
Agenda 

 

PLANNING COMMISSION REGULAR DOCKET 

TUESDAY, July 10, 2012 – 5:30 P.M. 

CITY COUNCIL CHAMBERS 

 

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

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

 

II.      REGULAR MEETING -- 5:30 P.M.   

 

A.        COMMISSIONERS' REPORTS 

B.   UNIVERSITY REPORT  

C.  CHAIR'S REPORT 

 D. DEPARTMENT OF NDS  

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

  AGENDA  

    F.    CONSENT AGENDA  

(Items removed from the consent agenda will be considered at the end of the regular 

agenda) 

1. Minutes  -  June 7, 2012 – Joint PC/CC Work Session 

2. Minutes  -  June 12, 2012 – Regular meeting 

3. Minutes -   June 12, 2012  – Pre meeting 

4. Minutes – June 26, 2012 - Work Session 

    

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

G.          JOINT PUBLIC HEARINGS  
 

Order of Hearings on July 10, 2012 

1. SP-12-05-08 – (218 West Water Street) 

2. Albemarle Place EAAP, LLC -Appeal of Erosion & Sediment Control Plan violation 

3. ZM-12-03-04 - (Lochlyn Hill) 
 

 

1. ZM-12-03-04 - (Lochlyn Hill):  A petition to rezone the property located off of Rio Road and Penn 

Park Lane from R-2 Residential District to Planned Unit Development (PUD) with proffers for 

affordable housing and multimodal construction and connections and traffic signal funding. The 

property is further identified on City Real Property Tax Map #48A as parcels 39 & 40 having no 

current road frontage, but proposing a road extension from Penn Park Lane for access and containing 

approximately 1,115,136 square feet of land or 25.6 acres. The PUD zoning allows an applicant to 

present a proposal independent of established zoning categories for consideration by the governing 

body.  This proposal includes a residential development with a mix of housing types and dedicated 

open space with the full site containing a density of no greater than 5.9 DUA.  The general uses 

called for in the Land Use Plan of the Comprehensive Plan are for Two-Family Residential. Report 

prepared by Michael Smith, Neighborhood Planner.   
 

2. ZM-12-05-07 (1536 Rugby Road) -  A petition to rezone the property located at 1536 Rugby Road 

from R-1 Residential District to Planned Unit Development (PUD) with proffers.  This property is 

further identified on City Real Property Tax Map #41 as parcel 71 having approximately 1,250 feet 

of frontage on Rugby Road and containing approximately 220,500 square feet of land (3.66 acres). 

The PUD zoning allows an applicant to present a proposal independent of established zoning 

categories for consideration by the governing body.  This proposal includes a Bed and Breakfast Inn 

and single-family residential units with dedicated open space, landscaping, and tree canopy.  The 



general uses called for in the Land Use Plan of the Comprehensive Plan are for Multi-Family 

Residential. Report prepared by Willy Thompson, Neighborhood Planner.   Defered by 

Applicant 
 

3. SP-12-05-08 – (218 West Water Street) - Waterhouse LLC has requested  a special use permit for 

additional building height (from 70 feet to 82.6 feet) at 218 W. Water Street.  The property is further 

identified on City Real Property Tax Map 28 Parcel 84 having road frontage on Water Street and 

South Street.  The site is zoned Water Street Corridor with Architectural Design Control District 

Overlay and is approximately 0.78 acres or 33,933 square feet. The Land Use Plan generally calls for 

Mixed Use. Report prepared by Brian Haluska, Neighborhood Planner.   

 

4. Albemarle Place EAAP, LLC -Appeal of Erosion & Sediment Control Plan violation– 

Albemarle Place EAAP, LLC has appealed a determination of the Director of Neighborhood 

Development Services that the firm has failed to comply with its approved Erosion & Sediment 

Control Plan for the project known as Stonefield a/k/a Albemarle Place. Report prepared by Jim 

Tolbert, Director. 

 

IV.   REGULAR MEETING ITEMS (Cont.) – 9:00 P.M. 

 

 

J.  FUTURE MEETING SCHEDULE 

 

Date and Time Type Items 

Tuesday, July 24, 2012 – 5:00 PM Work Session Livability Grant 

Tuesday, August 14, 2012 – 4:30 PM Pre- Meeting  

Tuesday, August 14, 2012 – 5:30 PM Regular 

Meeting 

LID Guideline Review  

Rezoning - Stonehenge PUD 

Site Plan - Burnett Commons II 

   

 

Anticipated Items on Future Agendas   

 Entrance Corridor – Belmont Cottages PUD,  

 Preliminary Site Plan and Critical Slopes – Willoughby Place 

     

PLEASE NOTE:  THIS AGENDA IS SUBJECT TO CHANGE PRIOR TO THE MEETING.   

 

PLEASE NOTE:  We are including suggested time frames on Agenda items.  These times are 

subject to change at any time during the meeting. 

 



City Council Action on Items with  
Planning Commission Recommendation 

June  2012 
 
 
June 4, 2012 
 
Consent Agenda 

c. RESOLUTION: 1719 Hydraulic Road SUP for utility facility (1st of 1 reading) 
 
This item was approved 
 

 

 
Regular Agenda 
 

Eton Road PUD (1st of 2 readings) 

 
This item was recommended for denial and moved to second reading 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
June 18, 2012 
 
 
Consent Agenda 
 p. RESOLUTION:  Eton Road PUD (2nd of 2 readings) 
 
This item was denied at second reading. 



 
 

LIST OF SITE PLANS APPROVED ADMINISTRATIVELY 
6/1/2012 TO 6/30/2012 

 
         
        1.   Final   850 Estes Street  
 
        2. Final   Wertland Apartments (1308-1310 Wertland Street) 
 
        3.  Final   Emmett/University Road Improvements (TMP 8-  5-7) 
 
 

LIST OF SUBDIVISIONS APPROVED ADMINISTRATIVELY 
     6/1/2012 TO 6/30/2012 
 

1.         TMP 10 – 10 & 11      Property Combination 
1308 &1310 Wertland St    Key Land Surveyors 
File No. 1501     Final 

Final Signed:  6/7/12  
Signed by: Ebony Walden & Genevieve Keller  
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City Council/Planning Commission Joint Work Session 
June 7, 2012 

Notes 
 
Councilors Present: 
Mr. Huja 
Dede Smith 
Kathy Galvin 
David Norris  
Kristin Szakos 
 
Commissioners Present: 
Ms. Genevieve Keller  
Mr. Kurt Keesecker 
Ms. Lisa Green 
Mr. John Santoski 
Ms. Natasha Sienitsky 
 
Staff Present: 
Maurice Jones 
Missy Creasy 
Richard Harris 
Brian Haluska 
Mary Joy Scala 
 
Mr. Huja and Ms. Keller called the meeting to order and turned the time to staff.  Mr. Haluska 
explained the mapping exercise and those in attendance spent 40 minutes working on the map.  
The three groups then presented their work and outlined the following themes: 
 
Group 2 (Kurt, Mr. Huja, Lisa and Dede) 

• Organized around bike and travel links to employment 
• UVA and Hospital are employment centers 
• Some neighborhoods have centers but others do not 
• Opportunity to link green spaces in the Fry Spring area 

Group 3 (Kathy, Gennie, John) 
• Pointed out destinations 
• Areas of potential – Monticello road, City yard, East Market Street, Harris Road 
• Link the parks and green space at schools 
• They used multiple colors at some locations to depict multiple uses 

Group 1 (Kristin, Natasha, David) 
• They pointed out lots of “green” including what is present and potential for more. 
• Bike/ped could be placed along the RR and river areas to link to current systems 
• Envision Rivanna River area with entertainment, housing and boat access 
• Possible employment expansion at Arlington/Millmont 
• River Road – potential for higher density residential and higher utilization of property 
• Pointed out areas for discussion – Cherry Ave, East Market 

 
Mr. Haluska then noted the discussion questions and the group discussed. 
 
Items noted include: 
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• Using  “heat map” spots on the Land Use map might work 
• Do not include parcels on the Land Use Map 
• Include bike and transit somehow on the map 
• Show links for greenspace 
• The current zoning map has more mixed use areas than the land use map 
• Circles of activity make more sense than long lines 
• There was interest in placing the green spaces and transportation routes on a base map 

and looking at connectivity opportunities. 
• There was a brief discussion about zoning allowances for convenience commercial in 

neighborhoods, where that could be located and the mix of community opinions on the 
topic.  It was noted that most neighborhood had asked for this in the past.  The vision of 
this type of commercial use would be very limited in size and impact 

• Ms. Galvin noted that a model like the Crozet Masterplan could be looked at for our land 
use plan. 

• It was noted that the plan should be visionary and there was discussion on ways to get 
input to allow the community to weight in.   

• The Riverfront and city/county edges should be used as opportunities. 
 
There was interest in the Land Use Map including aspirational vision as well as reflecting our 
current zoning map.  Radical changes could create concern in the community. 
 
Public Comment 
 
Colette Hall noted there should be discussion about how people gather in an area.  Do they move 
there first and business comes later or the other way around.  People chose to live in an area 
because of its character.  Don’t change that without consulting the public. 
 
Mark Kavit stated that his experience with business noted that low overhead and volume of sales 
are important.  These are difficult to reach in a small scale neighborhood operation.  Will 
residents pay more for the convenience? 
 
Victoria Dunham noted that when she thinks of neighborhood commercial, she does not think of 
the scale of “Beer Run” but a much smaller size.  There should be lots of buffering between 
residential and commercial/industrial.  Think about lighting, truck traffic and other impacts.  She 
did not want to have additional density in her neighborhood. 
 
Bill Emory read a statement which outlined that some Land Use issues need to have 
determinations.  They have been in discussion for a long time and there needs to be a resolution. 
 
There was acknowledgement of this concern. 
 
Meeting adjourned @ 7:07 pm.  
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MINUTES 
CITY OF CHARLOTTESVILLE 

PLANNING COMMISSION 
TUESDAY, June 12, 2012 -- 5:30 P.M. 

CITY COUNCIL CHAMBERS 
 

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

II. REGULAR MEETING 
Ms. Keller convened the meeting.  

 
A. COMMISSIONERS' REPORT 

• Ms. Sienitsky –Had no report 
• Ms. Green –Attended the MPO meeting where there was discussion on options 

for the 6 year traffic improvement plan and traffic modeling. 
• Mr. Rosensweig- Attended the HAC meeting on May 16, 2012 where the 

committee appointed Joy Johnson as the new Chairperson. He also attended the 
Parks and Recreation Advisory Board meeting and provided details on the 
Master plan for McIntire Park. Mr. Daly, Parks Director, will present this item 
to the Commission later this evening. 
  

B. UNIVERSITY REPORT 
Mr. Neuman – UVA has been very active Post- Commencement with utility 
tunnel work on Grounds. VDOT completed some repairs on the McCormick Road 
Bridge.  Additional projects include Newcomb Hall roof repairs, fire protection 
upgrades, Lawn student room fireplace repairs and replacement of the ADA ramp 
at Cabell Hall.  These projects should be complete by the end of summer.  
 

C. CHAIR’S REPORT  
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Ms. Keller attended the TJPDC regular meeting and noted that 40th anniversary 
activities for the agency are being planned. As part of that, the PDC board 
meetings will be held in different jurisdictions to allow each to show everyone 
what projects are occurring. She also attended the Parks and Recreation board 
meeting to become better informed.  

 
D.          DEPARTMENT OF NDS/STAFF REPORTS/WORK PLAN  

Ms. Creasy informed the Commission of upcoming focus groups that will be 
taking place in the NDS Conference Room. The first will be Woolen Mills 
business owners on June 13th from 6-8pm and the next one will be the Venable 
neighborhood celebration. Staff attended Movies in the Park this past week which 
had a great turnout. The next work session will be June 26th and it will start at 
4pm to allow staff from the TJPDC to facilitate the discussion on the 
Comprehensive Plan. The CIP process will be discussed also.  

 
E. MATTERS TO BE PRESENTED BY THE PUBLIC NOT ON THE 
FORMAL AGENDA. 
 
David Repass, 227 E Jefferson St - Feels like a sleeping giant has been awaken with 
Lochlyn Hill. He feels a task force should be formed by the City of Charlottesville and 
the County of Albemarle to identify a connector alignment.  
 
John Pfaltz - feels that the Rugby Road development is very dense. He welcomes a Bed 
and Breakfast but feels this development is out of character with the neighborhood. He 
also feels that we need to look hard at this change and make sure this is what is needed. 
He noted a connector is needed between the City of Charlottesville and the County of 
Albemarle. 
 
Pat Napoleon, 700 Lyons Ave noted that an Eastern connector is needed. She expressed 
concern about reaching Martha Jefferson Hospital with the traffic. She feels this 
development will create more traffic.  

 
F. CONSENT AGENDA 

(Items removed from the consent agenda will be considered at the end of the regular agenda) 
1. Minutes  -  May 8, 2012 – Regular meeting 
2. Minutes -   May 8,  2012  – Pre meeting 
 

 
Mr. Rosensweig made a motion to approve the Consent Agenda 
Ms. Sienitsky seconded the motion 
All in favor 
Consent Agenda passes 
 

I. Preliminary Discussion-moved up on the Agenda 
1. 1536 Rugby Road PUD 

 
Willy Thompson presented the staff report. 
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Discussion 
 
Mr. Rosensweig wanted to know why the applicant wanted a PUD when there could be another 
way to get the use on site. 
 
Mr. Thompson stated that they wanted a very specific use.  
 
Ms. Creasy also stated that the special events that they would like to have would not be allowed 
in the manner they propose in an existing zoning classification.  
 
Ms. Sienitsky wanted to know how the special events would be addressed.  
 
Mr. Thompson stated that they would only be allowed 12 events in a year. 
 
Ms. Green wanted to know if they would need a Special Use Permit to have these events. She 
also wanted to know about the shuttle service they are proposing to have and where will the cars 
be stored. She also asked if there was something to keep the applicant in the future from selling 
to multiple owners 
 
Mr. Thompson stated that the code does not allow the applicant to sell to multiple buyers.  
 
Summary 
 
The Commissioner’s would like the applicant to address traffic and noise concerns and outline 
why another zoning classification would not meet their request. 
 
III. JOINT PUBLIC HEARINGS  

G.          JOINT PUBLIC HEARINGS  
 

1. ZM-12-03-04 - (Lochlyn Hill PUD):  A petition to rezone the property located off of 
Rio Road and Penn Park Lane from R-2 Residential District to Planned Unit 
Development (PUD) with proffers for affordable housing and multimodal 
construction and connections. The property is further identified on City Real Property 
Tax Map #48A as parcels 39 & 40 having no current road frontage, but proposing a 
road extension from Penn Park Lane for access and containing approximately 
1,115,136 square feet of land or 25.6 acres. The PUD zoning allows an applicant to 
present a proposal independent of established zoning categories for consideration by 
the governing body.  This proposal includes a residential development with a mix of 
housing types and dedicated open space with the full site containing a density of no 
greater than 5.9 DUA.  The general uses called for in the Land Use Plan of the 
Comprehensive Plan are for Two-Family Residential. Report prepared by Michael 
Smith, Neighborhood Planner.   
 

Mr. Smith presented the staff report 
 
The applicant LJ Lopez presented a PowerPoint presentation. 
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Questions from the Commissioners 
 

• Ms. Green wanted to know if there is a way to guarantee that the home owner will rent 
out the basement unit for affordable housing? 

 
Mr. Smith stated that there is no way to enforce or hold the applicant or home owner 
accountable to rent the basement out. 

 
Questions from City Council 

• Ms. Szakos wanted to know if there was any flexibility in the layout to not include the 
two multi-family buildings. She also wanted to know if the developer has envisioned the 
school buses that will be in and out the development. 

• Ms. Smith wanted to know if there had been any issues with cleaning up the old 
treatment plant.  

 
The applicant stated that the water treatment plant has been cleaned and cleared for development. 
He also stated that they are looking into the amount of traffic that will use the development. 

 
Questions from the Commissioners 
 

• Mr. Rosensweig wanted to know the intent of the developer to include a pedestrian 
crossing over Meadow Creek and could that be a part of the site plan. 

 
Ms. Creasy said that it could be a part of the site plan. 
 

• Ms. Green asked if any details have been worked out as to which locality will handle 
clearing the road during bad weather. She also wanted to know if the Police or Fire 
department had any issues with the width of the road. 

 
The applicant stated that things are being worked out and it is actually being looked at in the City 
Manager’s office. If nothing is worked out it will be left up to the HOA. 
 
Mr. Smith stated that plans were submitted to both the police and fire department and they have 
no issues with the width of the road. 
 
Mr. Frank Stoner, the applicant presented a PowerPoint presentation on affordable housing for 
Lochlyn Hill. He introduced a new housing trust program. 
 
Discussion 
 
The Commission felt that nothing has really changed from the first presentation except the 
addition of the trust proposal.  
 
Ms. Keller opened the public hearing. 
 
Morris Reynolds, 503 Woodmont Drive read a letter from residents of Rio Heights. They are 
pleased with the development but concerned about the impact it may have on Rio Heights 
pertaining to traffic, construction, and buffering. 
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Byronn Harris, 1160 Pen Park Lane, noted concern that both entrances are in the county. The 
developer doesn’t maintain rental property that he owns in the area and the road is currently  
private with no maintenance occurring. 
 
Garnett Mellon, 1107 Calhoun Street, has been looking for this development for years. She likes 
the open space and the greenery and would like to see the pedestrian bridge built now and 
consideration for conservation easements on site. 
 
Mark Kavit, 400 Altamont Street, would like the Eastern Connector restudied.  
 
Marsha Pence, 1113 Vegas Court, would like the access road through Vegas Court reconsidered. 
 
Ms. Keller closed the public hearing. 
 
Discussion 
 
Would like the construction timing of the pedestrian bridge mandated. If not a bridge then some 
other alternative route.  
 
Ms. Green would like the only way in and out on Penn Park Lane looked at and a connector into 
the City of Charlottesville.  
 
Ms. Keller feels that there is a variety of housing and a void in the market the applicant 
described. She has some concerns with connectivity but is otherwise supportive.  
 
Mr. Rosensweig also has concerns with connectivity. He feels this development is in the City of 
Charlottesville’s best school district and doesn’t address affordable housing. He loves the 
concept but feels it needs some tweaking. 
 
Ms. Sienitsky needs more clarification on affordable housing, but likes the creative scheme. 
 
Ms. Keller called for a motion. 
 
Ms. Green said, I recommend denial of the application the property from R1-S and R-2 to PUD.  
 
Mr. Smith stated that the property is only zoned R-2 now. 
 
Mr. Harris stated that if the Commissioners are going to recommend denial then reasons of the 
denial should be stated in the motion. 
 
Ms. Green said, I move to recommend denial of the application to rezone the subject properties 
from R-2 to PUD based on that it does not fully address aspects of the following 3 objects 
contained in the PUD ordinance; to promote a variety of housing types developments containing 
only a single housing type. To promote inclusions of houses of various sizes to ensure that a 
development would be harmonious with the existing uses and character of adjacent properties 
and or consistent with the pattern of the development noted with respect to the adjacent 
properties. Public transportation that is consistent but not limited to pedestrian transportation.  
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Ms. Keller asked for a second, Mr. Rosensweig seconded and the Commission moved to 
discussion. 
 
Discussion 
 
The Commissioners gave the applicant some things they would like to see come back to them 
with more detail such as a pedestrian walkway, affordable housing, and study done by the Fire 
and Police department on the one way entrance.  
 
The applicant requested a deferral. 
 
The Commission accepted the applicant request for a deferral and there was no further 
discussion. 
 
ZM-12-04-05 – (Rose Hill/Cynthianna Rezoning) - A petition to rezone the property located at 
the corner of Cynthianna Avenue and Rose Hill Drive from R-1 Residential District to R-3 
Residential District. The property is further identified on City Real Property Tax Map #35 as 
parcel 6 having approximately 125 feet of road frontage on Rose Hill Drive and containing 
approximately 12,502 square feet of land or 0.287 acres. The general uses called for in the Land 
Use Plan of the Comprehensive Plan are for Single-Family Residential. Report prepared by 
Michael Smith, Neighborhood Planner.   
 
Mr. Smith presented the staff report. 
 
Questions from the Commission 
 

• Clarification of the 1st proffer was needed 
• What uses will be allowed on the site under the proposal? 

 
They will have a similar massing in scale and this use will be an R-3 use. 
 
The applicant, Mark Green, 109 Robertson Woods, stated that the way the site exists, an R-3 use 
would be more appropriate. 
 
Questions or Comments from the Commission 
 

• Any idea of conditions for pedestrian along the sidewalk adjacent to the site? 
• Was there a tree survey done and will any trees be saved? 

 
The applicant stated that there will be a large curb cut and the building will sit far back allowing 
for pedestrians to pass. He also stated that a full tree survey has not been done, but he will work 
with the City’s arborist and would be happy to replant trees that are removed. 
 
Ms. Keller opened the public hearing. With no one speaking, she closed the public hearing. 
 
Discussion  
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This would be a very reasonable rezoning in an area that is walkable to the Downtown mall and 
other areas in the City of Charlottesville.  
 
Mr. Rosensweig said, I move to recommend the approval of the application to rezone from R1-S 
to R-3 on the basis that the proposal would serve the interest of the general public welfare and 
good zoning practice. 
 
Ms. Green seconded the motion. 
 
Ms. Creasy called the question. 
 
 Sienitsky Yes 
 Green  Yes 
 Rosensweig Yes 
 Keller  Yes 
 
Motion Carries. 
 

3.  ZT-12-01-01 Zoning Waiver Provisions - An ordinance to amend and reordain 
Chapter 34 Zoning Ordinance of the Code of the City of Charlottesville, 1990, as 
amended, to revise provisions governing waivers, exceptions and modifications. Report 
prepared by Missy Creasy, Planning Manager. 

