thought we would always have.  They are 
asking for a lot when they are asking for a PUD to make up their own zoning practically.  
Another concern is because this is a PUD they can administratively file to change the plan; and 
he would like them to agree to in terms of the setback to be in a proffer because otherwise we 
will have to worry about this until the day they start pouring concrete.  He said they were already 
concerned with rain runoff, you are aware of this so these properties do not come up short. 
 
Frank Baliff, Southern Development said he built phase I of Longwood and sold the units to 
some great people, many of whom the Commission heard from tonight.  It definitely served a 
price point that is very difficult to serve in the city. He said it serves a need and it is increasing 
difficult to find a project we can build and price points that this project can hit. It can serve a 
market that really has a need right now. 
 
Closed the Public Hearing 
 
Commissioner Keller her major concern is about the Harris Road experience. Our 
comprehensive plan is full of references to livability and place-making and one of our primary 
goals if to activate the street level and particularly on a street so close to an elementary school. 
She is concerned that there might not the living space on the first floor level because she doesn’t 
think garages support that goal.  She would not support a PUD that extended to and turned the 
corners onto Harris because Harris Street has its own character and feels it is inappropriate.  
 
Commissioner Santoski regardless to what, he has concerns about the garage under the duplexes.  
There is so much of the original PUD is not built out. His has continued problem asking for an 
amendment without fulfilling the original PUD requests. 
 
Commissioner Dowell spoke for the people and she agrees with them.  
 
Commissioner Green she has the same question has the original proffers been full-filled. 
 
Commissioner Santoski move to recommend denial of this application to amend the concept plan 
for the Longwood Drive Planned Unit Development with amended proffers, on the basis that the 
proposal would not serve the interests of the general public welfare and good zoning practice, 
seconded by Commissioner Green. 
 
VOTE: 5-0 
“Aye”:  Commissioners Dowell, Green, Keesecker, Keller, Santoski 
 “Nay”:  None 



  Abstentions:  None 
  Disqualifications:  None 
 
4. SP15-00001 - 1725 JPA Apartments 
 
Richard Spurzem of Neighborhood Properties Inc. has submitted a Special Use Permit 
application to increase density from 1 – 21 Dwelling Units per Acre to 44 – 64 Dwelling Units 
per Acre, reduce the side yard setbacks to 5’, and increases the building height from 45’ to 50’.  
The property is further identified on City Real Property Tax Map 160016000 with road frontage 
on Jefferson Park Avenue and Montebello Circle.  The site is zoned R-3 with Entrance Corridor 
Overlay and is approximately 0.385 acres or 16,770 square feet.  The Land Use Plan calls for 
High Density Residential.   
 
Open Public Hearing 
 
Rebecca Quinn – questioned about a car over top an apartment, sound and vibration. She didn’t 
think it looked good at all. Encouraged bike usage. 
 
Close the Public Hearing. 
 
The Commission appreciated the changes to the project, and the applicant’s response to the 
concerns identified at the previous meeting. 
 
Commissioner Green move to recommend approval of this application for a Special Use Permit 
in the Re-zone at 1725 Jefferson Park Avenue to permit residential development up to (64) 
Dwelling Units per Acre and adjustment of side setbacks to a minimum of (5) feet with 
the following listed conditions recommended by staff in the staff report, seconded by 
Commissioner Santoski. 
 
VOTE: 5-0 
“Aye”:  Commissioners Dowell, Green, Keesecker, Keller, Santoski 
 “Nay”:  None 
  Abstentions:  None 
  Disqualifications:  None 
 
5. Entrance Corridor Review Board 
 
SP15-00001: 1725 Jefferson Park Avenue  
Mary Joy Scala, Design Planner presented the entrance corridor review for the SUP. The Board 
is charged with identifying any impacts the SUP will have on the entrance corridor and 
forwarding those impacts to the City Council for consideration along with the SUP. 
 
Commissioner Santoski moved that Commission not forward an impacts to the Council. The 
motion by Seconded by Commissioner Green.  
 
 



VOTE: 5-0 
“Aye”:  Commissioners Dowell, Green, Keesecker, Keller, Santoski 
 “Nay”:  None 
  Abstentions:  None 
  Disqualifications:  None 
 
5. ZT14-00011 – Transient Lodging Facility 
Transient Lodging (TL), such as the accommodations offered through website clearinghouses 
model of travel/ temporary lodging is creating more options for travelers and new revenue 
opportunities for individuals and small businesses, but could be disruptive to some traditional 
neighborhoods. Many localities are underprepared for such a rapid growth in the number of TL 
within their communities. Other locations have enacted regulations only to find they are 
insufficient or unaffordable. As of the date of this report, three (3) of the most popular TL 
websites; Stay Charlottesville, airbnb, and HomeAway listed a combined two hundred and five 
(205) available units in the Charlottesville area. The last report prepared for the Planning 
Commission (dated December 9, 2014) listed a combined three hundred eighteen (318) 
available units. This highlights how fluidTL are and how they can fluctuate dramatically over 
rapidly, and an ordinance, or modifications to existing ordinances, is needed to balance the 
needs of the community and foster economic innovation. The City of Charlottesville is not 
alone in facing this changing landscape as other cities grapple with keeping their regulations 
relevant. 
 
Matt Alfele, City Planner stated transient lodging facilities such as accommodations offered 
through websites like Airbnb are popping up all over the country.  This model of temporary 
lodging is creating more opportunities for travelers and new revenue opportunities for 
individuals, but can be disruptive to traditional neighborhoods.  Mr. Alfele said there are as many 
318 housing units in the city currently being used as transient lodging facilities. The zoning code 
currently allows for “homestay” homes to be run as bed and breakfasts, but that requires the 
property owner to live on the premises when guests are there. 
 
Mr. Alfele had presented the commission with two different approaches. One would expand the 
homestay category, and the other would define a new “transient lodging facility” that would 
allow the practice to become legal throughout the city without homeowners needing to be on site. 
 
In both cases, property owners would need to get a provisional-use permit from the city. They 
also would need a business license and pay taxes to the city. 
 
The city has been studying the issue since July, but commissioners said they want to get the 
ordinance right. 
 
Commissioners Keller, Santoski and Green all recommended Proposal A with some revisions. 
 
Commissioner Green stated that she would like to have a work session to discuss this.   
 
Commissioner Dowell didn’t feel that proposal A or proposal B is really going to get the City to 
where it needs to be.  Commissioner Dowell is the proprietor of a bed and breakfast. 



 
Commissioner Dowell asked Councilors if they would extend the time allowed for further study. 
Councilors agreed to hold the joint work session May 21st at 6pm in the basement conference 
room to further discuss how Charlottesville’s zoning code might be amended to regulate the 
growing practice of homeowners renting out their space to tourists and other visitors. 
 
Todd Divers, Commissioner of Revenue said we are clearly missing out on a lot of revenue and 
would appreciate a clarification to the Code. 
 
Opening the Public Hearing 
 
Pete Caramanis, representing the VA short term lodging Corporation – preserved people’s rights 
to do what they do.  We proposed revised form which is B.  He said his organization is not 
opposed to the work session. Glad to hear why some stuff was removed.  
 
Travis Wilburn of Stay Charlottesville, talked to the hotel lodging group. They have not seen the 
issues that have been mentioned. There have only been five complaints in the City.  
 
Rebecca Quinn – Supports a work session.  She raised two concerns: unless it’s a condition of a 
business license, property insurance and safety, to find a way to provide evidence of insurance.  
Also, staff should do an initial inspection. 
 
Joyce Kaswandik of Guest Houses, ditto on the insurance on the current homestay. we are not 
getting where we want to go.  The ordinance really is not addressing what was going to happen 
in the future.   Responsible party, insurance, registration, notify neighbors, noise ordinance. She 
can’t imagine anyone is going to get a license if there isn’t a way for the city to enforce it.  100% 
of people use this is a supplemental income, not as a job.   
 
Charlotte Drummond – option B is a good thing.  UVa college weekend.com she got a business 
license.  She vacates her home.  Her neighbors look out for her and she looks out for them.  She 
can stay in her home.   
 
Kip White, 1012 Locust Avenue said he was in favor of option B and a lot of these people 
renting out and leaving the house.  It would be very difficult.  Police will enforce noise 
ordinance.  Recommend option B. 
 
Scott Wylie nurse, small unit of ten live in the city.  Option B is the only option 812 Rose Hill 
Drive 
 
Wendy Roberman – Option B interests her.  She housed a family coming from Boston, 5 people 
in three bedrooms.  She got a license and increased their insurance.  The use is just temporary 
extra money to travel now and then. 
 
Alex Hancock – Said that the report mentioned only five complaints on residences around the 
city, but he said he sent the city a notice of 6-9 properties violated the homestay ordinance in his 
neighborhood.  He understand what is going on, option A is the only way to test the market.  The 



city needs to take this in serious consideration.  We do have current enforcement to take care the 
neighborhoods. 
 
David Myers – a special condominium people showing up suddenly where you live, damaged, 
the neighbors are suffering the consequences.  B does not reflect this at all.  Require the owners 
to be there.   
 
Evie James, 1600 Dice Street in the Fifeville community, rented out her home, graduation and 
reunion allowing people to come in and live in Charlottesville.  She supports transient lodging 
use for home owners. In plan A mention resides (does it count for a sabbatical) supplemental 
income.   
 
Susan Lanterman – getting approval what is the different between a transient lodging facility and 
a Bed and breakfast.  Look at the rules requiring for Bed and Breakfast.   
 
Closed the public hearing 
 
Motioned by Commissioner Green and Seconded by Commissioner Santoski, to schedule a 
Work Session for the 21st of May at 6:00 pm. to continue this discussion and in the city hall 
basement conference room. 
 
VOTE: 5-0 
“Aye”:  Commissioners Dowell, Green, Keesecker, Keller, Santoski 
 “Nay”:  None 
  Abstentions:  None 
  Disqualifications:  None 
 
6. ZT15-00001 – Flood Plain Ordinance Amendment 
 This is a proposal for an amendment to Chapter 34 of the City Code (Zoning), Article II 
(Overlay Districts), Division 1(Flood Hazard Protection Overlay District), Sections 34-240 
through 34-258, by repealing the existing regulations in their entirety, and re-enacting floodplain 
regulations consistent with current requirements of the Federal Emergency Management Agency 
(FEMA) and FEMA’s model floodplain ordinance. The updated regulations, if adopted, would 
apply to all properties within flood hazard areas identified within FEMA’s Flood Insurance Rate 
Maps (FIRMs) for the geographic area within the City of Charlottesville. A copy of the proposed 
updated floodplain regulations is available for public inspection.   
 
Open Public Hearing 
 
Alex Hancock – confused by this adoption.  This is all new to him. He is frustrated and would 
like more information.  
 
Ben Butler, 1329 Rio Drive – due to his evaluation, his business insurance would be costly. He is 
asking the planning commission to take a second look at this. 
Rebecca Quinn – FEMA put her through the ringer and she is shocked by some of things in the 
model.  She thanked staff for responding to most of her issues.  Reference to the maps to be 



adopted.  The moved it from DCR and put this in the definition.  Text was added regarding 
activities that are exempted.  The last one is definition of substantial improvement to defined 
terms, shocked and FEMA and DCR did not find any instructions  to the definitions, like higher 
standards, it is a very her recommendation there is not great reason for you to required that 
building to be brought into definition to the basic minimum.  
  
Close the Public Hearing. 
 
Commissioner Green move to recommend to City Council the approval of ZT15-00001, subject 
to the following: 

1. The City Attorney’s Office shall prepare a proposed final ordinance, consistent with 
DCCR’s model Ordinance provisions, and including those portions of Ms. Rebecca 
Quinn’s May 11 2015 suggested edits as are consistent with the Model Ordinance and 
approved by the City Attorney’s Office 

2. The City Engineer shall transmit the proposed final ordinance to DCR for any additional 
wording changes necessary for the state to find the City in compliance with federal 
requirements; and then 

3. The proposed final ordinance, with any DCR requested revisions, shall be transmitted to 
City Council for adoption 

 
Seconded by Commissioner Dowell. 
 
VOTE: 5-0 

“Aye”:  Commissioners Dowell, Green, Keesecker, Keller, Santoski 
“Nay”:  None 
Abstentions:  None 
Disqualifications:  None 

   
7. ZT15-00002 – Development Application Procedures  
An ordinance to amend and reordain §34-8, §34-41, §34-42, §34-158, §34-160, §34-515, §34-
804 of the Zoning Ordinance of the Code of the City of Charlottesville, 1990, as amended, and 
§29-59 of the Subdivision Ordinance of the Code of the City of Charlottesville, 1990, as 
amended to amend the procedure for reviewing applications for rezoning, special use permits, 
and site plans. 
 
Staff has a concern with the mandatory public meeting and the clarity of proposals being 
presented at those meetings. The proposed code changes, and the discussion surrounding these 
changes, acknowledge a need for more time between the submission of applications and the 
review by the Planning Commission to permit staff to work with applicants to refine their 
proposals, as well as bring better quality submission materials to the Commission. If the 
mandatory public meeting is held at some point during this process, then it is likely that the 
public will be seeing a different version of the proposal than the one that the Commission and 
Council may ultimately vote on. Staff is concerned that this would lead to more confusion 
surrounding development proposals. Staff recommends that the draft ordinance be modified to 
make the public meeting a voluntary provision that may be required by the Director of NDS 
during the review of a rezoning or special use permit application. 



