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FOREWORD

This report summarizes an analysis of the economic potentials of downtown
Charlottesville completed by Hammer, Siler, George Associates. The report is
but one portion of a comprehensive study of the downtown area of Charlottesville;
other parts of the plan include a traffic and parking analysis and a design and
development plan. This work was completed in accordance with our contract with
the City of Charlottesville dated March 29, 1973.

The purpose of this technical report is to provide guidance to the planners
work in terms of forecasts of development potentials, identification of down-
town's assets and the obstacles which must be overcome, specific recommendations
as to immediate action projects, and guidelines for identifying the general
scale, character, and direction of growth in the downtown area.

As part of our analysis, we conducted two independent surveys: a downtown
space survey, and a downtown and suburban shoppers survey. The results of both
of these surveys are an integral part of our analysis of future downtown de-
velopment potentials. The surveys are summarized in two appendices of this

report.

In the course of our work a large number of civic and business leaders and
-city and county government officials in Charlottesville were interviewed. We
tteg-

appreciate the cooperation received from them and the many others in Charlotte
ville who assisted us in the course of our work.

The report is organized into six sections and two appendices. Sections I
through V summarize the economic overview of the City of Charlottesville and
Albermarle County and our analysis of retail, office, housing, and transient
-lodging potentials in downtown Charlottesville. In Section VI, the major
immediate action projects are described, a phasing program and cost estimates are
developed, and an implementation strategy for the entire program is presented.
This body of the report is followed by appendices covering the downtown floor
space survey and tabulation, and the results of the shopper survey.

Hammer, Siler, George Associates
October 1973



INTRODUCTION

The success of any plan rests ultimately on the feasibility and marketability
of the development proposals. This market analysis, therefore, is a critical
component of the Charlottesville Downtown Study. Its purpose is to identify the
potential for development in those areas of economic activity appropriate for
the central business district. This ensures that the specific development pro-
jects subsequently incorporated into the plan will not be too large for the
forecasted market potential, nor will any significant development opportunities
be overlooked. Development potentials, therefore, were identified on the basis
of what could be achieved in the downtown, not on what would happen if current
trends continued.

The analyses appearing in this technical report detail only those potentials
for development that exist in areas of objectively measurable economic activity.
Tt is important to note that there arc other opportunities in the areas under
the control of public policy, such as government offices, courts, libraries,
parks and recreational facilities, which were also included in the recommended
development plan,

The following table summarizes the market forecasts which are develeoped in
detail in this report. Included in the table are only those elements of
potential that are strictly market-generated.

SUMMARY OF DOWNTOWN DEVELOPMENT POTENTTALS

Total
1972-1980 1980-1990 1990-2000 1972-2000
Commercial Office (Sg.Ft.) 29,050 105,500 108,700 243,250
Retail (Sq.Ft.) ;
Shoppers Goods 41,750 53,150 60,750 155,550
Convenience Goods 7,500 5,600 5,700 18,800
Total 49,250 58,750 66,450 174,450
Housing (Units 180 115 130 425
Transient Lodging (Units) ie65 145 110 420

ii



In addition to the identification of development opportunities and the
formulation of these opportunities into the final development plan, a detailed
implementation and financing program was designed, and two key projects were
identified as holding promise for early implementation and immediate impact.
One was the Main Street Mall, to serve as a vehicle for upgrading existing
business; the other was the Vinegar Hill area immediately west of the inter-
section of Main Street and Preston Avenue.

The process of completing the Charlottesville study and preparing the de-
velopment plan extended over an 8-month period. Three consultant firms were
retained to provide the professional and technical services necessary: Hammer,

Siler, George Associates of Washington, D.C., for cconomics and investment analysis;

Lawrence Halprin § Associates of San Francisco and New York for mall design
and planning; and System Design Concepts of Washington, for traffic and
parking. The technical report which follows summarizes the work of Hammer,
Siler, George Associates in this process.
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Section I. CHARLOTTESVILLE MARKET AREA GROWTH

The Character and extent of economic growth in downtown Charlottesville
will depend ultimately upon two principal factors. The first is the total
growth in the demand for various activities as determined by economic growth
of the entire county. The second is downtown Charlottesville's ability to

compete with other locations within the county for a share of this activity.

The purpose of this section of the repert is to present a succinet over-
view of the economic base structure of the City of Charlottesville and Albe-
marle County and its potential impact in shaping the future development. The
dominant growth parameters -- employment, households, and income -- have
been analyzed and forecast in order to establish the background against which

the potential for specific activities in downtown Charlottesville can be pro-

jected.

The principal economic unit considered in this analysis is the City of
Charlottesville and Albemarle County. However, the economy of this primary
market area is also influenced moderately by the support gained from a six
county secondary trade area (Fluvanna, Greemne, Louisa, Madison, Nelson and

Orange counties) whose residents utilize Charlottesville for goads, services,

and employment opportunities.

Future Economic Growth

The rapid economic growth which has characterized Charlottesville dur-
ing the past deacde is expected to continue throughout the forecast period.
During the 1972-1980 period, 6,700 new jobs will be added in the Charlottes-
ville-Albemarle area, bringing the total employment t0f17j50bv~ By the year
2000, employment is expected to reach 66,800, an increase of 25,600 jobs, or

more than 60 percent.
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In the forecasts shown in Table 3, the components of employment in the
finance, insurance, real estate, and other service sectors have been indi-
cated individually because of their special relevance to downtown. It is
these sectors of the economy which create the demand for office space. In
the 1972-2000 period, employment in the service sectors will increase by
1,410, or 18 percent. This is a reflection of the expanding demand for
financially related and other services generated by the increases in popu-

lation and income.

Future Population, Households and Household Income

Projections of future population and houscholds in Charlottesville and
Albemarle County are based primarily on projected emplovment and employment
participation rates. Employment opportunities are the prime determinants of
population growth in the area. Migration into or out of an area will respond
directly to changes in job opportunities. The rate of natural increase will
reflect to some extent local economic conditions, but at any rate if local
jobs are not available, out-migration will counteract the growth due to
natural increase. Thus, the employment participation method provides a direct

" link among in-commuting, economic opportunity, and population growth. It
is assumed that the net inflow of workers into Albemarle County will continue

throughout the forecast period.

As shown in Table 4, the population in 1980 is expected to be 97,700
persons -- an increase of 15,600 persons, or 19 percent, over the 1972 level.

By the year 2000, the population is forecast to be 142,200 persons.

The relationship between houscholds and population, expressed in terms of
the average houschold size, has been decreasing nationally as well as locally.
The reduction in the average houschold size is due to several factors,
including a decline in the birth rate, greater longevity, and later marriage
In Charlottesville and Albemarle County, the average household size declined

from 3.30 in 1960 to 2.99 in 1970. This number is expected to decline to



2.92 in 1980 and to 2.80 by the year 2000. The population growth pre-

viously discussed combined with the decline in household size will result

in an increase of 5,650 new houscholds between 1972 and 1980 and 22,200 by the
year 2000.

Past gains in total personal, per capita and average houschold income in
the county are likely to continue in the future. Expansion of the University
of Virginia and the medical school and the diversification of the economy will

mean substantial increases in new, higher paying job opportunities.

Average household income in Charlottesville and Albemarle County is pro-
jected to increase from $11,700 in 1972 to $13,500 in 1980 and to $18,800 in
the year 2000. These income estimates, although seemingly high upon first
examination, must be considered conservative in that they represent a lower

annual rate of growth than experienced in the past decade.

The growth in population and income will create major new demands for
goods and services which will ultimately be satisfied through the constructiocn
of new facilities. This growth provides the necessary framework for the im-

provenent of downtown Charlottesville.



Table 1. EMPLOYMENT TRENDS, CITY OF CHARLOTTESVILLE

AND ALBEMARLE COUNTY, 1960-1970

Goods-Producing:

Manufacturing
Construction
Mining

Total Goods-Producing

Services:

Transportation, Communi-
cations § Utilities
Wholesale & Retail Trade

Services

Finance, Insurance and
Real Estate

Government

Other Nonmanufacturing

Total Services

Self-Employed, Unpaid Farm

Workers and Domestics

Agriculture

TOTAL EMPLOYMENT

Source: Virginia Employment Commission

Number of Employees

1960 1970
5,307 8,456
1,243 1,708
- 103
(6,550) (10,267)
1,209 1,463
3,663 5,411
2,451 3,767
1,135 1,758
4,822 10,424
95 103
(13,375) (22,926)
4,133 4,699
1,650 1,044
25,708 38,936

Change: 1960-70

Number Percent
3,149 59.3%
465 37.4%
103 -
(3,717) {56.7%)
254 21.0%
1,748 47.7%
1,316 53.7%
623 54.9%
5,602 116.2%
__.8 _8.4%
(9,551) (71.4%)
566 13.7%
-606 -36.7%
13,228 51.5%



Table 2. TRENDS IN POPULATION, HOUSEHOLDS AND AVERAGE
HOUSENOLD INCOME, CITY OF CHARLOTTESVILLE
AND ALBEMARLE COUNTY, 1960-1970

Change: 1960-70

1960 1970 Number Percent
Population 60,396 76,660 16,264 26.9%
Household Population 57,321 72,434 15,113 26.4%
Average Household Size 3.30 2.99 - =
Number of Households 17,380 24,188 6,808 39.2%
Average Household Income 1/ $7,990 $10,510 $2,520 31.5%

l/ In constant 1970 dollars.

Source: U.S. Census of Population, 1960 § 1970;
and Hammer, Siler, George Associates



Table 3. FORECAST OF EMPLOYMENT, CITY OF CHARLOTTESVILLE

1972
1980
1990
2000

'AND "ALBEMARLE COUNTY, 1972-2000

Total F.I.R.E. & Services 1/
Employment Employment Percent
41,200 7,930 18.8%
(47,900 9,340 19.5%
57,200 12,010 21.0%
66,800 15,030 22.5%

1 . . .

Y Category includes finance, insurance and real
estate; transportation, commercial ins., and
utilities; and services.

Source: Virginia Employment Commission, and
Hammer, Siler, George Associates.