 
 

Ms. Creasy presented the staff report. 
 
Ms. Keller opened the public hearing with no one to speak she closed the public hearing. 
 
Discussion  
 
The Commissioners wanted to thank Ms. Creasy and all parties involved for a great job that 
they had done.  
 
Mr. Rosensweig would like the wording replaced on page 15 section 34-986(2) changed back 
to “or” as noted in the current text.  
 
Mr. Rosensweig said,  

 
 “I move to recommend approval of this zoning text amendment to amend and re-ordain  
Chapter 34 Zoning Ordinance of the Code of the City of Charlottesville, 1990, as 
amended, to revise provisions governing waivers, exceptions and modifications with the 
change in Section 34-986 (2) replacing “and” with “or” on the basis that the changes 
would serve the interests of public necessity and good zoning practice.” 

 
Mr. Sienitsky seconded the motion. 
 
No further discussion 
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Ms. Creasy called the question 
 
 Sienitsky Yes 
 Green  Yes 
 Rosensweig Yes 
 Keller  Yes 
 
Motion Passes 
 
III. REGULAR MEETING ITEMS  

 
H. McIntire Park East Side Master Plan Presentation 

 
Mr. Daly and Mr. Gensic presented a PowerPoint presentation on the final plan for the East Side 
of McIntire Park. 
 
Preliminary Discussion 
 
The Commission would like to see more multiuse areas. They would also like the wading pool to 
be saved. They feel that more research should be done on the historic areas of the park and 
would like to see that done. The golf course is one of the remaining few pastured golf areas in 
the US and they would like to see that saved. They like passive use and would like to thank the 
Parks and Recreation department for including the public in the design process.  
 
Mr. Sienitsky made a motion to adjourn until the second Tuesday in July. 
 
Meeting adjourned at 10:41 pm 
 
 
 

 
  
 



CITY OF CHARLOTTESVILLE 
PLANNING COMMISSION PRE MEETING 

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

 
 
 
Planning Commissioners present 
Ms. Genevieve Keller 
Mr. Dan Rosensweig 
Ms. Lisa Green 
Ms. Natasha Sienitsky 
 
Staff Present: 
Ms. Missy Creasy, Planning Manager 
Mr. Brian Haluska, Neighborhood  Planner 
Mr. Michael Smith, Neighborhood Planner 
Ms. Ebony Walden, Neighborhood Planner 
Mr. Richard Harris, Deputy City Attorney 
 
The Commission began to gather at 4:30 and was called to order at 5:05.  Ms. Keller reviewed 
the agenda.  The preliminary discussion for Rugby Road will occur prior to the public hearings if 
time permits.  Commissioners asked questions concerning the Lochlyn application on the topics 
of connectivity and responses to comments from the preliminary discussion.  There was also 
mention of the Eastern connectors due to citizen comments.  Commissioners asked for further 
explanation on the meaning of proffer #1 as well as why the access was located on Rosehill 
Drive. Mr. Rosensweig asked for commissioners thoughts on further refining critical slopes 
regulations. 
 
The discussion adjourned at 5:30pm. 
 



Planning Commission Work Session 
June 26, 2012 

Minutes 
Commissioners Present: 
Ms. Genevieve Keller (Chairperson) 
Mr. Kurt Keesecker 
Ms. Lisa Green 
Mr. Dan Rosensweig 
Mr. John Santoski 
Ms. Natasha Sienitsky 
Mr. Michael Osteen 
 
Staff Present: 
Jim Tolbert 
Missy Creasy 
Richard Harris 
Michael Smith 
Willy Thompson 
Ebony Walden 
 
Ms. Keller convened the meeting at 4:00 p.m. and turned the meeting over to Ms. Creasy 
 
Ms. Creasy gave an overview of the next three work sessions. She gave an outline of each 
item which will be discussed and noted that the County and City Planning Commission 
would be coming together following separate work sessions to talk about areas where 
joint goals may be possible.  She then turned the meeting to Summer Frederick from 
TJPDC to facilitate. 
 
Ms. Frederick provided an overview of the areas for discussion and outlined questions 
pertaining to each of the topic areas for this evening.  Three categories were discussed 
and areas for potential collaboration of goals noted below. 
 
Discussion 
 
 Historic preservation   

• There are a lot of historic districts in the City of Charlottesville and the County of 
Albemarle, but each locality has different approaches to their programs.  

• Would like to see acknowledgement of the two world heritage sites, UVA and 
Monticello, and look at potential corridor links to these sites. 

• Feel that there is not adequate protection of the heritage historic sites. 
• Historic information interpretation needed 
• Feel that all City of Charlottesville ideas about historic preservation can pertain to 

the County of Albemarle except for regulation. 
• Economics, viewsheds and access to sites are important 
• There should be additional acknowledgement of the heritage industry in our two 

communities. 
 
Entrance Corridor 



Ms. Frederick presented slides of three of the entrance corridors that the city and county 
share which included 250 East, 250 West and 5th St extended as visuals for this part of 
the conversation. 
 
Discussion 

• Consideration of a goal to link/coordinate design standards would be valuable. 
This should look at both structures and streetscape. 

• Standards should be consistent with the guidelines. 
• The approaches both communities take should be similar and appropriate. 
• Coordinate standards related to the intensity of use. 

 
Environment 
 
Discussion 
 Water 

• How will TMDL affect water issues?  We don’t currently know what those 
regulations will be. 

• Look at improving water quality 
• City of Charlottesville does not have water conservation as a stated goal and that 

can be clarified. 
 

Air Quality 
• City actions affect the county 
• Look into efficient buses and trolleys for better air quality 
• Is there a measure of air quality improvement with cars being taken off the road 
• Look for walksheds/centers that can cross the boundaries to encourage 

multimodal behavior. 
 
That portion of the meeting ended and Ryan Davidson, Budget Analyst, presented the 
CIP item. 
 
Capital Improvement Projects 
Mr. Davidson presented the new process and timeline for Capital Improvement Program 
submission. He explained which projects would automatically go to the top of the list and 
how they are prioritized. The commission discussed the proposal and provided the 
following comments on the process to be forwarded to City Council for their review: 

• The Economic Development Criteria should be added back in (it was confirmed 
that this had been done.) 

• The Planning Commission priorities should be added back in but scored at a 
different weight.  The current priorities will be used for this CIP and in June 2013, 
the Commission will use their work session to provide narrower priorities for the 
next CIP. 

The meeting ended at 6:15pm. 
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CITY OF CHARLOTTESVILLE 
DEPARTMENT OF NEIGHBORHOOD DEVELOPMENT SERVICES 

STAFF REPORT 
 

 
 

 
 
PLANNING COMMISSION AND CITY COUNCIL JOINT PUBLIC 

HEARING 
 

DATE OF HEARING:   July 10, 2012 
 

APPLICATION NUMBER: ZM-12-03-04 
 

 
Project Planner:   Michael Smith 
Date of Staff Report: July 2, 2012  
Applicant:   Milestone Partners, LLC 
Applicants Representative:  L.J. Lopez 
 
Application Information 
Property Street Address: Penn Park Lane    
Tax Map/Parcel #:   48A/ 39, 40 
Total Acreage Site: 25.6 Acres  
Comprehensive Plan (Land Use Plan) Designation: Two Family Residential 
Current Zoning Classification: R-2(Two-family) 
Tax Status: All taxes have been paid on this property. 
 
 
Applicant’s Request: 
The applicant is requesting to rezone the former Meadow Creek Wastewater Treatment Plant at 
Penn Park Lane from R-2 Residential to Planned Unit Development (PUD) with proffers. Proffers 
include the provision of affordable housing, as well as bike and pedestrian improvements. This 
property is further identified on City Real Property Tax Map #48A as parcels 39 and 40, containing 
approximately 1,115,136 square feet of land (25.6 acres). This proposal includes a residential 
development containing a density of up to 5.9 DUA.  The general use called for in the Land Use 
Plan of the Comprehensive Plan is for Two-Family Residential   
 
 
 
 
 
 

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

 
 
Rezoning Standard of Review    
 
The planning commission shall review and study rezonings to determine: 
 

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

 
 
Project Review:  
 

Overall Analysis: 
 

1. Proposed Use of the Property. 
The property will primarily be used for residential use, however, the applicant has 
proposed some non-residential uses be allowed. There are 148 residential units 
proposed, dispersed throughout the property in various types. The 148 units are 
divided as such: 62 single-family detached, 48 multi-family, 20 townhome, and 15 
cottages.  
 
In addition to the residential uses noted above, the applicant has proposed uses not 
currently shown on the concept plan. The following uses are proposed by special use 
permit: 
 

• Houses of worship 
• Farmers’ Market 
• Educational Facilities 
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The City Code allows “houses of worship” as a by-right use within the R-2 
residential district. “Educational facilities” are permitted by special use permit. 
“Farmers’ market” is not allowed within the R-2 district.  
 
The applicant has proposed the following use by provisional use permit: 

 
• Home Occupation 

 
Home occupation is currently allowed as a provisional use in the R-2 zoning district. 

 
  The applicant has proposed the following uses as by-right: 

• Stormwater management facilities 
• Utility facilities 
• Utility lines 

 
“Stormwater management facilities” are uses currently unaddressed in city code. 
“Utility facilities” are only in R-2 districts by special use permit, while “utility lines” 
are a by-right use in the R-2 district. 

 
2. Zoning History 

This property has been zoned R-2 Residential since annexed into the City. 
 

3. Character and Use of Adjacent Properties 
 
 
 
 
 
 

* Uses allowed in R-4 Residential( Albemarle County) are attached to the staff 
report. 
 

4. Reasonableness/Appropriateness of Current Zoning 
The current zoning is reasonable and appropriate as this area is currently surrounded 
by low to medium-density residential uses.  
 

5. Reasonableness/Appropriateness of Proposed Zoning 
The proposed zoning is reasonable and appropriate for this property. R-2, or medium 
density residential, is defined in the comprehensive plan as containing a density of 7-
12 units an acre. The PUD proposes a density of 4.7 to 5.9 dwelling units per acre 
(DUA), consistent with the comprehensive plan definition of low-density residential 
(3-7 units an acre). The proposed density is also consistent with the low-density 
residential east and south of the property, 

 
6. Consistency with Comprehensive Plan 

The proposed PUD is consistent with the following chapters: Housing, Land Use and 
Urban Design, Community Facilities, and the Locust Grove Neighborhood Plan. The 

Direction  Use Zoning 
North  Vacant Land(Albemarle County) R-4 
South  Vacant R-2 
East Park(Pen Park) R-1S 
West Single-Family Residential R-1S 



5 
 

three comprehensive plan chapters, and neighborhood plan, reflect consistency with 
this proposal for the following reasons:  
 
Housing Chapter:  
Goal I:  Continue to maintain, improve and grow the city’s housing stock. 

   
 Land Use Chapter:  

Goal III: Promote land use that maintains and enhances the City’s role as a regional 
market place, without sacrificing the quality of life and environment. 

• Objective D: Encourage the use of Planned Unit Development 
for large sites and Infill SUP for smaller areas as a way to 
protect the natural environment and allow flexibility and 
variety in development. 

  
Community Facilities(Parks and Recreation):  
Goal IV: Connect the park system to the community through the development of 
trails and through the effective and appropriate design of park and recreation 
facilities. 

• Objective D: Increase pedestrian and bike connectivity 
• Objective E: Encourage land acquisition along trail corridors 

to ensure permanent use as a trail and ability to manage land 
as park space and green infrastructure resource. 

 
  Locust Grove Neighborhood Plan:  

Centers: Pen Park needs a better connection - the only way is an adventurous path 
along the Rivanna and is not for the weary. It is also informal. Potentially use new 
development for access to park. 
Connectivity: The new development near Pen Park could provide better access to 
the park. 
Housing: There is a need for a greater mix of housing then is currently in the 
neighborhood. 

 
This rezoning would improve and grow the City’s housing stock. The PUD will 
allow a mix of uses, as opposed to the current R-2 zoning which restricts 
development to single and two-family residential. The rezoning will also respond 
appropriately to the other goals noted above by locating density and diverse 
populations adjacent to parks and natural resources. 
 

7. Potential Uses of the Property 
An approved PUD would allow for the uses outlined in an approved PUD 
development plan.  The proposed PUD provides a variety of housing types, including 
single-family detached, cottages, townhomes, and apartments.  In addition, the PUD 
ordinance allows for flexibility in review procedures and design standards for lots, 
setbacks, coverage, streets, etc. 
 

8. Access, Circulation, and Traffic: 
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Automobile access will be dependent upon two Albemarle County roads, Pen Park 
Lane and Vegas Court. Pen Park Ln will serve as the main access to the PUD, as Pen 
Park is currently the singular access point to Rio Road East. The internal road 
network will consist of primary roads and alleys. The specifications for the streets 
and alleys are noted in the Code of Development. Additionally, the applicant has 
proposed trail networks that will border the internal road network and connect the 
PUD to Meadowcreek Golf Course, Penn Park Ln, and existing trails along Meadow 
Creek. 
 
Traffic will be a concern for a development of this intensity, particularly at the 
intersection of Rio Road and Penn Park Lane. The applicant submitted a Traffic 
Impact Analysis (TIA) which concluded the traffic volumes proposed for this 
rezoning did not warrant signalization at the intersection. The report stated that a 
traffic signal would relieve the potential delay on Penn Park Ln, however, only in the 
peak hours.  
 
The findings of the TIA submitted by the applicant were reviewed and analyzed by 
VDOT staff. VDOT staff summarized that this proposal would impact morning peak 
period traffic patterns with delays of 3 to 5 minutes. Additionally, VDOT 
summarized that traffic queuing will extend through Woodmont Drive and 
potentially create overly aggressive drivers exiting Penn Park. VDOT recommends 
that a signal be installed at the Rio Road and Penn Park Lane intersections, as well as 
installation of a right turn lane on Penn Park Lane.  An alternative recommendation 
proposed by VDOT  is a proffer from the developer for ROW acquisition. 
 
Process 
If the rezoning is approved, and before any site development, the applicant will be 
required to submit for review a preliminary site plan that is in substantial 
conformance with the approved PUD.   

 
9.  Impact Mitigation 

The applicant has submitted three (3) proffers in an effort to offset and mitigate 
certain impacts anticipated as a result of the proposed development.   
 

Proffer 1: Affordable Housing Proffer. Owner/Applicant proffers that no less than fifteen percent 
(15%) of the total units sold and leased within City portion the Lochlyn Hill project will 
meet the requirements for an Affordable Dwelling Unit as defined below. Affordable 
Dwelling Units may include single family detached units, single family attached units, 
attached or detached accessory dwellings, apartments or condominiums. 

 
Affordable Dwelling Units Definition. Affordable units shall be affordable to 
households with incomes less than or equal to eighty percent (80%) of the area median 
family income (the "Affordable Unit Qualifying Income"), such that the housing costs 
consisting of principal, interest, real estate taxes, and homeowner's insurance (PITI) do 
not exceed thirty percent (30%) of the Affordable Unit Qualifying Income. 

 
Owner Occupied Affordable Dwelling Unit Proffer. Eleven percent (11%) of the 
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single family detached and/or single family attached units being offered for sale in 
Lochlyn Hill shall be sold to income qualified purchasers as Affordable Units under the 
Affordable Units Definition above. Owner/Applicant will sell no less than three (3) lots 
or finished units to one or more of the following local non-profit Affordable Housing 
Providers: The Thomas Jefferson Community Land Trust (TJCLT), Piedmont Housing 
Alliance (PHA) or Jefferson Area Board for Aging (JABA). Owner/Applicant agrees to 
sell such lots or units at a fifteen percent (15%) discount to prevailing market rates at the 
time of sale. 

 
Enforcement of the Owner Occupied Dwelling Unit Proffer. Prior to the issuance of 
the fiftieth (50th) building permit within the City portion of the property, the then-current 
Owner/Applicant shall have obtained certificates of occupancy for five (5) Owner 
Occupied Affordable Dwelling Units within the Property. Prior to the issuance of the one 
hundredth (100th) building permit within the Property, the then-current Owner/Applicant 
shall have obtained certificates of occupancy for a total of eleven (11) Owner Occupied 
Affordable Dwelling Units. If additional Owner Occupied Dwellings are built in the City 
portion of Lochlyn Hill, the then Owner/Applicant shall obtain one Owner Occupied 
Affordable Dwelling Unit Certificate of Occupancy before the 109th , 118th and 127th 
single family building permit may be issued. Notwithstanding the foregoing, the entire 
Owner/Applicant funding proffer must be satisfied within 10 years following issuance of 
the first single family building permit within Lochlyn Hill. Lots sold to other Affordable 
Housing Providers shall be deemed to have met the certificate of occupancy requirement 
in this section upon conveyance of the lot or unit to the Affordable Housing Provider. 

 
Lochlyn Hill Housing Trust Fund (LHHTF) Proffer. A The Owner/Applicant or its 
successor in interest proffers to establish a Lochlyn Hill Housing Trust Fund (The Fund) 
for the purpose of providing down payment assistance in the form of a soft second 
mortgage to reduce the costs to the homebuyer, so that the resultant first mortgage and 
housing costs remain at, or below, the parameters described in the Affordable Dwelling 
Unit Definition. The Owner/Applicant agrees to contribute a minimum of One Hundred 
Fifty Thousand Dollars ($150,000) to the Lochlyn Hill HousingTrust Fund. All financial 
programs or instruments offered by the LHHTF must be acceptable to the primary 
mortgage lender. Any second mortgage executed by the Owner/Applicant, as part of this 
affordable housing proffer shall be donated into a Lochlyn Hill Affordable Housing Trust 
Fund and credited toward the Owner/Applicant funding proffered herein. The Fund shall 
be structured and managed by the Piedmont Housing Alliance or another qualified 
organization designated by the Owner/Applicant and approved by the Charlottesville 
Director of Neighborhood Development Services. Each unit sold to an income qualified 
purchaser shall count as one (1) affordable unit. 

 
Upon resale of a property on which Lochlyn Hill Housing Trust Fund Financing has been 
provided, the full amount of the loan plus optional accrued interest and a proportional 
share of the property appreciation, shall be repaid into the Lochlyn Hill Housing Trust 
Fund. A loan servicing fee may be charged by the appointed manager of the Fund. All 
funds held in the Lochlyn Hill Housing Trust Fund shall be used to promote affordability 
within the Lochlyn Hill neighborhood only. Loans made by the Fund or conveyed to the 
fund shall conform to certain general terms and requirements. The initial general 
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requirements are summarized in a separate document entitled “Lochlyn Hill Housing 
Trust Fund General Requirements and Program Terms” and may be modified in the 
future by the fund manager with consent of Owner/Applicant and the Charlottesville 
Director of Neighborhood Development Services or the equivalent at the time of the 
change. 

 
Multi-Family Affordable Dwelling Unit Proffer. The Owner/Applicant proffers that 
twelve percent (12%) of all multi-family dwelling units constructed on City Property in 
Lochlyn Hill shall be rented for amounts at or below the then prevailing Fair Market 
Rents as published annually by the Department of Housing and Urban Development 
(HUD). Alternatively, Owner/Applicant may, at any time within 5 years following 
issuance of a construction permit for a multifamily building, elect to pay Seven Thousand 
Dollars ($7,000) per affordable multi-family rental unit Owner/Applicant wishes to 
remove from the terms of this proffer to the Charlottesville Housing Fund or another 
local non-profit affordable housing initiative approved by the City Director of 
Neighborhood Development Services. 

 
Enforcement of the Multi-Family Affordable Dwelling Unit Proffer. Within 12 
months and following completion of construction of any multi-family buildings on The 
Property, and annually thereafter, then Owner/Applicant or its successor in interest shall 
provide to the designated authority within the Charlottesville Neighborhood 
Development Services a complete listing of units within the project and the rental rates 
for each unit. 

 
Accessory Dwelling Unit Proffer. The Owner/Applicant proffers to construct a 
minimum of fifteen (15) and a maximum of fifty (50) Accessory Dwelling Units (ADU) 
on the City Property. A minimum of 4 and a maximum of 15, (30%) of the ADU’s 
constructed shall be credited toward the satisfaction of the Affordable Housing proffer. 
These dwelling units can be attached or detached and shall be permitted, constructed and 
sold with the primary dwelling unit. Owners of the primary dwelling may offer the units 
for lease, but shall not be required to as a condition of this proffer. 

 
In Proffer #1, the applicant has stated to proffer affordable units in three of the 
following formats: owner occupied units, multi-family units, and accessory dwelling 
units.  
 
Owner Occupied Units: The applicant has stated that under the range of owner 
occupied units proposed to be developed (87-127), 11-14 of those units will be 
proffered as affordable. This will equate to the project achieving an upwards of 
12.6% of all owner occupied units constructed as affordable.  
 
Multi-Family Affordable Units: In addition to the owner occupied units, the 
applicant has proffered that 6 of the 48( 12.5%) multi-family units will be rented at 
Fair Market value as determined annually by HUD. Once the building permit has 
been issued for the multi-family structure, the applicant has 5 years to either retain 
the 6 units as affordable, or pay $7,000 per unit into the Charlottesville Housing 
Fund or a local non-profit affordable housing initiative. 
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Accessory Dwelling Units: The applicant has proffered to construct 15-50 ADUs. 
30% of those units will be credited towards the affordable housing proffer. Staff is 
comfortable with direction, as accessory dwelling units are product types supported 
in the 2025 Affordable Housing Policy.  
 
 

 
During the June 12, 2012 public hearing, some members of the Commission 
expressed concern with the lack clarity provided towards the affordable housing 
proffer. Staff believes the applicant has responded to the Commission’s concerns by 
expanding on the operations of the Lochlyn Hill Housing Trust, as well as offering 
more insight into how the proffered units will function as affordable.  
 