 
Finally, staff recommends that the modification to Section 34-8 be approved with the 
corresponding deletion of the language from 34-41(c). Staff finds this to be an amendment that 
serves to place a current regulation in a more appropriate location in the code. 
 
Opening of the Public Hearing 
 
Neil Williamson of the Free Enterprise Forum – said he is not convinced of that the City has the 
ability to require a public meeting for by-right applications. He said that development 
applications raise challenging issues and it is a joined responsibility between the developer and 
the staff. He said it is critical that staff be in the meeting, and that represents additional staff 
time.  He said he would prefer staff coordinate the meeting.  Mentioned the irony of this item 
being considered at 11:00 and the doors to City Hall are locked. 
 
Justin Shimp of Shimp Engineering – said that sometimes people just show up and complain. 
This might be more confusion or not follow quite a strict procedure. He said that most 
neighboring localities require these meetings already. 
 
Closing of the Public Hearing 
 
Commissioner Green move to recommend to City Council that it should amend Sections 34-
8,34-41, 34-42,34-158, 34-160, 34-515, 34-804 of the zoning ordinance, and section 29-59 of the 
subdivision ordinance, to amend the procedures for application submission, review, and referral 
to the Planning Commission, as presented in the draft ordinance provided by staff, because I find 
that this amendment is required by the public necessity, convenience, general welfare, or good 
zoning practice, seconded by Commissioner Santoski,  
 
VOTE: 3-2 

“Aye”:  Commissioners Dowell, Green, Santoski 
 “Nay”:  Keesecker, Keller 
  Abstentions:  None 
  Disqualifications:  None 
 
8. ZT15-00006 – Sidewalk Waiver Provisions 
An ordinance to amend and reordain the Zoning 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.  
 
No Members of the Public Spoke in the Public Hearing 
 
Commissioner Santoski move to recommend to City Council that it should amend Section 34-
1124 of the zoning ordinance, to provide persons constructing a dwelling on a previously vacant 
lot the option of contributing to a sidewalk fund rather than dedicating land and constructing 
sidewalks, as presented in the draft ordinance provided by staff, because I find that this 
amendment is required by the public necessity, convenience, general welfare or good zoning 
practice, Seconded by Commissioner Dowell 



 
VOTE: 5-0 

“Aye”:  Commissioners Dowell, Green, Keesecker, Keller, Santoski 
“Nay”:  None 
Abstentions:  None 
Disqualifications:  None 

 
IV.      REGULAR MEETING – (continued) 
 
Commissioner Green left at 11:58 pm. 
 

I. Preliminary Discussions  
 

5. ZM15-00002 - Lochlyn Hill PUD Amendment 
The applicant has previously appeared before the Planning Commission seeking approval of the 
design for block 2B. The Commission indicated, however, that the design was not in 
conformance with the approved concept plan for the planned unit development. The applicant 
has elected to seek an amendment to that concept plan so that the engineered design for the block 
will comply. 
 
LJ Lopez, Meadow Creek Development, said this is clarifying language referring to block 2B 
and further clarifying this so there is no confusion going forward. 
 
Is the change to the project in keeping with the standard and objectives of the Planned Unit 
Development ordinance? 
 
Commissioner Keesecker said the PUD ordinance question is are we getting the best out of our 
PUD ordinance.  He said we are constantly focusing on the sizes of the houses and for us who 
are not living in that house particularly, we shouldn’t care the size of someone’s house is but to 
know what it is like in the public places where he can go on the streets.  The PUD is not about 
designing these houses for whatever size they are but about shaping public space the meaningful 
to the people who live in the neighborhood or the rest of us who want to visit.  He said the whole 
discussion about use and size is just a vehicle to get to good public spaces and that is what PUDs 
should be about.  
   
6. SP15-00002 - 550 East Water Street SUP 
 
Justin Shimp - Reason for Special Use Permit  
 
The applicant is requesting a special use permit for additional building height.  The maximum 
by-right height in the Water Street Corridor is 70 feet. The applicant has requested a building 
height of 101 feet, which is the maximum allowed under a special use permit. 
Massing and Scale – The proposed project would entail the construction of a three-story building 
along the entire front of the property, and a nine story tower at the west edge of the property. 
Surrounding buildings range in height from 1 to 5 stories. 

 



Façade treatment – the project will be reviewed by the BAR, and will alter a portion of the 
pedestrian realm along the south side of Water Street. The current proposal for office space 
offers little permeability along the street as designed. 
 
Adjournment: 1:00 a.m. 



MINUTES 
PLANNING COMMISSION WORK SESSION 

Tuesday, May 26, 2015 
5:00 – 7:00 p.m. 

 
 

I. PLANNING COMMISSION WORK SESSION 

Location:  NDS Conference Room, Charlottesville City Hall, 2nd Floor 

Members Present:  Commissioners Dan Rosensweig, Taneia Dowell (1 hour), Kurt Keesecker, Genevieve 
Keller, and Jody Lahendro; UVA representative Bill Palmer 

Call to Order:  by Chairman Dan Rosensweig at 5:00 p.m. 

Telecommunications Ordinance 

Brian Haluska provided an overview of the full agenda and turned the time to Lisa Robertson for 
discussion of the proposed changes to the telecommunications ordinance.  She provided background on 
the 2009 FCC declaratory timeframes for rulings on applications and the 2014 FCC orders providing 
additional information on “eligible facilities” and more specifics on timeframes for application review. 
She highlighted that the potential request notes that the height minimum is a concern with some of the 
new technologies and that consideration of allowing the structures to be lower if shielded from view is 
part of the request for consideration. 

Genevieve Keller asked if future microcells would be permitted as a matter of right on a building once 
the first microcell is approved?  Ms. Robertson noted that a detailed look at the federal regulations 
specific to the situation would need to take place to determine. 

Kurt Keesecker asked if a visible microcell on a building means screened microcells on that same building 
would be by-right. 

Ms. Robertson noted that if the new antenna would substantially change the first antenna, then no. 
There’s a certain list of circumstances where you cannot deny a co-location application. 

Mr. Keesecker noted concern with certain locations being overwhelmed by microcells and pointed to 
the Monticello hotel roof as an example. 

Ms. Robertson suggested maybe proceeding down the line of more rules on concealment, and less on 
what an antenna is defined as – the types of structures are continuously changing. Maybe the path is to 
review rules about concealment of antennas in historic districts. 

Ms. Keller noted that her understanding is that health effects cannot be discussed. Does that provision 
have a sunset clause? 

Ms. Robertson noted that this is not her area of expertise but she has not read anything that would 
indicate that there would be a change to this regulation. 



Jody Lahendro noted that he would hope that changes would allow for smaller systems but he did not 
find that to be the case with the Rotunda renovation which went from 10 antennas to 50 and some 
were placed to block out other signals. 

Ms. Robertson noted that each situation would need to be reviewed in light of the “eligible facilities” 
allowances. 

Ms. Keller asked if a locality is required to provide a location for a new provider if no one will collocate.   

Ms. Robertson noted that the federal law is set to provide incentives for collocation.  New facilities 
require more regulation. 

Dan Rosensweig asked what information is needed from the Commission.  Ms. Robertson noted that 
guidance on the request to lower the 40 foot minimum for placing structures (if concealed).  Mr. 
Haluska provided background on potential sites with interest in this regulation proposal.   

Mr. Rosensweig asked if that lower height consideration could be placed for only certain districts.  That 
is allowable. 

Ms. Robertson will provide background information on the 2014 FCC order as well as additional 
information.  She asked if the commission was interested in reviewing a discussion draft which would 
allow for a concealed structure at a lower height.  Discussion continued about the placement of one 
structure opening the door to all others by-right. 

Missy Creasy asked if there was a definition of “concealed” and it was determined that more 
information would be gathered to provide clarity. 

Mr. Keesecker, Mr. Rosensweig, Mr. Lahendro and Ms. Dowell were okay with reviewing a draft.  Ms. 
Keller was not interested at this time. 

Ms. Robertson will work with staff to provide a discussion draft that deals with the height, concealment, 
and local authority in areas where not required by federal law.  There are a few updates she noted 
would be important regardless of whether any of the provisions in the proposal were of interest. 

Mr. Keesecker asked that consideration be given to having lower height by SUP and Mr. Rosensweig 
wanted restrictions by district considered.  Ms. Robertson noted that allowance by SUP for the first 
facility is okay but she will need to review whether a collocation opportunity is then required. 

Bike and Pedestrian Master Plan 

Amanda Poncy provided an overview of the Bike and Pedestrian Master Plan document, citizen 
engagement process and the timeline to approval for the project. 

Ms. Keller noted that additional information, including visuals, noting how this plan addresses the 
elderly and disabled populations would be helpful.   



Mr. Rosensweig asked if there is mention of the County and how the City’s plan intersects with the 
County.  It was noted that maps provide for those connections and can be enhanced. 

Mr. Lahendro asked if consideration of a County connection was made as part of the prioritization 
process.  Staff noted that a meeting is scheduled to discuss coordination of projects along the borders. 

Mr. Keesecker noted that the plan can call out those locations and acknowledge that discussions are 
happening.  Staff highlighted that the Long Range Transportation Plan takes this relationship into 
account and provides guidance for regional transportation considerations.  Mr. Keesecker provided 
information on his map overlays noting that the results of the plan support maps that he has made in 
the past.  He noted a future measure of success of the plan could include a metric of the amount of time 
it takes to get from one place to another. 

Ms. Keller suggested adding a paragraph explaining the relationship between biking and walking and 
connections to transit. 

The meeting ended at 7pm. 
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Legal Standard of Review   
 
Approval of a site plan is a ministerial function, as to which the Planning Commission has little 
or no discretion.  When an applicant has submitted a site plan that complies with the 
requirements of the City’s Site Plan 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 site plan, 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 site plan, the Planning Commission must identify the modifications or 
corrections that would permit approval of the plan. 
 
Executive Summary 
 
Ashley Davies of Williams-Mullen, acting as agent for Carr City Centers, has submitted a site 
plan for a hotel at 1106 West Main Street. The property is further identified on City Real 
Property Tax Map 10, Parcels 64 and 65 having frontage on West Main Street and 11th Street 
SW. 
 
The site plan proposes the construction of a 101 foot tall building that would contain 150 hotel 
rooms, a ground floor restaurant, and an 87 space parking deck. The site is zoned (WMS) West 
Main South Corridor and is approximately 0.485 acres. 
 
Site Plan Compliance 
 
The preliminary site plan is currently under review, and the applicant will be required to comply 
with staff comments. There have been two rounds of review by City reviewers. Site plans are 
reviewed for compliance with city codes and standards. An overview of site plan requirements 
and the location of those items on the site are outlined below.  
 
The Board of Architectural Review approved (6-0) the new building as submitted, with the 
exception of a change in glass to 70% clear at the street level (except in the tower facing 11th 
Street), and all podium glass on the 2nd, 3rd and 4th floors shall be 70% clear (except in the 
tower); with signage and lighting proposals submitted to the BAR later. 
 
The signage and lighting must return to the BAR before it is finally approved. That has not 
occurred yet. 
 
  



Site Plan Requirements 
 

A. Compliance with applicable zoning district regulations 
  

West Main South - (per Zoning Ordinance §34-636 -- §34-642) 
   

The project received a special use permit from City Council on January 5, 2015 that permits 
up to 101 feet in building height. The project complies with all regulations in the West Main 
South zoning district. 

  
B. Compliance with the City’s Erosion and Sediment Control ordinance, City Code, 

Chapter 10: 
 

The applicant’s erosion and sediment control plan is currently under review, and the 
applicant will be required to comply with staff comments. 

  
C. Compliance with General Standard for site plans (Sections 34-800 through 34-827) 
 
Section 34-827 Preliminary site plan contents 
 

1. General site plan information, including but not limited to project, property, zoning, site 
and traffic information:  Found on sheet CA-001.  

2. Existing conditions and adjacent property information: Found on Sheet CV-100. 
3. Demolition Plan: Found on sheet CD-101. 
4. Proposed use, building, improvements, site plan layout and offsite improvements: Found 

on sheet CS-101 
5. Written schedules or data as necessary to demonstrate that the site can accommodate the 

proposed use: Found on sheets CA-001 and CS-101. 
6. Phase lines: The project is proposed to be a single phase. 
7. Proposed conceptual layout for water and sanitary sewer facilities and storm drain 

facilities including: 
 

Drainage Plan: Found on sheet CG-202 
Utility Plan: Found on sheet CU-101 
 

8. Landscape plan: Found on sheet CH-101 
9. For proposed signs: The signs for this development will be submitted to the zoning 

administrator under separate application.  
  
D. Additional information to be shown on the preliminary site plan as deemed necessary 

by the director or Commission in order to provide sufficient information for the 
director or Commission to adequately review the preliminary site plan. 

 
No additional information has been required. 

 



E. Compliance with Additional Standards for Specific Uses (Site Plan Ordinance §§34-930 
– 34-934 

 
• Section 94-932 Dumpsters:  The building does not have a dumpster. The trash 

receptacles will be housed within the building. 
 