Table 4. FORECASTS OF POPULATICN, HOUSEHOLDS AND AVERAGE
HOUSEHOLD INCOME, CITY OF CHARLOTTESVILLE AND
ALBEMARLE COUNTY, 1972-2000

Change: 1972-2000

1972 1980 1990 2000 Number Percent
Population 82,100 97,700 119,000 142,200 60,100 73.2%
Household Population 78,370 93,300 113,650 135,800 57,430 73.3%
Average Household Size  2.98 2.92 2.86 2.80 - -
Number of Households 26,300 31,950 39,740 48,500 22,200 84.4%
Average Houschold $11,700 §}3,500_ $16,100  $18,800 $7,100 60.7%

Income

Source: Hammer, Siler, George Associates
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Section II. RETAIL DEVELOPMENT POTENTIALS

The Charlottesville CBD has traditionally been the major retail trade
center for Albemarle County and the six counties surrounding it. Its pos-
ture and dimensions as a shopping district are influenced to a large measure
by total market area growth and development patterns. Past, present, and
future sales performances are significantly influenced by competitive re-

tail forces which have formed and expanded in the suburban sector of the

market.

In this portion of the report, recent sales trends will be documented
and analyzed, the area's retailing potentials will be projected and retail
seles and space demands in downtown Charlottesville will be derived. In
order to focus on the trend in shoppers goods sales -- which provides the
best single indicator of the downtown retail market -- retail store sales

are grouped into three major types:

1) ""Shoppers goods' stores which include general merchandise,
apparel, furniture and home furnishings stores;

2) "Convenience goods' stores which include food stores, eat-
ing end drinking establishments, drugstores and liquor
stores; and

3) "Other" stores which include automotive, gasoline service
stations, building materials, and miscellaneous outlets.

Shoppers goods sales will be emphasized in this section because they
are the most important component of downtown retail activity. Convenicnce
goods sales are also important, but they are related more directly to
other downtown activities rather than to metropolitan and regional shop-

ping patterns.



Projections of Charlottesville and Albemarle County shoppers' goods sales
potentials are developed through a methodology which is based upon the county
projections of households and household expenditures, analyses of recent
sales trends and current shopping patterns, and assumptions concerning sales

inflow and outflow among the various market sectors previously analyzed.

The forecasts of households and income, presented earlier in this report,
are used to develop future estimates of total shoppers goods expenditure
potentidls. The derivation of the potential available to area stores is set

forth in Table 5.

The total shoppers' goods expenditure potential of Charlottesville and
Albemarle County households is estimated to be $66,456,000 in 1980, $95,575,000
in 1990, and $130,130,000 in the year 2000.

Shoppers Goods Sales Projections

The gains discussed earlier in household growth and personal income will
be directly reflected in the expanding consumer expenditures for shoppers
goods merchandise. Although there will always be a certain number of ex-
penditures made in other cities and through mail order houses, we anticipate
that, as shopping opportunities within Albemarle County expand and diversify,

the present penetration of 85 percent will increase to 87 percent in 1980.

The level of support from the secondary trade area is steadily increasing
in constant dollar sales terms. In 1972 it is estimated that shoppers goods
stores in Charlottesville and Albemarle captured 30 percent of the total
shoppers goods expenditure potential in the secondary trade arca. The combina-
tion of the construction of a suburban interior mall shopping center and a re-

vitalized downtown is expected to result in an increased penctration in the

secondary trade area.

Included in the future shoppers' goods sales are purchases made by
students at the University of Virginia. It is estimated that in 1972 the

average student spent almost $300 on shoppers' goods items in area stores.

-9.



Sales in shoppers goods stores in the Charlottesville area are esti-
mated to increase 31 percent, or $17,900,0060, by 1980. Sales in the year
2000 are estimated at $141,200,000. Table 6, following, summarizes the

development of the sales forecasts.

Downtown's Future Market Position

Our study of the market and the Charlottesville CBD has highlighted a
number of favorable as well as unfavorable conditions with respect to the
CBD's past, present and future role and competitive posture in the retail

structure of the market. The favorable factors are as follows.

1. The CBD occupies a rather central position with respect to
the major population concentrations in Charlottesville and
is serviced by a good system of local streets and express-
way arteries.

2. Downtewn's attractien as a retail center is strengthened by
proximity to the myriad of other aowntown functions that
are patronized by the potential shoppers -- husiness offices,
medical facilities, govermment agencies, and other services.

3. About 4,600 downtown employees comprise & 'captive! market
that no other competitive locaticn can offer. Much of down-
town's support comes from noontime and after work shopping
by this important sector of the market.

4. The long-range potential for new office space development
in the downtown is strong.

5. There are active urban renewal project areas adjacent to
downtown. Through the use of urban renewal, new investment
potentials exist, the image of the area improved, and the
potential for more families living on the fringe of down-
town improved.

6. Charlottesville retzil sales are expected to expand signi-
ficantly between 1972 and 2000, thus providing sales sup-
port for well-located, well-merchandised and well-promoted
retail facilities,

~10-



7. In the past, a number of major retail centers have been
developed in the suburbs. In part, they are responsible
for the CBD's declining share of sales in terms of com-
stant dellar values. However, these very same centers
now form the first Iine of "immunity' to the CBD since
future suburban developments are anticipated to attract
most of their transfer business from existing suburban
facilities.

On the negative side of the coin the following factors must be con-

sidered.

1. Anticipated competitive developments will be of a scale
that will force the markct into an overstored condition,
thus making it difficult for even strong merchants to
generate adequate volume levels and sufficient sales
growth.

23 {istorical data shows that the CBD's share of the metro-
politan sales market has been steadily declining. It ap-
pears that CBD retailing has lost its '"charm' as a result
of the advent of more competitive retailing in the subur

ban sector of the market. This trend must be veversed if
downtown expects to show future sales growth.

3i The downtown is restricted in competition for conventions
and seminars by the lack of a new hotel facility to serve
the state's convention headquarters role.

4. There is a very substantial gap in facilities and activi-
ties oriented to entertain, particularly nighttime enter-
tainment. In essence, the downtown is 'dead" after work-
ing hours.

It must be concluded that the CBD‘possesses a number of vulnerable
characteristics that could well be further exploited by suburban competi-
tion; there is an inadequate number of parking spaces; the physical appear-
ance of many stores and the overall commercial district is unattractive;
portions of the retail frontage on Main Street are occupied by marginal

operations. All of these detract from the downtown's competitive position.

~11-



In summary, a balanced appraisal of downtown retailing would show that
the CBD has particular elements of strength, but that it also has obvious
weaknesses. Strong, immediate actions in the downtown area could provide the
CBD with the added strength and attraction that it requires to remain com-
petitive within the total metropolitan retailing framework. On the other

hand, inaction or piccemeal improvements could further erode its already de-

clining competitive position.

Sheppers Goods Sales in Downtown Charlottesville

In the paragraphs which follow, forecasts are made of the development
potential of retail space in downtown Charlottesville. These forecasts
are considered reasonable in terms of recent trends and projections at the

k

and downtown scales. At the same time, they do contain

jav)

primary market ares

an opportunity assumption. This is the assumption that the major forces

with interest in downtown Charlottesville -- local governments, financial
institutions, merchants, professionals, and properiy owners -- will work to-

gether to implement the recommendations of the development plan. In es-
sence, therefore, our projections are being made for a downtown which is
physically different than it is now -- a better, more accessible, more

exciting and more attractive shopping district.

The projecticn of downtown shoppers goods sales to 1880, contained in
Table 8, is based on the assumption that, in a2 pctentially overstored and
highly competitive market, shoppers goods stores in a rvevitalized Charlottes-
ville CBD can attract 20 percent of the increase in shoppers goods sales
in the area expected between 1972-1980. This would result in downtown
shoppers goods sales of $20,680,000 in 1980 -- 27 percent of total shoppers
goods sales in the area. By the year 2000, shoppers goods stores in a re-
vitalized CBD arc expected to increase their sales to $30,445,000 -- an in-

crease of 78 percent over the 1972 level.

= 7=



In order to place the competitive retail framework in proper perspec-
tive, the potential impact that new retail developments may have on the CBD

should be examined.

Presently, one major and one minor shopping center are in early phases

of the development process and are expected to be operational between 1975
and 1980. Both will have a significant impact on both the downtown and on
other existing shoppers goods nodes in the region. In order for the shop-
=

ers goods stores in these centers to onerate at normal, satisfactory sales
p g I 5 )

levels they will require $£24,700,000 in sales.

There was a time when it was taken for granted that new suburban devel-

opment would inevitably and adversely effect downtown retail sales. FEx-

perience, nationally as well as lccally, has shown the truth of this con-
clusion. Over a period of time, CBD sales throughout the nation have either
declined or their growth rate has been substantially arrested in the face
Cnce the

o
i8S

of rapidly increasing consumer expenditures in suburban centers.
£

new facilities are open, competition for the shoppers goods expenditures of

the primary trade area population will be strenuous.

The two major developments noted above will alone require $24,700, 000
in additional shoppers goods sales. In addition, it is likely that cexr-
tain smaller shoppers goods Facilities will be built. These new facilities
are well located, represent strong major tenants, and will present shopping
enviromments generally more attractive and convenient than much existing

shoppers goods space.

In contrast to these sales needs, the amount spent on shoppers goods
will increase by only $17,900,000. This leaves a deficit of $6,800,000.
in the future transfer sales to new facilities from existing retail estab-
lishments will come from suburban facilities as well as from CBD stores.

Indeed, theve is good cause to expect that new retail developments will



have a significantly greater impact in the suburban part of the present metro-
politan retail structure. Of course, market growth in terms of both popula-
tion and personal income will provide additional expenditure potential for
new market area facilities. However, it is anticipated that new growth will
not be sufficient to adequately support the market's expected retail develop-

ment, and therefore, sales transfer volume from existing merchants to new

facilities is foreseen.

Downtown Retail Space Demands

The sales. potentials projected for a revitalized CBD will generate re-
quirements for nmew space. The forecast sales levels can be translated into
demands for space by evaluating the performance level of the space as indi-
cated by dollar sales per square foot. Floor space needs for the two major

retailing groups are summarized below.

Shoppers Goods Space Needs

Theoretically, the increased sales could: 1) be completely absorbed
by existing space; 2) be totally absorbed in new space; or 3) be partially
absorbed by old and new space alike. It was assumed that in order to gener-
ate increased sales, the existing establishments would have to modernize
their facilities, their displays and their merchandising techniques. It is
reasonable to expect that such stores would absorb about 30 percent of the
increased sales volume. It is estimated that $60 per square foot is the
performance level which would make the construction of new space possible.
Using this measure, shown in Table 9, there will be a potential demand for
41,750 square feet of new shoppers goods space in the Charlottesville CED

by 1980 and a total of 153,650 square feet by the year 2000.