Although staff believes the language of this proffer can still be tightened, particularly 
in regard to the multi-family affordable units and specific information stated in the 
supporting documents, staff is confident that proffer #1 addresses PUD Objective #3 
and the Comprehensive Plan goal of promoting an assortment of affordable housing 
initiatives.   

Proffer 2. Pedestrian Connection to Rio Road – Where adequate right-of-way is available and 
necessary approvals can be secured from Albemarle County and the Virginia Department of 
Transportation, Owner/Applicant will build a sidewalk along one side of Penn Park Lane to its 
intersection with Rio Road. This proffer shall not require the Owner/Applicant to purchase 
any additional property or easements to build off-site improvements needed to make this 
pedestrian connection. 
 

Staff supports the intent of proffer #2 and believes that this proffer satisfies PUD 
objectives #9 and #10. Staff recommends accepting this proffer as written. 
 

Proffer 3. Bicycle Path and Greenway Dedication – Owner/Applicant proffers to fund a paved bike  
trail along its entire Meadowcreek frontage and dedicate the path, together with a parallel 
greenway of not less than 50 feet and not more than 100 feet to the City of Charlottesville. 
Owner/Applicant will pay the City of Charlottesville Fifteen Thousand Dollars ($15,000) 
cash upon notice from the City to Owner/Applicant that all necessary right-of-way has been 
acquired to extend the path as described herein and that the necessary funds have been 
allocated, and that it is prepared to move forward with the construction of the path within 12 
months from the date of notice. 

 
Proffer #3 accurately responds to Objective #7 of the PUD standards and should 
enhance trail connectivity to public facilities and adjacent communities. Staff 
recommends accepting the proffer as written. 

 
Proffer 4. Funding for Rio/Pen Park Lane Traffic Signal – The Owner/Applicant proffers two (2) 
signal warrant studies and a contribution of cash for the design and construction of a traffic 
signal at the intersection of Rio Road and Pen Park Lane. At the one hundredth (100th) 
building permit issued in the City portion of the project, the Owner/Application shall provide 
to the City Traffic Engineer and to VDOT the results of a signal warrant study. In the event, 
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that the signal warrant study concludes that the conditions of a signal are met and VDOT 
accepts the study in writing, a written estimate of final costs, and a firm construction schedule 
for the signal, the Owner/Applicant will contribute Sixty-Five Thousand Dollars ($65,000) 
toward the design and construction of a traffic signal at the intersection of Rio Road and Pen 
Park Lane to the City, VDOT, or another duly appointed agent charged with constructing the 
traffic signal, to be determined at the time of funding. If the traffic signal is not constructed 
within twelve (12) months following the Owner/Applicant’s payment for such signal, all 
funds contributed by the Owner/Applicant shall be promptly returned to the 
Owner/Applicant, and it shall have no further obligation with respect to this proffer. In the 
event that the signal warrant study does not conclude that the conditions of a signal have been 
met and/or VDOT does not accept the first (1st) study, the Owner/Application shall be 
obligated to conduct a second (2nd) signal warrant study at the issuance of the final single 
family detached building permit in the City, for the project. If the second (2nd) study 
concludes that a signal is warranted and VDOT accepts the study in writing, the 
Owner/Applicant will contribute per the terms above. In the event the second (2nd) study 
does NOT warrant a signal, the Owner/Applicant shall not have any further obligation to 
provide signal warrant studies to the City or VDOT and shall not have any further obligation 
with respect to this proffer. 

 
Staff believes the applicant has appropriately addressed the traffic concerns noted by 
staff. Staff recommends accepting proffer #4 as written.  

 
Public Comments Received: 
Roger Davis, Holmes Ave resident, stated that he was not in support of this development, He 
believes this development will increase noise and traffic. He believes this PUD is not in a good 
location. 
 
John Blatz, Bill Coburn, Katha Bollfrass, Harriet Resio, and Kim Blatz, residents of River Run in 
Albemarle County, had general questions regarding processes, critical slopes, and stormwater 
management/ E&S measures.  
 
Laurie Barrett, property owner on Penn Park Lane, and Julie Harlan, resident of Locust Grove, were 
curious about any road improvements planned for Penn Park Ln as a measure to support the 
increased traffic. 
 
Amir Zandinejad, property owner of Penn Park Lane, voiced his support of the project. Believes the 
proposed mix of housing is appropriate. 
 
Staff Recommendation:   
The standard of review for Planned Unit Developments clearly states ten objectives that potential 
PUDs should aspire to meet.  While it is not necessary for a PUD to meet all ten objectives, the 
development must be evaluated based on those objectives. 
 
Staff finds that the proposed PUD meets aspects of the following ten objectives contained in the 
PUD ordinance: 
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• To encourage developments of equal or higher quality than otherwise required by the strict 
application of zoning district regulations that would otherwise govern; 

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

 
 
Staff believes the applicant has taken the information provided by the Commission during the June 
12th public hearing, as well as advice provided throughout meetings with staff, and produced an 
application reflective of the PUD objectives. This PUD offers the City a dense, eclectic mix of 
housing that would not be possible with the strict application of the current R-2 zoning. The 
adjacency of this property to parks and environmental features will facilitate activity within the 
PUD, potentially creating a healthy, engaged community that will benefit the overall social health 
of the City.  
 
Staff recommends approval with proffers. 
 
Attachments 
Application materials. 
 
Suggested Motions: 
 
1. “I move to recommend the approval of this application to rezone the subject property from  

R-2 to PUD, on the basis that the proposal would serve the interests of the general public 
welfare and good zoning practice.” 

 
2. “I move to recommend denial of this application to rezone the subject property from R-2 to 

PUD.” 
 

3. Alternate motion. 



BEFORE THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF CHARLOTTESVILLE, VIRGINIA  
IN RE: PETITION FOR REZONING (City Application No. __________)  

STATEMENT OF PRELIMINARY PROFFER CONDITIONS  
For the LOCHLYN HILL PUD 

 
Dated as of June 29, 2012 

 
TO THE HONORABLE MAYOR AND MEMBERS OF THE COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF 
CHARLOTTESVILLE: 
 

The undersigned individual is the owner of land subject to the above-referenced rezoning 
petition (“Subject Property”). The Owner/Applicant seeks to amend the current zoning of the 
property, subject to certain voluntary development conditions set forth below. In connection with 
this rezoning application, the Owner/Applicant seeks approval of a PUD as set forth within a 
PUD Development Plan dated May 8, 2012. 
 

The Owner/Applicant hereby proffers and agrees that if the Subject Property is rezoned 
as requested, the rezoning will be subject to, and the Owner will abide by, the approved PUD 
Development Plan as well as the following conditions: 
 
1. Affordable Housing Proffer.  Owner/Applicant proffers that no less than fifteen percent 

(15%) of the total units sold and leased within City portion the Lochlyn Hill project will meet 
the requirements for an Affordable Dwelling Unit as defined below.  Affordable Dwelling 
Units may include single family detached units, single family attached units, attached or 
detached accessory dwellings, apartments or condominiums.  

 
Affordable Dwelling Units Definition.   Affordable units shall be affordable to 
households with incomes less than or equal to eighty percent (80%) of the area median 
family income (the "Affordable Unit Qualifying Income"), such that the housing costs 
consisting of principal, interest, real estate taxes, and homeowner's insurance (PITI) do 
not exceed thirty percent (30%) of the Affordable Unit Qualifying Income.   
 
Owner Occupied Affordable Dwelling Unit Proffer.   Eleven percent (11%) of the 
single family detached and/or single family attached units being offered for sale in 
Lochlyn Hill shall be sold to income qualified purchasers as Affordable Units under the 
Affordable Units Definition above.  Owner/Applicant will sell no less than three (3) lots 
or finished units to one or more of the following local non-profit Affordable Housing 
Providers:  The Thomas Jefferson Community Land Trust (TJCLT), Piedmont Housing 
Alliance (PHA) or Jefferson Area Board for Aging (JABA).  Owner/Applicant agrees to 
sell such lots or units at a fifteen percent (15%) discount to prevailing market rates at the 
time of sale. 
 
Enforcement of the Owner Occupied Dwelling Unit Proffer.   Prior to the issuance of 
the fiftieth (50th) building permit within the City portion of the property, the then-current 
Owner/Applicant shall have obtained certificates of occupancy for five (5) Owner 
Occupied Affordable Dwelling Units within the Property.  Prior to the issuance of the one 
hundredth (100th) building permit within the Property, the then-current Owner/Applicant 
shall have obtained certificates of occupancy for a total of eleven (11) Owner Occupied 
Affordable Dwelling Units.  If additional Owner Occupied Dwellings are built in the City 
portion of Lochlyn Hill, the then Owner/Applicant shall obtain one Owner Occupied 
Affordable Dwelling Unit Certificate of Occupancy before the 109th , 118th and 127th 



single family building permit may be issued.   Notwithstanding the foregoing, the entire 
Owner/Applicant funding proffer must be satisfied within 10 years following issuance of 
the first single family building permit within Lochlyn Hill.  Lots sold to other Affordable 
Housing Providers shall be deemed to have met the certificate of occupancy requirement 
in this section upon conveyance of the lot or unit to the Affordable Housing Provider.  
 
Lochlyn Hill Housing Trust Fund (LHHTF) Proffer.  A The Owner/Applicant or its 
successor in interest proffers to establish a Lochlyn Hill Housing Trust Fund (The Fund) 
for the purpose of providing down payment assistance in the form of a soft second 
mortgage to reduce the costs to the homebuyer, so that the resultant first mortgage and 
housing costs remain at, or below, the parameters described in the Affordable Dwelling 
Unit Definition.  The Owner/Applicant agrees to contribute a minimum of One Hundred 
Fifty Thousand Dollars ($150,000) to the Lochlyn Hill HousingTrust Fund.  All financial 
programs or instruments offered by the LHHTF must be acceptable to the primary 
mortgage lender. Any second mortgage executed by the Owner/Applicant, as part of this 
affordable housing proffer shall be donated into a Lochlyn Hill Affordable Housing Trust 
Fund and credited toward the Owner/Applicant funding proffered herein.  The Fund shall 
be structured and managed by the Piedmont Housing Alliance or another qualified 
organization designated by the Owner/Applicant and approved by the Charlottesville 
Director of Neighborhood Development Services.  Each unit sold to an income qualified 
purchaser shall count as one (1) affordable unit.   
 
Upon resale of a property on which Lochlyn Hill Housing Trust Fund Financing has been 
provided, the full amount of the loan plus optional accrued interest and a proportional 
share of the property appreciation, shall be repaid into the Lochlyn Hill Housing Trust 
Fund. A loan servicing fee may be charged by the appointed manager of the Fund. All 
funds held in the Lochlyn Hill Housing Trust Fund shall be used to promote affordability 
within the Lochlyn Hill neighborhood only.   Loans made by the Fund or conveyed to the 
fund shall conform to certain general terms and requirements.  The initial general 
requirements are summarized in a separate document entitled “Lochlyn Hill Housing 
Trust Fund General Requirements and Program Terms” and may be modified in the 
future by the fund manager with consent of Owner/Applicant and  the Charlottesville 
Director of Neighborhood Development Services or the equivalent at the time of the 
change. 
 
Multi-Family Affordable Dwelling Unit Proffer.  The Owner/Applicant proffers that 
twelve percent (12%) of all multi-family dwelling units constructed on City Property in 
Lochlyn Hill shall be rented for amounts at or below the then prevailing Fair Market 
Rents as published annually by the Department of Housing and Urban Development 
(HUD).  Alternatively, Owner/Applicant may, at any time within 5 years following 
issuance of a construction permit for a multifamily building, elect to pay Seven Thousand 
Dollars ($7,000) per affordable multi-family rental unit Owner/Applicant wishes to 
remove from the terms of this proffer to the Charlottesville Housing Fund or another 
local non-profit affordable housing initiative approved by the City Director of 
Neighborhood Development Services.  
 
 
Enforcement of the Multi-Family Affordable Dwelling Unit Proffer.  Within 12 
months and following completion of construction of any multi-family buildings on The 
Property, and annually thereafter, then Owner/Applicant or its successor in interest shall 
provide to the designated authority within the Charlottesville Neighborhood 



Development Services a complete listing of units within the project and the rental rates 
for each unit.   
 
Accessory Dwelling Unit Proffer.  The Owner/Applicant proffers to construct a 
minimum of fifteen (15) and a maximum of fifty (50) Accessory Dwelling Units (ADU) 
on the City Property.  A minimum of 4 and a maximum of 15, (30%) of the ADU’s 
constructed shall be credited toward the satisfaction of the Affordable Housing proffer.  
These dwelling units can be attached or detached and shall be permitted, constructed and 
sold with the primary dwelling unit.   Owners of the primary dwelling may offer the units 
for lease, but shall not be required to as a condition of this proffer. 

 
2. Pedestrian Connection to Rio Road – Where adequate right-of-way is available and 

necessary approvals can be secured from Albemarle County and the Virginia Department of 
Transportation, the Owner/Applicant will build a sidewalk along one side of Pen Park Lane to 
its intersection with Rio Road.  This proffer shall not require the Owner/Applicant to 
purchase any additional property or easements to build off-site improvements needed to make 
this pedestrian connection. 
 

3. Bicycle Path and Greenway Dedication – The Owner/Applicant proffers to fund a paved 
bike trail along its entire Meadowcreek frontage and dedicate the path, together with a 
parallel greenway of not less than 50 feet and not more than 100 feet, to the City of 
Charlottesville.  The Owner/Applicant will pay the City of Charlottesville Fifteen Thousand 
Dollars ($15,000) cash upon notice from the City to the Owner/Applicant that all necessary 
right-of-way has been acquired to extend the path as described herein, that the necessary 
funds have been allocated, and that it is prepared to move forward with the construction of 
the path within 12 months from the date of notice. 

 
4. Funding for Rio/Pen Park Lane Traffic Signal – The Owner/Applicant proffers two (2) 

signal warrant studies and a contribution of cash for the design and construction of a traffic 
signal at the intersection of Rio Road and Pen Park Lane.  At the one hundredth (100th) 
building permit issued in the City portion of the project, the Owner/Application shall provide 
to the City Traffic Engineer and to VDOT the results of a signal warrant study.  In the event, 
that the signal warrant study concludes that the conditions of a signal are met and VDOT 
accepts the study in writing, a written estimate of final costs, and a firm construction schedule 
for the signal, the Owner/Applicant will contribute Sixty-Five Thousand Dollars ($65,000) 
toward the design and construction of a traffic signal at the intersection of Rio Road and Pen 
Park Lane to the City, VDOT, or another duly appointed agent charged with constructing the 
traffic signal, to be determined at the time of funding.  If the traffic signal is not constructed 
within twelve (12) months following the Owner/Applicant’s payment for such signal, all 
funds contributed by the Owner/Applicant shall be promptly returned to the 
Owner/Applicant, and it shall have no further obligation with respect to this proffer.  In the 
event that the signal warrant study does not conclude that the conditions of a signal have been 
met and/or VDOT does not accept the first (1st) study, the Owner/Application shall be 
obligated to conduct a second (2nd) signal warrant study at the issuance of the final single 
family detached building permit in the City, for the project.  If the second (2nd) study 
concludes that a signal is warranted and VDOT accepts the study in writing, the 
Owner/Applicant will contribute per the terms above.  In the event the second (2nd) study 
does NOT warrant a signal, the Owner/Applicant shall not have any further obligation to 
provide signal warrant studies to the City or VDOT and shall not have any further obligation 
with respect to this proffer. 

 



 
WHEREFORE, the undersigned Owner(s) stipulate and agree that the use and 

development of the Subject Property shall be in conformity with the conditions hereinabove 
stated, and requests that the Subject Property be rezoned as requested, in accordance with the 
Zoning Ordinance of the City of Charlottesville. 
 
Respectfully submitted this 29th day of June, 2012. 
 
Owner/Applicant: Meadowcreek Development, LLC 
 
 
By: _______________________________  By: _______________________________ 
 Frank R. Stoner, IV    John N. Stoner 
 Managing Member    Managing Member 
 
 
 
 
Owner/Applicant’s Address:   300 Second Street NE 
     Charlottesville, VA  22902 
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Purpose	
  and	
  Intent	
  

Pursuant	
   to	
   the	
   City	
   of	
   Charlottesville’s	
   Code	
   of	
   Ordinances	
   under	
   the	
   Zoning	
   Code	
   –	
   Planned	
  Unit	
  
Development	
  Districts	
  (PUD),	
  this	
  document	
  constitutes	
  Lochlyn	
  Hill’s	
  General	
  Development	
  Plan	
  and	
  
Code	
  of	
  Development.	
  	
  

The	
  current	
  City	
  Zoning	
  Ordinance	
  and	
  Comprehensive	
  Plan	
  calls	
  for	
  residential	
  development	
  for	
  this	
  
property.	
   	
  Currently,	
   Tax	
  Map	
  48A	
  Parcels	
  39	
  and	
  40	
   (25.8	
  acres)	
   are	
   zoned	
  R-­‐2	
  which	
  allows	
   single	
  
family	
  detached	
  and	
  attached	
  housing	
  with	
  a	
  feasible	
  density	
  range	
  of	
  4-­‐12	
  units	
  per	
  acre.	
  	
  The	
  Lochlyn	
  
Hill	
  project	
  proposes	
  a	
  residential	
  PUD	
  (Planned	
  Unit	
  Development)	
  with	
  4.7	
  to	
  5.9	
  dwelling	
  units	
  per	
  
acre,	
  well	
  within	
  the	
  by-­‐right	
  density	
  under	
  R-­‐2	
  zoning.	
  

Meadowcreek	
   Development,	
   LLC	
   also	
   owns	
   7.7	
   acres	
   of	
   land	
   in	
   Albemarle	
   County	
   that	
   adjoin	
   the	
  
subject	
  property.	
  	
  This	
  land	
  (Tax	
  Map	
  61A	
  Parcels	
  2,	
  6,	
  7,	
  9,	
  10,	
  11,	
  13,	
  34A	
  and	
  34B),	
  together	
  with	
  an	
  
additional	
  3.6	
  acres	
  owned	
  by	
  others	
   (Tax	
  Map	
  61A	
  Parcels	
  3,	
  3A,	
  3B,	
  4,	
  5	
  and	
  12)	
  are	
  all	
   contained	
  
within	
  the	
  Lochlyn	
  Hill	
  project	
  and	
  will	
  be	
  developed	
   in	
  accordance	
  with	
  the	
  design	
  principles	
  stated	
  
herein.	
   	
   The	
   County	
   property	
   is	
   currently	
   zoned	
   R-­‐4	
   and	
   allows	
   single	
   family,	
   duplex,	
   triplex,	
   and	
  
townhouses.	
  	
  It	
  is	
  the	
  intent	
  of	
  Meadowcreek	
  Development,	
  LLC	
  to	
  unify	
  the	
  neighborhood	
  under	
  one	
  
Owners’	
  Association	
  and	
  make	
  the	
  constructed	
  amenities	
  available	
  to	
  all	
  residents.	
  	
  	
  

	
  

Existing	
  Conditions	
  

The	
  25.8	
  acre	
  Lochlyn	
  Hill	
   site	
   is	
   located	
   in	
   the	
  Locust	
  Grove	
  Neighborhood	
  at	
   the	
  end	
  of	
  Penn	
  Park	
  
Lane	
   and	
   adjacent	
   to	
   the	
   Meadowcreek	
   Golf	
   Course.	
   	
   It	
   is	
   the	
   site	
   of	
   the	
   former	
   Meadowcreek	
  
Treatment	
  Plant	
  property,	
  which	
  was	
  sold	
  by	
  the	
  City	
  of	
  Charlottesville	
  in	
  1996	
  to	
  the	
  current	
  owner,	
  
Meadowcreek	
  Development,	
  LLC.	
  	
  The	
  two	
  (2)	
  parcels	
  that	
  constitute	
  the	
  project	
  (Tax	
  Map	
  48A	
  Parcels	
  
39	
  and	
  40)	
  contained	
  the	
  Meadowcreek	
  Treatment	
  Plant	
  facilities	
  and	
  infrastructure	
  when	
  purchased	
  
but	
  have	
  since	
  been	
  remediated,	
  demolished	
  and	
  removed	
  from	
  the	
  site.	
   	
  The	
  site	
  is	
  currently	
  mixed	
  
open	
   space	
   and	
   overgrown	
   weed	
   trees.	
   	
   There	
   is	
   a	
   portion	
   of	
   one	
   remaining	
   structure	
   from	
   the	
  
Meadowcreek	
   Treatment	
   Plant	
   remaining	
   on	
   the	
   property;	
   it	
   was	
   formerly	
   an	
   aeration	
   tank	
   during	
  
operation	
  of	
  the	
  treatment	
  facility	
  and	
  now	
  exists	
  as	
  a	
  gravel	
  pit.	
  	
  The	
  gravel	
  will	
  be	
  used	
  as	
  temporary	
  
lay	
   down	
   material	
   during	
   site	
   construction	
   and	
   the	
   structure	
   will	
   be	
   removed	
   during	
   Phase	
   2	
   site	
  
construction	
  (Existing	
  Conditions	
  –	
  Exhibit	
  #1).	
  

The	
   existing	
   topography	
   and	
   proximity	
   to	
  Meadowcreek	
   and	
   the	
   Golf	
   Course	
   present	
  minor	
   design	
  
challenges	
  but	
  also	
  tremendous	
  opportunities.	
  	
  Starting	
  at	
  450	
  feet	
  in	
  elevation,	
  the	
  site	
  gently	
  drops	
  
from	
   the	
   entrance	
   off	
   Penn	
   Park	
   Lane	
   until	
   it	
   reaches	
   the	
   floodplain	
   of	
   the	
   Meadowcreek	
   at	
   an	
  
elevation	
   of	
   330	
   feet.	
   	