Public Comments Received 
 
A site plan conference was held on November 12, 2014. The most frequent concerns raised by 
members of the public and adjacent property owners are the impact of the garage entrance on the 
pedestrian connection between West Main Street and the University of Virginia medical 
complex. 
 
Recommendation 
 
Staff recommends approval of the preliminary site plan for Sycamore House Hotel. 
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HARDSCAPE PLAN

NORTH

SITE AREA 19989 SF

BUILDING AREA 16987.6 SF

DRIVEWAY AREA 346.863 SF

NET CALCULATION AREA 2654.57 SF

PERCENT TREE CANOPY REQUIRED = 10 percent

TOTAL CANOPY REQUIRED 265 SF

TREE CANOPY PROVIDED
3 RED MAPLES AT 2" CAL. = 397 SF EACH 3 1,191 SF
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29 [736mm]

24 [610mm]

42 [1067mm]

GRADE

Ø5 [126mm]Ø23
8 [60mm]Ø 7

16 [Ø10mm]

ELEVATION - PLAN             N.T.S.

STEEL FINISH
KEYSHIELD POWDER COATING

SPECIFICATIONS

HARDWARE
ANCHOR BOLTS
NOT INCLUDED

DRAWN BY:  B.R.

DATE: 12-12-02

STEEL SIZES
2" SCH 40

PIPE

KEYSTONE RIDGE DESIGNS, INC
670 MERCER ROAD
BUTLER, PA 16001

1-800-284-8208
FAX: (724) 284-1253

www.keystoneridgedesigns.com

EXCLUSIVE
BY DESIGN

SN01-3

KEYSTONE RIDGE DESIGNS, INC
670 MERCER ROAD
BUTLER, PA 16001

1-800-284-8208
FAX: (724) 284-1253

www.keystoneridgedesigns.com
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STANDARD LANDSCAPING SPECIFICATIONS:

1. ALL TOPSOIL SHALL BE A MINIMUM OF 8" IN TREE, SHRUB AND GROUND COVER BEDS.

2. ALL LANDSCAPE AND GRASS AREAS ARE TO BE HAND RAKED AND LEFT CLEAR OF ALL STONES, ROCK,
CONSTRUCTION DEBRIS AND ANY UNSUITABLE MATERIALS.

3. LANDSCAPE CONTRACTOR WILL LOCATE ALL UNDERGROUND UTILITIES PRIOR TO ANY EXCAVATION AND
PLANTING INSTALLATION.

4. ALL AREAS TO BE LANDSCAPED OR COVERED WITH MULCH MUST BE TREATED WITH A PRE-EMERGENCE
HERBICIDE (SURFLAN, DACTAL OR APPROVED EQUAL) IN ACCORDANCE WITH APPLICABLE FEDERAL, STATE
REGULATIONS AND THE MANUFACTURER'S INSTRUCTIONS.

5. ALL PROPOSED LANDSCAPING TO BE NURSERY GROWN, TYPICAL OF THEIR SPECIES OR VARIETY. THEY
ARE TO HAVE NORMAL VIGOROUS ROOT SYSTEMS, FREE FROM DEFECTS AND INFECTIONS AND IN
ACCORDANCE WITH ANSI Z60.1.

6. ALL PROPOSED PLANTINGS SHOULD BE INSTALLED PER STANDARDS OF THE "AMERICAN ASSOCIATION OF
NURSERYMEN" AND STATE NURSERY/LANDSCAPE ASSOCIATIONS WITH REGARD TO PLANTING, PIT SIZE,
BACKFILL MIXTURE, STAKING AND GUYING.

7. ALL PLANTING CONTAINERS AND BASKETS SHALL BE REMOVED DURING PLANTING. ALL PLANTS SHALL BE
SET PLUMB AND POSITIONED SO THAT THE TOP OF THE ROOT COLLAR MATCHES, OR IS NO MORE THAN TWO
(2") INCHES ABOVE, FINISHED GRADE. REPLACE AMENDED BACKFILL IN 6-INCH LAYERS AND COMPACT
BACKFILL TO ELIMINATE VOIDS. CONTRACTOR SHALL PROVIDE A FOUR-INCH HIGH EARTHEN WATERING
SAUCER ALONG THE PERIMETER OF EACH PLANTING PIT. CONTRACTOR SHALL WATER NEWLY PLANTED
VEGETATION PRIOR TO MULCHING PLANTING PIT. ALL VOIDS SHALL BE FILLED AND SETTLING MITIGATED AS
REQUIRED. ALUMINUM EDGING SHALL BE INSTALLED AROUND ALL PLANTING AREAS TO DELINEATE BETWEEN
DIFFERENT LANDSCAPE MATERIALS.

8. AFTER INITIAL WATERING AND PRIOR TO MULCHING, CONTRACTOR SHALL APPLY HERBICIDES AND
PRE-EMERGENT HERBICIDES AS REQUIRED TO ELIMINATE ANY WEED SEEDS OR PLANTS PRESENT ON ROOT
BALL.

9. ALL PLANTING BEDS AND PITS SHALL BE MULCHED WITH DOUBLE GROUND HARDWOOD MULCH AT A
MINIMUM DEPTH OF 3".

10. PLANT MATERIAL SHALL BE GUARANTEED FOR ONE YEAR FROM THE DATE OF SUBSTANTIAL
COMPLETENESS. THE CONTRACTOR SHALL REPLACE PLANTS, DEAD, UNHEALTHY, DYING OR DAMAGED
THROUGH LOSS OF BRANCHES AND/OR FOLIAGE. LAWNS THAT ARE NOT IN GOOD CONDITION AT THE END OF
THE GUARANTEE PERIOD SHALL BE REPAIRED UNTIL A GOOD LAWN RESULTS. IT IS UNDERSTOOD THAT THE
OWNER SHALL ASSUME RESPONSIBILITY FOR WATERING ALL PLANT MATERIAL AND LAWN AREA BEGINNING
WITH THE DATE OF SUBSTANTIAL COMPLETENESS.

TREE PLANTING PERPENDICULAR TO CURB N.T.S.
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TREE PLANTING PLAN DIAGRAM FOR
MIDDLE TREE PLANTER N.T.S.

TREE PLANTING PARALLEL TO
CURB  N.T.S.
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City of Charlottesville 
Department of Neighborhood Development Services 

Staff Report 
 

CITY COUNCIL AND PLANNING COMMISSION  
JOINT PUBLIC HEARING 

DATE OF HEARING: JUNE 9, 2015  
APPLICATION NUMBER: SP14-00007 

 
Project Planner:   Brian Haluska, AICP 
Date of Staff Report: May 27, 2015 
 
Applicant:   Russ Nixon, Nixon Land Surveying, authorized representative of MTE, LLC 
Current Property Owners: MTE, LLC 
 
Application Information 
 
Property Tax Map/Parcel # and Street Addresses:  
Tax Map 28 Parcel 113 - 201 Garrett St. 
Total Square Footage/Acreage Site: 1.366 acres 
Comprehensive Plan (Land Use Plan) Designation: Mixed-Use 
Current Zoning Classification: Downtown Extended Corridor with Parking Modified 
Zone Overlay 
Tax Status: The City Treasurer’s office confirms that the taxes for the properties were current 
as of the drafting of this report. 
 
Applicant’s Request 
 
Special Use Permit for: 

1. Density up to 171 dwelling units per acre, per City Code Sec. 34-580 
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Vicinity Map 

 
 
Background/ Details of Proposal  
 
The applicant has submitted an application seeking approval of a Special Use Permit in 
conjunction with a site plan for an expanded mixed-use building located at 201 Garrett Street. 
The Property has additional street frontage on 2nd Street SE. The proposed development plan 
shows a 101 foot tall building with 233 residential units (i.e., density of 171 DUA) and 49,580 
square feet of new commercial space that includes office and retail space. The building as 
proposed would have parking for 142 cars located in structured parking under the building. 
 
The developer has stated that he hopes to have the new residential units average 450 square feet 
in size, and may be as small as 300 square feet. His stated goal is to meet a price point below the 
current average rents in the downtown area. 
 
The Downtown Extended Corridor zoning permits a maximum height of 101 feet by right. The 
maximum density permitted by right is 43 units per acre in a mixed-use development having 25 
to 75 percent of the gross floor area designed and occupied for residential use, and up to 240 
units per acre by special use permit. 
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Land Use and Comprehensive Plan 
 
EXISTING LAND USE; ZONING AND LAND USE HISTORY: 
 
The property is current being used for commercial purposes. The existing building houses three 
restaurants, as well as retail establishments and office space. The building is currently being 
expanded to add additional office space and 4 residential units. 
 
Section 34-541 of the City Code describes the purpose and intent of the Downtown Extended 
Corridor zoning district: 

 
“Historically, the areas within the Downtown Extended district contained 
manufacturing uses dependent upon convenient access to railroad transportation. 
In more recent times, use patterns within this area are similar to those within the 
Downtown district. The intent of this district is to encourage an inter-related 
mixture of high-density residential and commercial uses harmonious with the 
downtown business environment, within developments that facilitate convenient 
pedestrian and other links to the Downtown area.” 
 

Zoning History: In 1949, the property was zoned C Industrial. In 1958, the property was zoned 
M-1 Restricted Industrial. In 1976, the property was zoned M-1 Restricted Industrial. In 
1991, the property was zoned M-1 Restricted Industrial. In 2003, the property was rezoned to 
Downtown Extended Corridor.  
 
SURROUNDING LAND USES AND ZONING DISTRICTS 
 
North: Immediately north of the property are railroad tracks and the Water Street Parking 

Garage. One block further north is the Landmark Hotel project. These properties are 
zoned Water Street Corridor with ADC District Overlay. 

South: Immediately south of the property are multi-story structures that are used for low-income 
residential housing, known as Friendship Court. Further south is the IX Complex of 
commercial uses. These properties are zoned Downtown Extended Corridor.  

East: Immediately adjacent to the east is a surface parking lot.  Further east is the Norcross 
Station apartment complex. These properties are zoned Downtown Extended Corridor. 

West: Immediately adjacent to the west is a one-story commercial building that primarily 
houses retail uses. Beyond that property is a vacant lot that has been approved for a four-
story mixed-use building. These properties are zoned Downtown Extended Corridor. 

 
NATURAL RESOURCE AND CULTURAL FEATURES OF SITE: 
 

The site does not have any notable natural resources. The site is mostly paved and 
developed. There are some trees along the edge of the property, some of which have been 
impacted by the construction of the addition on the corner of 2nd Street SE and Garrett 
Street. 
 
The current building on the property was constructed in the early 1980’s. 
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COMPREHENSIVE PLAN ANALYSIS: 
 
The Comprehensive Plan is generally supportive of high density, mixed-use 
developments along the major corridors in the City, especially along Garrett Street. The 
Comprehensive Plan also contains language that supports creation of housing 
opportunities for all residents of the City. Lastly, the Comprehensive Plan places a strong 
emphasis on supporting development that is multi-modal, particularly developments that 
encourage biking and walking. 
 
Specific items from the Comprehensive Plan that support the application are as follows: 
 
Land Use 

• Enhance pedestrian connections between residences, commercial centers, 
public facilities and amenities and green spaces. (Land Use, 2.3) 

• Enhance existing neighborhood commercial centers and create opportunities 
for others in areas where they will enhance adjacent residential area. Provide 
opportunities for nodes of activity to develop, particularly along mixed-use 
corridors. (Land Use, 3.2) 

 
Economic Sustainability 

• Continue to encourage private sector developers to implement plans from the 
commercial corridor study. (Economic Sustainability, 6.6) 

 
Housing 

• Achieve a mixture of incomes and uses in as many areas of the City as 
possible. (Housing, 3.3) 

• Consider the range of affordability proposed in rezoning and special use 
permit applications, with emphasis on provision of affordable housing for 
those with the greatest need. (Housing, 3.5) 

• Promote housing options to accommodate both renters and owners at all price 
points, including workforce housing. (Housing, 3.6) 

• Offer a range of housing options to meet the needs of Charlottesville’s 
residents, including those presently underserved, in order to create vibrant 
residential areas or reinvigorate existing ones. (Housing, Goal 7) 

• Ensure that the City’s housing portfolio offers a wide range of choices that are 
integrated and balanced across the City to meet multiple goals including: 
increased sustainability, walkability, bikeability, and use of public transit, 
augmented support for families with children, fewer pockets of poverty, 
sustained local commerce and decreased student vehicle use. (Housing, Goal 
8) 

• Encourage mixed-use and mixed-income housing developments. (Housing, 
8.1) 

• Encourage housing development where increased density is desirable and 
strive to coordinate those areas with stronger access to employment 
opportunities, transit routes, and commercial services. (Housing, 8.3) 
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• Promote redevelopment and infill development that supports bicycle and 
pedestrian-oriented infrastructure and robust public transportation to better 
connect residents to jobs and commercial activity. (Housing, 8.5) 

 
Transportation 

• Encourage a mix of uses in priority locations, such as along identified transit 
corridors and other key roadways, to facilitate multimodal travel and increase 
cost effectiveness of future service. (Transportation, 2.4) 

• Promote urban design techniques, such as placing parking behind buildings, 
reducing setbacks and increasing network connectivity, to create a more 
pedestrian friendly streetscape and to reduce speeds on high volume 
roadways. (Transportation, 2.6) 

• Encourage the development of transit-oriented/supportive developments. 
(Transportation 6.6) 

 
Historic Preservation and Urban Design 

• Facilitate development of nodes of density and vitality in the City’s Mixed 
Use Corridors, and encourage vitality, pedestrian movement, and visual 
interest throughout the City. (Historic Preservation and Urban Design, 1.3) 

 
Specific items from the Comprehensive Plan that may not support the application are as follows: 
 

Land Use 
• When considering changes to land use regulations, respect nearby residential 

areas. (Land Use, 2.1) 
 

Historic Preservation and Urban Design 
• Promote Charlottesville’s diverse architectural and cultural heritage by 

recognizing, respecting and enhancing the distinct characteristics of each 
neighborhood. (Historic Preservation and Urban Design, 1.2) 

 
The site falls within the City’s Strategic Investment Area, and is a key property identified in the 
plan because of its frontage on 2nd Street SE. 2nd Street SE between the rail road tracks and 
Monticello Avenue was identified in the plan as a central axis for initial activity in the area. 
 