Convenience Goods Space Needs

At present, sales per square foot yield for convenience goods space

downtown is $58. 1In future years. convenience goods outlets will be

~14-



supported by the additional downtown employees and by central area resi-
dents. If the proposed revitalization program is implemented there is
reason to believe that the central area will regan some of its former sta-
ture as a place for eating, drinking and entertainment during the evening
hours. Residents of potential new transient lodging facilities would help
support these new restaurants, although heavy dependence on the daytime
market would continue. One of the principal current needs is for enough
good restaurant facilities to attract the expenditures of the many employeces

who currently do not eat in the downtown area.

Projections of new convenience goods space are shown in Table 14.
Since performance indicators for convenience goods space are currently
satisfactory, only 20 percent of the increase has been allocated to exist-
ing stores. Using $60 per square foot as a satisfactory sales level for
eating aud drinking places, durgstores, and '"7-11" type food stores, a de~-
mand for 7,500 square feet of new space by 1980 and for a total of 18,800

square feet by the year 2000 would be generated.

Total New Retail Space Needs

A total of 49,250 square feet of retail goods and services space can
be added to downtown Charlottesville by 1980, with an additional 123,200
square feet possible between 1980 and 2000. These potentials can be
realized, however, only if effective public and private action is taken t

revitalize downtown Chariottesville.



Table 5. FORECAST OF SHOPPERS' GOODS EXPENDITURE

POTENTIAL, CITY OF CHARLOTTESVILLE §

ALBEMARLE COUNTY, 1972-2000

1972 1980 1990

Number of Households 26,300 31,950 39,740
Average Household Income $11,700 $13,500 $16,100

Shoppers Goods Lxpendi-
ture Potential ($000)  $51,480 $66,456 $95,575

Source: Hammer, Siler, George Associates

2000
48,500
$18,800

$130,130

Table 6. TFORECAST OF SHOPPERS' GOODS SALES, CITY
7
U

OF CHARLOTTESVILLE AND ALBEMARLE COUN

1972-2000
1972 1980 1990

Shoppers Goods Expendi-

ture Potential ($C02)  $51,480 $66,456 $95,575

Outflow Factor 15% 13% 12%
Net Shoppers Goods Sales

to Area Residents $43,800 $57,820 $84,100

Inflow Factor 25% 24% 21%
Total Shoppers Goods

Sales $58,200 $76,100 $1006,500

Source: Hammer, Siler, George Assoclates

~16-

$130,130
11%

$115,800
18%

$141,200



Table 7. TREND IN SHOPPERS' GOODS SALES,
CHARLOTTESVILLE CBD, 1067-1972

Change: 1967-1972

1967 1972 Dollars  Percent
Shoppers Goods Sales:
City and County ($000) $44,230 $58,200 $13,970 31.6%
Charlottesville CBD
(3000) $15,930 $17,100 § 1,170 7.3%
CBD's Share of Shoppers
Goods Sales ($000) 36.0% 29.4% 8.4% --

Note: in constant 1972 dollars.

Source: Hammer, Siler George, Assoclates

Table 8. FORECAST OF SHOPPERS GOCDS SALES IN
THE CHARLOTTESVILLE CBD, 1972-2000

1972-80  1980-90 196C-2000

Shoppers Goods Sales
Increase ($§000) 1/ $17,900  $30,400 $34,700

CBD's Share 20.0% 15.0% 15.0%

Increase in CBD Shoppers
Goods Sales (§000) $ 3,580 § 4,560 $ 5,205

Note: Assumes completion of the final phase of the
mall during the 1972-80 forecast periecd.

1/ In constant 1972 dollars.

Source: Hammer, Siler, George Associates.
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Table 9. SHOPPERS GOODS SPACE NEEDS, CHARLOTTESVILLE
CBD, 1972-2000 ($000)

Allccate 30% to Net
Shoppers Goods  Existing Stores  Sales to New Space
Sales Increase Sales Increase New Space Demand
1972-80 $ 3,580 $1,075 $2,505 41,750 sq.ft.
1580-90 4,560 1,370 3,190 53,150 sq.ft.
1990-2000 5,205 1,560 3,645 60,750 sq.ft.
$13,345 $4,005 $9, 340 155,650 sq.ft.

Note: Assumes completion of the final phase of the
mall during the 1972-80 forecast period.

1/ Based upon sales volume of
$60 per square foot.

Table 10, GENERATION OF CONVENIENCE GOODS SALES

BY CHARLOTTESVILLE CBD EMPLOYEES, 1972-20G0
1972 1980 1990 2000
CBD Employment 4,550 4,800 5,450 6,150
Expenditure/Employee $ 409 $ 450 $ 450 $ 450
Convenience Goods Sales ($000) $1,860 $2,160 $2,452 $2,768

Note: In comstant 1972 dollars

Source: Hammer, Siler, Gecorge Associates.
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Table 11. FORECAST OF CONVENIENCE GOODS SALES
CHARLOTTESVILLE CBD, 1972-2000 ($000)

1972 1980 1990 2000
CBD Employees $1,860 $2,160 $2,452 $2,768
Area Residents § Shoppers $2,270 $2,535 $2,650 $2,767
Convenience Goods Sales Total $4,130 $4,695 $5,110 $5,535

Note: In constant 1972 dollars

Source: Hammer, Siler, George Associates

Table 12, CONVENIENCE GOODS SPACE NEEDS
CHARLOTTESVILLE CBD, 1972-2000

1972-80 1981-90 19912000  Total

Convenience Goods Sales

Increase (3000) § 565 $ 415 § 425 41,405
Allocate 20% to Existing

Stores ~-$115 -$80 -$85 -$280

Net Sales to New Space $ 450 $ 335 $ 340 $31,125
New Space Demand (sq.ft) 1/ 7,500 5,600 5,700 16,800

1/ Based on sales volume of $60/sq.ft.

Source: Hammer, Siler, George Associates.



Table 13. SUMMARY OF NEW RETAIL SPACE POTENTIALS
CHARLCTTESVILLE CBD, 1972-2000

1972-80 1981-91 1991-2000 Total
(8q.Ft.) (Sq.Ft.) (Sq.Ft.) (Sq.Ft.)

Shoppers' Goods 41,750 53,150 60,750 155,650
Convenience Goods 7,500 5,600 5,700 18,800
Total 49,250 58,750 66,450 174,450

Source: Hammer, Siler, George Associates.
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Section III. OFFICE DEVELOPMENT POTENTIALS

The office function is a major element in the composition of downtown
Charlottesville. Not only does the concentration of office employees genecrate
markets for other activities, but the mejor office buildings themselves are

the landmarks of the downtown area.

The past downtown office pattern and future downtown office potential are
impacted by the trend in recent years toward suburbanization of private office
aevelopment. The office structures in the vicinity of the Barracks Road
Shopping Center, along U.S. 29, and on Jefferson Park Avenue adjacent to the
University have successfully captured a major share of the space which could
have been, or had formerly been, located downtown. Both supply factors (down-
town land costs, taxes, assembly problems) and demand factors (proximity to
quality residential areas and transportation network carried accessibility

“shifts) have worked to cause this shift.

This section of the report analyzes the Charlottesville office market
with particular focus on the downtown. In the long term, the strongest
potential for development in downtown Charlottesville is in the office
function. More than 240,000 square feet of new commercial office space can
be supported in the downtown area over the planning period. In the near
future, however, due to the existing oversupply of office space in the areca,
only 29,05C square feet of this will be in the initial phase before 1980. A

summary of our findings in the office market is outlincd below.

Existing Downtown Office Space. The space usec survey revealed that there

are presently 353,628 square feet of commercial office space in the downtown

Charlottesville study area, of which 50,726 squarc feet, or 11 percent, is



vacant. The vast majority of the vacant office space is not considered

competitive by today's standards.

Suburban Office Space. The suburban areas contain an additional 396,000

square feet of office space, 70,900 of which is vacant. This does not include

medical/professional buildings or branch banks.

Development Trends. As shown in Table 14, during the 1960-72 period, over

391,300 square feet of office space {excluding suburban medical office buildings
and bank branches) has been constructed in Charlottesville and Albemarle
County. Only 58,357 square feet of this space, or 15 percent, was constructed

in the downtown study area.

Future Office Space Potential. In the future, increased demand for office

space will be generated by the ecconomic growth of the Albemarle County avea.

For the purposes of this report, we have based our forecast of office space

demand on the relationship of office space to service sector employment. This
3

technique accounts both for the economic growth in the county and for the

shift toward office-type employment in the econcmy. The amount of space

87.5 square fect in the year 2000.

Future Office Space Demand. The total commercial office space demand in

Charlottesville/Albemarle County, shown in Table 15, is expected to be
817,250 square feet in 1980 and 1,352,700 square feet in 2000 -- double its

present level.

o

Downtown's Competitive Position. Forecasts of downtown office space

were derived by projecting the share of total new office space demand which
could be captured downtown., These foreccasts, which took full consideration

of present and emerging competition in suburban locations, are based on the
assumption that the proposals and actions contained in the plan resulting from
this study will be carried out. It should be noted that the competitive

ke
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vacant space cxisting at the time of the survey will be absorbed over t



1972-80 forecast period. Between 1972 and 1980, downtown's share of the

remaining demand is expected to be 50 percent. Downtown's share of the total

office market between 1980 and 2000 is expected to be 40 percent.

Downtown Development Potentials. Under the assumptions stated above,

there will be a demand for 29,050 square feet of new office space in downtown
Charlottesville between 1972-80; 105,500 square feet between 1980-90; and

108,700 square feet between 1990-2000.

These forecasts are net additions to the downtown office supply. The
actual amount of new space which could be supported can be greater than that

indicated as the older, obsolete space is removed from the market.

Table 14, COMMERCIAL OFFICE SPACE CONSTRUCTION, BY
LOCATION, CITY OF CHARLOTTESVILLE AND
ALBEMARLE COUNTY, 1960-1972

New Construction
1960-1972

City and County

Total 381,534 sq.ft.
Downtown

Area 58,357 sq.ft

Percent 14.,9%
Suburban

Area 333,177 sq.ft.