   Proximity	
   to	
   the	
  Meadowcreek	
   floodplain	
   will	
   provide	
   access	
   to	
   the	
   City	
   of	
  
Charlottesville’s	
  planned	
  greenway	
  and	
   the	
  Rivanna	
  Trail	
   Foundation’s	
   trail	
   that	
   circumnavigates	
   the	
  
City.	
  	
  The	
  adjacency	
  to	
  the	
  Golf	
  Course	
  provides	
  a	
  dramatic	
  view	
  shed	
  and	
  perpetual	
  open	
  space	
  to	
  the	
  
east	
  but	
  also	
  allows	
  the	
  RTF	
  trail	
  network,	
  that	
  crosses	
  Meadowcreek,	
  to	
  maintain	
  its	
  natural	
  character	
  
as	
  it	
  winds	
  around	
  the	
  eastern	
  border	
  of	
  Lochlyn	
  Hill	
  rather	
  than	
  having	
  to	
  switch	
  to	
  an	
  urban	
  section	
  
trail.	
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Lochlyn	
  Hill’s	
  Location	
  	
  and	
  Context	
  within	
  Locust	
  Grove	
  

The	
  Lochlyn	
  Hill	
  property	
  is	
  bordered	
  to	
  the	
  west	
  by	
  the	
  residential	
  housing	
  on	
  Holmes	
  Avenue.	
  	
  The	
  
eastern	
  boundary	
  is	
  adjacent	
  to	
  holes	
  12	
  and	
  13	
  of	
  the	
  18-­‐hole	
  public	
  Meadowcreek	
  Golf	
  Course	
  and	
  
the	
   280	
   acre	
   Penn	
   Park,	
   the	
   largest	
   of	
   the	
   City’s	
   Parks.	
   	
   To	
   the	
   south,	
   Lochlyn	
   Hill	
   is	
   bordered	
   by	
  
Meadowcreek;	
  which	
  will	
  provide	
  greenway	
  access	
   to	
  Charlottesville	
  High	
  School,	
   the	
  Meadowcreek	
  
Parkway	
   trail,	
   Penn	
   Park,	
   and	
   Darden	
   Towe	
   Park.	
   Across	
   Meadowcreek	
   is	
   the	
   Locust	
   Meadow	
  
neighborhood.	
  	
  The	
  northern	
  boundary	
  of	
  the	
  property	
  owned	
  by	
  Meadowcreek	
  Development,	
  LLC,	
  is	
  
the	
  City/County	
  boundary.	
   	
  Meadowcreek	
  Development,	
  LLC	
  owns	
  additional	
  property	
   in	
   the	
  County	
  
which	
   it	
   intends	
   to	
   develop	
   in	
   accord	
  with	
   the	
   development	
   pattern	
   established	
  by	
   the	
   Lochlyn	
  Hill	
  
PUD.	
  	
  

	
  

The	
  Vision	
  for	
  Lochlyn	
  Hill	
  

Successful	
  neighborhoods	
  and	
  communities	
  are	
  not	
  random,	
  unplanned	
  events.	
  In	
  the	
  past,	
  relatively	
  
simple	
   planning	
   and	
   controls	
   over	
   time	
   have	
   produced	
   places	
   of	
   such	
   charm	
   and	
  warmth	
   that	
   they	
  
have	
  a	
  place	
  in	
  this	
  nation’s	
  collective	
  subconscious.	
  This	
  memory	
  and	
  those	
  places	
  that	
  survive	
  today	
  
have	
  in	
  many	
  ways	
  set	
  the	
  standard	
  for	
  what	
  our	
  new	
  neighborhoods	
  and	
  communities	
  should	
  be.	
  The	
  
difficulty	
   lies	
   in	
   creating	
   in	
   a	
   few	
  years	
  what	
   in	
   the	
  past	
   took	
   several	
  decades.	
   Lochlyn	
  Hill	
  will	
   be	
  a	
  
neighborhood	
  and	
  not	
  a	
  subdivision.	
  

In	
  an	
  effort	
  to	
  work	
  with	
  the	
  existing	
  terrain	
  and	
  be	
  sensitive	
  to	
  existing	
  natural	
  features,	
  Lochlyn	
  Hill’s	
  
plan	
   responds	
   to	
   the	
   surrounding	
   neighborhoods,	
   Meadowcreek,	
   and	
   the	
   golf	
   course.	
   Pedestrian	
  
access	
  will	
  be	
  provided	
  along	
  the	
  Meadowcreek	
  with	
  a	
  bridge	
  connection	
  to	
  support	
  the	
  efforts	
  of	
  the	
  
Rivanna	
   Trail	
   Foundation	
   and	
   the	
   City	
   Parks	
   and	
   Recreation	
   department	
   in	
   creating	
   greenway	
  
connections	
   throughout	
   the	
   City.	
   The	
   Lochlyn	
   Hill	
   master	
   plan	
   works	
   to	
   protect	
   and	
   enhance	
   the	
  
natural	
  resources	
  of	
  the	
  area	
  through	
  careful	
  planning	
  and	
  development	
  and	
  creates	
  designated	
  and	
  
perpetual	
  Natural	
  Areas	
  where	
  development	
  can	
  never	
  occur.	
  

Additionally	
   the	
  plan	
  responds	
   to	
   the	
  socio-­‐economic	
  needs	
  and	
  desires	
  of	
   the	
  City.	
  By	
   integrating	
  a	
  
variety	
   of	
   housing	
   types	
   (single	
   family,	
   townhouse,	
   cottage,	
   and	
   flats),	
   the	
   Lochlyn	
   Hill	
   plan	
   will	
  
promote	
  and	
  support	
  social	
  and	
  economic	
  diversity	
  in	
  a	
  way	
  that	
  homogeneous	
  subdivisions	
  cannot.	
  

	
  

Structure	
  of	
  this	
  Document	
  	
  

This	
   document	
   is	
   comprised	
   of	
   both	
   narrative	
   and	
   graphic	
   information	
   pursuant	
   to	
   the	
   information	
  
required	
   under	
   the	
   City	
   of	
   Charlottesville’s	
   Code	
   of	
   Ordinances	
   –	
   Zoning	
   Code	
   –	
   Planned	
   Unit	
  
Development	
   Districts	
   (PUD).	
   	
   The	
   narrative	
   portions	
   of	
   this	
   document	
   are	
   broken	
   into	
   four	
   major	
  
categories.	
  	
  The	
  first	
  regulates	
  the	
  location,	
  density	
  and	
  intensity	
  of	
  land	
  uses	
  within	
  Lochlyn	
  Hill.	
  	
  The	
  
second	
   regulates	
   the	
   form	
  of	
   these	
  uses.	
   	
  The	
   third	
   section	
   regulates	
   the	
  project’s	
   streetscape	
   (e.g.,	
  
typical	
   street	
   and	
   sidewalk	
   cross	
   sections)	
   and	
   parking.	
   	
   The	
   fourth	
   regulates	
   items	
   that	
   do	
   not	
   fit	
  
neatly	
   into	
   the	
   above	
   a	
   categories.	
   	
   In	
   support	
   of	
   this	
   narrative	
   section,	
   the	
   Code	
   of	
   Development	
  
contains	
   graphical	
   exhibits	
   March	
   13,	
   2012.	
   	
   Per	
   City	
   Zoning	
   Section	
   34-­‐517,	
   only	
   the	
   following	
  
documents	
  constitute	
  Lochlyn	
  Hill’s	
  General	
  Development	
  Plan:	
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1. Illustrative	
  General	
  Development	
  Plan	
  (Exhibit	
  #2)	
  	
  	
  

2. Phasing	
  /	
  Block	
  Plan	
  (Exhibit	
  #6)	
  

3. Conceptual	
  Grading	
  Plan	
  (Exhibit	
  #7)	
  

At	
   the	
  site	
  plan	
  or	
   subdivision	
  stage,	
   the	
   following	
   items	
  shall	
  be	
   located	
  generally	
  as	
   shown	
  on	
   the	
  
General	
   Development	
   Plan	
   and	
   other	
   3	
   Exhibits	
   above:	
   Lot	
   locations	
   and	
   boundaries;	
   Building	
  
footprints;	
  Parking	
  Areas;	
  Landscaping	
  (except	
  as	
  general	
  construed	
  as	
  major	
  elements	
  in	
  the	
  narrative	
  
section	
  pertaining	
   to	
  Amenity,	
  Green	
  Space,	
  or	
  specifically	
   identified	
   landscape	
  areas);	
  Grading;	
  Trail	
  
alignments;	
   Stormwater	
   management	
   structures;	
   Utilities;	
   Block	
   location,	
   size,	
   and	
   shape;	
   Road,	
  
intersection,	
   and	
   sidewalk	
   alignments.	
   However,	
   the	
   exact	
   locations,	
   boundaries,	
   and/	
   or	
   shapes	
   of	
  
these	
  items	
  may	
  be	
  adjusted	
  per	
  the	
  regulations	
  established	
  within	
  the	
  City	
  Ordinance	
  and	
  this	
  Code	
  of	
  
Development.	
  

This	
   Code	
   of	
   Development	
   package	
   includes	
   an	
   Illustrative	
   General	
   Development	
   Plan	
   (Exhibit	
   #2),	
  
Neighborhood	
  Perspective	
  (Exhibit	
  #3),	
  Typical	
  Mid-­‐Block	
  Street	
  Sections	
  (Exhibits	
  #4),	
  Conceptual	
  Site	
  
Sections	
  (Exhibits	
  #5),	
  and	
  other	
  exhibits.	
  	
  The	
  purpose	
  of	
  these	
  exhibits	
  is	
  to	
  indicate	
  how	
  the	
  project’s	
  
scale,	
  massing,	
  pedestrian	
  orientation	
  and	
   landscape	
   treatment	
  may	
   be	
  achieved	
  at	
   the	
   site	
  plan	
  or	
  
subdivision	
   stage.	
   	
   Furthermore,	
   these	
   exhibits	
   can	
   be	
   used	
   by	
   the	
   Director	
   of	
   Neighborhood	
  
Development	
  Services	
  as	
  a	
  tool	
  to	
  determine	
  a	
  site	
  plan’s	
  or	
  subdivision	
  plat’s	
  relative	
  conformity	
  with	
  
the	
  Application	
  /	
  Illustrative	
  General	
  Development	
  Plan.	
  	
  However,	
  these	
  exhibits	
  do	
  not	
  represent	
  the	
  
specific	
  form	
  of	
  the	
  final	
  product	
  nor	
  do	
  they	
  describe	
  final	
  design	
  requirements.	
  

As	
   stated	
   in	
   the	
   introduction,	
   Lochlyn	
   Hill	
   will	
   provide	
   a	
   rational	
   transition	
   between	
   the	
   existing	
  
residential	
   neighborhoods	
   to	
   the	
   north	
   and	
   west	
   and	
   the	
   Meadowcreek	
   and	
   Meadow	
   Creek	
   Golf	
  
Course	
  to	
  the	
  south	
  and	
  east.	
  The	
  site’s	
  existing	
  topography,	
  road	
  network,	
  and	
  phasing	
  strategy	
  serve	
  
as	
   the	
   basis	
   in	
   determining	
   the	
   breaks	
   between	
   the	
   individual	
   blocks.	
   	
   The	
   Illustrative	
   General	
  
Development	
  Plan	
  (Exhibit	
  #2)	
  delineates	
  the	
  block’s	
  location	
  and	
  shape	
  (Blocks	
  1,	
  a	
  portion	
  of	
  3	
  &	
  5,	
  
and	
  6	
  contained	
  within	
  the	
  jurisdiction	
  of	
  the	
  County	
  of	
  Albemarle).	
  

	
  

Description	
  of	
  Land	
  Use	
  by	
  Block	
  

This	
  section	
  identifies	
  the	
  most	
  important	
  features	
  and	
  structures	
  within	
  each	
  block.	
   	
  The	
  features	
  in	
  
this	
  section	
  must	
  be	
  provided	
  to	
  meet	
  the	
  requirements	
  of	
  the	
  Ordinance.	
  

Block	
  1	
  

Block	
  1	
  is	
  situated	
  solely	
  in	
  Albemarle	
  County	
  and	
  is	
  the	
  primary	
  point	
  of	
  access.	
  	
  This	
  block	
  will	
  serve	
  
as	
  the	
  gateway	
  to	
  the	
  Lochlyn	
  Hill	
  neighborhood.	
  	
  When	
  entering	
  the	
  neighborhood,	
  the	
  first	
  element	
  
experienced	
  will	
  be	
  a	
  pocket	
  park	
  and	
  entrance	
  signage.	
   	
  These	
  elements	
  are	
   important	
  as	
   they	
  will	
  
demonstrate	
   the	
   significance	
   of	
   public	
   open	
   space	
   and	
   set	
   the	
   character	
   of	
   design	
   for	
   the	
  
neighborhood.	
  	
  Additionally,	
  the	
  main	
  street	
  cross	
  section	
  will	
  also	
  provide	
  the	
  basis	
  for	
  design	
  of	
  the	
  
remainder	
   of	
   the	
   neighborhood,	
   with	
   residential	
   housing	
   close	
   to	
   the	
   street,	
   sidewalks,	
   and	
   street	
  
trees	
  combining	
  to	
  create	
  a	
  very	
   inviting	
  and	
  pedestrian	
  friendly	
  streetscape.	
   	
  The	
  entry	
  sequence	
  of	
  
Block	
  1	
  will	
  terminate	
  at	
  the	
  neighborhood	
  Village	
  Green.	
  	
  This	
  will	
  serve	
  as	
  a	
  visual	
  focal	
  point	
  on	
  the	
  
entry	
   drive	
   and	
   also	
   the	
   central	
   public	
   amenity	
   to	
   include	
   programmable	
   green	
   space	
   for	
   active	
  
recreation	
  and	
  a	
  possible	
  swim	
  feature.	
  	
  The	
  residential	
  character	
  of	
  this	
  block	
  will	
  be	
  indicative	
  of	
  the	
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balance	
  of	
   the	
  neighborhood,	
   as	
   it	
  will	
   offer	
   single	
   family	
  detached	
  and	
   townhouses	
   in	
  both	
  a	
   front	
  
loaded	
  and	
  rear	
  alley	
  loaded	
  condition.	
  

	
  

Block	
  2A	
  

Block	
  2A	
  is	
  situated	
  solely	
  in	
  the	
  City	
  of	
  Charlottesville	
  and	
  will	
  be	
  a	
  continuation	
  of	
  the	
  development	
  
pattern	
   established	
   in	
   Block	
   1.	
   	
   Small	
   set	
   backs,	
   street	
   trees,	
   and	
   pedestrian	
   friendly	
   streets	
   will	
  
continue	
  in	
  this	
  block	
  and	
  throughout	
  the	
  neighborhood.	
  	
  Larger,	
  front	
  loaded,	
  single	
  family	
  detached	
  
lots	
  will	
  comprise	
  the	
  majority	
  of	
  the	
  product	
  type	
  in	
  this	
  block	
  with	
  a	
  few	
  smaller,	
  rear	
  loaded,	
  single	
  
family	
  detached.	
  	
  

Block	
  2B	
  

A	
  sub-­‐block,	
  2B,	
  will	
  support	
  a	
  third	
  residential	
  use,	
  Cottages.	
  	
  The	
  Cottages	
  will	
  be	
  small	
  foot	
  print	
  and	
  
small	
   square	
   footage	
   single	
   family	
   detached	
   homes	
   centralized	
   around	
   a	
   common	
   green	
   space.	
  	
  
Parking	
  will	
  be	
  relegated	
  from	
  the	
  primary	
  street	
  as	
  much	
  as	
  possible.	
  	
  	
  

Block	
  3	
  

Block	
  3	
  is	
  situated	
  with	
  a	
  majority	
  of	
  the	
  block	
  in	
  the	
  City	
  and	
  a	
  portion	
  in	
  the	
  County.	
  	
  The	
  Albemarle	
  
County	
  portion	
  of	
  the	
  block	
  is	
  comprised	
  of	
  the	
  remainder	
  of	
  the	
  Village	
  Green.	
  	
  Again,	
  this	
  will	
  provide	
  
for	
  central	
  green	
  space	
  that	
  is	
  flexible	
  and	
  programmable	
  for	
  both	
  passive	
  and	
  active	
  recreation.	
  	
  This	
  
is	
  anticipated	
  to	
  be	
  a	
  central	
  meeting	
  place	
  for	
  residents.	
  	
  The	
  City	
  of	
  Charlottesville	
  portion	
  of	
  Block	
  3	
  
continues	
  the	
  already	
  established	
  pattern	
  of	
  development	
  with	
  mid-­‐sized	
  single	
   family	
  detached	
   lots	
  
and	
  townhouses.	
  	
  The	
  units	
  in	
  this	
  block	
  are	
  all	
  anticipated	
  to	
  be	
  rear	
  loaded.	
  

Block	
  4A	
  

Block	
   4A	
   includes	
   single	
   family	
   detached	
   and	
   townhouses,	
   both	
   rear	
   and	
   front	
   loaded.	
   Block	
   4	
   is	
  
located	
  entirely	
  within	
  the	
  City	
  and	
  will	
  have	
  direct	
  access	
  to	
  the	
  Meadowcreek	
  and	
  pedestrian	
  access	
  
to	
  the	
  Rivanna	
  Trail	
  will	
  be	
  made	
  possible	
  by	
  the	
  installation	
  of	
  a	
  bridge	
  to	
  cross	
  the	
  Meadowcreek.	
  	
  A	
  
pocket	
  park	
  will	
  also	
  be	
  included	
  in	
  this	
  block.	
  

Block	
  4B	
  

Block	
   4B	
   is	
   comprised	
   solely	
   of	
   luxury	
   apartments	
   or	
   condos.	
   This	
   block	
   is	
   also	
   adjacent	
   to	
   the	
  
Meadowcreek	
  Golf	
  Course	
  and	
  the	
  multifamily	
  use	
  will	
  take	
  advantage	
  of	
  the	
  grades	
  on	
  site	
  to	
  provide	
  
spectacular	
  views	
  of	
  the	
  golf	
  course	
  and	
  surrounding	
  mountain	
  vistas.	
  	
  	
  

Blocks	
  5	
  and	
  6	
  

In	
   Blocks	
   5	
   and	
  6	
   the	
  pedestrian	
   friendly,	
   tree	
   lined	
   streets,	
   alley	
   access,	
   integrated	
   townhome	
  and	
  
single	
  family	
  pattern	
  of	
  development	
  continues.	
  	
  This	
  block	
  is	
  adjacent	
  to	
  greenspace	
  on	
  its	
  north	
  and	
  
south	
   boundaries.	
   	
   To	
   the	
   north	
   is	
   the	
  Meadowcreek	
   Golf	
   Course,	
   offering	
   great	
   views,	
   and	
   to	
   the	
  
south	
  is	
  the	
  central	
  Village	
  Green,	
  offering	
  active	
  and	
  passive	
  recreation.	
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Land	
  Uses	
  Permitted/	
  Prohibited	
  by	
  Block	
  

Table	
  A	
  establishes	
  the	
  uses	
  that	
  are	
  permitted	
  or	
  prohibited	
  by	
  block.	
  	
  If	
  the	
  column	
  under	
  a	
  Block	
  has	
  
a	
  “B”	
  filled	
  in,	
  then	
  the	
  use	
  in	
  that	
  row	
  is	
  permitted	
  (i.e.,	
  it	
  is	
  by-­‐right)	
  within	
  that	
  block.	
  	
  If	
  the	
  column	
  
under	
  a	
  Block	
  has	
  a	
  “S”	
  filled	
  in,	
  then	
  the	
  use	
  in	
  that	
  row	
  is	
  permitted	
  within	
  that	
  block	
  only	
  through	
  a	
  
Special	
  Use	
  Permit	
  and	
  a	
  separate	
  Special	
  Use	
  Permit	
  would	
  need	
  to	
  be	
  filed	
  and	
  a	
  separate	
  legislative	
  
action	
  would	
  need	
  to	
  be	
  taken	
  by	
  the	
  City	
  of	
  Charlottesville	
  City	
  Council	
  to	
  permit	
  that	
  use.	
  	
  Finally,	
  if	
  a	
  
column	
  is	
  left	
  blank,	
  then	
  the	
  use	
  is	
  prohibited	
  within	
  that	
  block.	
  	