The Strategic Investment Area Plan adopted by the City offers the following points of guidance 
for the site: 

• The property is designated as being in the Mixed-Use Urban Center (Transect 
T5) in the SIA Regulating Plan. (Page VI-3) 

• The T5 transect aims for 4-5 1/2 story mid- and low-rise residential 
developments. (Page VI-4) 

• The property is designated as a “Secondary Infill Property” (Page VI-6) 
• The adjacent surface parking lots are shown as a potential location for mid-

rise multi-family housing. (Page VI-10) 
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• The plan’s building envelope standards show heights of 4-5 stories on the site. 
(Page VI-14) 

• 2nd Street Se is designated as a primary retail frontage, while Garrett Street 
east of 2nd is not. (VI-18) 

 
Public and Other Comments Received 
  
PUBLIC COMMENTS 
 
The Planning Commission held a preliminary discussion on this matter at their meeting on 
January 13, 2015. Several members of the public expressed concern about and opposition to the 
project. The comments cited the impacts to parking in the area around the project and the impact 
to traffic in the area. Many of the comments in opposition to the project suggested that the by 
right density would be preferable. 
 
The City held a preliminary site plan review conference on January 7, 2015. Members of the 
Gleason’s Condominium Owners Association expressed their opposition to the project at that 
time, citing many of the same concerns they presented to the Planning Commission on January 
13, 2015. 
 
The Planning Commission held an opportunity for public comment at their meeting on April 14, 
2015. Two members of the public spoke in opposition to the proposal, citing the unclear nature 
of the plan, and that the proposed building was out of scale with the surrounding properties. 
 
The written correspondence regarding the SUP request received by staff in advance of the 
meeting is attached to this report. Comment specific to the May submission begin on Page 26 of 
this document. 
 
PLANNING COMMISSIONS COMMENTS AT PRELIMINARY DISCUSSION 
 

1. Height of the building on Garrett Street. Commissioners were concerned about how 
the building could meet the guidelines for building envelope in the SIA. 

2. Concern about whether or not the unit sizes proposed are unique to downtown. The 
applicant submitted that the size of the units would be unique to downtown and offer to 
fill a gap in the residential inventory. Commissioners raised the question of whether or 
not the units were rare downtown, as well as the challenges that living in a smaller 
footprint presents. 

 
IMPACT ON CITY SERVICES: 
 
Public Works (Water and Sewer): 
The applicant has sent the projected impact of the structure on the City water and sewer services, 
and the loads have been passed on to the Rivanna Water and Sewer Authority for the required 
letter of acceptance. Staff does not anticipate any problems with serving the projected demands. 
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Public Works (Storm Drainage/Sewer):   The proposed project will develop an area of land 
that is currently almost entirely impervious surface, and the resulting development will be 
required to provide Stormwater management and treatment in accordance with current state 
regulations and engineering standards. The applicant is required to provide a stormwater 
management plan as part of a final site plan submission. A preliminary site plan is required to 
detail the developer’s “Stormwater concept” prepared by a professional engineer or landscape 
architect, in accordance with current provisions of City Code 34-34-827(d)(9). 
 
Staff Analysis and Recommendation 
 
ANALYSIS 
 
Assessment of the Development as to its relation to public necessity, convenience, general 
welfare, or GOOD ZONING PRACTICE: 
 
The City has zoned the Downtown Extended Corridor with the intent of providing an area for 
higher intensity development. The proposal looks to take advantage of this location and desire 
for higher intensity development by delivering up to 233 residential units within easy walking 
distance of the Downtown Mall and the IX property. 
 
Assessment of Specific Potential Impacts of the Proposed Development: 

 
1. Massing and scale of the Project, taking into consideration existing conditions 

and conditions anticipated as a result of approved developments in the vicinity. 
 
The height of the building is roughly similar to the height of the nearby Landmark 
Hotel project and the height of the approved Market Plaza project. The height is not 
out of character for the location in which it is proposed, but it does exceed the height 
of all the structures immediately adjacent to the site. 
 
The Planning Commission stated a concern about the height of the project along 
Garrett Street, and how the scale of the building would impact the pedestrian 
experience along the street. Staff notes that the height conforms to the code but note 
additional stepbacks may mitigate the massing and scale. 
 

2. Traffic or parking congestion on adjacent streets. 
 
The proposed project will impact traffic on the streets adjacent to the building. The 
applicant shows vehicular access on Garrett Street. The trip generation for the 
residential portion of the project shows an added 1000 trips per day, with the 
maximum hourly impact being 80 additional trips in the PM peak hour according to 
the ITE Manual. 
 
As the project is currently designed, the maximum number of residential units would 
fall short of the number requested in the special use permit because of parking 
limitations. The Parking Modified Overlay zone requires an applicant to provide the 
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required parking spaces either on-site or within 1000 feet of the property. The 
applicant’s latest site plan shows 199 parking spaces, which is 62 spaces short of the 
parking necessary to support a complete build-out of the site. 

 
3. Noise, lights, dust, odor, vibration 

 
The proposed project represents a use that is similar to surrounding uses in terms of 
impacts from lights, dust, odor and vibration. Vibration from parking cars will be 
internal to the site. The lighting external to the building will be required to meet the 
City’s lighting regulations.  
 

4. Displacement of existing residents or businesses 
 
The proposal would result in a net gain in space for businesses on the site. 
 

5. Ability of existing community facilities in the area to handle additional 
residential density and/or commercial traffic 
 
This proposed residential use is not projected to present an undue burden on 
community facilities. Staff has previously raised the point that the Pollocks Greenway 
element in the Strategic Investment Area plan is aimed at serving residential 
developments south of the Downtown Mall, and the proposed development at this 
location would feed into the demand for that facility. 
 

6. Impact (positive or negative) on availability of affordable housing 
 

The proposed development would result in additional residential units in the 
downtown area. The requested special use permit would increase the permitted 
number of units on the site from 57 units to 233. The applicant has stated that he 
intends to construct units with an average square footage of around 450 square feet. 
The developer has stated that this type of residential product does not exist in the 
downtown area, and the target rents would be below the average rent in the 
downtown area. 
 
The developer added a note to the SUP materials and the site plan outlining that they 
will comply with the Section 34-12 of the City Code. 
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RECOMMENDATION 
 
Staff finds that the proposal is supported by the City’s Comprehensive Plan, that the increase in 
density is reasonable at this location and that the impacts of the development can be addressed 
through conditions placed on the special use permit. 
 
General 
 

1) The design, height, density, and other characteristics of the Development shall remain 
essentially the same, in all material aspects, as described within the application materials 
dated May 18, 2015, submitted to the City for and in connection with SP14-00007 
(“Application”).  Except as the design details of the Development may subsequently be 
modified to comply with any other provision(s) of these SUP Conditions, any change of 
the Development that is inconsistent with the Application shall require a modification of 
this SUP. 

 
Massing and Scale 
 

2) Visual impacts. The developer shall work with staff to achieve a final design that will 
minimize the visual impacts of the building on the Garrett Street elevation, while still 
maintaining a financially viable project.  

 
a. All outdoor lighting and light fixtures shall be full cut-off luminaires. 

 
b. Balconies: Throughout the life of the Development, the owner of the Subject Property 

shall establish enforceable rules to regulate the use and appearance of balconies. Such 
rules shall be set forth within written instruments that will be binding upon the 
occupants of the building (for example: recorded covenants or restrictions for 
condominium or homeowners’ associations; written leases; etc.). 

 
3) On-site parking garage:  The on-site parking garage shall meet the following 

requirements: 
 
a. There shall be no more than one (1) vehicular entrance or exit for the Development. 

This single entrance/ exit shall have no more than 2 lanes of traffic, unless a traffic 
impact analysis denotes that more lanes are necessary.  The parking garage will 
provide a separate entrance/exit for pedestrians. 

 
Massing and Scale 

 
4) A building stepback of 10 feet after 45 feet in height on the side facing Garrett Street. 
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Construction 

5) Prior to commencement of any land disturbing activity on the Property, the developer 
shall hold a meeting with notice to all adjoining property owners to review the proposed 
location of construction worker parking, plan for temporary pedestrian and vehicular 
circulation, and hours and overall schedule for construction activities. The city’s director 
of neighborhood development services shall be provided with evidence that such meeting 
was held, and of the required notices, prior to the issuance of any building permit for the 
Development. 

 
6) The developer shall submit a Traffic Control Plan as part of the proposed final site plan, 

detailing measures proposed to control traffic movement, lane closures, construction 
entrances, haul routes, idling of construction vehicles and equipment, and the moving and 
staging of materials to and from, and (if planned, in public rights-of-way adjacent to the 
site, during the construction process.  This Traffic Control Plan shall be amended, as 
necessary, and submitted along with any application or a building permit or other 
development permit applications.  

 
7) The developer shall provide the city’s director of neighborhood development services, 

adjoining property owners and the Downtown Business Association with written notice 
of a person who will serve as a liaison to the community throughout the duration of 
construction of the Development. The name and telephone number, including an 
emergency contact number, of this individual shall be provided. 

 
8) The developer shall submit a foundation inspection, prior to commencement of 

construction of the first floor above-grade framing for the Building(s). The foundation 
inspection shall include (i) the building footprint, as depicted within the approved final 
site plan, (ii) the top-of-slab elevation, and (iii) the first floor elevation. The foundation 
inspection shall be prepared and sealed by a registered engineer or surveyor, and shall be 
approved by the zoning administrator prior to the commencement of construction of the 
first-floor above-grade framing. 

 
9) Any structural elements that are proposed to extend into the public right-of-way, 

including, but not necessarily limited to, footings, foundations, tie-backs, etc., must be 
shown on the proposed final site plan and the property owner shall be required to enter 
into a written encroachment easement, in a form approved by the City Attorney, suitable 
for recording in the City’s land records.  A copy of the recorded instrument shall be 
submitted to the City along with the first request for a building permit for the 
development. 
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Traffic 
 

10) Generally:   
 
a. The Developer shall be responsible for the cost of constructing, in areas adjacent to 

the Property, any public street improvements or traffic regulation devices, the need 
for which is substantially generated by the proposed Development.   

 
b. The Development shall include one or more off-street loading docks/ areas. To the 

maximum extent feasible, all loading shall occur off-street, within such docks/ areas. 
Loading schedules shall be coordinated to facilitate off-street loading and to minimize 
idling by waiting vehicles. 

 
c. A Traffic Plan, showing the layout of signs, details, signals, turning lanes, entrances 

and exits, and pavement markings, shall be submitted to the City as part of the 
proposed final site plan for the development. 

 
Attachments 

1. Copy of City Code Sections 34-157 (General Standards for Issuance) and 34-162 
(Exceptions and modifications as conditions of permit) 
 

2. Copy of City Code Section 34-541 (Mixed-Use Districts – Intent and Description) 
 

3. Suggested Motions for your consideration 
 

4. Public Input received in advance of the preliminary discussion 
 

5. Revised SUP packet 
 

6. Preliminary Site Plan 
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Attachment 1 
 
Sec. 34-157. General standards for issuance. 

(a) 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; 
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. 
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(b) Any resolution adopted by city council to grant a special use permit shall set forth any reasonable 
conditions which apply to the approval. 

 
Sec. 34-162. Exceptions and modifications as conditions of permit. 

(a) In reviewing an application for a special use permit, the city council may expand, modify, reduce 
or otherwise grant exceptions to yard regulations, standards for higher density, parking standards, and 
time limitations, provided: 

(1) Such modification or exception will be in harmony with the purposes and intent of this 
division, the zoning district regulations under which such special use permit is being sought; 
and 
(2) Such modification or exception is necessary or desirable in view of the particular nature, 
circumstances, location or situation of the proposed use; and 
(3) No such modification or exception shall be authorized to allow a use that is not otherwise 
allowed by this chapter within the zoning district in which the subject property is situated. 

(b) The planning commission, in making its recommendations to city council concerning any special 
use permit application, may include comments or recommendations regarding the advisability or 
effect of any modifications or exceptions. 
(c) The resolution adopted by city council to grant any special use permit shall set forth any such 
modifications or exceptions which have been approved. 
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Attachment 2 
 
Sec. 34-541. Mixed use districts—Intent and description. 