Percent 85.1%

Note: Does not include medical/prefessional
office buildings.

Source: Hammer, Siler, George Associates based on data
provided by the Building Inspection Department
of the City of Charlottesville.



Table 15.

FORECAST OF DEMAND FOR COMMERCTAL

OFFICE SPACE, CITY OF CHARLOTTESVILLE

AND ALBEMARLE COUNTY, 1972-2000

Service Space Per Total Office
Employment 1/ Employec Space
1972 7,930 85.0 674,050 sq.ft. 2/
1980 9,340 87.5 817,250 sq.ft.
1990 12,010 90.0 1,080,900 sq.ft,
2000 15,030 90.0 1,352,700 sq.ft.
Change: 1972-2000
Number 7,100 678,650 sq.ft.
Percent 89.5% 100.7%
l/ Includes finance, insurance, real estatc; transportation,
communication and utilities; and service employment,
2/ Includes all occupied commercial office space but ex-
cludes all free-standing branch banks and strictly
medical/professional buildings.
Source: Hammer, Siler, George Associates.
Table 16. FORECAST OF DOWNTOWN CHARLOTTESVILLE
OFFICE SPACE DEMAND, 1972-2000
Total
1972-80 1980-90 1990-2000 1572-2000

Increase Office

Space Demand

Less Competitive

Vacant Space

Net New Office
Space Demand

Downtown Share

Net New Downtown

Demand

143,200 sq.ft,
-85,100 =

58,100 263,650
50% 40%

29,050 sq.ft. 105,500 sq.

263,650 sq.ft.

271,800 sq.ft.

271,800
40%

108,700 sq.ft.

678,650 sq.ft.

593,550

243,250 sq.ft.
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Section IV. HOUSING POTENTIALS IN
DOWNTOWN CHARLOTTESVILLE

New residential development should play a role in the revitalization of
downtown Charlottesville. Housing, whether in the core or adjacent to the
central area in the Garrett Strect area, is both a generator and a benefi-
ciary of other downtown activities. As such, it is caught in the paradox
that there must be attractions in the downtown to make people want to live
there while on the other hand there must be a strong indication of an in-
crease in the "24-hour" population of the central area to stimulate a
broadening and intensifying of downtown activity. This paradox can be par-
tially solved by a strong planning input in both the downtown and Garrett
Street projects and an imaginative revitalization program which will demon-
strate to investors in both residential and nonresidential redevelopment

that these two interrelated activities can proceed together.

In this section of the report, the potentials for housing in the down-
town Charlottesville areca only will be examined. Development potentials
for housing in the Garrett Street area have been analyzed in a report com-
pleted for the Charlottesville Recdevelopment and Housing Authority prior to
this study. The emphasis will be on multi-family housing which, realistically,
is the type of housing most appropriate for close-in, higher-value land.
In addition, the emphasis will be only on housing constructed by private
market mechanisms since the location of public and other subsidized housing
is largely a matter of public policy rather than downtown market conditions.
It should be stressed that the potentials identified are heavily dependent upen

both the location within the downtown area and the nature and extent of

P
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revitalization activities which will be carried out. Consequently, the mar-
ket potentials identified are not automatically available to just any site at

any point in time.

Over the 1960-1970 decade, the number of houscholds in Charlottesville and
Albemarle County increased by ©6,808. The need to accommodate this household
growth, to provide a vacancy level which will allow a normal functioning of the
real estate market, and to replace housing units lost during the decade re-

sulted in a production of 9,546 new units between 1960 and 1970.

There will be three components which will determine the future demand for
housing in the Charlottesville area: 1) the anticipated growth in the

number of households; 2) the estimated need for replacement of housing units
that will be lost; and' 3) dincreases in the vacancy reserve necessary to allow
for efficient daily housing market operations. A summary of forecast housing

demands, discussed below, is contained in Table 19.

1. Increases in the number of households will create the demand
for 5,650 new units between 1972 and 1980; 7,790 units between
1980 and 1990; and 8,760 units between 1990 and 20C0.

2. For purposes of this analysis, two types of housing losses
can be defined as a basis for estimating Chariottesville's
replacement needs. One type includes the losses of standard
units, most of which would be demolished by fire or other
"acts of God'" or by public works actions. The other would in-
clude substandard units whose replacement would be largely a
matter of direct policy to eliminate them from the stock.
(Some substandard units, of course, would alsc he lost for
the same "normal' reasons as those in the standard categorics
or through neglect and abandonment.) Between 1960 and 1970,
2,210 housing units -- 12 percent of the 1960 supply -- were
lost. 1In 1970, 35 percent of the housing in Chariottesville
and Albemarle County was 30 yecars old or more. We estimate
that between 1972 and 1980, approximately 9 percent of the 1972
supply, ox 2,460 units, will have to be replaced. During the
1972-2G00 period, -a total of 8,935 housing units will have to
be replaced.

3]
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3. At any particular time, there must be a working inventory of
vacant units of various price, tenure, density, location and
other characteristics adequate to facilitate the sclf-ad-
justing market process through which people find new or
secondhand housing within their means. The vacancy inventory

functions within the market as a barometer and a balance.

The dropping vacancy acts as a signal that supply additions
are required; the comverse is also true. The vacant stock
serves also as a cushion for demand changes that can be quite
‘rapid compared to the length of time required for new pro-
duction. The overall vacancy rate in 1970 was 6.9 percent.

In order to maintain a vacancy reserve of 5 percent, the
average rate required for normal market functioning, it will
be necessary to have a total of 1,210 additional units het-
ween 1972 and 2000,

4. In summary, there will be an estimated total demand for
8,110 new housing units in Charlottesville and Albemarle
County between 1972 and 1980; 11,435 units between 1980
and 1990; and 12,800 units between 1990 and 2000.

The principal attraction of a downtown location in a normal housing market
is the proximity to places of employment; or in the case of the elderly, prox-
imity to retail, service, and medical facilities. The traditional downtown
market for apartments includes young singles and couples, middie-aged couples
whose children have left the home, and any others without children whethes they
are married or single. The immediste downtown Charlottesville area, however,

does.not contain a single satisfactory apartment project.:

A quantification of the total downtown demand is difficult at this point
since the scope and nature of revitalization which ultimately takes place will
be a major determinant of future demand. However, some guidelines arc in
order. It is obvious that the major thrust of apartment development in the city
will continue to be either near the University or in suburban areas along
arterial routes where sites can be easily and cheaply assembled. However, it
is cqually clear that there is a demand for downtown housing if it can be pro-

vided.,

o 2
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There are currently 4,550 employees in the downtown Charlottesville
study area. We conservatively estimate that 2 percent of these employees
would be interested in living in housing located in the downtown area.

This would represent a current pent-up demand for 90 units. We estimate

that there is an additional pent-up demand for 40 units from other sources --
the elderly, the retired, faculty members and students. 1In addition, down-
town should capture 0.5 percent, or 50 units, of the 1972 to 1980 demand.

In summary, there is a total demand for 180 units between 1972 and 1980.

As downtown's image is improved, this precentage will increase. We

estimate that there will be a demand for 115 units between 1980 and 1990

and 130 units between 1990 and 2000.



Table 17, ADDITIONS AND LOSSES IN THE NUMBER OF HOUSING
UNITS, CITY OF CHARLOTTESVILLE AND ALBEMARLE
COUNTY, 1960-1970

City of Charlottesville
And Albemarle County

Occupied, 1960 17,380
Plus Vacancies + 1,276
Total Supply, 1960 18,656
Changes, 1960-70:
Additions + 9,546
Less Losses - 2,210
Net Additions 7,336
Total Supply 1970 25,992
Less Vacancies - 1,804
Occupied, 1970 24,188
Recapitulation:
Total Supply, 1960 18,656
Increase in Occupied + 6,808
Increases in Vacancies + 528
Total Supply, 1970 25,992

Source: U.,S. Census of Housing, 1960 and 1970:; and
Hammer, Siler, George Associates.
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Section V. TRANSIENT LODGING DEVELOPMENT POTENTTALS




Table 18. FORECAST OF HOUSING DEMANDS, CITY OF
CHARLOTTESVILLE AND ALBEMARLE COUNTY, 1972-2000

1972-80  1980-90 1990-2000 1972-2000
Household Growth 5,650 7,790 8,760 22,200
Loss, replacement 2,460 3,075 3,400 8,935
Vacancy Reserve Increase - 570 640 1,210
Total New Housing Units 8,110 11,435 12,800 32,345

Source: Hammer, Siler, George Associates.

Table 19. PROJECTION OF DEMAND FOR NEW HQUSING UNITS,
DOWNTOWN CHARLOTTESVILLE, 1972-2000

1972-80  1980-90  1890-2000 19§§%§600
Total New Housing Demand 8,110 11,435 12,800 32,345
New Downtown Units 180 115 130 425
Percent of Total 2.2% 1.0% 1.0% 1.3%

Source: Hammer, Siler, George Associates.



Section V. TRANSIENT LODGING DEVELOPMENT POTENTIALS

This section of the report will describe the current hotel motel-market in
the Charlottesville area and focus on specific development potentials in the

downtown area.

In 1972 there were 15 competitive hotel and motel facilities with 1,166
rooms in the Charlottesville market area. The overall average daily occupancy
level of competitive accommodations averaged 75 percent in 1972, Our anazlysis
of the Charlottesville area transient accommodations market focuses on three
separate components of demand: the commercial component -- businessmen,
salesmen or govermment employees traveling on assignment; the group component --
travelers attending professional, business or education conferences; and the

tourist component -- vacation or recreation travelers.

In 1972, the room demand generated by the tourist sector accounted for
55 percent of total room demand, while commercial business travelers
accounted for 40 percent. The conference and group business sector accounted

for 5 percent of the total demand.

There are several factors which indicate a continued stcady growth in the
demand for new transient lodging facilit;es. Employment growth in the
Charlottesville area is expected to continue at a steady rate. Steadily tising
expenditures on tourism and recreation, and the Bicentennial celebration
should bolster the tourist sector. The expansion of the University of Virginia
should also increase demand. New transient facilities with large banquet and
meeting rooms will further enhance the convention and group business potentials
available to the Charlottesville market which previously could not be

accommodated.
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1. Historically, the growth in transient lodging demand
generated by the commercial sector exhibits a very close
correlation with employment levels. Future levels of
commercial demand, shown in Table 21, are forecast in
accordance with this established relationship. Average
daily commercial lodging demand is expected to increase
from 350 rooms daily in 1972 to 410 rooms in 1980 and
590 in the year 2000.