  	
  

	
  

	
  

	
  

Table	
  A	
  –	
  Permitted/	
  Prohibited	
  Uses	
  by	
  Block	
   	
  	
   	
  	
   	
   	
  	
   	
   	
  	
   	
  	
  

Residential	
  Uses	
  
Block	
  Number	
  

1	
   2A	
   2B	
   3	
   4A	
   4B	
   5	
   6	
  
Detached	
  single	
  family	
   	
   B	
   B	
   B	
   B	
   B	
   	
   	
  
Duplex,	
  Triplex,	
  Townhouse	
   	
   B	
   B	
   B	
   B	
   B	
   	
   	
  
Multi-­‐family	
   	
   S	
   S	
   S	
   S	
   B	
   	
   	
  
Boarding	
  house	
  (rooming	
  house)	
   	
   S	
   S	
   S	
   S	
   S	
   	
   	
  
Accessory	
  building	
  structures	
  and	
  uses	
   	
   B	
   B	
   B	
   B	
   B	
   	
   	
  
Accessory	
  Apartment	
  -­‐	
  Internal	
   	
   B	
   B	
   B	
   B	
   B	
   	
   	
  
Accessory	
  Apartment	
  -­‐	
  External	
   	
   B	
   B	
   B	
   B	
   B	
   	
   	
  

Non-­‐Residential	
  Uses	
  
Block	
  Number	
  

1	
   2A	
   2B	
   3	
   4A	
   4B	
   5	
   6	
  
Houses	
  of	
  Worship	
   	
   S	
   S	
   S	
   S	
   S	
   	
   	
  
Clubs,	
  private	
  -­‐	
  lodges,	
  civic,	
  fraternal,	
  patriotic	
   	
   S	
   S	
   S	
   S	
   S	
   	
   	
  
Farmers’	
  market	
   	
   S	
   S	
   S	
   S	
   S	
   	
   	
  
Home	
  Occupation1	
  	
   	
   P	
   P	
   P	
   P	
   P	
   	
   	
  
Education	
  Facilities	
  	
   	
   S	
   S	
   S	
   S	
   S	
   	
   	
  
Stormwater	
  management	
  facilities	
  shown	
  on	
  an	
  approved	
  final	
  site	
  
plan	
  or	
  subdivision	
  plat	
  

	
   B	
   B	
   B	
   B	
   B	
   	
   	
  

Utility	
  Facilities	
   	
   B	
   B	
   B	
   B	
   B	
   	
   	
  
Utility	
  Lines	
   	
   B	
   B	
   B	
   B	
   B	
   	
   	
  

1.	
  Home	
  Occupation	
  shall	
  be	
  reviewed	
  in	
  accordance	
  with	
  the	
  City’s	
  Provisional	
  Use	
  Permit	
  regulations	
  and	
  
section	
  34-­‐1172	
  of	
  the	
  zoning	
  code.	
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Special	
  Single-­‐Family	
  Dwelling	
  and	
  Duplex	
  Unit	
  Regulations	
  

Special	
  single-­‐family	
  dwelling	
  and	
  duplex	
  units	
  are	
  defined	
  below	
  and	
  shall	
  be	
  allowed	
  within	
  Lochlyn	
  
Hill	
  only	
  under	
  the	
  following	
  conditions:	
  

Carriage	
  Houses:	
  

Carriage	
  House	
  Units	
  are	
  defined	
  as	
  separate,	
  detached,	
   independent	
   living	
  units	
  which	
  are	
   included	
  
on	
  a	
  single	
  family	
  attached	
  or	
  detached	
  unit’s	
  lot,	
  but	
  are	
  clearly	
  subordinate	
  to	
  the	
  primary	
  residence.	
  	
  
While	
   Carriage	
  House	
  Units	
  may	
   have	
   a	
   distinct	
   street	
   address	
   and	
  may	
   be	
   provided	
  with	
   separate	
  
utility	
   meters	
   if	
   utilized	
   as	
   a	
   rental	
   unit,	
   they	
   may	
   not	
   be	
   subdivided	
   from	
   the	
   primary	
   residence.	
  	
  
Carriage	
   house	
   units	
   must	
   be	
   located	
   to	
   the	
   rear	
   of	
   the	
   primary	
   residence	
   and	
   must	
   meet	
   all	
  
architectural	
  guidelines	
  applicable	
  to	
  the	
  primary	
  residence.	
  	
  	
  

	
   	
  

	
   	
  
	
  

ACCESSORY	
  DWELLING	
  UNITS:	
  

Accessory	
  Dwelling	
  Units	
  are	
  defined	
  as	
  a	
  separate,	
   secondary	
   residential	
  unit	
   that	
   is	
   subordinate	
   to	
  
the	
  owner-­‐occupied	
  principal	
  unit.	
  	
  The	
  secondary	
  units	
  are	
  restricted	
  as	
  follows:	
  	
  

• The	
  secondary	
  unit	
  shall	
  always	
  be	
  contained	
  within	
  the	
  same	
  structure	
  as	
  the	
  principle	
  unit.	
  

• The	
  secondary	
  unit	
  may	
  not	
  be	
  subdivided	
  from	
  the	
  principle	
  unit.	
  	
  

• Both	
  units	
  shall	
  meet	
  all	
  fire	
  code	
  and	
  building	
  regulations	
  for	
  a	
  two-­‐family	
  dwelling	
  as	
  defined	
  by	
  
the	
  International	
  Residential	
  Code.	
  

Typically,	
   the	
   secondary	
   unit	
   will	
   be	
   located	
   as	
   an	
   efficiency	
   apartment	
   on	
   the	
   ground	
   floor	
   of	
   a	
  
walkout	
  structure	
  with	
  the	
  secondary	
  unit’s	
  parking	
  provided	
  on-­‐street	
  and	
  the	
  principle	
  unit’s	
  parking	
  
provided	
  off	
  of	
  a	
  rear-­‐loaded	
  alley.	
  	
  However,	
  depending	
  on	
  grade	
  conditions,	
  the	
  secondary	
  unit	
  might	
  
be	
  provided	
  on	
  upper	
  floors	
  or	
  all	
  parking	
  might	
  be	
  provided	
  off-­‐site.	
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Block	
  Use	
  Density	
  

Tables	
  B	
  sets	
  the	
  minimum	
  densities	
  required	
  and	
  the	
  maximum	
  densities	
  allowed	
  for	
  residential	
  uses	
  
in	
  the	
  Lochlyn	
  Hill	
  Neighborhood.	
  	
  

	
  

	
  
TABLE	
  B	
  –	
  MINIMUM	
  and	
  MAXIMUM	
  RESIDENTIAL	
  DENSITY	
  

	
  
Primary	
  Dwelling	
  Unit	
   Accessory	
  Dwelling	
  Unit1	
  

MINUMUM	
  

SHOWN	
  ON	
  
ILLUSTRATIVE	
  
DEVELOPMENT	
  

PLAN	
  

MAXIMUM	
   MINIMUM	
   MAXIMUM	
  

City	
  of	
  
Charlottesville	
   135	
   148	
   175	
   15	
   50	
  

County	
  of	
  
Albemarle	
   40	
   56	
   60	
   -­‐	
   -­‐	
  

TOTAL	
   175	
   204	
   235	
   25	
   50	
  
1.	
  The	
  accessory	
  dwelling	
  units	
  are	
  not	
  provided	
  for	
  in	
  the	
  primary	
  dwelling	
  unit	
  counts.	
  	
  They	
  are	
  additive.	
  

	
  
Required	
  Green	
  Space,	
  Civic	
  and	
  Amenity	
  Areas	
  	
  

The	
   Lochlyn	
   Hill	
   proposal	
   provides	
   an	
   extensive	
   open	
   space	
   and	
   amenity	
   system	
   that	
   creates	
  
recreational	
  opportunities	
  and	
  a	
   sense	
  of	
   space	
   throughout	
   the	
  community.	
   	
  The	
  Green	
  Space,	
  Civic	
  
and	
  Amenities	
  Areas	
  will	
   include	
  pedestrian	
  corridors	
  which	
  are	
  designed	
  to	
   interconnect	
  centralized	
  
amenities,	
  such	
  as	
  the	
  Community	
  Center	
  and	
  the	
  Village	
  Green,	
  with	
  numerous	
  pocket	
  parks,	
  formal	
  
public	
   greens,	
   and	
   less	
   formal	
   Conservation	
   Areas.	
   	
   These	
   public	
   spaces	
   are	
   designed	
   to	
   not	
   only	
  
provide	
  users	
  with	
  outdoor	
  space,	
  but	
  also	
  to	
  create	
  focal	
  points	
  within	
  the	
  community	
  and	
  allow	
  for	
  
vistas	
   of	
   the	
   surrounding	
   mountains.	
   	
   Moreover,	
   Lochlyn	
   Hill’s	
   green	
   space	
   and	
   amenity	
   system	
   is	
  
designed	
   to	
   integrate	
   with	
   the	
   surrounding	
   neighborhoods	
   and	
   the	
   amenities	
   at	
   the	
   adjoining	
  
Meadowcreek	
  Golf	
  Course	
  

	
  

Description	
  of	
  Green	
  Space	
  and	
  Amenity	
  Areas	
  

The	
  Developer	
  shall	
  provide	
  the	
  following	
  formal	
  green	
  spaces	
  and	
  amenity	
  areas:	
  

	
  

Entry	
  Park	
  (County)	
  

The	
  Entry	
  Park	
  will	
  serve	
  multiple	
  functions.	
  	
  It	
  will	
  exhibit	
  the	
  character	
  of	
  the	
  neighborhood	
  and	
  serve	
  
as	
  a	
  gateway	
  to	
  the	
  Lochlyn	
  Hill	
  neighborhood	
  from	
  the	
  existing	
  housing	
  on	
  Pen	
  Park	
  Lane.	
  	
  It	
  will	
  be	
  
naturally	
   landscaped	
   with	
   opportunities	
   for	
   passive	
   recreation.	
   	
   Monument	
   signage	
   will	
   be	
  
incorporated	
   into	
   the	
   Entry	
   Park	
   to	
   delineate	
   the	
   neighborhood	
   and	
   will	
   reflect	
   the	
   architectural	
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character	
  of	
  residential	
  housing.	
  	
  This	
  park	
  will	
  be	
  adjacent	
  to	
  the	
  sales	
  center	
  and	
  at	
  some	
  point	
  in	
  the	
  
future,	
  the	
  sales	
  center	
  will	
  be	
  converted	
  into	
  a	
  residence.	
  	
  

	
  

The	
  Village	
  Green	
  (County)	
  

The	
  Village	
  Green	
  will	
  include	
  a	
  central,	
  multipurpose	
  lawn	
  that	
  will	
  be	
  the	
  focal	
  point	
  of	
  the	
  
neighborhood	
  and	
  will	
  serve	
  as	
  the	
  community	
  gathering	
  space	
  and	
  primary	
  recreational	
  amenity.	
  	
  
Additionally,	
  the	
  Green	
  may	
  include	
  a	
  swim	
  feature.	
  	
  The	
  edges	
  of	
  the	
  Village	
  Green	
  will	
  be	
  lined	
  with	
  
trees.	
  	
  The	
  Director	
  of	
  Neighborhood	
  Development	
  may	
  approve	
  alterations	
  to	
  final	
  program	
  elements	
  
if	
  the	
  alterations	
  better	
  respond	
  to	
  neighborhood	
  interests	
  at	
  the	
  time	
  of	
  construction.	
  

	
  

Pocket	
  Park	
  	
  

They	
  are	
  usually	
  developed	
  on	
  irregular	
  pieces	
  of	
  land.	
  Surrounded	
  by	
  existing	
  development	
  on	
  three	
  
sides,	
  they	
  literally	
  form	
  a	
  small	
  “pocket”	
  among	
  other	
  buildings.	
  These	
  little	
  parks	
  can	
  bring	
  shade,	
  
quiet,	
  and	
  they	
  often	
  turn	
  up	
  in	
  unexpected	
  places.	
  	
  Growing	
  in	
  popularity,	
  pocket	
  parks	
  are	
  easily	
  
constructed	
  and	
  provide	
  a	
  space	
  where	
  people	
  can	
  stop	
  to	
  relax,	
  read,	
  eat	
  a	
  packed	
  lunch,	
  or	
  meet	
  
friends.	
  	
  In	
  the	
  Lochlyn	
  Hill	
  neighborhood	
  they	
  will	
  function	
  primarily	
  as	
  passive	
  recreation	
  places.	
  

	
  

Meadowcreek	
  Greenway	
  Trail	
  

The	
  Meadowcreek	
  Greenway	
  Trail	
  is	
  intended	
  to	
  connect	
  to	
  the	
  larger	
  City	
  of	
  Charlottesville	
  greenway	
  
trail	
  that	
  is	
  currently	
  in	
  the	
  planning	
  phase.	
  	
  The	
  trail	
  on	
  the	
  Lochlyn	
  Hill	
  property	
  will	
  be	
  coordinated	
  
with	
  the	
  Charlottesville	
  Parks	
  and	
  Recreation	
  Department	
  to	
  determine	
  the	
  surface,	
  width,	
  and	
  final	
  
location.	
  	
  A	
  bridge	
  across	
  the	
  Meadowcreek	
  will	
  be	
  provided	
  to	
  connect	
  the	
  Rivanna	
  Trail	
  to	
  the	
  
Greenway	
  and	
  to	
  the	
  neighborhood.	
  	
  Additionally,	
  this	
  trail	
  will	
  extend	
  north	
  on	
  the	
  Meadowcreek	
  Golf	
  
Course	
  boundary	
  and	
  its	
  final	
  location	
  will	
  be	
  coordinated	
  with	
  Parks	
  and	
  Recreation.	
  	
  

	
  
	
  
Lot	
  and	
  Building	
  Height	
  Regulations	
  

The	
  following	
  tables	
  and	
  footnotes	
  establish	
  the	
  lot	
  widths,	
  build-­‐to	
  lines,	
  setbacks,	
  minimum	
  frontage	
  
requirements,	
  and	
  height	
  restrictions	
  for	
  uses	
  within	
  Lochlyn	
  Hill.	
  
	
  
	
  

Table	
  C	
  -­‐-­‐	
  Lot	
  Regulations	
  

Unit	
  Type	
   Lot	
  Width	
   Front	
  Build-­‐to	
  Line	
  
Range1,2,3,4,11	
  

Min.	
  Setbacks5,6,7,8,9	
  

Side	
   Rear	
  
Single	
  Family	
   61-­‐80	
   15-­‐30	
   5	
   10	
  
Single	
  Family	
   25-­‐60	
   10-­‐30	
   3	
   10	
  
Townhouse	
   16-­‐35	
   5-­‐25	
   3	
   10	
  
Multi-­‐Family	
   n/a	
   5-­‐25	
   4	
   15	
  
	
  	
  

	
   	
   	
   	
  
Freestanding	
  Signage	
   n/a	
   1	
   1	
   1	
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1. The	
   following	
   structures:	
   	
   porches	
   (1&2	
   story),	
   porch	
   stairs,	
   decks,	
   balconies,	
   bay	
  windows,	
   raised	
  dooryards,	
  

entrance	
   stoops,	
   planters,	
   entry	
   steps	
   and	
  other	
   similar	
   structures	
   are	
   permitted	
   to	
   extend	
   in	
   an	
   attachment	
  
zone	
   (i.e.,	
   the	
  area	
   in	
   front	
  of	
   the	
  build-­‐to	
   line)	
  by	
  no	
  more	
   than	
   ten	
   (10)	
   feet.	
   	
  Under	
  no	
  circumstances	
  may	
  
these	
  structures	
  extend	
   into	
  either	
   the	
   right-­‐of-­‐way	
  or	
  within	
  one	
   (1)	
   foot	
  of	
   the	
  sidewalk	
   (whichever	
   is	
  more	
  
restrictive).	
  	
  

2. For	
  single	
  family	
  detached	
  units	
  that	
  are	
  front	
   loaded,	
  the	
  garaged	
  door	
  shall	
  be	
  recessed	
  more	
  than	
  three	
  (3)	
  
feet	
  from	
  the	
  established	
  build-­‐to	
  line.	
  

3. Under	
  no	
  circumstances	
  shall	
  the	
  garage	
  door	
  be	
  any	
  closer	
  than	
  eighteen	
  (18)	
  feet	
  to	
  the	
  sidewalk.	
  

4. For	
  Corner	
  Lots,	
   front	
  build-­‐to	
   line	
   shall	
   apply	
   to	
  both	
  segments	
  of	
   the	
   lot	
   facing	
  either	
   street.	
   	
  The	
  side	
  yard	
  
setbacks	
  shall	
  apply	
  to	
  the	
  other	
  segments	
  of	
  the	
  lot	
  facing	
  away	
  from	
  the	
  streets.	
  

5. Townhouses	
  and	
  Multi-­‐family	
  unit	
  types	
  may	
  be	
  built	
  along	
  the	
  side	
  yard	
  property	
  line	
  if	
  construction	
  methods	
  
are	
  used	
  that	
  allow	
  for	
  a	
  common	
  wall.	
  	
  For	
  townhouse	
  and	
  multifamily	
  structures	
  built	
  on	
  the	
  property	
  line,	
  the	
  
structure’s	
  footing	
  may	
  cross	
  onto	
  the	
  adjacent	
  lot	
  a	
  maximum	
  of	
  eight	
  (8)	
  inches	
  

6. In	
  front	
  and	
  corner	
  yards,	
  accessory	
  structure	
  setbacks	
  shall	
  be	
  the	
  same	
  as	
  the	
  established	
  build-­‐to	
  line	
  for	
  that	
  
Building	
  Block.	
  	
  In	
  side	
  yards,	
  accessory	
  structure	
  setbacks	
  shall	
  be	
  three	
  (3)	
  feet.	
  

7. Covered	
  porches,	
  balconies,	
  chimneys,	
  eaves,	
  and	
  like	
  architectural	
  features	
  may	
  not	
  project	
  into	
  the	
  side	
  yard	
  
setback	
  and	
  may	
  not	
  project	
  more	
  than	
  two	
  (2)	
  feet	
  into	
  any	
  rear	
  yard	
  setback.	
  	
  HVAC	
  units	
  are	
  allowed	
  only	
  in	
  
the	
  side	
  and	
  rear	
  yards	
  and	
  cannot	
  be	
  within	
  (2)	
  feet	
  of	
  any	
  property	
  line.	
  

8. The	
  regulations	
  of	
  accessory	
  structures	
  are	
  as	
  follows:	
   	
   In	
  front	
  and	
  corner	
  yards,	
  accessory	
  structure	
  setbacks	
  
shall	
  be	
  the	
  same	
  as	
  the	
  established	
  build-­‐to-­‐line.	
  	
  In	
  side	
  yards,	
  accessory	
  structure	
  setbacks	
  shall	
  be	
  three	
  (3)	
  
feet,	
  except	
  with	
  garages	
  and	
  carports,	
  where	
  the	
  side	
  setback	
  shall	
  be	
  zero	
   (0)	
   feet.	
   	
   In	
  rear	
  yards,	
  accessory	
  
structure	
  setbacks	
  shall	
  be	
  five	
  (5)	
  feet.	
  	
  	
  

9. Garages	
   and	
   Carriage	
   Houses	
   may	
   be	
   connected	
   to	
   the	
   main	
   structure	
   under	
   the	
   following	
   conditions:	
   If	
  
connected	
   with	
   unconditioned	
   space	
   (e.g.	
   screened	
   porch,	
   covered	
   breezeway,	
   etc.)	
   the	
   modified	
   accessory	
  
structure	
  setbacks	
  established	
   in	
   item	
  eight	
   (8)	
  above	
  shall	
  be	
   followed.	
   	
   If	
   connected	
  with	
  conditioned	
  space	
  
then	
  the	
  minimum	
  setbacks	
  established	
  in	
  Table	
  C	
  –	
  Lot	
  Regulations	
  shall	
  be	
  followed.	
  

10. No	
  structure	
  shall	
  encroach	
  into	
  any	
  utility,	
  drainage	
  or	
  other	
  easement.	
  

11. The	
  minimum	
  frontage	
  requirement	
  for	
  lots	
  shall	
  be	
  three	
  (3)	
  feet	
  at	
  the	
  public	
  right	
  of	
  way	
  or	
  private	
  easement.	
  

12. The	
   Director	
   of	
   Neighborhood	
   Development	
   Services,	
   in	
   consultation	
   with	
   the	
   appropriate	
   staff,	
   may	
  
recommend	
   to	
   the	
  Planning	
  Commission	
  and	
  City	
  Council	
  an	
  amendment	
   to	
  the	
  Lot	
  Regulations	
   in	
  Table	
  C	
  as	
  
part	
   of	
   the	
   site	
   plan	
   review,	
   so	
   long	
   as	
   an	
   applicant	
   makes	
   the	
   request	
   in	
   writing	
   and	
   modifying	
   the	
   Lot	
  
Regulations	
  would	
  not	
  adversely	
  harm	
  the	
  public	
  health,	
  safety	
  and	
  welfare.	
  

	
  

Landscape	
  Standards	
  

Landscaping	
  is	
  a	
  fundamental	
  component	
  of	
  the	
  overall	
  structure	
  of	
  the	
  plan	
  and	
  the	
  establishment	
  of	
  
a	
  sense	
  of	
  place.	
  	
  Requirements	
  listed	
  in	
  Chapter	
  34,	
  Division	
  2	
  “Landscape	
  and	
  Screening”	
  if	
  the	
  City	
  
Zoning	
   Ordinance	
   shall	
   be	
   adhered	
   to	
   during	
   the	
   site	
   plan	
   review.	
   	
   The	
   Lochlyn	
   Hill	
   Code	
   of	
  
Development	
  establishes	
  specific	
  landscaping	
  standards	
  for	
  the	
  following	
  critical	
   landscaped	
  areas	
  on	
  
the	
  General	
  Development	
  Plan:	
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Residential	
  Yards	
  

Landscaping	
   in	
   residential	
   yards	
   should	
   be	
   chosen	
   from	
   the	
   City	
   of	
   Charlottesville	
   recommended	
  
species	
  list.	
  	
  Landscaping	
  efforts	
  should	
  concentrate	
  planting	
  efforts	
  adjacent	
  to	
  the	
  house,	
  especially	
  
near	
  the	
  entry.	
  A	
  better	
  effect	
  will	
  be	
  achieved	
  using	
  increased	
  quantities	
  of	
  a	
  few	
  species	
  rather	
  than	
  
a	
   few	
   plants	
   each	
   of	
   many	
   species.	
   	
   Individual	
   residential	
   dwelling	
   planting	
   plans	
   shall	
   sufficiently	
  
screen	
   utility	
   areas,	
   break	
   up	
   the	
   foundation	
   of	
   the	
   building,	
   buffer	
   driveway	
   and	
   parking	
   areas	
  
adjacent	
   to	
   property	
   lines,	
   and	
   provide	
   cover	
   for	
   areas	
   disturbed	
   during	
   construction.	
   	