(1) Downtown Corridor. The intent of the Downtown Corridor district is to provide for a mixture of 
commercial and residential uses, and encourage such development by right, according to 
standards that will ensure harmony with the existing commercial environment in the city's 
downtown area. Ground-floor uses facing on primary streets should be commercial in nature. The 
area within this zoning district is the entertainment and employment center of the community and 
the regulations set forth within this district are designed to provide appropriate and convenient 
housing for persons who wish to reside in proximity to those activities. Within the Downtown 
Corridor district the following streets shall have the designations indicated: 

Primary streets: All streets are primary. 

Linking streets: None. 
(2) Downtown Extended Corridor. Historically, the areas within the Downtown Extended district 

contained manufacturing uses dependent upon convenient access to railroad transportation. 
In more recent times, use patterns within this area are similar to those within the Downtown 
district. The intent of this district is to encourage an inter-related mixture of high-density 
residential and commercial uses harmonious with the downtown business environment, 
within developments that facilitate convenient pedestrian and other links to the Downtown 
area. Within the Downtown Extended district, the following streets shall have the 
designations indicated: 

Primary streets: Garrett Street, Monticello Avenue, 6th Street, Market Street, Carlton 
Road and 10th Street, N.E. 

Linking streets: Avon Street, Dice Street, 1st Street, 4th Street, Gleason Street, Goodman 
Street, Oak Street, and Ware Street. 

(3) North Downtown Corridor. The Downtown North Corridor district is the historic center of the 
City of Charlottesville, and contains many historic structures. In more recent years this area has 
also developed as the heart of the city's legal community, including court buildings and related 
law and professional offices, and commercial and retail uses supporting those services. Within 
this area, residential uses have been established both in single-use and in mixed-use structures. 
Many former single-family dwellings have been converted to office use. The regulations for this 
district are intended to continue and protect the nature and scale of these existing patterns of 
development. Within the Downtown North Corridor district, the following streets shall have the 
designations indicated: 

Primary streets: 8th Street, N.E. (between High Street and Jefferson Street), 5th Street, N.E., 
1st Street, 4th Street, N.E., High Street, Jefferson Street, Market Street, 9th Street, 9th Street, 
N.E., 2nd Street, N.E., 2nd Street, N.W., 7th Street, N.E., 6th Street, N.E., and 3rd Street, 
N.E. 
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Linking streets: East Jefferson Street (east of 10th Street, N.E.), 8th Street, 11th Street, N.E., 
Lexington Street, Locust Street, Maple Street, Sycamore Street. 

(4) West Main North Corridor. The West Main North district is established to provide low-intensity 
mixed-use development at a scale that respects established patterns of commercial and residential 
development along West Main Street and neighborhoods adjacent to that street. When compared 
with the area further south along West Main Street, lots within this area are smaller and older, 
existing buildings (many of them historic in character) have been renovated to accommodate 
modern commercial uses. Within this district, established buildings are located in close proximity 
to the street on which they front, and one (1) of the primary goals of this district is to provide a 
uniform street wall for pedestrian-oriented retail and commercial uses. Within the West Main 
Street North district, the following streets shall have the designations indicated: 

Primary streets: 4th Street, 14th Street, 10th Street, Wertland Street, and West Main Street. 

Linking streets: Cream Street, Commerce Street, 8th Street, Elsom Street, 7th Street, 6th 
Street, 10½ Street and, 12th Street. 

(5) West Main South Corridor. Property on the south side of West Main Street are much deeper, and 
generally larger in size, than those to the north, and established non-commercial uses typically are 
separated from adjacent residential neighborhoods by railroad tracks and street rights-of-way. The 
purpose of this zoning district is to encourage pedestrian-friendly mixed-use development, at an 
intensity slightly greater than that to the north of West Main. The permitted uses and building 
heights, those allowed by-right and by special permit, respect the scenic character of the West 
Main Street corridor. Within the West Main Street South district, the following streets shall have 
the designations indicated: 

Primary streets: Jefferson Park Avenue, 9th/10th Connector, Ridge Street, 7th Street, and 
West Main Street. 

Linking streets: Dice Street, 11th Street, 5th Street, 4th Street, and 7th Street. 
(6) Cherry Avenue Corridor. This zoning classification establishes a district designed to encourage 

conservation of land resources, minimize automobile travel, and promote employment and retail 
centers in proximity to residential uses. It permits increased development on busier streets without 
fostering a strip-commercial appearance. It is anticipated that development will occur in a pattern 
consisting of ground-floor commercial uses, with offices and residential uses located on upper 
floors. This district is intended to promote pedestrian-oriented development, with buildings 
located close to and oriented towards the sidewalk areas along primary street frontages. Within 
the Cherry Avenue Corridor district the following streets shall have the designations indicated: 

Primary streets: Cherry Avenue, 9th/10th Connector. 

Linking streets: 4th St., 5th St., Delevan St., Estes St., Grove St., King St., Nalle St., 9th St., 
6th St., 6½ St., 7th St. 

(7) High Street Corridor. The areas included within this district represent a section of High Street that 
has historically developed around medical offices and support services, as well as neighborhood-
oriented service businesses such as auto repair shops and restaurants. The regulations within this 
district encourage a continuation of the scale and existing character of uses established within this 
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district, and are intended to facilitate infill development of similar uses. Within the High Street 
corridor district the following streets shall have the designations indicated: 

Primary streets: East High Street and Meade Avenue. 

Linking streets: 11th Street, Gillespie Avenue, Grace Street, Grove Avenue, Hazel Street, 
Moore's Street, Orange Street, Riverdale Drive, Stewart Street, Sycamore Street, Ward 
Avenue, and Willow Street. 

(8) Neighborhood Commercial Corridor district. The intent of the Neighborhood Commercial 
Corridor district is to establish a zoning classification for the Fontaine and Belmont commercial 
areas that recognize their compact nature, their pedestrian orientation, and the small neighborhood 
nature of the businesses. This zoning district recognizes the areas as small town center type 
commercial areas and provides for the ability to develop on small lots with minimal parking 
dependent upon pedestrian access. The regulations recognize the character of the existing area and 
respect that they are neighborhood commercial districts located within established residential 
neighborhoods. Within this district the following streets shall have the designations indicated: 

Primary streets: Bainbridge St., Carlton Ave., Douglas Ave., Fontaine Ave., Garden St., 
Goodman St., Hinton Ave., Holly St., Lewis St., Maury Ave., Monticello Rd., and Walnut St. 

Linking streets: None. 
(9) Highway Corridor district. The intent of the Highway Corridor district is to facilitate 

development of a commercial nature that is more auto oriented than the mixed use and 
neighborhood commercial corridors. Development in these areas has been traditionally auto 
driven and the regulations established by this ordinance continue that trend. This district provides 
for intense commercial development with very limited residential use. It is intended for the areas 
where the most intense commercial development in Charlottesville occurs. Within this district the 
following streets shall have the designations indicated: 

Primary streets: Bent Creek Road, Carlton Rd., Emmet Street, 5th Street, Harris Road, 
Hydraulic Road, Monticello Ave., and Seminole Trail. 

Linking streets: Angus Road, East View Street, Holiday Drive, India Road, Keystone Place, 
Knoll Street, Linden Avenue, Line Drive, Michie Drive, Mountain View Street, Seminole 
Circle, and Zan Road. 

(10) Urban Corridor. The intent of the Urban Corridor district is to continue the close-in urban 
commercial activity that has been the traditional development patterns in these areas. 
Development in this district is both pedestrian and auto oriented, but is evolving to more of a 
pedestrian center development pattern. The regulations provide for both a mixture of uses or 
single use commercial activities. It encourages parking located behind the structure and 
development of a scale and character that is respectful to the neighborhoods and university uses 
adjacent. Within this district the following streets shall have the designations indicated: 

Primary streets: Barracks Road, Emmet Street, and Ivy Road. 

Linking streets: Arlington Boulevard, Cedars Court, Copeley Drive, Copeley Road, Earhart 
Street, Massie Road, Meadowbrook Road, Millmont Street and Morton Drive. 
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(11) Central City Corridor. The intent of the Central City Corridor district is to facilitate the continued 
development and redevelopment of the quality medium scale commercial and mixed use projects 
currently found in those areas. The district allows single use development, but encourages mixed 
use projects. The regulations are designed to encourage use of and emphasize proximity to natural 
features or important view sheds of natural features. Development allowed is of a scale and 
character that is appropriate given the established development that surrounds the district. Within 
the Central Corridor district the following streets shall have the designations indicated: 

Primary streets: East High Street, Harris Street, Long Street, Preston Avenue, Rose Hill 
Drive, 10th Street, Preston Avenue, and River Road. 

Linking streets: Albemarle Street, Booker Street, Caroline Avenue, Dale Avenue, 8th Street, 
Forest Street, 9th Street, and West Street. 

(12) Water Street Corridor District. The intent of the Water Street Corridor District is to provide for a 
mix of commercial, retail and entertainment uses in a way that complements and supports the 
Downtown Pedestrian Mall area. As the Downtown Pedestrian Mall develops, the natural 
spillover will be to this area. While not a complete pedestrian zone, it contains many 
characteristics thereof. Development therefore should blend the pedestrian scale with a slightly 
more automobile oriented feel to achieve this supportive mixed-use environment. 

Primary streets: All. 

Linking streets: None. 
(13) South Street Corridor District. Adjacent to the downtown area and wedged against the railroad 

tracks is a small grouping of large historic homes, many of which have been converted to offices 
and/or apartments. In order to preserve the rich character and style of these few remaining 
structures from another era, the South Street Corridor District has been created. This district is 
intended to preserve the historic pedestrian scale, recognizing the importance of this area to the 
history of the downtown area. 

Primary streets: South Street. 

Linking streets: None. 
(14) Corner District. The Corner District is established to provide low-intensity missed-use 

development to primarily serve the area surrounding the University of Virginia. It encourages 
development at a scale that respects the established character of the historic commercial area 
adjacent to the central grounds of the University. Within the district two- and three-story buildings 
front the streets establishing a pedestrian scale for retail and commercial uses. 

Primary streets: University Avenue, West Main Street, Wertland Street, Elliewood Avenue 
13th Street and 14th Street. 

Linking streets: Chancellor Street, 12th Street, 12½ Street and 13th Street. 
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Attachment 3 
 
Approval without any conditions: 

I move to recommend approval of a special use permit as requested in SP14-00007, 
because I find that approval of this request is required for the public necessity, convenience, 
general welfare or good zoning practice. 
 
OR 

 
Approval with conditions: 

I move to recommend approval of a special use permit as requested in SP14-00007, 
subject to conditions, because I find that approval of this request is required for the public 
necessity, convenience, general welfare or good zoning practice. My motion includes a 
recommendation for the conditions referenced in the staff report dated, subject to the 
following revisions:  
 

[List desired revisions] 
 
 
Denial Options: 
 

I move to recommend denial of this application for a special use permit;  
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Attachment 4 

 
Sue and I own a condo in the Gleason. We are strongly opposed to the proposed construction of 
229 apartments (vs zoned for 56) at 201 Garret Street. This density and lack of parking is very 
concerning, not to mention the undefined timeline for construction. 
 
Please pass along 
 
 
Dick Fader  
 
 
Dear Mr. Haluska, 
 
I am an owner and resident of a condo unit in the Gleason.  I am writing to STRONGLY 
OPPOSE the request by MTE, LLC for a Special Use Permit to develop a mixed-use complex on 
the property located at 201 Garrett Street. 
 
The proposal, as outlined in your letter of December 19th, 2014, would be in violation of the 
zoning regulation, which allows a maximum of 57 residential units.  MTE, LLC is proposing 229 
units.  This would have serious damaging effects on the neighborhood is several ways: 

• Traffic congestions would be unbearable 
• Traffic would create a serious hazard for the residents living right across the street with 

small children 
• The complex would not have adequate parking for its size 
• The complex would drastically change the ratio of owner-occupied/rental units in the 

neighborhood 
• Noise, pollution and other negative environmental impacts would not be unacceptable 

Zoning regulations have a important purpose: to protect the integrity and balance of the 
neighborhood.  NO exception should be granted. 
 
Why not try to find creative solutions to utilize the Landmark building, which has been sitting 
empty for years, instead of erecting yet another complex? 
 
Thank you for you consideration. 
 
Best regards, 
 
 
Salvatore N. Moschella 
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Ms. Creasy. 
  
We are a property owner at 126 Garrett Street and would like provide some input of the proposed 
development of 201 Garrett Street. 
  
The proposed request to increase residential density by over 400 percent from 59 units to 227 
units is not compatible with the long range goals or existing densities in the neighborhood.  The 
zoning density by right of 57 units seems appropriate for multi-family housing.  I would 
understand and could even support a request for less than a 400% increase in allowable units.  
                                                                                                                                                            
                
I would offer that an increase of 400% should merit a rezoning and all the related infrastructure 
review that a rezoning entails. 
  
Best, 
  
JP Williamson 
HM Gleason’s Holdings 
 
 
COMMENTS ON GLASS HAUS PROPOSAL 
 
We are neighbors of the Glass Haus and strongly oppose the current proposal to build an 
apartment house on the Glass Haus site that exceeds the zoning rules by a factor of more than 4.  
 
The proposal is completely out of scale with neighboring buildings and irresponsibly fails to 
provide for parking when the area is already paralyzed by inadequate parking.  
 