2. The continuing growth in both the number of and the member-
ship in business and professional groups and national,
regional and state associations; courses by the J.A.G.
School and University conducted seminars -- combined with
facilities either under construction or planned -- is
expected to result in an average daily demand for 95 rooms
in 1980. This represents an increase cof 50 rooms over
the 1972 demand. By the year 2000, demand from the cocn-
vention and group business sector is expected to reach 140
rooms daily.

3. Increased incomes, greater leisure and vacation time,
broader educational achievement, a highly mobile population,
and the interstate highway syvstem have bhrought about tre-
mendous growth in national and state travel industries. In
addition, the American Bicentennial celebration in Virginia
and the prominence of basketball in the Southeast will have
an expansive input on the tourist compenent of the market.:
Average daily demand is expected to increase from 480 rooms
in 1872 to 697 rooms in 1980 and te 1,117 in the year 2000.

4, In summary, average daily demand for transient lodging
accommodation is expected to increase from the 1972 level of
875 rooms per night to 1,202 in 1980, an increase of about
330 rooms. By the year 2000, the average daily demand for
rooms is expected to reach 1,847 rooms per night. These in-
creases in average daily demand, by market sector, are shown
in Table 25.

Assuming an average occupancy rate of 70 percent, the increase in average
daily demand should support 470 new rooms between 1972 and 1980; 485 rooms
between 1980 and 1990; and 435 rooms between 1950 and 2060. A summary of

supportable new rooms in the Charlottesville area is contained in Table 26.



It is estimated that downtown Charlottesville can capture 35 percent, or
165 new rooms, between 1972 and 1980; 30 percent, or 145 rooms, between 1980

and 1990; and 25 percent, or 110 new rooms, between 1990 and 2000.

Table 20. AVERAGE DAILY DEMAND FOR TRANSIENT
ACCOMMODATIONS, BY SECTOR, CITY OF
CHARLOTTESVILLE & ALBEMARLE COUNTY,

1972-2000
Average Daily Demand
Rooms Percent
Tourist 480 55%
Commercial 350 40%
Group 45 5%
TOTAL 875 100%
Competitive Rooms 1,166
Available
Average Daily 75%
Occupancy

Source: Hammer, Siler, George Associates

(3]
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Table 21. PROJECTED COMMERCIAL DEMAND FCOR ROOMS, CITY OF
CHARLOTTESVILLE AND ALBEMARLE COUNTY, 1972-2000

Room Demand Average Daily
Year Employment Per 1,000 Employees Room Demand
1972 41,200 8.5 350
1980 47,900 8.6 410
1990 57,200 8.7 500
2000 66,800 8.8 590

Source: Hammer, Siler, George Associates

Table 22. PROJECTED DEMAND FOR ROCMS FROM
THE CONFERENCE/CONVENTION SECTOR,
CHARLOTTESVILLE AND ALBEMARLE
COUNTY, 1972-2000

Average Daily

Year Demand
1972 45
1980 95
1990 125
2000 140

Source: Hammer, Siler, George, Associates.



Table 23. PROJECTED TOURIST DEMAND FOR ROOMS, CITY OF
CHARLOTTESVILLE & ALBEMARLE COUNTY, 1972-2000

Visitors at Room Demand Average Daily
Year Monticello Per 1,000 Visitors Room Demand
1972 476,290 1.01 480
1980 696,700 1.00 697
1990 906,800 1.00 907
2000 1,116,700 1.00 1,117

Source: Hammer, Siler, George Associates

Table 24. SUMMARY OF POTENTIAL DEMAND FOR TRANSIENT
ACCOMMODATIONS, BY MARKET SOURCE, CITY OF
CHARLOTTESVILLE AND ALBEMARLE COUNTY,

1972-2000
Average Daily Demand
Year Tourist Commercial Group 1/ Total
1972 480 350 45 875
1980 697 410 95 1,202
1990 907 500 125 1,542
2000 1,117 590 140 1,847
1972 — 2000 Change 637 240 95 972

1/ Based on the assumption that a facility(s) will
" be operational to handle group business.

Source: Hammer, Siler, George Associates.



Table 25. POTENTIAL FOR NEW TRANSIENT LODGING
"ACCOMMODATIONS, CITY OF CHARLOTTESVILLE
AND ALBEMARLE COUNTY, 1972-2000

Increase In

Average Occupancy  Supportable

Daily Demand Rate New Rooms
1972-1980 327 70% 470
1980-1990 340 70% 485
1990-2000 305 70% 435
Total 972 70% 1,390

Source: Hammer, Siler, George Associates.

Table 26. PROJECTION OF DEMAND FOR TRANSTENT
LODGING IN DOWNTOWN CHARLCTTESYILLE,
1972-2000

Supportable  Downtown Downtown

New Rooms Share “Rooms

1972-1980 470 35% 165
1980-1590 485 30% 145
1990-2000 435 25% 110
Total 1,390 30% 420

Source: Hammer, Siler, George Associates.
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Section VI, AN ACTION PLAN FOR DOWNTOWN CHARLOTTESVILLE

The previous sections of this report have demonstrated the demand fo
new activities in downtown Charlottesville. It has been pointed out that
in order to realize these potentials, new facilities must be provided. If
the city is unwilling to make improvements in the downtown service structure
and private investors are unwilling to build new offices, stores, hotels,
and housing, the increased demand for space will be accommodated in cut-
lying areas or in inappropriate locaticns within the downtown area.

o

In planning the revitalization of Downtown Charlottesville, the
consultant team sought not only to develop an overall scheme for that
area but also to design plan componencs that would allow for realis-
tically staged implementation -- the Downtown Charlottesville Acticn
Program. In the Action Program, ninety-seven dis crete construction pro-
jects, each linked to a pedestrian circulation network and supported by
a system of strests and parking facilities, are recommended. The scope
of the work planned for projects is realistic, allowing each to be ac-
complished within a specific time. The division of the plan into
specific projects will also allow private resources to be more easily
concentrated on a particular development scheme. It is assumed that
these public improvements will be carried out, for without them tne
market potentials cannot be achieved and the private investment will

not materialize.

In this section of the report, the major action projects are des-
cribed, a phasing program and cost estimates for all projects are developed,

and an implementation strategy for the entire program is presented.



Development Projects

The main emphasis of the downtown revitalization plan and Action Pro-
gram s on new development to take place over the next 12 years, that is,
the present time to 1985. The five principal public and private invest
projects contained in the Action Program are described in detail in the
paragraphs following. 1In each case the approximate timing of the project

is indicated by phases which have been selected to correspond with the

market forecasts.

Main Street Mall

The first priority of the downtown Charlottesville Action Program
is to be the renewal of Main Street between Sixth Street and the inter-
section of Preston Avenue and Main Street. This section currently con-
stitutes the main activity center of the central business district,

It is therefore the logical starting point for a comprechensive program
of downtown revitalization; its comparative strength should provide

the impetus for additional development throughout the central city area.

The expectation implicit in the creation of a mall is that people
will use the downtown area if the downtown is a pleaant place to be;
that the commercial activity of the downtown will be substantialiy
enhanced by an environment that is visually attractive, clean, safe,
and autc-free. The traffic and parking changes are of prime importance
to the proposal. It is necessary to clear Main Street for pedestrian
use while rerouting traffic in a way that permits free circulation through
the central city. The traffic and parking program must also provide
maximum ease of access to the mall itself, since uncongested streets and
adequate parking are essential for attracting shoppers. Construction
activities must be carefully scheduled to avoid undue inconvenience,
particularly during daily and seasonal periods of peak business activity.
The detailed design for the mall is currently underway, and construction
could begin in early 1974. During Phase I of the development plan,
1974-1975, the central mall area -- the section of Main Street between

Sixth Street and Preston -- is to be completed. Main Street will be



resurfaced with appropriate paving materials, and landscaping added. New
street furniture, kiosks, and lighting will be supplied. Design focal
points will be developed at various points along the street. The overall
effect will be to create an environment that will be attractive to

pedestrian shoppers during both daytime and evening hours.

The downtown property owners who will bemefit most directly from
the mall should bear the cost of developing the common facilities, possi-
bly through a special assessment district. The renovation of individual
establishments -- new facades, expansions, and new construction -- will
be the responsibility of the respective owner. The market forecasts
developed for the central city show that increased retail szles should

be more than adequate to permit this new investment.

Concurrent to the construction of the mall, and later in Phases 11
and III, side streets will be closed between Jefferson and Water Streets
and treated similarly to Main Street. These streets will tic the new
city parking garage, the proposed Monticello Hilton Hotel, the historic

district, and the Water Street parking lots to the mall.

Vinegar Hill Plaza

At the western terminus of the mall, a multi-level plaza, including
terraces, water elements and landscaping is scheduled to be constructed
during Phase I. The construction of this plaza, is expected to effectively
increase the immediate development potential of Vinegar Hill by directly
tying it into the mall pedestrian system and providing an amenity unequalled

in the city.

"C & 0" Plaza

A second plaza at the east end of the mall is scheduled to be con-
structed during Phase TII, 1981-1985. This plaza, which will 1ink City
Hall to a renovated "C § O" Railroad Station, will be multi-level and in-
clude appropriate water elements and landscaping. This eastern terminus
is planmmed to include additional retail facilities, open-air farmer's
and crafts markets, and will involve rcnovating of the existing street

and ramp system.



Vinegar Hill

This multi-use project, identified early in the study process as being
of major impact in the first phases of development, will occupy the
Vinegar Hill area bounded by McIntire Ridge Road, Preston Avenue, and
Main Street. Its location in the transportation system, proximity to the
mall and ownership all contribute to the probability of rapid and im-

portant development.

Since the total square foot area is relatively large, the projected
schematic plans have been designed in a manner that will permit phased
development in four stages.

This combination of development opportunities aand location led the de-
sign team to select this multi-use project, along with the construction of
the Main Street Mall, as one of the two projects to be explored in greater de-
tail. Together, these two projects are expected to provide the impetus that

will sustain investment interest in the downtown during the later phases of

revitalization.
The major features of the .Vinegar Hill block proposal include:

Office Building I. A five or six story, 30,000 square foot

structure is proposed to front on the new Vinegar Hill Plaza, and Space
on the two lower levels of this building could be used for a financial
institution. The remainder of the building would provide general office

space.