   Adjacent	
   to	
  
decks,	
  foundation	
  plantings	
  shall	
  screen	
  foundations	
  or	
  voids.	
  	
  

Sod	
  is	
  required	
  in	
  the	
  front	
  yard	
  of	
  all	
  houses	
  and	
  between	
  the	
  curb	
  and	
  the	
  sidewalk	
  and	
  between	
  the	
  
sidewalk	
  and	
  the	
  front	
   façade	
  of	
  the	
  structure.	
   	
  Beds	
  for	
  trees	
  can	
  break	
  the	
  sod	
  along	
  the	
  property	
  
line.	
  	
  Corner	
  lots	
  are	
  considered	
  to	
  have	
  two	
  front	
  yards.	
  	
  Sod	
  is	
  required	
  along	
  the	
  side	
  street	
  from	
  the	
  
curb	
  to	
  sidewalk	
  and	
  from	
  the	
  sidewalk	
  to	
  the	
  build-­‐to	
  line.	
  	
  	
  

The	
  following	
  tables	
  establish	
  the	
  minimum	
  number	
  and	
  size	
  of	
  trees	
  that	
  will	
  be	
  required	
  in	
  the	
  front	
  
yards	
  of	
  residential	
  dwellings.	
  	
  These	
  quantities	
  are	
  minimums	
  for	
  the	
  front	
  of	
  houses;	
  additional	
  plants	
  
beyond	
   these	
  numbers	
  are	
  encouraged.	
   	
   If	
   a	
   significant	
  number	
  of	
  existing	
   trees	
  are	
   retained	
   in	
   the	
  
front	
   of	
   the	
   lot	
   then	
   this	
   requirement	
  may	
   be	
   reduced	
   or	
   waived.	
   	
   Note:	
   These	
  minimum	
   planting	
  
requirements	
  include	
  any	
  trees	
  planted	
  in	
  the	
  right	
  of	
  way	
  immediately	
  in	
  front	
  of	
  or	
  adjacent	
  to	
  the	
  
lot.	
  

	
  

TABLE	
  D	
  -­‐	
  MINIMUM	
  PLANTING	
  REQUIREMENTS	
  	
  

Lot	
  Width	
   Deciduous	
  Trees	
   Evergreen	
  Tree	
   Shrubs	
  

60’	
  -­‐	
  80’	
   2	
   1	
   30	
  

50’	
  -­‐	
  59’	
   2	
   1	
   20	
  

40’	
  -­‐	
  49’	
   1	
   1	
   15	
  

30’	
  -­‐	
  39’	
   1	
   0	
   10	
  

<	
  30’	
   0	
   0	
   5	
  

	
  

TABLE	
  E	
  -­‐	
  MINIMUM	
  PLANT	
  SIZES	
  AT	
  TIME	
  OF	
  INSTALLATION	
  

Tree	
   Size	
  

Deciduous	
   2-­‐inch	
  caliper	
  	
  

Evergreen	
   6’	
  height	
  	
  

Shrubs	
   3	
  gallon	
  container	
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Grading	
  	
  

The	
  layout	
  of	
  Lochlyn	
  Hill	
  is	
  in	
  large	
  part	
  a	
  response	
  to	
  the	
  existing	
  topographic	
  conditions	
  of	
  the	
  site.	
  
The	
  goal	
  in	
  the	
  planning	
  of	
  Lochlyn	
  Hill	
  is	
  to	
  address	
  the	
  topography	
  of	
  the	
  site	
  not	
  as	
  a	
  constraint	
  but	
  
as	
  an	
  opportunity	
  to	
  create	
  vistas,	
  unique	
  roads	
  and	
  development	
  patterns	
  that	
  work	
  with	
  the	
  land	
  and	
  
create	
  visual	
  interest.	
  	
  Terracing	
  is	
  an	
  integral	
  element	
  of	
  the	
  site	
  design.	
  Building	
  splits	
  and	
  walkouts	
  
shall	
  be	
  used	
  to	
  take	
  up	
  grade.	
  	
  The	
  roads	
  shall	
  be	
  oriented	
  to	
  respond	
  to	
  steeper	
  conditions.	
  	
  The	
  road	
  
and	
  development	
  pattern	
   is,	
   in	
  most	
  areas,	
  parallel	
  with	
  the	
  direction	
  of	
  the	
  topography	
  to	
  facilitate	
  
the	
  terracing	
  concept.	
  	
  	
  

A	
  Conceptual	
  Grading	
  Plan	
  (Exhibit	
  #8)	
  is	
  included	
  as	
  part	
  of	
  the	
  Illustrative	
  General	
  Development	
  Plan	
  
(Exhibit	
  #2).	
  	
  	
  

1. Grading	
  shall	
  provide	
  smooth	
  transitions	
  between	
  the	
  existing	
  topography	
  and	
  newly	
  created	
  
slopes.	
  

2. Reconstructed	
  slopes	
  will	
  be	
  no	
  greater	
  than	
  3:1	
  unless	
  landscaped.	
  	
  Landscaped	
  slopes	
  can	
  be	
  
no	
  greater	
  than	
  2:1	
  	
  

Retaining	
  walls	
  will	
  be	
  a	
  necessary	
  element	
  of	
  the	
  project	
  and	
  they	
  will	
  be	
  addressed	
  so	
  that	
  they	
  are	
  
highly	
   designed	
   and	
   developed	
   as	
   project	
   features	
   and	
   amenities	
   rather	
   than	
   afterthoughts.	
   With	
  
retaining	
  walls,	
  the	
  following	
  standards	
  shall	
  be	
  applied:	
  

• Walls	
  over	
  6-­‐feet	
  tall,	
  as	
  measured	
  from	
  top	
  of	
  wall	
  to	
  the	
  top	
  of	
  the	
  footer,	
  shall	
  be	
  allowed	
  
only	
   at	
   recommendation	
   of	
   the	
   Director	
   of	
   Neighborhood	
   Development	
   Services,	
   in	
  
consultation	
   with	
   the	
   appropriate	
   staff,	
   to	
   the	
   Planning	
   Commission	
   and	
   City	
   Council	
   for	
  
approval.	
  

• Landscaping	
  shall	
  be	
  used	
  at	
  the	
  base	
  and/	
  or	
  top	
  of	
  walls	
  to	
  integrate	
  these	
  structures	
  into	
  
the	
  site	
  and	
  reduce	
  their	
  massing.	
  

• Retaining	
  walls	
  visible	
  from	
  the	
  street	
  or	
  other	
  public	
  area	
  shall	
  be	
  of	
  a	
  higher	
  material	
  quality	
  
and	
  shall	
  be	
  compatible	
  with	
  the	
  adjacent	
  building	
  architecture	
  materials	
  and/or	
  colors	
  (e.g.,	
  
shall	
  be	
   finished	
  with	
  brick,	
   interlocking	
  concrete	
  block,	
   stacked	
   fieldstone,	
  etc.).	
   	
  Retaining	
  
walls	
  not	
  visible	
  from	
  the	
  street	
  may	
  be	
  constructed	
  of	
  smooth	
  plaster,	
  finished	
  concrete,	
  or	
  
pressure	
  treated	
  wood.	
  

Signage	
  

The	
   signage	
   regulations	
   established	
   in	
   the	
   City	
   Zoning	
  Ordinance	
   shall	
   govern	
   all	
   signage	
  within	
   the	
  
Lochlyn	
  Hill	
  PUD.	
  

	
  

	
   	
  



LOCHLYN	
  HILL	
  	
  -­‐-­‐	
  	
  CODE	
  OF	
  DEVELOPMENT	
  

	
  
-­‐	
  14	
  -­‐	
  
	
  

	
  

SUPPLEMENTAL	
  TABLES	
  REQUESTED	
  BY	
  STAFF	
  AND	
  PLANNING	
  COMMISSION	
  

For	
  Additional	
  Information	
  and	
  Clarification	
  Purposes	
  

	
  

	
  

	
  

	
   	
  

Table	
  A1	
  –	
  Permitted/	
  Prohibited	
  Uses	
  by	
  Block	
  –	
  Compared	
  to	
  City	
  Code	
   	
  

Residential	
  Uses	
  
Block	
  Number	
   	
  

1	
   2A	
   2B	
   3	
   4A	
   4B	
   5	
   6	
   R-­‐2	
  
Detached	
  single	
  family	
   	
   B	
   B	
   B	
   B	
   B	
   	
   	
   B	
  
Attached	
  single	
  family	
  (duplex)	
   	
   B	
   B	
   B	
   B	
   B	
   	
   	
   B	
  
Townhouse	
   	
   B	
   B	
   B	
   B	
   B	
   	
   	
   	
  
Multi-­‐family	
   	
   S	
   S	
   S	
   S	
   B	
   	
   	
   	
  
Boarding	
  house	
  (rooming	
  house)	
   	
   S	
   S	
   S	
   S	
   S	
   	
   	
   	
  
Accessory	
  building	
  structures	
  and	
  uses	
   	
   B	
   B	
   B	
   B	
   B	
   	
   	
   B	
  
Accessory	
  Apartment	
  -­‐	
  Internal	
   	
   B	
   B	
   B	
   B	
   B	
   	
   	
   P	
  
Accessory	
  Apartment	
  -­‐	
  External	
   	
   B	
   B	
   B	
   B	
   B	
   	
   	
   P	
  
Residential	
  Treatment	
  Facility	
   	
   S	
   S	
   S	
   S	
   S	
   	
   	
   B	
  

Non-­‐Residential	
  Uses	
  
Block	
  Number	
   	
  

1	
   2	
   	
   3	
   	
   4	
   5	
   6	
   R-­‐2	
  
Houses	
  of	
  Worship	
   	
   S	
   S	
   S	
   S	
   S	
   	
   	
   B	
  
Clubs,	
  private	
  -­‐	
  lodges,	
  civic,	
  fraternal,	
  patriotic	
   	
   S	
   S	
   S	
   S	
   S	
   	
   	
   S	
  
Farmers’	
  market	
   	
   S	
   S	
   S	
   S	
   S	
   	
   	
   	
  
Home	
  Occupation1	
  	
   	
   P	
   P	
   P	
   P	
   P	
   	
   	
   P	
  
Education	
  Facilities	
  	
   	
   S	
   S	
   S	
   S	
   S	
   	
   	
   S	
  
Stormwater	
  management	
  facilities	
  shown	
  on	
  an	
  
approved	
  final	
  site	
  plan	
  or	
  subdivision	
  plat	
  

	
   B	
   B	
   B	
   B	
   B	
   	
   	
   B	
  

Utility	
  Facilities	
   	
   B	
   B	
   B	
   B	
   B	
   	
   	
   B	
  
Utility	
  Lines	
   	
   B	
   B	
   B	
   B	
   B	
   	
   	
   B	
  



LOCHLYN	
  HILL	
  	
  -­‐-­‐	
  	
  CODE	
  OF	
  DEVELOPMENT	
  

	
  
-­‐	
  15	
  -­‐	
  
	
  

	
  

	
  

	
  

	
  

	
   	
  

	
  
TABLE	
  B1	
  –	
  Density	
  by	
  Block	
  

	
  

	
  
Primary	
  Dwelling	
  Unit	
   Accessory	
  Dwelling	
  Unit	
  

Block	
  Area	
  and	
  
Density	
  

MINUMUM1	
  

SHOWN	
  ON	
  
ILLUSTRATIVE	
  
DEVELOPMENT	
  

PLAN	
  

MAXIMUM	
   MINIMUM	
   MAXIMUM	
  

2A	
   15	
   15	
   19	
   0	
   5	
   6.29	
  Acres	
  
2.38	
  Units/Acre	
  

2B	
   15	
   15	
   18	
   0	
   5	
   1.79	
  Acres	
  
8.37	
  Units/Acre	
  

3	
   40	
   30	
   40	
   7	
   15	
   5.77	
  Acres	
  
5.19	
  Units/Acre	
  

4A	
   50	
   40	
   50	
   8	
   15	
   6.4	
  Acres	
  
5.47	
  Units/Acre	
  

4B	
   15	
   48	
   48	
   0	
   5	
   1.93	
  Acres	
  
24.87	
  Units/Acre	
  

City	
  of	
  
Charlottesville	
   135	
   148	
   175	
   15	
   50	
   	
  

County	
  of	
  
Albemarle	
   40	
   56	
   60	
   -­‐	
   -­‐	
   	
  

TOTAL	
   175	
   204	
   235	
   25	
   50	
   	
  



LOCHLYN	
  HILL	
  	
  -­‐-­‐	
  	
  CODE	
  OF	
  DEVELOPMENT	
  

	
  
-­‐	
  16	
  -­‐	
  
	
  

	
  

	
  

	
  

	
  

	
  

	
  

	
  

	
  

	
  

	
  

	
  

	
  

	
  

	
  

	
  

	
  

OPEN	
  SPACE	
  

Total	
  Site	
   38	
  Acres	
  
Total	
  Open	
  Space	
   9.71	
  Acres	
  (25.5%)	
  

	
   	
  
County	
  Area	
   12.14	
  Acres	
  

County	
  Open	
  Space	
   2.65	
  Acres	
  (21.8%)	
  
	
   	
  

City	
  Area	
   25.86	
  Acres	
  
City	
  Open	
  Space	
   7.06	
  Acres	
  (27.3%)	
  

BLOCK	
  AREA	
  DENSITY	
  

BLOCK	
   ACRES	
   UNITS	
   UNITS/ACRE	
  
1	
   5.39	
   18	
   3.34	
  
2A	
   6.29	
   15	
   2.38	
  
2B	
   1.79	
   15	
   8.37	
  
3	
   5.77	
   30	
   5.19	
  
4A	
   6.4	
   35	
   5.47	
  
4B	
   1.93	
   48	
   24.87	
  
5	
   3.59	
   23	
   6.41	
  
6	
   3.05	
   20	
   6.56	
  



6/12/12

Lochlyn	
  Hill	
  Housing	
  Trust	
  Fund
	
  Shared	
  Appreciation	
  Models Future	
  Sale:

Year Year Year
5 10 20

Annual	
  Appreciation 3%
Initial	
  Price/	
  Sale	
  Price 200,000$	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
   231,855$	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
   268,783$	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
   361,222$	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  
Net	
  after	
  expenses 7% 215,625$	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
   249,968$	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
   335,937$	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  
LHHTF	
  Downpayment 20,000$	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  
Owner	
  Downpayment 2,000$	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  

1st	
  DOT	
  Mortgage 178,000$	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  
Interest	
  Rate 4.5%
Term	
  (years) 30
Loan	
  Balance	
  upon	
  Sale 162,261$	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
   142,559$	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
   87,024$	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  

LHHTF	
  Account:
LHHTF	
  Loan	
  amount 20,000$	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  
Interest	
  rate 6%
Annual	
  Interest	
  Amount 1,200$	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  
Accumulated	
  interest 6,000$	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
   12,000$	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
   24,000$	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  
Loan	
  Balance	
  due	
  at	
  Sale 26,000$	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
   32,000$	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
   44,000$	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  

Owner's	
  Account:
Downpayment 2,000$	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  
Loan	
  Principal	
  Reduction 15,739$	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
   35,441$	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
   90,976$	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  
Owner	
  Improvements 5,000$	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
   10,000$	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
   15,000$	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  
Total	
  Owner's	
  Account	
  at	
  Sale 22,739$	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
   47,441$	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
   107,976$	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  

Total	
  of	
  Owner	
  &	
  LHHTF 48,739$	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
   79,441$	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
   151,976$	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  

Property	
  Sale:
Net	
  Proceeds	
  after	
  1st	
  dot 53,364$	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
   107,409$	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
   248,913$	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  
LHHTF	
  Share 28,467$	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
   53% 43,266$	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
   40% 72,065$	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
   29%
Owner	
  Share 24,897$	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
   47% 64,143$	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
   60% 176,848$	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
   71%

Total	
  Owner	
  Return 2,158$	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
   9% 16,702$	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
   35% 68,872$	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
   64%
Total	
  LHHTF	
  Return 2,467$	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
   9% 11,266$	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
   35% 28,065$	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
   64%

Downpayment	
  %
Available	
  for	
  next	
  owner 28,467$	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
   12% 43,266$	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
   16% 72,065$	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
   20%



Lochlyn	
  Hill	
  Housing	
  Trust	
  Fund	
  
GENERAL	
  REQUIREMENTS	
  AND	
  PROGRAM	
  TERMS	
  

	
  

	
  

Source	
  of	
  Funds	
   Meadowcreek	
  Development	
  LLC	
  or	
  its	
  successor	
  in	
  interest.	
  	
  Amount	
  shall	
  be	
  
no	
  less	
  than	
  $150,000.	
  

Eligible	
  use	
  of	
  
Funds	
  

Down	
  Payment	
  and	
  Closing	
  Cost	
  Assistance.	
  	
  Purchaser	
  must	
  occupy	
  the	
  
property	
  as	
  their	
  primary	
  residence.	
  	
  Funds	
  may	
  be	
  used	
  only	
  with	
  a	
  fixed	
  rate,	
  
fixed	
  term,	
  and	
  first	
  mortgage	
  product.	
  	
  	
  

Eligible	
  
Recipients	
  

Homebuyers	
  with	
  gross	
  household	
  income	
  not	
  exceeding	
  80%	
  of	
  the	
  
Charlottesville	
  area	
  median	
  income	
  limits,	
  as	
  defined	
  by	
  HUD	
  and	
  recognized	
  
by	
  VHDA.	
  

Eligible	
  
Properties	
  

Properties	
  within	
  the	
  Lochlyn	
  Hill	
  neighborhood	
  with	
  a	
  sales	
  price	
  not	
  to	
  
exceed	
  the	
  VHDA	
  First	
  Time	
  Homebuyer	
  Program	
  limits.	
  

Loan	
  Terms	
   Deferred	
  payment	
  loans	
  funded	
  by	
  the	
  Lochlyn	
  Hill	
  Housing	
  Trust	
  Fund	
  shall	
  
accrue	
  simple	
  interest	
  at	
  6%	
  with	
  all	
  principal	
  and	
  interest	
  due	
  upon	
  sale	
  of	
  
the	
  property	
  by	
  the	
  purchaser.	
  	
  Prepayments	
  are	
  allowable.	
  	
  Loans	
  with	
  
current	
  interest	
  payable	
  shall	
  carry	
  an	
  interest	
  rate	
  not	
  to	
  exceed	
  the	
  Prime	
  
Rate	
  plus	
  2%.	
  	
  Actual	
  rate	
  to	
  be	
  determined	
  by	
  the	
  program	
  manager	
  based	
  on	
  
Purchaser’s	
  ability	
  to	
  pay.	
  	
  Current	
  interest	
  loans	
  may	
  be	
  interest	
  only	
  
amortizing	
  loans.	
  

Loan	
  Security	
   Secured	
  deed	
  of	
  trust	
  on	
  the	
  property.	
  	
  Lien	
  position	
  to	
  be	
  determined	
  in	
  each	
  
individual	
  case,	
  depending	
  on	
  the	
  other	
  sources	
  of	
  secondary	
  financing	
  used.	
  

Loan-­‐To-­‐Value	
  
and	
  CLTV	
  Limits	
  

The	
  total	
  loan-­‐to-­‐value	
  limits	
  for	
  all	
  secured	
  debt	
  shall	
  not	
  exceed	
  105%	
  of	
  the	
  
purchase	
  price,	
  unless	
  otherwise	
  acceptable	
  to	
  the	
  lenders.	
  

Maximum	
  
Assistance	
  

10%	
  of	
  the	
  sales	
  price.	
  

Minimum	
  
Housing	
  Debt	
  
Ratios	
  

Housing	
  Trust	
  Fund	
  loans	
  will	
  be	
  structured	
  to	
  insure	
  that	
  subsidies	
  are	
  
appropriate	
  for	
  the	
  Homebuyer’s	
  needs.	
  	
  For	
  households	
  with	
  income	
  not	
  
exceeding	
  60%	
  of	
  AMI,	
  the	
  minimum	
  housing	
  debt	
  ratio	
  shall	
  be	
  21%.	
  	
  For	
  
households	
  with	
  gross	
  income	
  above	
  60%	
  of	
  AMI,	
  the	
  minimum	
  housing	
  debt	
  
ratio	
  shall	
  be	
  24%	
  

Homebuyer	
  
Contribution	
  

All	
  homebuyers	
  must	
  contribute	
  at	
  least	
  one	
  percent	
  (1%)	
  of	
  the	
  purchase	
  
price.	
  	
  Closing	
  costs	
  shall	
  be	
  considered	
  part	
  of	
  the	
  purchase	
  price	
  for	
  purposes	
  
of	
  this	
  requirement.	
  

Security	
  
Documents	
  &	
  
Subordination	
  

The	
  Lochlyn	
  Hill	
  Housing	
  Trust	
  Fund	
  will	
  hold	
  the	
  notes	
  and	
  deeds	
  of	
  trust.	
  	
  
The	
  Fund	
  shall	
  not	
  subordinate	
  its	
  debt	
  to	
  any	
  additional	
  financing	
  after	
  
closing,	
  but	
  shall	
  subordinate	
  for	
  the	
  financing	
  of	
  the	
  balance	
  at	
  a	
  lower	
  
interest	
  rate.	
  

Ineligible	
  Loan	
  
Programs	
  

Adjustable	
  rate	
  and	
  interest	
  only	
  loans	
  are	
  not	
  eligible.	
  	
  Step	
  rate	
  and	
  5-­‐7	
  year	
  
adjustable	
  rate	
  mortgages	
  may	
  be	
  eligible	
  based	
  on	
  the	
  purchaser’s	
  ability	
  to	
  
pay	
  and	
  subject	
  to	
  approval	
  by	
  the	
  Trust	
  Fund	
  Director.	
  