Worst yet, the developer has proven with his on-again off-again work on the current building at 
the corner of the proposed site that he has neither the ability nor the inclination to undertake a 
construction project in Charlottesville in a responsible and timely manner. If approved, this 
project would be a disruptive eyesore for at least a decade and might never be completed. The 
Charlottesville boards responsible for reacting to the developer's ridiculous proposal need to take 
care not to create another debacle like the Landmark hotel which continues to be a blot on 
downtown and which the City seems incapable of solving.  
 
We applaud a responsible residential development of the Glass Haus site. It would constitute a 
positive contribution to the downtown mall area. We understand that the current zoning would 
permit approximately 50 residential units with retail stores on the first floor. This is the type of 
building that should be built provided it is no more than 5 stories high (including any penthouse - 
where did the silly idea of not counting penthouse floors arise?) and provided that adequate 
parking is provided . (eg, 1.5 spaces per unit ).  
 
We urge to City of Charlottesville to insist that the developer comply with the law. Some have 
suggested that the developer's proposal is so over the top that he expects to settle with the City 
on something in between but way beyond what is legally permitted.  We are confident that the 
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City will not be fooled by such machinations and will send the developer back to his drawing 
boards for a proposal that complies with the law.  
 
Thank you.  
 
Dee and Dickson Brown 
 
 
Dear Mr. Haluska, 
 
Please relay the following objections and concerns to the Planning Commission as it prepares for 
the meeting tonight. 
 
At the January 6 site plan meeting, I made clear that the owners at 200 Garrett Street do not wish 
the city to allow Mr. Kuttner to increase the density of his property.  We believe that the current 
density is appropriate for the neighborhood and Charlottesville.  Please reject the proposal.  I 
represent the 44 owners and residents of the Gleason Unit Owners Condominium.  The principal 
reason for our position is that any increase in density will exacerbate the currently difficult 
parking problems in the area.  Mr. Kuttner failed to explain how he would provide sufficient 
parking for 229 new residential units and new commercial and retail operations, as well as 
provide for the businesses in the Glass House complex.  Eventually, he will finish the building at 
the corner now under construction, which will stimulate additional residential, commercial and 
retail traffic and demand for parking, but for which we see no evidence that he has provided any 
net additional parking. 
 
Current Glass House businesses & restaurants (approximately 20)=an unknown number of 
required parking spaces (he currently provides approx. 63) 
 
New 4-story building (currently in construction) with residences, retail and offices=an unknown 
number of required spaces (no additional spaces added at this point) 
 
Proposed new buildings that appear to eliminate 63 parking spaces currently provided for 
businesses=about 80 garage spaces to be built (it appears from the Jan 6 meeting that the three 
new buildings would require a minimum of 271 parking spaces) 
 
This means that he would need to show ability to provide 271 spaces, plus 63 replacement 
spaces, plus unknown number for building currently in construction, or at a minimum, 334 
spaces. 
  
In the site plan meeting, he dismissed our concerns about parking by stating that parking will not 
be a problem in ten years, as “no one will have cars.”  He also suggested that residents of his 
project and other people could use the Water Street parking lot (which does not allow overnight 
parking, is closed on Sunday morning and closes at midnight).  He mentioned that he might be 
able to lease a lot on 4th Street (60 spaces).  None of his explanations are reasonable ways to 
address how his proposals would not make an already demonstrably bad parking situation much, 
much worse, to the detriment of all residents in the area and the businesses whose customers and 
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employees park on Garrett Street and adjacent areas.  
 
Do not increase the current allowed density.  The Gleason Condominium represents sensible 
building.  We provide 43 condominiums (10 commercial and 33 residential) with  112 covered 
parking spaces within our building. 
 
Do not open the door for more of what Mr. Kuttner calls “affordable housing.”  229 units of 450 
square feet each in a neighborhood south of the railroad tracks that already supports Friendship 
Court and the Crescent Building is not the kind of development this area needs. This 
neighborhood needs more owner-occupied residences.  The Gleason is evidence that demand for 
this kind of housing exists. 
 
Do not negotiate with Mr. Kuttner for some density that exceeds the currently allowed number of 
units.  Tell him to return with a plan that meets the currently designated density. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
Jeanne Maushammer, Board of Directors, Gleason Unit Owners Association 
200 Garrett Street, Unit 509 
434-202-1185 
 
 
 
 
Dear Mr. Haluska, 
  
My wife Annelise and I are residents (unit 513) of the Gleason.  I write on our behalves to 
register our firm objection to granting a Special Use Permit to developer Oliver Kuttner to enable 
him to increase the density of residential units across the street from us.  He proposes to build 
229 units of about 450 square feet each and provide no parking.  What this means is he is 
proposing to construct a private dorm for UVa students or something of this nature.  This is 
entirely unacceptable and we urge that the Special Use Permit not be granted. 
  
Thank you for your considertation 
  
Joseph L. Brand 
Joseph.brand@squirepb.com 
434-202-7448 
  

https://webmail.charlottesville.org/owa/redir.aspx?C=d0cYUKY0YkStrU8gD3iAH53fVKLwAtIIvsHiM5QnfGJJZpWacq4spZ4ij2m-w3eK6VWO8fyBBe8.&URL=mailto%3aJoseph.brand%40squirepb.com
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Dear Mr. Haluska— 
 
Please pass this message to the Planning Commission for its consideration for this evening’s 
meeting. 
 
When we met last week with Mr. Kuttner on the site plan, there was much discussion that, if his 
plans do not work out, the market would correct the problem in the long run.  He would either 
have to change his plans or suffer the consequences in a huge financial loss.  But his company 
could easily declare bankruptcy and he could walk away with limited losses while we, the 
neighbors and all the citizens of Charlottesville, are stuck with extensive costs that the market 
does not assess against the cause of the problem.  If the market does not like his proposals, all the 
citizens of this city could end up with what could be another Landmark Hotel eyesore/disaster 
for years and years.  And the deleterious effects would be inflicted on people and businesses well 
beyond our immediate neighborhood.  So, how does a city protect its image and its people from 
such a situation?  There is at least one way:  It could do the right thing and require responsible 
development.  Or, it could take a chance on something radical and approve his request, but 
require a surety bond good for at least 20 years in an amount equaling the projected cost of 
demolition/removal of the problem and returning the site to its status quo ante.  That is one way 
to make sure costs are assessed against the source of the problem, not the citizens and taxpayers 
of the city.  Of course, it would be better to avoid the problem to start with. 
 
Robert J. Maushammer, Ph. D. 
200 Garrett Street, Unit 509 
434-202-1185 
 

 
To whom it may concern: 
 
I am strongly opposed to the current proposal for developing the project at 201 Garrett St..  It is 
wrong on so many counts, it is hard to know where to begin.   
 
Height and setback: From the developer's drawings it looks as if at least one of the buildings will 
be over six stories high.  You will be turning this part of Charlottesville into dark canyons for 
streets if you keep allowing buildings to go ever higher.  The current development on the corner, 
by the same developer, actually doesn't allow for adequate tree canopies. The two existing trees 
have been pruned badly and will probably die because there is inadequate space for the root 
systems.  The right to build to the current lot lines means that there will hardly be room for any 
trees and inadequate sidewalks.  I walk my golden retriever around downtown all the time and it 
is nearly impossible to pass anyone on the sidewalk without stepping into the street or median. 
When the opposite side of the street is developed according to the city's future plan, there might 
only be room for gingko trees.  That would be sad. It seems ironic that by increasing the density 
so much that the streets will become darker and less appealing to pedestrians which runs counter 
to the city's effort to make walking more attractive. 
 
Density and Parking: The proposal has way too many units not to mention the lack of on-site 
parking.  Does anyone really think that no one will have a car who lives there?  Yes, 
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Charlottesville has a public transit system and is developing bike lanes, which is good, but we do 
not live in a climate that lends itself to biking 365 days of the year for the vast majority of the 
people.  Inevitably, there will be many people that have cars and they will overwhelm the street 
parking that exists now.   Where will visitors to any of these and surrounding buildings park if 
the street parking is always monopolized?  What about service vehicles, delivery vans, 
emergency vehicles?   
 
Rental vs. Owned units:  It seems to me that there is way too much rental property in this area 
and not enough home/condo owners.  Home ownership brings more stability to a neighborhood 
than transient renters. I would like to see the city encourage a more diverse mix of residential 
options. 
 
In summary, the thirty year plan for this area is to increase the overall density of this area.  I 
don't disagree with that vision but I do not think that this is the right project as it is currently 
proposed. 
 
Thank you, 
 
Louisa Bradford 
200 Garrett St., #402 
Charlottesville, VA 22902 
 
 
Dear Mr. Haluska, 
 
I live at 200 Garrett St. and received your letter concerning the Application for Special Use 
Permit submitted by Nixon Land Surveying, LLC for 201 Garrett St. 
 
I generally support the intended use, but have several questions and comments I hope you can 
address at the Site Plan Conference on January 7: 

1. Your letter of 12/19 states that the proposed project will include 271 parking spaces, but 
the Nixon application states that 'The parking garage will have approximately 80 parking 
spaces.'  I assume that Nixon's statement is in error. 

2. If I understand the zoning code correctly, 43-578 states that a streetwall can have a 
maximum height of 50' before a 10' setback is required.  The rendering in the application 
does not show a setback, but a vertical wall of 8 stories. 

3. There are a number of beautiful pines along Garrett that will be in front of the new 
building that appear to be beyond the 15' max required setback.  Is the developer 
planning to keep the trees, and, if yes, will he need a variance for the set back 
requirement? 

4. The parking required in the DE District for the new development includes 19 for office 
5(?) for retail and 229 for residential, for a total of 253 spaces.  Providing 271 spaces 
leaves 18 spaces for the existing uses: two restaurants, one bakery, the existing office 
spaces to remain and the new building being built on the corner (which appears to be 
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larger that what's shown in the rendering).  If this is correct, the project will aggravate the 
existing parking problems in the area. 

5. There is no mention of how the 60 (approximately) existing on-site parking spaces will 
be replaced. 

6. There are 7 existing off-street parking spaces on Second St. that the developer is planning 
to eliminate and use for outdoor dining. 

Thank you for addressing these questions.  Unfortunately I can't attend the hearing on the 7th. 
 
Regards, 
Kevin Silson, AIA 
434-243-8032 
 
 
Dear Charlottesville Planning Commission: 
 
Mr. Kuttner’s has asked the city to approve his so-far unspecific plans for two nine-floor 
buildings at 201 Garrett St. housing more than 220 small apartments.  In making his presentation 
he alluded to New York City and driverless cars.   
 
As a resident of Charlottesville for 47 years, and of Garrett Street for four years, I’m very 
concerned about the lack of skepticism and probing with which his ideas have so far been 
greeted by the city.  I was very glad that a member of the Planning Commission stated that more 
details were needed. 
 
The city is aware of course that parking is already a problem at all hours in this area.   Mr. 
Kuttner’s assurance that parking would be provided was not yet backed up by details. 
 
Yes, the future of our inner cities is verticality.  That part of the Kuttner plan is acceptable for a 
fine city like ours.  It’s also swell that the area beyond the railroad tracks will gradually become 
part of downtown.  But thoughtful advocates of verticality always add that it should be relieved 
by green spaces nearby.    
 
Has the city any provision at all for a downtown green space beyond the tracks nearby?   Mr. 
Kuttner’s analogies to Manhattan do not convince, yet even Manhattan has some elegant 
handkerchief parks.   I’d personally be willing to contribute to the city’s purchase of nearby plots 
103, 105, and 107, for a fine handkerchief park where children could watch the trains go by, and 
pets could be aired, and everyone on this side of the tracks could get a bit of horizontality and 
greenness.   
 
Speaking of children, Mr. Kuttner does not mention children at all.  Is downtown to be only for 
adults.  Will those families in Mr. Kuttner’s apartments where children are born have to move 
away? 
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When I moved here 48 years ago, the Main Street Mall was to be built.  The willow oaks that 
were put in were little saplings.  The foresight and humane imagination that built the Mall and 
put in the saplings needs to be continued on the other side of the tracks. 
 
Speaking of foresight, does Mr. Kuttner’s futuristic claim that driverless cars will solve his 
parking problem have much credibility?   What do we do if the state and city authorities decide 
that they are not ready for driverless cars?   And don’t they need to be parked somewhere near? 
And must everyone afford to buy a new driverless car to live in a tiny apartment? 
 
Mr. Kuttner can’t be blamed for taking care of his own interests.  But don’t we have an 
obligation to insure the livability of Charlottesville just as the planners did half a century 
ago?   Do we really want permanent road rage and double parking not all that far from the old 
courthouse, the Mall and the Academical Village?    
 
Let’s encourage Mr. Kuttner to explain exactly how his plan will work for the general 
neighborhood.   And perhaps he would want to help the city acquire the green space that such a 
concentration of dwellings calls for in a city which is, after all not Manhattan? 
 