Motor Inn. A 150-room motor inn is proposed along the scuthern
boundary of the site. Vehicular access will be from McIntire Road/
Main Street. The inn will also tie in to the new plaza so that visitors
will be able to proceed directly from parking to the inn to the mall.
Included in the inn will be a conference center with the capability to

seat 300 people.

This facility, badly nceded if Charlottesville is to compete for
the tourist and convention market, will also bring new 1life into the

downtown ares. Main Street is now esscntially deserted after business
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hours, but the addition of the motor inn with a restaurant opening to the
proposed plaza will bring evening activity and stimulate more intense use of

the retail facilities along the renovated Main Street Mall.

Both the office building and the motor inn are proposed for con-

struction in Phase II, 1976 to 1980,

Office Building II. This cemponent of the project is scheduled for

construction in Phase III of the downtown plan. It will be built ad-
jacent to the first office building and the motor inmn. Although present-
ly conceived of as a 60,000 square foot building, the number of stories,
square feet per floor, and shape will be determined by the precise
demand factors that arise. thile this second office structure is
realistically programmed for a later vhase of devclopment, 1t could be
developed much earlier if a simple major tenant, such as an insurance

headquarters, were to be attracted to the project.

Office Building III. Conceived of as a second 60,000 square foot
office tower, this final component of the Vineger Hill cemplex is

scheduled for construction between 1986 and 1990.

Retail Space. The natural slope from the southwest corner of the

site downward towards the northwest corner permits both above-ground

and below grade retail space to be located adjacent to and in the office
structure. Shoppers using the newly designed Main Street Mall would

proceed across the Vinegar Hill Plaza, a landscaped extension of the mall,
into the Vinegar Hill development site. Access to retail space located

in the lower levels of the motor inn and office towers will be provided

via terraced levels on the plaza. Stairs and escalators will provide access

to the retail and parking levels on the western and northern sides.

Vinegar Hill Project Tnvestment Feasibility

The above described Vinegar Hill project has the very important role
of providing the initial, new development momentum to the downtown. Thus,

to assure that the project ultimately propesed would be economically sound
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in terms of market support for the facilities and investment feasibility

of constructing and operating them, the project was subjected to detailed

pro forma testing. The detailed pro forma analysis of the project is

shown in Table 27 following.
a third office structure to be constructed after 1985, will generate a

The project, not including cash flow from

net operating profit before debt service, depreciation and income taxes

of $640,970 annually.



Table 27.

Development Costs

Office Building I
Office Building II
Motor Inn

Parking

Operating Statsment
Revenues:
Office Space I
Office Space II
Retail Space
Motor Hotel
Parking

Expenses:
Office Space

PRO FORMA ANALYSIS OF VINEGAR HILL

CHARLOTTESVILLE, VA.

Retail Space
Parking

Note:

Source:

Land

30,000 sq. ft.
60,000 sq. ft.
150 units

200 €@ grade
200 deck

Cost ($2.50/sqg.

X $24/sq.ft.

X $24/Sq. ft.
X $16,000 each
X $500 each

X $3000 each

ft.)

Total Development Cost

25,500 sq. ft.
44,000 sq. ft.
7,000 sq. ft.
200 spaces

Total Revenues

Less 5% Vacancy Allowance $20.850
Y

X $6.00
X $6.00
X $5.00

X $250

Total Revenues Less Vacancy

66,025 sq. ft. X $1.60 $105,640
7,000 sq. ft. X .40 $ 2,800
400 spaces X$50.00 $ 20,000
$128,440
Taxes ($1.44/$100) $ 84,240
$212,680

Net Operating Profit before
Debt Service, Depreciation
& Income Taxes

Does not include Office Building III.

Hammer, Siler, George Associates.
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720,000
1,440,000
2,400,000

100,000

600,000

589,500

5,849,500

153,000
264,000

35,000
372,500
50,000

874,500

853,650

640,970



Jackson Park Office Complex

The block bounded by High, Fourth, Hoffman and Third Streets pre-

sently contains Beth Israel Temple and parking lots in an attractively

landscaped setting. The plan proposes the development of 24,000 square
feet of general office Space along the Fourth Strest edge of the block.
The space would be provided in townhouse structures which would preserve
and compliment the architectural Style and scale of the histeric district.
The project is scheduled for construction during Phase IV.

Phasing and Costs

It is anticipated that the five najor action projects described
above will be but a small portion of the total investment activity that
will take place in downtown Charlottesville in the future. These preoiects
should serve as catalysts, providing the vitality that will generate
many other projects throughout the downtown area and other adjacent

protions of the city.

Phasiqg

The cemponents of the Action Program have been distributed over

five phases -- Phases I comprising the pericd threugh 1975, Phase II

o+
@]

from 1976 to 1930, Phase III from 1981 to 1985, Phase IV, 1886
1990 and Phase V the remainder through 1995, The activities assigned to
each of the five phases were selected on the basis of practicality --

the time and effort needed for actually accomplishing a given project --
and the logical sequence of making improvements -- the proper timing of

those projects that are prerequisites for others.

Those projects identified for Phase I, therefore, involve the only
disruption of present activities -- the rerouting of Main Street traffic.
For some of these projects, development interest has already been
expressed; for others, implementation devices can be identified and quickly
put into effect. Included in Phase I are the major public investments,
such as the mall, the Vinegar Hill Plaza, and side-street pedestrian

ways.,
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The Phase II activities are those for which some interest has been
shown, but without the impact of the mall, the precise financing and other
details that require some time to work out. Although suggested implemen-
tation techniques are available for most of these features, it is
unlikely they could actually be started before the target date for the
completion of Phase I. 1In some cases, Phase II projects are expansions
and extensions of Phase I activities. Included in Phase II are the

motor inn and office building on Vinegar Hill.

Activities in Phases III through V fall largely within the private
sector's area of responsibility. Many of these projects are admittedly
a bit more ambiticus and difficult to implement. The total proposed
redevelopment of the Vinegar Hill area, for example, may scem to be a
far fetched idea today, but the successful completion of Phases I and II
developments would radically alter competitive market conditions and the
environmental milieu for downtown Charlottesville to the point where major

development of this type would be inevitable.

Cost and Responsibility for the Development Progr@g

The cost of all items in the action program have been estimated and
are indicated in the accompanying table according tc the phase, the
responsibility for the expenditure, and the distribution between acquisi-
tion and construction costs. It should be noted that cost estimates for
projects still in the conceptual stage should be considered guidelines
at best. Acquisition costs are, for the most part, derived from present
appraisals of the property. Construction costs have been estimated from
preliminary designs by Lawrence Halprin § Associates (for landscaping and
buildings) and System Design Concepts (for parking and street improve-
ments). The “private responsibility' costs include the construction of
new stores, office space, other buildings as previously suggested, and
selected urban beautification projects. These are costs that will be

borne by individual developers and entrepreneurs in response to the
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public framework established for implementation; they should not be
construed as funds that would need to be raised by either the city or
other sponsors of the project, or by anyone else other than the persons
benefiting from the development. The "public responsibility' costs
include construction of the mall and plazas, to be 'shared" with the

private sector, and all major urban beautification projects.

The total Action Program is estimated to cost $26,200,085, of which
a maximum of $6,060,675 would be in direct public expenditures. These
expenditures are to be staged in realistic increments. The total Phase
I program will cost $4,343,500. A maximum of $3,246,000 would be in
direct public expenditures, the exact amount to be determined by the
implementation structure utilized. The responsibilities of the public
sector in FPhase I inciude the costs of creating the Main Street Mall,
the Vinegar Hill plaza, and the side street pedestrian ways. The private
sector would share the development costs of these improvements. The public
sector would also be responsible for the provision of an interim parking

lot at the site of the A & P on Market Street.

The responsibilities of both the public and private sectors, as well
as the costs involved in the total Action Program, are detailed in Table

28, following.
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Does not include the cost of utility
relocation which, as understood, will

be handled by the city.

Included in Project 10.

Not included in the swmation because
the project is separately funded.

Not included in the summation because
the project will be funded from other
sources.

Note: Assumes that the city will donate

any alley within a project area.

Source: Hammer, Siler, George Associates

based on construction costs pro-
vided by Lawrence Halprin §
Associates (landscaping and
buildings) and System Design
Concepts (traffic).



Implementation

The implementation of the Action Program will depend upon the
cooperation of many individuals and groups in the Charlottesville area.
Both the public and the private sectors have responsibilities, but each
will depend upoen the actions of the other for success. Consequently,

commitment and cooperation are essential components of implementation.

Main Street Mall

The mall is the most critical component of the Action Pro-
gram, and it is most important that it be implemented first, for two
reasons. First, development of the mall will require an extensive
Tearrangement of the downtown street system, establishing circulaticn
patterns that define the framework within which new development will
take place. It is clearly desirable that these basic changes be made
early. Second, and perhaps most important, implementation of the mall
involved & major commitment and a demonstration of confidence by the
existing merchants and landowners. If new investments are to be attrac.
ted to downtown Charlottesville, this show of local support is a neces-

sary first step.

Implementation of the mall consists of three elements: 1) the
closing of Main Street and associated side streets; 2) the paving, land-
scaping, lighting, and other "public" improvements constituting the
mall and the pedestrian ways and 3) the new private construction and
improvements made to facades and interiors by individual merchants and
developers.

The responsibility for implementation of the mall should be borne
by the city -- although the expenditure would be shared by the private
sector. The creation of the mall itself is expected to cost $1.5 million,
not including the plaza at Vinegar Hill or side street pedestrian ways.
The city's share of this cost -- determined by the implementation mecha-

nism selected ~- would be borne by the city's general revenues or federal



revenue-sharing funds. 1In the private sector, the costs should logi-
cally be borne by the merchants and property owners who would most
benefit from the mall. Under existing Virginia legislation (Chapter 7,
Article 2, Assessments for Local Improvements) the governing body of

the City of Charlottesville may impose taXxes or assessments upon abutting
property owners for the construction of permanent amenities. However,
that portion assessed against the abutting property owners shall not

exceed one half of the total cost.

Individuals will be responsible for improving their own establish-
ments and for constructing new retail facilities along the mall.
While no firm implementation schedule or program is included for these
individual contributions, the market analysis has demonstrated the viability
of the Charlottesville retail core, and the expected increase in sales

should permit and encourage additional investment in the mall area.