Maximum	
  Debt	
  
Ratios	
  

32-­‐35%	
  front	
  end	
  ratio.	
  	
  40-­‐45%	
  back	
  end	
  ratio.	
  	
  	
  

Appreciation	
  
Sharing	
  

Upon	
  sale	
  of	
  the	
  property	
  and	
  repayment	
  of	
  all	
  other	
  loans	
  and	
  financial	
  
assistance	
  outstanding,	
  together	
  with	
  simple	
  interest,	
  the	
  net	
  proceeds	
  shall	
  be	
  
distributed	
  as	
  follows:	
  	
  The	
  Lochlyn	
  Hill	
  Housing	
  Trust	
  Fund	
  balance,	
  including	
  
interest,	
  shall	
  be	
  credited	
  toward	
  The	
  Fund’s	
  capital	
  account.	
  	
  All	
  initial	
  equity	
  
invested	
  by	
  Purchaser,	
  together	
  with	
  all	
  principal	
  payments	
  made	
  on	
  loans	
  and	
  
home	
  improvements	
  made	
  by	
  Seller	
  during	
  the	
  time	
  they	
  owned	
  the	
  property,	
  
shall	
  be	
  credited	
  toward	
  their	
  capital	
  account.	
  	
  The	
  ratio	
  of	
  the	
  two	
  capital	
  
accounts	
  shall	
  determine	
  the	
  ratio	
  of	
  the	
  payout	
  of	
  net	
  proceeds	
  from	
  sale.	
  	
  	
  



Lochlyn	
  Hill	
  Affordable	
  Housing	
  Proffer	
  Summary	
  	
  

	
  

Range	
  of	
  Owner	
  Occupied	
  Units	
  to	
  be	
  built	
  in	
  the	
  City:	
   	
   87-­‐127	
  

Affordable	
  Owner	
  Occupied	
  Units	
  Proffered:	
   	
   	
   11-­‐14	
  

Percentage	
  Affordable	
  Proffered:	
   	
   	
   	
   	
   11-­‐12.64%	
  

Min.	
  Units	
  proffered	
  to	
  TJHT,	
  PHA,	
  JABA	
  or	
  HFH	
   	
   	
   3	
  

	
  

Multifamily	
  units	
  planned	
  in	
  the	
  City:	
   	
   	
   	
   48	
  

Affordable	
  Multifamily	
  Units	
  proffered	
   	
   	
   	
   6	
  

Percentage	
  Affordable	
  Proffered	
   	
   	
   	
   	
   12.5%	
  

Optional	
  Cash	
  Proffer	
  	
  	
   	
   	
   	
   	
   	
   $42,000	
  

	
  

Proffered	
  Range	
  of	
  Accessory	
  Dwelling	
  Units	
  in	
  the	
  City	
   	
   15-­‐50	
  

Estimated	
  percentage	
  of	
  units	
  w/affordable	
  rental	
   	
   	
   50%	
  

Proffer	
  qualified	
  percentage	
   	
   	
   	
   	
   	
   30%	
  

Range	
  of	
  units	
  qualified	
  as	
  affordable	
  under	
  the	
  proffer	
   	
   4-­‐15	
  

	
  

Range	
  of	
  Total	
  Affordable	
  units	
   	
   	
   	
   	
   21-­‐36	
  

Total	
  percentage	
  Affordable	
   	
   	
   	
   	
   	
   15-­‐20%	
  

	
  

Developer	
  Cost	
  	
  of	
  the	
  current	
  proffer	
   	
   	
   	
   $210,000-­‐$360,000	
   	
   	
  

Developer	
  Cost	
  of	
  modified	
  proffer	
   	
   	
   	
   	
   $317,000-­‐$467,000	
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CITY OF CHARLOTTESVILLE 
DEPARTMENT OF NEIGHBORHOOD DEVELOPMENT SERVICES 

STAFF REPORT 
 

 
 

 
 
PLANNING COMMISSION AND CITY COUNCIL JOINT PUBLIC 

HEARING 
 

DATE OF HEARING:   July 10, 2012 
 

APPLICATION NUMBER:  ZM 12-05-07 
 

 
Project Planner:   Willy Thompson, AICP 
 
Applicant:   Deborah Davis 
 
Applicants Representative:  Deborah and Steve Davis  
 
Application Information 
Property Street Address:  1536 Rugby Road     
Tax Map/Parcel #:   41-71 
Total Acreage Site: 3.66    
Comprehensive Plan (Land Use Plan) Designation: Residential   
Current Zoning Classification: R-1 (Single-Family) 
Tax Status: Current 
 
Applicant’s Request: 
The applicant is requesting to rezone the property located at 1536 Rugby Road from R-1 Residential 
District to Planned Unit Development (PUD) with proffers related to the uses permitted for this site 
and regulations pertaining to temporary uses.  This property is further identified on City Real 
Property Tax Map #41 as parcel 71 having approximately 1,250 feet of frontage on Rugby Road 
and containing approximately 220,500 square feet of land (3.66 acres). The PUD zoning allows an 
applicant to present a proposal independent of established zoning categories for consideration by the 
governing body.  This proposal includes a Bed and Breakfast Inn and single-family residential units 
with dedicated open space, landscaping, and tree canopy.  The general uses called for in the Land 
Use Plan of the Comprehensive Plan are for Residential.  
 
 
 

APPLICATION FOR REZONING OF PROPERTY 
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Standard of Review:    The Planning Commission must make an advisory recommendation to 
the City Council.  Council may amend the zoning district classification of this property upon 
finding that the proposed amendment would serve the interests of “public necessity, convenience, 
general welfare, or good zoning practice.”  To advise Council as to whether those interests would 
be served, the Planning Commission should inquire as follows:  (1) The initial inquiry should be 
whether the existing zoning of the property is reasonable; (2) the Commission should then evaluate 
whether the proposed zoning classification is reasonable.  One factor relevant to the reasonableness 
of a particular zoning district classification is whether that classification is consistent with the City’s 
Comprehensive Plan designation for the property.  Other relevant factors include:  the existing use 
and character of the subject property and adjacent properties; suitability of the property for various 
uses; zoning classification(s) of adjacent properties; the intent and purposes of the proposed zoning 
district classification; trends of growth and change (including, without limitation, recent patterns of 
development of other circumstances which may have changed since the current zoning 
classification was originally enacted). 
 
Project Review: 
 

Overall Analysis: 
 

1. Proposed Use of the Property. 
The proposed uses shall be a bed and breakfast inn, limited to no more than 15 guest 
rooms and two single-family detached dwellings.    
 

2. Zoning History 
In 1949 the property was zoned “A” Residence. It was shown as R-1 Residential on 
the 1958 and 1976 maps as well as the 1991 and 2003 maps.  
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3. Character and Use of Adjacent Properties 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
4. Reasonableness/Appropriateness of Current Zoning 

The current zoning is R-1 Residential with a permitted non-conforming boarding  
and fraternity house use. The surrounding zoning is also R-1 but is characterized by 
larger lot single-family detached dwelling uses. The current use is non-conforming 
because a fraternity or boarding house use is only allowed by special use permit in 
R-3 (Medium Density Residential), R-UMD (University Medium Density), and R-
UHD (University High Density). The R-1 zoning is not an appropriate zoning 
classification for the nonconforming fraternity house use.  
 

5. Reasonableness/Appropriateness of Proposed Zoning 
The applicant has provided the following responses to whether the application 
satisfies the PUD objectives. In doing so, staff believes the proposed zoning is an 
appropriate zoning for this site. Furthermore, an objective of the Comprehensive 
Plan is to encourage the use of a PUD as a way to protect the natural environment 
and allow flexibility and variety in development. 
 
Objective 1: The proposed PUD will be higher quality than otherwise required by 
the strict application of zoning district regulations.  In contrast to this proposal, by-
right development scenarios include: 

• continued non-conforming boarding use 
• construction of five units in the “front yard” of the property (according to the 

listing agent) 
• demolition of the building and construction of eleven units (according to the 

listing agent) 
 
Objective 6: The proposed PUD will be harmonious with the existing uses and 
character of adjacent property, and consistent with patterns of development in the 
neighborhood.  By maintaining existing spatial relationships, the PUD maintains and 
reinforces the existing character of the Meadowbrook Hills/Rugby neighborhood. 
 
Objective 7: The proposed PUD ensures preservation of an important cultural and 
historical asset, a Eugene Bradbury building. 
 
Objective 9: The proposed PUD provides for coordinated linkages among internal 
buildings and uses, and external connections, at a scale appropriate to the 
development and adjacent neighborhoods. An important part of the site plan will be 
the development of better access to the adjacent Rivanna Trail. 

Direction  Use Zoning 
North  Rivanna Trail, Single-Family Residential R-1 
South  Single-Family Residential R-1 
East Single-Family Residential R-1 
West Rivanna Trail, City Gardens, Single-Family 

Residential 
R-1 
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Objective 10: The proposed PUD facilitates access to the development by single-
vehicle-alternative services.  Site development would include pedestrian and bicycle 
linkages and preferred parking for fuel-efficient vehicles.  The Inn would also offer 
bikes to guests. 
 

6. Consistency with Comprehensive Plan 
The Comprehensive Plan designation for this area generally recommends residential 
uses. The proposed PUD does include two single-family detached dwellings 
alongside the bed and breakfast inn use.  
 
The subject property is 3.66 acres in size with substantial road frontage along Rugby 
Road. According to the applicant, as many as five single-family lots could be created 
by right. Although this concept has not been reviewed by staff, the land area and 
road frontage are sufficient enough to accommodate multiple residential lots. The 
surrounding residential lots average approximately 1 acre in size or 43,560 square 
feet. Under an R1 zoning, the by-right minimum lot size is 8,125 square feet, which 
is approximately 5.36 units per gross acre yielding 19.5 units on 3.66 acres, not 
excluding land area needed for setbacks, infrastructure, and minimum road frontage.  
 
It stands to reason that in a by-right scenario where multiple, smaller lot residential 
divisions are made, the resulting set of land uses may not be as compatible with the 
surrounding, larger lot residential uses. Rugby Road is narrow and curves sharply 
around the property with steep grades at the property edges. These existing 
conditions could cause safety concerns if supporting multiple private residential 
driveways as required under a by-right R-1 subdivision. 
 
An objective of the Comprehensive Plan is to ensure compatibility of land use in all 
decisions affecting land use and paying special attention to neighborhood protection. 
Limiting access points along Rugby Road and ensuring a unified site design with one 
principle use is more compatible to the surrounding land uses. An alternative where  
multiple, small-lot divisions are made by-right under R-1 zoning would not be as 
compatible with the nearby land uses and Comprehensive Plan. 
 
One of the Comprehensive Plan goals is to increase the number of rehabilitated and 
re-used historic structures. The existing structure was built as Charlottesville Country 
Club in 1914 and later became White Pines Health Resort. It has been owned by the 
Chi Psi Fraternity since the 1940s. Rehabilitating the existing structure would meet 
the intent of the Comprehensive Plan’s preservation goals and reacquaint the site 
with uses comparable to those it was originally designed to accommodate. 

 
7. Potential Uses of the Property 

The applicant is requesting a PUD zoning which under the zoning ordinance is 
required to show all proposed uses. For this PUD, those uses are a bed and breakfast 
inn, located in the existing residential structure; two single-family detached dwelling 
units; and a two to three bedroom cottage associated with the twelve to thirteen 
bedroom bed and breakfast inn.   
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8. Access, Circulation, and Traffic: 

The proposed PUD shows an existing entrance on Rugby Road. The access would be 
private. An older, alternate entrance on the western side of the property will not be 
used to access the property. Additionally, one of the PUD objectives is to develop an 
access way to the adjacent Rivanna Trail. 
 

9. Planned Unit Standards: 
 

Development Standard Requirement Proposed 
Open Space 15% 16% 
Landscaping 20% of commercial sq ft 21% 
Tree Canopy No Standard 24% 

 
10. Process 

If the rezoning is approved, and before any site development, the applicant will be 
required to submit for review a preliminary site plan that is in substantial 
conformance with the approved PUD.   

  
11. Board of Architectural Review 

No approvals are required by the BAR. 
 

12. Impact Mitigation 
The applicant has submitted proffers aimed at mitigating potential land use impacts 
to the surrounding areas as they regard the temporary use permits. All temporary 
uses require a temporary use permit which is issued by the City Zoning administrator 
on a case by case basis. The applicant has proposed an extensive list of proffers 
associated with the temporary use permits. Those proffers are listed below. 
 

Proffers 
Under the current R-1 zoning, a number of uses are permitted by-right. The applicant has proffered 
to keep some of those uses as part of the proposed PUD. These uses can only happen in the 
designated buildings as depicted on the PUD development plan.  
 

1. Uses allowed within Buildings A and D will be limited to the following: 
a. Internal accessory apartments 
b. Accessory buildings, structures, and uses (on the respective parcel) 
c. Adult assisted living, up to 8 residents 
d. B&B: Homestay 
e. B&B: B&B 
f. B&B: Inn 
g. Convent/Monastery, by Special Use Permit 
h. Dwellings: Single-family, detached 
i. Family Day Home, 1-5 Children, or up to 12 Children by Special Use Permit 
j. Home occupation, by Provisional Use Permit 
k. Occupancy, up to 4 unrelated persons per residential structure 
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l. Residential Treatment Facility, 1-8 residents, or up to 15 residents, by Special 
Use Permit 

m. Houses of Worship 
n. Libraries 
o. Clubs, private, by Special Use Permit 
p. Daycare Facility, by Special Use Permit 
q. Educational Facilities, non-residential, including elementary, high schools, 

college and university, by Special Use Permit 
r. Temporary uses (on the respective parcel), by permit, in accordance with 

Section 3 below.   
 

2.  Uses allowed within Building B and C will be limited to the following: 
a. Accessory buildings, structures, and uses (on the respective parcel) 
b. B&B: Homestay 
c. Dwellings: Single-family, detached 
d. Home occupation, by Provisional Use Permit 
e. Occupancy, up to 4 unrelated persons per residential structure 
f. Temporary uses (on the respective parcel), by permit, in accordance with city 

zoning regulations in effect at the time of permit 
 
 3. Temporary Uses shall be allowed as follows: 

a.  All temporary uses shall require a Temporary Use Permit, in accordance with 
current city zoning regulations 

b.  All temporary events shall comply with current city regulations (including the 
noise ordinance), except as modified below. 

c. Temporary Uses shall be allowed up to 12 times per calendar year.  
d.  All temporary events shall occur on Friday, Saturday, or Sunday.  
e.  The Zoning Administrator may permit an event on a holiday or on the eve of a 

holiday, provided the arrangements are in keeping with the intent described 
herein.  

f.  Friday and Saturday events shall end no later than 9pm. 
g.  Sunday events shall end no later than 7pm. 
h.  On the evenings of temporary events, the nighttime noise level shall take effect at 

9pm (Ref Sec. 16-8.a) 
i.  On the evenings of temporary events, no amplified music shall be permitted after 

9pm, if a Friday or Saturday, or 7pm, if a Sunday. 
j.  On the day of temporary events, all amplified music shall be limited to 3 hours 

maximum.  
k.  All temporary events shall be separated by at least 13 days.  
l.  No multi-day events shall be permitted. 
m.  Approval of all temporary use permits shall be contingent on an approved 

parking plan that accommodates event guest vehicles at an acceptable location 
outside the neighborhood. 

n.  All temporary events shall be limited to 200 event guests.  
o.  An Inn operator shall be present for the duration of all temporary events. 
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p.  The temporary use restrictions outlined herein shall apply to all temporary 
events, including the five events per year allowed by permit under current 
zoning. 

 
Public Comments Received: 
Two written comments regarding the proposed rezoning have been received and are attached. 
Multiple verbal comments have been received and the general consensus has been positive. Most 
comments have supported the proposed use of a bed and breakfast inn. However, there have been 
considerable concerns for the temporary use permits. In an effort to alleviate some of those 
concerns, the applicant has offered an extensive list of proffers pertaining to the temporary use 
permits. 
 
Staff Recommendation:   
The proposed rezoning adequately meets the objectives desired in a planned unit development.  The 
proposed PUD rehabilitates and preserves a historic structure and provides a unified site design that 
includes opens space, tree preservation, two single-family detached dwellings, and a two-three 
bedroom cottage. The proposed uses would be compatible and harmonious with surrounding land 
uses and reenergize a site with the kinds of uses it was originally created to accommodate.  
 
Staff recommends approval of the rezoning and proffers as submitted. 
 
 
Planning Commission Recommendation: 
 
Attachments 
Applications materials. 
 
Suggested Motions: 
 
1. “I move to recommend the approval of this application to rezone the subject properties from 

R-1 to PUD, on the basis that the proposal would serve the interests of the general public 
welfare and good zoning practice.” 

 
2. “I move to recommend denial of this application to rezone the subject properties from R-1 to 

PUD.” 
 

3. Alternate motion. 
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CITY OF CHARLOTTESVILLE 
DEPARTMENT OF NEIGHBORHOOD DEVELOPMENT SERVICES 

STAFF REPORT 

 

 

 

 
 

PLANNING COMMISSION AND CITY COUNCIL JOINT 

PUBLIC HEARING 
 

DATE OF HEARING:   July 12, 2012 

APPLICATION NUMBER:  SP-08-04-05 
 

 

Project Planner:   Brian Haluska, AICP 

Date of Staff Report: June 26, 2012 

 

Applicant:   Waterhouse LLC  

Current Property Owner: Waterhouse LLC 

Applicant’s Representative: William H. Atwood 
 

Application Information 
 

Property Street Addresses:  218 West Water Street 

Tax Map/Parcel #:  Tax Map 28, Parcel 84 

Total Square Footage/Acreage Site:  0.779 acres 

Comprehensive Plan (Land Use Plan) Designation:  Mixed-Use 

Current Zoning Classification:  Water Street Corridor with Architectural Design Control 

District Overlay 

Tax Status:  The City Treasurer’s office indicates that there are no delinquent taxes owed on 

the subject properties at the time of the writing of this staff report. 

 

Applicant’s Request 

 
Waterhouse LLC has applied for a special use permit for additional height on property located at 

218 West Water Street.  The current building on the property is 70 feet tall, the maximum 

permitted by right in the Water Street Corridor zoning.  The applicant is requesting an increase 

of 12’6” in height to add an additional story on the building.   

 

 

 

APPLICATION FOR A SPECIAL USE PERMIT 
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Vicinity Map 

 

 
 

Standard of Review  

 

The Planning Commission must make an advisory recommendation to the City Council 

concerning approval or disapproval of a special permit or special use permit for the proposed 

development based upon review of the site plan for the proposed development and upon the 

criteria set forth.  The applicant is proposing no changes to the current site, and therefore is not 

required to submit a site plan per sections 34-158 and 34-802 of the zoning ordinance. 

 

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

 

(1)     Whether the proposed use or development will be harmonious with existing 

patterns of use and development within the neighborhood;  

 

(2)     Whether the proposed use or development and associated public facilities will 

substantially conform to the city's comprehensive plan;  

 

(3)     Whether proposed use or development of any buildings or structures will comply 

with all applicable building code regulations;  

 

(4)     Whether the proposed use or development will have any potentially adverse 

impacts on the surrounding neighborhood, or the community in general; and if so, 

whether there are any reasonable conditions of approval that would satisfactorily mitigate 

such impacts. Potential adverse impacts to be considered include, but are not necessarily 

limited to, the following:  
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a.     Traffic or parking congestion;  

 

b.     Noise, lights, dust, odor, fumes, vibration, and other factors which adversely 

affect the natural environment;  

 

c.     Displacement of existing residents or businesses;  

 

d.   Discouragement of economic development activities that may provide 

desirable employment or enlarge the tax base;  

 

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

facilities existing or available;  

 

f.     Reduction in the availability of affordable housing in the neighborhood;  

 

g.     Impact on school population and facilities;  

 

h.     Destruction of or encroachment upon conservation or historic districts; and,  

 

i.     Conformity with federal, state and local laws, as demonstrated and certified 

by the applicant;  

 

(5)     Whether the proposed use or development will be in harmony with the purposes of 

the specific zoning district in which it will be placed; and  

 

(6)     Whether the proposed use or development will meet applicable general and specific 

standards set forth within the zoning ordinance, subdivision regulations, or other city 

ordinances or regulations.  

 

City Council may grant an applicant a special permit or special use permit, provided that the 

applicant’s request is in harmony with the purposes and standards stated in the zoning ordinance 

(Sec. 34-157(a)(1)).  Council may attach such conditions to its approval, as it deems necessary to 

bring the plan of development into conformity with the purposes and standards of the 

comprehensive plan and zoning ordinance. 
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Project Review / Analysis 
 

1. Background 

 

This is a request for additional height in the Water Street Corridor. The zoning 

ordinance permits heights up to 70 feet by right, and up to 101 feet with a special use 

permit in the Water Street Corridor. 

 

The property was previously approved for a height of 117 feet (101 feet plus a 16 foot 

tall appurtenance) under the prior zoning for the property, the Downtown Corridor 

zoning.  The property was subsequently rezoned in 2008 to the new Water Street 

Corridor.  The applicant then voluntarily amended the site plan, and reduced the 

height of the building to 70 feet. 

   

2. Proposed Use of the Property 

 

The property is currently being used as a mixed-use building.  It contains residential 

and commercial office uses, as well as structured parking.  The proposed additional 

floor would house additional residential units. 

 

No new buildings will be built or developed as a part of this application.  The 

addition would be on the roof of the existing building at 218 West Water Street. 

 

3. Impact on the Neighborhood 

 

a. Traffic or parking congestion 

 

 Traffic congestion:  The special use will impact the traffic in the area.  The 7
th

 

Edition ITE Trip Generation Manual estimate the total number of additional 

trips generated by the proposed addition as a maximum of 70 trips per day, 

with 7 trips coming in the peak hour in the morning, and an additional 7 trips 

in the afternoon peak hour. 