E. D. Hirsch, Jr. 
 
200 Garrett Street # 505 
  
296 2631  
 
 

Comments on the Proposal Dated May 18, 2015 for the  
Development of 201 Garrett Street 

 
by Robert J. Maushammer 

 
In my oral presentation before the Planning Commission on April 14, I pointed out that multiple 
inconsistencies in the documents presented by Mr. Kuttner made it impossible to understand 
what he was proposing.  His latest application continues to exhibit multiple inconsistencies and 
shortfalls.  These problems make it difficult to understand his newest proposal.  They also 
undercut confidence that the project, if approved, will be carried out essentially as proposed.  On 
top of everything else, the proposal still falls very short of providing the number of parking 
spaces required by the Charlottesville Code of Ordinances. 
 
Problem No. 1:  Parking 
—The number of required parking spaces is incorrectly calculated.  The cover sheet of the site 
plan uses the figure of 31,580 square feet of office space in the two new buildings to get to 32 
spaces required for offices.  However, the floor-by-floor data on that same page total 49,580 
square feet of office space.  Thus, 50 parking spaces are needed.  This raises the overall 
requirement to 316. 
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—Only 149 parking spaces would be provided on site, with another 57 indicated as available on 
the surface lot next door (but no evidence of long-term availability is presented).  The project 
would have only 206 parking spaces, 110 short of the number required by the Code. 
—Also, it is not clear that the parking requirements for the building currently under construction 
are correct, as the structure now has more office space, what with 4 floors and mezzanines on 3 
of those floors. 
—How does the developer intend to meet the parking requirements of the Code?  The proposal is 
silent on that point.  Among other options, the Code does allow payment into a City parking fund 
at a standard amount per space, currently about $18,000 per space. 
—Neighborhood residents and their guests, and the customers and employees of downtown 
businesses, clearly have a difficult time parking at present.  Their problems would multiply if 
adequate parking is not provided for this project.  And the businesses taking space in the 
development—and their clients—will face the same problem.  Inadequate parking could well be 
the flaw dooming the project’s financial success. 
 
Problem No. 2:  Density and Massing 
—The special use permit application indicates the developer is requesting  approval of 233 
dwelling units for the property, including 229 in two new buildings and 4 in the building under 
construction.  However, the site plan indicates the two new buildings would provide 90 dwelling 
units each, or 180 in total.  If 180 is the correct figure, why does the developer continue to ask 
for approval for 229 new dwelling units?  And are there, in any case, only 2 residences under 
construction in the corner building? 
—The requested density is 3 or 4 times the by-right density, depending on which is the real 
request.  Either way, the project would be out of character for the neighborhood, which adheres 
to the much lower by-right densities established in the Code. 
—Two nine-story urban towers will be as massive-looking in the neighborhood as the Flats 
project is on West Main Street.  The mixed uses are like uses already in the area, to be sure, but 
the scale is entirely inconsistent with the neighborhood. 
 
Problem No. 3:  Construction Sequencing 
—The proposal notes the project will be developed in two stages, with the building facing 
Garrett Street to be constructed first.  Will parking facilities for the entire project be built in 
Phase 1?  If not, and Phase 2 never happens, how many parking spaces will have been provided 
in Phase 1?  The site plan drawings indicate only 49 spaces under the first building (plus 7 
current spaces off of 2nd Street), versus the 142 apparently required for that much of the project. 
—Will part of the Glass Building be demolished as part of Phase 1?  If not, then the parking 
required would increase above the 142 required for the Phase I part of the project, to provide 
parking for the whole Glass House building.  Building all of the parking spaces shown under the 
Phase 1 building and under the plaza between it and the unconstructed building in Phase 2 would 
still leave a big shortfall in parking spaces. 
—The temporary construction access proposed by the developer is on Garrett Street.  If Phase 1 
is ultimately the building on Garrett Street, how will construction access be provided for the 
second phase? 
 
Problem No. 4:  Construction Details 
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—The proposal does not indicate the location for vehicular access for deliveries and garbage 
collection—only parking entrances. 
—The proposal indicates areas in the garage for bike storage that seem very small to 
accommodate the 165 bicycle spaces required for the dwellings and nonresidential uses involved 
in the proposed project.  This is surprising, given the developer’s intent to rent to people who 
would not have many motor vehicles.  Such bicycle storage spaces are very much in the public 
interest. 
—Will the plaza between the Phase 1 and 2 buildings be hard surfaced?  If not, what pedestrian 
access would be provided to the Phase 2 building?  Will vehicular access be provided from 2nd 
Street, as the site plan indicates?  Will the 4 white pines and 1 pin oak currently planted along 
Garrett Street remain or will they be removed?  The site plan indicates they remain, even though 
they would be either under or right against garage walls. 
—Is the 8-foot minimum distance for separating buildings, as established in the Code (Section 
34-1102), applicable to this project? 
 
 
The request for a variance of density from the allowed 59 units to 233 units raises a series of 
questions that I would like the Planning Commission to ask the developer and share his answers 
with those of us who will be most directly affected, the neighbors on Garrett Street.  (The City 
Code establishes a per-acre density of 43 dwelling units by right; this property has 1.366 acres.) 
 
What is the history of determining that 43 units per acre is the desired maximum density in the 
neighborhood?  Isn’t it still valid? 
 
Is it fair to the people who purchased property in this neighborhood knowing that zoning limited 
density, and who now are seeing a developer asking for special consideration that will harm 
those buyers as well as neighbors? 
 
What advantage to Charlottesville and the neighborhood is there in raising this density? 
 
What explanation has Mr. Kuttner given for needing this increase?  Why isn’t the current density 
sufficient for his desire to provide the type of housing he claims is needed? 
 
From my attendance at several Planning Commission meetings, the members talked about 
factors which did not seem related to density per se, but since they addressed these things, I ask: 
 
--How has Mr. Kuttner verified that he will be able to meet his goal of "affordable housing” at 
$1000 per month?  Why is that a desirable goal? 
 
--What evidence has Mr. Kuttner submitted to indicate there is a need for this type of 
unit?  There probably is a need for some of these units, but what indication do we have that there 
are not already enough units out there and that there is a need for 233 more units?  As I stated at 
the last meeting, I found approximately eleven units within walking  distance and renting for 
under $1150 (Mr. K. does not include the cost of commercial parking in his $1000, so with 
parking, that would be approximately $1130). 
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--Has the Planning Commission taken into consideration the already approved multi-use 
developments at 101 Garrett Street as well as the soon to be started Market Plaza (70 residential 
units), which is only two blocks from 201 Garrett Street?  When one considers that these will be 
adding to the available housing, does Mr. Kuttner’s proposal make sense? 
 
There is an on-going study of downtown parking conditions, updating the previous study.  This 
was necessitated because the previous study became outdated.  Is it possible that the new study 
will indicate that more on-site parking will be necessary in approving new projects/developments 
in the future?  If so, should we not wait until this study is completed before the special exception 
is granted? 
 
Has the Commission weighed the advantages of rental housing versus residential home 
ownership (condos or townhouses) in this area?  Wouldn’t it be better to encourage home 
ownership and a deeper commitment to the area? 
 
The Planning Commission is asked to provide an opinion on whether a special exception should 
be given to a developer who claims he needs this exception in order to build what he has said is 
desirable and needed.  While attending various meetings, I have not heard any of the above 
questions asked by the Commission or addressed by Mr. Kuttner.  While it is interesting to look 
at the design and parking considerations, I do not understand how this proposal can even be 
considered until the above questions have been asked and answered. 
 
 
Jeanne Maushammer 
200 Garrett St. Unit 509 
Charlottesville, VA 22902 
Telephone:  434-202-1185 
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May 18, 2015 
 
City of Charlottesville 
Department of Neighborhood Development Services 
P.O. Box 911,  City Hall 
Charlottesville, Va. 22902 
 
 
Salutations, 
 
An application for Special Use Permit is being proposed for the property located at 201 
Garrett Street, Charlottesville, Virginia. The purposed is to increase the by-right density of 
number of residential dwelling units. The following report is an information accessory to 
the application. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Best Regards, 

 
Russell Nixon, LS 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



 
Narrative: 
 

MTE, LLC is proposing to develop a mixed-use apartment complex and parking garage 
at the property located at 201 Garrett Street. The tax map parcel number is 28-113. The 
property is located in the “Downtown Extended Corridor” (DE) zoning district and the 
“Parking Modified Zone”. The proposed project will have 233 residential apartment 
units. The parking garage will have approximately 142 parking spaces. The parking 
garage adjacent to this site will account for 57 parking spaces and allow for a total 
count of 199 spaces provided for this site. 
 
This project will serve the City of Charlottesville’s growing residential needs. This site 
currently houses existing office, restaurants, and retail spaces making it ideal for this 
residential mixed use addition to the site. It is in close proximity to the downtown mall 
area and will increase the pedestrian traffic in that vicinity as well as increase of 
patronage to the existing commercial community. 
 

 
Special Use Request: 
 

     
                Existing Conditions                                     Proposed Development 

 
 

MTE, LLC is requesting a Special Use Permit for this property to allow an increase in the 
by-right density of the residential units for this property from 56 dwelling units to 233 
dwelling units. 
 
 
Harmony of Development: 
 
The proposed mixed use project is surrounded by neighboring mixed use multi-family 
residential, retail, parking garage and office spaces use. The property to the north is missed 
use parking garage and retail. The property to the east is multi-family residential. The 
property to the south is also multi-family residential. The properties to the west are missed 
use office and retail. The proposed project is consistent with the existing uses and zoning 
district uses in this area. 
 
 
 
 
 
 



Affordable Housing Requirements: 
 
The Affordable housing requirements can be met by the implementation of one or the other 
of these two solutions noted. It is the intent of this development to meet all affordable 
housing requirements of Charlottesville. This development will in its entirety comprise of 
127,850 sqft of residential floor area, the required units for affordable housing over the 
next thirty years will be 8, based on the following formula: 127,850- 59,506 sqft of lot area 
= 68,344 sqft, then 68,344 sqft x 5% = 3,417.2 sqft of required area for affordable housing. 
If the apartment units have an average area of 450 sqft then 8 units will be required to be 
rented under the City of Charlottesville Affordable Housing requirements. OR the Client 
can pay $276,795.25 into the Charlottesville Affordable Housing Fund by this formula 
127850 sqft x $2.165 = $276,795.25 
 
Public Facilities: 
 

 
Existing Utilities 

 
 
This property is currently served by public water and sewer. Fire flow testing demonstrates 
that water service is feasible for this site. Septic sewer mains are also ample to meet the 
needs of this development. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



Public Access and Transportation: 
 

 
 

Charlottesville Transit Route 
 
The site is located in the Parking Modified Zone which is designed to promote alternative 
transportation other than personal motor vehicular transportation. The property has 
convenient access to the City of Charlottesville’s area transit system. It is located just 
several blocks from the downtown mall area with ample pedestrian walkways. Upon 
completion of this project an increase in pedestrian activity is expected to flow into the 
downtown area. 
 
 
Compliance with Comprehensive Plan 2013: 
 

 
Comprehensive Plan Map 2013 



 
The proposed project located at 201 Garrett Street complies with the proposed uses of the 
2013 Comprehensive Plan for this area in Charlottesville. 
 
 
Building Code: 
 
The structures and site will be designed to comply with all applicable building code 
regulations.  
 
 
Impact on Schools and Facilities: 
 
The project target market is young and adult professionals wanting to be located close to 
the downtown mall area. The dwelling units design will most likely not be attractive to 
families with children. The overall impact on schools and facilities is expected to be 
minimal.  
 
Design Control District: 
 

 
Design Control District Map 

 
This property is not located in the design control district and is not subject to bar review.  
 
 
Potential Adverse impacts on the Community: 
 
Potential adverse impacts to be considered include, but are not limited to, the following: 
 

• Noise and Lighting: 
The project will be in compliance with all the City of Charlottesville’s lighting and 
noise ordinances and should have no adverse affect on the community. 

 
• Traffic and Parking: 



Due to the discouragement of personal motor ve hicular transportation in the    
“Parking Modified Zone” this site is designed as such. Parking will be available  
on this site but not to the density of the development. The impact on traffic and  
parking congestion should be low and pedestrian traffic should increase. 

• Business Displacement: 
There should be no displacement of existing businesses on this site. 
 

• Massing and Scale of Project: 
This project massing and scale will be consistent with the surrounding buildings  
 and potential future building.  