54~
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Appendix A, 'DOWNTOWN CHARLOTTESVILLE SPACE SURVEY

In order to establish the scale of development and economic activity in
the downtoan Charlottesville arca, a survey of all building space within the
study area was conducted. The study area includes the 47 blocks within the
area defined by High Street on the north, 9th Street N.E. on the east, the

C&0 Railroad tracks on the south, and Ridge-McIntire Avenue on the west.

The majority of the major retail, office and government activities occur
within this core area. In summary, it is the area which covers the principal

and most intensively developed downtown functions.

With the exception of residential units, all building space within the
study area was surveyed. Although the current survey was conducted in April
of 1973, every effort has been made to relate the current dats back to the
data developed in the 1968 Commercial Area Study for the purpose of compari-

son and the identification of trends.

The survey consisted of several steps. First, all parcels were numbered
and space survey forms drawn up for each. Second, the uses on cach parcel
were identified by physical inspection by University of Virginia architecture
students under the supervision of a Hammer, Siler, George Associates! staff
member. Third, the floor space for each building was calculated from Sanborn
maps, with adjustments being made if the physical inspection had revealed a
recent change in the shape or size of the structure. Finally, the data was
taken off the parcel sheets and assembled in the tables contained in this
appendix. The data from the tables have been used in several places in the
market analysis and serve primarily as the basis from which floor space pro-

jections have been made.



The Space Use Survey

The space use survey revealed that there were a total of 1,705,801 square
feet of nonresidential building space in the Central Business District study
area. At the time, 1,526,271 square feet were occupied and 179,530 square
feet were vacant. A summary of nonresidential space in the study zrea in

1973 is shown by type of use in Table A-1.

Table A-1. SUMMARY OF NONRESIDENTIAL SPACE USE
IN DOWNTOWN CHARLOTTESVILLE, 1973

Square Feet Percent
Retail Trade 720,219 42.2%
Office 302,822 17.8
Govermment 212,300 12.4
Semi-Public 41,480 2.5
Retail Services 78,887 4.6
Transportation, Communications
and Utilities 13,995 0.8
Wholesaling and Manufacturing __ 156,768 9.2
Total Occupied Space 1,526,271 89.5%
Vacant Space 179,530 10.5
Total Space 1,705,801 100.0%

Source: Hammer, Siler, George Associates
Space Use Survey, April, 1973.-

The most significant space use in the study area is retail trade which
accounts for 42.2 percent of all space. It is traditional that retail trade
is the principal function of a downtown area. Historically, the reason for
the development of a downtown was the need for a central place to conduct the
region's business, principaily trade. It has been only in recent years or
in much larger central cities, that other functions, particularly office

space, have overshadowed retail development.

A-2



The traditional commercial office space users are the next most
significant §Toup, accounting for almost 18 percent of total downtown
nonresidential space. A} other functions plan an important role in
the downtown area, including the smallest category, transportation,
communication and utilities, which accounts for 13,795 square feet
of space. The principal functions are more specifically discussed in

the following paragraphs.

Retail Space

Downtown Charlottesville maintains a preeminent role as the major
retail trade complex in a seven county area. A total of 720,219 square
feet of occupied retail Space serves the residents of Charlottesville
and Albemarle County as well as a percentage of the residents of
Fluvanna, Greene, Louisa, Madison, Nelson and Orange counties. The
distribution of this Space among various categories of retail stores

is shown in Table A-2 on the following page.

Shoppers Goods. Shoppers goods space is the largest component

of total retail activity in the Downtown Charlottesville area, Shoppers
goods items are those for which the consumer shops frequently, often
requiring a sizeable expenditure, and for which the consumer is more
likely to make a long trip to find a particular iten. Consequently,
shoppers goods stores tend to cluster into major centers to cater to

the customers! desires for comparison shopping. It is shoppers goods
stores that are the mainstay and prime indicator of the strength of

the regional-serving shopping districts.

The dominance of shoppers goods is evident in the table -- almost
70 percent of the occupied retail Space in the downtown study area is
in this category. The principal shoppers goods stores are the two
department stores; Miller and Rhoads and Leggett's, and several high-

volume apparel and furniture stores.



Table A-2. RETAIL SPACE IN DOWNTOWN

CHARLOTTESVILLE, 1973

Shoppers Goods:

Department Stores
Variety Stores
Other General Merchandise
Apparel
Men's
Women's
Other 1/
Furniture and Home Furnishings
Househeold Appliance
Music Stores

Subtotal
Other Shoppers Geods:
Jewelry Stores
Book, Staticnary
Sporting Goods
Florists
Hardware
Tire, Battery § Accessories
Subtotal
Shoppers Goods Total
Convenience Goods:

Food

Drug

Eating & Drinking
Ligquor Stores

‘ConvenienCe Goods Total

Other Retail:

Automotive Dealer

Auto Repair, Rental Service
Gasoline Stations

Hardware & Building Materials
Miscellancous Retail

Other Retail Total

Total Occupied Retail
Vacant Retail Space

Total Retail Space

A-4

Total Study Area

Square Feet

79,034
66,898
750

41,636
72,447
35,270
56,734
29,760

5,325
(387,854)

13,870
5,690
6,000
8,320

34,732

50,673
(119,285)

507,139

24,874
16,861
24,736
4,800

71,271

50,673
48,007
4,440
1,669
37,020

141,809

720,219
19,192

739,411

10,
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Convenience Goods. Convenience goods are those items that the

shopper buys frequently. Brands and prices vary little among stores
and the consumer prefers to sacrifice any advantage of comparison
shopping for the convenience of having the store nearby. Establish-
ments in this category include food steres, drug stores, restaurants,
and liquor stores. These uses account for less than ten percent of
the retail space use in the Charlottesville CBD. Their role is purely
a support function for the downtown workers, visitors, and close-in
residents. With the possible exception of restaurants, they do

not in themselves generate traffic in the CBD.

Other Retail. Other retail uses include automotive repairs and

services, office supplies and business machine dealers, and other
establishments that do not exhibit the characteristics of either
shoppers or convenience goods. In the downtown area of Charlottesville
these uses account for a relatively large share, 15.2 percent, of the
retail space. This is due principally to the large amount of space

occupied by the automotive components.

The automotive component of retail sales is broken intc three
categories: car sales, repair, and service stations. These uses
account fer almost 14 percent of all retail space in the downtown
area, an amount greater than convenience goods space. The principal

activity in this category is new and used car sales.

Vacant Retail Space. The space use survey identified 19,192

square feet of vacant space in structures suitable for retail develep-
ment. To be considered vacant retail, the space must be located on
the ground floor with direct street access. This is less than three
percent of all retail space in the CBD area -- a healthy low vacancy

ate considering the age of many of the downtown structures. The

s]

survey did include a number of structures which were vacant at the

time due to clearance activities fer the new Main Street parking

.
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structure. It dces not appear that the vacancies are created by major

weaknesses in the market.

Office Space

There are currently almost 303,000 square feet of occupied office
space in downtown Charlottesville. Most of this space houses traditional
office functions such as lawyers, insurance, real estate and other
professional uses. Although many of these establishments are located
in first-floor, retail-type structures or residential units, they are
considered as a part of the total office market. Table A-3 shows the

profile of office tennants in the downtown area.

Table A-3. PRIVATE OFFICE USE IN DOWN-
TOWN CHARLOTTESVILLE, 1973

Total Study Area

Square Feet Percent
FIRE:
Finance 137,886 40.1%
Insurance 20,021 5.8
Real Estate 19,632 5.7
Subtotal (177,539) (41.6%)
Legal Services 43,312 12.6%
Business Services 17,821 5.2
Medical and Health Services 14,6063 4.3
Other Professional Services 26,855 7.8
Subtotal 1102,651) {29.9%)
Asscciations 8,637 2.5%
Transportation, Communication
and Utilities 13,995 4.1
Subtotal (22,632) (6.6%)
Total Occupied Space 302,822 88.1%
Vacant Office Space 40,726 11.9
Total Office Space 343,548 100.0%

Source: Space Use Survey by Hammer, Siler,
George Associates.
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The importance of the local and regional serving lawyers, banks,
insurance and real estate brokers and developers is clear. These uses
constitute the majority of the current office demand and their growth is re-
lated directly to the level of business activity in Charlottesville and
Albermarle County. The most significant single category is the financial,
which accounts for over 40 percent of all office space. There are
137,886 square feet occupied by banks, savings and loan, stock brokers,
and financial institutions in downtown Charlottesville. The next largest
category in general occupancy space is legal services, occupying
43,312 square fect. The heavy concentration of these activities under-
scores both downtown Charlottesville's role as the business center for

the entire county and its relationship to the University,

Vacant Office Space. The relatively high percentage of vacant
office space indicated in Table A-3 -- 40,721 square feet or 11.9 per-
from

cent of all office space located downtown, primarily results
classifying loft space above stores as vacant office space since in
most cases the space had been used for offices at one time in the past.
Clearly, such space is unsuitable for the efficient functioning of
business and is not competitive on today's market. Due to the age and
condition of many of the older buildings and the inclusion of the iloft
space, the vacancy rate is not considered to be an indication of a

weak downtown office market.

Retail Services Space

Retail services include hotels, motels, recreation and amusement
facilities, laundries, photographic studios, repair services, and beauty
and barber shops. They do not occupy a great amount of space in the
downtown area but they are extremely important in creating the level and
variety of activity which gives the downtown a distinct advantage over
outlying locations. A strong service complex can be an inducement to

major employers tec locate in the downtown area. The distribution of



of service space by category is shown in Table A-4, below.

Table A~4. RETAIL SERVICES SPACE IN
DOWNTOWN CHARLOTTESVILLE

Total Study Area

Square Feet Percent

Hotels, Motels 1/ 7,911 10.0%
Personal Services 68,351 86.7
Repair Services 2,625 3.3
Total 78,887 100.0%

1/ Does not include space above the first floor.

Source: Space Use Survey by Hammer, Siler, George
Associates.

Public and Semi-Public Space

Government and institutional uses constitute 15 percent of the
space in the CBD area. These uses play an important role in the econ-
omic structure of downtown Charlottesville. Primarily, and perhaps
most important, is the demand for other activities generated by these
institutions. The employees in these offices shop downtown and use
the other consumer services which are available. Secondly, the City
Hall and County Office Buildings serve as strong landmarks which aid

in the definition of Charlottesville's central business district.