 

 Parking: The current site plan was approved when the property was in the 

parking exempt zone.  The building has 127 parking spaces on site. 

 

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

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

community. 

 

This use will have an effect from the standpoint of noise and fumes from the 

additional automobile traffic generated by the use. 

 

c. Displacement of existing residents or businesses. 

 

This use will not displace any existing residents or businesses. 
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d. Discouragement of economic development activities that may provide 

desirable employment or enlarge the tax base. 

 

This use does not discourage economic development activities. 

 

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

facilities existing of available. 

 

This use will marginally increase the density of population in the area and 

intensify the use of community facilities.   

 

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

current and future needs of the city. 

 

This use will not reduce the availability of affordable housing. 

 

g. Impact on school population and facilities. 

 

This use will not impact the school facilities or population in a meaningful way. 

 

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

 

The property is in the Downtown Architectural Design Control District.  The 

BAR reviewed the application at their meeting on June 19, 2012 and passed the 

following motion: 

 

The BAR recommended (7-0) to City Council that the proposed special use 

permit to allow 12.5 feet of additional building height will not have an adverse 

impact on the Downtown ADC District, and the BAR recommended approval of 

the special use permit subject to the usual BAR review of the revised plan. 

 

One concern that was raised in the BAR meeting was the possibility of the 

addition of an appurtenance on top of the additional story.  The BAR stated that 

they were opposed to additional height of any kind on the building beyond the 

requested 12’6”. 

 

i. Conformity with federal, state and local laws. 

 

The proposal complies with all federal, state, and local laws to the best of the 

applicant’s knowledge. 
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4. Zoning History 

 

In 1949 the property was zoned B-2 Business.  In 1958 the property was zoned B-3 

Business.  In 1976 and 1991, the property was zoned B-4 Business.  The property was 

zoned Downtown Corridor in 2003. 

 

5. Character and Use of Adjacent Properties 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

6. Reasonableness/Appropriateness of Current Zoning 

 

The current Water Street Corridor zoning is reasonable and appropriate.  By-right 

uses in the Water Street Corridor include mixed-use development in the form of 

multi-family residential, commercial office and retail uses. 

 

7. Consistency with Comprehensive Plan 

 

The current use of the property is consistent with the Comprehensive Plan designation 

for the property. 

 

Public Comments Received 
   

There have been no public comments received by staff. 

 

Staff Recommendation 

 
Staff feels that the impact of the proposed use can be managed on the site without negatively 

impacting the surrounding neighborhood, and thus recommends that the application be approved 

with the following conditions: 

 

1. The maximum height of the building, including appurtenances, shall be no greater than 

82 feet and 6 inches. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Direction Use Zoning 

North Commercial (Retail) Downtown 

South Mixed-Use (Residential and Office) South Street 

East Commercial (Office and Retail) Water Street 

West Mixed-Use (Residential and Commercial Office) Water Street 
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Suggested Motions 
 

1. I move to recommend approval of this application for a special use permit in the Water 

Street Corridor zone for the Waterhouse project, a mixed-use structure at 218 West Water 

Street to permit height above 70 feet, with the conditions listed in the staff report. 

 

OR, 

 

2. I move to recommend denial of this application for a special use permit in the Water 

Street Corridor zone for the Waterhouse project. 
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                     CITY OF CHARLOTTESVILLE 
DEPARTMENT OF NEIGHBORHOOD DEVELOPMENT SERVICES 

STAFF REPORT 
 

STONEFIELD EROSION AND SEDIMENTATION APPEAL 
 

 
PLANNING COMMISSION REGULAR MEETING 

DATE OF PLANNING COMMISSION MEETING:   JULY 10, 2012  
 

 
Author of Staff Report:   Jim Tolbert, AICP   
Date of Staff Report:       June 30, 2012  
Applicable City Code Provisions:   Chapter 10 – Water Protection, Charlottesville, VA Code of 
Ordinances.  
 
Executive Summary  
 
The Stonefield (formerly Albemarle Place) project, as part of its development plan, is required to 
construct major storm water improvements.  Most of those improvements are on the west side of 
U. S. 29 in Albemarle County.  The drainage outfall, however, is located in the City of 
Charlottesville.  Stonefield was required to obtain an Erosion and Sedimentation (E&S) permit 
from the City for land disturbing in the City.  The City, the City E&S permit required Stonefield 
to plug the 72” storm sewer pipe and the plug was to remain in place until all improvements were 
completed.  Improvements are not complete and Stonefield has removed the plug.  The City 
notified Stonefield to replace the plug within 48 hours and complete all required improvements 
or face legal action.  Stonefield has appealed the City notice to plug the 72” pipe.  Throughout 
this memo the terms Stonefield, Albemarle Place and Edens are used to refer to the same 
project/owner. 
 
Background    
 
As shown on the map attached as Exhibit 1, the Stonefield development has constructed a new 
drainage system that outfalls to Meadow Creek in the City.  The new system continues to use an 
existing 42” pipe under U. S. 29 to drain on-site water.  That system treats and retains the water 
that falls on-site in compliance with the County Water Protection Ordinance.  They have also 
placed a new 72” pipe under U. S. 29 which drains all off-site bypass water as well as overflow 
from the on-site system. 
 
All of this drainage flows to a channel that crosses property owned by the U. S. Post Office, 
Pepsi and Seminole Square Shopping Center (Seminole).  The channel functions as a retention 
pond and the City has an easement to maintain the pond to the 416 foot elevation.  This pond has 
served the three properties and has received water from the west side of U. S. 29 prior to this 
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construction.  Because the existing 42” pipe was probably undersized, the passage under U. S. 29 
worked to force retention on the west side of U. S. 29 so the flow rate into the pond was 
manageable.  The addition of the 72” pipe though has increased the flow to the point that the 
design flow of the storm will exceed the City maintained capacity of the pond.  The ten year 
storm event will cause the water to rise to the 421’ elevation, 5 feet greater than the City 
maintained 416’ elevation. 
 
Stonefield received permission from the U. S. Post Office to construct improvements on land 
owned by the Post Office.  However, it has not received permission to construct improvements 
on property owned by Pepsi or Seminole. 
 
The issue at hand is that to complete the rip-rap portion of the improvements as shown on the 
Stonefield E&S Plan, the improvements must be located on property owned by Seminole.  From 
the energy dissipater to the stream bank there is a length of approximately 5’ that is owned by 
Seminole.  The approved E&S plan contains a note that “contractor to ensure new rip-rap ties 
into the existing rip-rap in stormwater detention”.  Because the existing rip-rap is on property 
owned by Seminole, the Stonefield required rip-rap cannot be tied into existing rip-rap without 
an easement from Seminole.  The photo in Exhibit 2 and the sketch site plan, Exhibit 3, show 
this.  The wooden fence is located on the property line between the post office and Seminole.  To 
effect the tie-in the rip-rap must cross the line marked by the fence. 
 
Because City staff was desirous of working in a cooperative manner with the County an 
understanding was reached to allow Stonefield to complete the 72” pipe and improvements to tie 
to Meadow Creek.  The City and County allowed construction to proceed conditioned on a plug 
being placed in the 72” pipe to remain until all improvements were complete on the City side of 
U. S. 29.  See Exhibit 4, an email dated September 29, 2011 from Mark Graham, affirming this 
understanding and the note on the approved City E&S plan, Exhibit 5, and note on the County 
Stormwater Management Plan, Exhibit 6, stating “contractor to ensure new rip-rap ties into 
existing rip-rap in stormwater detention facility as required.” 
 
It is the City’s contention that the improvements associated with the 72” pipe as shown on the 
City E&S Plan and the County Stormwater Management Plan include the rip-rip tie-in 
requirements and that the project is not complete until those are in place.  We believe that this 
position is further confirmed by the December 22, 2011 letter from David Johnson, Director of 
the Virginia Department of Conservation and Recreation (Exhibit 7) as outlined in item (3) on 
page 2. 
 

3. Energy Dissipation below the 72” Discharge – The revised site plan directs the 
contractor to ensure the rip-rap at the end of the energy dissipater ties into the rip-
rap channel in the detention basin as needed.  DCR believes this can be 
accomplished. 

 
Discussions with DCR staff have confirmed that DCR believes the rip-rap tie-in was necessary 
and the letter stated their understanding that it was necessary.  DCR further believed that the rip-
rap would be installed as shown. 
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Stonefield was notified by the Director of Neighborhood Development Services on June 1, 2012 
that they were in violation of the E&S Permit (Exhibit 8).  This letter outlines the reason that 
City staff believes that there is a violation.  Those issues are outlined below. 
 

• Drawing C-33A illustrations depict and require installation of rip rap within the 
stormwater detention facility including, but not limited to a requirement stating 
“Contractor to Ensure New Rip-Rap Ties Into Existing Rip-Rap in Stormwater Detention 
Facility.”  Rip-rap has not been installed in all areas depicted or described in Drawing C-
33A, in violation of this requirement;  

• Drawing C-33A notation requires the “New 72” North Diversion Pipe to Remain Plugged 
During Phase 1A and Phase 1B Service.”   The 72” pipe noted on Drawing C-33A has 
been unplugged and is allowing water to flow through.  As the Project is still in Phase 
1A, the unplugging of the 72” Pipe is a violation of this requirement; 
 

• 4 VAC 50-30-40 requires Albemarle Place EAAP, LLC, in making the improvements 
noted in the E&SC Plan, to protect properties and waterways downstream from the 
development site and to provide evidence of permission to make the improvements.  The 
E&SC Plan indicates that rip-rap will be installed on property not belonging to Albemarle 
Place EAAP, LLC, and no evidence of permission to make such improvements has been 
provided to the City of Charlottesville, in violation of this requirement.   
 

Stonefield was directed to take corrective measures as follows: 
 

• Plug the 72” North Diversion Pipe to stop water from flowing through it within forty-
eight (48) hours of your receipt of this notice.  The pipe is to remain plugged until the 
conclusion of Phase 1B.  

• Provide evidence of permission to make the improvements noted on the E&SC Plan that 
are on property not belonging to Albemarle Place EAAP, LLC prior to re-opening the 
above-referenced 72” North Diversion Pipe. 

• Install rip-rap as noted and illustrated in Drawing C-33A prior to re-opening the above-
referenced 72” North Diversion Pipe; 

 
On June 11, 2012 Stonefield filed an appeal to City Council with Paige Barfield, City Clerk.  
This met the requirements that an appeal be filed within 10 days of receipt of the notice of 
violation.  Section 10-8 of the City Code outlines procedures for an appeal. 
 

(a) Any person who is aggrieved by a decision of the program authority pursuant to this 
chapter shall have the right to review of such action by the city council.  Any such appeal 
shall be filed in writing with the clerk of the city council within ten (10) days of the date 
of such decision. 

(b) An appeal received by the city council pursuant to this section shall be referred to the 
planning commission for review and findings of fact.  The planning commission shall 
review that appeal at its next regular meeting following the date the notice of appeal is 
received by the clerk of council, and shall report its findings to city council.  The city 
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council shall review the appeal within thirty (30) days after the date of the planning 
commission meeting. 

(c) The city council shall consider evidence presented by the owner, the program authority, 
and any other aggrieved person.  The council shall render its decision in writing and may 
affirm, reverse or modify the program authority’s decision.  The council’s decision shall 
constitute the final decision of the city on the matter(s) which are the subject of the 
appeal. 

(d) Any person aggrieved by a final decision of the city council pursuant to this section shall 
have the right of review of such decision by the circuit court of the city.  Any such appeal 
shall be filed in writing with the circuit court within thirty (30) days of the council’s final 
decision. 

(e) For the purposes of this section, “aggrieved person” is limited to the owner, a permittee, 
owners of adjacent and downstream property and any interested governmental agency or 
officer thereof. 

 
In the letter of appeal (Exhibit 9) several assertions are made by the Attorney for Albemarle 
Place.  These are addressed below with comments on each: 
 
Albemarle Place: Albemarle Place has installed rip-rap and has ensured that the new rip-rap 

ties into the existing rip-rap as required.  The new rip-rap has been 
installed up to the property lined which is within the ravine that serves as 
the stormwater detention facility.  The new rip-rap, therefore, ties into the 
existing rip-rap on the adjoining property. 

 
Comment: As outlined above the rip-rap stops short of a tie-in to existing rip-rap and 

does not cross the property line to tie to the existing rip-rap.  The drawings 
that are the appellants E&S plan clearly show the required rip-rap must 
extend the property line to tie to the rip-rap in the channel. 

 
Albemarle Place: The 72” pipe was plugged during Phase 1A and Phase 1B service.  The 

description of Phase 1A and Phase 1B sequence of construction does not 
refer to the installation of rip-rap on adjoining property not belonging to 
Albemarle Place.  Since all of the requirements of Phase 1A and Phase 1B 
have been met, it was proper for the 72” pipe to be unplugged. 

 
Comment: The drawing within the plan clearly show the requirement to tie the rip-rap as 

part of Phase 1A & 1B, (Exhibit 10).   

The construction sequence listed in Drawing C-33A indicates that the project 
remains in Phase 1A or 1B service. (See Exhibit 1) 

- Phase 1A of the construction sequence states “Contractor to plug 42” and 
36” orifices water tight in manhole 3.1 once the northern diversion outfall 
is completed and online.”  It should be noted that plugging of the 42” and 
36” orifices in manhole 3.1 is directly associated with the unplugging of 
the 72” pipe, but the northern diversion outfall has not been completed. 
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- Phase 1B of the construction sequence states “Provide grading…to allow 
the north sediment basin to be placed in service prior to the completion of 
the 72” outfall.” 

- Both items above indicate that the project is still in Phase 1A or Phase 
1B, as the rip rap has not been completed and the rip rap is an integral 
part of the 72” outfall. 

 
Albemarle Place: Moreover, these issues are addressed in the Preconstruction Meeting 

Memorandum prepared by Marty Silman of the City of Charlottesville 
(attached hereto as Exhibit B), states that the 72” pipe will remain plugged 
until installation of the rip-rap at the 60” outfall above Meadow Creek has 
been completed and approved by the City.  The installation of the rip-rap 
at the 60” outfall above Meadow Creek was completed on or about April 
18, 2012 and the installed improvements were approved by the City during 
an inspection on April 23, 2012, that was attended by Steve Wright and 
Marty Silman of the City of Charlottesville.  Therefore, it was proper for 
Albemarle Place to unplug the 72” pipe. 

 
Comment: The City contends that staff never granted approval of the work.  There is 

no written approval.  Staff merely commented that the quality of the work 
that has been completed was excellent.  Further, Mr. Silman’s notes on the 
pre-construction memo (Exhibit 11) also state that Albemarle Place was 
reminded that the 72” pipe will remain plugged until any requirements 
imposed by DCR are fulfilled. 

 
As evidenced in the DCR letter to Collins (Exhibit 7),  the rip-rap tie is a 
DCR MS19 requirement. 

 
Albemarle Place: Additionally, Albemarle Place has complied with all of the requirements 

in 4 VAC 50-30-40, including the requirement that downstream properties 
be protected from the development site.  This requirement, commonly 
referred to as MS-19, has been the subject of multiple discussions with 
Albemarle County, the City of Charlottesville and the Department of 
Conservation and Recreation and all have been satisfied that downstream 
properties have been properly protected.  Indeed, in an abundance of 
caution, Albemarle Place, in connection with the extensive permitting 
process that was undertaken, has posted a $150,000 bond with the City of 
Charlottesville to provide for monitoring the downstream area and 
performing any additional work in the unlikely event that it may be 
deemed appropriate. 

 
Comment: Again, as referenced in the Collins letter and explained above, we contend 

that the MS-19 requirements have not been satisfied.  Additionally, the 
$150,000 bond was a requirement of the U. S. Army Corps of Engineers 
who were called in by downstream property owners.  The bond is to 
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provide for monitoring and additional work that might be needed beyond 
that shown on the approved plan.  The bond was to the Corps and we 
asked to be included so that we might facilitate any needed repairs to the 
stream and associated wetlands. 

 
Albemarle Place: The E&SC Plan does not contemplate that Albemarle Place would install 

rip-rap on adjoining property that does not belong to Albemarle Place or 
the Post Office.  To the contrary, the Preconstruction Meeting 
Memorandum specifically states:  “Issuance of permit does not include 
improvements beyond the Post Office property limits.”  Since the 
approved E&SC Plan does not authorize improvements on adjoining 
property, Albemarle Place is not required to make improvements on 
adjoining property or demonstrate to the City of Charlottesville that 
Albemarle Place has permission to make improvements on adjoining 
property in order to comply with the approved E&SC Plan. 

 
Comment: The note referenced is simply to make it clear that we were not giving 

Stonefield permission to work on the property of others where permission 
had not been secured.  In fact, the note clearly reminds Albemarle Place 
that they must secure that permission. 

 
Albemarle Place was also reminded that any work off the post office 
property will require permissions and/or easements from adjoining 
property owners.  Issuance of the permit does not allow improvements 
beyond the Post Office property limits, but at the same time does not 
relieve Albemarle Place of its obligations. 

 
Albemarle Place: Lastly, the 72” pipe has been unplugged for approximately twenty five 

days.  During that time, Charlottesville has experienced several heavy rain 
events.  At no time did the outfall from the 72” pipe pose a threat to public 
health, safety and welfare or cause erosion and sediment control issues.  
To the contrary, the outfall from the 72” pipe has run clean and the 
installed improvements have been operating as designed and approved. 

 
Comment: This is not relevant to the appeal.  The issue is not whether the system has 

withstood a storm, but whether the work completed is as shown on the 
plan. 

 
In conclusion, the issue here is simply that the work required by the 
Erosion and Sediment Control Plan submitted by Stonefield has not been 
satisfactorily completed.  The photo attached as Exhibit 12 may be the 
most accurate depiction of this situation.  This clearly shows the excellent 
job of rip-rap placement to the left of the fence, and the total lack of rip-
rap to the right to tie-in to the stream. 
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Recommendation 
 
City Code, Chapter 10-8 requires the Planning Commission to review the appeal at its next 
regular meeting after the appeal is presented to the Clerk of Council and to report its findings to 
the City Council. 
 
Staff recommends that the Planning Commission make and present the following findings 
and recommend to City Council that the decision of the Director of Neighborhood 
Development Services be upheld. 
 
Edens (Albemarle Place) has an Erosion and Sedimentation Control Plan approved by the 
City.  The plan requires certain improvements.  The work required by that plan has not 
been completed.  Specific issues are as follows: 
 

1. To date, rip rap has not been installed between the property line and the existing 
rip rap in the creek, as required on the approved plans. (See Exhibits 2 & 12) 

2. The construction sequence listed in Drawing C-33A indicates that the project 
remains in Phase 1A or 1B service. (See Exhibit 1) 

- Phase 1A of the construction sequence states “Contractor to plug 42” and 36” 
orifices water tight in manhole 3.1 once the northern diversion outfall is 
completed and online.”  It should be noted that plugging of the 42” and 36” 
orifices in manhole 3.1 is directly associated with the unplugging of the 72” 
pipe, but the northern diversion outfall has not been completed. 

- Phase 1B of the construction sequence states “Provide grading…to allow the 
north sediment basin to be placed in service prior to the completion of the 72” 
outfall.” 

- Both items above indicate that the project is still in Phase 1A or Phase 1B, as 
the rip rap has not been completed and the rip rap is an integral part of the 
72” outfall. 

3. At the pre-construction meeting, Edens was informed that any work off the post 
office property will require permissions and/or easements from adjoining property 
owners.  (See Exhibit 11) To the City’s knowledge, these permissions have not been 
acquired. 

4. At the pre-construction meeting, Edens was informed that the 72” pipe will remain 
plugged until any requirements imposed by DCR are fulfilled. (See Exhibit 11) 

5. DCR’s memo dated 12/22/11 states that “The revised site plan directs the 
contractor to ensure the rip-rap at the end of the energy dissipater ties into the rip-
rap channel in the detention basin as needed.  DCR believes this can be 
accomplished.” (See Exhibit 7).  This has not been done. 
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6. E&S Plan review comments also stated above items #3 and #4.  These comments 
were sent via email on 12/20/12. 

7. Regarding 4 VAC 50-30-40 (MS-19), the approved plans meet MS-19 but the 
construction must be in accordance with the approved plans.  Until all rip rap is 
installed per approved plans, the construction has not met MS-19. 

8. Several sheets of the E&S plan indicate that new rip rap will tie to existing rip rap.  
The existing rip rap is located on the adjoining property, and the new rip-rap does 
not tie into it.  (See Exhibits 1, 3, 5 & 6) 

9. As of 5/24/12, the 72” pipe had been un-plugged and is being used to discharge 
stormwater into the City prior to the completion of improvements. (See Exhibit 13) 

10. Rip rap currently exists in the channel below the existing 48” outfall, but not to the 
extent shown on the Stormwater Management Plans (See Exhibits 14, 15, & 16) 

 
 
Attachments 
 
 Exhibits 

1. Project Map 
2. Fence Photo 
3. Plan Map 
4. Graham Email 
5. City E&S Plan with Note 
6. County Stormwater Management  Plan with Note 
7. Collins Letter 
8. Tolbert Letter 
9. Edens Appeal 
10. City E&S Plan with Note 
11. Pre-Con Letter from Silman 
12. Fence/rip-rap photo 
13. Photo of 72” Pipe 
14. Photo of Downstream Channel 
15. Photo of Downstream Channel 
16. Photo of Downstream Channel 

 
 
 
cc: City Council 
 City Attorney 
 Edens – Tom Gallagher 
 Jason Hicks – Womble Carlyle Sandridge & Rice, LLP 
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