 

 
 
 
 
 

 
Aerial View 



 
     Proposed South (Front from Garrett Street) Elevation 

 
 
 

 
 

Proposed East (4th Street Side) Elevation 
 
 



 
 

Proposed West (2nd Street Side) Elevation 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 

Proposed North (Facing Railroad) Elevation 
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City of Charlottesville 
Department of Neighborhood Development Services 

Staff Report 
 

CITY COUNCIL AND PLANNING COMMISSION  
JOINT PUBLIC HEARING 

DATE OF HEARING: JUNE 9, 2015 
APPLICATION NUMBER: ZM15-00002 

 
Project Planner: Brian Haluska 
Date of Staff Report: May 27, 2015 

 
Applicant: Milestone Partners, acting as agent for the current property owner 
Applicant’s Representative: L.J. Lopez 
Current Property Owner: Meadowcreek Development, LLC 

 
Application Information 

 
Property Street Address: Penn Park Lane 
Tax Map/Parcel #: Tax Map 48A, Parcel 39 
Total Square Footage/ Acreage Site: 22.47 Acres 
Comprehensive Plan (Land Use Plan): Low Density Residential 
Current Zoning Classification: Planned Unit Development 

 
 Applicant’s Request  

 
The applicant is requesting modification of the approved concept plan for the Planned Unit 
Development (PUD) zoning approved for the above property by City Council on September 4, 
2012. The applicant is proposing to change the concept plan’s description of Block 2B of the 
original concept plan. The proposed amendment would also provide additional clarifying 
language regarding the types of units envisioned in each of the blocks in the PUD, and would 
enable some multi-family structures in Blocks 3 and 4A of the original concept plan, so that the 
developer could construct four-plex units. 
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Vicinity Map 
 

 
 
Rezoning Standard of Review 

 
Sec. 34-42. - Commission study and action. 

a. All proposed amendments shall be reviewed by the planning commission. 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. 

b. Prior to making any recommendation to the city council, the planning commission 
shall advertise and hold at least one (1) public hearing on a proposed amendment. The 
planning commission may hold a joint public hearing with the city council. 

c. The planning commission shall review the proposed amendment and shall report its 
findings and recommendations to the city council, along with any appropriate 
explanatory materials, within one hundred (100) days after the proposed amendment 
was referred to the commission for review. Petitions shall be deemed referred to the 
commission as of the date of the first planning commission meeting following the 
acceptance of the petition by the director of neighborhood development services. 
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Failure of the commission to report to city council within the one hundred-day period shall 
be deemed a recommendation of approval, unless the petition is withdrawn. In the event of 
and upon such withdrawal, processing of the proposed amendment shall cease without 
further action. 
 

Planned Unit Development Standard of Review 
 
Sec. 34-490. - In reviewing an application for approval of a planned unit development (PUD) 
or an application seeking amendment of an approved PUD, in addition to the general 
considerations applicable to any rezoning the city council and planning commission shall 
consider whether the application satisfies the following objectives of a PUD district: 

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

1. Consistency with Comprehensive Plan 
 

This area of the City has been identified for Low-Density Residential development as 
found on the Charlottesville Land Use Map in the 2013 Comprehensive Plan. 
 
a. Housing 

Goal 3: Grow the City’s Housing Stock 
Grow the City’s housing stock for residents of all income levels. 
3.3: Achieve a mixture of incomes and uses in as many areas of the City as 
possible. 
3.6: Promote housing options to accommodate both renters and owners at all price 
points, including workforce housing. 

 
2. Effect on Surrounding Properties and Public Facilities 

 
The proposed changes to the PUD primarily will impact the adjacent owners within 
the PUD. Staff anticipates no change in the impact to public facilities beyond the 
currently approved development. 

 
3. Proffers 

 
No change to the approved proffer statement is proposed. 

 
4. Development Plan 

 
The original Development Plan approved in 2012 showed a portion of the development 
known as “Block 2B” was to be “cottages” around a central green space. At their 
February regular meeting, the Planning Commission reviewed a site plan for this site 
and indicated to the applicant that the plan for that block did not comply with the 
concept plan as approved.  
The applicant is requesting to amend aspects of the Development Plan as outlined 
below. 

1. Edit the description of Block 2B so that it deletes any references to cottages.  
2. Clarify the language regarding uses permitted in the each block. 
3. Add provisions to permit additional unit types in Blocks 3 and 4A of the 

development. The applicants indicate interest in a “Stacked Townhouse” style 
of building that would house four units in a structure. This style of 
development is currently considered as multi-family residential in the City. 
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The applicant notes that the maximum permitted density in each block and the 
overall development is unchanged, so building a four-unit building would 
mean reducing unit counts elsewhere in the block to compensate. 

 
Questions for the Planning Commission to Discuss 
 

• Will the changes requested by the applicant affect the intent of the original 
PUD? 
 
The Planning Commission should assess the individual changes as a whole in order 
to gage if the intent of the 2012 PUD is altered. Although changes to the original 
2012 PUD are permissible, any change should create a better outcome than what is 
currently allowed. Please consider: 
 

• How a change from an entire block of cottages ringing a green space on 
Block 2B differs from the proposed lot arrangement of Block 2B. 

• How the addition of multi-family residential structures as a by-right use in 
Blocks 3 and 4A may impact those blocks and the overall PUD. 

• How lowering the minimum number of units in Blocks 3 and 4A will 
affect the overall PUD. 

 
Public Comments Received 
 
Staff has received no comments from the public regarding this change at the time of the drafting 
of the report. Staff did receive a phone call from an adjacent property owner, requesting more 
information on the content of the proposal. 
 
Staff Recommendation 
 
The proposed amendment highlights one of the difficulties with crafting a PUD application. 
While City staff and the Planning Commission encourage a level of specificity that gives an 
accurate representation of the future development, as well as guidance on how the development 
will look, this specificity can result in less flexibility in the development as it moves towards site 
plan approval. In the case of this proposal, the applicant is requesting to substitute more general 
terms for single family housing, removing undefined terms such as “cottages” or “mid-sized 
units”. Staff has no concerns with this change, and does not feel that it will materially alter the 
overall PUD. 
 
The more substantial change is the inclusion of multi-family residential in Block 3 and 4A. Staff 
has no concerns with the inclusion of units as described by the applicant. A “stacked townhouse” 
layout will permit the applicant to provide a wider variety of unit types within the development, 
and place those units in a location adjacent to other units of different sizes, rather than 
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segregating those units. 
 
Staff’s one concern with the proposed change is that the change opens the door to potentially 
structure with greater than 4 units. Staff, however, would rely on the amended concept plan to 
address that issue should it arise. The concept plan does not show any structures or lot 
arrangement conducive to large footprint apartment complex type buildings in these blocks. 
Thus, any attempt to construct a building that is not in line with the lot sizes shown in the 
concept plan would require another amendment to the PUD concept plan. 
 
In light of the increased flexibility the amendment provides the applicant in meeting the goals of 
the PUD, staff recommends the application be approved. 
 
Attachments 

 
1. Lochlyn Hill PUD Amendment Summary dated May 19, 2014 
2. Updated Lochlyn Hill concept plan map 
3. Resolution from original PUD approval 

 
Suggested Motions 
 

1. I move to recommend approval of this application to amend the development plan for 
the Lochlyn Hill Planned Unit Development, on the basis that the proposal would 
serve the interests of the general public welfare and good zoning practice. 
 

2. I move to recommend approval of this application to amend the development plan for 
the Lochlyn Hill Planned Unit Development, on the basis that the proposal would 
serve the interests of the general public welfare and good zoning practice, with the 
following modifications proposed by the applicant: 

 
a. … 

 
I move to recommend denial of this application to amend the concept plan for the Lochlyn Hill 
Planned Unit Development, on the basis that the proposal would not serve the interests of the 
general public welfare and good zoning practice. 



May 19, 2015 
 
 
City of Charlottesville 
Neighborhood Development 

 Attn: Brian Haluska 
 PO Box 911, City Hall 
 Charlottesville, VA 22902 

 
 
RE: Lochlyn Hill PUD Modification – Resubmission  

 
 

Dear Brian: 
 

 Please find enclosed the following: 
 

- Revised Pages 6-7+15 of the Code of Development (change on Pages 6+7 only) 
- Revised Conceptual Development Plan (no change from Work Session) 

 
Per the comments at the Planning Commission Work Session held on May 12, we have 
revised the Code of Development language on Pages 6 and 7, along with a modification to 
Table A, to reflect the discussion. Should staff have any additional comments or 
suggestions, we are amenable to further revision.   
 
A summary of changes is as follows: 
- We have clarified unit type language to mirror the use matrix in Table A and also 

eliminated any ambiguous descriptive adjectives  
- We have provided footnotes for further clarification of use types to be included within 

respective blocks 
- We have modified Table A language regarding multi-family and allowed for it to be 

included in Blocks 3 and 4A.  The justification is to allow opportunity to provide an 
additional unit type(s), ‘Stacked Townhouses’ as an example but not limited to, in an 
effort to further our commitment to affordable housing.  Please note that previously 
approved overall density for the neighborhood remains unchanged and so does the 
density by block. 

 
Please note the entire package of changes, as submitted with the initial submission, is 
being provided. 
 
We look forward to working with you on this exciting residential development project that 
spans both the City and County jurisdictions.  If there are any questions, please do not 
hesitate to contact me directly at llopez@milestonepartners.co or 434.245.5803 (o) or 
434.409.1005 (c). 
 
Very truly yours, 

 
Louis J. Lopez III 









Lochlyn Hill
Albemarle County, Charlottesville, Virginia
© 2012 Cline Design Associates, PA expressly reserves its common law copyright and other property rights in these plans. These plans are not to be reproduced, changed, or copied in any form or manner whatsoever, nor are they to be assigned to any third party without first obtaining the expressed written permission and consent of Cline Design Associates, PA. 
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Exhibit 2: Conceptual Site Plan
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City of Charlottesville 
Department of Neighborhood Development Services 

Staff Report 
 

CITY COUNCIL AND PLANNING COMMISSION  
JOINT PUBLIC HEARING 

DATE OF HEARING: JUNE 9, 2015  
APPLICATION NUMBER: CP15-00001 

RE: BICYCLE AND PEDESTRIAN MASTER PLAN 
 
Project Planner:   Amanda Poncy, AICP 
Date of Staff Report: May 28, 2015 
 
Background  
 
One of the action items from the 2013 Comprehensive Plan was to update the 2003 Bicycle and 
Pedestrian Master Plan. In February 2014, the city hired Toole Design Group, a leading 
planning, engineering, and landscape architecture firm specializing in multi-modal 
transportation, to update the plan.  
 
The 2015 Bicycle and Pedestrian Master Plan Update is the next phase of making a bicycle, 
pedestrian and multi-use trail connections in the City. It is a physical and action-oriented plan 
that builds upon the 2003 Bicycle and Pedestrian Plan and will complement the Streets that 
Work Plan also taking place this year.  
 
The Master Plan Update focuses on integrating the on-street and off-street networks identified in 
past planning efforts to create safe, comfortable transportation corridors that appeal to a wide 
range of users of all abilities. It provides the recommended network improvements for 
Charlottesville’s on-street bicycle and pedestrian corridors, as well as a phasing plan for 
implementation. 
 
Standard of Review 
 
All amendments to the Comprehensive Plan shall be recommended, approved and adopted, 
respectively, in accordance with the requirements set forth within Title 15.2, Chapter 22, 
Article 3 of the Code of Virginia as amended.  In considering any amendments to the plan, the 
City Council shall act within (90) days of the Planning Commission's recommendation 
resolution. 
 
Proposed Action 
 
To guide development and investment of public funds, the Bicycle/Pedestrian Master Plan 
should be adopted as an appendix to the 2013 Comprehensive Plan. The adoption of the 



 2 

Bicycle/Pedestrian Master Plan is the adoption  of  a  set  of  general  goals,  policies  and  
projects that will implement the city’s vision for improved biking and walking. 
 
Public and Other Comments Received 
  
PUBLIC COMMENTS 
 
The first public workshop was held on June 18, 2014 at City Space. To kick off the public input 
process, citizens were invited to use an online interactive map to identify barriers to biking and 
walking, as well as existing and desired routes. Over 200 different users provided comments on 
the map. The maps summarizing that feedback can be found on pages 19-21 of the plan. In 
addition, city staff held focus group meetings with safety, health and social service providers; 
participated in a number of community events at Tonsler, Belmont and Washington Parks 
throughout the summer; organized a bike tour; and worked with an advisory committee to review 
and refine network recommendations. In addition, feedback received at the Streets that Work 
neighborhood and public meetings have been incorporated into the plan.  A final open house to 
review and provide comments on the draft plan was held on May 6, 2015 (4:30-6:30) at City 
Space. To date, we’ve heard from over 400 people. 
 
PLANNING COMMISSIONS COMMENTS AT WORK SESSION 
 
Ms. Keller noted that additional information, including visuals, noting how this plan addresses 
the elderly and disabled populations would be helpful.   
 
Mr. Rosensweig asked if there is mention of the County and how the City’s plan intersects with 
the County.  It was noted that maps provide for those connections and can be enhanced. 
 
Mr. Lahendro asked if consideration of a County connection was made as part of the 
prioritization process.  Staff noted that a meeting is scheduled to discuss coordination of projects 
along the borders. 
 
Mr. Keesecker noted that the plan can call out those locations and acknowledge that discussions 
are happening.  Staff highlighted that the Long Range Transportation Plan takes this relationship 
into account and provides guidance for regional transportation considerations.  Mr. Keesecker 
provided information on his map overlays noting that the results of the plan support maps that he 
has made in the past.  He noted a future measure of success of the plan could include a metric of 
the amount of time it takes to get from one place to another. 
 
Ms. Keller suggested adding a paragraph explaining the relationship between biking and walking 
and connections to transit. 
 
Suggested Motions for Amendment of Comprehensive Plan Text and Map 
 
1. I move to approve the amendment to the City's Comprehensive Plan to append the 
Bicycle/Pedestrian Master Plan, dated June 2015, along with the applicable goals and objectives 
and map designating the area.  
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2. I move to deny the amendment to the City's Comprehensive Plan to append the 
Bicycle/Pedestrian Master Plan, dated June 2015, along with the applicable goals and objectives 
and map designating the area. 
 
Project Website 
www.charlottesville.org/bikeped 
 

 

http://www.charlottesville.org/bikeped
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