The semi-public uses 3in downtown include the headquarters of civic
associations, political groups, religious institutuions, charitable
organizations, labor unions and business associations. A downtown
location is cssential to those organizations requiring freguent inter-

personal contact between board membhers, officers and voluntecrs who

work downtown.

Table A-5 below summarizes the distribution of space among the

public and semi-public categories.
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Table A-5. PUBLIC AND SEMI-PUBLIC SPACE
IN DOWNTOWN CHARLOTTESVILLE

Total Study Area
Square Feet  Percent

Federal Government 135,830 53.6%
State Government 38,444 15.2
Local Government 37,826 14.9
Subtotal (212,100) (88.7%)
Nonprofit Organization 34,028 13.4%
Educational, Libraries and
Museums _ 7,452 2.9
Subtotal {41,480) (16,3%)
Total 253,580 100.0%

Source: Space Use Survey by Hammer, Siler,
George Associates.

Industrial Space

Wholesaling, warehousing, manufacturing, transportation, communi-
cations and utilities are the remaining components of the nonresidential
space use in downtown Charlottesville. Many of the firms in these
categories are located in the fringes of downtown or along the rail-
road tracks and as such do not functionally relate to other downtown
activities. Others are very strongly related to downtown functions
and in fact require a downtown location because of the necessary
interaction with the principal functions. The mest significant of
these firms which do play a major role in the downtown economy are
the newspaper offices of the Daily Progress, the Michie Company, (moving
to Barracks Road) the WINA and WELK radio studios, company offices, and

the wholesaling activities which service the downtown stores and offices.

Industrial type space use is summarized below in Table A-6.

A-9



Table A-6. INDUSTRIAL TYPE SPACE IN
DOWNTOWN CHARLOTTESVILLE

Total Study Area

Square Feet Percent
Wholesaling 41,860 24 5%
Manufacturing 114,908 67.3%
Subtotal (156,768) (91.8%)
TCU
Transportation 6,832 4.0%
Communication 7,163 4.2
Utilities - -
Subtotal (13,995) (8.2%)
Total 170,763 100.0%

Source: Space Use Survey by Hammer, Siler,
George Associates.

Vacant Space

There are 119,612 square feet of vacant space in the downtown area
in addition to the vacant office and retail space previously discussed.
The largest component of this additional vacant space is '"vacant in-
accessible' which consists basically of loft space which is inaccessible
/ithout alteration of the present first florr use. The majority of

this space is located over retail stores.
Table A-7 below indicates vacant space in downtown Charlottesville

by type.

Table A-7. VACANT SPACE IN DOWNTOWN
CHARLOTTESYILLE

Total Study Area

Square Feet Percent

Vacant - Retail 19,192 10.7%
Vacant - Office 40,726 22.7
Vacant - Other Uses 30,111 16,7
Vacant - Inaccessible SQ,QQL _498.9
Total 179,530 100.0%

Source: Space Use Survey by Hammer, Siler,
~ N a
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CHARLOTTESVILLE CBD SPACE INVENTORY

1. Fill in: Block # Parcel # Office Bldg? Yes No
Address:

2. First Flcor Uses:
Name of Occupant/Type of Use Code Floor Area

3. Other Fleocor(s):

Basement (Ac, Inac)*

2nd (Ac, Inac)*

* Indicate whether basement/floor is accessible {Ac) or inaccessible (Inac)
from the sidewalk via a separate entrance.
If the building is not accurately ‘shown on the Sanborn Map, draw the
correct building outline on the map. Use space below or on back for
sketches, figures, etc.
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Appendix B. CHARLOTTESVILLE SHOPPERS SURVEY

A primary input into our study of downtown Charlottesville is a
city-wide survey of shoppers which was conducted during the last weeck
end of April, 1973. The survey was used to define the primary and
secondary trading areas for Charlottesville, to highlight particular
strengths and weaknesses of the downtown arca, and to determine the
competitive position of downtown vis-a-vis the existing and proposed

major suburban shopping centers.

Interviewers were stationed at three Central Business District
locations, at three locations in the Barrack's Roads Shopping Center,
and at Sears, "the Corner', and K Mart. Shoppers were interviewed at
these locations during the prime daylight shopping hours. Interviews
were conducted on both a Friday and a Saturday. A total of 811 inter-

views werc conducted, 179 of which were in the downtown area.
Trade Area

The primary trade area which is served by downtown Charlottesville
reatil complex and from which continuous support can be expected has
been defined as the City of Charlottesville and Albemarle County. This
definition, primarily based upon the survey, also included consideration

of the following:

1) The accessibility factor with respect to reaching the
downtown location aund competitive suburban shopping centers
within the general region;

2) Proximity of population concentrations to the downtown
Charlottesville area;

3) Newspaper circulation patterns; and

4) The existing and emerging competitive conditions in the
local market as well as in the regional market.

The shoppers survey indicates that 85 percent of alil shoppers reside

within Albemarle County. An additional 10.4 percent of the shoppers



originate from six counties surrounding Charlottesville -- Fluvanna,
Greene, Louisa, Madison, Nelson and Orange. This area has been desig-
nated as the secondary trade area. The remaining 4.5 Ppercent reside

either in other counties in Virginia or in other states.

Table B-1 below summarizes the place of residence of the shoppers
surveyed throughout the City of Charlottesville as a percentage of the

total number of shoppers in each location.

Table B-1. SHOPPERS IN THE CITY OF CHARLOTTESYILLE
PLACE OF RESIDENCE, 1973

Central Total
Business District All Locations

City of Charlottesville 75.1% 73.6%
-~Albenrarle 13.9 11.5

Subtotal (89.0%) (85.1%)
Fluvanna 2.0% 3.1%
Greene 0.9 1.4
Louisa 3.2 3.0
Madison 0.4 0.8
Nelson 0.8 1.1
Orange 0.8 1.0
All other 2.9 4.5

Subtotal (11.0%) (14.9%)
Total 100.0% 100.0%

Source: Hammer, Siler, George Associates
Shoppers Survey, April, 1973

In the CBD area, the largest component of shoppers, 89 percent,
reside within Albemarle County. Only 10.6 percent are from the
secondary trade area. This means that less than 15 percent of the
non-Charlottesville and Albemarle County residents who come to Char-

lottesville to shop are shopping downtown. The suburban stores are



attracting cver 85 percent of the inflow into Charlottesville. The
greatest percentage of these people are attracted to the Barracks

Road Shopping Center and K Mart.

Student Shoppers. One objective of the survey was to help de-

termine the student input on the Charlottesville retail market. As
shown in Table B-2 below, 204 percent of all the shoppers surveyed were
University of Virginia students. The greatest number of students were
shopping at '"the corner", where they represented almost 50 percent of
all the shoppers. 1In the CBD, the students represented 6.5 percent of
all the shoppers -- as contrasted with Barracks Road, where they re-

presented over 26 percent of the shoppers.

Table B-2, UNIVERSITY STUDENTS AS A PERCENT OF ALL
SHOPPERS, BY LOCATION, CHARLOTTESVILLE,

1973
Number Egrceng
Of Students Of Shoppers

CBD 11 6.5%
Barracks Road 55 26.1
"The Corner" 55 49.5
Sears 22 16.4
K Mart 13 9.2

Total 156 20.4%

Source: Hammer, Siler, George Associates
Shoppers Survey, April, 1973

Transportation. In all survey locations, over 86 percent of the

shoppers utilized their automobiles as the mode of transportation to the
shopping locations and 4.3 percent used public transportation. However,
in the CBD, only 75.4 percent used autos while 8.2 percent -- almost
double the average -- used the bus. This is an extreme contrast with
Barracks Road Shopping Center, where only 3.6 percent of the shoppers

came by bus.
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The mode of transportation used for access to each survey location

is indicated in Table B-3 below.

Table B-3. MODE OF TRANSPORTATION, BY SHOPPING
AREA, CHARLOTTESVILLE, 1973
Central Total
Business Barracks All
District Road S.C. Sears "The Corner" K Mart Locations
Auto 75.4% 85.5% 83.1% 53.9% 93.4% 80.1%
Taxi 2 ) 0.9 1.5 - 1.2 1.2
Bus 8.2 3.6 2.2 1.8 4.2 4.3
Walk 13.1 7.3 12.5 36.3 1.2 12,2
Other 1.1 2.7 ! 8.0 sl 2.2
Total 100.0% 00.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%
Source: Hammer, Siler, George Associates
© Shoppers Survey, April, 1973
Race. Of all the shoppers surveyed, 76.6 percent were white and
23.4 percent were black. The racial mixture is fairly uniform with the
exception of Barracks Road, where more than 88 percent of the shoppers
were white. In the Charlottesville CBD, 71.6 percent were white and
28.4 were black.
The percentage distribution of shoppers, by race, is indicated in
Table B-4.
Table B-4. PERCENTAGE DISTRIBUTION OF SHOPPERS
BY RACE, CHARLOTTESVILLE, 1973
Central Total
Business Barracks All
District Road, S.C. Sears "The Cornecr" K Mart Location
White 71.6% 84.3% 75.0% 88.5% 64,8% 76.6%
Black 28.4 15.7 25.0 11.5 ~35.2 23.4
Total 100.0% 100. 0% 100.0% 100.0% 160.0% 106.0%

Source:

Hammer, Siler, George Associates
Shoppers Survey, April, 1973.
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CHARLOTTESVILLE SHOPPERS INTERVIEW W B
Hello, I'm » we are making a survey of shoppers

in Charlottesville; would you please answer a few simple questions, it will
take less than a minute. Thank you.

Have you been interviewed already today? (If yes, thank the person
and go on to another.)

1. What is your zip code? (Nearest corner & )

~3

Is that in Charlottesville? Yes No

If not, where?

2. Are you a student at the University of Virginia? Yes No o

3. What 1s your primary reason for being here today?

hop _ Personal Business Other
Work Business (but not employed here)

4. How did yocu get (downtown/here) today?

Auto Taxi Bus Walk Other
5. Where do you usually shop for:
Your
Your Children's Radio, T.V. &
Clothing Clothing Furniture  Appliances

Downtown Charlottesville

Barracks Road Shop Ctr.

K Mart

Sears e

The "Coxner!

Other Charlottesville
Stores

Other Large Cities




